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Pupils’ everyday transitions in school as a condition for social 

relations and activities in leisure time centre 
Lina Lago & Helene Elvstrand 

Abstract 
This article focuses on how pupils’ everyday transitions constitute a condition for pupils’ activities and 

relationships, and how pupils understand and give meaning to their everyday transitions between 

different school settings (school and Leisure Time Centre). To examine this we made participant 

observations in three different educational settings. The focus of these observations is on pupils in 

their everyday life in school and LTC, thereby gaining insight into the experiences of being a pupil in 

these settings. In regard to social relations, the changes brought about by daily transitions between 

educational settings, create conditions for different activities and changes in the group. The changes in 

groups that occur in the different contexts of everyday transitions in school can be both an opportunity 

and an obstacle, depending on the situation and with whom pupils wish to engage in social 

interaction. Thus, it is clear that the transition from school to LTC often involves changes in the group, 

thereby changing the conditions of pupils’ opportunities to form relationships with each other. 

Keywords: Everyday transitions, school, leisure time centre, peer relations, peer cultures 

Introduction 

Most pupils in the early school years (6–9 years) attend both preschool class/elementary 

school1 and leisure time centre (LTC). That is, during their school days, pupils attend 

different types of educational settings. These different types of educational settings have 

different assignments, histories and methods, and focus on diverse aspects of pupils’ learning 

and wellbeing. At the same time, school and LTC have assignments to cooperate with and 

complement each other, creating a unit for the pupils (National Agency of Education 2016b). 

During a day in school and LTC, pupils transition between these different contexts and must 

act within and make sense of the different social situations that they encounter in these 

settings.  

In this article, the aim is to investigate pupils’ everyday transitions between school and LTC 

as a condition that has an impact on a pupil’s opportunities to create social relations. We will 

                                                 
1 Swedish 6-year-olds attend preschool class, which is a specific type of schooling, and begin primary school the 

year they turn 7. Both preschool class pupils and primary school pupils attend LTC. Henceforth, we use the 

term ‘school’ for both preschool class and primary school. 
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also focus on social relations and activities in the Swedish LTC. More specifically, we ask 

these questions: What happens regarding pupils’ relations and activities as they move from 

one educational setting to another? How do the daily transitions from school to LTC influence 

pupils’ activities and their relationships with other pupils?  

Leisure time centre as a part of the educational system in Sweden 

Most pupils between 6–9 years of age, a total of almost 460 000 pupils (National Agency of 

Education 2016a), take part in LTC (Klerfelt and Haglund 2014). That is, most of these pupils 

experience ‘a school and LTC day’ rather than just a school day. In most cases, school and 

LTC are located in the same facilities, and it is common for the leisure-time pedagogues to 

work with the same pupils during both school and LTC. School and LTC have the task of 

cooperating with each other for the pupils’ best interests. Knowledge of pupils’ transitions 

between school contexts is important to this assignment, especially in relation to LTC’s 

specific assignment to work with pupils’ social relations (National Agency of Education 

2014). Child-initiated group activities and a focus on social relations and social abilities in 

groups characterize LTC activities (Andersson 2013). 

The Education Act (SFS 2010:800) regulates Swedish LTC just as it regulates compulsory 

school and the preschool class. LTC constitutes a specific social context in pupils’ everyday 

life. In some ways, it is characterized by freer and more varying forms of interaction between 

pupils than those that occur in school. The Swedish LTC has gone through many changes in 

recent years, with reforms that emphasize that LTC’s main task is to be an educational setting 

and to complement the school’s learning assignments. The groups in LTC is often less stable 

than the school class with pupils coming and going. The teaching approach in LTC can be 

characterized as less controlled (National Agency of Education 2014) cause changing 

conditions for pupils’ social relations. LTC often, but not always, involves pupils from 

different school classes, making the group in LTC different from the group of peers pupils 

attend school with. This makes LTC a place where pupils follow up on their social relations 

from school, but also one where they can establish new relations with peers who are not 

classmates.  

School, on the other hand, is often more regulated than LTC, and involves more of a direct 

teaching approach, with goals in the curriculum that pupils should achieve (National Agency 

of Education 2016b). As a result, pupils in school have fewer opportunities to choose 

activities and less time to play and be with friends. Thus, the conditions for social relations 
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are different during school hours and LTC hours, although many of the other conditions (e.g. 

location, teachers, peers) can be fully or partially the same. 

Transitions and social relations 
Pupils’ social relations are of huge importance to their wellbeing; relations are also constantly 

ongoing and a part of pupils’ everyday life (cf. Bliding 2004). Former studies of pupils’ social 

relations have shown the complexity of forming relations in situations where aspects of 

inclusion, exclusion and different kinds of negotiations are central (Bliding 2004; Dahl 2014; 

Ihrskog 2006).  

