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Abstract

LEARNING ABOUT SCHOOL:

THE DEVELOPMENT OF KINDERGARTENERS' SCHOOL SCRIPTS

by

Robyn Fivush 

Advisor: Katherine Nelson

The focus of this research was on children's developing 

knowledge about the school day routine. Three major issues were 

addressed: the formation and development of a general event repre­

sentation, or script, the relationship between a general representation 

and specific event memories, and children's knowledge about the rules 

and regulations of the classroom and how this relates to their 

knowledge of the school day routine. Kindergarten children were 

interviewed four times during the first three months of school.

They were asked general and specific questions about the daily 

routine and about the classroom rules. In addition, the kindergarten 

teachers were asked to evaluate their students.

The results indicate that children construct a general event 

representation on the bcsls of one experience with the school day 

routine. The event representation is organized as a spatial temporal 

framework of those acts which occupy a particular time and place 

in the daily routine, and each of these acts seems to subsume a 

collection of possible activities which might comprise that act.
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Both the 6patial temporal and the hierarchic organization of the 

event representation develops over time.

While children were easily able to report the general routine, 

the had difficulty recalling what happened in school the day 

before. Only when provided with a direct cue could children 

report information about yesterday's activities.'. These results 

suggest that general and specific event information is coded and 

retrieved in different ways.

Moreover, children knew the behavior rules of the classroom from 

the second day of school on, but had more difficulty learning the 

performance rules. Those children who reported a more elaborated 

school day narrative also evidenced better knowledge of the performance 

rules early in the school year, but by the third month this relation­

ship was uncertain. Teacher evaluations were not related to 

children's knowledge of the school day routine, but they were strongly 

related to knowledge of the performance rules. Those children who 

evidenced better knowledge of the performance rules of the classroom 

were judged to be better students.
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Introduction

The purpose of this research Is to examine the 

development of children's knowledge about a routine event, 

the school day. This problem arose from the consideration 

of two Issues in developmental psychology. The first is the 

problem of real world memory, or how children come to 

represent Information about their world. This issue was 

examined within the framework of the script model of event 

representations. The second issue is how children learn the 

rules and regulations governing behavior and performance in 

the classroom. Research on classroom Interaction has 

demonstrated that there is a complex social organization 

which children must learn in order to participate 

successfully in academic activities. It was believed that 

children might learn the rules and regulations of the 

classroom in the context of the daily routine of the school 

day. Before discussing this idea in more detail, a 

theoretical and empirical review of these issues will be 

given.

Memory Development

Whereas early work on memory development found young 

children's memory to be largely unorganized and 

idiosyncratic, more recent research has indicated that even 

very young children have generalized, organized knowledge 

about their world. The dlscrepent findings reflect a shift, 

both theoretically and methodologically, from laboratory



llst-recall studies, which focus on categorical memory 

organization, toward more naturalistic methods for assessing 

the schematic organization of world Knowledge.

Categorical organlzat ion. Much of the early work on 

memory development focused on the development of strategies 

for recalling categorically organized lists of words (see

Hagen, Jongeward & Kail, 1975, for a review). This research 

indicates that children younger than about 7 years of age 

are predominantly non-strategic. Given a list of words to 

recall, they do not spontaneously rehearse the words

(Ornsteln & Naus , 1978), cluster the words into taxonomic

categrles (Moely, 1977), or exhaustively search during 

retrieval (Kobasigawa, 1977). Even when coerced into using 

an effective mnemonic strategy leading to better recall 

performance, they will not continue to use the strategy when 

the external constraints are removed (Flavell & Wellman,

1970; Williams & Goulet, 1975). One conclusion drawn from 

these findings is that with increasing age, children are 

increasingly able to efficiently organize material.

However, as Brown (1975) points out, this developmental 

increase is not evident in tasks which do not require 

deliberate mnemonic strategies. The prototypical example is 

recognition tasks which bypass encoding and retrieval 

strategies, but require the child to judge whether or not 

particular items were presented. In fact, there is little 

improvement in recognition memory from about age 4 on 

(Perlmutter & Lange, 1978) suggesting that it is not simply



memory organization that develops but the ability or the 

Intention to use a deliberate mnemonic strategy when asked 

to recall a categorically organized list of words.

On the other hand, young children do evidence better 

recall when the material to be remembered Is embedded in a 

more meaningful or naturalistic context. When preschool 

children are engaged in a meaningful activity they can 

remember a list of words (Istomina, 1975), recall the 

spatial location of various objects (Perlmutter, Sophlan & 

Myers, as reported In Myers & Perlmutter, 1978), and even 

recall the location of a hidden object after several days 

delay (DeLoache & Brown, 1979). This Is In accord with the 

Soviet view of Involuntary memory (see Meacham, 1977, 1972,

for a review). Material which Is related to the 

Individual's activity or goals will be automatically 

remembered because the ongoing activity provides a 

meaningful context or organization for subsequent recall.

Young children also perform better when the material 

Itself is more meaningful, as the research on story recall 

has demonstrated (Mandler, 1978a; Stein & Glenn, 1979). 

This research Is particularly Interesting because young 

children not only recall a great deal but organize their 

recall In the same way as adults. (This will be discussed 

in greater detail in the next section.)



Taken together, these findings suggest that It Is not 

the memory tasks per se which young children find difficult 

in list recall studies, but rather the organization of the 

material to be remembered. Young children may perform 

poorly on list recall studies because the categorical 

organization of the list is not easily accessible to them. 

This is related to Brown's (1975) notion of "headfittlng"; 

when the material is organized in the same way as the 

child's head it will be easily understood and recalled. The 

problem, then, is to understand how young children organize 

their knowledge.

Schemat lc organ 1zat ion. Mandler ( 1978b) has argued 

that young children's memory organization is schematic 

rather than categorical. She defines a schema as a 

representation of a body of knowledge that is spatially or 

temporally organized according to contingencies experienced 

in the environment. A schema consists of a series of 

variables, or slots, which can be instantiated with greater 

or lesser degrees of probability. Since a schema is an 

organized whole, the instantiation of any one slot 

constrains the possible instantiation of all other slots. 

Examples of schematically organized knowledge Include 

scenes, stories and events. Most Important, schematic 

organization is not replaced by categorical organization 

later in development; adults continue to organize their 

knowledge of the everyday world schematically.



The term schema was first used by Bartlett (1932) In 

his work on memory for stories. Schema referred to general 

Information organized Into structural units. Bartlett 

particularly empliasized the active, dynamic nature of 

schemas. He argued that information is not comprehended 

detail by detail but Instead, a general Impression of the 

material Is formed at the time of comprehension on the basis 

of a pre-existing schema and the details are constructed 

later to fit this impression.

The dynamic, constructive nature of the organization is 

a basic assumption of schema models. Models of memory 

designed to account for the organization of categorical 

material tend to focus on the static, declarative nature of 

memory representation. In contrast, schema models stress 

the procedural aspects of the representation (see Mandler, 

in press, for a discussion of declarative and procedural 

representations). Schemas are active processing elements 

containing procedural definitions of potential functions and 

operations (Bobrow & Norman, 1975).

Another assumption of schema models Is automat 1c11y. 

Schemas are automatically activated In familiar situations 

and are used to both process incoming information and to 

guide later recall without the use of deliberate encoding, 

storage or retrelval strategies. Although It is often 

assumed that schema activation Involves only top-down, 

conceptually driven processing (e.g., Rummelhart & Ortony, 

1977), Bobrow & Norman (1975) have pointed out that schemas



must be data driven as well. The incoming information 

constrains the possible contexts of Interpretation which 

will determine which schemas will be activated.

In sum, schemas are dynamically organized 

representations which specify with greater, or lesser 

probability which variables will be present in a given 

situation. They are activated automatically in familiar 

situations and contain procedural information which 

specifies their functions and range of application.

Several predictions about how Information will be 

comprehended, including distortions, elaborations and 

inferences, follow from schema models of memory. Bransford 

and his colleagues (Bransford, Barclay & Franks, 1972; 

Bransford & Johnson, 1972, 1973; Bransford & McCarrell,

197A ) have conducted a series of studies addressing these 

issues using a semantic integration paradigm. In one 

design, subjects are asked to read and later recall 

anomolous sentences with or without an appropriate context. 

In an alternative design, subjects are presented with a 

series of related sentences and are later asked to 

distinguish the presented sentences from new sentences which 

express consistent Inferences or elaborations. The basic 

assumption of the research is that comprehension is a joint 

function of the incoming information and prior knowledge. 

Certain cognitive contributions are necessary and these 

contributions must be made during the processing of material 

in order for comprehension to occur.
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Bransford's research indicates that when there Is no 

available context for anonolous sentences, subjects are not 

able to comprehend or later recall them, even if an 

appropriate context is given after the presentation of the 

sentences. Yet the same sentences are easily comprehended 

and recalled when the context is given beforehand. Further, 

subjects make Inferences during comprehension which allow 

deeper processing of information. They falsely recognize 

sentences which state relations, Instruments and 

consequences which were only implied in the presentation 

sentences. These findings confirm that schemas provide a 

background context for comprehension and that schematic 

processing is constructive and elaboratlve.

Paris and his colleagues (Paris & Llndaur, 1978; Paris 

& Mahoney, 1974; Paris & Upton, 1976) have studied semantic 

integration in children and found a slmlllar pattern of 

results. Children falsely recognize consistent Inferences 

from presented sentences and pictures and can infer implied 

instruments, although there is some Improvement in this 

ability with age. Brown (1976; Brown & French, 1976) also 

found that young children falsely recognize new but 

consistent pictures of narratives and are able to infer 

antecedents and consequences of meaningful sequences.. Thus, 

schematic processing seems to function in qualitatively 

similar ways for children and adults.



The most convincing evidence of this developmental 

continuity is the research on story recall mentioned earlier 

(Mandler, 1978a; Stein & Glenn, 1979). Not only do 

children recall simple stories remarkably well, but they 

organize their recall In the same way as adults. Mandler 

has argued that story recall Is guided by a story schema 

which specifies event categories, or nodes, cuch as

reactions, goal paths, attempts and outcomes. Both children 

and adults tend to recall sentences from each of the major 

story nodes. Further, when stories are presented In a 

scrambled order, children and adults restructure the

material to conform to the canonical order of the major 

story constituents even when asked to recall the material In 

the presented order (Mandler & DeForest, 1979). These 

findings suggest that story schemas automatically guide 

retrieval of story narratives.

It seems, then, that schemas are used for comprehending 

and recalling meaningful linguistic input. Although 

children do not perform as well as adults on memory tasks 

using categorically organized materials, when the material 

Is schematically organized, children and adults perform In

qualitatively similar ways. However, the focus of the

research has been on the Implications and consequences of 

schematically organized memory for particular experimental 

taaks. If, In fact, young children's memory is schematic, 

then it is imporant to specify more precisely the nature of 

the schematic organization. Questions of Interest Include



how schemas are acquired, how they are organized and how 

they develop. Further, although schema models of memory 

generally assume that schemas represent world knowledge, 

little Is known about how young children come to represent 

their world. One way of approaching this problem Is to 

examine what young children know about routine and familiar 

events .

The Sc r 1pt Mode 1

Schank and Abelson (1977) have proposed a schema model 

of event knowledge based on scripts. They define scripts as 

spatla 11y-temporal1y organized frames (Minsky, 1977) for 

defining an expected sequence of actions. Scripts Include 

knowledge about the probable actions, actors and props In 

the event and allow individuals to predict and anticipate 

their environment. Bower, Black and Turner (1979) have 

conducted a comprehensive series of studies on the script 

model with adults. They found, first, that adults show a 

surprising degree of uniformity In which acts are mentioned 

for various events, such as visiting a doctor or going 

grocery shopping. Further, when asked to recall an event 

based story, adults tend to mention script actions which 

were not explicitly stated and also tend to revert 

misordered actions to their canonical order. They conclude 

that adults do have scripts for routine events and use 

scripts to comprehend, organize and make Inferences about 

environmental events.



Nelson and her associates (Nelson & Greundel, 1982; 

Nelson, Fivush, Hudson & Lucariello, in press) have adapted 

the script model to study the development of event knowledge 

in young children. Their research indicates that children 

as young as three years report a familiar event such as 

going grocery shopping or to a birthday party, as a 

temporally organized sequence of actions. The event is 

reported in a generalized, action planning form, using the 

second person plural and the timeless present tense, "You do 

x ." Morover, the acts reported are both common across 

children and consistent over time for any given child. 

These findings argue that scripts form a basic 

representational system even for very young children.

Nelson (Note 1) makes a further distinction between 

three levels of the representational system: the event

structure, the event representation and the event narrative. 

The event structure refers to the organization of the event 

in the real world, the event representation is the 

internalized schematic representation of the event 

structure, and the event narrative is the verbal report of 

the event .

