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Abstract

The purpose of this qualitative case study wagtn a better understanding of
daily routines in a prekindergarten setting. Thelgtwas conducted in a Tennessee
prekindergarten in a pod-style classroom. Pasditip were nine adults (teachers and
paraprofessionals) and 47 preschool children. Mastic qualitative methods of
observation and participant interviews provideddh& for interpretative analysis
(Hatch, 2002). Knowledge of activities and partaipperspectives was gained that was
instrumental to understanding the more generic ofdaily routines in early childhood
settings. Factors found to be influential to roetdesign and enactment were the setting,
teacher power and philosophical stance, and cinilsligeveloping memory for routine

events.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Background

My study examines daily routines in the preschdedgroom. The study was
prompted by an examination of my own practicehedlassroom. Elements of daily
routine are not usually included in published phest materials/curriculum, and such
unexamined elements have been described as pathiolden curriculum” (Anyon,
1983). Nevertheless, | believe that an embeddidy rdaitine serves as an organizing
structure for the events and flow of the school, diapm its beginning to its end. A
structured, well-defined daily routine seeminglyciked” for my former preschool
classes, but what meanings had the children arehfsahneld that might be different from
my own? What were the messages communicated terggidnd parents as they entered
the preschool environment? Why did | deem thatrooyines represented “best
practice”? | couldn’t remember the antecedents ypbeliefs about the creation and
enactment of daily routines. Why did |, as teacheiange routines the way | did in the
classroom, and what were the perceptions of tHdreim as they enacted them? Why did
the teachers with whom | worked arrange their rmsias they did? There are no simple
answers to these questions or easy ways to actmuhe many influences and
perceptions that converge as classroom routineglayed out.

This topic might seem mundane to anyone who habewt a teacher, but it was
my belief that the daily routine is one of the mestred parts of planning and
implementing the programs of many teachers. Seyeak ago, however, as | began

visiting a variety of prekindergarten programsopticed that the daily routine precept that



| believed was so vital was not implemented evesngh Not only were children
unaware of the day’s schedule, but also teacheygaa’s start, had no set routines other
than those imposed by school-wide schedules likeHand dismissal. | wondered how
this could be; why were teachers failing to do whied been so important in my
curriculum design?

My teaching experience, spanning 25 years, has inediserse settings. My
practice has developed and changed from its inmejmi undergraduate early childhood
education classes. | have attempted to keep cumiémeducational research. Both
graduate school course work and in-service trajmmggst influentially High/Scope
curriculum training (Hohmann & Weikart, 1995), haadded to my knowledge base.
Peers in the field, formal education, and even extithod have all influenced my
practice. | currently supervise practicum studemthie community college level. Before
passing on folk knowledge (Bruner, 1990) aboutydailtines to my community college
students, | needed to know more. How could | defegdeliefs without researching
their roots and the theory that informs the enaaotroéroutines in the prekindergarten
setting?

Purpose Statement

As stated, the need for this investigation oritgdan my practice as a
kindergarten and prekindergarten teacher. Prekgagian is replacing kindergarten as
children’s initial experience with formal schooliagd, as such, seemed the best source
to investigate conceptions and enactment of dailgime. | began my study by surveying
eminent writers on early childhood education cudien. High/Scope training

(Hohmann & Wiekart, 1995) had added many dimensiomsy practice, so | returned to
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High/Scope’s treatment of daily routine. | founderences to High/Scope’s own work,
but with no other empirical or theoretical basEsploring other works (Hatch, 2005;
Kantor & Fernie, 2003; Katz & Chard, 2000; Morris@®08; Shickedanz, York, Stewart,
&White, 1977), | found that each source affirmed opynions of and offered enthusiastic
support for well thought-out routines. Yet, | wasmised to discover that, like
High/Scope, their opinions about daily routine wenelerpinned by few theoretical
references. These texts provided little assistandefining what factors might underlie a
prescription for the organized and sequenced resitiagularly carried out in
prekindergarten classes.

Turning to the broader literature, | found thaklyom few studies (Fivush 1984;
Friedman, 1988; Schweinhart & Weikart, 1997) adyuablated daily routine as a
phenomenon or related the practice to cognitiveoaro-cultural development, and
authors did not relate why it was so suited to pesttice with prekindergarten children.

The widely accepted best practice of daily rowgihad not been validated outside
of its demonstration in classroom enactment, naiccbfind it related to theory. |
therefore feel that my investigation of daily ragiin prekindergarten reveals some new
theory-based insights into the design, enactmeuitparticipant experiences of the
routines.

Choice of Case Study

The daily routine of the Reynolds Elementary Po@ @rekindergarten in which |
did my study was constructed and enacted by itscgaants. This investigation exposes
the kinds of knowledge inherent in these participavoices and in this particular local

setting, disclosing understandings accessibleighghrticular site. | chose to conduct a
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constructivist instrumental case study in ordesidoess the “multiple realities” (Stake,
1995, p. 12) of participants and their particularyg while investigating the instrumental
case of prekindergarten daily routine. This stu@gwesigned to provide a better
understanding of the phenomenon of daily routineexamining both the meanings
about daily routine held by Pod One participants @eir enactment of daily routines.
Research was conducted in a pod room containieg ttiassrooms and populated by 4
lead teachers, 3 paraprofessionals, and 43 childvgnobservations as a participant-
observer and participants’ interviews provideddhaga that illuminated the routines as
they were enacted and understood by participahis.ifivestigation of the case at
Reynolds Pod One prekindergarten furthered my kedge and understanding of the
instrumental case of preschool daily routines.
Research Questions
The following initial questions were posed to aipiate discoveries and to

foreshadow themes that might emerge in the studgs@ns were generated from my
aforementioned personal experiences as well asdrpreliminary survey of the
literature. These questions were used to focuatteyntion during observations in the
field. | also referenced the research questioriggaserated teacher-interview protocols
following classroom observations and in my initiéhding of the resulting data set. | tied
initial typologies to these questions as they ardenced in the data.
1. What defines daily routine in a prekindergartenisg? What activities make up a

daily routine in prekindergarten? What is the segeeof the activities and how

regular is that sequence? Are there distinctiveufea that differentiate Reynolds

classrooms’ daily routine?
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2. What influences the design of daily routines? Whaside influences impact design
of daily routines? What teacher characteristicsactplesign of daily routines? Does
curriculum impact design of daily routines?

3. How do participants (adults and children) desctiteedaily routine? What is revealed
in participants’ narratives of daily routines? Hdw participants describe their roles
in daily routines? Is there a shared narrativer@kipdergarten?

4. How are daily routines enacted by participants? Wiblas do participants play out in
daily routines? What values are imbedded in thi dautines? Are certain activity
segments given special significance?

5. How are daily routines learned by participantsfhésnory development involved
when children learn daily routines? Do childrenrape from “scripts”? Does school
routine become part of either a personal or sharexhory? How does the
phenomenon of time impact learning about dailyirad?

Theoretical Perspectives

Embracing a paradigm, and the methodological thdatit suggests, is a critical
decision in creating a qualitative research desigascriptions of the traditions of
gualitative research (Hatch, 2002, Creswell, 1T¥3)zin & Lincoln, 1994) detail
methodological theories and research designs ferrasearchers. Without delineation of
my research paradigm, and thereby my epistemolbgichontological meanings,
making assumptions about the kind of study and austlogies | use would have been
difficult. Embedded in the researchable questioasevthe decisions of where and how |

uncover the understandings associated with thercas routine phenomenon.



Ontological perspectives

| embrace a social constructivist ontology throuwdtich | come to understand the
world of individuals, each constructing a realiwat is local, personal, and shaped by
individual history with socio-cultural experiendefluencing any possible shared
meanings (Rogoff, 2003; Bruner, 2004). | belieméotogically that reality is constructed
by the participants of my study, as is my realgyparticipating researcher who was
present in the context of the investigation anddiscription of the case.

Epistemological perspectives

My epistemological understanding is that thererandtiple ways of knowing that
are constructed by individuals as they experiehe tives in context.
Epistemologically, | believe that knowledge of grelergarten routines is accessible in
the stories and actions of people in context. dilg “truth” is that which individuals
construct through their actions and narrativesegearch question explores the extent to
which an agreed-upon reality of routine impactsietu and teacher beliefs. The multiple
realities found in prekindergarten routines prordptes to produce a case report that is
polyvocal, accessing the multiple understandingsaoficipants (Hatch, 2002, p. 238).
Other salient features of the case are highligittede findings to add understanding of
the “instrumental case” (Stake, 1995, p. 3) of pré&rgarten routines.
Researcher Perspective

As a researcher, it is necessary to express myeawss of the impact my

beliefs, personal and professional experiencescaldral background have contributed
to interpretations of the data. | sought to giveegdo the teachers and children of Pod

One in interpretations that emerged from the detair enactment of the daily routines
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is, indeed, influenced by their unique culture argeriences. As | collected data in the
naturalistic setting, | came to realize that presgiteaching and observation of students in
prekindergarten environments channeled my imprassi®y acknowledging my biases,
| seek to allow the story of daily routines, whmtginates in this study’s data, to remain
contextualized in the words and actions of the R&sPod One prekindergarten
teachers and children.
Organization of the Dissertation

Following this introduction, | present a reviewtbé literature (Chapter Il) to
examine salient research that informed my studyt,Nke methodology (Chapter Ill) is
presented to describe the setting, participants nagthods used to investigate the case.
The study’s findings (Chapter 1V) are presentethio sections in order to clearly tell the
story of prekindergarten at this particular sitd &milluminate data important to the
instrumental case of daily routine. The concludirggussion (Chapter V) returns to the
research questions with a focus on Reynolds Podp@tendergarten as it serves to

facilitate understanding of the instrumental casgady routines.



CHAPTER II:
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Although setting up a predictable routine of atitd for preschool children is an
accepted practice in early childhood educationpsttfor advocating the practice has
not been specifically investigated. As | beganstuely of daily routine in
prekindergarten, | found few studies (Fivush, 1984edman, 1990; Schweinhart &
Welikart, 1997; Solomone, 1999; Williams, 2001) thaécifically isolated the
phenomenon. | will first discuss these studiestaedvays in which they influenced my
research

Schweinhart & Weikart (1997) report the long-tdsemefit of the High/Scope
curriculum model over a traditional nursery schmaldel or a direct instruction model.
They attribute the results to “the emphasis onmlam social reasoning, and other social
objectives” (p. 117) found in High/Scope curriculpnactice. Most directly related to
this study is the practice by High/Scope teachtes“®lan-do-review” (p. 125) sequence
in the predictable daily routine. Though notingttthe practice was designed to develop
“children’s impulse control,” the studies did nojéain the phenomenon of daily
routines. The emphasis on planning by the predatioldren as a part of the routine,
however, directed me to investigate the childrghesning and their narratives as they
describe the daily routine.

Friedman (1990) began a lifetime of studying alaids knowledge of time by

observing their knowledge of routines in familiailgl activity patterns. Though his work



does not seek specifically to examine daily rowgjriegave me a starting point to
examine children’s knowledge of the time-framedaily routines in prekindergarten.

Fivush (1984), likewise, used daily routine toistsiser in studying the
development of knowledge in “Kindergartners’ schealipts” (p. 1697). Fivush’s study
reveals the importance of routine for memory depelent by examining event
representations, or scripts for action in a settifgush’s study was intended to elucidate
memory development, but it serves to inform my gtiog suggesting the significance of
memory development theory for understanding howdod come to recall their daily
sequence of activity.

Williams’s (2001) study of Swedish preschools usgakiren’s actions in daily
routines to investigate social interaction and peaching. Her study reveals the
complex nature of daily routines, or “everyday dtis within the preschool context” (p.
319). She finds that the lived-out preschool reegiare embedded with “rules, ways of
acting, routines, codes and discursive practicg®1) that children learn together and
from each other. Williams'’s study led me to setfeoliterature that would inform my
study of the underlying social nature of daily ioas.

Though they do not isolate daily routine, the stadinext reviewed have served
as a connection to the underlying processes thah&s and children use in planning and
enacting routines. | had supposed that | mighebeihderstand daily routine in
prekindergarten by looking at the phenomenon alviddal children’s memory
development for routines and group acknowledgermedtunderstanding of routines. |
therefore began by reviewing pertinent areas ohitivg development and family

systems to discover a framework that children migdg in understanding their routines.
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The role of adults in teaching the routine alsoeplosn interesting area of this
investigation. The narratives of participants, bdtildren and adults, offer insights into
how they share knowledge and create both uniqugoamdviews of the daily routines in
the prekindergarten classroom of Reynolds Pod @elarergarten.

| began this literature review prior to doing fielork and it guided my
construction of the research questions. The lteeadiscussed in this chapter reflects
both my initial exploration and additional, postataollection connections. The
following areas of research inform this study: doge development and memory
(Nelson, 1986, 1993, 2007; Nelson & Fivush, 200&)ratives in early childhood
(Bruner, 1990, 2004; Nelson, 2007); cultural navest (Bruner, 1990, 2004; Rogoff,
2003); and family routines and rituals (Fiese, Tbmdouglas, Josephs, Poltrock, &
Baker, 2002). Additionally, | review studies of timfluence of teacher philosophy on
preschool outcomes (Elkind, 2003; Graue, 1993; blar&999) to assist in
understanding philosophical influences in Reyngigkindergarten, the focus of this
case study. Each research strand adds unique tamttirgys of child and adult
interactions and the meanings and descriptionsgivéhe routine activities by
participants. The following sections describe Eaas they pertain to prekindergarten
daily routines.
Cognitive Development and Memory

Because of their stage of development, prekinadtegahildren have
understandings of the flow and activities of evanytife that are quite different
from those of adults (Nelson, 2007). Researchiecsgnitive development (Cole

& Cole, 2001; Fivush & Hudson, 1990; Nelson, 200&ye increased our
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knowledge of the structure of young children’s &imgraphical memory,
detailing it as being unique from adult memory, ipgticately influenced by
recurring interactions between adult and child.

Autobiographical memory

How do children construct their life story in memy®rNelson’s (1986, 2007)
work on autobiographical memory examines the pseEeby which language, culture,
experience, and cognitive intertwine across tinaeaies. Nelson’s work on memory and
language in young children informs my analysishaf knowledge of child participants.
Along with Nelson, Bruner’s (1986, 2004) investigas of the developing child
narratives of everyday life add to my awarenegh@eftorytelling patterns of the
prekindergarten children in my study. Studiesamhily routine and ritual (Fiese et al.,
2002) serve to illuminate the routines of prekim@eten and the ritualistic emphasis
added to these activities by participants.

Nelson (1986) chooses the term “scripts” to désctihe development of
children’s schematically organized event represemts. Scriptis a term taken from the
general research model that Schank & Abelson (16fi@nally developed to investigate
artificial intelligence and representation of thbtifpr computer programming. For
Nelson, the script encompasses “roles and propsleiies obligatory and optional
actions” (1986, p. 13). A script is “an orderedsence of action appropriate to a
particular spatial-temporal context and organizediad a goal” (p.13). Scripts entalil
expected events within a sequence, a generalingcigte with slots, and the pieces that
fill them. Abstractions such as “how the world wstlare contrasted with specific

episodic information. “Well scripted” events arefamiliar that the participants agree on
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sequence, structure, participants and their raled the artifacts found in them (for
example, school lunch routines).

Script theory

Scripts serve as an interpretative context foeerpces as they inform new
experiences and interact with, but are differeorfy episodic memories. Nelson (2007)
demonstrates that a child’s knowledge is basedreryday experiences that inform their
cognitive representation and, in turn, make nevoaciccur. Scripts for everyday action
allow planning for future events. The script modahteractive with the environment,
particularly in interactions with familiar adultsat allow the child’s cognitive system to
operate in a dynamic give-and-take, reciprocakiaiahip with social and cultural agents
such as parents or teachers.

The concept ofcriptis further detailed by Fivush, who defines it as “
spatially/temporally organized set of expectatiabsut the actions, actors, and props
likely to be present during a given event” (19841§98). During early childhood, the
young child is experientially bound, before decantdized language and vicarious
knowledge are available. He or she is said todezating with partial knowledge, using
scripts initially supplied by the adult. The pred#t@ngarten classroom provides the time-
frame, school-specific materials, and adult-chiliggiactions that can build children’s
scripts for school.

Scripts forhow things go at schoalre built up over time as children, under adult
direction, compile predictable episodes of schife! IThese scripts direct behavior each
day and become a framework for a lifelong autolapgrcal memory. Nelson and Fivush

(2004) gathered strands from several traditiores nmeta-analysis to generate a “Social
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Cultural Developmental Theory” to describe theoabsut autobiographical memory.
First returning to theories of memory developmém, authors revisit Nelson’s notions
of “scripts” as related to the development of episodic membigison and Fivush (2004)
delineate types of memory as a “generalized memsystem for events, later
supplemented by an explicit system for specifiseges experienced in the specific past”
(p. 487). The inclusion of studies of script theasgisted me in teasing apart the
influences that were at work as children begaretetbp an infantile autobiographical
memory and their concepts about being a student.

In investigating the development of prekindergarbiidren’s school scripts,
Fivush and Hudson (1990) discovered through intev\studies that children remember
an event as a generalized spatial-temporal framebased on their first encounters with
the routine. Their study of child and teacher klenlge of well-developed scripts
revealed diverse perspectives and conceptionseahtraning of daily routines in a
prekindergarten.

Time

What is the meaning of time for adults versusnttganing for prekindergarteners
and how is time a factor in their daily routineBasic to scripts are actions and the time
sequences in which they occur. These scripts arelajged over time with ever more
complex and diverse tracks. The hierarchical inrgraré placed on certain slots of the
routine is significant to understanding the dadytines of children and adults in
prekindergarten, because children, operating iht adbemas, learn to value and take

dictated roles in the scripts that their teacherpleasize.
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Friedman and Brudos (1988) initially investigatiildren’s developing cognitive
system as it acquires an understanding of a timeergystem. To view the future, adults
learn to experience themselves as a person exteveedime periods. Friedman finds
that children can also map out days in sequenceamdell the events in order if the
script is familiar.

More recently, Friedman (2002) investigated thiétglof children of preschool
and early elementary age to distinguish eventsrdoupto their relative distance in the
future. He concludes that time understanding ¢sosoultural in nature, stating that it is
related to “opportunities their families and teashgrovide to talk about the future” (p.
355). Young children master time concepts for latztiy and annual events over a long
developmental path throughout the preschool andesi¢éary years. According to
Friedman, it is through daily talking and thinkiagout the relative nature of an event’s
occurrence that children come to understandingewige, Nelson’s (1991) hierarchical
episodic model reveals young children’s abilityptrceive the order of familiar routines.
In prekindergarten, routine activities are oftequssnced and predictable. Nelson’s model
is useful for describing the developing sequenakhaararchical order in
prekindergarteners’ accounts of their daily adegt

For Tomasello (1999, 2003), learning the sequeatame is a social interactive
process in which the child operates within the schef the parent until full
understanding of past and present are developetsoi (2007), commenting on this
model, questions the relative effectiveness of qtare® model these concepts for
children. Parents and teachers serve childrenegstirces for constructing their own

knowledge structures” (Nelson, 2007, p. 193). Thlooonversation about past
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experiences, children come to develop memories toverthat are separate from the
adults in their social context. Nelson, in faafides autobiography as “the culmination
of the development of the self in time” (Nelson020p.205).

Fivush (1998) suggests that very young childrenséitl in the process of
understanding the sense of themselves in time. @hepot able to reconstruct sequence
in personally relevant events in time and therelahate the events as personally
meaningful. This echoes Nelson’s (1996) insistedhaklanguage development must
coordinate with cognitive development, allowing eheression of life stories.
According to Povinelli, Landry, Theall, Clark, a@dstille (1999), only when children
have reached a mature sense of self that is exdendene can they be said to have
achieved an autobiographical memory. The developahstages of children in
prekindergarten classes may locate them on the@dbes achievement. Within
preschool routines, autobiography is extendeddlude understandings of self in school
routines, thus revealing a child’s knowledge alsmintool schedules and the predictable
states of time occurring in these routines.

Cues

Prospective memory can be defined as rememberipgrform a future action
(Guajardo & Best, 2000). This mental feat diffeistidctly from that of retrospective
memory, which describes and retrieves events tggpdned in the past. Prospective
memory, just developing in preschool-age childfan¢tions to prompt future action.

Kliegel & Jager (2007) investigated the prospextivemory of preschoolers.
They studied cues, defined as “external memory &ms35), which are used to assist in

the performance of intended future actions. lrestigating preschoolers’ “prospective
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memory,” the researchers sought to understandiéegth of children’s ability to
“remember to perform intended activities” (p.33helr data support the conclusion that
memory for performing future activities increasegiothe preschool age span. Further
findings indicate that the use of external memady & positively related to “event based
prospective remembering” (p. 33).

In prekindergarten, teachers routinely use wordsmers to prompt children that
upcoming events are at hand. Other cues, sucloasgito a specific classroom
location, are less specified and cue children tiinatheir daily repetition, seemingly
without teachers’ consciousness of their power séhmies prompt children’s actions and
help children develop prospective memory for atiigi of the school day. Intentional
and unintentional cues prompt children’s futureand as they transition between
activity segments during daily preschool routineRaynolds Pod One prekindergarten.
Narratives: Telling the Story

The cultural theory of language is often attributedhe socio-cultural theorizing
of Lev Vygotsky (Berk & Winsler, 1995). According socio-cultural theory, thought
and language develop simultaneously, with soctarattions scaffolding learning and
making speech a mechanism of both thought andlgot@aaction. Unique to
Vygotsky’s theories of language is the concept sbaally constructed “tool of the
mind” that is neither individually nor biologicallyetermined, but developed through
culture’s interaction with the language instince(B & Winsler, 1995, p.20).

Situated nature of narratives

Building on Vygotsky'’s theory, Bruner (2004) propsdanguage as the medium

by which we construct reality and our unique sealfrative. Through language, we



17

construct who we are and, in turn, act out of twatstruction as we plan future actions.
The role of culture, as it influences a child’sdyral understanding of personhood
(Bruner, 1990; Fivush, 1998; Rogoff, 2003), is ikee useful to understanding the
prekindergarten classroom. Cultural narrativesshevn to influence the development of
children’s understanding of themselves as a sotfatd immersed in the predictable
routines of each day (Bruner, 2004, p. 1190). dinklren of Pod One and their teachers
live out their daily routines, developing a shacetture in school routines. For Bruner,
telling a life narrative is more than speech; i isonstruction of the self through the
blending of cognition, language, and culture.

The journalSocial Researchepublished Bruner’s seminal work, “Life as
Narrative” (Bruner, 2004), emphasizing the sigmfice of the study of narrative and,
most importantly, autobiographical storying. Instirticle, Bruner explores the role of
narratives as the very constructions that giventitaning. As a student of linguistics,
Bruner poses questions that have long puzzledidteoDoes cognition foster language
or has language guided development of cognitionfh&rdeparts from the classic
interpretations of cognitive psychology in his s#ato define narrative. The nature of
narrative, according to Bruner, may be portrayedugh art, anthropology,
autobiography, physiology, or psychology; and prgbably an integration of them all,
formed cognitively and told as a “narrative achieeat” (p. 693).

Bruner (2004) feels that the stories we tell depel code for future action. He
states that the ways of telling and thinking alddeitstories “become so habitual that they
finally become recipes for not only guiding theslifarrative up to the present but

directing it into the future” (p. 708). He feelst life is not how it actually happened
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but, rather, the interpretations placed on thoseiwences. In my study, the daily
routines of prekindergarten, too, are routines leggbme unstated. This study explores
the interpretations of life-at-school that teacleerd children may share or come to co-
construct.

Cultural nature of narratives

Bruner (1990) states that “logos and praxis alei@lly inseparable” (p. 81),
meaning that children come to know that their atiwill be understood not only by the
act itself, but by how they tell about it. For G2803), an innate instinct for language is
a birthright of all human kind. The instinct fonlguage is intricately connected to a “tool
kit” for the specific cultural system in which athien develop. Culture, of both home and
school, generates the genres we learn to useenpt®ssion. Its development is deeply
tied to the tools and resources of the culturehictvits development flourishes, giving
unique and often dissonant expression across thg laaguages in American schools.

Adults know a life story they can tell with detaihd meaning. It begins as a
skeletal schema of small daily activity and soom loa described in words. It has
sequence and an embedded temporal structure, evea preschool years (Nelson,
1986, 2007). Each life story is uniquely embebidiby family culture, especially by
mothers, as they give words to action and remiradceit meaningful events (Fivush &
Hudson, 1990). Amdividual’'s story is, in fact, a family’s story, forever interhed in
the language environment of the cultural milieuezignced as a child (Rogoff, 2003).
These culture-rich life events inform decisionotighout life and encourage routines
that in turn recreate them (Bruner, 1986). Eachlfaculture, too, has a story, a narrative

that informs the beliefs about the past, the trostiwness of relationships, and the ability
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to plan choices for the future. Each school cultlikewise, develops through teacher and
child relationships and actions in the daily lifetlee classroom.

The literature also reveals a juxtaposition ofual narratives (Fillmore & Snow,
2002; Gee, 2003), often resulting in dissonancevéeh cultural groups, especially in
school settings where language, expectations,@urtthes are often so closely tied to the
ways in which words are used (Heath, 1983) inptleelominant culture. Teachers and
parents, who are often from differing cultures, tiseword-ways of their own traditions.
Teachers most likely use the form of speech that lbarned in school. The dissonance
between “home ways” and “school ways” is often arse of tension. Academic
language is foreign to many students, but classrexpectations may be based on
“teachers’ own cultural patterns” (Fillmore & Sno2002, p. 22). Teacher expectations
about the knowledge children have about the dailjyine may be constructed out of their
own cultural notions of what routines in prekindatgn should be.

Prekindergarten entrance brings children into #éingdr arena of the public school
system. Cultural dissonance may be evidenced wbengychildren learn to relate to
widening circles of caregivers. For Gee (20033, thite” of social language acquisition
is the innate way in which learning occurs in sbeamtexts, allowing our discourse to
serve as an “identity kit” (p. 35) when approachamy social situation requiring
language. Both verbal and non-verbal communicati@tems are relevant to the
discussion of disparate perception$iofv things gon a classroom environment (Swick,
2003).

In The Cultural Nature of Human DevelopmdRggoff (2003), likewise, states

that while “contact among cultural communities &&ma source of creativity, it can also
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be a source of conflict” (p.331). For some grous,o American school-ways may seem
foreign. Students are challenged to “acquire aeracial knowledge and communicative
abilities in order to participate” (Kantor, 2001,35) in the many facets of the daily
routines and learning contexts. Creating meanfiogge school routines may come
easier if the ideas from home echo those in th&sob@m and the roles of adults are
familiar to those roles taken by school. Childvéth disparate cultural scripts may
operate under a different set of understandingsandave a difficult time acclimating
to the predominant culture (Kantor, 2001).

School and home expectations about the meaniaghaiol routines may be
similar or different, as the meanings from guidedipipation change with the context
and patrticipants (Rogoff, 2003). Perceptions atires and embedded meanings may be
informed by earlier “scripts” for social behavidDisparate cultural narratives reveal, for
adults and children, differing perceptions of theaming and roles of participants in
prekindergarten routines.