Pupils’ social relations with respect to school transitions are relevant for this study, since we 

are interested in the transitions between school and LTC. Some studies have investigated how 

changing conditions caused by transitions between different contexts influence pupils’ social 

relations (Corsaro, Molinari, Hadley, and Sugioka 2003; Dehnæs Hogsnes 2014; Elvstrand 

and Närvänen 2014; Johansson 2007; Ledger, Smith, and Rich 2000; Weller 2007). These 

studies show that pupils’ relations, friendships and groups must, to some extent, be redefined 

when transitions occur between different school contexts. For example, friends may end up in 

different groups, and there are differences in play activities and teacher control. Lago (2014) 

shows how the change caused by the transition from preschool class to first grade is 

something that pupils need in order to give meaning to transitions. In their peer group, pupils 

negotiate and manage the change brought by daily transitions. According to Ackesjö and 

Landefrö (2014), pupils describes preschool class and LTC two distinctive and separate 

identities but describe the daily transition as blurred. It is not always clear to them when one 

ends and the other begins. The content is understood as different but the activities are 

sometimes seen as similar. This makes the borders blurred and visible at the same time. 

Hvitfeldt Stanek (2011) has focused on transitions between different educational settings in 

Denmark by studying pupils’ perspectives on transitions. Her study shows that different 

conditions and possibilities cause various forms of participation. The study also highlights the 

importance of gaining pupils’ perspective on transitions, and emphasizes that the pupils’ 

perspective can differ compared with, for example, the teachers’ perspective.  

Some studies address the transition from preschool or home to LTC. Dockett and Perry 

(2016) show that LTC (or school-age care) can play an important part in pupils’ transitions to 

school and that LTC can be an arena where a sense of belonging can be created in the 
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transition to school, partly since LTC is a place to be with friends. Dockett and Perry thus 

describe the roles of LTC in the transition as ‘missed opportunities’, since there is often a lack 

of knowledge about LTC among administrators and little specific information available about 

LTC.  

These studies address transitions between stages or grades over time. The everyday transitions 

between different educational settings are less studied. Previous research shows that everyday 

transitions between school and LTC can limit opportunities to be with friends in LTC. 

Elvstrand and Lago (2016) show that the changing nature of the groups in school and LTC 

constitutes a limitation in pupils’ opportunities to engage in social relations with whomever 

they want. This article explores these results further in an attempt to better understand pupils’ 

social relations throughout the whole school day.  

Theoretical frames  
Educational transitions occur when pupils move between different school settings. Transitions 

involve changes in status, role identity and/or agency as the conditions for this change. 

Transitions can be about actual change but also about the idea that change is possible. Such 

ideas about possible change contribute to how the participants understand the transition and 

its different contexts. Transition, however, also involves continuity. The contexts between 

which educational transitions occur have many common features and common or 

complementary missions, which contribute to continuity. In this way, a transition has both a 

structural and a meaning-making aspect (Dunlop 2007; Fabian 2007; Lam and Pollard 2006; 

Niesel and Griebel 2007). A transition is partly about conditions and partly about how people 

understand and interpret these conditions. In this article, the structural changes are the 

foundation against which meanings are made. Our focus is on how people, in this case mainly 

pupils, understand the different contexts that they are a part of during a school day.  

Everyday transitions, the kind of transitions that this article focuses on, are educational 

transitions that occur recurrently during a period of time. These transitions can be described 

as horizontal transitions – that is, transitions that are repeated daily between, for example, 

schools and LTC. These transitions differs from vertical transitions – that is, transitions 

between different marked levels in the school system such as from preschool to school 

(Broström and Wagner 2003; Wagner 2003). To study these daily transitions or changes, a 

framework of symbolic interactionism (SI) is used. The main concern of SI is how people 

define situations in which they participate and how such definitions are negotiated in 
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interaction with others. Meaning is formed in the context of social interactions and is derived 

from these interactions by the actors; the use of these meanings occurs through a process of 

interpretation (Atkinson and Housley 2003; Blumer 1969; Charon 2007; Närvänen and 

Näsman 2007). This focus on relations and meaning-making processes is well suited to the 

aim of this study, since we are interested in a participant perspective on social relations.  

In line with SI the concepts social interaction and social relations are used to describe the 

relationships that pupils have and are given the opportunity to have in school and LTC. Social 

interaction is the constantly ongoing interactions between people while social relations are 

built over time, the lasting and recurring interactions if you will. We see these relationships as 

contextually constructed, and thereby changeable (Hogg and Vaughn 2010; Thornberg 2013). 