In past research (e.g. Bower, Black & Turner, 1979; 

Handler, 1981) "script” has been used to refer to the event 

representation, the event narrative, or both, and the 

possible relations between the two levels has not always 

been clearly delineated. There is, however, suggestive 

evidence that the event narrative does reflect the
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organization of the underlying representation. Gru^ndel 

(Note 2) asked children from three to eight years old for 

either a script or a story about a familiar event on two 

separate occasions. She found that both the content and the 

organization of scripts remained stable over time, while the 

stories did not, even though children were asked to recall 

their previous reports as exactly as possible. This

suggests that children were not simply recilllng their

previous narratives when asked to report an event, but

rather were reconstructing the event narrative from the 

organization of the underlying representation.

Further evidence for this Interpretation comes from a 

study conducted by Hudson and Nelson (Note 3). They asked 

young children to recall event based stories In which 

several of the acts were temporally mlsordered. Children 

either reverted to the canonical order or omitted the

mlssequenced acts from their recall. Again, this suggests 

that children are reconstructing the story event from the 

underlying organization of the event representation. 

Children's event narratives thus seem to be guided by the 

underlying representation.

Another question is whether the organization of the 

event representation necessarily reflects the organization 

of the event in the real world. For example, some events 

are more temporally constrained than others. When going to 

a restaurant, you must sit down before you can order, you 

must order before you can eat, and so on. Birthday parties,
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In contrast, have a flexible temporal order. Certain things 

are bound to happen, but It doesn't much matter when. You 

can play before or after you eat cake, get balloons when you 

come In or when you leave, etc. This Is essentially a 

distinction between causally linked actions, as In the 

restaurant event, and conventionally linked actions, as In 

the birthday party event.

Fivush (Note 4) asked five and seven year old children 

to sequence pictures of these two events, and, in fact, five 

year old children commonly agreed on the restaurant sequence 

but not on the birthday party sequence, although they did 

sequence the pictures coherently. That Is, the necessary 

temporal relations were maintained (e.g., blowing out the 

candles occurred before eating the cake) but the other 

actions were sequenced flexibly. However, seven year old 

children commonly agreed on a temporal sequence for both the 

restaurant and the birthday party events. The fact that 

older children Imposed a more rigid temporal organization on 

the birthday party event than necessarily exists In the real 

world suggests chat the underlying representation may be 

organized around a ’’prototypical", or conventional birthday 

party sequence. Further, the developmental difference 

suggests that event representations may become more 

conventionally organized with Increasing age or experience 

regardless of the causal structure of the event in the real 

world .
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This discussion points to an important assumption 

underlying the script model. Although scripts are 

representations o ‘ events in the real world, they are not 

assumed to be based solely on the experienced action

routines. The representation also reflects social and

cultural aspects of events. That is, the way we think about 

and define events and the activities which comprise events 

is Influenced by social factors. This influence is

evidenced in several related ways. First, events are Imbued 

with affective meanings which define the Importance of the

event and its relationship to other events in the world. 

Second, the organization of the event is Influenced by 

social conventions, as the birthday party event discussed 

previously illustrates. Social conventions play an 

Important role in our shared understanding about events and 

allow us to communicate about and participate in events with 

others in our sociocultural group. Finally, the 

individual's event representation Is Influenced by how 

others represent the event. The way in which events are 

talked about and displayed plays an Important role in how 

the individual comes to understand and represent the event. 

Further, just as adults prepare themselves for new events by 

talking to others about their experiences, children are 

prepared for new events by being told about what to expect. 

These expectations Influence how the first experiences with 

the event are understood.
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Thus, this review indicates that even very young 

children have general, organized knowledge about routine 

events. The event representation is not a simple reflection 

of the structure of the event in the real world, but is also 

Influenced by the social and cultural definitions of the 

event. Further, the underlying representation seems to be 

reflected in the event narrative, or script. What still 

needs to be considered is how this representation is formed 

and how it develops over time.

Script Format ion. Theoretically, there are at least 

two possible ways in which an event representation can be 

formed. One assumes that the general event representation 

is abstracted from a series of specific autobiographical

event memories. That is, the individual has several

discrete memories and through a process of matching across 

these memories constructs a general representation based on 

those aspects of the event which are invariant. This

process is analogous to the abstraction theory of concept 

formation, which assumes that the invariant features of the 

concept are abstracted across particular Instances (see 

Nelson, 1974, for a discussion).

The second possibility is that the general 

representation is constructed from the first encounter with 

an event, and that additional experiences are Incorporated 

into the general representation. Support for this 

alternative comes from children's reports of a fire drill 

after only one experience (Nelson, Note 5). Children still
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reported the event In the general tenseless form and few 

children Included idiosyncratic or autobiographical 

Information. Nelson (Note 1) concludes that,

"Young children's knowledge of event structures Is 
generalized from the outset; that Is, that the 
first experience of an event leads to an 
expectation that further experiences of the kind 
will contain the same basic elements and
relationships and an open structure Is set up for 
this purpose." (page 5)

A distinction must be drawn here between a general 

representation and an abstract representation. The term

general stands In contrast to specific, while abstract can 

be contrasted to concrete. An event representation Is 

general in the sense that the event structure will be

asssumed to be similar for future occurrences of the event. 

That is, the representation is organized as a set of 

expectations. However, although the representation is 

assumed to be general from the outset, It may still be

concrete, In that It is clearly based on actions experienced 

In the real world.

Further, the Idea of a first encounter with an event 

needs some clarification. First of all, our understanding 

of any new event will be influenced by our understanding of 

events in general. Previous experience with events and 

already formed event representations provide information 

about how events can be structured In the world and what 

cues define the boundaries of events and their component 

actions. In addition, there are several ways in which an
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experience can be considered to be a first encounter with an 

event. For example, an event can be completely novel and 

unlike any other event ever experienced. This type of

event, however, must be extremely rare If It exists at all. 

Almost all of the events we experience In our lives can be 

thought of as similar to some other event, and, In fact, we 

probably search for similar event representations In order 

to understand new, but somewhat similar events. Even if we 

have not personally experienced an event, we can call on

information available through the socal or cultural group 

about the event. Thus It Is highly unlikely that we are 

ever In a situation where we have no expectations about what 

Is likely to occur.

Another sense in which an occurrence can be a first

encounter Is to be a new routine of a familiar event. For 

example, one might have a restaurant script but the first 

encounter with a fast food restaurant would require 

modifying the representation. Although some of the basic 

actions remain the same -- ordering food, sitting down, 

eating and paying -- the sequence and procedures of 

Implementation of these activities are different. Thus, one 

would construct a new event representation based on both the 

already established restaurant script and the new experience 

of going to a fast food restaurant.



Hence the claim that a general event representation is 

constructed on the basis of the first encounter with an 

event needs to be somewhat modified. The representation is 

assumed to be organized as a general set of expectations 

about the event after only one experience. However, the 

representation is constructed from the actual experience 

with the event, from previous experience with similar events 

and knowledge about events in general, and from expectations 

based on the sociocultural definitions of the event. What 

is Important about this claim is that it is assumed that 

after only one experience with an event, all of these 

sources of information are Integrated and coordinated into a 

general event representation.

One of the implications of this approach is that there 

are no episodic event memories at first, but only the 

general representation. Although this possibility seems 

counterintuitive, it has received preliminary support in a 

study done by Hudson and Nelson (Note 6). They found that 

three and five year old children were better able to answer 

a general, "What happens?", question about dinner at home or 

snack at their day care center than a specific, "What 

happened?” , question about the same events. Thus, the 

general representation seems to Incorporate specific 

episodic memories for routine events. Of course, some 

occurrences are remembered, but it is unclear why and when 

certain occurrences and not others are remembered. Both the 

process of formation and the relationship between the
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general representation and specific memories needs to be 

studied In greater detail.

Script Development. Although previous script research

has shown that young children give well organized, general

verbal reports abou*- familiar events, older children do give 

more elaborated event narratives. They not only report more 

actions than younger children, but they also give more 

complex kinds of actions. Complex actions are of two types, 

conditionals and optionals. An act Is conditional If it

specifies a prerequisite for another act, as ln(l)

"And then if you want desert, you can have
desert." (Restaurant, 7,0)

A conditional can also specify the time at which a

particular act can occur:

"When the, there’s cake, all the children turn off 
the lights." (Birthday party, 7,7)

An optional act is either one that may or may not occur In

an event sequence, or a specification of alternative

possibilities :

"And you might get an Ice cream cake." (Birthday 
party, 5,11)

"My father goes to the desk and pays, or he pays 
at the table.” (Restaurant, 7,8)

All of the research conducted thus far Indicates that older

(1)A11 of the following examples are taken from data 
collected by Flvush (Note 4).



19

children use more conditionals and optlonals in their event 

narrat ives . ,

This might suggest that event representations develop 

with age or general cognitive development. However, 

virtually all of this research has used a cross-sectional 

approach. Since scripts assess world knowledge and older 

children generally have more experience with the world than 

younger children, age and experience with the event are 

confounded. In a preliminary study addressing this problem, 

Nelson (1978) found that children who just began attending a 

day care center reported fewer acts than children of similar 

ages who had attended the center longer. Moreover, all the 

children reported more acts three months later. These 

findings suggest that experience with the event may be as 

important a factor as age.

The purpose of this research is to examine in more 

detail the development of an event representation by using a 

min 1-longltudlnal design. Children entering kindergarten 

were followed through the first three months of school. The 

school day was chosen as the event to be studied for several 

reasons. First, It Is a highly routlnlzed event. Second, 

experience with the event can be determined. Third, the 

school day can be conceptualized as one continuous event or 

•s several discrete, temporally ordered events, such as 

lessons, procedural meetings, lunch, and so on, and thus 

would be likely to show large changes in organization over a 

relatively short period of time* Finally, children's
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representations of the school day nay have implications for 

their academic performance. As mentioned earlier, there are 

many rules and regulations which children surt learn in 

order to successfully participate In academic activities. 

Children might learn these rules within the context of the 

daily routine of the school day. In order to more fully 

explicate this relationship, the next section discusses some 

of the work on classroom Interaction.

Learn lng the Rules of the Classroom

As Jackson (1968) points out, children spend more time 

in school than in any other single environment, but 

researchers have generally overlooked what goes on Inside of 

classrooms and have focused Instead on the cognitive 

consequences of schooling (see Sharp, Cole & Lave, 1979, and 

Cole & Scribner, 1974, for reviews). Yet more Is learned In 

school than academic subject matter (see also Dreeban, 

1968). Much of what children must learn In school Is the 

implicit structure of the classroom, or what Jackson calls 

the "hidden curriculum” . In a theoretical analysis of the 

classroom structure, Jackson proposes four qualities that 

contribute to the implicit or hidden curriculum of the 

classroom.

The first quality Is delay. Children spend much of 

their time in school simply waiting; waiting on line, 

waiting when they've finished their seatwork, waiting to be 

called on, etc. The second quality is denial of the child's
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own goals and the adoption of the teacher's goals. Both of 

these are related to the third quality, power. The teacher 

Is the ultimate source of authority In the classroom because 

the student Is not free to leave. Only environments such as 

prisons and mental hospitals have this quality in the 

adult’s world. In addition, while parents are basically 

restrictive, teachers are also proscriptive. That is, they 

not only tell children what they can't do, they also tell 

them what they must do.

The teacher's power further derives from the fourth and 

most important quality of school life, evaluation. Jackson 

argues cogently that the teacher's evaluation of students is 

not based solely on academic performance, but on how this 

performance Is expressed. The teacher rewards “good" 

students -- those students who do what the teacher says, sit 

quietly, work neatly and generally follow the institutional 

regulations. An example Is the practice of rewarding a 

student for trying. What this means in the context of the 

classroom Is that the student Is following established 

procedures even though his academic performance Is poor. 

The non-academic basis of evaluations Is especially evident 

In negative sanctions. As Jackson points out:

“Why do teachers scold students? Because the 
student has given a wrong answer? Because, try as 
he might, he falls to grasp the Intracacies of 
long division? Not usually. Rather, students are 
commonly scolded for coming Into the room late or 
for making too much noise or for not listening to 
the teacher's directions or for pushing while on 
line. The teacher's wrath Is more frequently 
triggered by violations of Institutional
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regulations and routines than by signs of the
students' Intellectual de f lc 1 enc le s . *' (page 35)

According to this analysis, a large part of the

educational experience consists of learning the regulations

and routines of the classroom, and, more Important, It Is

only within the context of the classroom structure that 

academic performance Is expressed and evaluated.

Few empirical studies have examined children's 

knowledge of the implicit structure of the classroom. A 

notable exception is Mehan's work on how classroom lessons 

are accomplished (1974, 1976, 1979). Lessons are jointly

constructed from the teacher's plans and student responses. 

Using videotapes of typical lessons, Mehan analyzed the 

implicit rules children must kno-w in order to participate in 

this construction.