Shared nature of narratives

My research sought to discover the proximal asthtlinfluences on
understandings of daily routines in prekindergart@amily-narrative research clarifies
how these meanings are given voice by participdat individually and collectively. It
is in the relating of events that they become shaxents and shared knowledge.
Building connections is both a personal and a gystéeat in which meaning is gained
over time and through interaction with people,factis, and language (Fiese, Sameroff,
Grotevant, Wamboldt, Dickstein, & Fravel, 1999; Bee2002). Imhe Stories Families

Tell: Narrative Interaction and Relationship BefigFiese et al. (1999) state that an
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“approach that may incorporate both proximal arsdadlinfluences, as well as focus on
the family’s interpretation of family events, ietktudy of family narratives”(p. 2).
“Family narratives move beyond the individual amgldwith how the family makes
sense of its world, expresses rules of interachon, creates beliefs about relationships”
(p. 2-3).

This same group acknowledgement of valued expegienpresent in the
phenomena of children’s first learning of the rituand routines of school life. Visiting a
prekindergarten classroom reveals the ritualisti, in many classrooms, of “circle time”
or “story time” (Kantor & Fernie, 2003). These eteeare given meaning by their
repetitious nature and the value placed on thempdbtycipants. The significance placed
on certain parts of routines, and the seeming uartapce placed on other routines, by
child and teacher, is evident in daily routinepiakindergarten.

Family Routines and Rituals

The research focused on routines and rituals mwitmily systems informs my
study by pointing to the interactions of close-lgnbups in telling a coordinated story of
their life-as-lived. Like a family, prekindergartefassrooms come to incorporate adults’
narratives into a group narrative that guides pigdtion in the daily routines. Fiese and
colleagues’ (2002) investigations have sought émiidy family meaning through its
expression in narrative construction. The liter@ton family routines and rituals informs
this study through the research on meanings arebisitds.

Fiese et al. (2002) reviewed 50 years of reseandiamily routines and rituals in
hopes of informing future research toward “the éipeutic value of family rituals” (p.

381). Their research clarifies definitions of teemsritual androutine, which have been
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used interchangeably in the literature but haviegiht meaning as they occur in family
systems. Both ritual and routine involve actiod arcoming together of family
members, either physically or psychically. Botluais and routines are repetitive,
patterned interactions that are practiced in aet\anf settings.

Rituals differ from routines in the symbolic meagiattached to the actions.
There are two discrete dimensions of family rituabsitines and meaning, according to
Fiese and colleagues (2002, p. 382). This subgelement designating routine from
ritual is often a personal, albeit family, defioiti. Fiese et al. (2002) say “any routine has
the potential to become a ritual once it moves fesmnstrumental to a symbolic act” (p.
383), and most definitions agree that rituals haVpractical component in terms of
organizing group behavior and a symbolic compotiesitfosters group identity and
meaning-making in group situations” (p.383).

The dimensions of rituals and routines are corarhby Fiese et al. (2002) as
continuity, communication, and commitment. The tifreene of routine is simply
accomplishing tasks that need doing, whereas nigugmembered behavior that is
repeated for the sake of the intrinsic meaninglfeattaches to it. Routine becomes
ritual as it is “meta-cognitively acknowledged ot discourse as a recognized and
valued unit of shared experience and to the exbentt is endowed with affective
meaning for the family” (Serpel, Sonnenchein, BakeGanapathy, 2002, p.392). Fiese
et al. (2002) have shown that rituals can be p@str negative. Prekindergarten routines
are peppered with activities that teachers empbasid extend in time. Both children

and their teachers come to ritualize some acts/iiethe enacted routines, valuing them
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more highly than others as described in their disg® about their choices and values for
the routine and its components.

Just as memory development and the shared nagdhigegive it expression
inform this study, so too does the understandiagjtdachers bring to designing and
implementing routines in the classroom. | will nextiew literature to assist in
understanding the philosophical stance of the &adn Pod One.

Teacher Philosophical Stance

Teachers come to Pod One with various experienués$raining.The lens of
their assumptions abohbw school goemfluences the design and implementation of
curriculum and daily routines. Elkind (2003) pofie®e epistemological positions,
empiricism, nativism, and constructivism, that pdev‘philosophical rationales” (p. 1)
from which day-to-day pedagogy in the classrooerésited. As teachers translate their
educational philosophies into practice, Elkind ndore similarities than differences in
the climate of high-quality classrooms. Howevekiid sees the epistemologies of
teachers as being ultimately defined in their pcadn the classroom.

For Bruner (1990), ontology is replete with théues one integrates into self-
hood. A teacher brings to her practice the phpbsmal stance that informs decisions
about what she will value in curriculum and routdesign. The worldviews of teachers
in Pod One illuminate philosophical lenses througch the daily routine is designed
and enacted.

Curriculum design is directly influenced by thead teachers bring with them to
the teaching experience. Graue (1993) examinedadtial milieu of parents and teacher

expectations for kindergarten. She finds that g&ein brings a new social construction
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of the meanings of programming in kindergartene $hift in kindergarten’s emphasis
due to “curriculum shove down” (Hatch, 2002, p. ¥&i& discussed by Graue (1993) to
illuminate the “flurry of forces” (p. 68) at wowiks curriculum is designed and lived out
in kindergarten. Similarly, there is no one fadtoat describes curriculum and routine in
this study.

To define the worldview of teachers is to plagenthin camps according to their
philosophical stance. In a study of urban presahddhrcon (1999) identified three
distinct curriculum delivery models. These mode¢se labeled as academically-
directed, child-initiated, and combination modetaflemically-directed classrooms
focused on didactic adult-designed instruction whign intent of increasing academic
achievement. Child-initiated classrooms, exemgifag High/Scope curriculum
Schweinhart & Weikart, 1997), encouraged childeeadtively initiate learning
experiences in a prepared environment that incladiedts who acted as guides and
facilitators, who scaffolded development througlipg questions and guiding skills-
development as needed. The child-initiated appraaconsidered to be
developmentally appropriate and best practice byynexperts (e.g., Bredekamp &
Copple, 1997). A combination model is often areetit approach created by teachers
using parts of both the academically-directed dnldiénitiated models Marcon (1999)
reports that children in academically-directed ahifd-initiated curriculum models
showed stronger academic gain than children ircdimebination model. Findings
reported are consistent with the “goals and appresiof preschool models” (p. 372) that
each setting and teacher presented. Children ingchdemically-directed program

showed greater advancement in written languageshwthie author equates to the
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emphasis on academic readiness. Child-initiatediestts, likewise, demonstrated higher
receptive and expressive language, which the asiexulates is a result of greater
orientation toward interpersonal skills in childtiated classrooms. The combination
approach was reported to produce “reduced mastdrgsic skills and lower adaptive
behavior” (p. 372). This study elucidates theati#hces in outcomes for preschool
children experiencing preschool classes with desjggphilosophical models for
instruction and curriculum delivery. Macon’s (19%%udy is useful in investigating the
various interpretations that the teachers at Relgptekindergarten place on their daily
routine activities.
Summary

Children come to know their daily schedule andraetheir roles at preschool
over time. The research summarized in this chaptggests that multiple influences on
children’s memory and the cultural milieu in whittat memory is shaped allow children
to begin to understand self-in-time through rowgiaad enacted roles. The philosophical
stance of the teacher, as it influences the designenactment of routines, heavily
influences the emphasis and emotional climateghatents learn to accept as the norm
for school routines. School-knowledge is creategrakindergarten classrooms, and this
study seeks to understand participants’ enactmehtiarerse perceptions of this
phenomenon. The following case study reports duthstory of Reynolds

prekindergarten and a data-based instrumentalatgsekindergarten routines.
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CHAPTER III:

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

To gain an understanding of the phenomenon of daitines in prekindergarten
and the case at Reynolds Elementary Pod One, laugedlitative methodology. Using
qualitative research methods helped reveal theimwasich daily routines were
structured and how patrticipants’ meanings promftedh to enact the routines. In this
chapter, | first present my rationale for choosmgjrumental case study methodology.
Second, | describe the participants, settings satettion process. Next, | explain the
research design and data collection proceduredijraadly, | describe the techniques used
for data analysis. The following methods were erpgtbto assist me in describing the
enacted routines and the meanings of particip#émis, providing understandings of the
instrumental case of daily routines.
Rationale

Research questions that | posed about the knowleglgieipants used to enact
and describe routines in this local prekindergadessroom led me to choose a
methodology from within a constructivist paradigivhile | acknowledge my role as
interpreter (Stake, 1995), my case report strigesdo include “interpretations of the
people most knowledgeable about the case” (p. 188)stated above, | come to this
research with some personal bias related to th@imgsof routines in prekindergarten
program design. The aim of this research, therefeneot only to understand features of

a particular case, but to gain new understandifgfseophenomenon of daily routine.
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| chose case study as the most useful traditioasi@ell, 1998) for developing an
understanding of how a daily routine can be deedrédind understood. Stake (1995)
describes instrumental case study as a methodltbats the researcher to use a
particular “case” as an instrument for facilitatisng understanding of an external interest.
Creswell (1998) states that case study providesebearcher a means to “instrumentally
illustrate the issue” (p. 62). | chose to conductrestrumental case study of Pod One’s
daily routine to gain insight into the phenomendprekindergarten daily routine and
facilitate an understanding of how it comes to bacted and valued. This is not to
underplay my interest in an in-depth consideratibthe designated case from which
unique understandings were developed. The caReyfolds prekindergarten provided
rich data that led me to a “refinement of underdtag’ (Stake, 1995, p. 7) of the
phenomenon of daily routines.

My research questions address the need for a “glemederstanding” (p.3) of
daily routines, and study of the particular casdaly routines at Reynolds Pod One
prekindergarten was instrumental in gaining thiswdedge. Following traditional case
study design (Creswell, 1998; Hatch, 2002; StaR851Yin, 2003), multiple methods of
data collection were employed. Case study invomeRiple sources of data to “build an
in-depth picture of the case” (Creswell, 1998, B)1Eollowing Yin’s (2003) suggestions
for multiple forms of data collection, | used obs#ron and interviews—structured,
informal, semi-structured, and open-ended. In audit collected documents and
physical artifacts that provided data to assisimrevealing the enacted daily routines.

In the next chapter, | present a detailed chroncédglescription (Stake, 1995, p.

127) of how participants in this setting live oleirr daily routine. Case study design
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allowed me to capture “life as lived” in the rowmof prekindergarten by gaining access
to the descriptions and the understandings of @ml@nd teachers, the actors and
narrators (Bruner, 2004). | also describe the cdstef the study and the participants
who provided the information that helped me exptbis case of daily routines.

Setting and Participants

This study was conducted at an elementary schaokimall city in eastern
Tennessee. In 2007, the school’s population was @0 students in prekindergarten
through fourth grade. Reynolds is the only elermgnschool in a small, three-school
city system. Its building is unusual becauseotlgsign. The elementary school was
built in the 1970s, when educational philosophie®pen classrooms” led architectural
designers to create open spaces. The school’s ramrggouped into eight large pods in
a circular design, with the library forming the trahcore. Grade levels are grouped
together, and prekindergarten, in Pod One, is meion.

Reynolds is a targeted assisted school using feflg@ding under Title | for
special “pull-out” programs that offer assistancéotv-income or low-achieving
students. One of the prekindergarten classesdefiithrough these funds. Children
included in Title | prekindergarten classes areegia screening test to evaluate their
skills and qualify them for this program. Statt#doy earnings fund the other
prekindergarten classes, and the students in th@sses are qualified for admission by
their family income level. The number of Reyno$tisdents whose family income level
qualifies them for free or reduced lunch in 20058 percent of the total school. The

developmental preschool classroom housed as pBaaOne is for children ages three
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through five who have documented developmentalydeda other identified deficits
requiring special education services.

In January 2007, there were 43 children and 7 adulPod One on most school
days. These adults, four degreed staff and thigstast teachers, are regularly joined by
speech, occupational, and physical therapiststipuac students from a community
college; and students from child development cisas¢he local high school. It was not
unusual to find as many as twelve extra adultdeseat throughout the classroom during
certain parts of the day.

At the outset of this study, the racial mix in Fode was 23 White, 16 Black, and
4 Hispanic children. These numbers fluctuated samae during the semester as children
moved or as three-year-olds entered the develo@heassroom when they became age-
eligible under state guidelines. Legal ratiosgekindergarten are 20 four-year-olds for
2 adults, but Reynolds had decided to lower this ta 16 to 2. Thus, at Reynolds, one
certified teacher and assistant were assignedcto m&kindergarten class group. The
developmental class required more staff becaussved three-year-olds, requiring
higher ratios, and because the special needs aérsis often require more supervision.
This year, 2 certified teachers and an assistamé 9l students who follow an individual
education plan (IEP) as a guide for individual iastion of these students.

Participant selection process

Graue and Walsh (1995) state that a research dastkgth the “physical and
social place” (p.141) in which research is conddictehose to conduct my study at
Reynolds prekindergarten for both reasons. Asmanconity college instructor, | had

previous experience with this school system thrauighing and observing practicum
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students in the prekindergarten classes duringrda@ous year. An initial comfort level
had been established with the staff; however, namig to develop trust with
administration and staff and eliminating any “g&efer” (Creswell, 1998, p.117)
predicament was a goal for the recruitment proc&ssce | have been an observer at this
site, it did not seem strange or unusual for staffee me in the school, thus easing
recruitment of participants. | have a long-stagdmositive relationship with the
principal, who is very supportive of prekindergarggucation in the elementary setting. |
selected the prekindergarten teachers for the studseveral reasons: they were willing
to participate, the administrators granted permigsand | found the pod classroom
interesting. The selected teachers and the dallgurof life in their classrooms afforded
me access to data that revealed both the dailyneas enacted and their multiple
perceptions of it. Reynolds proved to be a ferglgearch site because of the variety of
experience, training and philosophies of the techPod One provided rich data
because of the varied programs housed within tiésspace.

| gained permission to conduct my study from theost system’s director of
schools, the elementary school’'s administratiod, the teachers at Reynolds. Prior to
collecting data, | scheduled a meeting with thelieas and assistant teachers to explain
the proposed study, answer any questions, ancdasieir participation. Teachers,
assistant teachers, and a speech therapist ganespiem for observation and interviews
at this meeting. During the study, | obtained gesmn from community college
students to use their written reflections as pathe unobtrusive data set.

Reynolds Elementary School currently has threeipdekgarten classes

designated by their funding sources as either TitleState Grant. Two prekindergarten
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teachers combined their classes for this yearantlarge pod classroom in which |
conducted my study. A third group, the developrakenteschool, also inhabited the
space and was led by a team of two teachers fapbeal education preschool students.
Although I had not initially planned to include tdevelopmental preschool class in the
study, the immersion of these students in the iietsvof the pod made it crucial to
include them, and so | also obtained the permissidheir parents.

With the help of classroom teachers, | obtainedngsion to participate from the
parents of nearly all the children in the threessés (see Appendix A). Permission forms
and explanation letters were distributed as par@miged at the school to drop off
children. Some parents read and signed the peonigsimediately, while other parents
took it home and returned it shortly after. Childrehose parents were not accessible
during the school day and did not return the pesmorsform were not interviewed, nor
was their information included in the study dalttésing specially designed smiley-face
permission forms (see Appendix A), | obtained pesiain from the children |
interviewed immediately before | talked with thesying the preschool day.

Data Collection

| used three primary methods of data collectioarater to describe the daily
routine at Reynolds. First, | observed the natse#ting of the classroom, which
permitted me to collect data to reveal the somdl jghysical environment in which the
daily routine occurred (Stake, 1995. p. 62). sbatonducted open-ended interviews to
give voice to the participants’ narrative descapt of the routine (Stake, 1995. p. 64).
Finally, artifacts, unobtrusive data that revegexds of the daily routine, substantiated

themes that other data sources suggested (Yin, p098). The collection of multiple
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sources of data in this case study served to confiy impressions and assist in
“triangulation” (Yin, 2003, p. 97) of themes andanengs.

Observation was the initial method of data coltector this intrinsic case study
of daily routines. Graue and Walsh (1995) statartigortance of studying “the
interpretative record of children’s contextualize@s” (p. 140). Observations in the
natural setting of the prekindergarten pod alloweslto observe the routine as it was
enacted in the classroom. For the purpose of thdy/sobservations were made during
enactments of the daily routine from the day’s begig at 7:45 .M. until dismissal at
1:30P.M. Nine visits were made during the first sessibthe second semester, which
began on January 4, 2007, and concluded on Mar28(®,, in this year-round—school
setting. | visited the classroom, staying for th&ére preschool daily routine, during one
day each week for the nine-week observation period.

| realized from the study’s beginning that my jerese would affect the children
and teachers. Graue and Walsh (1995) warn thadnessrs must “invest long periods of
time with children on the children’s terms” (p146)order to clearly understand the role
that the researcher will play in the context. Igitiuto eliminate negative effect by
participating in the classroom as a teacher assidtaing the study, but | ultimately
provided minimal assistance and functioned pringanilthe role of a participant observer
(Creswell, 1998, p. 58). | marginally interacteithvthe children as | observed,
attempting not to interfere with their regular sities and remaining outside of the group
during group times. This access allowed me to tmeriersed” (Creswell, 1998, p. 58) in

classroom routines and, thus, gain emic perspective
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Observers, practicum students, and interns ageiérly present in this setting, so
| felt that my presence was not intrusive. Only ohéhe three teachers seemed to be
overly aware of my presence, and | adjusted mymwhtens and placement in the room
to discourage conversation with her during clas®tiBy purposefully trying to remain
reflexive, | feel | was able to become part of theessroom culture and gather data that
led to understanding the participants’ knowledgdaify routines.

| took detailed field notes during the nine daibytine observations, focusing on
contexts, such as transitions between activityopkssiwhen actions of individual teachers
and children in the three groups revealed theimkedge of the routine. Because the
level of my “participant observation” (Wolcott, 200p.89) was less than | originally
planned, | felt free to watch unobtrusively as iggrants enacted daily routines. The size
of the space and the large number of adults noynf@lind in the pod made my presence
seem less obtrusive than it might be in other sibesing observations, | was able to
maintain a low level of interaction with teachemslahildren while recording field notes
that produced data that | was later able enrich my bracketed impressions and
subsequent research-journal entries (Hatch, 2002).

Although three classrooms simultaneously occughedspace, | primarily focused
my observations on a specific group during each because of the large pod-design of
the classroom. | alternated observing teacherggemgps to better focus and to capture
the context and “multiple realities” (Stake, 198512) of the participants. In this
fashion, | was able to focus on “certain contex&ake, 1995, p. 64), such as transitions

and morning group time, that were important to us@ading the enacted routines.
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The second data source for this study was partitipéerviews. Stake (1995)
states that “interview is the main road to multigalities” (p. 64). In this study,
interviewing allowed me to gather data that reveatjue narratives of routines, as the
participants described both the enactment and neditheir routines. | found many
opportunities to speak with teachers and assistafatsnally during observations and
record these brief conversations in field notes.

| made the decision to conduct individual intervemith only the certified
teachers. These interviews were conducted aftergspreak, approximately three weeks
after my final classroom observation. This timexfmallowed me to read through the
data from field notes and my research journal teehiaterview questions (Appendix B).
Individual interviews were conducted at the scladtdr the school day in an office
adjacent to Pod One’s classroom.

Teachers’ interviews began with semi-structuredstjaes, leading to more open-
ended queries designed to lead participants teeubigir “own conceptions of their
experiences” (Kerlin, 1999, p. 3). Unlike moreaustured interviews, this method of
inquiry made it possible for me, as the outsideigdin insight into teachers’ ideas and
perceptions. | found that this approach requiredoradjust the interview duration to
allow ample time for discussion (Stake, 1995). cheas were easily accessible for
interviews, and | had to reschedule only one ingnappointment. All interviews were
audio recorded using a portable digital recordexacher interviews lasted between thirty
and forty-five minutes. One interview was rerecartdecause some of the initial

recording was damaged when | mistakenly recorded e initial tape.
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Interviewing children provided a different set dfatlenges from those |
experienced when interviewing adults. Graue antsiV@995) emphasize the
importance of studying children in context, anann study, | came to understand that
this was a key feature in gaining privilege to thpgrspectives. | had anticipated
conducting in-depth interviews with children frohretpod’s prekindergarten classrooms,
gaining student perspective on the daily routirentlcipated asking the teachers to assist
in selecting children to interview. The time schiedof the pod left little time to
interview individual children away from the classno, and following Graue and Walsh
(1995), | was able to “change the context to oneemo amenable to a real
conversation” (p. 147). Incidental interviews poed a fruitful source of data from the
preschoolers, who proved tricky to interview whakein out of the classroom context.

The style of incidental interview that | develophding the research process used
child interviews conducted in the natural enviromingf the classroom. | was able to
approach children during “center time,” when thédren were primarily free to select a
play activity within the pod. | gained permissioorh the children to casually talk and
ask questions about their daily activities. Grand Walsh (1995) call this type of focus
a “shot of the situated child’ (p.141). This tydaridental interview allowed me access
to children’s thoughts during the ongoing dailytinas, and | believe that interviewing
them in this setting was more effective than remgthem from the classroom.

The process of interviewing children was completeth a few exceptions,
during center time. | approached children whileytivere engaged in play activities and
asked if they would like to talk with me for a feminutes. If they assented, | had them

circle “yes” on a prepared smiley-face form andtevtheir name (see Appendix A). |
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dated this form and signed my name as the resaarth®n was able to audio-record
their words without removing the children from theguralistic setting of the classroom. |
conducted 11 interviews during center time in thd plassroom, which necessitated
using children who were accessible during centee @nd cooperative, and who granted
permission. Other incidental conversations wittdcan that occurred in the pod
classroom, outside, or in the gym were recorddiid notes. In Pod One there was one
child who consistently chose not to participate aag not used in the study. Other
children provided terse comments, because of imeavement in play, therefore
providing little data. Both adult and child inteews were transcribed for data analysis.

In field notes that | made during and after thenwniewing process, | recorded
social cues and inferences that the audio recasdinognot disclose. Recordings allowed
me to preserve the participants’ words while | @nttated on the expressions, body
language, and nuances of the interviewee. Thelserfodes combined with interview
protocols to generate a thick description of theig@ants’ perceptions. Informal,
incidental interviews of additional adults, clagsroassistant teachers, and therapists
were likewise recorded during the daily routinefétd note entries.

Initially | anticipated that high school studentght provide a source of data, but
their class schedules brought them into the pothguotating one-hour periods, making
it difficult to find time to speak with them. Stedts from a regional community college
participated during spring semester in two of tire¢ classes as observers and student-
teachers. | obtained permission from two of thetadents to use their perspectives to
add additional perspectives to the data. | cortlictformal interviews with the

students. | was also able to obtain their writiftections on their experiences in Pod
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One, which they produced as part of their studesigaments for their practicum
experience, as a source of unobtrusive data.

Finally, various other types of documents and “ptajisartifacts” (Yin, 2003, p.
96) were collected to assist in triangulating theadMost importantly, the routine was
depicted and described in the posted classroontatthésee Appendices E and G) and in
documents for parents and others. Additionally tdaehers from the developmental
class, additionally, developed a document for thew assistant teacher (see Appendix
C) that detailed the times, activities, and rotastiieir day’s routine. Collection of these
relevant artifacts was ultimately very significamtrevealing aspects of the daily routine.

| took photographs of posted routines, mini rowtirend circle time areas in each
prekindergarten group’s home area. Photos of th@yeabassroom, likewise, provided a
sense of the physical environment of the classr@sdlid a diagram of the entire
elementary school showing Pod One’s remodeled shas obtained a preschool
handbook that is shared with parents, which pralidether information about school
routines. These “physical artifacts” (Yin, 200396) and documents informed my
knowledge of the sequence, roles, and settingsindedd One, thus providing an
informative element of data that adds to the “re$s’ (Hatch, 2002, p. 125) of my case
description.

To summarize, data used for analysis consistethedroations made in the
naturalistic setting of the classroom, child andlashterviews, and artifacts, documents
and photographs, which served to corroborate theratata sources. Next, | will discuss
the interpretive analysis model, as described bghdg002), that | used to “transform

data” (p. 180).
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Data Analysis

Wolcott (2001) makes a “distinction between analysid interpretation” (p. 32).
He cautions the novice investigator not to relypensonal interpretative powers, rather,
to translate the data through an “analytic dimemis{p. 34) to better present the case.
Therefore, as a novice researcher, | closely faidwthe steps of Hatch’s (2002)
“interpretative analysis model” (p. 180) as | premed the data for interpretation.
Although Hatch terms his model “interpretative,etimodel forces the researcher to
ground impressions in the data, providing “toolsliioking interpretations to data” (p.
180). Hatch’s model gave me a path to follow asrhpleted rigorous and systematic
analysis.

Graue and Walsh (1995) suggest that interpretiseareh methodology can
provide “richly detailed cultural descriptions thiatlign our present understanding” (p.
135). My choice of qualitative methodology and rptetive analysis was made because
of the nature of the research and my desire torstated the phenomenon of daily
routine in prekindergarten. My findings reveal altilayered description of the
perceived school routines that allow an understandf the participants’ perspectives
and voices. | referred to the research questimasighout the data collection and
analysis phases to direct my study’s discoveryefteachers’ and children’s perceptions
of daily school routine. Analysis was ongoing anteipretation (Stake, 1995, p. 71)
enabled me to reveal common themes across se#imparticipant perspectives by
comparing and contrasting data.

| kept a research journal, recording data durimg) @ter each visit to the site.

Interpretation was an ongoing process, beginniy éefore the formal observation
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period with my impressions of the setting and teasfat the meeting held to gain their
permission. This meeting initiated a “collectionim$tances” (Stake, 1995, p. 75) that
ultimately informed the set of memos used in tméeiipretive analysis model” (Hatch,
2002, p.180) detailed below. Using a research muand bracketed impressions
(Creswell, 1998, p. 52) in field notes, | becaméiaterpreter in the field to observe the
workings of the case” (Stake, 1995, p. 8), and ukedecorded happenings to
progressively interpret and refine my impressions.

Hatch (2002) suggests that the inductive procedata analysis produces
interpretations that are “better grounded in th'tgp. 181) if researchers have engaged
the data in analysis prior to step one of the pregive model. | had the opportunity to
review protocols prior to beginning the steps oret@rmal “interpretive analysis”
(Hatch, 2002). The field notes and my researchnaluvere hand written and then
transcribed before analysis. | personally trahsctifield notes after each site visit,
which allowed me to add initial impressions. Datarf field notes were reviewed prior
to teacher interviews following the data collectrase of the study. Since the teacher
interviews were conducted after Reynolds’ springghr the time-frame and rereading
allowed me to refine teacher questions prior totierviews.