According to Mehan's analysis, lessons are built up

from three part Interactional sequences. The teacher 

initiates a sequence, a student replies and the teacher 

evaluates the reply. A sequence can be one of several 

types: elicitation, Informative or directive. A specific

type of Initiation calls for a specific type of reply from 

the student and Is evaluated accordingly.

The Interactional sequences comprise phases of the 

lesson, such as opening, Instructional or closing phases, 

each of which serves a particular function In the classroom. 

For example, an opening phase Initiation might consist of
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the teacher rearranging chairs In a certain way and saying,

" Ok , class” , which will Inform students that a particular 

lesson is about to begin and they should respond In kind. 

There are also several types of Instructional phases, each 

with its own normative rules, especially about how the 

student is expected to respond to Initiations. Some 

Initiations are "Invitations to bid” and call for the 

student to raise her hand In order to gain the floor, while 

others are "Individual nominations" In which the teacher 

specifically calls on certain students. Children must learn 

the implicit verbal and non-verbal cues governing the turn 

allocation procedures in order to participate In the 

lessons.

In general, both Jackson and Mehan draw attention to 

the complex organization of the classroom which children 

must learn in order to display their academic knowledge. 

Moreover, academic knowledge not expressed according to the 

normative rules will be negatively sanctioned. In fact, 

Letter (1974) has argued that teachers' judge students’ 

abilities more on the basis of their classroom behavior than 

their academic ability, especially in the lower grades. His 

research Indicates that kindergarten teachers tend to label 

their students as particular social types, such as Immature 

or insecure, based on social Interactions and observations 

during free play. Once the child Is labelled, her academic 

performance Is judged accordingly. He further suggests that 

these labels may have long lasting effects since the teacher
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also uses the label In deciding which first grade classroom 

the child will be placed In.

It Is therefore crucial for the child to learn the 

Implicit rules governing behavior In the classroom In order 

to successfully participate in academic activities. The 

rules Include knowledge about how to engage In classroom 

lessons and appropriately display academic Information, as 

well as the behavioral regulations and routines of the 

school day which must be followed in order to be labelled a 

"good" student. Yet very little Is known about how children 

learn these rules. One possibility Is that they are learned 

In the context of the dally routine of school. The 

spat la 1-1empora1 organization of the school day may provide 

a framework for anticipating and predicting what behaviors 

are expected. A first step In understanding this process is 

to examine how children represent school.

This Is the approach taken by Lancy (1976, 1978), who

has looked at the social construction of school In fourth 

and fifth graders. He argues that children construct 

"cognitive maps" or shared understandings about school and 

that rules are Inferred from these representations. These 

rules then become prescriptions for future behavior.

Lancy taped random conversations between students as 

well as Interviewing students more extensively about school, 

and found that students talked about school In terms of 

activities. There were a small number of named activities
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and these were hierarchically organized. Activities 

generally fell Into two clusters, work and play, and varied 

along three dloenslons: "work play", "Interactive

non Interac11ve" , and "objects words". So, for example, work 

Includes "working on" «nd "getting". "Working on" Includes 

"learning a skill” and "listening to" among others, and 

"getting" Includes materials, such as "a booklet" or "a 

tape". When asked more specifically about various 

activities there was high agreement among students about 

what the activity was, and how It related to other 

activities, and Its value to the student. Lancy concludes 

that students share a common representation of school life, 

and, In particular, a taxonomy of hierarchically organized 

school activities.

In summary, an Important dimension of schooling Is 

learning the Implicit structure of the classroom. Although 

the research Indicates that children do know the normative 

rules guiding academic performance and share a common 

representation of school, there Is no data on how this 

representation develops. One possibility Is that the 

classroom structure Is learned within the framework of the 

dally routine of the school day.
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Purpose and Predictions

Two major problems have emerged from this review. The 

first concerns the development of an event representation 

and the second focuses on children's knowledge of the rules 

and regulations of the classroom. In order to Investigate 

these problems and the relationship between them, this 

research examines the development of school scripts. The 

study focuses on three Issues: l)the formation and

development of a general event representation; 2)the 

relationship between the general representation and specific 

event memories, and 3)the relationship between children's 

knowledge of the classroom routine and their knowledge of 

the rules and regulations of the classroom. These Issues 

are explored by Interviewing kindergarten children during 

the first three months of school.

Although this is basically an exploratory study, 

several predictions can be made about the development of 

school scripts. First, a general event representation is 

assumed to be formed on the basis of the first encounter 

with a new event. Thus, children Interviewed on the second 

day of school are expected to give a general account of the 

school day using the second person pronoun and the timeless 

present tense. Further, the general representation 

incorporates routine occurrences of the event. Therefore, 

children should have difficulty recalling what happened at 

school yesterday. Since the first experience is a general 

representation, rather than a specific episodic memory,
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children should have difficulty recalling what happened 

yesterday even on the second day of school.

Second, children's scripts should become more elaborate

over time. Children are expected to report more acts, and

more complex acts, with Increasing experience. It. is not 

clear whether the organization of the representation will 

change over time.

Finally, it is suggested that the rules and regulations 

of the classroom are learned in the framework of the school 

day routine. As' children's school scripts develop, they are 

expected to learn more about the institutional rules and 

regulations that must be followed. In addition, it is

assumed chat a child's Knowledge of the classroom rules will 

be reflected in the teacher's evaluation. Children who 

evidence greater knowledge will be judged "good" students by 

their teachers. That Is, they will be seen as

well-adjusted, motivated, and perhaps even academically 

superior.



Me t hod

S u b j e c t s

Thirty children participated In this study, fifteen 

from each of two kindergarten classes In an elementary 

school In Manhattan with a mixed racial and socio-economic 

population. The mean age at the beginning of the school 

year was 5,1 (range ■ 4,9 to 5,6); seventeen of the

children were female and thirteen were male.

Me a s u r e s

Two measures were used to assess children's knowledge 

about the classroom environment: a standardized Interview

was used to elicit children's event representations, 

specific event memories and their knowledge of the classroom 

rules and regulations, and a story task was used to gain 

more specific Information about children's knowledge of the 

classroom rules. In addition, the two kindergarten teachers 

were asked to evaluate their students along various 

dimensions in order to provide information on the 

relationships between children's knowledge of the classroom 

and their performance in the classroom.

The lntervlew. The Interview questions (shown In 

Appendix A) were designed to assess three dimensions of 

Interest: the general event representation, specific event

memories and knowledge of the rules and regulations of the 

classroom. The event questions were based on previous work
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using s script elicitation paradigm (Nelson, 1978; Nelson & 

Greundel, 1981). In addition to being asked about the 

school day as a whole, children were also asked about a

daily work activity, reading, and a daily play activity, 

m 1nlgym . These questions were Included in order to explore 

the relationship between the larger context of the school 

day routine and knowledge about component activities of that 

routine.

Specific memories were assessed by asking an open-ended 

question as well as more direct probes. Children were first 

asked what happened at school yesterday; they were then 

asked to recall the book that the teacher had read during 

snack the day before in order to determine whether routine 

occurrences of a dally event would be remembered. If they

could not remember the book, they were given the title of 

the story and asked if they could remember anything about 

the story. At the last Interview, children were also asked 

to recall the first day of school. It was thought that 

because this Is a first occurrence of what becomes a routine 

event, children might be better able to remember the first 

day of school than any other particular day.

Finally, children were asked about the rules and 

regulations of the classroom. Some of these questions were

adapted from an Interview developed by Halperln (1976) and

were refined In preliminary investigations for this study. 

As noted In the appendix, these questions were of two types, 

positive and negative. Positive questions were phrased in
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such a way as to elicit those behaviors which are expected 

In the classroom, and negative questions were phrased to 

elicit those behaviors which are not permitted In the 

c 1 assroon .

Story Task. In addition to the Interview questions, a 

story task was Included to assess children's knowledge of 

the classroom rules. Children were told about two new 

children In their class, Billy and Sally, who had never been 

In school before and didn't know anything about it. The 

child's job was to tell Billy and Sally whenever they did 

something wrong. Children were then read 15 story vignettes 

describing Billy or Sally's behavior and were asked after 

each one if the character did something wrong, and if so, 

what. The story vignettes, which are shown In Appendix A, 

focus on 6 classroom rules, 3 behavior rules and 3 

performance rules. These rules were selected from Jackson's 

(1968) and Mehan's (1979) analyses of classroom structure. 

For each rule, there was one story vignette about Billy and 

one about Sally. In 3 of the stories no rules were violated 

In order to determine whether there was a response bias such 

that children were simply responding "Yes" to all stories.

Teacher EvaluatIon. After the last interview, the two 

kindergarten teachers were asked to evaluate their students 

along 12 dimensions on a scale of 1 to 5. These dimensions 

are listed In Appendix A. They were adapted from several 

previous investigations (Blemlller, 1981; Marjorebanks, 

1978; Pedulla, Alraslan & Madaus, 1980), and include
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classroom behaviors, adjustment to the school environment, 

and academic performance.

Procedure

Children were Interviewed 4 times during the first 

three months of the school year: on the second day, during

the second week, during the fourth week, and during the 

tenth week.

One group of 20 children, 10 from each of the two 

classrooms, were Interviewed at all four time Intervals. Of 

these children 11 were female and 9 were male; 13 had 

attended the nursery class at the school the year before. 

Because the act of verbally reporting an event may affect 

subsequent verbal reports, an additional group of 10 

children, 5 from each of the 2 classrooms, were Interviewed 

during the tenth week. The possible effects of repeated 

Interviews were determined by comparing this control group 

to the repeated Interview group.

The general school day question, specific memory 

questions and the rules and regulations questions were asked 

at all 4 Interviews. Questions about the dally activities, 

reading and minlgym, were only asked during the second week 

and the tenth week. The interview questions were asked In 4 

predetermined orders such that the general event questions 

and the specific memory questions were always asked 

together, but half the time the general questions were asked
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first and half the tine the specific questions were asked 

first. The rules and regulations questions were asked 

before the event questions half the tine, and half the tine 

after the event questions. Although all the rules and 

regulations questions were Interspersed, the positive 

questions were asked before the negative questions half the 

time and half the tine the reverse. Children In the 

repeated Interview group were asked the questions In a 

different order at each Interview; children In the control 

group were randomly assigned to one of the orders.

Children were Interviewed Individually by one of three 

female experimenters In a quiet room In the school library. 

The experimenter told the child that she was Interested In 

what children knew and thought about school and that she was 

going to ask the child some questions. Children In the 

repeated Interview group were told at the first Interview 

that the experimenter would be talking to them several times 

during the next few months.

For the general event questions, after the child 

responded to the "What happens?" question, the experimenter 

encouraged the child to continue by asking "And then what 

happens?" until the child Indicated nothing else happened. 

For the specific memory questions, If the child remembered 

something that happened the day before, the experimenter 

asked the child to elaborate until she could be reasonably 

sure that the child was recalling a specific occurrence. 

The same type of probes were used for the question about the
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book read yesterday. Probes for the rules and regulations 

questions were slnpl> "Anything else?" until the child 

stopped responding. The Interviews were tape recorded and 

transcribed for analysis.

The story task was given in a separate session during 

the second week and during the tenth week. At the second 

week, 15 of the 20 children In the repeated interview group 

participated In the story task. At the tenth week, the 

remaining 5 children In the repeated Interview group and the 

10 children In the control group participated in the story 

task. In this way, no child participated more than once In 

the story task and a direct comparison could be made between 

the child's performance on this task and the Interview. To 

Insure random selection of the story vignettes, each story 

was typed on a separate slip of paper and placed in a 

container. The child was asked to select one slip of paper 

from the container, the experimenter read the story 

vignette, asked the child to respond and the procedure was 

repeated. The experimenter recorded by hand the childrens' 

responses. The sessions were also tape recorded and the 

tapes were referred to when the experimenter's record was 

Incomplete or ambiguous.
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The results are presented In four sections. First, the 

organization and content of children's general event 

representations are discussed. This section Includes data 

on both the representation of the school day and the dally 

activities, reading and mlnlgym. Second, children's 

specific event memories are reported. Third, children's 

knowledge about the rules and regulations of the classroom 

is presented. Both the interview data and the results of 

the story task are reported in this section. Finally, in 

the fourth section, the relationships among these measures 

as well as the teacher evaluations are discussed.

Genera 1 Event Representations

Codlng and Ana lysis. Each event protocol was broken 

down Into Its component acts. An act was defined as a 

single action or activity that can occur, such as "And then 

you have lunch". Within this category, an act could be 

further categorized as a conditional or an optional. A 

conditional specifies an action or a state which must be met 

in order for an act to occur, such as "Then I do art project

If I have time", or specifies the time or duration of a

particular act, e.g., "At snack, the teacher reads us a 

story” . An optional specifies either an alternative action 

which can occur In the same time slot, such as "And then you

go to the playground or to mlnlgym” , or an act which may

occur at a particular time, e.g., "Sometimes we have
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French.” Eighty-five per cent of all statements across the

four Interviews were captured by this definition. The

remaining statements were either descriptions of the 

physical environment, such as "There's a water fountain near 

the sink” , or an affective state, such as "It's fun there” , 

or repetitions of already mentioned acts, and were not 

included in the analysls(2). Two judges Independently coded 

25Z of the protocols and achelved 90Z agreement in coding 

individual statements as acts, optlonals, conditionals, 

descriptions or repetitions. The remaining protocols were 

coded by one of the judges.

Linguistic analyses focused on the type of pronoun and 

tense used and the level of abstractness of the language of 

the event narratives. Event narratives structured in the

first person plural pronoun or the second person pronoun,

and the timeless present tense, "We do x ” or "You do x ” , 

suggest a general representation, while event narratives 

structured In the first person singular and the past tense, 

"I did x ” , suggest a specific episodic memory. The relative 

abstractness of the language used when reporting the event 

was assessed by Flesch's (1950) coding scheme. This scheme 

quantifies the language used from abstract (0) to concrete 

(+1). as the ratio of definite words to the total number of

(2) Preliminary analyses performed on the number of 
descriptions and repetitions mentioned in the event 
narratives showed no change In either type of statement over 
time. Descriptions accounted for 8% of all statements, and 
repetitions accounted for IX of all statements across 
Interview times .



36

words used. Definite words Include proper nouns, finite 

verbs, present participles, personal pronouns, reflexive 

pronouns and Interrogative pronouns. Changes In the 

relative linguistic abstractness of the event narrative 

might Indicate changes In the concreteness or abstractness 

of the underlying representation.

The temporal organization of the event narrative was 

determined by comparing each protocol to a standard temporal 

sequence and calculating the percentage of mlssequenced 

acts. This analysis allows an examination of how closely 

children's event narratives reflect the sequence of the 

event In the real world. Finally, the commonality and 

consistency of children's reports were examined. 

Commonality refers to whether children agree with each other 

on which acts are reported and Indicates the degree to which 

children share a similar event representation; consistency 

refers to whether each child reports the same acts across 

Interviews and Indicates the degree to which children's 

representations remain stable over time.

The data were analyzed In an analysis of variance 

design. Inadvertent differences between subgroups In the 

experimental procedure resulted in the loss of data on the 

general school day question for 8 children at the third 

interview. For this reason, interview time was treated as a 

between subjects factor. In order to control for possible 

violations of the assumptions underlying the analysis of 

variance model, the Greenhouse-Gelsser correction for
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degress of freedom was used In evaluating the F statistic 

(Winer, 1971). The number of children Included in the 

analysis was 20, 19, 11 and 19 for each of the Interview

times respectively, and the degrees of freedom used for

determining the critical F value were (1, n-1), where n is 

the harmonic mean, or 16 In this case.

Preliminary analyses were carried out on all measures 

between children In the two different classrooms, between 

males and females, and between the repeated Interview group 

and the control group. Unless otherwise noted, these 

analyses revealed no significant differences on any measure.

Organization. Organization was conceptualized as how 

children structured their event narratives and was measured 

as the type of pronoun and tense used, the relative 

abstractness of the language used, and the sequence in which 

acts were mentioned.

The mean proportion of type of pronoun and tense used 

at each Interview time Is shown In fable 1. Separate 

analyses with pronoun (I/We/You/3d) and tense 

(past/present/future/condltlonal) as repeated measures 

revealed main effects for both type of pronoun,

F ( 1,15)■13.01, p .05, and tense used, F(1, 15)*13. 22 ,

P .05, but not Interview time and no Interactions. 

Newman-Keuls post-hoc comparisons confirmed that children at 

all four Interviews reported the school day In the present 

tense more than the other tenses, which did not differ from
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Table 1

Mean proportion of type of pronoun and tense used at each interview 

tiire for the general school day question

Pronoun

I

We

You

3d

Tense

Past

Present

Future

Condi

Day 2

.51

.23

.21

.06

.07

.85

.00

.08

Interview time 

Week 2 Week 4

.27 

. 42 

.23 

.03

.01

.94

.09

.04

.33

.37

.26

.05

.01

.95

.00

.04

Week 10

.31

.52

.11

.01

01
.97

.00

.02



each other (p /-.05). This suggests that they were 

accessing a general representation rather than a specific 

memory. Children also tended to use "I", "We", and ’’You"

with equal frequency but did not use the third person 

pronoun (p .05). Examination of the protocols revealed 

that only 18% of the children used ”1" exclusively in 

reporting the school day; 35X used only "You" and "We” and 

46X of the children used all three pronouns In their 

reports. Of 154 acts reported in the first person singular 

across Interview times, 116 were Individual or free time 

activities (such as", "I put my stuff In my locker, or, "I 

play") and 38 were group activities (such as, "I eat lunch", 

or, "I do reading"). Thus, children tended to use the first 

person singular only to mark those activities which the 

class did not perform as a group. This suggests that 

children were aware of the differing social structure of 

various activities of school.

The relative abstractness of the language children used 

in reporting the school day, as measured by Flesch's '1950) 

coding scheme, did not differ significantly over time. The 

mean abstractness scores at each interview time were .49, 

.47, .41 and .40 respectively. Children reported the school 

day at the same relative level of abstactness at all 4 

intervlews.
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In order to determine whether children were reporting 

acts In their correct temporal order, standard temporal

sequences were constructed for each of the classrooms. 

These sequences Included all acts mentioned by at least two 

children at any interview. Using this criterion, the 

standard sequences Included 83Z of all acts mentioned across 

the four Interviews. The two classrooms shared a similar 

temporal routine. For classroom A, the standard sequence

was: come to school ^  put stuff away > do art project

 y play In mlnlgym— enter classroom — -> play -- > ring

bell y clean u p  > have meeting --- ^ (do work, reading,

social studies, math) y play ^ have meeting "> have

snack ^ go to mlnlgym > do handwriting J eat lunch  y

play y have rest y (have meeting, go to special class)

 y play outside y go home, where  ̂ indicates the order

In which the acts occur and parentheses Indicate that any or 

all of those acts can occur in that time slot. Each event 

narrative was compared to the standard and the mean
f

proportion of missequenced acts was calculated. An act was 

not considered missequenced If It was mentioned In response 

to a non-directive, "Anything else?", probe, but it was 

considered missequenced If It was mentioned in response to 

the temporal, "And then what happens?", probe. The mean 

sequencing errors for each of the 4 interviews were .07, 

.08, .08, and .05. Analysis confirms that these are not 

significant differences. Even at the second day of school, 

children reported acts In their correct temporal order and 

continued to do so for all interviews.
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In sum, children's event narratives were organized In 

the same way at all 4 Interviews. Children almost always 

reported acts In their correct temporal order using the 

present tense. Although they often used the first person 

singular pronoun, they tended to use this pronoun only to 

mark Individualized activities. Further, their language was 

always at the same relative level of abstractness. These 

findings Indicate that children have a general 

representation of the school day even after experiencing 

only one episode of the classroom routine, and the 

organization of this representation remains stable over 

time.

Content. Three measures were used to capture the 

content of children's event narratives: elaboration, or the

number of acts mentioned In the narratives, commonality, or 

which acts children tended to Include In their event 

narratives, and consistency, or the extent to which each

child reported the same acts In each of the Interviews over 

t lme.

Table 2 displays the mean number of each act type

mentioned at each of the Interviews. Analysis revealed that 

the number of acts and conditionals Increased b lgn1fleant 1y 

over time, for acts, F( 1 , 15 )*4.74, p .05, and for

conditionals, F(1,15)*4.68, p *— .05, but the number of

optlonals did not(3). Post-hoc comparisons showed that the 

number of acts mentioned Increased from the fourth week to 

the tenth week (p ^-.05), while the number of conditionals
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Act type 

Act

Optional

Conditional
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Table 2

f each type of act reported at each Interview time 

for the general school day question

Interview time 

Day 2 Week 2 Week 4 Week 10

7.00 9.32 10.27 12.00

1.85 1.84 1.75 2.16

.40 1.90 2.37 2.26
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mentioned Increased from the second day to the second week 

(p .05). This Indicates that children's event

representations became more elaborate and more probabilistic 

over tlme.

All acts mentioned by at least two children at any 

Interview are shown In Table 3, along with the percentage of 

children who reported each act. As mentioned earlier, this 

accounts for 83Z of all acts mentioned across Interview 

times. A Kendall's coefficient of concordance performed on 

these percentages showed that children mentioned acts with 

the same relative frequency across Interviews, W-.71,

p .01. That Is, certain acts, such as play, meeting, 

mlnlgym and lunch, were mentioned more frequently than other 

acts, and the frequency of mention followed the same pattern 

across Interviews. This suggests that there may be certain 

defining acts within the dally routine which children tend 

to mention most often when reporting the school day.

This suggestion is supported by the commonality of acts 

mentioned. Commonality was defined as those acts which were 

mentioned by at least 50Z of the children for each

Interview. Although only 2 acts, come In and play, were 

mentioned by at least 50Z of the children on the second day, 

at the second week, 6 acts were commonly mentioned and by 

the tenth week, 8 acts were commonly mentioned. Thus there

(3)Analy8es were also performed on the proportion of each
type of act used across the four Interviews and the results 
of these analyses were the same as for the number of each 
type of act.



Table 3

Percentage of children mentioning particular acts at each interview 

time for the general school day question

Act Interview time

Day 2 Week 2 Week A Week 10

come in/put stuff away 50 37 A2 32

ring bell/turn name — A7 59 58

play 85 89 67 100

art project 15 16 33 21

meeting 35 68 58 100

work3 AO 68 67 79

clean up 15 21 17 11

snack 20 A2 58 58

minigym 20 53 A2 89

lunch A5 63 50 8A

rest — A7 58 A7

go home AO 58 67 63

gThis includes children mentioning particular work 
activities such as handwriting or reading, as well as 

general references to doing school work.
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was an extreaely high degree of agreement, both between 

children at each Interview time and across Interviews in 

which acts are mentioned, suggesting that children quickly 

build up and share a remarkably common representation of the 

school day routine.

Children not only agreed with each other in which acts 

they mentioned, they also tended to be consistent over time 

in which acts they individually reported. Consistency was 

calculated as the number of times an act was mentioned at 

more than one interview divided by the total number of acts 

mentioned on all 4 interviews. The mean consistency score 

was .70. A one-sample t-test confirmed that this is 

significant, t(15)-24.81, pZ. .001. Thus children reported 

the same acts as they had in previous interviews, along with 

incorporating new, additional acts into their reports.

One unexpected aspect of these findings is the low 

frequency of mentioning academic activities. Although most 

children mentioned some type of academic work, there is 

little agreement in mentioning any particular work activity. 

Most of the acts which were commonly mentioned seem to be 

associated with a change of place. That is, the activity 

begins with the children moving from one part of the 

classroom to another (or outside). To explore this 

Impression further, transitions between acts were 

categorised as Involving spatial movement or not. Spatial 

movement could be either explicitly stated, as In, "We have 

rest and then we go outside to play", or implicit, such as,
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"We have mlnlgym. And Chen we have lunch", where the second 

act clearly occurs In a different spatial location. As 

shown In Table 4, more than half of the transitions between 

acts Involved a change of place at all four Interview times. 

Thus, the component activities of the school day seem to be 

marked at least partly by spatial cues. Activities are not 

only defined by when they occur, but also by where they

occur.

This may help explain why academic activities are not 

mentioned more frequently. Most academic activities are 

Initiated by the teacher calling a general meeting and then 

the particular lesson begins. Both because meetings are 

clearly defined by a change of place while academic lessons 

are not, and because various academic lessons might occur 

during a meeting, children may be subsuming academic 

activities under the heading of meeting. That is, academic 

tasks may be conceptualized as a group of possible 

activities, or slot-f11 lers , that may or may not occur 

during the routine activity, "meeting".

In summary, while the organization of the event

narratives did not change over time, the content of

children's reports did change. The Increase In the number

of conditional statements from the second day to the second 

week Indicates that children's representations became more 

probabilistic with just a few experiences with the event, 

and the Increased number of acts mentioned from the fourth 

week to the tenth week indicates that the representation
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Table 4

Number of transitions between acts lnvolovlng spatial movement

at each Interview time

Transition Interview time
between acts

Day 2 Week 2 Week 4

Spatial
movement 70 109 67

No spatial
movement 37 56 31

Week 10 

130 

78
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continued to become more elaborate with continued 

experience. However, the reports were general even at the 

second day. The general organization, as well as the high 

consistency and commonality of children’s reports are 

striking when reading the protocols. In order to give the 

reader a better sense of how children report the school day 

routine, several protocols are given in Appendix B.