Interviews were digitally recorded and transcribetore | began formal steps in
the interpretative analysis. | employed a transiomist to transcribe interviews, and |
reviewed the transcribed interviews for mistakesh@dugh short in duration, children’s
interviews required careful review to interpretithexact wording. This step in analysis

allowed me initial familiarity with this part of éhdata.
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Documents, photographs, and other “physical atsfaYin, 2003, p. 96) were

placed in a notebook and labeled with their soarathe date they were acquired. These
artifacts were then available as a source for gugating the data (Stake, 1995, p. 107).
Artifacts, data from field notes, and adult andaimterview transcriptions were
combined to provide the data set for analysis.

The “interpretative analysis model” (Hatch, 20p2180) provided a framework
for making sense of the data. After data were tnalnsd and organized, | followed the
steps of interpretative analysis (Hatch, 2002)tenapt to strike a balance, giving
“attention to both the methodical result of anayend the conjectural task of
interpretation” (Wolcott, 2001, p. 34).

| began by reading the entire data set, includielg hotes, interview
transcriptions, student journals, and artifactgdm a sense of the whole of the
accumulated data. | then read my field notes aselareh journal to note the initial
interpretations | had made during data gatheridgxt, | read the interview data to
uncover impressions made at the time of the intgrsi This set of impressions was then
added to the field note impressions, combiningnafiressions made during data
collection. These were recorded in a separatadlmitial impressions. Impressions
salient to the research focus were grouped. Fhasetimpressions, | generated short
summaries called “memos” to clarify my understagdiof the data thus far (Graue &
Walsh, 1998, p. 166).

My subsequent readings of the data produced ftsraf impressions from field
notes, interviews, documents, and artifacts inisgpdiles. | read and grouped these in

memos that related to the context of the invesbgatMemos previously recorded from
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the initial impressions and the research questighseenced my impressions at this stage
of analysis.

| returned to memos from all the data and groutpede memos salient to the
research questions and those that suggested b#mes$ discovered during the writing of
impressions. | organized these memos into fiventee definition of the routine, design
of the routine, enacting the routine, learningriline, and locating routines within
routines. These general topics served to organizthinking, and | generated an outline
with sub-topics that addressed salient ideas.idjiasd colors to the themes and numbers
to the subordinate themes and returned to thetdatade each data set according to the
themes.

Using the grouped memos, | wrote summaries of aaeh and linked the coded
data to each area of the outline. | coordinatee@mpts and quotes that supported my
interpretations. Several unanticipated themes wenerated that illuminate daily routine
as lived out in this setting. | used these theraksg with the four themes from my
impressions, to generate a narrative descriptianyofindings that describe Reynolds
Pod One prekindergarten routines and understangegisient to the instrumental case.
Summary

This case study examines the phenomenon of a aitine in Reynolds Pod One
prekindergarten as it is enacted, described, arehgneaning by participants. | was able
to access insiders’ views of the class routinesutn their descriptions and compare
these views to the observed routine. The resultsyointerpretative analysis of the data
allowed me to develop and present findings thatakthe daily routine in this unique

setting, while adding to understandings of theruraental case of daily routines in
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prekindergarten. Graue and Walsh (1995) statantexpretive research can provide a
“locally grounded perspective on the experiencgsaoficular individuals that can then
be linked to other descriptions” (p. 151). Intetpt®ns of the data from Reynolds
prekindergarten will add new insights to assisimderstanding the phenomenon of daily
routine. In Chapter IV, | will first present thenflings by providing a chronological
account of a day at Reynolds prekindergarten iermta provide “vicarious experience”
(Stake, 1995, p. 87) of the case. Salient issisepdered in the analysis and
interpretation of data are presented in the sepamntdof Chapter IV in order to illuminate

understandings of the instrumental case.
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CHAPTER IV:

FINDINGS
Introduction

Although the sequence and procedures that givetataiand flow to the daily
activities of school are often unstated, they arenach a part of the learning as any
stated curriculum goal (Anyon, 1983). In this stuldgxplore the enacted sequence of
daily routines and meanings held by participaritepéng me to describe this case as
lived out in one specific classroom culture. Stgl®95) describes an instrumental case
study as a format that seeks to understand songetiane than the particular setting. My
study describes daily routines at Reynolds prekmakten, employing this particular
setting and these participants to illuminate trstrimental case of daily routine.

The result of my data analysis is a narrative sasgy report. The following in-
depth look at Reynolds Pod One includes the vaégsrticipants in quotes or in
vignettes and a thick description of the activibéshe classroom. | start by presenting
the daily routine chronologically in story form.tHen explain specific findings salient to
discovery of the instrumental case. | chose th@ach to articulate the particular
unique aspects of Reynolds, while using it to megunderstand the instrumental case of
daily routines in prekindergarten.

Findings are reported in two sections. The fiestti®n provides the sequential
story of the daily routine at Reynolds prekindetgar The intent of this description is to
allow the reader “the vicarious experience” (Stdl@95, p. 86) of the classroom and the

participants as they enacted their routine. Thismigle of daily routine at Reynolds is a
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story of the particular case and its participayés; it is also a story that illuminates the
features of the instrumental case.

In the second section of this chapter, | presatifigs salient to the instrumental
case. Findings in this section are reported intadto the case-story to present a richer
and more detailed case report and, thereby, eanderstandings of both Pod One at
Reynolds and the instrumental case of daily routinaekindergarten.

The Story of Daily Routines at Reynolds Prekindergden

At Reynolds Elementary, the school day starts4b £:M. At 7:15, the
prekindergarten pod is still, empty, and quiet @der the murmur of noise that drifts in
from nearby halls. Elementary-age students eaikifmst in the cafeteria and so arrive
earlier than the preschoolers, who come in accoraddy parents, when, in the words
of a teacher, “the flood gates come down” and th&bte doors of Pod One open each
day at the prescribed time.

This year, Pod One houses two classes of prekiadergand one class of
preschool special education. The latter is deseghas the developmental preschool. A
school map (see Appendix D) shows the design ohB®eg school, but the classroom
that holds Pod One has a shape that is not easbyitbed. Its once circular design has
been altered over the years by various construgtiojects, and now it most nearly
resembles a cartoon conversation balloon with thety end being a hallway from the
main school. This entry contains children’s cubblesst inside double doors, teachers’
desk stations line the wall before opening out th®irregular oval that contains

homeroom areas for the three classes.
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During the previous year, a single prekindergadass and the developmental
preschool class were housed here. This year,cmdguekindergarten class is included
in order to facilitate the need for room in thet i@sthe building. This classroom carved
a homeroom space at the end of the oval, bringitlgitmoys and materials and doubling
the array of activity centers in the room. In faatenty-two centers now fill the space
between the three carpet areas that designatbréedlasses’ homeroom spaces.
Pathways have been carved out using room dividet$uaniture, so it is possible to go
to each area, to the shared bathrooms at the kttle pod, or to an adjacent classroom of
preschoolers without going through the center @gtspaces. Even to an eye
accustomed to preschool activity centers, thisddide a sea of shelves, toys, and
dramatic play paraphernalia broken only by the patid the brightly carpeted areas
positioned as far as possible from each otheratwastitute teachers’ specific territory, or
“our little home,” as one teacher refers to hepeted area.

Child-sized tables and chairs are found in eachethree areas, and in the early
morning they stand empty and ready to be usedr&aidiast and then for various
activities throughout the day. Each teacher hasagel and white-board spaces for
recording daily calendar and attendance chartsta§é rooms, away from the immediate
area, contain unit materials not presently in as€, cabinets in the classroom keep
materials out of touch that are not for the chidrdhe classroom is designed for the
habitation of the preschool children and the wagytuse it each day provide a window

to their understanding of each area.
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The staff of Pod One

By 7:30 each day, the teachers and assistants tmegimnive, quietly taking their
places to begin another day in this prekindergastgting. Frequently, Jeri is the first to
arrive. Jeri has been at Reynolds for 23 yeattspagh only recently in prekindergarten.
After arriving and checking plans for the day, sha be heard saying, “l am a real
planner.” Often Jeri may be found visiting witlnet teachers in the school or in the
teachers’ lounge before settling in to the prekigdeen day.

Jeri is the senior member of the prekindergartamtas denoted by her years on
the job at Reynolds, her age, and her teachingriexjpe. When Reynolds
prekindergarten initially opened with one classi d@s hired to develop and institute the
program. She did not have the required early bbid certification at that time.
According to Principal Schraft, she obtained hetitteation when a “special case”
compliance was granted to allow her to teach posdgarten after only a summer’s state
workshop. Jeri’'s husband, director of schools engall district, supported Mrs.
Schraft’'s development of prekindergarten clasgesi has two grown sons.

Jeri’s previous teaching experiences have bedmsrot, briefly, an adjacent
district. She has taught in elementary school foy@ars. Most of her experience has
been in first grade and reading, with limited timespecial education. All of Reynolds
classes are in pods, employing various plans tonteeaching, so, as Jeri stated that the
arrangement of multiple classrooms in one podrsgttid not seem unusual. However,
she was the staff member who, in casual conversgatmost often voiced the desire to

have her own space.
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Carolyn is Jeri’s assistant teacher. Jeri fdeds €arolyn serves as a model for
the other classroom assistant teachers. Althowgbl¥h holds no formal degree, Jeri
looks at Carolyn as an equal and says she “fedly’gabout the discrepancy in their
salaries since she “does every bit as much as | Doey talk together frequently during
the day and seem to be in agreement about the pé#us children in their class.

Carolyn seems to value her role of preparing maltefor projects to be completed in
craft or group activities. Carolyn usually remaamsthe periphery during whole-group
activity time, often monitoring behavior while J&ads the group. Like Jeri, Carolyn is
middle-aged, has grown children, and has beenwtdRds for many years as an
assistant. Most mornings, Carolyn brings two afdrandchildren to the elementary
classes at Reynolds. She briefly stops in the pdekgarten pod, leaving her belongings,
and then goes to settle these children at thgietse classes before coming back to
begin the prekindergarten day. Jeri and Carolykensaire their homeroom space is neat
and that the planned activities for the day ar@a@red and ready on the day before.

The special education developmental preschooltinafrst early childhood
program at Reynolds. This year, the developmem&sdghool class is team-taught by
special educators Mia and Melissa. Their homerepate is carved out of the front of
Pod One, just beyond the bank of teacher desksir Tdaching assistant is Tina.

Melissa has been at Reynolds for three years.w@kenitially hired for a pullout special
education position but took the preschool positibren another teacher left midyear.
Last year, she and Jeri shared the Pod One spabadbéewer inclusion activities. This
is Melissa’s first teaching job after graduatingnfr the local university with a degree that

awarded dual licenses in elementary and early lobdd special education. Melissa is a
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young newlywed who loves her job and is alwayslatg before the children arrive in
the morning.

Last year, Mia also began her teaching careeegh®ds. Mia is in her twenties,
single, with no family in the area. She is ranéllgnd arrives each day well before the
children and families are assembled outside théléadoors. She was hired to team-
teach with Melissa when the population of speaiaication children in the
developmental class increased. Mia also holdssdaria degree in special education, but
her emphasis was in behavior disorders and autMia.looks younger than her years
and often wears blue jeans and t-shirt, makinghaed to spot as she works with children
on the floor or at child-sized tables.

Tina came to the developmental preschool classy#far after working with
special education students for a few years atat@ high school. She recognizes some
of the students who come from the high school seole each day and converses easily
with them. Although Tina has a teen-age daughtéeobwn and has worked with
special education classes, the developmental ppekaris are a new challenge this year.
She enjoys and is affectionate with the childred laas learned to switch in and out of
the roles that Melissa and Mia have designed #attults in this class. They expect her
to prepare materials for the classroom, but, moygortantly, they expect her to facilitate
the students’ adaptation to the classroom routibdslissa and Mia prepared a guideline
document of “teacher roles and para roles” atytba’s onset to delineate their stance
regarding the jobs of adults during each portiothefday (see Appendix C). Tina
complies with these requests even though somesmeadmits, “it is hard to have two

bosses.” She calls herself an “enabler” and reéa#lg to anticipate the needs of both
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teachers and children. Tina has breakfast out @adlyrwhen the children come in at 7:45
each day.

Caitlyn is the teacher of the second prekindeegeactass in Pod One. Her
undergraduate and master’s degrees came from laulngarsity and were based on
classes in child and family studies. Caitlyn stuel@ught in university lab school classes
and then taught in the lab school in infant andipergarten classes before branching
out to public schools. She spent five years tewrthird grade, took a leave to have a
son, and, two years ago, began the position inipaekgarten at Reynolds. Last year,
Caitlyn was in a very small self-contained clasandeaching a newly added
prekindergarten class. She collaborated with JetiMelissa last year, but only by
sending two children each day into the pod for mia@gaming during “center time,” when
the children are free to select a play activityhwitthe pod.

Caitlyn is very outgoing and anxious to coopevath her teammates. The move
into the pod room has been “interesting” for hedt has called on her to develop creative
ways to “pull from the teacher strengths” to makis bpen environment work. Early
morning is Caitlyn’s least favorite time of the dayiving across town and dropping a
preschool son at daycare means she often arrigeagithe children are flooding into the
room. With activities on tables and breakfasteathidney-shaped table in the middle,
she feels stressed trying to greet parents, seeaktast, and monitor children at
activities.

One reason for Caitlyn’s stress is that her aamsisPat, is also a bus driver, which
delays Pat’s daily arrival until 8:0Qm. This fifteen-minute lag means that the brunt of

early morning transitioning is for Caitlyn to accplsh alone. Pat, like Carolyn, has
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been at Reynolds for many years. Pat, too, hasrgobildren and grandchildren. Her
age is difficult to guess, as she maintains haméiary fitness by playing ball and other
sports. She dresses in plain jeans and t-shirtshar stature and build confused at least
one preschooler, who thought she was a male. fgatsleading the children in stories,
movement, and games in the gym. She frequentistaker for Caitlyn as group leader
and seems to enjoy the role. Pat has the tasituining the breakfast juices and milks
to the cafeteria and removing the breakfast traghrhight have been left throughout the
pod. This assignment, along with the bus schedubans that she often does not join
Caitlyn and her class until after they have fingsleating and have completed the first
table activities for the day.

The daily routine of Pod One

Fitting the routines of prekindergarten into tkbexule of Reynolds Elementary
School was the first consideration for teachersidiy playground-accessibility, and
dismissal times set the parameters for the dayigites. Jeri and Melissa shared the
pod’s physical space last year, but both the amlditif Caitlyn’s classroom and a call for
more inclusion of the developmental class in thevies of prekindergarten made some
changes necessary. The schedule that Jeri haer emsigned was revamped to the
satisfaction of some of the teachers and to theatsfaction of others.

Since she did not come to the prekindergarten gatirsework in early childhood
education, Jeri says she “read a lot of differeeative curriculums” before designing
last year’s schedule. She tried pulling groupsristruction during center time, but
because of “classroom management issues,” settlédeomethod of whole-group

instruction that she now uses. The other clasaes followed her lead in this decision.
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For Jeri, learning and readiness for the next geacritical elements to be considered.
She feels that “state standards really drive” helusion of direct instruction time, and
that thematic instruction time, likewise, shoulddoeduled “when they [the children]
would do best.” She feels strongly that “phoneam@reness that [she has] developed
over the years with children” is very important.h# the decision was made to include
the developmental preschool children in more aadwiwith the prekindergarten, Jeri
saw it as an opportunity to “get all of the childie a phonemic awareness program.”
This offer to contribute her expertise to the gralgrxi says, is “how we came up with
really just the afternoon rotation.”

Caitlyn taught prekindergarten in a separate abassrlast year, with routines that
she developed independently around the Reynoldsdstd barriers. She sent only a few
students each day with assistant teachers to playgicenter time (also called “centers”)
with Jeri and Melissa’s class. This year, sheredtéhe same pod-space as the other
teachers and, thus, the same schedule.

Little was changed in the morning schedule, butl@areveals the struggle to
coordinate three classrooms, saying “With threesoih there, we had to make sure we
were doing group times all at once” in order toaomodate inclusion of developmental
students into all class groups. The noise levéhetthree classes also required
coordination of the schedule to allow for childterhear teachers during group times.
Caitlyn feels she was instrumental in designingafternoon changes implemented this
year. It was “my idea and it was not liked thstfilew weeks,” she states. But now she

thinks “everybody really does enjoy the afternotiresway they are.”
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The day begins

Parents and children have learned not to enteid®@duntil a bell sounds and the
double doors open at 7:45. The stated policyrigfekindergarten parents to walk
children into the pod and deliver them to theirigeated homeroom area and teacher.
Parents are usually quick with the task of sayiogdipye and leaving the children. Each
teacher has a customary way of greeting parentsraaming and receiving children for
another day. At the midyear point, this has becoméne.

Caitlyn is seated at the kidney-shaped table irhbene area. Children pause to
place a Velcro photo-tag on the chart just outdi@ehome area on the portion of the sign
that says “I am at School,” clocking in for the dahey proceed to Caitlyn at the table,
where she greets them. She has retrieved mille jaied cereal choices from a cafeteria
cart that is parked in the middle of the pod. otieer two tables in her area have work
sheets to be colored and cut by children aftebtkakfast choices, or immediately by
those children who choose not to eat. Caitlyn raleeffort to chat with arriving
parents, but she is clearly multi-tasking, sincelaa not yet arrived to assist her or the
children. In this first fifteen minutes, Caitlyrkiss attendance and lunch count, serves
breakfast, and directs children in their table wo8he glances at the tables to see who is
completing the task, noting some who are gettiegtéisk completed in the allotted time-
frame. Itis clear that a time structure confitiesse activities, as Caitlyn admonishes
children to “Finish up breakfast...time to get tolesy’ Even the children seem in tune
with the schedule as they brag “We fast,” as thmyplete the assigned coloring and

cutting, which is frequently centered on the almtdétter the class is learning that week.
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The elementary school schedule supercedes thaesutf Pod One. At 7:55 each
day, the first imposition is the interruption oklbkfast and table work with a call to stand
for the Pledge of Allegiance and a moment of s#éendt this point in the year, children
are accustomed to this ritual and stand with hamdseart, occasionally still clutching a
cereal spoon, to recite the words and stand emglatlults for a moment of silence. The
rest of the announcements and daily cafeteria memmostly disregarded by the
preschoolers in Pod One as they return to the tadileities or to eating. A cafeteria
worker circulates through the pod at 8:20, askigheeacher for a count of children
eating lunch later in the day. She occasionallyspa to talk with Pat, sharing tidbits of
school news. This worker’s child is in Caitlynlagsroom this year.

At around 8:00, Pat arrives, first chatting withi/n on topics of adult interest
about her family and traffic. Soon she approathegables and starts to assist children,
but she does not sit with them. Instead she @tesa| prompting children to finish or put
away any trash left from their paper-carton andtatabowl breakfasts. Once Pat is on
duty, Caitlyn retreats to take attendance listhéooffice and retrieve coffee for herself.
This respite is short, and at her return, Pat lselger daily clean-up of breakfast trash and
leftover foods from breakfast in each of the tHieene areas. Caitlyn resumes her role at
the tables and passes a clipboard for childresign“in” for the day. This routine
provides her with a daily record of students’ pesg toward writing their names.

Caitlyn is very satisfied that the children hagenembered the routine and her
expectations for behavior after the winter breasat@n. “They didn’t miss a beat,” she
comments, as she watches each child come in at@work. Caitlyn’s children seem to

go through these habitual morning activities withguestion at this point in the year. As
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children come in, breakfast is one of two optidivge eat breakfast and if you don’t
want to eat breakfast you play with toys out.” Téakildren who are not eating may sit
and do table work for up to thirty minutes, waititog others to arrive or finish work
before a transition is made by the whole group.

Across the sea of centers and dramatic play kitetmel dress-up area is Jeri’s
home area. Jeri occupied this same area lastwhan Caitlyn was in another room, and
it has remained an anchor site for Jeri. As childrome into the room, Jeri places
herself beside a freestanding bulletin board thatks the entrance to her area. At this
spot she greets parents and asks children to tedigéh their photo-signs that they are
“at school.” Jeri’s greeting station seems to s&y a gate, indicating that home has
been left behind and school life, with its rulesl gmocedures, is now beginning. Jeri
expects that children will learn to distinguish rthe behaviors versus what's appropriate
here” where she is “boss.... [and children] havedavwtiat she says.”

On Jeri's kidney-shaped table are small, coloresets of paper for children to
use as sign-in cards. Jeri planned this to bé&¢ket to recording good behaviors
throughout the day. Carolyn uses these paperstodetars for appropriate behavior
throughout the day. Children in her homeroom Haisepart of the routine ingrained and
mention writing on the “little piece of paper” castently as they recount the beginning
of the day. This task completed, they choose vérdthselect from the breakfast of
juices, milk, and cereal or to go to one of thecotiables, where activity sheets have been
placed in neat totes along with needed crayons, gitissors, and pencils. The tables
here have the same cut-and-paste activity founQanttlyn’s side, but Carolyn and Jeri

carefully plan and assemble the materials to ma&evork-jobs self explanatory.
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Carolyn is often absent from the pod at this timeting her lunch away. When she is
present, she does not sit with children but prorfrpts across the home area and
suggests they begin their tasks while she convevgbsleri or parents who might linger
a moment. At midyear, children in Jeri’'s home dregquently complete the early
morning routines of breakfast and table work wétvfadult interventions.

A parent, who is an assistant from an upper-gréatsimom, sits briefly with her
child during breakfast. This parent is frequeirtlyhe classroom, unlike most other
parents, and seems to have an insider’s placeigrtbup. The expectation is for children
to go through the routines without bothering adulesi’s group keeps to the overarching
time-frame that dictates the day across Pod Orteliitie socializing so they “hurry and
eat.” If one worksheet is completed, the childreayrget another worksheet as a
consequence of working quickly. Other morningsdhere games or puzzles for children
to use during wait time.

In Mia and Melissa’s home area, they greet thergan@armly and sometimes
converse about home or parenting concerns. Tabldshe same breakfast items as in
the other two classes, but Tina sits at the bretakédle with children, pouring, opening,
and assisting in conversation. Mia and Melissansietake turns between greeting
parents and helping children transition to thedablFor children who are not eating
breakfast, unusual in this group, there are twaoired work tables. Often these tables
include puzzles or other manipulative toys and iimg task. Like Caitlyn’s area, this
homeroom uses a sign-in sheet on a clipboard, whelthree adults circulate among the

children. Early morning is full of conversationtims area, and warm hugs are common.
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Unless they are talking with a parent, the teachiei@ crouch beside the children, who
are involved in their work but still encouragedet@ress themselves.

This homeroom also pauses for the pledge, and &spgcially, seems to model a
serious regard for the moment of silence by stajpmdompletely still with eyes closed.
One child listens intently each day for the lunobnon and can be counted on for this
information when asked later. There is rarely athlk between the teachers in this
classroom. They are intent on the children analjgh they exchange short prompts,
they primarily talk with the children. Therapistsme in and out of the group, pulling
children to their respective offices for speeclothrer intervention services. This, too, is a
part of the routine and children signal with a Velpicture-card to indicate that they
have left the pod area.

Team teaching is well coordinated between Mia amdidda. They have
negotiated a system of sharing the lead role thrdlhg day. The upcoming group time
will be led alternately by one of the two, who leaxirst to prepare the materials she will
use for the activity to come after the transitioont breakfast. Today Mia goes to the
group area, leaving Melissa and Tina with the usxzle workers. As Melissa looks at
her watch, the whole pod is poised for the firsjan&ransition of the day.

Transitioning to “carpet”

Transitions from one activity and place to anoter carefully planned in Pod
One. Moving and relocating 43 children and 7 adrdtjuired the creation of a daily
schedule into which every activity is coordinatBgl.January, children are rarely
surprised by the order of each day, and many @mnldan describe the order from start to

finish in sequence, especially those early mornaugines that seem more consistent
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than later activities. Teachers feel that thestrimction early in the year has allowed
children to anticipate transitions. Now “it is rgahot a big deal,” like at the beginning,
when more explanations were included. Jeri expgessnfidence, saying that her group
“knows what to expect,” but she is still likely gove verbal cues at each transition. In
fact, teachers’ verbal warnings are the only divecthat cues the transition after
breakfast and table work for Jeri and Caitlyn.

Mia and Melissa, however, begin the day’s firahsition using picture cards and
a dinging timer to cue their children to the firsinsition from tables to circle. “We
always use the timer and go around beforehandanithé¢m they have two more
minutes, you know, and show them even the pictutiead point,” Melissa says,
describing the day’s first transition in the deyateental class. Teacher-provided cues
before the transition are designed to help childmicipate the transition and “know in
their minds they need to start cleaning up.” Rettard cues are designed for all
children with autism but serve as a key deviceasirgy transitions for the developmental
classroom children throughout the day.

The time schedule that the pod follows throughheday was negotiated among
all teachers to assure that quieter times werels@nmeous. Since there is no wall
separating the areas, only the ample space atr@s$asrge room allows teachers to
separate their groups. Teachers are as far ablgosem each other during morning
group time. Children are seated on the carpetadaoward the teachers and the
decorated walls to reduce distraction. Still, $bags and voices of teachers can be heard
across the spaces, and teachers have learneddgati the other groups. Jeri states that

the classes “probably, | think, they all do caleridiadicating that the beginning
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morning circle time, while at the same 8:30 to @@y time slot, is not enacted
identically throughout the pod.

Circle time

Once children across the pod transition to a nenv period, they settle into their
home “group area.” Many children say “carpet,tdt&scribe the time-frame, the activities
engaged in, and the place where they occur. Bpghtary colors with shapes, letters,
and numbers decorate the large carpets in eaclp grea. Caitlyn has labeled her
carpet’s blocks with student names to locate stisdanspots that she feels will help
them “pay attention” during group times. Caitlyts®n a low chair at the front of the
rug area, with children in an audience-like groufront of her. Pat often stands at the
edge of the group, ready to correct behaviorsdahatonsidered inappropriate. Children
face the outside wall, where Caitlyn has displaggudimary calendar, a chart with a
graph for children to cast votes on the “questibthe day,” and a pocket chart for
choosing “helpers.” A large easel nearby holdskisaw charts related to the weekly
theme around which learning activities are planned.

Caitlyn reminds children more than once each nmgrio abide by what she calls
“carpet procedures.” Circle time is one of sevéiraés during the day when Caitlyn
consults a clipboard to post stars for children wkbibited behavior that she deems
appropriate during the previous time period. Dgtimis time, Caitlyn posts stars for
breakfast and initial table work time as well astfee transition to the “carpet.” “Don’t
loose your stars,” she warns, as the children watdee what she will show them first.

“Go to carpet” is the designation given to thedifimame, place, and various

activities in circle time. Caitlyn’s group doedl“aur daily things,” including songs,
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calendar, choosing helpers, and, perhaps, a sidrg.order is not highly ritualized and
the children in this group cannot describe any sbest order, just like their teacher.
Caitlyn lets a special helper manipulate the caemdimber, and children place their
name on the “question of the day” chart. Mostdiaih watch quietly so as not to lose
stars for good behavior, though they may be restes wiggling, waiting for the next
transition. However, children enjoy and particgpahthusiastically in singing songs and
doing movement activities.

Pat is often late in joining the group at cirélae because she is circulating
through the pod putting away leftover breakfastifadhe then either watches from the
back of the carpet or prepares for the next civiies. However, she joins in,
participating eagerly, with songs and movementvadigs, her preferred choice when
Caitlyn is absent and she assumes the lead.