It is worth emphasizing that children in the control 

group, who were only interviewed at the tenth week, reported 

the same acts, both quantitatively and qualitatively, and 

organized their reports in the same way as the children in

the repeated interview group. This indicates that the 

changes in the verbal reports over time were not due to

extraneous effects, such as the development of rapport 

between the interviewers and the children or the effects of 

previously reporting the school day event, but rather 

reflect changes in the underlying event representation.

Further, comparisons between those children who had attended 

the nursery class at this school the year before and those 

who had attended other nursery programs revealed no 

differences in their reports on the second day of school on 

any measure. This indicates that the generalization of the 

routine from only one experience is not necessarily 

dependent on previous experience with a similar routine.
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Da 11 y Activities

During the second week and the tenth week of school, 

children were asked about a dally work activity, reading, 

and a daily play activity, mlnlgym. These protocols were 

coded In the same way as the school day narratives.

Neither the organization nor the content of children's 

reports about reading changed over time. Table 5 shows the 

mean proportion of type of pronoun and tense used at each 

Interview. Separate analyses with pronoun and tense as 

repeated measures revealed main effects for type of pronoun, 

F ( 1,15)«4.52 , V *05, and tense used F( 1 , 15 )■ 1 44 . 96 , 

p .05, but not Interview time for either variable. 

Post-hoc comparisons showed that children used the second 

person plural more than any other pronoun ( p .05) and the 

present tense more than any other tense ( p .05) when

reporting this activity. The mean level of abstractness of

the language used was .61 at the second week and .52 at the

tenth week, which is not a significant difference as

determined by a t-test. The number of acts, conditionals

and optlonals also did not change over time, as shown by

separate t-tests. These data are displayed In Table 6. 

However, children in the control group who were Interviewed 

only during the tenth week mentioned more acts in their 

reports than children in the repeated interview group. This 

was the only significant difference found between children 

in the repeated interview group and children in the control

group on any measure for any question, and it is not clear
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Table 5

Mean proportion of type of pronoun and tense used at each interview 

tine for the daily activities questions 

Interview tine 

Week 2 Week 10

Reading

Pronoun

I .12 .19
We .44 .46

You • o 00 .19

3d .19 .12

Tense

Past .00 .07

Present 1.00 .85
Future oO• .03

Condi .00 .05

Minigyn

Pronoun

I .20 .30

We .54 .50

You .00 .05

3d .26 .15

Tense

Past .03 oo

Present .95 .99

Future .02 .00

Condi .00 .01
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Table 6

Mean number of each type of act reported at each interview time 

fcr the daily activities questions

Act type Interview time

Week 2 Week 10

Reading

Act 2.25 2.11

Optional .50 .72

Conditional .08 .33

Minigym

Act

Optional

Conditional

2.14

.43

.36

2.11
1.63

.53
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what this difference may mean.

The pattern of results for children's reports about 

mlnlgym were essentially the same as for reading. There 

were main effects of both type of pronoun, F( 1, 1 5 )-9.06, 

p .05, and tense used, F( 1 , 1 5 )- 1 1 9 . 25 , p <£-.05, and 

post-hoc comparisons showed children predominantly used the 

first person plural (p .05) and the present tense

(p .05) when reporting this activity as well (see Table

5). The mean abstract score was .57 at the second week and 

.53 at the tenth week, which is not a significant 

difference. The number of acts and conditionals mentioned 

did not change over time, but the number of optlonals did 

Increase from the second to the tenth week, t(16)-2.81, 

p .05 (see Table 5).

Sequence analyses were not performed on these

narratives because children did not report these activities 

as a series of actions. Instead, children tended to give a

list of examples of what the activity as a whole could be. 

The only act commonly mentioned for reading was "We read", 

and for mlnlgym, "We play." The typical protocol began with 

this common act and then listed one or two examples of the 

activity. For example:

"Well we read and find out letters and do 
riddles." (Reading, Week 2)

"Play. You play army. We have water guns and we 
squirt water from them.” (Mlnlgym, Week 2)

"Well, we have to do It, reading. And then we, 
like, have to cut the thing out and paste it."
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(Reading, Week 10)

"Play a lot. And W. chases us. Sometimes we
play house. Sometimes I play by myself."
(Mlnlgym, Week 10)

Children's reports of these activities are essentially 

lists. Even the Increase over time In the number of 

optionals reported for mlnlgym reflect the llst-llke nature 

of the reports, rather than an organizational change.

Optional acts for mlnlgym were lists of possible games which 

could be played or children who could be played with. This 

Is analogous to how children seem to conceptualize academic 

activities. That Is, certain routine activities, such as 

meeting and mlnlgym, seem to subsume a group of possible 

actions which may occur during the activity. The school day

seems to be a temporally organized framework of component

activities while the component activities seem to be 

categories of possible actions.

Spec 1flc Event Memories

The number of children who were able to recall events

of the day before Is shown in Table 7 for each type of

question. Although memory for the story read yesterday 

could be clearly categorized as yes or no, responses to the 

open-ended, "What happened?” , question were more ambiguous. 

Many children responded with general Information to this 

question but were unable to supply any details when probed. 

For example, several children said they had lunch yesterday

but could not recall what they had eaten. These responses
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Table 7

Number of children who recalled events of the day before at each

interview time

Question

Day 2

What happened 
yesterday?

Yes-Specific 9

Yes-General 8

No 3

Do you remember 
the book?

Yes 14

No 6

Do you remember 
(book title)?

Yes 4

No 1

Do you remember 
the first day?

Yes-Specific

Yes-General

No

Interview time 

Week 2 Week 4

8

8
3

4 

14

11

3

7

7

5

4

15

9

5

Week 10

6
5

8

9

8

8
7

4
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were categorized as general recall.

Separate analyses on each response category for

each type of question were performed. Only the number of 

children able to recall the book read yesterday decreased 

significantly over time, ^  -7.84, p /- .05, and this 

decrease appears to occur from the second day to the second 

week. Although there are no other significant changes in 

these data over time, several things should be noted about 

the pattern of responses.

First, even at the second day of school, less than half 

of the children were able to recall a specific event of the 

day before, and this pattern was the same whether children 

were asked the specific event questions before or after the 

general event questions. Yet children could report the 

general school day routine, again suggesting that the 

representation Is general rather than episodic after only 

one experience. The Information seems to be coded as an 

open framework of expectations, not as a specific memory.

Second, the decrease in children's ability to recall 

the book read yesterday suggests that specific occurrences 

of a dally event become difficult to remember even after few 

experiences with the event. However, most children were 

able to recall the book when given the title. This 

Indicates that the Information is available In memory but Is 

not easily accessible when the school day routine Is used as 

a retrieval guide. That is, the various books read are not
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tagged In memory by when they were read, but by what they 

were about.

Finally, during the tenth week of school, both 

classrooms went on a trip to see a puppet show about 

Thanksgiving. Although about 10 children were Interviewed 

the following day, only about half recalled this event. 

(This was the event recalled by all 6 children who recalled 

something specific.) Even a novel and exciting diversion 

from the school day routine was difficult to recall within 

the framework of the general event representation.

At the last Interview, children were also asked what 

happened on the first day of school. Again, fewer than half 

of the children were able to recall anything specific (8 of 

19). This Is not too surprising considering that fewer than 

half of the children could recall anything about the first 

day on the second day of school. What is surprising Is that 

only 3 of the children who recalled something specific at 

the tenth week had recalled something specific on the second 

day. In fact, children were generally inconsistent in their 

ability to recall a specific event across time. No child 

recalled something specific on all 4 Interviews. Only 5 

children recalled something on 3 Interviews, and 4 children 

recalled nothing on any Interview. The remaining children 

recalled something on 1 or 2 Interviews.



Thus, all children had difficulty recalling specific 

event! of the day before even on the second day of school. 

Further, routine occurrences of a dally activity quickly 

become difficult to remember. This Is not to say that 

children do not have specific memories. They clearly do, as 

evidenced by children's ability to recall the book read 

yesterday given Its title. Rather, It seems to be difficult 

to access specific event Information from a general event 

representation. This suggests that general and specific 

Information may be coded and accessed In different ways.

Rules and Regula tIons

Interview Da t a . Children were asked open-ended 

questions about the rules and regulations of the classroom 

at all four Interviews (see Appendix A). Their responses to 

these questions were divided Into 2 major categories, 

behavior rules and performance rules. Behavior rules were 

further categorized as either restrictive or proscriptive 

behavior rules. Restrictive rules specify those behaviors 

which are not allowed in the classroom and include:

1)physlcal constraints, such as no hitting, no screaming and 

no fighting, and 2)leavlng the room without permission. 

Proscriptive rules are those behaviors which are expected or 

required In the classroom, and include: l)attentlon 

behaviors, such as listen, pay attention and sit quietly,

2)routlnes, or specifying when particular activities are 

permitted or should occur, as in you have to have rest after
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lunch, 3 )housekeep lng rules, such as clean up and put things 

away, and 4)general reference to required behaviors, such as 

you have to do what the teacher says.

Performance rules focus on the expression of academic 

knowledge, and Include: l)academlc tasks, or specifying

particular tasks which must be performed in the classroom, 

such as handwriting, reading and math, 2 ) turn-tak lng 

procedures, such as raise your hand and don't call out, and

3 )evaluation, or referring to the fact that academic work 

will be evaluated by the teacher, as in, you have to do your 

reading right. Two judges Independently coded 25% of the 

protocols and achieved 92% agreement in assigning children's 

responses into these categories. The remaining protocols 

were coded by one of the judges.

The number of responses falling Into each of the 

response categories along with the number of children making 

responses In each of these categories are shown In Table 8. 

Children were easily able to verbalize rules of the 

classroom and gave many rules and regulations In response to 

these questions at all four Interviews.

For the behavior rules, children knew both restrictive 

and proscriptive rules from the second day of school, as 

evidenced by the large number of responses in these 

categories. In particular, most children gave responses In 

the physical constraint and the routine categories. Girls 

seemed to know the behavior rules better than boys, as shown
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Table 8

Number of responses to the rules and regulations questions and number 

of children giving responses In each category for each Interview time

Category Interview time

Day 2 Week 2 Week 4 Week 10

Behavior rules

Restrictive rules

physical constraints 41a(17)b 39 (18) 54 (17) 65 (18)

leave room 3 ( 3) 5 ( 3) 6 ( 5) 10 ( 8)

Proscriptive rules

atterdon 6 ( 6) 15 (10) 4 ( 3) 7 ( 5)
routines 22 (12) 20 (12) 23 (11) 39 (12)

housekeeping 10 ( 8) 9 ( 7) 15 ( 9) 11 ( 9)
general 10 ( 6) 9 ( 7) 11 ( 6) 18 (11)

Performance rules

Academic tasks 40 (18) 35 (17) 25 (11) 47 (19)

Turn taking 1 ( 1) 3 ( 3) 7 ( 4) 7 ( 4)

Evaluation 12 ( 8) 4 ( 4) 9 ( 6) 3 ( 3)

dumber of responses In each category

^Number of children giving responses In each category



60

in Table 9 which breaks down the number or responses given 

in each category by sex. More girls gave more responses in 

the "physical constraint” and the "routine" categories than 

boys. However, all the children seemed to give more rules 

with increasing experience. In addition, the Increase in 

reference to routines suggests that children's knowledge of 

the rules and regulations of the classroom may be partly 

based on their knowledge of the classroom routine.

The pattern of responses for the performance rules was 

quite different. As Table 8 shows, almost all the children 

mentioned many academic tasks in response to these questions 

even on the second day of school. Further, girls mentioned 

more academic tasks than boys (see Table 9). These findings 

are particularly interesting in light of the fact that 

children tended not to mention academic tasks when reporting 

the school day routine. This indicates that children do 

know that various academic activities are expected to be 

performed in school, but these activities do not seem to be 

integrated into the spatial temporal framework of the event 

representation. In contrast to academic tasks, few 

responses fell into either the turn-taking or the evaluation 

categories at any of the interviews, and there did not seem 

to be any Increase in knowledge of the performance rules 

over time. Further, there appeared to be no differences 

between boys and girls in either the number or the type of 

performance rules given in the interview, as shown in Table 

9. Thus, children did not seem to learn the more implicit
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Table 9

Number of responses to the rules and regulations questions in each category

for each Interview time by sex 

Category Interview time

Day 2 Week 2 Week 4 Week 10
M F M F M F M F

Behavior rules

Restrictive rules

physical constraints 18 23 14 Z 19 35 29 35
leave room 1 2 1 4 4 2 3 7

Proscriptive rules

attention 3 3 6 9 1 4 1 6
routines 11 11 7 13 6 17 21 18
housekeeping 6 4 4 5 11 4 5 6
general 2 7 3 6 2 8 4 14

Performance rules

Academic tasks 17 23 13 22 4 21 20 27
Turn taking 1 0 1 2 2 5 1 6

Evaluation 5 5 2 2 2 6 1 2
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performance rules of the classroom as well as the behavior 

rules.

Story task. The story task assessed children’s 

knowledge of the behavior and performance rules of the 

classroom by requiring children to correct rule violations. 

Fifteen of the 20 children In the repeated Interview group 

were given the story task during the second week and the 

remaining 5 children In this group plus the 10 children In 

the control group were given the story task during the tenth 

week.

As Indicated in Appendix A, the behavior rule stories 

focused on leaving the room without permission, sitting 

quietly, and paying attention. The performance rule stories 

focused on raising your hand, Initiation of topic, and 

evaluation. After hearing each of the story vignettes 

children were asked If the character did something wrong, 

and if so, what. If the child responded no, It was scored 

as 0. If the child responded yes, but gave the wrong reason 

it was scored as 1. If the child simply repeated part of 

the story In giving a response, e.g., saying that you're not 

supposed to bang your pencil on the table for story 2a, It 

was scored as 2, and if the child gave the underlying 

reason, e.g., saying that you're supposed to sit quiet 

and/or not disturb the other children in response to the 

sane story, It was scored as 3. Thus, children received a 

score ranging from 0 to 3 for each of the 12 stories. (For 

the dlstractor stories, children claimed no violation had
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occurred 84% of the tine, Indicating that children were not 

slnply responding yes to all the stories. The dlstractor 

stories were excluded from the analysis.)

The proportion of use of each response level was 

calculated for each child for the behavior and the 

performance rules separately. The mean proportion of 

response level used is shown in Table 10 for both rule types 

at each interview time. Preliminary analysis showed no 

effect of sex of character In the story vignettes; the data 

were collapsed and entered into a 2(lntervlew time) by 

2(rule type) by ^(response level) analysis of variance, with 

Interview time as a between subjects factor and rule type 

and response level as within subject factors. There was a 

main effect of response level used, F(3,84)»20.05, p £- .001, 

but not time or rule type. However, there was a rule type 

by response level Interaction, F(3,84)■17.01, p Z- .001, and 

post-hoc comparisons showed that for behavior rules, 

children responded at the highest response level, 3, more 

that at any other response level (p £—  .05), while for the 

performance rules, children responded at the highest 

response level, 3, and the lowest response level, 0, equally 

often, but tended not to respond at the Intermediate levels 

(p .05). Thus, children knew the behavior rules and could 

easily correct a violation, but had more difficulty with the 

performance rules.
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Table 10

Mean proportion of responses at each response level by rules type 

for the story task at each interview time

Response level Interview time

Week 2 Week 10

Behavior rules

0

1

2

3

.18

.09

.31

.42

.16

.11

.23

.50

0
1
2

3

Performance rules

.41

.09

.06

.44

.42

.11

.04

.42
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A further 2(sex) by 2(rule type) by ^(response level) 

analysis of variance collapsed over time revealed a three 

way Interaction between sex, rule type and response level, 

F(3, 84)-3.99, p ^-.05. Post-hoc comparisons showed that

while girls and boys responded In the same way to the 

performance rules, girls knew the behavior rules better than 

boys (pZ- .05). Boys tended to repeat part of the story 

vignette (response level 2) while girls gave the underlying 

rule (response level 3).

These results corroborate the Interview data. Children 

knew the behavior rules of the classroom quite well. They 

could both verbalize them In an interview situation and 

correct rule violations In an experimental task. Further, 

girls seem to know the behavior rules better than boys. 

They not only mentioned more restrictive and proscriptive 

behavior rules In the interview than boys, but they also 

responded at a higher level on the story task.

Performance rules seem to be less well known. Children

tended not to refer to the turn taking procedures or the

evaluative nature of the classroom In the interviews, and 

had difficulty correcting a performance rule violation on

the story task. Although almost half of the responses were

at the highest response level for the performance rules, 

almost half were at the lowest level, claiming that no 

violation had occurred. Moreover, children did not evidence 

better knowledge of the rules on the story task over time. 

Children already knew the behavior rules by the second week,
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but continued to have difficulty with the.perfornance rules 

at the tenth week. This supports the argument that the 

performance rules are difficult for children to learn. The 

next question is whether those children who have more 

elaborated representations of the school day routine have 

also learned the rules better, and whether this is related 

to the teacher evaluations.

Relat lonshlps among the measures

In order to determine the relationships among the 

measures, Spearman rank order correlations were computed 

between children's scripts, the types of rules and

regulations they gave In the Interview, their story task 

performance and the teachers' evaluations. Correlations 

were computed on data collected during the tenth week and 

included children In the control group.

Scripts were ranked according to the degree of

elaboration, with the child giving the fewest acts, 

optlonals and conditionals ranked 0 and the child giving the 

most acts, optlonals and conditionals ranked 29. Types of 

rules given In the Interviews were combined into three major 

categories, restrictive behavior rules, proscriptive 

behavior rules and performance rules. The proportion of 

each rule type reported was calculated for each child and 

the three rule types were ranked independently from the 

lowest to the highest proportion. Children's performance on 

the story task was ranked according to the mean response
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level used for the behavior and the performance rules 

separate1y (A ) . Finally, the teachers' evaluations on each 

of the 12 dimensions from 1 to 5 were added, giving each 

child a possible score from 12 to 60. The 3 dimensions 

assumed a priori to be negative, d 1stract lbl11t y , dependence 

on adults and disruptive classroom behavior, were reversed 

for scoring, and the actual scores ranged from 32 to 60.

Table 11 shows the Spearman rank order correlations 

between all the measures. Children who evidenced better 

knowledge of the performance rules, both In the Interview 

and on the story task, were judged to be better students by 

their teachers. Knowledge of the behavior rules on the 

story task was related to knowledge of the performance rules 

on the story task, but not In the Interview. In addition, 

teacher evaluations were related to knowledge of the 

behavior rules on the story task but not to behavior rules 

given In the Interview. Further, the negative relationships 

between the rule types given In the interviews Indicates 

that children tended to give either behavior rules or 

performance rules. That Is, children who gave behavior 

rules tended to give only behavior rules and children who 

gave performance rules tended to give only performance 

rules. This suggests that behavior rules and performance 

rules are distinct cstegorles of knowledge.

(A) Since only 15 of the children Interviewed during the 
tenth week participated In the story task, rankings were 
determined again on all measures for these 15 children In 
order to compute these correlations.



Table 11

Spearman rank order correlations between measures at Week 10

Event
narrative

Restrictive
rules

Proscriptive
rules

Performance
rules

Story task 
Behavior

Story task 
Performance

Teacher
evaluations

Event Restrictive Proscriptive Performance Story task Story task Teacher
narratives rules rules rules Behavior Performance evaluations

1.00

37*

-.10

-.22

.29

,40*

.15

1.00

-.49**

-.32*

.58**

.65**

.12

1.00

-.51**

-.27

-.53**

-.25

1.00

.05

.15

.33*

1.00

.79** 1.00

.75** 72** 1.00

*£ . 05
**£ ̂  . 01

O '
00
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Turning to the relationships with children's knowledge 

of the school day routine, children who gave elaborated 

narratives also knew the performance rules as assessed by 

the story task, but not the Interview. However, children

who gave many restrictive behavior rules in the interview 

gave well elaborated narratives.

Thus, teachers' evaluations are clearly related to 

knowledge of the performance rules but inconsistently

related to knowledge of the behavior rules. Knowledge of 

the performance rules may be related to knowledge of the 

school day routine, although this relationship is also 

inconsistent, and teachers' evaluations are not related to 

knowledge of the school day routine. Overall, the pattern 

of correlations is confusing. In order to clarify these 

relations, correlations were computed between all measures 

on the data collected during the second week. These 

correlations are shown in Table 12. Here, children who gave 

elaborated scripts also evidenced better knowledge of the

performance rules both on the interview and the story task.

Behavior rules and performance rules again seem to fall into 

distinct categories of knowledge; children tended to give 

either behavior rules or performance rules, and knowledge of 

the classroom routine is related to knowledge of the 

performance rules but not behavior rules. By the tenth 

week, these relations have become muddled.



Table 12

Spearman rank order correlations between measures at Week 2

Event Restrictive Proscriptive Performance Story task
narrative rules rules rules Behavior

Event
narrative 1.00

Restrictive
rules -.32 1.00

Proscriptive
rules -.07 -.01 1.00

Performance
rules .33* -.58** -.71** 1.00

Story task
Behavior .19 .03 -.26 .24 1.00

Story task
Performance .37* .04 .06 .08 .27

*£ <^.05 
**£ <..01

Story task 
Performance

1.00

o
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In an attempt to disentangle the developmental pattern, 

correlations were computed between children's scripts during 

the second week and all other measures during the tenth

week, and between children's scripts at the tenth week and

other measures at the second week(S). Children who gave 

elaborated scripts during the second week gave many 

proscriptive behavior rules, r*.45, p L- .05, and few 

restrictive behavior rules, r--.35, p /_ .05, during the 

tenth week. There were no significant correlations between 

children's scripts at the tenth week and other measures at 

the second week. Thus, there Is some suggestion that 

knowledge of the proscriptive rules may partly stem from 

knowledge of the classroom routine.

In summary, knowledge of the classroom routine and

knowledge of the performance rules are clearly related early 

In the school year but by the tenth week this relationship 

has been attenuated. Teachers' evaluations are not directly 

related to knowledge of the classroom routine at either the 

second week or the tenth week, but those children who 

evidence better knowledge of the performance rules during 

the tenth week are judged to be better students. In fact,

children who report more performance rules In the interviews 

at the second week are judged to be better students at the

(5) These correlations Included only the 19 children who 
were interviewed at both the second and the tenth week. In 
addition, correlations could not be computed for the story 
task since most of the children who participated In the 
story task during the tenth week had not been interviewed 
during the second week.



tench week, r«.38, p Z- .05. Thus, although the relationship 

between children's knowledge of the classroom routine and 

the performance rules of the classroom remains unclear, the 

relation between knowledge of the performance rules and the 

teachers' evaluation is straightforward. Children who know 

the performance rules of the classroom are judged to be 

better students .
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Discussion

Three major Issues were addressed In this study: l)the

formation and development of a general event representation,

2)the relationship between a general representation and 

specific event memories, and 3)chlldren's knowledge of the 

rules and regulations of the classroom and how this might 

relate to knowledge of the school day routine.

The Deve1opment of £

General Event Representation

Even on the second day of school, kindergarten children 

reported the school day In a general form. They structured 

their event narratives In the present tense, using the first 

person plural, "We", or the generalized "You” , although they 

often U6ed the first person singular to mark Individualized 

activities. As the protocols In Appendix B Indicate, 

children rarely Included Idiosyncratic Information In their 

reports at any of the Interviews. Further, children always 

reported the school day at the same relative level of 

abstractness and the reports were always well sequenced.

The most striking aspect of these data was the 

stability of the organization over time. Children already 

had a well organized representation of the school day after 

experiencing the school day routine only once. It should be 

noted that the school day was not a completely novel event , 

as all of these children had some previous school
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experience. However, the kindergarten classroom was a new 

and different routine In several Important respects. Aside 

from the obvious facts that the kindergarten teachers were 

different, the other classmates were different, and the 

physical room was different, kindergarten was a full day of 

school, while most of these children had attended nursery 

school on a half day schedule. The kindergarten day was not 

only longer, but also Involved activities which were not a 

part of the nursery routine. Moreover, these activities 

occurred In a different temporal sequence than the schedule 

of activities In nursery school. The fact that children's 

kindergarten scripts were temporally organized on the basis 

of only one experience Indicates that the organization of 

their reports was specific to this particular classroom 

routine.

In addition, several of the acts mentioned on the 

second day of school, such as "putting your stuff away" and 

“ringing the bell", were new to the kindergarten routine, 

while other acts, such as "rest", were not mentioned on the 

second day although they were a part of the nursery routine. 

What Is Interesting about this partlcualr activity is that 

children did not have "rest" on the second day of

kindergarten, but they subsequently had "rest" every day,

and “rest" was a commonly mentioned activity in later

Interviews. In fact, no child Intruded nursery school 

activities Into their reports on the second day of school. 

This strongly suggests that their kindergarten reports were
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based on their first experience with the kindergarten 

routine.

Thus It seems that children do form a general event 

representation on the basis of one experience with an event, 

and the organization of this representation remains stable 

over time. The event representation seems to be constructed 

both from previous experience with a similar event and from 

the first experience with the new kindergarten routine. In 

addition to the experiential basis of the representation, 

there are probably a host of social factors which Influence 

the organization of children's reports. First, the teachers 

announce the routine. Not only on the first day of school, 

but almost everyday, the teachers tell the children what 

they are going to be doing during the day. How the teachers 

talk about the routine undoubtedly influences how children 

come to understand the routine and the component activities 

of the routine. Second, parents probably prepare their 

children for the first day of school by telling them what to 

expect, as do older siblings and the children's nursery 

school teachers from the year before. Children also learn a 

great deal about school from television and bouks. Surely, 

all of these sources effect children's expectations and 

representation of school. Unfortunately, in studying a real 

world phenomenon, it Is not always possible to ascertain the 

affects of all possible sources of Influence. However, this 

Is clearly an Important area for future research.
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Two areas of Investigation can be suggested here. 