Jeri never varies her mini-routine. At 8:30 on do¢ each morning, she is found
in her rocking chair at the front of the carpeher group area. As breakfast and table
work are completed, Jeri reminds children, “It'makt time to go up front” when she
takes her place. Carolyn is usually found perahethe edge of a nearby table. She
holds the children’s sign-in name cards and watébreappropriate behavior that she
rewards with a star.

Like Caitlyn, Jeri’'s morning activities include ealdar, helpers, and “question of
the day,” but Jeri never diverges from set pattasishe executes these activities. She
says she needs this instruction time and trieqts g with skills. Now, in January, the
student helpers mimic her behaviors, asking therathildren to “use your counting

finger” when placing the calendar numerals. Xemient on the children during circle



60

time, probing for answers, making eye contact, astdng questions. The children are
attentive and involved, and Jeri seems to be paifa a carefully choreographed ritual
in which she and the children participate.

Melissa and Mia have children with autism in th@me group. Some of their
morning mini-routines have developed as intervergtim assist these children throughout
the routines of the day. The picture schedule fgg®endix E) on a side bulletin board
has drawings of each of the day’s time periodanfthis schedule, Mia takes a card and
circulates past tables, showing a small drawintpio€le time” to the children. This
picture and a sounding timer are cues for transiiocircle time. Teachers and children
hurriedly stack up puzzles or papers and run tac#npeted area and sit on individual
cube chairs that have been previously arranged ddisbé in a semi-circle facing an easel
and bulletin board.

Tina and Mia sit on the floor directly behind thadents’ seats and help prompt
and redirect students as the entire group partespa the activities. The developmental
preschool group also has expected behaviors dgrogp times. “When you come here
you have to be quiet,” Mia warns. Each child hasra to participate, and attention to
the group focus is maintained with enthusiastianpts from all the adults.

Today Melissa leads the group, sitting on a lowaircht the front of the circle.

She shows another small board to the children pittures of the mini-routine they will
now follow (see Appendix F). Each card is remoasdhe activity is completed. When
guestioned, the children in the developmental obess were unable to remember the

steps of the mini-routine outside of the contexthef circle. However, they did
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enthusiastically remember what each picture stooavhen Melissa showed them the
cards during circle time, calling out “Calendary™&tar.”

Time “on the carpet” lasts for a half hour in Jand Caitlyn’s prekindergarten
classes, but Mia and Melissa have added anothwsitien during this mini-routine
segment. “Sensory” is the name the developmentalpguses to describe children
manipulating “rice, or play dough or foam soapsand, or trampoline or balls” in the
circle or table part of their group area. Mia &nelissa had added this playtime to the
schedule from 8:45 until 9:00 to accommodate tlezisth needs of students and the
attention spans of the three-year-olds in theiugroThe shortened circle time and
“sensory” are only implemented in the developmeakads schedule, one of several
departures that Mia and Melissa employ to accommeatti&ir special children while
staying within the framework of the schedule of Wiele pod.

Center time

The “Pre-K Daily Schedule” lists “Learning Centedsiring the time period
scheduled from 9:00 until 9:45. During “centetfié children venture out from their
home areas into the larger world of the pod, thibeng with students from all groups.
The 22-plus centers have “apple” shaped signs gostar each, with Velcro dots
indicating how many slots are available for chitdte “play” at each station. Children
take their photo name-card and indicate their castteice by sticking it onto the
appropriate “apple.” Caitlyn feels the childrero“d really good job of spacing
themselves out” across the room. She says thagrsgmtovide a “huge choice” of

activities throughout the pod.
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Early in the year, teachers sent children to eentegroups of five so the children
could learn the procedure. Now, in the spring starechildren in Caitlyn and Jeri’s
classes tell teachers where they will play befeeing the home carpet area, and then
begin “mingling socially with lots of different ddrren,” as Caitlyn describes it. Caitlyn
and Jeri ask where children are going to playdoubot monitor this or ask for a
recounting of the play after center time.

The pod hums with activity during centers. Chitldreay be found in every nook
and cranny. In the large middle area of dramatgy phaterials, they may be dressing in
costumes, serving plastic food cooked in toy ovand, placing dolls in doll-house
scenarios. Caitlyn’s carpet area doubles as &laoza, where three-foot-square waffle
blocks are being made into a race car by childrem Mia and Melissa’s class. Busy
groups are at a sand table and a water tablepyandasels are on the far edge of Jeri’'s
area. Next to the wall leading into the pod, agfosm Mia and Melissa’s home area, is
a bank of computers, and preschoolers from achespdd are using each computer to
play games. A self-serve snack area is labeledCitey Café,” and here regulars are
found each day serving cups of cereal or smalllsnesckers and pouring themselves
cups of water. A favorite activity of these snaskseems to be using the nearby mini-
sweeper to tidy up after their spills. There Ikitay, laughing, and movement all over
the pod, but especially in the middle sectionsiar@aitlyn’s small and large block
areas.

Many of the centers, like the area with the largéfle blocks, are used
consistently throughout the year. Other areasgdadnuring the various themes that are

planned by teachers over the course of the yeaFelbruary, the computer games and
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science center have fish games and manipulatives the class and parents will soon
be going to a local aquarium on a field trip. Bs@kd thematic projects also reflect the
fishy theme. Jeriis the team member who “dragstbe theme materials at the
beginning of each new unit and directs the Fridégraoon planning sessions for
teachers.

The motivation of the children at center time seemrsd. Some children await
a favorite playmate before choosing activitieshé@tchildren go with regularity to a
choice center, playing with the same materialc@ntinuous days. Still other children
seem to have things to do as they execute selfsetbplans of writing a letter at the
“writing center” or painting a self-portrait at tlagt easels. Certain children seem to need
adult companionship and position themselves inradgain the attention of teachers.

“Monitoring” centers is the way adults most oftezsdribe their role at center
time. During the center time-slot, adults are nufn observed socializing in pairs or
preparing for the upcoming “thematic time.” Unlessldren’s behavior is considered
very inappropriate, adults seldom interfere.

Of the adults in Pod One, only Mia is regularlyridiengaged in play as a partner
with the children. She follows students from hiaissroom to chosen centers, offering
options, playing with them, or assisting them withterials. Melissa plays occasionally,
but frequently she is stationed at the computeklaasisting the children with programs.
The plan that Mia and Melissa created for theiselaom adults calls for Tina to spend
center time working “with one child covering a gofabm the individual education
plans. However, Tina usually cleans up her homa anel then often chats with Carolyn

as she enjoys a mid-morning snack and watchesiltren at play.
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Caitlyn sends students to centers by having a dated helper ask each child
where he or she will go for center time. The helpids up the designated child’s name
card to signal children to come up and answertly@as often the first of the pod
teachers to send children out into the centerfiodigh Caitlyn says that center time is
ideally spent in play with the children, in the Yei area of Pod One, center time is often
spent “just monitoring where everybody is.” Likeri, she occasionally uses center time
to test a child’s developing skills, but often, \ehthe children are occupied in play,
Caitlyn enjoys an opportunity to talk with othe#td or field a phone call. Pat is always
busy during center time, but she is rarely playifdre uses this time to help the teachers
with tasks such as removing or displaying childseémwork” on bulletin boards around
the pod. She monitors the messiness of the “Cadg’@Gnd vacuums or removes trash.

Jeri is frequently the last teacher to allow heldcén to go to centers. She uses
the transition from group to centers as anothench&o insert a quiz for children, as she
asks their address or birthday as a ticket to playring center time, Carolyn and Jeri
infrequently leave their home area, instead hangbaut their home carpet. Jeri says that
she stays “closer to what [my] actual room is.ti dad Carolyn talk together about
family and school-wide chitchat or pull studentdheir tables to “test” their readiness
skills. Carolyn sometimes goes to the back eddghesf area to assist with children’s
paintings, but her focus remains on adult convansst Speech directed to children is
usually concerned with the mundane tasks of rengosimocks or using drying racks.

During center time, students from the local highas and a community college

join the official prekindergarten staff. Thesedstnts filter into the centers and play with
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the children. The teachers, too, engage theserstsith conversation and so, many
times, adult talk goes on while children are plgyat center activities.

Although the teachers don’t have assigned areamtotain or “monitor,” they
seem to take charge of those centers adjacentitchibme areas. From her carpet area,
Jeri calls out across the room to the dramatic, aezainding children to be careful not to
“drag everything out.” Carolyn and Jeri never {glaouse, but threaten to close it if
rules of appropriate behavior are not met. Jiég, Caitlyn, thinks the sheer number of
children causes center time to be “probably nduadgor me as it could be because a lot
of it is just management for me.”

Thematic time

On the official posted schedule (see Appendix 9,rtext time-frame is termed
“thematic time.” For the teachers, this means they will plan stories and projects that
introduce the children to a particular theme. EBemes—sea life, nursery rhymes, or
others throughout the year—are agreed upon atgaesyoutset by the lead teachers.
During thematic time, children from the classesraneed. At the outset of each unit,
two new children from each of the prekindergartoms join Mia and Melissa for their
“story time,” which occurs at the same time. el Caitlyn include the same two
children from Mia and Melissa’s group for themdtmoe activities during the entire year.

By 9:50, Jeri has given five- and then four-mimweenings to children playing in
centers. She and Carolyn cluck tongues as thaigkten the dramatic play area each
day. Their warnings to “close the center” are Segy disregarded or misunderstood by
the children engaged in play. Melissa often chéekswvatch as she or Mia brings a

picture card to cue a child with autism that “stonge” will soon begin. Caitlyn has
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sounded a timer as a signal that clean-up shoait| ahd across the pod children and
teachers put materials away, transitioning badkéao carpets.

Pat has the “Cozy Café” in perfect order and hesatiened children in the block
areas to clean up or lose “stars.” If a child doesaccumulate enough stars throughout
the week, he or she might be forbidden admissidhddtreasure box” at the end of
Friday’'s session. Children listen for the timegkdo see what others are doing, and
watch their teachers for cues to transition toctget areas. By 10:05, children and
teachers are in their places at the three ciréasar

For Mia and Melissa, this transition needs to mguiekly because their
developmental preschoolers find waiting difficuft.small felt board, like they used for
the initial circle time, cues the names of songkernating the lead role, Mia or Melissa
calls on children to choose a song by selectingtineesponding pictures. Mia and
Melissa call this time segment “story time,” andythrequently read the same thematic
story that they read earlier in the day, repedtmegcontent for students in their group.
After completing the songs and story, they moviabdes for a thematic art project, and
their “friends” from the other classes stay witkittgroup to complete this project before
lunch time.

Caitlyn says that “thematic time” is her favoriteé of the day’s scheduled
activities. Perhaps she is settled into the reubynnow and, unlike during the hectic
starting circle, Pat is now ready to assist. @aithay read a thematic story at this time-
frame, or she may choose to have children parteipeother “hands-on” activities that
extend the theme’s concepts. Either Pat or Cagften hangs back from the carpet,

preparing the thematic art project that will follokae carpet time. This “art” time is often
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hectic, as children cut and paste at various @&tdsequire various amounts of adult
assistance. Pat hovers above and Caitlyn siteantddle table, but frequently each
adult goes to individual children to help or settisputes.

Carolyn usually gets Jeri’'s thematic art projeetsdy and portioned out on
individual trays during center time. When Jers &it the adult rocker, she reads a theme
story and then carefully details the steps thdtlvéltaken by children as they complete
the thematic art project. Jeri says “our littlertratic time” projects also help with skills,
and she routinely includes a booklet for childreradlor that helps with “number
recognition and one-to-one correspondence.”

The time period from 10:00 to 10:50 includes babdhmaand hand washing in
preparation for lunch. The transition after themaine seems hectic in Pod One, since
children from the integrated groups return to tihme group, bringing completed art
projects and often hearing directions from manfedent teachers. They return to their
carpets to regroup and sometimes take a sideottipetbathrooms, unbeknownst to their
home-group teacher. Bathroom time is supposed tulieinto this transition, but
instead, as children line up, adults often dispérasel-sanitizing solution. From across
the pod, adult pleas of “hurry” attest to the subeat nature of Pod One’s schedule to
the overarching schedule of Reynolds.

Lunch time

Before 11:001.M., Mia and Melissa begin Pod One’s exodus to thenBles
Elementary School cafeteria for lunch. The othasses follow in turn until Pod One is
empty and quiet. When questioned about wheredhegoing, children seem sure that

lunch is next on the schedule. They follow the lwith their hands folded behind them in
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“duck tails” and their cheeks puffed out in “bulbdil@s teachers attempt to keep them
quiet and orderly in the elementary school's maeasa.

Lunch time is not a favorite activity of any of thdults in Pod One. As children
negotiate the distance from the school kitchemédang cafeteria tables, adults from
each group meet them and help them find seatsuige children are often seated
alone at an adjacent table; they are frequentlgémee children each day. The cafeteria
has high ceilings and is in the middle of the s¢lppoper. Many other adults and
students pass through the space, making it seemmeoee hectic. Teachers and
assistants do not sit with the children, but “moriithe tables, admonishing the children
to eat and sit still. Only Mia and Melissa makee#fiort to converse with their class. As
students finish eating, the adults take the stwdé&mch trays to trash receptacles while
the children sit and wait to leave.

Mia and Melissa leave earlier than the other grogpsg either to an empty
theater or to a garden area. They say they dethseg@lan when they felt the time-frame
was too long for their class to wait. Children amd play in the circular theater,
crawling through hula-hoops or empty cardboard @ioets. They play while the other
groups finish eating, have their trays emptied, teth go back to Pod One to again
regroup on the carpet before going outdoors foy.pla

Gross motor time

On fair-weather days, the classes rotate outdoorsé¢ of two activity areas. Two
days each week, they play on a fenced playgrousal\aith a large activity climber and
slide. The other two days, they play on a conciet@ at Reynolds entrance with

tricycles, sidewalk chalk, and plastic balance b&a@n rainy or cold days, the classes
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go into the school gym for play with hula-hoopsljdand jump ropes. On Fridays,

prekindergarteners go home before outdoor play.

A third prekindergarten, not from Pod One, joine totation with Mia and
Melissa’s developmental preschool group. The gsarp active and loud, running and
playing. The teachers often use this time to takeeak from the children, either by
staying inside or chatting together outside. Jed @arolyn routinely spell each other and
are rarely both outdoors together. Caitlyn sayskstosvs that it is appropriate to engage
in the children’s play, but she admits to needifgesak. Only Pat seems to enjoy the
physical activity and often leads the children @il games, either in the gym or outdoors.

Children listen for the call for playtime to be oyveesponding to their own
particular teacher’s cue that it is time to lea¥éey know that they may play “til they
call our names,” and then it is time to return tml®®ne.

“Rotations”

After the time outdoors, Pod One’s children are]en’s terms, “all mixed in
there together” as they enter into what teachdrsrotations.” The time period from
12:15 until 1:00°.M. is an innovation to the pod this year. At thginig of a special
education administrator to provide more inclusiotivaties, the group designed a
rotation consisting of three fifteen-minute timetsl The three groups— two Pod One
prekindergartens and the developmental preschodbteraround the pod until they have
completed a circuit of snacks, phonemic awarenebdtg, and science or math activity.

For Jeri, this rotation allowed her time to do “thyng” of phonemic awareness.
She and Carolyn stay closely at their tables, pagames or completing activities that

focus on pre-reading and learning the alphabest-Grade experience led Jeri to develop
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these activities, and although she finds the rataiime “hectic,” she is glad to “go to
[her] strengths.” There is rarely any unfocuseddv&r in Jeri’s area, as Carolyn and Jeri
seem totally involved and centered on each groagtisity during the three fifteen-
minute periods.

Caitlyn and Pat rotate teaching responsibilitiehweachers Mia and Melissa, as
each pair team-teaches a science lesson duringmingnd then supervises snacks during
the next. Popsicles are served in Mia and Meksaega on tables while science or math
activities are accomplished in Caitlyn’s circle mugtables. At each fifteen-minute
transition, teachers rush the children to the aekivity and the next area of the room.

The end of the day and “going home”

The teachers loosen their demands on childrerianer as the last of the three
“rotations” is completed. Children go to their hemreas and then to the “cubbies,”
where assistant teachers have packed today’s bahdbgpers and projects into their
backpacks. Once on their carpet, each class aiggedbye song and teachers dole out
“dollars” commensurate to the “stars” earned tleat. d These dollars can translate into a
trip to a “treasure box” on Fridays to purchasatser small toys. This discipline plan
originated with Jeri as a first-grade teacher. plam was modified for the Pod One
children to, in Jeri’s words, “stress positive babses” by rewarding children for
appropriate behaviors throughout the day. Thihdveor plan” is listed on the Pod One
master schedule and is rarely forgotten when damldyive their rendition of the daily
routine.

Mia and Melissa’s children go straight to theirpet area and chairs after

rotations, where they consistently sing the gooe4gng. Tina brings the backpacks to



71

this circle area to relieve the children of one teansition. Mia and Melissa offer the
children a treat every day from a “treasure boxif'they do not participate in the system
of stars and dollars like the other teachers.

The published time for the end of prekindergargeh:80, but by 1:15 each day,
the preparation for “going home” is well under wals Jeri fits in a last attempt for
“skills” by playing letter or guessing games, Cgrojoins Pat as they dismiss children to
the cars that wait outside Pod One. Caitlyn samegtiswitches roles with Pat, leaving
her to monitor waiting children, while Caitlyn goegt to cars. Mia routinely waits with
children on the rug area of the classroom, readouks with restless students while
Melissa dismisses children with Tina’s help.

By 1:30, teachers and assistants are beginnirnigddtieir own lunches and
informally chat at the tables in Mia and Melissgreup area. On Fridays, they may plan
activities for the themes of upcoming units whemn tikes the lead to open “tubs” of
materials from previous years. Usually they shacellections of the days’ activities
that are, for Jeri, important because “being ableent” is one of the bonuses of sharing
daily life in Pod One.

This concludes the story of day in Pod One prekigalten and a typical routine.
| will next turn to salient findings that help torther understand the instrumental case of
prekindergarten routine.

The Instrumental Case of Daily Routines in Prekindegarten
Introduction
The following sections are included to report fertfindings from analysis of

interviews, observations, and physical artifacts (2003, p.96). These data will
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illuminate the instrumental case of daily routingorekindergarten. According to Stake
(1995), an instrumental case study is best destabe format that seeks to understand
something more than the particular setting. Myagsh addresses the need for a
“general understanding” (Stake, 1995, p. 3) ofydailtines, and the case at Reynolds
was instrumental in developing this broader undexiing. Reporting the findings in the
following section allows the “teasing out” (Stal®95, p. 17) of issues salient to
understanding the instrumental case of daily reutirpresent connections to the broader
literature in Chapter V. In the following sectiohsyill discuss these issues, which |
believe are salient to understanding the instruadex@se: 1) defining daily routines, 2)
designing routines, 3) enacting daily routinededyning daily routines, and 5) locating
routines within routines. The first section, defopdaily routines, reports findings and
impressions that illustrate the schedule and aes/of the master routine of Pod One as
they are instrumental in understanding the caskaity routine in prekindergarten.

Defining daily routines

The master routine

A master routine is the schedule that dictateottesall pattern of daily life for
participants in prekindergarten. Reynolds teachelidda defined the daily routine
succinctly as “our schedule, what we do each ddhé master routine of Pod One was
negotiated by teachers and was habitually folloa&ch day from 7:45 until dismissal at
1:30.

Pod One of Reynolds Elementary School publishedaily schedule in a parents’
handbook and posted the same schedule (see App8hdix the front bulletin board

near the classroom’s entrance. This schedule aguklige a time-clock, as teachers made



73

sure that activities were confined to each presdidot. When interviewed, teachers’
descriptions of the master routine of Pod One weteally identical to the posted
routine and to each other’s descriptions.

Teachers at Reynolds Pod One said that childreoisigg knowledge of routine
was a positive force and helpful for managing dadkiool life. “I love that when they
know the routine,” said Caitlyn when she watchezl¢hildren go about breakfast and
morning table time with few prompts from her. Whadrserved during spring semester,
the children, in fact, had been “ingrained in tbkexlule” and, according to Jeri, knew
“what to expect” from each day. Mia also noted¢h#édren’s increased understanding,
saying, “they’ve gotten accustomed to the schedthias indicating their growing
knowledge of the master routine.

Strict adherence to the master schedule was oba®tise entire pod went about
its daily activities. Whether cleaning up after tegrplay or arriving at the cafeteria,
teachers were observed to adhere to the regulafftames of the master schedule
throughout the day in Pod One. The children aagdhers in Pod One abided by a
schedule that dictated their daily activity andtkityem in sync. Recognition of the
regular and closely followed schedule of Pod Omided a critical backdrop that was
instrumental to understanding the case of dailyimes in prekindergarten.

The activities

What activities were included in the daily routined?od One? Activities that
teachers included in the schedule of Pod One’senastitine (see Appendix G) were
also listed on the posted master schedule. Asquslyi detailed in the story of daily

routines at Reynolds, each day followed the samesecof activity from breakfast to



74

going home time and dismissal. Jeri and Caitlayexd in sync throughout the day’s
activities, but Mia and Melissa inserted sensony thieater as alternative activities. The
daily routine activity slots were consistent antihaally enacted each day.

Starting each day, “circle time” was consistenthpeted by teachers in Pod One
as the first group time of the day. Mia said thatgood morning circle time” was her
favorite time of the day’s activities.

Center time (or “centers”) came next in the dadytme. This time-frame, a
favorite of the children, was one of the activigripds in which children initiated their
own choices for activity.

| observed that “thematic time,” the third listin§activities for the day, consisted
of sitting on the carpet to listen to a story drestteacher-delivered information before
going to tables for a project. This time-frame \adsilt-directed and poorly understood
by children.

Lunch and “gross motor time” were dictated by tkerarching schedule of the
elementary school. “Gross motor” had two meaninghe routine. Depending on the
weather, it could mean outdoor play or play indlyen.

The master schedule listed “Phonemic Awarenessi8el8ocial Studies/Snack”
as the activities included from 12:15 until 1®@. Teachers referred to this time-frame
as “rotations,” and children physically rotatedhicee areas of the classroom for
activities or snack.

The end of the day came after the last “rotatiard was listed on the master
routine as “Treasure box/Reflection of the Day/Jtdaed by “Closing /Dismissal.”

These activities made up the plan for the prekigaieen day and came to hold special
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meanings for the participants. The inclusion divéites in the daily routine gave the
schedule its meaning and ultimately gave meanirmgyekindergarten. The schedule and
activities were enacted in the pod room in reogngrspaces each day.

Spaces and places

| found that the events on the master routing'®dale occurred in the same
places each day as participants in Pod One entieted In fact, when participants
recalled the activities of the day, they often udedplace name interchangeably with its
activity. Teachers told children to “go to centémdicating both the activity period and
the places where they expected children to carraouvities. Children, too, seemed to
equate place with activity and said “carpet” toalds both a location and its implicit
activity. Instead of using the term “circle,” J&sld her group to “Go up front.”
Children’s actions indicated that they interpretad phrase to mean that it was time to
sit on their group’s carpet for morning circle time

These findings demonstrate that having a consiglane for activities to occur
during the daily routine may be important to papénts’ understandings of the time-
frame in which the activities occur.

In following sections, | will present findings thiagveal the factors instrumental to
the design of daily routine in Pod One.

Designing daily routines

| initially examined the design of daily routinestease apart various influences
on how prekindergarten routines were conceivedlikgs presented in this section

illuminate the ways in which the daily routine wamceptualized and developed in Pod
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One. These findings are instrumental to understanitie issues of routine design that
were pertinent to the case.

| found that the antecedents of a daily routinerandtifaceted, and that the daily
master routine in prekindergarten is based onemites from both outside and inside the
classroom. First, | will discuss influence frone thod setting and from the larger arena
of the elementary school on the conception of ragiin Pod One. Most prominent,
however, were data revealing the influence of tiddvidual teachers’ philosophical
visions and their abilities to exercise power tatcol the design of a routine.

I nfluences from the setting

Influences from the elementary schoolThe master schedule of Pod One was
not entirely open to teachers’ interpretation beeathe prekindergarten is situated in the
elementary school. Some routines and time conssraiare in place before teachers
began to design their routines. Certain “must ddivéies, such as lunch time and the
“pledge and moment of silence,” constrained tealtmcisions about routine and were
necessarily incorporated into the master routimehBeam member expressed frustration
with the elementary school’'s mandated schedulechera felt that it often interfered
with their ability to create an ideal schedule. Eaitlyn, an ideal schedule would include
a more causal arrival time, instead of the perackffleodgates” at 7:45. Jeri, likewise,
expressed frustration with Reynolds lunch schedulech crowded prekindergarten
students into the cafeteria with students from ioghades. The overcrowded elementary
school precluded a request by Mia and Melissariandoor area for gross motor

activities. The addition to their schedule of “ttesd for extra gross motor activity,
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resulted from this denial. | found that the desafdaily routines, therefore, began with
accommodations necessitated by outside schedwaesuperseded individual routines.
Influences from the pod designl found that the distinctivpod design of the
classroom, like its elementary school location, wélsiential in daily routine enactment
and designTeaching in an open space, in fact, required thehiers to collaborate in
designing the routines. Jeri, a twenty-three yeséenan at Reynolds, purported to know
well the pros and cons of working in a pod desighcan be draining,” she admitted
when asked about teaching in the open classrodmgseteri noted that if everyone was
not “flexible,” some team members had to give “mibr@n others and that's tough.”
Although saying pod design had “lots of pluses ksl of minuses,” Caitlyn
confessed that it was “hard” “to be in such an oggaice and [have] 65 [children] in
here.” She felt that having “such a huge spacevéosee” caused her interaction style
with children to be different from what she acknetlged to have enjoyed in “a self-
contained room that's smaller.” Caitlyn blamed ploel design on her inability to “play”
and to have “one-on-one time” during the busy mastatine schedule. As she described
the way the routine was designed, she noted teaetchers had “changed things around
a little to accommodate all of us in one room ff@ar.” This statement alluded to the fact
that the pod arrangement necessitated changeshiéh@oroutine and the activities.
Teachers designed the master routine to ensure andecontrol noise. Although
the “huge open space” allowed more center chomethé children, adults admitted to
feeling “mandated” to stay on schedule during time. Jeri seemed to imply that
ongoing negotiation was needed to make the routuoek, saying that she frequently

needed to “tweak [the schedule] a little bit” irder to fit activities into the master



78

schedule. The pod configuration of Pod One infl@ehihe master schedule and the
length and content of daily activities. | foundttti@e physical layout of a classroom is
instrumental to the design of daily routines.

Influences from special educationThe elementary school and prekindergarten
were part of the larger school system that incafeat special education services. The
prekindergarten and developmental classes wengeimted by the special education
administration when designing routines for theitdren. In fact, Mia attributed the
newly planned “rotation” to a directive from theesgal education supervisor requiring
“our and the other kids” spend time together. Bfia Melissa saw “rotations” as an
improvement to the schedule because it accompligteedoal of “inclusion.” When
speaking of their supervisor’'s desire for inclusibha said, “She wanted more inclusion
and we made it happen.”