First, it would be interesting to interview parents and 

teachers about the school day event in order to compare 

their expectations and representations of school with the 

child's. This kind of data would provide information on how 

others' representations of school Influences children's 

developing event representation. Along these same lines, it 

would be Important to interview children before the first 

day of school about their expectations and to compare this 

information to their subsequent reports about the school day 

in order to explore how expectations about an event affects 

the kind of information picked up about that event.

A second area of study focuses on aspects of the school 

day routine. Observations in the classroom of how teachers 

announce the day's activities, and how various activities 

are talked about and labelled could be compared to how 

children talk about these activities when reporting the 

school day routine. More controlled experiments could also 

be done, where children are exposed to new routines under 

various conditions of verbal explication. These kinds of 

data would allow an investigation of the effects of labeling 

activities on how children subsequently report those 

activities.

Although further studies are Important for a fuller 

understanding of the various sources Influencing the 

construction of an event representation, the results of this 

study are still impressive. Children were able to Integrate
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and coordinate all of the various sources of information and 

construct a general event representaion after one experience 

with the classroom routine.

While the organization of children's event 

representations remained stable over time, the content of 

their reports did change. Although it is not surprising 

that children reported more information about school with 

increasing experience, the way in which the reports changed 

present an interesting developmental pattern.

First, children were highly consistent in which acts 

they mentioned across Interviews. At any given interview, 

each child tended to report the same acts she had reported 

in the previous interview plus some additional ones. These 

findings, along with the stability of the organization,

suggests that the event representation is an organized 

framework from the outset, and with increasing experience

more Information is Integrated into this framework. Not 

only does the representation become more elaborate, as 

indicated by the Increase in the number of acts mentioned, 

it also becomes more probabilistic, as evidenced by the

increase in conditional statements.

In some sense, conditionals are on the border between 

content and organization. Statements which express causal 

conditions (if/then relations) and temporal conditions 

(when, before and after relations) not only provide 

information on what actions may happen, but also on when
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they may happen. Reporting acts in their correct temporal 

order Indicates that children understand the sequence of 

events In a beginning to end framework. Their ability to 

augment this framework with conditional statements suggests 

that the temporal framework Is more complex. Children's use 

of before and after statements to modify when actions may 

occur Indicates an understanding of temporal reversibility, 

and their use of when, and lf/then relations suggests an 

understanding of causal and temporal prerequisites. These 

uses suggest that the temporal organization of the event 

representation Is not a sequential chain linking action to 

action. Rather, the organization seems to a temporal whole; 

each action Is related to the entire dally routine and a 

temporal change in any one activity may affect any or all 

other activities.

Another aspect of these reports was the high level of 

agreement between children In which actions were mentioned. 

That Is, the particular actions within the real world event 

which children tended to report were the same. This 

suggests that certain component actions within the school 

day routine may be the defining activities of the event. 

Further, these activities seem to be at least partly marked 

by spatial cues. Those activities which begin with a change 

of place either within the classroom or from place to place 

within the school tend to be the ones mentioned In common.
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This should not be a particularly surprising finding. 

The classrooms were set up In such a way as to encourage 

this kind of spatial representcticn; particular areas of 

the classroom were reserved for particular activities. 

Moreover, this kind of spatial arrangement Is not peculiar 

to the school environment. Almost all environments contain 

these kinds of spatial definitions. A good example Is the 

home environment, where particular activities occur In 

particular rooms. An Interesting area for future research 

would be to more fully explore the relationship between the 

spatial and the temporal representation of events.

In addition to being spatially defined, these commonly 

mentioned activities appear to be "header" acts; each of 

these acts seems to encompass a collection of possible 

actions. For example, children generally did not mention 

particular work activities when reporting the school day. 

Yet they did report many academic tasks when asked about the 

rules and regulations of the classroom. Children did know 

that academic activities are a part of what Is expected in 

the classroom, but these activities are not Integrated Into 

the spatial temporal framework of the dally routine. 

Rather, as argued earlier, they seem to be subsumed under 

the header activity, "meeting” .

The same relationship seems to hold for the dally 

activities which children were asked about, reading and 

minlgym. Children did not give spatially temporally 

organized narratives for these events. Instead, they



reported a list of possible activities which these events 

might Include. Thus, the school day event seems to be 

hierarchically organised, with the general event 

representation providing the spatial temporal framework of 

header acts, and each header act subsuming a list of 

possible activities which might comprise that act. Header 

acts seem to be defined as those acts which occupy a 

particular time and place In the routine, and these are the 

acts which children tend to mention when asked about the 

school day. The possible actions which comprise these acts 

are the variables of the routine and tend not to be 

reported. Further, the Increase over time In the number of 

optional acts reported for mlnlgym suggests that, although 

the header act might be established In the spatial temporal 

framework early on, the list of activities it subsumes 

continues to develop.

In summary, children seem to construct a general, 

spatial temporal framework of the school day routine after 

just one experience. The organization of this 

representation remains relatively stable, although the 

increase In conditional statements suggests that children's 

event representations become more probabilistic and 

temporally complex. Further, the spatial temporal framework 

seems to Include those acts which occupy a particular time 

and place In the routine, and these acts seem to encompass a 

list of possible actions which might comprise the activity, 

in a hierarchic fashion. Thus, children do not simply
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report more acts over time. Both the temporal and the 

hierarchic organisation of the event representation seems to 

become more complex with Increasing experience with the 

event.

The Genera1 Event Representat ion 

and Spec 1f i c Event Memor1es

Perhaps one of the most intriguing findings of this 

study was the difficulty children had remembering what they 

did in school yesterday, even on the second day of school. 

This strongly supports the argument that the event 

representation is general from the outset, rather than 

constructed on the basis of several discrete event memories. 

Further, although children could not easily recall a 

specific routine activity (the book read yesterday during 

snack) when provided with a cue, children could provide 

specific information. Thus it is not that the information 

is "lost” or unavailable; only that It is difficult to 

recall using the general event representation as a retrelval 

guide. Even when a novel activity occurred the day before, 

such as the Thanksgiving puppet show, most children did not 

spontaneously report this episode when asked to recall what 

happened yesterday.

These findings suggest that there may be two memory 

processes; one to code general information about events and 

one to code specific event episodes. General event 

Information seems to be coded in a spatial temporal



82

framework, as discussed above, but the difficulty of 

accessing specific Information using a temporal cue suggests 

that specific event Information Is not coded this vay(6).

There are at least two possible explanations for this 

difference. First, If an activity routinely occurs in a 

particular place and time, then any one occurrence of that 

activity would not have a distinctive spatial or temporal 

cue. Previous research on the relation between encoding and 

retrieval cues has shown that the more distinctive the cue 

for an Item, the easier It is to recall (see Bobrow & 

Norman, 1975, for a discussion). Thus the worst possible 

cue for recalling a particular occurrence of a routine event 

would be a spatial or temporal one. This would also explain 

why the title of the book was such a successful cue. The 

title would provide enough information to allow the child to 

distinguish this one occurrence from all other occurrences.

The second possibility Is that "yesterday" Is a poor 

retrieval cue because children first have to recall when 

yesterday was, and then reconstruct that day's events. The 

temporal cue "yesterday" Is relative to when the question Is

(6) This contrasts with Tulving's (1972) dichotomy between 
episodic and semantic memory, where he argued that episodic 
memory retained Its spatial and temporal links while sematlc 
memory does not. The distinction between general event 
information and specific event information however, cuts 
across Tulving's distinction in that general event 
representations are neither episodic nor semantic memory In 
Tulving's sense. Unlike episodic memory, they are 
generalized knowledge, but they are not necessarily abstract 
as Is sematlc memory, In that they are clearly based on real 
world experience and have a definite spatial and temporal 
f rame.
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being asked; It is not part of the organization of the 

event to be recalled (see also Hudson & Nelson, Note 6). 

For the general event representation, the temporal sequence 

is an Integral part of the organization. These really seem 

to be two different kinds of temporal memory codes. This 

would explain why children still had difficulty recalling an 

unusual occurrence of the day before even though It had a

distinctive time and place associated with It.

Probably neither one of these explanations Is wholly

correct, but rather each contributes to making this a

particularly difficult memory question. Further, it Is not 

only children who have difficulty recalling specific event 

memories given a temporal cue. In a study of her own

autobiographical memory, Linton (1982) also found that

temporal cues were almost useless for recalling past events,

and she even had difficulty recalling whether a given event 

occurred before or after other events. Specific event 

memories simply do not seem to be coded by when they 

occurred for either children or adults.

Thus, the general event representation does not

Incorporate routine occurrences of the event, as had been

predicted. Children were able to report both general and

specific event Information, but these two types of

information seem to be coded and retrieved in different 

ways, and, in fact, may be organized independently In

memory. Uhlle general event representations are temporally 

organized, specific event memories do not seem to be. This
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difference, however, may reflect different kinds of temporal 

organizations. The temporal organization of a general event 

representation Is not when an event occurred In the past, 

but rather when an action can be expected to occur In a 

given event sequence. Although these results suggest that 

general event representations and specific event memories 

reflect separate memory processes, more research Is needed 

to explicate these differences and clarify the relationships 

between them.

Knowledge of the Classroom Ru1es

The third Issue addressed In this study was children's 

knowledge of the rules and regulations of the classroom, and 

how this might relate to their knowledge of the classroom 

routine. Both the open-ended Interview and the story task 

Indicate that children knew the behavior rules of the 

classroom quite well from the second day of school on, but 

had more difficulty with the performance rules. In fact, 

behavior rules and performance rules seem to fall Into two 

distinct categories of knowledge. Children tended to give 

either behavior rules or performance rules In the Interview, 

and behavior rules and performance rules were Inconsistently 

related In the. story task. Whereas all children knew the 

behavior rules, fewer children seemed to know the 

performance rules.



One reason why children were easily able to learn and 

verbalize the behavior rules may be because these rules are 

taught explicitly. Teachers announce both restrictive and 

proscriptive rules from the beginning of the school year and 

continue to correct behavior violations. Because these 

rules are clearly labelled, they may be particularly easy 

for children to learn. Further, girls always gave more 

behavior rules than boys, and they also responded at a 

higher level to the behavior rule stories. That girls knew 

the behavior rules better conforms to the generally accepted 

view that girls behave better In the classroom than boys. 

Another possibility is that girls are actually exposed to 

different rules than boys. For example, girls may give more 

physical constraints than boys because girls are subject to 

more physical constraints In the classroom than boys. 

However, this sex difference should not overshadow the fact 

that all the children knew the behavior rules quite well and 

gave more behavior rules with Increasing experience with 

school .

In contrast to the behavior rules, performance rules 

seem to be taught more implicitly; they often have to be 

Inferred from ongoing Interactions In the classroom, and 

this may be why they are more difficult for children to 

learn. This, of course, is the position argued by Mehan 

(1979). Most Important, children who best knew the 

performance rules were judged to be better students by their 

teachers. This relationship strongly supports the position



86

that students are evaluated not only by what they know but 

also on how they express this knowledge.

Of course, these data are correlational and oust be 

Interpreted with caution. While It Is tempting to argue 

that children who easily and quickly learn the behavior 

rules of the classroom are judged to be better students 

because of this knowledge, the data do not permit so strong 

a statement. However, two aspects of the data support this 

lnterpretat Ion .

First, teachers' evaluations were more consistently 

related to children's knowledge of the performance rules 

than to their knowledge of the behavior rules. Thus, 

teachers are not simply evaluating ‘‘obedient” children as 

better students; their evaluations are more related to the 

ways In which children have learned to express their 

academic knowledge. The distinction between behavior rules 

and performance rules has not always been clearly delineated 

In previous research. These results suggest that they might 

not only be learned independently, but they are also 

differentially related to how students are perceived and 

evaluated In the classroom.

Second, those children who best knew the performance 

rules during the second week of school are judged to be 

better students at the tenth week. This suggests that 

teachers' subsequent evaluations are at least partly based 

on how children have previously learned to express their
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knowledge, although more research Is needed to clarify this 

relationship. Perhaps most provocative, even at the

kindergarten level, teachers seem to be differentially 

evaluating their students on the basis of how well they know 

the performance rules. This extends Lelter's (19 74)

argument that kindergarten teachers differentially evaluate 

their students on the basis of their social interactions.

Another one of the hypotheses of this study was that

children might learn the rules of the classroom within the

framework of learning the school day routine. If this were

the case then those children who had well elaborated

representations of the school day would also evidence better 

knowledge of the rules. Children's knowledge of the school 

day routine does not seem to be related In any sytematlc way 

to their knowledge of the behavior rules but may be related 

to knowledge of the performance rules. Although the 

relationship between children's school day narratives and 

their knowledge of the performance rules was clear at the 

beginning of the school year, by the third month this

relationship was equivocal. Further, there was no relation 

between children's school scripts and their teacher's

evaluatIon.

One possible reason for the confusing pattern of 

relationships is that by the third month of school virtually 

all of the children had well elaborated representations of 

the routine. The limited variability suggests that 

children's school day scripts are not really a
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differentiating variable.

Another, and more problematical factor la the nature of 

the relationship between children's narratives of the school 

day and their behavior In the classroom. One of the 

assumptions underlying the script model Is that scripts are 

procedural knowledge, and would therefore be reflected In 

behavior. To date, however, almost no research has 

addressed this Issue. This Is clearly a crucial area for 

future Investigations.

In any case, the relationship between children's event 

narratives and their knowledge of the performance rules 

early In the school year, and the more limited relationship 

found during the third month suggests that knowledge of the 

school day routine may play a role In learning the 

performance rules, although this relationship Is by no means 

clear from these results. However, the clear and strong 

relationship between knowledge of the performance rules and 

teachers' evaluations suggests that children may be 

evaluated at least partly by how they have learned to 

participate In classroom activities and express their 

academic knowledge.
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Summar y and Cone 1 us Ions

This research examined the development of children's 

school scripts during the first three months of 

kindergarten, and explored the relationship between 

children's knowledge of the school day routine and their 

knowledge of the rules and regulations of the classroom.

The results indicate that children construct a general 

event representation on the basis of only one experience 

with the school day routine, and with increasing experience, 

this representation becomes more elaborate and temporally 

complex. The event representation is organized as a spatial 

temporal framework of those acts which occupy a particular 

time and place in the dally routine and each of these acts 

appears to subsume a collection of possible activities which 

might comprise that act. Both the spatial temporal and the 

hierarchic organization of children's event representations 

seems to develop over time.

While children were easily able to report the general 

school day routine, they had difficulty recalling what 

happened the day before. Only when provided with a more 

direct cue could children report more specific information 

about yesterday's activities. These results suggest that 

general and specific event Information is coded and 

retrieved in different ways, and may be organized 

independently in memory.
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Moreover, children knew the behavior rules and 

regulations of the classroom from the second day of school 

on, but had more difficulty learning the performance rules. 

Those children who reported more elaborate school day 

narratives also evidenced better knowledge of the

performance rules early In the school year, but by the third

month of school this relationship was uncertain. In

addition, teacher evaluations were not related to children's 

knowledge of the school day routine, but they were strongly 

related to knowledge of the performance rules. Those 

children who evidenced better knowledge of the performance 

rules were Judged to be better students.

Three major conclusions can be drawn from the results 

of this research. First, a generalized event representation 

1s constructed on the basis of the first experience with an 

event and this representation becomes more elaborate and 

complex with continuing experience. Second, the general 

event representation Is coded and retrelved Independently 

from specific event memories. Third, whereas all children

knew the behavior rules of the classoom, the performance 

rules are more difficult to learn. Although the relation 

between children's knowledge of the school day routine and 

thefr knowledge of the performance rules was unclear, those 

children who best knew the performance rules were judged to 

be better students by their teachers.



Appendix A 

Measures
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Interview Questions 

General event representation:

1. What happens when you go to school? When you get to school 

in the morning, what's the first thing that happens?

And then what happens?

2. What happens when Ms. X gives you a reading assignment?

3. What happens when you go to minigym?

Specific event memories:

4. What did you do in school yesterday? Can you remember anything 

you did yesterday in school?

5. Do you remember the book that Ms. X read during snack yesterday?

Can you tell me what that story was about?

6. Do you remember it was a story about (cue)? Can you tell me 

a little bit about that story?

7. (Asked only at the last interview) Do you remember the first

day of school? What did you do on the very first day in Ms. X's class 

Rules and regulations:

Negative questions:

8. Does Ms. X ever get sad? What kinds of things make Ms. X sad?

9. Does Ms. X ever get angry? What kinds of things make Ms. X angry?

10. Are there some things that you're not allowed to do in school?

What are they?

Positive questions:

11. What kinds of things make Ms. X happy?

12. What kinds of things does Ms. X ask you to do?

13. Are there some things that you have to do in school? What are they?



Story Vignettes

Behavior rules: Maintenance of order In the classroom:

1. Leaving the classroom:

a. One day during handwriting, Billy was very thirsty. So he

got up and went out into the hall to the water fountain.

b. The other day, Sally saw a friend of hers out in the hallway.

So she got up and ran out into the hall to say hello.

2. Sitting quietly:

a. The other day, Billy finished his arithmetic before all the

other kids. So he started banging his pencil on the desk

and talking to all the other kids around him.

b. One day, while the class was doing reading, Sally called

out to her friend across the room and asked if she wanted

to play together later.

3. Paying attention:

a. One day the teacher was asking all the kids questions about 

letters. But Billy was thinking about playing ball after 

school, so when the teacher called on him, he couldn't 

answer the question.

b. The other day, Sally was playing around during meeting time. 

So when the teacher asked her a question, she didn't know 

the answer.

Performance rules: the expression of academic knowledge:

1. Initiation:

a. One day the class was talking about words that rhyme with

"bat". So Billy said, "Ok, now can anybody think of a word 

that rhymes with "ball"?
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b. The other day the teacher called the students together.

When they were all sitting in a circle, Sally said, "Ok, today 

let's talk about animals."

2. Response:

a. One day during £ meeting, a lot of children were raising their 

hands, and the teacher called on Jimmy. But before Jimmy 

could say anything, Billy called out the answer.

b. The other day the class was talking about colors. The teacher 

asked, "Who can think of anything that's purple?" and Sally 

called out an answer.

3. Evaluation:

a. The other day, the teacher was asking about words that start 

with the letter T. Billy asked if truck started with the 

letter T and the teacher said yes. Billy said, "That's right, 

good. Truck starts with the letter T."

b. One day Sally was reading a story about animals and she asked

the teacher what animal has a trunk. The teacher said elephants 

have trunks and Sally said, "Yes, that's right, very good."

Distractors:

1. One day Billy and his friend were building with blocks when

the teacher called a meeting. So they put the blocks away 

and went to sit In the square.

2. The other day the class was talking about numbers and the

teacher asked how much 2 plus 2 was. Sally raised her hand 

and when the teacher called on her, she said 4.

3. One day the class was working with letters in their seats.

Billy finished before everyone else, so he played quietly 

until everybody else finished too.



Teacher Evaluation Dimensions

1. Motivation to learn

2. Distractibility

3. Initiation of activities

A. Ability to work with limited supervision

5. Following instructions

6. Academic ability

7. Adjustment to achool

8. Dependence on adults

9. Disruptive classroom behavior

10. Following school routines

11. Participation in class

12. Performance on school tasks
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Appendix B:

Sample school day narratives



Pay 2
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Play. Say hello to the teacher and you do reading or something.

You can do anything you want to...Clean up, and then you play acme 

more, and then clean up, and then play some more, and then clean 

up. And then you go to the gym or playground. And then you go

home You have your lunch and you go home. You go out the school

and you ride on the bus or train and you go home.

I just go to school. Then we do stuff. And then we have lunch 

and snack and then we go home. ...We play a little and then we go 

to the gym sometimes, or else we can go to the playground. And then 

we have snack and then, in an hour, we have lunch. And then we 

can draw a picture or read and then we go home.

I play a lot. Handwriting and color. We play with the bricks 

over there and the puppet thing over there. And then we could paint. 

They go outside. Then my mother takes me home.

I take the school bus and then I, we go to somebody else's house 

and I go to Hunter. And then I go to my class. Then I play and 

play and play and play. We learn things. And I would have lunch.

And 1 think, maybe, I would go home. But we would have a few 

meetings.



You play. And then you clean up. And then you go in a circle 

for meeting. And you do things. You do, write things. Like you 

do things that you copy your name and you put the capital letters 

andthe lower case letters.

Week 2

We play. And then you have meeting. Then you have some more 

play. And then you have another meeting. And then you go to the 

mlnigym or the playground. And then you go home. ...Sometimes 

I read books and sometimes 1 draw. Sometimes I write and sometime 

I get a drink of water. And there's snack time and lunch time.

We, I have to do my handwriting again after I did it the other day 

'cause it's not so good. And then we play; everyone, even the 

teachers. And then the kids ring the bell and the teacher's put 

away whatever they were playing with...And then it's time for a 

meeting. And then after meeting, I go here, and after going here, 

1 go back to my classroom. And next we go to the mlnigym. And 

then it's handwriting time, and then it's lunch time, and then it' 

rest time. And then we're going to Central Park, if it's not 

raining. And then we go to the playground, maybe, if it's not 

too late. And then we'll go home at night time.
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Well, we have to turn our name over. And then all you could do your 

handwriting, or something like that. But the really first thing, 

you have to turn your name over. I mean, the really first thing, 

you have to put your stuff in your locker. And then you have to 

turn your name over. That's the first thing. And then we could 

start playing, or doing our handwriting. And then after we do 

our handwriting, we could play again. And then she tells us 

to clean up. And then we have to sit on the blue line (for meeting). 

And then we have snack. And then we, after that we can play again.

And then after we play, you have to clean up. And go to lunch.

Then we could write stuff after that. And then we go to nap time.

I mean after that, we go to nap time. And then after we wake up,

Then we could play for a few minutes or play outside or something 

like that. And then our mothers take us home.

I play a lot. I have lots of fun. We put our things in our locker. 

Then you go into the classroom and say hello to the teachers. There's 

this thing on tue board that has our name and we turn that over.

Then we play a game. We play something, we have a meeting, then we 

play again, have another meeting, play again, we go like that for 

a little while, until we have another meeting. Then we have snack. 

Then we play outside or in the minigym. And we come back, eat lunch, 

have nap and go home.
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We do art things. You go back In the class. Then we play. Then 

when the bell, we have a little bell In there, and when the bell 

rings, we go in the meeting. Like you sit In the square. Then we 

have snack. Then we go out to the mlnigym and then we come back.

And we do some math. And then we have lunch. Then we play a little 

bit. We have nap. No, we don't, we don't play a little. After 

lunch, we have nap. And then we get our stuff. Then we go on the

bus or someone picks us up, but 1 always go on the bus.

Week 4

First you have meeting. Then you have, no, no, no. First, 

someone rings the bell for meeting, then you go to meeting. Then 

you go back to what you were doing. Then you clean up. Then you 

have a meeting. No, then you have snack time. Then you go somewhere

and I went today to the park, but not everyday. And if you didn't

go somewhere, you would be doing play again. Then meeting, then 

clean up and then go home. Open the door of home and go home.

You play. Meeting, handwriting. Gym, and then handwriting. And then 

lunch, and then rest, and then courtyard, and then home. Or club 

first and then home.
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You have to put our stuff in the locker. And then we have to 

turn over our name. And then sometimes, we can play. And then we 

have to sit on the blue line. And then we have, or we could do our 

handwriting. Then we have snack. Then after snack, we can 

play again. At snack, we have to, the teacher reads us a story.

And then after that, we play again. And then after that, we eat 

lunch, and then after that, we take a nap, and then we take our 

reading jobs. And then after that, we go home.

The very first thing is we put our things in our locker. Then we 

go in and turn our name over and we start playing something. And we 

have one meeting and another meeting and another meeting, and it 

keeps on going like that until lunchtime. Then we have rest and we 

go home. We have snack during the day.

Week 10

Have meeting, social studies, then you have snack. Then you have 

mlnigym. And then you have lunch. No, handwriting, then you have 

lunch. And then after lunch, you get a little play. And then it's 

time to go home.

Play, meeting, have math, social studies, snack, minigym, handwriting, 

lunch, rest, then we go to the park. And then go home and watch TV.
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First, turn our names over. We can play or do our handwriting.

And after that, we have to do our reading jobs. And you have to 

go to meeting. And after that meeting, another meeting. And then 

we eat snack. Then we eat lunch. You could draw.

Turn over our names. And the very first thing, is put my things in 

my locker. I come in and turn over my name. I play a game or 

something, and then we have our first morning meeting. And 1 keep 

on going like that. Probably we go back to playing. The second 

morning meeting, we have snack. Then we probably go to mlnigym.

Then we come back and have lunch. Then we have lunch. We probably 

have another meeting and then we go home.

We play. After 1 finish playing, when it's clean up time, I get 

in a square for meeting. 1 do social studies. We play again. Then 

it's clean up time. You go to another meeting. We do our homework,

I mean our school work, in our notebooks. It's a tough day in school. 

We eat lunch, we do our handwriting and we go to the mlnigym. And 

we have rest time and we go back home.
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