The special needs of their students were ever-préseMia and Melissa as they
planned their routines and activities. The teanchiew relationships in Pod One made
these concessions influential in the design ofin@stfor all the teachers, however, since
they shared the master routine of the pod. | fahatiteachers in Pod One were
influenced by the setting as well as special edocaequirements as they designed their
daily routine. Analysis of these findings suggektd the case of daily routines in
prekindergarten may be influenced by varied envirental and programming constraints
from outside of a particular class.

I nfluences from teachers

Influence from teachers’ philosophical stancesThe teachers in Pod One hold

diverse philosophical views of teaching in prekimgdeten. | found that the teachers’
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view of their roles and the purpose of prekindaegahad an impact on the design of the
daily routine. Jeri designed the original schediflPod One’s prekindergarten prior to
being joined by other teachers in the pod classrobuoring the morning hours, the
activities of this original master routine remaingthanged and reflected Jeri’s
preference for adult-directed activities, includimg time-frames that were teacher-
directed, with centers sandwiched between. Centerisided during the morning, were
also often shortened by Jeri as she focused ds ski felt were necessary to ensure
children’s “readiness” for the next grade. For Jémvas necessary for children to respect
her authority and follow directions for this ski&sed learning to occur.

The other teachers accepted Jeri’s schedule fantraing, but made
adjustments to the activities according to theitggophical view of schooling and adult-
child relationships. For Melissa and Mia, the reeefithe individual children were a
primary concern. They shortened their group timadcommodate the younger children
in their class. Caitlyn expressed her desire ttlabal be “home-like” and “fun.” She
followed Jeri’s lead in the schedule design but imaensistent in inserting readiness
activities. Caitlyn’s influence was found in addingme-like decorations to the pod and
the “Cozy Café” to centers, both aimed at makirgggpace “comfortable” for children.

Although they functioned in an identical time-frantige teachers had developed
quite different mini-routines based on their phipkical perspectives. Findings suggest
that teacher design of the daily routine is inflcesh by their philosophical bent. Chapter
V will link the views of teachers at Reynolds tdiacussion of the broader literature on

teacher philosophical stance and further illumintsténportance to the case.
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Influences from specific teachersThe power exerted by individual team
members was also influential to the design andemintation of the daily routines in
prekindergarten. | found that power in Pod One wasvenly distributed, leading the
design of the routine to be more heavily influenbgderi than by the other teachers.
Commenting on her design for the morning time-fradegi said, “I think everybody
pretty much knew that that's the way to go.” Albgh she is part of a team in Pod One,
Jeri continued using the procedures that she hagetdped over the years.” Caitlyn
affirmed that the schedule was “what Jeri was diyahing,” suggesting that she and the
others had fit their class schedules into Jeréepisting routine.

Mia and Melissa, however, were able to exert pdawenake changes through
their status as special educators. Without chailhgntne master routine, Mia and Melissa
added inclusion, sensory, and additional gross mwote by adjusting their schedule to
meet their desired goals. The added changes in@igabboth the goals of special
education programming as well as their classrooatsgor children. “We kinda ... put
it together,” said Melissa, describing the approthely used to develop activities that fit
their vision of what was appropriate for their goou

Caitlyn was the officially designated team leatthes year, yet she seemed to
wield little power in Pod One. Her group’s physit@adation at the farthest corner of the
pod seemed to affirm my impression that Caitlyn lesg influence over routine design.
Caitlyn seemed to look for opportunities to haviuience in the schedule, however, and
expressed pride about creating “rotations.” Segro enjoy a peacemaker role, she
declared, “It was my idea,” although it requiretitile bit of working some schedules”

to get everyone on the “same path.”
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Power in Pod One was unevenly distributed, aretefbre, some teachers
influenced the design of the routine more thanmsthehe power exerted by individual
team members seems significant to understandingtihewaily routine in a
prekindergarten comes to be created.

Influences from teachers’ education and experiencd&.eacher education and
experience, perhaps antecedents of their philosapsiance, were also influential in
how the daily routines came to be designed. Jedigational training was in elementary
education and special education, and perhapsligntfal in her preference for adult-
directed activities. Her experience had been pilgner first grade. Jeri’s
prekindergarten licensure was granted as a waallerying her to teach outside of her
areas of expertise. Jeri’'s elementary schooldrackd influenced her to design a
routine with more hours spent in adult-directedvaets than in child-initiated activities.

Caitlyn’s educational background included expergsnio a University “lab”
school, where she taught both infants and prekgateen children. Most of her
experience after college was gained at a smalldc¢ha@ self-contained third-grade
classroom. Last year, her first year back in prestiwas in a self-contained classroom
at Reynolds. The environment of the elementary clshdiffered from the more child-
focused environment of the university lab-schodleJe educational and classroom
experiences have placed Caitlyn in settings thddraced quite different theoretical
stances.

Neither Mia nor Melissa had taught in a self-corgd classroom. They were
educated, and spent their internships, in earlglsbod special education settings where

having many adults in the classroom was the notm.imdividualized education plans
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(IEP’s) dictated that each child receive specidlirestruction from a staff member with
ratios that provided more one-on-one attentiorrth&es this influenced Mia and Melissa
to plan more time in child-initiated activities ftireir group than did the other two
prekindergarten teachers.

The teachers in Pod One hold different philosaghicews of prekindergarten
and the design of the routine, including an emphasiadult-directed activity, which was
influenced by Jeri’s original design. Mia and Mel% compromises to this schedule
were made without disturbing the master routinbe philosophical stance of teachers,
as revealed by this analysis, strongly influenbeschoice of activities and the schedule
of a daily routine in prekindergarten.

Enacting daily routines

This section of the findings details the lived-ootitine sequences of Pod One’s
master routine. Observations of the enacted dauines provided the data needed to
discover findings that illuminate features of eedctoutines for the case. | first present
findings to reveal the physical locations and thles that teachers regularly assumed in
daily routines. Findings show that teachers’ plufscal stances, influential in design of
the routines, also influenced their behavior indady routine. | will conclude the
section by presenting findings that reveal chiltsemique views of the daily routines in
prekindergarten.

Teachers

Teachers enacted daily routines by consisteniyrasig the same roles and
positions in the classroom each day. As the pdskgarten teachers participated in the

daily routines that they had designed for Pod @y actions and statements seem to



83

reveal their beliefs about the nature of schoolttedourpose of prekindergarten for the
children. The philosophical stance of each teaalzer exposed in both statements and
activities during the enactment of routines. Te&slh#cated themselves around the pod
as they enacted routines during each daily segmsntobserved them assume various
daily roles, individual perspectives on what a prdkrgarten teacher should be doing
during a typical day were revealed.

Teachers’ physical location in enacted routinesObserving during the spring
semester, | found that the physical location oheadult in Pod One was consistent and
predictable during each time-frame of the day. Bhd Melissa participated with
children, involving themselves in play during certtene and in the circle activity during
group times. Tina, their assistant, had learndzeteave much as the teachers on her
team, both from their example and from the docurtiee) crafted (see Appendix C) to
direct her daily interactions with children.

Jeri and Carolyn were less likely to interact wiik children in playful ways and
often assumed a managerial role rather than tleeofato-player. During group
activities, Jeri habitually positioned herselfla front of the group with children seated
on the floor in front of her. Carolyn never tooklace in circle, but, instead, regularly
sat on the table edge watching behaviors from deitisie group. Carolyn and Jeri rarely
participated in Pod One’s centers other than tholeeir own space. Jeri said that
during center time they stayed “more over in théhmart, that area...closer to what my
actual room is.” Jeri and Carolyn were the onlynehat alternated playground duty,
with each taking a turn inside for a break or tegare for upcoming activities. When

observed, Jeri was so predictable that her locatiome could reveal the time of the day.
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Caitlyn’s day often seemed rushed and her locatidhe classroom during each
time segment was less predictable than the locafitime other teachers. During the early
morning activities, Caitlyn was confined to her irable, facilitating breakfast or
activities at two adjacent tables before Pat adrivem bus duty. Both Caitlyn and Pat
were frequently found preparing for the next atyiduring center time, while children
were occupied with play. Pat frequently stood al#gshe circle area during group times
and often was across the classroom working to alpaaiter breakfast or put up art
displays.

There were frequently centers in Pod One withoum&diate adult supervision.
During center time in Pod One, only Mia was comrsidy observed to be in all areas of
the room. In the large classroom space, the teadh@se locations during routines that
were consistent but not always attentive to childr@ctions. Observation of the adults
in this busy space found them more attentive twodm during adult-directed times of
the routine than during child-directed activitiegptay. Perhaps philosophical views of
prekindergarten, as discussed below, influenced ¢hesen positions in the classroom
and the roles they enacted.

Teachers’ philosophical stances in enacted routineshe ways teachers enacted
routines provided information about their beliefgl ghilosophical stances regarding
teaching in prekindergarten. Jeri’'s adult-direcetivities revealed her preference for an
academically-directed philosophical view of prelenghrten. For Jeri, preparation for the
next grade was the stated goal. She was contilyuaoasking on skills throughout the
daily routines, both in her own group and duringdpemic awareness,” during which

she covered skills with each of the rotating groofthe pod.
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Jeri said an ideal preschool schedule for her wodldide “more structured
language.” The enacted routine in Jeri’'s are@céfd this desire, as Jeri and Carolyn
seemed to change demeanor during “phonemic awaenetsvity, giving the children
their undivided attention while sitting at tabléshild level. Jeri said center time was “a
big part of prekindergarten,” but during centerdishe rarely interacted in play activities
with children. Rather, she prepared the classroctivities, talked with adults, or
administered skill assessments to children. Jenitared inappropriate behavior during
center time and said the activity segment was #atjy “just a lot of management.”

Unlike Jeri, Caitlyn’s ideas about child-initiatedrsus adult-directed activities
were often conflicted in her enacted routines. atoihs, Caitlyn felt, provided a time
when “kids get more teaching from me,” perhaps mmegadirect instruction. In direct
contrast, Caitlyn spoke of wanting school to beiéartable” for her group of students.
Her ideal routine, she said, “wouldn’t be as stiadtle activity in the morning.”

Mia and Melissa, and assistant Tina, consistemtyaged in play with children
during center time and participated in group tinfasilitating the children’s participation
with extra prompts and touches. Both teachersthaictheir favorite activity was group
time, choosing it because they believed it providdueneficial and consistent routine for
their special students. As Melissa stated, “thesdtthe consistentness” of the group
routines encouraged “closeness” and built a cokeagioup. Observation of their group
corroborated her description.

Findings revealed the philosophical stance of éaehers in Pod One during daily
routines as they provided either adult-directedtold-centered activity. The roles they

chose also revealed their views about teachingoagidndergarten.
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Teachers’ roles in enacted routinesl. had anticipated that teachers might
assume different roles as they participated irdiby routine activities. | found that the
roles that each teacher took on each day werestensiand often defined by their team-
teaching positions in their specific group.

Jeri said her role did “not really” change durihg tlay’s time segments. She
rarely took the role of play-partner during certtere and seemed most animated during
times when she was seated in the rocking chairsdel she regarded Carolyn as being
on “total, total, equal terms,” but the two maintl very specific and consistent roles,
with Jeri as team leader. | observed Carolyn assgithie group leadership position only
once during my observations.

Caitlyn said that she and Pat “kinda tag team’hay exchanged roles as group
leader. Unlike the planned leadership sharing &t &id Melissa, however, this
exchange was rarely decided in advance and offgpemed when Caitlyn was otherwise
occupied with a phone call or other interruption.

Again, the roles of adults in Mia and Melissa'sgyavere clearly defined in their
document for Tina. These three adults seemedde shsily in and out of roles as
needed, perhaps because of the written direcliuea never took the leadership role in
group activities. She was assigned more “cleanchptes than lead teachers: “our paras
do a lot of straightening up,” Mia stated.

Melissa saw her role in relation to children ashd®tlaying with them, where
other times | do want to be their teacher.” Sheosahe floor near children and

accompanied children as they used playground eqnpoutdoors. Although Mia felt
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her role did “not really” change throughout the daypractice she often allowed children
to assume the lead in play activity during centet sensory time.

The roles teachers enacted each day in daily reatirere consistent, and | found
that | could predict both where teachers wouldrbghe classroom and what they would
be doing at each day’s observation. These findsuggest the importance of teacher
location and roles to understanding the case.

Children

In spite of the teachers’ intent to “ingrain” séundis into the daily routines of Pod
One, data from incidental interviews and observetiof the children revealed their
unique perceptions of life at school. Children Feacbrite activities that differed from
those of their teachers. As children recountecktlents of a day at school, they recalled
a schedule similar to that of their teachers, aaton reminiscent of the routine as it is
posted, yet they often missed parts. Just asdéemaiheach of the three groups designed
mini-routines that allowed them to express theigua ideas, children used center time
as an opportunity to create personally meaningftiviéies in the enacted routines of
each day.

Children’s routine sequencesWhen interviewed during the daily routines,
many children in Pod One were able to list, in ortlee sequences of their day. Although
they missed some segments, their order alignedthatihof their teachers and with the
master routine of Pod One. Five children intenadwere able to give sequenced
accounts of their day, with one naming ten segmargequential order. A child from

Caitlyn’s group listed nine daily routine segmeihist forgot any mention of “rotation,”
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instead mistakenly saying that “treasure box” caiffter gross motor activity at day’'s
end.

| observed that children could anticipate an upcgmoutine segment. Finishing
breakfast, children from Caitlyn’s group movedhe tarpet area to wait for circle time
to begin. After cleaning up blocks that were usedrdy center time, a child from Mia
and Melissa’s group was observed to anticipataydime” by returning to their circle
area with no prompting from his teacher.

Children’s private worlds. The children in Pod One often took part in aciat
in which the adults did not participate, or notides previously discussed, for the most
part, adults were busy with preparations and amhriversation during center time,
leaving children to play without adult interventjamless they were disruptive. One
child interviewed had completed writing a lettette classroom’s writing center. He
said he planned to complete the task at home adtie “letters” to his backpack.
None of the Pod One teachers noticed the activigpmmmented on his actions. In
another example, two students from Mia and Melsskiss completed a complicated
plan for building a boat in the block area. Thpgr thirty minutes designing the boat
and trying out its dimensions. Neither their projecr their joy at completing the boat
was noticed by classroom adults. These two insanere illustrative of others that
happened to the children in Pod One during bothecdime and outdoor play. These
time-frames, identified as favorites by the childreontained child activities in which
adults neither participated nor seemed to discern.

Children’s favorite parts. Children recounted favorite times of the daily roat

that differed from the favorite times identified their teachersin interviews, four
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children said “centers” was their favorite dailytime segment. Three others named
“play,” which can translate as either center timgmss motor time. The only other
time-frame mentioned as a favorite was “go hom@rie child from Mia and Melissa’s
group was observed taking the photo of “story tiffnefn the class “daily schedule”
board. Melissa commented, “He wants it to be stiong,” showing that even children
with low language skills demonstrate preferenceséotain daily activities.

Children’s knowledge of daily routines and schaalys was revealed as they
participated in school activities and scheduleke $pecial perceptions of children
revealed in data from interviews and observationsided insights to describe the more
generic case of daily routine in prekindergarteextN describe findings that reveal the
phenomenon of play of the teachers and childrétegholds.

Play in the enacted routines

The importance of play in the enacted routinegrekindergarten differs for each
of the three groups. Teachers’ support of “plag amild-chosen activities” (Bredecamp
& Coppel 1997, p. 128) is a key tenant of apprdprpaactices as defined by the National
Association of Educators of Young Children. The&adaveal that participants from Pod
One demonstrated dissimilar values when it camedading and fostering children’s
play as a part of the daily routine

The daily routine of Pod One included 5-% hourprofgramming each day, and
by charting each class’s observed routines, | wésta detail the amount of time that
each group spent in play versus adult-directediictiuring a typical day (see Appendix
H). Jeri and Caitlyn’s groups were engaged dailshild-directed play for two hours,

during center time and gross motor time. Howeviesgovation revealed that because
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Jeri’s group was the last to go to centers, thaiter time was regularly reduced by 15
minutes. After lunch, Caitlyn often included mysaad both she and Jeri read a story
before outside time, thus reducing the childrerég fplay by another 15 minutes. As
observed, the children in these two prekindergactasses actually spent only 1-¥2 hours
in child-initiated play on an average day. Thesdifigs revealed that Jeri and Caitlyn
had chosen to include other, often adult-direcietiyities over child-initiated activities.

Although following the same master routine, Mia &elissa’s class differed in
the amount of play they participated in each ddne Way in which this team altered its
mini-routines increased the amount of play childeegaged in daily. These changes
increased the child-initiated playtime for theiass$ to 2-%2 hours daily.

Teachers’ values related to play in the dailyireitvere also revealed by the
roles they assumed during the day. Although Jdeadithe importance of
developmentally appropriate practices, perhapseréing ideas discussed by
Bredecamp and Coppel (1997), neither she nor Qafodguently participated in the
play of children.

Caitlyn expressed a desire for the type of play ttcurred in her classroom last
year, but felt that the large classroom of the fmwded her to be less involved in play.
Likewise, she said that she felt it was desirablpdrticipate in children’s outdoor play.
However, she often sat and talked with adults atstef interacting with the children,
except to reprimand inappropriate behaviors, bexatiseeding “a break.” Pat was an
avid participant in gym and outdoor activities eoftfacilitating children’s ball or

climbing activities.
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Melissa and Mia expressed a desire to include gilaiyng their group’s daily
routines. Melissa said, “With kids this age ... g part of their day is the play and the
choosing the centers.” Their routines attestecetdoelief. Mia, Melissa, and Tina were
often observed to facilitate play as play partrensng center time.

Play was a segment of the daily routine that cbiidseemed to understand.
Children mentioned play frequently as they descritteir favorite part of the daily
routine. A child from the developmental class stedmp the opinions of many, saying
“I love to play.” Child-initiated play activitiesicluded in the daily routines of a
prekindergarten revealed the values of teachershemngreferences of children. These
findings are useful for developing an understandihigow play is embedded in daily
routines of the broader case.

Transitions in the enacted routine

Transitions between activities throughout the deolytine were initially an area
of interest of my study. However, the cues thiggered these transitions were an
unforeseen findingrhroughout the daily enactment of the routine,aertues,
intentional and unintentional, were given by theltito signal the transition to a new
segment of the daily routine. By spring semest@strohildren seemed to have been
socialized to utilize both the subtle and morelzetate cues to trigger them to change
both their places and activities.

I ntentional cues

Teachers intentionally gave children warnings thegd children to the next
activity. Jeri said her experience had provide@ag“of tricks” that helped her calm the

children and transition them into new activitids.practice, she often used a variety of
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intentional cues to alert children to transitiotdsing words like “5 more minutes” and
“give a buzz,” Jeri routinely circulated at the esfccenter time to alert children of the
end of the activity.

Mia and Melissa’'s developmental classroom incluskaekral children with
autism. Using picture cues during transitions tigtout the day accommodated their
special needs. This system, called a photograplaing package (Schmit, Alper,
Raschke, & Ryndak, 1999), is a common sight in ispeducation preschool programs,
especially those serving children with autism. lBaévelopmental classroom staff and
therapists used this pictorial cuing system to leifdren with transitions. Mia and
Melissa also used a timer’s beep to signal theodmaorning table activities and the
beginning of their circle time.

A timer was also used to cue the ending of canter for the entire pod. When
“they hear that beep” Caitlyn said, they know teaei up center activity areas. This cue
was so ingrained that a child was observed refuBatts request to clean up because, as
he said, “I don’t hear the timer.”

Pat consistently used verbal signals to cue amldio clean up She shouted,
“Hey guys, clean-up time,” from across the areaBad One in expectation of the time-
frame to follow. Pat was often observed physictdlyching to assist children to come to
the carpet area as Caitlyn began “circle time”tbefmatic” group time.

Unintentional cues

A surprising finding was that the children attendednintentional cues during
transitions in the schedule. | found that childneticed and responded to unintentional

cues as they prepared to transition to a new araativity throughout the day. These



93

subtle cues seemed to trigger action from the wmi@s they anticipated transition to a
new place, activity, or both.

Reynolds is a big school, and when children lefl Pme, they were expected to
walk in a line. | found that the direction of thise often cued children as to their next
location and activity. When asked where the gneap going, a child commented, “if we
headin’ this way we go to lunch.” Similarly, a chisked Melissa, “Playground?” while
standing in line in “theater, “anticipating joiniriige other children outdoors. These
unintentional cues appeared to be taken from tbetilan and direction of lining up and
seemed to prompt children to anticipate the nex¢ tsegment.

The location of adults during transitions also cakdidren to the next activity.

Jeri was usually found sitting in a rocking chdithee start of group time activities, which
signaled to children to come to circle. Mia andlista took turns leading morning and
thematic group activities. The group leader wasllg the first person to come to the
circle area after the transition from the previaasvities, cuing children to focus their
attention on her and the group activity.

Teachers’ unintentional awareness of the tickingklof the master schedule also
may have cued children. When Melissa checked histwatch, the action cued a child
to ask, “Is it time to clean up?” Likewise, whearGlyn put on her coat at day’s end,
children watched in anticipation of being called ‘fgoing home.” Melissa said, “Our
kids have an internal alarm clock” when they askutlthe next time segment in the daily
master routine. Perhaps both the intentional anmckentional actions of teachers allow

children to anticipate the transition to the nectivaty and place.
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Adults regularly began the process of cleaningtupeend of center time in Pod
One before the timer rang or an official announcemes made. Pat always seemed
ready for the end of centers and frequently begahdroughly vacuum the “Cozy Café.”
Jeri went into the “dramatic play” area, foldingedgs-up clothes and tidying toys.
Children sometimes took their places on respectrpets to wait for the next activity,
alerted to its impending time-frame by adults’ gateanup of the centers.

| found intentional and unintentional cues in Pate@ daily enacted routines.
Children were alerted to the locations and acesitf the day by the actions of their
teachers and peers, helping to move them throwgtddk’'s schedule. These findings are
instrumental in understanding the importance osanehe case of daily routine. | next
describe findings that revealed the ways childeamried daily routines at Pod One.

Learning daily routines

An intriguing area of this investigation of dailyutines in prekindergarten was
learning how children learn to operate in the mesithat adults have constructed. | will
save ties to the literature until Chapter V, ancelgresent findings that will later inform
that discussion. The section that follows presdata that are salient to the discovery of
how children’s memories of the school day are stiapew children come to operate
within the schemas of their teachers, and how W&y the time sequences of the day’s
events. Also presented are data detailing Podpartecipants’ responses to differences
in and disruptions to the routine and children vaitipical understandings of the routine.

Developing memories

How did the children of Pod One gain the concaptsut their day in

prekindergarten that they demonstrated midyearprégously described, it was not
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unusual for some of the children | interviewedi$b in near-perfect sequence the events
of the day. Teachers in Pod One felt that thewrésfearly in the school year solidified
the children’s knowledge.

Each of the teachers in Pod One remembered iateitinstruction about the
routines at the start of the prekindergarten ydari recalled that “at the beginning of the
year for probably the first nine weeks we reallg ba say, ‘This is what we’rgonnado
today. We'regonnado this first, then we’rgonnago to centers.” Similarly, Caitlyn
remembered teaching the routines to the childrgimgahe “talked through each step
every day for about the first nine weeks,” oftekiag, “what comes next and... [I]
would have them tell me.”

Mia and Melissa added another layer to their baggyof-the-year instructions
about the routine by using the picture cues (Schihiter, Raschke, & Ryndak, 1999).
These picture cards were displayed in their arearare often shown to children during
transitions. Mia said the plan was “just to help kds transition better, kids don’t want
to stop...so we make the transition easy.” Meligsalied their use of picture cues,
saying “Within the group times, the individual littschedule within that schedule, and
we've consistently used that every day the whobe e

Children’s understanding of the routines revedheir developing abilities to use
interchangeably names of activities that fill tiaene time slots. The after-lunch time-
frame included either gym or playground, and cleildrevealed their understanding,
saying “We can go play outside or go play in theadgy The alternate time schedule for
Friday dismissal will be discussed later, but a@fdwere also able to remember, “If it's

a short day we go (home) right after lunch andgaobutside to play.”
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Repeated enactments of the routine and teachetsah&nd picture prompts
seemed to assist children’s memory developmerthatan the second semester they
were, in Jeri’'s words, “in tune with it.” The pr@menon of children operating within the
routines of adults will next be discussed.

Children in adult routines

Previous sections detailed findings that illuméththe various factors that
combined to influence adult planning for Pod Oneistines. The repeated routines and
teachers’ words indoctrinate children into lifesahool. Teachers began the year hoping
that children would be “in tune” by midyear. Traldwing data describe adult-child
interactions as evidence for how children learogerate within the framework of
school, as do their teachers.

Each of the three classrooms seemed to be tramggratspecial meaning of
school to its students. For Jeri, learning abohnbstequated to learning appropriate
behaviors. Jeri felt that developing appropriateost behavior required “a lot of
teaching and training at the beginning of the yeworder to learn] how do we earn
things...what kind of behavior would earn a star.e 3t that for some children, home
was a permissive environment where they were aliawesay “lI don’t want to do this.”
Conversely, she said that at school, “now [he]tba$o things...and [know] | have to do
what she [the teacher] says.” Jeri had trainedyraip to “stop doing whatever it is they
want to do” in order to follow her plans. Assist&drolyn reinforced Jeri’s vision for
school as she assigned stars to reward those vatat."g

Caitlyn, too, had a set of rules that defined sthathough her design for

preschool may have been, as previously descriloagewhat less well defined because
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of conflicting philosophies. Caitlyn was often hd¢é@eminding her group that they knew
“what a good choice is” and threatening loss o$tar” for an inappropriate alternative.
Caitlyn’s call for “carpet procedures” and “carfisteners” was frequently heard during
circle and other “carpet” times. Caitlyn felt sheedraccomplished the desired
acquiescence from a child, as she recalled, bedwus@s “not ready to clean up, but
he'll still do it.”

Children in Pod One come to know that they muspeoate with teachers’
procedures for the routine activities. One chitahf Jeri’s class summed it up by saying
“the teacher tells us what to do.” Likewise, ongdsint from Caitlyn’s group revealed the
same compliance as he outlined the rules sayirggefl to our teacher, be good or if you
don’t be good you'll loose a dollar and she takéswr dollars that you have and you
start all over again.”

From the morning “Pledge” to the end-of-day ati@g, children in Pod One were
expected to do as their teachers say. Each tiamefitame with a specific set of
behavioral expectations that fostered childreriesggnce to school life as defined by
their teachers. These findings suggest that theswhydren come to think of themselves
as school children and build memories of themseabwes time are framed within the
worldview of their teachers.

Conventional time is important to understandingeegpd routines and to
explaining them in the broader case. Next | wilcdss findings that reveal children’s

understanding of time and how it was incorporated the routines in Pod One.
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Time

Teachers in Pod One listed activities sequenttaligughout the day with times
noted on the master routine. Teachers were obsehaxking their watches and glancing
at clocks as they stayed on schedule. For therelnijanastery of the concepts of
conventional time was still a few years away, earhing the schedule of routines was
already in process.

Melissa said, “Our kids have an internal alarntklovhen asked about the next
time segment in the daily master routine. Finditngsyever, demonstrate that children
were just beginning to use the vocabulary of cotiveal time. They asked “Is it time
for centers?” and “Is it time for going insideXet, their immature understanding was
evidenced as a child remarked that center timedast “about 5 minutes.” When asked
about a favorite time, a child misunderstood amdied “8:30,” which is a conventional
time, but it carried no meaning in that contexchd likewise described party time on
Valentine’s Day, saying “during 17.”

| found that time was sometimes understood blgddm as the place in which
activities are enacted. When asked what comesiméix¢ schedule, children replied
“carpet” and “outside.” When asked “How much longework time?” a child replied,
“When we eat lunch,” recalling the activity that wid come next and thus end center
time. A child from Caitlyn’s group said she knewvas center time, “’cause [it's] when
we do stuff,” equating the activity with the timexine.

Teachers also seemed to equate places in thewttbrthe times when they
occurred. Melissa said, “We're at sensory” to gdcreturning from therapy, alerting

him to the place, activity, and slot in the routinEme and place were linked as children
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were instructed to sign in and sign out, movingrtpeture name-cards to signal “at
home” or “at school.” Especially confusing was time-frame of “rotations,” when
children received a popsicle for a snack. Whenila @lsked Tina for a “popsicle,” she
replied, “It's not that time of day yet [snack tifjfeand instead satisfied his snack request
at the “Cozy Café” area. For the child and Tinmsicle” designated a time of day, an
activity, and the place where the activity occurred

Children learned the routine schedule in prekigddaen through repetition and
consistency. However, sometimes the schedule atasoregular. In the next section, |
discuss some exceptions to the routines in Poda@déheir implications for how
children learn routines.

Special days

Even though the daily routine of Pod One was coaisisthere were changes in
the schedule for special events and early dism@s#&ridays. Data presented in this
section reveal how children responded to thesestmeal changes.

Party days were disruptive to the regular flovihe routine in Pod One. During
the spring semester, a Valentine’s Day party broaghnges to the schedule that caused
the teachers to struggle to prepare children fenugited routines. Caitlyn verbally
described the way the “day would go” during thetfzircle time on the day of the party.
She told her group they would have the “party gitaytime this afternoon.” Before this,
however, children were discussing the party andsgget it would occur “in a minute” or
“right now.” One of Caitlyn’s children guessed tiae party would occur “after lunch,”
correctly identifying the time-frame. The sameldhvas able to detail the daily routine

segments in sequence.
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Fridays were shortened days in Pod One, and childeze dismissed at 11:30,
directly after lunch. Friday was also the day dnch Caitlyn and Jeri’s groups cashed-
in “dollars” earned for good behavior for toys andy from a “treasure box.” In
interviews, children frequently spoke about thel&yiroutine change, perhaps because of
its weekly recurrence. When asked about afterramtinities, a child asked, “Is it a short
day?” indicating his understanding that Fridaysendifferent. Another child offered that
trips to “treasure box” come “on a short day [thath Friday.”

Children in Pod One had learned the expected reudind many were starting to
understand the meaning of exceptions to the roufihese findings add to general
knowledge pertinent to understanding the case ibf dautine in prekindergarten. | will
next discuss unpredicted findings that describlelidm for whom learning the routines of
school was different from that of their peers.

Atypical children

The accuracy of children in describing the sequeiacel activities of the daily
routine varied widely in Pod One. Certain childvegre able to describe the daily
sequence and also the atypical routines of spdaja. Other children could not tell the
sequence as they talked about their school experi€ne child from Caitlyn’s group
who was often observed to be confused during tiiansifrom one activity to another,
seemingly lost in the large classroom, exemplifies confusion. He required frequent
redirection by the teachers. The same child wablarta answer my question, “What do
you do at school every day?” and instead told eatisected story of activities at his
“grandma’s house.” This child was often labeledrasbehaving,” and his inability to

tell about daily routines was in contrast to theeotchildren in Caitlyn’s class. One child
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from Mia and Melissa’s group, similarly, could requence the routine and instead told
a story of home activities. When | asked about sthmutines, she said, “I eat and play
and play.”

Conversely, other children seemed to understamdailitine sequences very well.
Caitlyn said that one child from her group “withautroutine would be miserable” and
this child did, indeed, describe the details of‘ti¢ation,” a time segment most children
did not describe. Jeri, likewise, says that a cimlder group understood the routine better
than most. She said he had “got it” so that “hevkmavhat’s going, knows [when] things
are different.” In fact, he was the only childentiewed who could accurately relate the
daily plans that would be carried out on a party, d&alentine’s Day.

While most children were able to recall a sequaxiaaily activities, most left
out some of the activities. The children that kmewme or knew atypical day schedules
provided an interesting contrast. My understanslioigthe instrumental case for daily
routine in prekindergarten were augmented by inctusf the findings from these
atypical children.

Locating routines within routines

| found that although they share the same spadedsy and even share students
for parts of the day, the three groups in Pod Oeeewlistinctly separate from one
another. Findings revealed that the groups hgzhdige identities, environs, and routines
that distinguished them. This dissimilarity was moimediately evident by observing the
busy pod. Within the master schedule that was de=tin approximately identical

sequence by all four lead teachers, mini-routinesevobserved that attested to the
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uniqueness of the three groups. Thesgines within routinesvere played out in
distinct areas of the room that each teacher staldeds a home space.

Separate spaces and placeshe classroom design of Pod One was somewhat
altered from the original school design, since rdating for main office storage had
been subtracted from one side of the classroonegsae Appendix D). Each group had
designed a home space on the edges of the cettirayaareas. Brightly colored carpet
spaces served as a home base for each of thegtioges.

Adding Caitlyn’s classroom this year increasedrtbmber of centers and
decreased the amount of free space in the pods deginal home space did not change
and still occupied the largest section of groupcepa the pod. In contrast, Caitlyn
seemed crowded into her far corner of the pod, wlsidocated between windows, an
outside exit, and the doorway to an adjacent chassr

Mia and Melissa seemed to have found clever wayashion their “spaces” in
the pod, accommodating the general schedule gidbeyet addressing their students’
special needs. Their area had become a virtulvdnahbfter remodeling of the pod;
however, by using portable, waist-high room dividend tall storage cabinets, they
created a small and secluded circle-time areagim &md of the pod.

“We” versus “they.” It has been suggested that children learn abdhdd
through “subtle dimensions” (Kantor, 2001, p.26so0€tial interactions with teachers as
they negotiate what it means to be in preschodPdd One, the three groups were
defined by subtle references that identified eadug's separate identity. Their use of

identifying pronouns seemed to reveal descriptmiselonging to the separate groups.
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Teachers used the pronouns “we” and “they,” “ourd &mine,” to designate
inclusion in their own group and separateness foother teacher’s group. When
working with the mixed groups from other classis,teachers never seemed to forget
the actual group to which each child belonged. 84ia, “We have lots of friends” and
“we’ll work with our friends,” indicating that a “eversus them” division existed. At the
“rotation” portion of the day and during thematit, &hildren were “all mixed up,” as
Jeri termed it, but they never seemed a part afgel “we” that included the totality of
Pod One.

In their group spaces, Carolyn and Jeri, indeed gnaup-specific expectations.
Jeri’s description of mainstreaming plans for M &Melissa’s students implied that the
separateness of her group would be maintaineds&te“They [Mia and Melissa] asked
if they could switch some kids from their groupmtane.” The children from Mia and
Melissa’s group spent time with Jeri’'s group, they were considered no more than
temporary members. Caitlyn defined this separaenell, saying that after “our kids
are all mixed up,” they return to their teache®ih space.”

Mia and Melissa frequently referred to their grafstudents as “our kids”
contrasting them, perhaps because of their speeeds, to the “other kids.” Mia
asserted that she and Melissa “tweaked [the maiedsde] to our kids’ needs,” again
defining the unique status of their group

Like their teachers, the children in Pod One reted their membership in their
distinct groups, including their unique meaningses, and routines. When asked what
she does after center time, one child in Jeri’'ssctaplied, “Ya’' gotta go back to your

class,” indicating her return to the home groupmifarly one child from Mia and
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Melissa’s group commented on another child’s ewitrf play saying, “He’s going to his
class,” showing he understood the physical divisiod the inclusion of the friend in a
separate group.

Comments from one child in Mia and Melissa’s cldlsstrated knowledge of the
separate rules for each class at clean-up tinteeigym. When asked if she should mind
Caitlyn’s call to clean up in the gym, she saiih,‘not we’s” and that “Ms. Melissa or
Ms. Mia” would be the one to tell her when it wasé to go. Even in the immature
pronoun choice, she knew that only Mia or Melidsautd cue her particular group, and
that Caitlyn’s cues for the other children did apply to her. This subtle difference was
apparent to this young four-year-old and seemeiligirate her knowledge of the subtle,
imbedded quality of group membership in Pod One.

Pronoun choice also revealed teachers’ valuegdiicular segments of the
routine. As they described center time, both Jedi @aitlyn used the word “they” rather
than “we” to designate children’s daily expeditiout to the centers, saying, “They go to
centers.” Observation of the enacted routinesobamates that most of these teachers’
center time was clearly spent in adult activitieSmonitoring” rather than engaging in
the activities with children. Centers in Pod Orerevfor children and rarely for teachers.

Language used by teachers and children seemeuddal the separate nature with
which each group regarded itself and was regargiddeoothers. The pronouns used in
interviews and daily conversation in Pod One seeto@tiply that group membership in
one of the three classes required participatidhenexclusive mini-routines and rules that

apply to that unique group. | report findings ie thext section that reveal the disparate
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names that participants used to describe the gcggments within the master routine of
Pod One.

Names for the daily routine activities

| found that the names for time segments througtiemutiay were diverse and
were not used consistently by participants. Exatronaof the posted daily master
routine (Appendix G) showed the agreed-upon nammethé various time segments and
their embedded activities. Neither the teacherghmchildren, however, consistently
used these official names for the routine segmdimsughout the day, teachers and
children referred to the various activities andetisegments with names other than the
posted name, and their names were often uniquestogroup.

Teachers’ namesEach class included a group time during the mayriut
participants called it by different names. “Mornicigcle time” was the term on the
posted routine in Pod One. It referred to the firstup time of the day held on respective
carpeted areas. “Calendar really sets the stagehéoday for Jeri, and she sometimes
said “calendar time” in place of “circle time.”

“Thematic time” as it was posted on the master dalgewas a term rarely used in
the actual enactment of the routines in Pod OnacHers referred to this time segment as
“thematic art” or “art.” Caitlyn called thematinrte “group time” in talking with
children, but “theme time” in an interview. Inatkof “thematic time,” Mia and Melissa
called this time segment “our story time,” using thrm “art” for the second segment.

The posted routine called an after-lunch time-fréRl@onemic
Awareness/Science/Social Studies/Snack.” “Rotatiaas the term Mia and Melissa

used, both on their detailed account of the day'ioa (see Appendix C) and in their
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interview descriptions of the time segment. Thengefgroups” and “stations” were most
often used by teachers to refer to the activitiagb® “rotation” time-frame during the
enacted routine.

The teachers in Pod One used different names toideghe time segments
throughout the day. They used names that did ecgssarily conform to the listed
names on the schedule. Children, too, had uniquees to describe the time segments
during the day’s activities.

Children’s names.When children described daily events, they ofted hames
for the parts of the day that differed from thdsattwere posted or named by their
teachers. Children commonly used “carpet” to detlo¢ir circle time activity. One
child used the term “carpet” for each time her lsat and regrouped in the circle area.
Children did not use the label “thematic time” asegment of their daily routine. When
children did mention this time, the terms “carpatitd “cut stuff” were given for the time
segment, its location in the room, and its actgitiSeveral children interviewed simply
did not include this time segment in their listedlyg activities. One child, in detailing
the day’s routine, termed this segment of the dag time when “you switch classes.”
Children also interchanged the word “play” for eitltenter time or gross motor time.
When children described the detailed daily schedbbsy often were found to simply
insert “play” into time slots corresponding to boditess and center time.

“There, there, there,” was one child’s descriptdithe three parts of “rotations,”
as she nodded toward the teacher stations aroenddm. A favorite snack served
during “rotation” is a popsicle, and the snack wéen used by children to refer to this

time-frame. When asked what would come next, moigtiren skipped mention of
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“rotations;” however, one child correctly rememtlzktie three parts and listed them in
sequence saying, “popsicle, Mrs. J, and Mrs. C.”

| found that the names used by participants ferrédgular activities were
inconsistent and often diverse. Children’s andtatmames for the routine segments
may lead to misunderstandings about the separat@es within routines that were
observed in Pod One. This phenomenon may inforderstandings of daily routines in
prekindergarten more generally. | report findimg$he next section that reveal mini-
routines that each group developed within the mastdine of Pod One.

Mini-routines

Mini-routines are the practices of the individukssrooms that are nested within
the master schedule. Each classroom routinelytetapecific conventions during
different time segments of the day. These diffdredch the other classes and seemed to
give definition to each class. In an interview, Msh called this phenomenon “a mini-
routine within a routine” that added “the set and tonsistentness” to group time. A
surprising finding of this study was the definitm@y in which each teacher had arranged
or “set up” individual mini-routines within the ntas routine.

Mini-routines of the three groups

Mini-routines were evidenced throughout the day,the morning circle time was
the most ritualized and, thus, the most revealinf® disparate mini-routines. For Jeri,
who used her morning mini-routine as an opportufatychildren to practice writing
their name, the morning sign-in ritual was an int@ot part of the enacted mini-routine.
Almost without exception, children from her clagsroincluded this ritual in their

description of the day’s activities. Jeri habitydneaks” in skill development and adds
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fact-finding questions such as “what’s your addrés$ier mini-routines. She added
these questions both when she began the day withirsiand when she dismissed
children from circle time to center time.

Mia and Melissa said that mini-routines allow th&nistructure” their activities.
The planning board depicted each part of their #roatine. At their story time during
“thematic time,” the chosen songs were similarlgideed on the mini board. Children
were allowed to select these songs from choicehéza had prepared. Mini-routines for
Mia and Melissa were, thus, followed in a rituatlznd structured format that was
visually depicted as it was enacted.

Caitlyn was the only teacher who frequently chantpedorder and content of her
mini-routines. Although Caitlyn called her mornirautines “ritualistic,” | did not
observe the enacted routine to be consistently@atten seemed to hurry through this
group time segment, often interjecting “real quiels’she led the children through
activities. Caitlyn admits she does not “like dothg exact same song or exact same
thing every day.” One child remarked in an intewwiiat Caitlyn forgot the good
morning song and switched the order of “daily tlsifigneaning songs, calendar, and
“question of the day.”

Mini-routines of children

Children’s recall of the mini-routines seemed tgralwith both the consistency
and regularity with which their teachers enactedlattivities. Children in Jeri’s group
were aware and could name segments of morning moirtines. They consistently

mentioned “write our name” as the beginning of edan. One child listing the segments
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of this mini-routine held up fingers as she courdedn each of the activities that Jeri
included every day.

Two children from Caitlyn’s group were able to nathe daily routine segments,
yet they failed to list any parts of the morninghimoutine. Caitlyn was inconsistent
with the sequences of her morning activities, amlgt one child from her group listed the
events of this morning mini-routine. After promqij she mentioned “songs,” “do
calendar,” and “question of the day,” but she dal give any particular order in her
account. Perhaps Caitlyn’s inconsistent reenadtwiethe mini-routine did not reinforce
the children’s recall.

Children in Mia and Melissa’s group were seen rgfgrto the picture schedule
(Schmit, Alper, Raschke, & Ryndak, 1999) to sebativities in mini-routines and to
transition after center time. Master routine segimerere likewise broken into pictured
segments, and children could see the sequenceyam#mipulated the small pictures of
each segment of the day.

| found that as the three classes proceeded thritnggttaily master routine,
separate mini-routines were completedagines within routinesThese findings
illuminated the influence that individual teachbkesre in shaping a daily routine through
mini-routines.

Summary

Findings reported in the case story are firstgmésd chronologically to recount
the entire day in Pod One as lived out at ReynBldmentary, giving the reader a
vicarious sense of participation in the schedulereted in this specific environment.

The additional findings reported in part two ofstichapter are presented in thematic
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groupings to further describe both themes thasalient to the research questions and
themes that were unexpected at the study’s inaepflde discussion that follows in
Chapter V will refer to these findings and the late@literature, explicating
understandings of the case of daily routine in ®oé and the more general instrumental
case of daily routine in prekindergarten. Answergesearch questions, links to other

research, and suggestions for further study aceiatsuded in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V:

DISCUSSION

Reuvisiting the Research Questions

When | began this study, | thought the practica obnsistent daily routine would
be well established at Reynolds and that | woukkole the participants enacting this
routine. In fact, there was not a single meanargifily routine in the pod; rather, the
enactment and perceptions of routines in Pod Qmesented a wide variety of
understandings based on the participants’ individaekgrounds and the children’s
levels of cognitive development. This study denti@tss that even though Pod One
teachers maintained a consistent master routiaesigimificance and understandings that
individuals held for the activities of mini-routiemevere frequently contradictory.

Individuals developed the routine in a specialisgitand so Reynolds
prekindergarten daily routine was unigque. Howeuaderstandings gained from the case
at Reynolds are instrumental to revealing the ngereeral phenomenon of daily routines.
In the following sections, | summarize the datalgsia and revisit the questions that
defined this study’s purpose. The questions thateglmy research and organize this
discussion are:
1. What defines daily routine in a prekindergarteriisg?
2. What influences the design of daily routines?
3. How do participants (adults and children) desctit®edaily routine?
4. How are daily routines enacted by participants?

5. How are daily routines learned by participants?
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Defining Daily Routines

What activities make up a daily routine in prel@nghrten? The activities in the
daily routine of Pod One gave the schedule its mmggaind ultimately gave meaning to
prekindergarten. As Williams (2001) discovered, ‘gnveryday activities within the
preschool context” (p. 319) that constitute a prdkrgarten day are complex, and though
easily listed by participants, are given meaninly as they are enacted. The activities in
Pod One were, for the most part, “teacher driv&dlgmone, 1999, p. 96), and children
were learning to participate in the predictabldgrat of activity that defined their
routines each day.

In defining daily routines, | sought to discovike tsequencand regularity of
these activities. The enacted daily activity pesiad listed on the Pod One master routine
were almost perfectly predictable. By my fourth etystion, the physical placement and
activity of each participant was easily predicte@ny given daily routine segment. | was
not surprised by the staunch allegiance with wihehteachers in Pod One followed the
daily schedule. At this study’s beginning, | refece textbooks instructing preschool
teachers that best practice suggests providingnsistent routine for preschool children
(Shickedanz, York, Stewart, &White, 1977; HatchQ20Katz & Chard, 2000; Kantor &,
Fernie, 2003). The teachers of Pod One had impleedea routine that maintained this
consistency, following Jeri’s initial design foretlmorning, and adding changes this year
in the afternoon “rotations.”

The schedule as enacted in Pod One seemed tahidef its own, leading
participants through the day as they completeathieities listed along its path.

Reminiscent of Nelson’s (1986) description of amrésequence as a “spatial-temporal
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context” (p. 13), the daily routine in Pod One da¥ied a path through time, spaces, and

activities. Each day, teachers and children foldws mandated time-frames to
complete activities as they moved along a menta-tmap of the day. Teachers planned
on this schedule and children were beginning tmléaat each day would be the same.

Kantor (2001) states that preschool activitiesugh lesschool-likethan later
elementary school lessons, provide “social horntseapectations for behavior that
children must know in order to be successful pgudicts” (p. 27). The predictable daily
routine and activities that defined the schedulR&tnolds Pod One served as a
framework and oriented participants’ behavior edai. The Pod One routine was
instrumental to understanding that a consistentreadcurring schedule provides an
environment where adults and children can exemsérol over daily time-frames and
enjoy predictability in daily activities. Next disgsed are the mini-routines that each
teacher had created within the master schedule.

| anticipated the discovery of the details of th@ster schedule in Pod One, but
the mini-routines that each class had created beeapersistent theme. The master
routine that teachers created dictated the dallgcale, but it did not tell the complete
story of the prekindergarten at Reynolds. Intorttaster routine, teachers had
embedded mini-routines in which each team condutdaghique group activities. The
individual mini-routines were a surprising findiremnd | discovered that teachers used
them to give individual expression to the mastetine. Any variability found in the
daily routine was inserted by the individual teasheithin allotted time segments in

classroom-specific mini-routines that occurredniedictable fashion each day.
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Unlike the dictate of the shared master routin@j-noutines allowed teachers the
flexibility to place their individual stamp d¢fow school goesn the children’s
experience. These mini-routines served as the éstsit (Graue & Walsh, 1995, p. 139)
in which children learned about school and thdegan it. Details of the mini-routines
were not listed on the master schedule. Yet, imthe-routines, teachers expressed their
values and philosophical stances and imparted tredaes to the children. The disparity
between the mini-routines that followed an identicae sequence was surprising and
revealed the teachers’ preferences for certainiaes.

Kantor (2001) discussed the “school meaning atetactional competencies”
that children learn in the routines of preschoaticulum. The teachers in Pod One had
stamped the expectations of their distinct minitirees on their groups. By midyear,
Jeri’s prekindergarten students seemed well ind@ted in a school routine in which
adults made choices for children similar to thosgcdbed by Graue & Walsh (1995).
Her consistent, teacher-directed morning circlestnoutine was well understood by
children, perhaps because she reinforced its mgaviery day.

Caitlyn described her daily routines in part dsdatic,” and she often rushed
through activities. She said she often just “playey ear,” leaving children unaware of
what might come next in the schedule. Marcon () @@8cribes three curriculum
approaches, calling a “combination approach” ctamsr one that “blends aspects of
didactic and child-initiated” models (p. 359). Fimgls revealed that Caitlyn struggled to
include both models, and her inconsistent miniireg may have been influenced by this

dichotomous approach. The lack of consistency parh@ade it difficult for the children
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in Caitlyn’s group to learn the expected “schoal®t (Fivush, 1984, p. 1697), a finding

that was instrumental to understanding the impoganrf consistent routines.

For Mia and Melissa, mini-routines assisted cleitdin accomplishing the school
schedule that the master routine dictated. Theptadehe routine to fit the children’s
needs rather than asking children to adapt todhtre. According to Marcon’s analysis
(1999), children in child-initiated classrooms slealgreater expressive and receptive
language skills when compared to children in adukteted or combination-approach
classes. This effect would be a positive outcoonétfe children in Mia and Melissa’s
developmental preschool class for whom languageldpment is a vital goal.

Moving through the daily routine, from the dayasgmning to end, required a
well-orchestrated dance by participants in whichimoutines provided unique
interpretations of the schedule. In mini-routings]dren acquired the knowledge lodw
school goesiccording to their individual teacher’s perspestivEach teacher functioned
as a “conveyer of beginning messages” (Solomor@9,119 98), as she initiated the
prekindergarten children’s initial scripts for sch@Fivush, 1984). These findings were
instrumental to understanding that it is not ohly obverarching master routines of
prekindergarten classes that give routines defimjtbut also the mini-routines that are
embedded in them.

Spaces and Places

Findings demonstrated that having a consistenegdiacactivities to occur during
the daily routine might be as important to partéeits’ understandings as the time-frame
in which activities occur. In a discussion of sitesearly-childhood research, Graue and

Walsh (1995) found that the “boundaries of childseaxperience” in institutionalized
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settings such as daycare and school were limitetd@). The master routine’s activities
had very distinct boundaries, limiting childrentbh@ same places each day in Pod One. In
fact, children frequently used the name of the @laterchangeably with its activity.

Terms such as “carpet” and “centers” had meanimgisdould imply either the location

or the time-frame. By understanding the locatiantthe activity, children seemed to
demonstrate their knowledge of activities duringheime-frame in the daily routine.
These findings were instrumental to understanduag place as well as schedule is
important to learning the meanings of school ragin

Distinctive Features of Pod One

Graue and Walsh (1995) likewise, make clear thgomiance of understanding the
nuances of situated contexts for study. There Wistective features that differentiated
and specifically defined the daily routine of RelgsoPod One. First, the large
classroom environment necessitated a predictaldlerdatine to ensure that noise levels
and activities conformed across the space. Tige laumber of adults and children in the
room necessitated punctuality and discourageddéility that other classrooms might
enjoy. Also, sharing materials and equipment, aaig@uring center time, required the
entire pod to routinely participate in similar adies.

Another unique feature of Pod One was its planrfaiusion of students with
special needs. Today, early-childhood classroostuintly include students with
disabilities (Duncan, Kemple, & Smith, 2000). Cindd from the developmental
preschool group were integrated throughout theduothg certain daily activities, which

also necessitated careful scheduling. Teachers sagisfied that the inclusion was
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accomplished during “thematic time” and “rotatiobyit these alterations to the routine
seemed poorly understood by the participating oéid

Finally, unique to Pod One was the creation ofdhigy activity segment termed
“rotations,” during which the “mixed-up” groups diiildren rotated between teachers
and activities. The “rotations” time-frame seenckdllenging to everyone in the pod; as
Jeri said, rotations felt like “shuffling them indout.” Children rarely mentioned
“rotations” in their descriptions of routines areemed dependant on adults to keep them
moving to a new area. The unique features of Pogl & Reynolds were instrumental to
recognizing that “activity settings” (p. 149), asa@e and Walsh (1995) state, are situated
and require that interpretations be filtered thitotlge activities and motivations inherent
in a local site. The following discussion turnghte creation of the daily routine to
illuminate the elements that influenced its design.
Designing Daily Routines

What influenced the design of daily routines? Trieester routine of Pod One was
a compromise necessitated by curriculum decisiogijsion mandates, and the pod
arrangement of the classroom. Based orotlegall data, however, the conception and
design of the routines seemed most influenced &éydhachers’ philosophical stance and
the exertion of power to implement it.

Influences from the setting

The co-constructed schedule of the master rowtasa compromise
necessitated, in part, by the classroom’s pod gerarent. Sharing the unique pod
classroom required teachers to strive for confortatthe pod’s master schedule, as well

as the overarching schedule of the elementary $chdw physical design of Reynolds
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Elementary necessitated that Pod One teachersideratdivities to coordinate with
those of the rest of the pod. llluminating the impoce of room design, Yielding (1993)
examined the relationship of the educational fgcdnd the learning climate in three
elementary schools in Alabama. Of the three s&hawole shared the pod design of
Reynolds Elementary. Yielding’s ethnographic sttmlynd that the open spaces of a pod
negatively affect the learning atmosphere and cadndgels of the inhabitants. This
author urges teachers to become aware that “sthadings may do more than simply
house the instructional program” (p. 5) and thaytimpact the climate of learning. The
opinions of Reynolds teachers in Pod One seemedrtoborate the findings that
Yielding reports.

Pod One teachers seemed to bear up under the piggh deut, | found that they
actually demonstrated some of the classroom proesdhat would be used in a more a
conventional, self- contained room. The Pod Onelteis did not allow the open
classroom design to change their tendencies tatpardependently of each other. The
impact of the classroom design at Reynolds wasumstntal to understanding that the
physical location in which a daily routine is eretinfluences its design.

Influences from special education and curriculum

| have previously noted that Caitlyn said it taolot of “tweaking” to design the
routines incorporating inclusion and “reverse isahm,” in which students from
prekindergarten are sent to participate with speciacation peers. Both Mia and
Melissa said that they just “came in learning” tbetine as Jeri had designed it.
However, they did insist that the inclusion of Spkneeds students be a priority, exerting

considerable influence when negotiating the reaesfghis year’s routine. Mia and
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Melissa’s push for more inclusion time for speciaéds students, combined with the
mandate of the special education director to irsgeaclusion time, resulted in
modifications to the master routine that addedrtthgc times” and inclusion in
“rotations.” Duncan, Kemple, & Smith (2000) discasseed to increase the “repertoire”
(p. 195) of teaching and guidance skills in clagsre that include children with
disabilities. The case in Pod One was instrumeatahderstanding that inclusion of
special needs students requires additional plaramgattention when designing the
daily routine.

Influences from teachers

More than any other factor, the teachers of Podi@pacted the design of daily
routines. The philosophical stance of each teatherdistribution of power to make
decisions, and the teachers’ education and experieombined to have great influence
over the design.

Teacher philosophical stance

Teachers’ philosophical stances proved to be goitant source of information
for understanding the factors influencing the desifithe daily routine in Pod One. The
impact of teachers’ philosophies and teaching preston daily life in the classroom has
been well documented (Elkind, 2003; Epstein, Schiaait, & McAdoo, 1996; Hatch &
Freeman, 1988; Kantor, 2001; Marcon, 1999; Ro@ff3; Schickedanz, Stewart, &
White, 1977; Solomon, 1999). Various authoritiegehaamed philosophical categories
to explain teacher ontology. Elkind (2003) suggeshpiricism, nativism, and
constructivism as “philosophical rationales” (p fflom which classroom activity is

created. In a study of Head Start classrooms, Maft899) describes three distinct
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models for preschool instruction: “child-initiatethssrooms, academically-directed
classrooms and combination approach classroom86(). These three categories
provide an apt description of the philosophicahsés of teachers in Pod One. Macon’s
(1999) study is useful in understanding variousnnitetations that the teachers at
Reynolds prekindergarten placed on their dailyirguactivities.

| identified Jeri’s classroom as being “acadentedirected” (Marcon, 1999, p.
372), since her emphasis on readiness and skill@@nent drove her decisions about
the daily activities and her individual mini-routi Jeri’'s class design echoed Marcon’s
(1999) academically-directed model, and Jeri belieit would “best prepare young
children for school learning” (p. 372), echoing tademically-oriented teachers in the
Marcon study.

Theoretically, | found that Caitlyn oscillated Wween two visions of appropriate
practice (which is discussed in Bredekamp & Copp887) in prekindergarten. She was
often indecisive about the appropriateness of atitdcted activity versus child-initiated
activity (Marcon, 1999), both for designing childi® activities and for defining her role
as a teacher. Caitlyn’s stance fit Marcon’s (198&5cription of a “combination
approach” (p. 372). Hatch & Freeman (1988) fourat thsimilar “philosophy-reality” (p.
158) dichotomy exists for many kindergarten teashdio are trained in constructivist
early-childhood methods but are teaching in programphasizing more didactic
instruction. Caitlyn’s stance caused her to wawtwben the beliefs she developed
during five years of teaching third grade and thiékdecentered constructivist approaches

she learned in her university training and inteimsh
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Marcon’s (1999) “child-initiated” (p. 369) beliefstem described Mia and

Melissa’s theoretical stance. Theoretically, botia lind Melissa seemed to value child-
initiated activity as demonstrated by their mini#ioe adjustments. Trained in special
education, Mia and Melissa seemed concerned wetlmitividual child, making
adaptations for each perceived need. They instiulte, their assistant, to do likewise.

Like Marcon (1999), Rogoff (2003) discusses thedfbf different styles of
“organizing instruction” (p. 149) in American clasems. She found that the design of
classroom interchange is influenced by views offle® and participating. The Pod One
teachers demonstrated diverse styles of interastemming from their philosophical
stances, which influenced the routine’s design.yTdaed activities that reflected the
academically-directed emphasis of Jeri and mintin@s that emphasized the child-
initiated bent of Mia and Melissa, leaving Caitlgonflicted in her “combination
approach” (Marcon 1999, p. 359). The views of Po@ @achers are instrumental to
understanding that the design of routines is imfb@el by teachers’ philosophical stance.

Next discussed are the power divisions in Pod (#tglosophical stance of the
teachers predetermined the routine’s design. ®btne was co-constructed, yet it
retained Jeri's original design for the morningiunstion periods. Along with
philosophical stance of the teachers, the desigreaactment of the routine was
influenced by unstated divisions of power withirdR@ne.

Teacher power

An unexpected finding was the existence of a patreicture in Pod One, which
turned out to be the distinctive features influegdhe design of the daily routine. | went

to Reynolds expectant that the newly formed teateathers would collaborate in
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designing a daily routine that was agreeable toyewvee. | found a power structure that
limited possibilities for co-design that might haasecurred. Buzzelli and Johnson (2001)
review the educational literature to illuminateuiss of power, authority, and morality in
the classroom and examine their interplay in ctamsis. They describe “tensions of
morality and power” (p. 882) similar to those teaem to be evidenced as the teachers of
Pod One designed the daily routine.

Who had the power to implement and enact the desdigme master routine and
why? Jeri’s longevity at Reynolds and, perhapschese connections to administrators
legitimized her authority (Buzzelli & Johnston, 2Q0n the classroom and seemed to
designate her as unofficial team leader, even th&agtlyn had the official title this
year. Although lacking formal early-childhood traig, Jeri was chosen to be Reynolds
first prekindergarten teacher. The master routiech Jeri designed to fit within the
Reynolds master schedule, had as its basis hegfade teaching experiences and some
reading in what Jeri called, “creative curriculuinkeri had honed her plans by trial and
error during her first two years as the only prelirgarten teacher in Pod One. In fact,
Jeri continued to lead weekly planning sessiongaetly valuing the role. Her power,
though unofficial, permeated Pod One and its mastdine.

The other teachers exerted different types and ata@i power in designing and
enacting the routine. Caitlyn rarely exerted opentver in Pod One’s planning. She
seemed conflicted (Hatch & Freeman, 1988) overrigato change her former teaching
strategies, yet she was glad to be in a more stieatteaching role during “rotations.”
Caitlyn acquiesced to Jeri’s power, limiting Caitly power to make minor changes in

the classroom environment aimed at adding a hokeealimosphere.
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Mia and Melissa exerted power through their chamg@sini-routines as they
sensed the needs of their unique group of childvea.and Melissa did not overtly exert
power. Even their mini-routine alterations were madrreptitiously and for their group
alone. The master routine remained unchanged gelsamade for their class.

The power to influence the design of the daily meialso proved to be crucial to
the satisfaction that each teacher expressed gtdésign. The addition of the new
segments of the master daily routine was a fuldhisyear for teacher curriculum
discussions. Interestingly, both Caitlyn and Jkxinced to have created the afternoon
“rotations,” but for entirely different reasonseriJwas eager to include “phonemic
awareness,” a more “structured language time,ecéifig her academically-focused
(Marcon, 1999) and teacher-centered philosophieléfis. However, Caitlyn said the
“rotation” was her “chaotic, but fun” idea. Mia aMklissa attributed “inclusion” as the
goal of “rotations.” Teachers’ interpretationstioé inception of “rotations” and who had
the power to implement them were at odds.

The design of the Pod One daily routine illustrdakesdisparate values and power
of the teachers in the classroom (Buzzelli & JolimsR001). If no other finding came
from the data, this misalignment and its reperausssin practice are instrumental to
revealing that schedule alone does not constih@evays in which a daily routine is
designed or enacted.

Describing Routines

One of the research questions led to an investigati how participants

recounted their daily activities through narratilescriptions. Bruner (2004) describes

narrative as the way by which we design reality em@te our unique story. Planning for
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future actions becomes possible as we understahdrarable to describe standard,
routine, daily activities (Nelson, 2007). Accordito Bruner (1990), “locus and praxis
are culturally inseparable” (p.81). Likewise, therds of the participants from Pod One
revealed their knowledge of the routines they e@aind enacted in Pod One. Children
were learning to tell their story of daily routingsough participation, but their
understandings were revealed by how they told titigy.s Pod One’s teachers and
students often told about their day in ways th#edkd from their observed routines.

Teachers’ and children’s descriptions

How did teachers describe their daily routinednterviews, teachers described
an almost identical sequence of the lived-out nmastgtine. Bruner (2004) calls this a
“recipe” (p. 708) for how each day goes. The mastBedule was, indeed, the
overarching recipe for carrying out each day.

According to Bruner (2004), life is not how it aally happened but, rather, the
interpretations placed on those occurrences. Theram routine of Pod One guided
teachers’ actions and influenced how daily routinggpened. The teachers’ mini-
routines expressed the interpretations each teathezd on those occurrences. | found
that the knowledge imbedded in the teachers’ naesguided their actions in
developing and enacting daily routines. Next | wilcuss the descriptions of daily
routines that children related in interviews.

Nelson (2007) suggests that children employ ddojuage as “resources for
constructing their own knowledge structures” (p3Y19The teachers and children of Pod
One told about the sequence of their daily mastgtirte with interesting similarity.

However, | found that children’s descriptions o tloutine were consistently incomplete.
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No child interviewed could comprehensively reldtdlae daily events of the Pod One
routine. They frequently left out “rotations” aftthiematic time” and did not use these
names for the segments, perhaps suggesting thangamelated to knowledge of the
activity itself.

Names for the daily routine activities

| found that the names participants used to desc¢ibe segments and activities
were diverse and were not used consistently bytgdulkchildren. Throughout the day,
teachers and children referred to the various dietsvand time segments with names
other than the posted name, and their names weme whique to their group.

Jeri’s students could tell the routine segmentsyimc with her description of the
morning routines. Children who participated in #hesini-routines clearly shared a
budding narrative reminiscent of their teachersiys(Nelson, 2004) and demonstrated
behaviors deemed appropriate in the context. Br(r®#90) noted, “what does not get
structured narratively suffers loss in memory”§p). Perhaps Jeri’'s repetitive morning
routines assisted her students’ memory of the noniine.

| found, in fact, that memory for a consistenttho@ could be enhanced by using
a consistent narrative from adults in the podtisigiwvith using consistent names for
routine segments. Bruner (2004) proposes narrasveguide for behavior, setting a path
for the future. Adults in Pod One’s prekindergarspent much effort each day orally
directing children’s behavior as they moved childhiem location to location and
activity to activity. Teachers’ words became tluidg that enforced the master routine in

Pod One. However, the adults in Pod One were instamt with the names they used for
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various activity segments, perhaps exacerbatingrem’'s confusion during certain parts
of the daily routine.

The “ubiquitousness of narratives in the worldlildren” (Bruner, 1990, p. 81)
was a very present phenomenon in the daily rouoh®od One. As teachers kept
students on schedule, they thereby created a shareative of school routines (Fiese,
Sameroff, Grotevant, Wamboldt, Dickstein, & Frai99; Reese, 2002). The similar
descriptions of adults and children attest to theered nature of the master routine. The
narratives of the participants were instrumentalriderstanding the influence of being
able to give either a personal or shared “accoimthat one thinks one did” (Bruner,
1990, p. 119) throughout the daily routine in pneldrgarten.

Enacting Routines

In this study, | sought to discover what actiatigere included as participants at
Reynolds enacted their daily scheduled activifiéee daily enactment of these segments
was the expression of a school culture. Pod Org daitines encompassed the roles
participants played, and their built-in valueseechers ritualized the segments they
deemed important (Bruner, 1990; Kantor, 2001). tRes also taught the set of
expectations, implied or overt, that teachers esfdreach day. Enacted routines
instructed children in the “school ways” (Heath839that can inform their future ideas
and feelings about school. First | will discuss fihenomenon of play as it came to life
in the “social interaction” (Rogoff, 2003, p. 144t gave it meaning.

Play in enacted routines

To explore the role of play in prekindergartefgund that Pod One functions in

contrast to what is regarded as best practice bystmaam early-childhood authorities
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(Bredecamp & Coppell, 1997). Findings revealed thatReynolds Pod One

prekindergarten deemphasized child-initiatated pletyvities and placed value on more
academically-directed readiness activities.

Play has been defined by Fromberg (2002) as #daariing in early education that
children control” (p. 95). | found that the segn®eat “centers” and “gross motor time”
were the only times in Pod One’s master routinehich children carried out child-
initiated plans. In Caitlyn’s and Jeri’s groupsgk times were limited to outside, or
gross motor time, and “centers.” Mia and Melissaisi-routines incorporated more play
experiences daily, and adults in this group paoét@d in child play more often than other
teachers.

Schweinhart and Weikart (1997) report the longateenefits of child-initiated
constructivist play for young children. Their rasgh emphasizes the importance of
interactions between adults and children as thay phd carry out play activities. | found
that adults do not consistently join children’sypia Reynolds Pod One prekindergarten
classes. | found that the amount of time each &r&clgroup spent in play versus more
teacher-directed activity revealed the adult-dedatature of much of the daily routine of
Pod One.

Studying children “in context” (Graue & Walsh, B)9rovided insight into their
unique perspectives on play. | found that childnaed different perceptions about the
meaning of play (Nelson, 2007) than their teachearsiterviews, children from each
group unfailingly included the daily routine segrmeh“play,” meaning either center
time or outside time. | found that children weaenfliar with “play” and always

participated in this child-initiated time segme&hildren most often listed “play” as
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their favorite daily activity. | found that childnés descriptions of the daily routine
activities seemed to be related to their familyawith the activities, their growing
understanding of routines, and their active paréitton in the activities. Segments of the
daily routine devoted to play were well understeod valued by children in Pod One, a
finding that supports Fromberg’s 2002 research.

Investigation of play in Pod One revealed somthefimplied messages
(Solomone, 1999) in routines. The value that acal#ised on child-initiated (Marcon,
1999) play seemed to be an area where adults s&rmg a different message from the
value that children expressed. | found that chiidrePod One may have received the
message that play is unworthy of adult interegiasticipation. These impressions were
instrumental to understanding that play can haveymaeanings for participants in a
prekindergarten daily routine.

Rituals in enacted routines

| explored the segments of the daily routines atriekls to discover whether
certain repeated segments were ntoghly valued than others, and, therefore, ritueliz
Rituals can be defined as routines that have a syotmeaning in addition to a practical
component. Fiese et al. (2002) have defined theas of ritual as continuity,
communication, and commitment. | found that theckers of Pod One were consistent
with the schedule, yet they gave heightened impoddo certain segments of the
enacted routine through their words and their deacssto include those segments each
day.

| found that Pod One participated in several &gt for which the teachers’

emphasis implied ritualization. Teachers’ heigkteemphasis (Serpel et al., 2002)
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distinguished daily routine from ritual and, foetteachers, seemed connected to
affective meanings they wanted to create for tbleiss group. The morning Pledge of
Allegiance, for example, was an activity that cteld observed daily as they stood to
recite words that were most likely meaninglesstnt. Likewise, adults included in the
routines the other ritualistic daily enactmentsalendar, daily sign-in procedures, and
end-of the-day treasure chest that may have hadingsathe children did not fully
comprehend.

Child knowledge of these daily rituals, especialdent in interviews with
children from Jeri’'s group, demonstrated the pathat rituals had in helping children
remember a time segment of the day (Bruner, 1986}.Jeri’s class, the ritualistic “sign-
in” procedure, followed by morning routines of bt&sst, table work, and circle time,
were very well scripted and the same each dayorBehildren could “go up front” to
circle, they carried out these procedures. Chiléasepted the necessity of the ritual and
acquiesced with little adult prompting, affirminfgetfindings of Solomone’s 1999 study.
If ritual entails continuity, communication, andnemitment (Fiese et al., 2002), then this
procedure served as an official entry to schoohetay, ritualized and sealed by the
signing-in.

The teachers’ ritualistic enactment of certaintipos of the routine placed special
emphasis on those segments, engaging childreneff@ to create a shared
understanding (Serpel et al., 2002) of that portibthe daily routine. | found that the
teachers chose to ritualize the aspects of theosclay that corresponded with their
values and definition of what school should betl@r children of Pod One. Graue and

Walsh (1995) note that children are “rarely alloviled luxury of refusing participation”
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(p- 144) in the activities adults design. Theadtah in Pod One engaged in rituals

instituted by teachers, and these findings werungental to understanding that the
rituals in prekindergarten may be influential ia¢hing children to participate in the
accepted routines.

Roles in enacted routines

| investigated the roles that teachers play whey enact the separate segments
of the routine. | expected that prekindergartechess might feel that different segments
of the enacted routines would bring changes indghehing strategies and the roles they
played. Successful teachers in early-educatiomgsthave been urged to implement
multiple teaching strategies and approaches touictsdn (Hatch, 2005; Bredecamp &
Copley, 1997), fitting the intent of the activitigsthe needs of the children throughout
daily activities. The teaching strategies in ot were often academically-directed in
Jeri’s and Caitlyn’s groups. The child-initiated&rcon, 1999) time segments, including
centers and gross motor time, were infrequenthzat as teaching and learning
opportunities by these teachers.

Solomone (1999) noted that values and teacherceagmms for behavior were
embedded in the routines of a kindergarten dayewike, the roles teachers in
prekindergarten assumed during the daily routieenssl to express the values that each
teacher placed on individual time segments. Jated definitively that her role did not
change throughout the day. Her academically-dicest@e, indeed, kept children under
her control. She desired that they respect hebass}” and she rarely took on other roles,
such as co-player (Fromberg, 2002). Jeri seemedjty her traditional teacher’s role

during the morning circle routines and in groupsry“rotations,” perhaps because
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leading the group felt more traditionally teach&eland reminiscent of her previous
elementary teaching experiences.

My data showed that children look to adults toseelels of how to act during
the various time periods of the day. This is adwgl view of how schoolchildren act in
relation to the adults in the environment. Solom@@899) stated that children learn
interaction patterns that infer “the teacher teadrad the students are taught” (p. 99).
Similarly, Pod One teachers fostered an interagiattern that may inform future school
experiences. When adults valued compliance ovenauty, they assumed the
traditional leadership role found in elementaryisgs and implemented routines that
reinforced these values. When adults valued ptaychildren’s initiative, they took on
the role of co-player and facilitator, designingtioes to foster these values. Bruner
(1990) states that our cultural beliefs constithgevery “ontology” (p. 22) that we will
ultimately do anything to preserve. | found thraPiod One at Reynolds, conflicting
value systems are operating within the master sdbednd these values are revealed in
the roles adults unfailingly assumed during eactetframe.

The roles and values of Pod One’s teachers infleetizeir choice of activities
and the ways in which they interacted with childdeming those activities. For children,
learning school-ways (Heath, 1983) includes leaymiew ways of interacting in groups
and with adults whose expectations may differ sigamtly from those encountered in
their home life. Knowledge of the roles and valpksyed out in the routines of Pod One

was instrumental to understanding the value-lagguara of prekindergarten routines.
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Transitions in enacted routines

As | investigated the question of how participasriact routines, | discovered the
importance of transitions and the cues that trigdéhem. A transition in prekindergarten
can be defined as a time-period between routineneets during which participants
move from one activity and place to another. Exdbaues often signal children and
adults to change both the activity type and thespawhich activities occur (Guajardo
& Best, 2000). The transitions observed at the staend of a time segment in the
master routine had shared meaning for all the po#sbers. Some transitions occurred
within the mini-routines of each class and werenied only for an individual group.
The consistency of the transition’s occurrence réugilarity of its cue, and the location
of the participants seemed to influence childremderstanding of and expectations for
upcoming events.

Transitions that occurred in the master routidkeddor all participants in Pod
One to regroup, changing both place and type afigct Kliegel and Jager (2007) found
that children as young as three years old canZatéxternal memory aids to improve
their event-based prospective remembering” (p. BE&bernal cues to trigger and remind
Pod One participants were auditory, as in the digpgmer, and visual, as in Mia and
Melissa’s picture cues.

| found that teacher location was also an impadrtae. Children looked to see if
teachers were in a certain location as a triggetrémsitioning to the next routine
segment. Jeri was consistent in going to her reckhair as children went “up front” for
circle time. Children were observed modeling thetavior while pretending to be the

teacher. Pat went to the “Cozy Cafe” at the enckoter time to begin early clean-up
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and unintentionally cued children that center tinas ending. These examples of
prompts by teachers’ locations might have beentantional, but they seemed to
function as an important reminder to children & tiext activity.

The enacted daily routine included nine major tsegments. Each progressive
time-frame required children to stop and startvéads as they moved to a new space in
the room, and often, to work with a different adulthe enacted routine’s transitions and
the cues that triggered them were as much a péneachedule as the listed activities.
In later sections the implications of these traos# for children’s memory development
will be discussed.

Learning Routines

Building a script for school

Nelson (1991) uses the term “script” to descrileedbvelopment of children’s
schematically organized event representationscrigtsentails “an ordered sequence of
action appropriate to a particular spatial-tempooaitext and organized around a goal”
(p- 13). Building scripts for school, the preking@teners in Pod One had begun to
develop an understanding of their daily routineussge as they enacted them each day
using similar props, sequences, and roles.

Well-scripted events occur so habitually thatipgrants never question roles,
locations, props, or course sequence (Nelson, 198&)a demonstrated that the children
in Pod One were in the process of learning theostwr the daily routine. They
described two particular segments of this routiedi:the consistent morning routine in
Jeri’s class, and “play,” by which children meaither “center time” or gross motor

time. Children’s active participation (Fivush, ¥98n these parts of the routine and
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teachers’ narration of the events (Bruner, 1990y exalain why children remembered
these activities so well and were able to tell abloem.

In Pod One, thevay things gat school was exemplified in Caitlyn’s dictate of
“carpet procedures.” The teachers were impartinghtlolren what Graue and Walsh
(1995) describe as a developing competence in &&tthgs, through required and
expected behaviors. The routines informed childré@haviors by building their initial
scripts for school. Each time segment of the dayéhparticular set of expectations and
local meanings. Pod One confirmed Kantor, Elgad,Fernie’s (1989) description of
preschool classrooms as “complex social and comeatine environments” (p. 443).
Indeed, in Pod One, knowing the daily routine méaaiwing the rules for behavior, the
location of the group, and the role to be playeghduage used to describe the time-
frame ultimately defined life as a schoolchild. Thelding scripts these children are
compiling may aggregate into a lifelong autobiodpiapl story of school life, which will
be shaped and reshaped throughout their schod ¢le&ush, 1984). Autobiographical
memory develops over a lifetime as stories aredaldiretold, giving definition to a self-
in-time (Nelson, 1986). The early stories of sdhnay be the beginning of children’s
knowledge of what it is to be a schoolchild (Kan®01). Through developing scripts
for actions, children learn to plan based on pneviactivities and anticipate future
events. The developing scripts for school of Po@ Children were instrumental to
understanding that daily routines build a scriptt tirects activity and informs planning.

Adult schemas

The concept of script is explained further by Bivi{1984) as a

“spatially/temporally organized set of expectatiabsut the actions, actors, and props
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child is experientially bound. He or she is saidbé operating with partial knowledge,
using scripts initially supplied by the adult (N&hs 2007). | found that children’s
memory for events and schedules was influencetidiy involvement, teacher prompts
and regularity of the event occurrence. The prekigdrten classroom provides the time-
frame, school-specific materials, and adult-chilgtractions that build children’s scripts
for school.

| found that children’s ability to plan fdrow things go at schodluilds under
adult influence and direction as they compile prathle experiences each day in
routines. These scripts direct behavior each ddybecome an outline for a lifelong
autobiographical memory (Nelson, 2007). Predictatlgines build scripts, but
occasionally the routines take an unpredictable. tuwill next discuss how the
participants of Pod One respond to counterscripts.

Counterscripts

Sometimes the daily master routine was not so pt&ade for participants of Pod
One. Lucariello and Mindolovich (2002) use the téoounterscripts” (p. 91) to describe
events that are somehow surprising, ironic, ormgecoous relative to the expected
routine’s daily happenings. Party days and figlgstare perhaps the best examples of
altered prekindergarten daily routines.

An understanding of what is usual, and thereforgine, is required before a
child can understand the unusual. Since manye€hiiidren of Pod One had incomplete
knowledge of the day’s schedule, party days weteeably confusing. Adding to the

confusion, party activities were situated withie @fternoon “rotations,” the least
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understandable daily segment for children. Chidedied on adults to tell them the new
routines on party days. One notable exceptionanasld from Jeri’'s class who
remembered the previous holiday party and wastaldescribe this example for the
routine of the party day.

Lucariello and Mindolovich (2002) assert the intpoce of general script
knowledge for learning counterscripts. For Bruri&90), the participant’s narrative
description forms the “working hypothesis” (p. 36)explain “links between the
exceptional and the ordinary” (p. 43). Learning $kdpt of the daily routines in
prekindergarten prepared children to learn couatits (Lucariello & Mindolovich,
2002).

Teachers attempted to help children understandtecripts. Mia and Melissa
added unique pictures to their picture schedulpasty day and picture day to cue
children to the novel events. During morning ciréaitlyn explained the events that
would occur on Valentine’s Day, but since childred a poor general schema for the
routine, this description did not help most of bleildren to place the party in the day’s
schedule. If children in Pod One prekindergartad & clear understanding of their
consistent daily routine, then the novel event mighmore easily incorporated as a
counterscript. The understanding of Pod One pg#ids for counterscripts is
instrumental to understanding how counterscriptsaioh daily routine in prekindergarten.

Memory and cues

Recollecting and prospecting

Guajardo and Best (2000) compare two types of nngnpoospective memory,

which involves “remembering to perform a futurei@at (p. 76), and retrospective
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memory, or “recalling information” (p. 75). Thels®o types of memory were
demonstrated in the performance of the prekindezgarhildren in Pod One. First,
children could partially recall the events of theiript for the daily routine. Many
children recollected the activities in sequencirig each event throughout the day.
Second, | observed children demonstrating projeatiemory as they remembered what
activity would be coming up and prepared for thievag by relocating themselves in the
classroom.

Retrospective memory for scripts is qualitativeifferent from episodic memory
for specific events (Guajardo & Best, 2000). Episademory for an isolated event
contrasts with the habitual recollection of actiomtime defined by script knowledge
(Nelson, 2007). A script is a general plan thitvesd for insertion of daily events in the
common script for a commonly occurring daily roetinA Pod One child demonstrated a
well-defined script for daily routine by answeritagenters” when asked what followed
morning circle time. The same child can, likewissert several activities (e.g., blocks
and dramatic play) that might be accomplished dytivat specific time-frame. Other
children were unable to name the sequence of tiherdatine.

The Pod One prekindergarten children have varghilties for retrospective
memory related to the daily routine script. NelgoRivush (2004) describe the
increasing complexity of script knowledge over pheschool years. The diverse levels of
understanding in Pod One’s children may, as theggest, be attributable to
developmental differences or, perhaps, to the tyualiprior experiences.

Guajardo and Best (2000) describe projective mgrasithe ability to remember

to perform future actions. As scripted events bee@ommonplace, the routine can be
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reliably used to predict what comes next in a segei@nd thus plan for future action
(Bruner 1990). Individuals can be said to projeeimselves into the future to anticipate
activity that will occur in advance of its happeni observed the prekindergarten
children demonstrating prospective memory abilgyteey sat on the carpet waiting for
the next activity segment, circle time. For thmsd-frame, at least, the children in
Caitlyn’s and Jeri's classes were able to recallféimiliar daily routine and predict the
next activity. My observation of these childreni®gpective memory is a finding that
supports the value of a consistent and well-satipt&ly routine. These findings were
instrumental to understanding that planning onbis of knowledge of the routine can
allow children to self-regulate behavior and p@pate in daily activities with less cueing
(Guajardo & Best, 2000) from adults.

Understanding time

| found that children must develop a rudimentargwledge of elements of time
in order to remember the schedule of the dailyineut Understanding time is an
accomplishment that progresses over the prescleaos (Fivush, 1998; Nelson, 2007,
Povinelli et al., 1999; Tomasello, 1999, 2003; &nman, 2002). Children’s budding
knowledge of school-life is prompted by the prealidé and repeated nature of daily
routines. Knowledge of daily schedules precedesemomplex knowledge of more
distant occasions such as annual events (Fried20&2). The children of Pod One
demonstrated the rudimentary knowledge of selfsmetwhen they described the flow of
activity throughout the day’s routine. The prekirgieten children had inaccurate ideas
about clock time; however, they could order evamthie familiar sequences of their

daily activities.
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These prekindergarten children were still in thecpss of developing an
understanding of the order of daily activity in g@hool setting. They frequently left out
activities as they related the schedule. The amildrneed to solidify knowledge of the
daily sequences was overlooked by teachers in Ped Gven Mia and Melissa did not
frequently refer to their pictorial time schedule.

Friedman (2006) observes that children’s abibtyhink about the occurrence of
daily events in time develops “in the course ofrthige in day-to-day thinking about
when events have occurred or will occur” (p. 33 )anuary, the children of Pod One
were developmentally in the process of understanthia recurrent nature of the
routine’s time-frames. Daily discussion and thintkabout the routine time segments
and the events as they occur in the routine woale lincreased children’s development
of a school script and the embedded time conchptsighout it. Nelson (2007) states
that a reorganization of thinking occurs during pneschool years as children begin to
grasp a sense of a “continuing me” (p. 189) infknv of life’s activities.

| found that memory for daily routine began in potable schedules and
activities, and later served children as they vadale to plan for the events of each day.
The behaviors, roles, and activities of each dareveenbedded in the master routine.
Children began to remember routines by sharinglihabout daily activities and by
actively participating in routines. As the teachassisted children in developing schemas
for each day, they were developing a frameworHiferat-school that will inform these
children’s future perceptions of their role in sohdiscovery of children’s growing
knowledge of time was instrumental to understantiag routines provide a structure for

learning about time sequences.
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In the following section, | will summarize and diss my discoveries that are
pertinent to the instrumental case of daily routih&vill also discuss certain limitations
to this case study’s findings. Finally, | will cdnde this discussion with questions that
can guide future study of the phenomenon of daliines in early-childhood settings.
Summary and Recommendations

The instrumental case: What | learned

The Reynolds prekindergarten routine was instruade¢o understanding that a
consistent schedule provides the framework fortadarid children to give them control
over time-frames and help them predict the acéisivf future days. This study of the Pod
One prekindergarten at Reynolds also demonstriaééstdaily routine is more than its
published schedule. | found that Pod One at Relgnilodd a consistent routine that all
participants followed each day; however, an enaaiatine entails more than its
schedule. The case at Reynolds was instrumentedderstanding that although the
master schedule gave definition to routines, thbesilded mini-routines provided insight
into additional meanings held by the participaAtsynchronized schedule, therefore,
does not dictate consensus in how that schedeleaisted.

Not all of the mini-routines at Reynolds providedonsistent schedule of
activities. The lack of this predictable routinelsgps made it more difficult for this
group’s children to learn the expected “school@tiiFivush, 1984, p. 1697). This
finding was instrumental to understanding the intgoace of consistent routines.

| found that daily routines reflect the values @hdosophies of their creators and
enactors. Teachers find ways, such as the mittimegiat Reynolds, to interject their

beliefs and values, shaping the enacted routirveartbtheir particular philosophical
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viewpoint. The activities included in the time semits may be reflections of teachers’
philosophical predisposition for either adult-diest or child-initiated activity (Marcon,
1999), as at Reynolds. Teachers’ ontologies detetnihe roles and values played out in
the routines in Pod One affirming Bruner’'s 199@lfings. These enacted roles and their
inherent values were instrumental to understanttiagzalue-laden nature of
prekindergarten routines.

Through this research, | have learned that aduftsam-teaching situations are
more likely to produce a co-constructed daily noetif they share philosophical stances
rather than merely a time schedule. A daily routhreg was truly co-constructed would
reflect a shared-narrative (Fivush, 1984) of schitml Likewise, a daily routine reflects
the culture, values, and ontology (Bruner, 1990)flesigners. The goal of inclusion
and the choice of curriculum might dictate phildsiopl preference, yet the teachers’
shared values concerning play and child-initiatesus academically-directed activity
(Marcon, 1999) seem crucial. The teachers at Regridbd One did not all share the
same philosophical stance.

Buzzelli and Johnston (2001) suggest that routimeshool are influenced by the
values and morality of the teachers in each sitelifRgs revealing the misalignment of
the philosophical worldviews of Pod One’s teaclveese instrumental to understanding
that teachers find ways to interject their viewswert and covert ways in the design and
enactment of a daily routine.

The impact of the classroom’s pod design was instntal to understanding that
the physical location in which a daily routine tded out is influential to the design of

the routine (Yielding, 1993). As Graue and Wals895) suggest, the context in which
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participants are situated is unique and requirasititerpretations be viewed through
understandings specific to each site. Pod Onetmgetas instrumental to understanding
that a “local context” (Graue & Walsh, 1995) is quimated and unique, and the daily
routine is influenced by the particular contextzedl features.

| found memory, both recollective and prospec{@eajardo & Best, 2000), to be
involved in learning the daily routine. Providingeedictable routine in which children
are active participants may support developinggeosve memory during the preschool
years. The developing scripts for school (Fivu€84) of Pod One children were
instrumental to understanding that daily routinesns to build a script that directs
activity. As with a predictable daily routine, peotive memory develops, allowing
children to plan for future action (Nelson, 200Mave learned that understanding
routines assists children in planning and accommnoglapcoming activities in a daily
schedule.

Cues, both intentional and unintentional (Guaja&ddest, 2000), assist in
prompting children’s development of prospective rogml have learned that children
respond to cues from their teachers and that tfieteachers are not aware of the power
of unstated cues for transitions and expected beh&imilarly, | have learned that
consistent places for activities, as well predilgdlme-frames, assist children in
developing memory.

| have learned that children learn about schawluth the schemas of the adults
in their environment, operating with an incomplet@wledge of the daily events in
which they participate. They use scripts initia@lypplied by the adult (Nelson, 2007),

while they master their own discernment of the évei children are not active
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participants in routines, they remember less oftlutine sequence and rely on adults to
“tells us what to do” and “do what our teacher say@hildren in prekindergarten are
learning the meaning of life-as-lived in schooleiftmeanings for school routine may
ultimately be based on these early schemas, amouglh some children are more aware
of the script than others, most prekindergartetdotm can describe the roles, activities,
and schedule of many parts of the routine.

Lucariello and Mindolovich (2002) use the term “oterscripts” (p. 91) to
explain events that are unusual or contrary taelelar routine activities. Children in
Pod One were still learning the routine, and onlyeey few seemed to understand those
events that were contrary to the ordinary. Thetrea®f Pod One children when they
were confronted with “counterscripts” was instrutamo understanding how making
sense of unusual events is based on understaringtial daily routine.

| found that Reynolds Pod One prekindergartenhiescperpetuated the culture
of the elementary school in which Pod One was hihusésing questions about the
frequent practice of placing preschool childreelementary school settings. A model of
school and schoolchild begins to develop in pregrgdrten routines. Children may
internalize the model that their teacher presehtsnashe reinforces her particular values
and philosophy (Graue & Walsh, 1995). Childrenstdered “ready” are those who have
mastered the teachers’ expectations of knowleddéahavior at school. Teachers,
likewise, ritualize certain parts of the routineyhasizing the value of these parts
through repetition and emphasis each day. Whddrehi submit to another’s ontology,

it may color their future school experiences. BEaraple, they may be encouraged to
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expect adults to direct their learning experiencaher than seeking out autonomous
learning activity.

Narratives help build consensus in shared routidesarrative ability increases
in children, autobiographical knowledge is avakabécause language, familiarity, and
practice create a shared view of school. This shaiew, in turn, informs future
behaviors (Bruner, 2004; Nelson, 2007). | fourat tthildren’s ability to express the
activities of the routine is related to their uretanding of each segment. Events included
in children’s narratives relate to their understagf the activity and the frequency and
consistently with which it is repeated. Childrespend best to these repeated sequences.
Considering the ritualistic nature of routines cteers need to be aware of the powerful
impact of these routines in both the overt andcthvesrt messages they convey to
children.

Young children are building autobiographical preiof their place in the world
(Nelson, 2007). Preschool children who were folynengulfed in the life of family or
daycare are becoming schoolchildren as they I¢aris¢hool’s daily routine and the
messages inherent in it. What children are taiggivhat they become, and the daily
routine is a powerful teacher, with messages tng¢isede the mere time-frames
(Solomone, 1999) of the schedule. When asked ahkatren remember about schoal, it
is not only the schedule, but the words, soci@rendtions, and circumstances that shape
repeated days. This study suggests that some afidsepowerful teaching (Solomone,
1999) is quite unintentional, and it is generatedugh the rituals, messages, and values

in the daily routine.
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Limitations

The greatest difficulty in this study of youngldnen proved to be understanding
their view of the routine activities (Graue & Wald995). The incidental interviews
revealed children’s knowledge in part, but | turnedeacher behaviors to understand
what messages children were being given. In gpiteany hours of observation and
copious field notes, the difficulty in gaining ddtam children limits the conclusions |
have been able to draw about their unique persfecti

| have had many years of experience in preschwmbketementary classrooms as a
teacher and early-childhood program director. 3dwal context of the classroom,
therefore, was familiar territory, and my perceptionay have been limited because of
this very familiarity. 1, the observer, may haweepted certain practices as a natural part
of the setting without questioning the appropriatmor intentionality of their
implementation because they seemed an accepteitpriscAmerican schools. | sought
to remain aware of these situations, such as rieguine children to walk in straight
lines. However, my familiarity with preschool waigsa limitation in my observations.

An obvious limitation of this case study is thegeand complicated pod
classroom. To capture the complexity of action padicipant understandings would
take more time than the semester of weekly obsensat was able to complete for this
study. A naturalistic investigation of such a céexpenvironment is merely a snapshot.
The goal of the study of this specific site, howeweas to understand the daily routine in
prekindergarten, and this setting provided valudhl@ that were instrumental to learning

about daily routine in prekindergarten.
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Recommendations for further study

The findings of this study prompt suggestionsfibure study. Since the
curriculum and activities of prekindergarten arewh in this study to be influential to
the design of daily routines, | suggest furthedgtto discover the similarities or
dissimilarities in team teachers’ philosophicahsts as they relate to their design of
daily routines. | focused on a pod classroom, wingre adults regularly interact with the
children in three classes. Additional study ofassroom’s daily routine in which only
one or two adults were teaching might extend thewadge of the influence of teacher
philosophy during daily routine design.

The importance of verbal, auditory, and visual daoedehavior management,
especially in transitions, was evidenced in thsecstudy. In the present case, many of
the cues were unintentional behaviors that triggjeteldren’s actions. Only Mia and
Melissa used purposeful visual cues (Schmit, Alpaschke, & Ryndak, 1999).
Additional research on the usefulness of visual anditory cues might assist in
understanding how they inform children’s growinggpective memory and their ability
to plan for daily activities. | also suggest expliwn of the role of cues in transitions
during daily routines and the use of consistentesgmand consistent labels for the routine
segments in assisting children’s recall of rousegments.

To fully comprehend the children’s understandifgoatines, it would be helpful
to be immersed in their home culture (Heath, 198¥now the antecedents of their
perspectives on school routines. Future researghtrdiscover the ways in which home

culture influences children’s ability to assimilateprekindergarten routines.



147

How is narrative construction related to memonyréatines? My study was a
preliminary look at the routine of one setting, d@he narratives of its participants proved
to be a valuable source of data for discovering terspectives. My study suggests that
prekindergarten classroom routines may providetsfor future school years. A future
investigation might discover discrepancies betwiaerability of the constructivist
classroom and the more didactic elementary scHassmoms to influence children as
they create scripts for school (Fivush, 1984).uFaistudy might also look into the
concept of readiness for later school experierftaisis developed in preschool routines.

Children in this study often described the timgmsents with name, location, and
activity by the using the same word. Perhaps &tasearch could examine how teachers
use words for each time-frame and place. Futuaengxation might allow the creation of
a system of labeling time-frames that could ass$igtiren in understanding the time-
frames and sequences. High Scope’s curriculumdesla plan-do-review (Hohmann &
Weikart, 1995) sequence for center time. This secgienay be related to the
development of children’s prospective memory ofydavents. Future research could
validate this practice for use in prekindergarten.

Conclusion

This study originated in my teaching practicepriekindergarten. My preliminary
guestions were not answered in the educationahlitee (Shickedanz, York, Stewart,
&White, 1977; Hatch, 2005; Katz & Chard, 2000; Kan&, Fernie, 2003), initiating this
study to discover knowledge that might be reve@legarticipants in a unique setting.
The case at Reynolds Pod One prekindergarten wasimnmental to understanding the

embedded nature of daily routines and the developshprocesses of memory and
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culture that shape children’s recall and enactroémutines. Interpretations of the
narratives and actions of the adults of Pod One westrumental to understanding the
unique perspectives that the culture and ontolagyigde in routine enactment and
design. Theory-based insights enabled further wtaledings of the case and were
instrumental to relating the case at Reynolds peets of daily routines that underlie its

enactment.
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APPENDIX A:

CONFIDENTIALITY RELEASE FORMS



INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT

I AM CONDUCTING A STUDY CALLED “Daily Routines in Prekindergarten and I
would like to invite you to participate in the study. The purpose of the study is to
examine the experiences of teachers and students as they participate in the routines of a
Prekindergarten classroom.

If you agree to participate, [ will visit your classroom weekly during the spring semester
[January through March] 2007. 1 will take the role of an observer and low level
participant taking notes, audio recording segments and lightly interacting with the
students.

I will also conduct a tape-recorded interview with you late in the spring semester of 2007.
I will ask you a series of open-ended questions designed to capture your thoughts on
teaching in Prekindergarten. This interview will take approximately one and one half
hours to complete and will be transcribed by me or by a typist who will have signed a
confidentiality agreement.

I may seek your permission to copy or photograph documents in your classroom that help
me understand your routines or class rules. I will ask to observe any training
opportunities that you might provide to student teachers which could help me understand
your classroom procedures and routines.

If you agree to continue you participation in the research project,

I will ask you to assist in selection of at least 2 students with whom 1 will conduct
interviews lasting approximately one half hour. Student interviews will also be tape-
recorded and will occur in the natural setting of the classroom. Permission for these
interviews will be gained from participating children and their parents.

You should not experience any foreseeable risks because of your participation in the
research project. Your participation is completely voluntary, and any results will not be
shared with any other party without your written approval. Pseudonyms will be utilized
for all names and locations, and your identity will be protected as much as possible in
published reports of the research or in research presentations at professional meetings.
Data will be stored securely and will be made available only to persons conducting the
study unless you specifically give me permission to do otherwise.

‘While you will not be compensated directly for your participation, you may benefit from

opportunities to reflect on your teaching practice. In addition, it may inform your
planning decisions for future teaching practice.

_Participant’s Initials
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Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without
penalty. 1f you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time
without penalty and without loss of benefits to which you would otherwise be entitled. If
you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed, your data will be
returned to you or destroyed.

If you have questions at any time about the study or you experience adverse effects as a
result of participating in the study, you may contact me [Shari Lillestolen at 865 8§24
9493]. If you have questions about your rights as a participant, contact the Office of
Research Compliance Officer at 865 974 3466.

CONSENT

1 HAVE READ THE ABOVE INFORMATION. IHAVE RECEIVED A COPY OF
THIS FORM. I AGREE TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.

Participant’s Signature

Date_ g -\HW-0]

Investigator’s Signature

Date ;/{/‘67
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Dear Prekindergarten Parents,

What a wonderful school you have and how lucky your child is to
get to join in the fun and learning in the Prekindergarten classes
here at Elementary!

My name is Shari Lillestolen. | am a graduate student at the
University of Tennessee. | have been a Prekindergarten teacher
myself, and have returned to study more about young children
and the programs that help them learn.

1 would like to observe the classes here at _ _ Elementary to
better understand the ways teachers and children go about their
daily routines. Attached to this letter you will see a yellow form
describing my project and asking for your permission for me to
visit and observe your child as he or she participates in
Prekindergarten. | will also ask some children if they would like
to “tell about” their school day and tape-record their stories.

Please review the attached sheet and initial it to show that you
approve of your child’s participation in this project. The teachers
have promised the students a “sticker” for returning this form so
please help them by returning it promptly.

Thank you for your help. If you have further questions you may
contact me at the numbers or email below.

Sincerely,

Shari R. Lillestolen
865-539-7229
srlillestolen@pstcc.edu
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Initials identifying child participant Date
Child above noted gave permission for participation
Primary Investigator Date

.

®)

YES
2%
. ST
N

NO

[Primary investigator will show this form to eachild seated at a small classroom table
during center time. The child will be asked “Wowldu like to work with me today and
tell me a story about your classroom?” Primary stigator will point to the two faces
and ask the child to circle or color the happy fdidke do want to participate or to circle
or color the frowney face if thego not It expected that the child will respond to the
faces emotions and they are not expected to reagidhds. ]



161

APPENDIX B:

GUIDING QUESTIONS FOR TEACHER INTERVIEWS
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Teacher Interview Questions

1. Background

How long have you taught PreK?

Have you taught other grade levels?

How long have you been at (school)?
Have you ever taught elsewhere?

What was your educational background?

"0 T

2. Could you outline your daily routine or schedule-flom day start to end?
3. How did this schedule come to be developed?

4. Who took part in the planning of the schedule?

5. What factors influenced the choice of activities yoinclude?

6. What activity was easiest to decide upon? What washd most difficult?

7. What were outside influences on the order of thechedule? School times,
PreK requirements, family needs....

8. Can you comment on transitions from one activity tanother?
9. How is this year’s schedule different from your preious years’ schedules?

10.Do you think the children seem to have a good hangllon “how things go”
through out the day.
a. What helped them learn the daily routines? Practie? Special
beginning of the year activities or teaching of proedures?

11.What child do you regard as having a good knowledgef the class
procedures?
Is anyone still confused?

12.During parts of the day the children are in groupsthat include different
children and teachers from that of their home rooms
a. How and why did you decide to do this grouping?
b. Is it the same for thematic time as for afternoon etivities?
13.What do YOU include that is unique from the other goups in the pod?

14. Talk about YOUR circle time routine.
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15. Several of the children indicated they liked “centes” best. Why do you
think this is so?

16.What is YOUR favorite part of the day!
What portion of the day’s activities do you value mst?
Your least favorite part?

17.Do the different parts of the day’s activities chage your behavior
expectations for the children?
a. Doesyour own role change throughout the day?

18.Has the team planned the behavior management strajees together?
a. What about your rewards system, the “treasure box"?
b. How do team members inform each other after a displine incident?

19.How do you plan for activities for new units?
a. Does the routine guide your planning in any way?
b. Are there certain centers that are “assigned” to eeh teacher for
design and maintaining?

20.Talk about the role of the assistant teachers.
They often seem to anticipate the next activity ierach day and prepare. Is
this a plan that was worked out?

21.Reflect: If were setting up the ideal PreK, my schadule would
include ..................
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APPENDIX C:

MIA AND MELISSA'S ROUTINE FOR TINA
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Daily Routine

7:45-8:15 — Table time
A - Greet parents, help kids with table time (&forking puzzles with the kids,
helping them, etc.) , help kids sign in, get lugolint
B - Greet parents, help kids with table time (&arking puzzles with the kids,
helping them, etc.) , help kids sign in, get lucokint
C - Assist kids with breakfast, then help with &abine (ex. Working puzzles
with the kids, helping them, etc.)

8:15- 8:45 — Circle time *Teachers A and B rotates|
A - Lead circle
B - Assist kids with circle (sit behind kids anelljp keep them engaged in
activity)
C - Clean up tables from table time, then assis With circle (sit behind kids
and help keep them engaged in activity)

8:45 — 9:00 — Sensory
A -
B - All teachers play/engage with group at a egntable (ex. Playing with the
kids with the play dough, helping the kids takentur
C-

9:00 — 10:00 — Center time *All teachers rotatesjob
A — Work with one child covering a goal (ex. Wargiwith Damirreon spelling
his name, etc.)
B — Oversee centers
C - Work with one child covering a goal (ex. Wargiwith Damirreon spelling
his name, etc.)

10:00-10:30 — Thematic time (story/music)
A — Help get kids to their appropriate circle,with Jaden on days he is here
B — Lead Circle
C — Assist with circle by helping lead kids toob# time, join the circle time,
help kids engage in story

10:30 — 10:45 — Art
A — Lead art at horseshoe table
B — Assist 1 group of kids with art
C — Assist 1 group of kids with art
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10:45-11:15 — Lunch
A — Lead kids to lunch
B — Assist kids walk in line, help them remembecktails and bubbles
C - Assist kids walk in line, help them remembecktails and bubbles

11:15-11:30 — Theatre
A —
B —  All teachers teach appropriate play skilaich or play with kids *Good
time to take a break once the kids are settled

C-
11:30-12:15 — Recess
A —
B — All teachers teach appropriate play skills, et
C-

12:15 — 1:00 — Rotations
A — Lead science/snack
B — Help Grayson with the rotation time
C — Help with science/snack

1:00-1:15 — Dismissal
A — Assist with group
B — Lead group
C — Pack backpacks and line them up for dismissal

1:30-2:00 — Lunch

2:00- Planning time
A&B — paperwork, planning, set up for next dayPH; get books ready
C — Clean tables, get art cleaned and put awargeut for the next day, help
set out table time
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APPENDIX D:

MAP OF REYNOLDS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
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APPENDIX E:

MIA AND MELISSA’'S DAILY ROUTINE
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APPENDIX F:

MIA AND MELISSA’S MINI-ROUTINE
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Mia and Melissa’s Mini-Routine



173

APPENDIX G:

POD ONE’S POSTED MASTER ROUTINE
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Pod One’s Posted Master Routine
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APPENDIX H:

COMPARISON CHART OF DAILY ROUTINES



Comparison Chart of Daily Routines
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it

POSTED JERI'S CAITLYN’S MELISSA’S MIA AND MELISSA’S MIA’S ROUTINE
MASTER DESCRIBED DESCRIBED DESCRIBED ROUTINE FOR TINA DESCRIBED RECORDED
ROUTINE ROUTINE ROUTINE ROUTINE ROUTINE DURING FIELD
OBSERVATION:
1/24//07
*7:45-8:00 Greet Parents bring children in They come in 7:45-8:15 7:45
Breakfast/Table (parents and Table Time come
*Time/ Greetings children) in/Breakfag/Table
work
Write Name 7:55 Pledge/momen
of silence
Breakfast Breakfast 8:00 Pat arrives
Little Table Time | Activity Time as Tables Table Time or Breakfast Table time
Activity Activities at each Table
Carpet
(books, white boards,
books, puzzles)
8:15-8:45 Circle Time Circle Time Circle Time 8:15-8:45 Good morning circle time | 8:35 Circle time
Morning circle Time (Jobs, calendar, “all our daily things” (good morning song, Circle time (good morning song,
(Calendar, question of the | question of the (songs, calendar, calendar, story and name calendar, reading names,
day, story, etc.) day, usually read) | question of the day, thing) story)
read a book)
8:45-9:00 Sensory 8:45-9:00 Sensory 8:45
Music (trampoline, play dough Sensory (trampoline, play dough M and M
rice table) rice or sand, balls) Sensory time
(before dismissal to “Go over things”
centers
*9:00-10:00Learning Center Time “45 Center Time “l hour” Center Time 9:00-10:00 Centers “1 Hour” Centers
Centers minutes” Center time
10:00-10:50 Our Little “Group time/our Story Time 10:00-10:30 Story Time Circles

Thematic Time

Thematic Time

thematic time”
(book, some activity,
hands-on)

(Story and music)

Thematic Time
(story/ music)

(music, regroup)

Art activity Art 10:30-10:45 Theme Art
Art

10:50-11:20 Lunch Lunch in cafeteria Lunch 10:45-11:15 Lunch 10:45 M/M lunch
Lunch Lunch

Afternoon story, music, Theater 11:15-11:30 Theater/Kay's Garden 11:15 Theater

movement theater
11:20-12:15 Outside/gym Gross motor time Outside/Gym 11:30-12:15 Playground/Gross Motor | 11:15-11:30
Gross Motor Activity (outside/gym, (gross motor/playground) Recess J /C circles

/Music and Movement

playground/tricycles)

11:45 Outside
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POSTED JERI'S CAITLYN'S MELISSA'S MIA AND MELISSA'S MIA'S ROUTINE
MASTER DESCRIBED DESCRIBED DESCRIBED ROUTINE FOR TINA DESCRIBED RECORDED
ROUTINE ROUTINE ROUTINE ROUTINE ROUTINE DURING FIELD
OBSERVATION:
1/24//07
12:15-1:00 Groups Rotate Rotation 12:15-1:00 Rotation 12:15 first rotation
Phonemic Awareness/ “phonemic (Science, phonemic (Snack, phonemic Rotations (Phonemic awareness, 12:35 Second
Science/Social awareness awareness, snack) awareness, science) science, shack) rotation
Studies/Shack literacy —type 12:45 third rotation
things”
1:00-1:15 Closing Time “Our End of Day” Wrap up , our goodbye 1:00-1:15 dismissal Regroup 1:00 Prepare to go

Treasure box/Reflection
of the Day

(discipline program,
treasure box, gather
back packs, good bye
song, “what the class is in
the mood for”

song, and the songs we do
at the end of the day then
treasure box and go home

Wrap-up (good bye songs,
treasure box)

(goodbye song, say good
bye, treasure box)

home /treasure
chests

1:15-1:30
Closing /Dismissal

1:15 Start dismissal
out back door

*[talicized sections indicate child-directed adyviimes.
*Bolded sections indicate adult-directed activitpés.
*Areas with no highlighted area are meals or trigorsal times.
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