Methods  

The article builds on participant observations from three different educational settings, which 

are located in two different mid-sized municipalities in Sweden. The schools are chosen to get 

a geographical variation (e.g. rural and city) and because they organize school and LTC in 

different ways. The focus of these observations is on participating with pupils in their 

everyday life in school and LTC, and thereby gaining insight into their experiences of being a 

pupil in these settings (cf. Hvitfeldt Stanek 2011). Participant observation involves taking part 

in someone’s life in order to obtain knowledge about what is going on. In this case, we took 

part in the pupils’ different activities in order to see, learn and discuss these activities with the 

pupils. Participant observation means that the researcher observes at the same time as the 

participants go through their experiences; It is about understanding what participants see as 

meaningful (e.g. Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw 1995; Hammersley and Atkinson 2007). Some of 

the material was obtained during school hours (André School) and some during LTC hours 

(Riverton School and an LTC centre called The Bear/Monkey). Two of the schools are 

located in two mid-sized Swedish towns (André school and Bear/Monkey), while the 

Riverton School is located in a smaller village outside of the city. At André School and 

Bear/Monkey, the LTC centres consist of pupils in mixed age groups; at Riverton School, the 

LTC centre is organized in same-age units. In all three schools, school and LTC shared, at 

least in part, the same premises. The observations at André School took place over a time 

period of one year and were part of a doctoral thesis (Lago, 2014), while the observations at 

Riverton School (observations done by both authors) and Bear/Monkey (observations done by 

Elvstrand) were carried out over a shorter period (4–5 days in each school). At André School 

the observations were done during school hours while the observations at Riverton School 
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and at Bear/Monkey where done mainly during LTC hours. On these occasions, we followed 

the activities that took place while focusing on pupils’ social interaction. Because of the large 

number of pupils, of course, we could not follow all the pupils. Therefore, our strategy was to 

move around and observe the various groupings during different activities. The observations 

were primarily documented with field notes in which events and talk were written down and 

described. The field notes were analysed by content analysis according to a constructivist 

grounded theory (GT) approach. In this practically analysed work, we focused on how 

transitions were made by the actors, and on what kind of meaning the actors put to these 

transitions. We compared similarities and differences in the field notes and thus constructed 

different categories based on the empirical material. GT focuses on interaction, meaning and 

social processes (Charmaz 2014) and is the methodological standpoint for this study. GT 

assumes that interaction is inherently interpretive, and addresses how people create meanings 

and actions (Charmaz 2014). In this article, we highlight material that shows how the daily 

transitions between school and LTC are further explored in relation to pupils’ activities and 

social relations. 

Ethical considerations  

Participant observations require constant ethical considerations, due in part to the closeness 

between the researcher and the participants. Prior to the study, pupils, parents and teachers 

received information and were asked to give their consent to participation. In the cases were 

consent was not given by the parents we did not observe situations involving these children 

and did not take notes when they were around. We also tried to continuously obtain the 

consent of participating pupils by being responsive to whether or not they wanted to be 

observed in their activities (cf. Skelton 2008). In cases when the children said or showed (e.g. 

by body language or shut doors) that our presence was not wanted we did not observe these 

situations. Overall, however, the children were curious about what we did and asked questions 

and shared their experiences. When the informants are pupils, it is important to work with 

issues of power and adult-child relations throughout the study. One way we worked with 

power relations was by being open to and curious of what the pupils wanted to show. In this 

way, the pupils became the ones with knowledge and competence, which we often pointed out 

for them (Mayall 2000). In addition to these efforts, we took the ethical guidelines of the 

Swedish Research Council into account; for example, all the names used in this study are 

fictitious. 
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Limitations of and possibilities for pupils’ social relations in the transition 

from school to after-school care 

During the analysis, two aspects regarding pupils’ everyday transitions and their opportunities 

to engage in different activities and social interactions at LTC were identified as recurring in 

the material. These aspects were the governance of pupil activities that occurred in the 

transition to and from LTC, and the influence that the changing groups between schools and 

LTC had on pupils’ opportunities to choose which relationships they wanted to maintain and 

take part in. Both what to do and whom to be with can be seen as important conditions for 

pupils’ opportunities to form social relations, and both may constitute either an obstacle or an 

opportunity in shaping a desired relationship. These themes are analysed further below. 

Pupils’ opportunities to choose an activity 

The opportunity to choose an activity can be seen as an important condition for pupils’ social 

relationships. Research has shown that mutual engagement in an activity can be grounds for 

social relations, and that different activities are used to negotiate the social order in the peer 

group (this has been shown to be important in preschool settings; cf. Corsaro 2003; Skånfors 

2010). Opportunities to choose, to participate in, and to continue activities before and after an 

everyday transition are therefore important in relation to pupils’ relationship building. Our 

field notes contain several examples in which pupils expressed a desire to continuing working 

on something they did during the school day or during LTC. It was common for the teachers, 

both in school and in LTC, to deny these requests, saying that that specific activity is 

something that the pupils do ‘when you are in LTC’ (or vice versa). In these cases, the 

teachers and the pupils had different points of view. The pupils expressed a desire for an on-

going activity that was sometimes connected to a relational project. For example, some pupils 

asked whether they could continue to work on something they had started together, thus also 

asking for an opportunity to continue their social relations with each other (fieldnotes from 

Bear/Monkey and André School). In their desire to continue what they were already working 

on, these students did not distinguish between school and LTC. The teachers, on the other 

hand, drew on the organization of the school day, where certain activities are ‘school 

activities’ and others are ‘LTC activities’. For the teachers, school routines seemed to be the 

most important thing in constructing social order. In cases like these, a conflict arises between 

the routines and organization of the school day on the one hand, and the pupils’ own choices, 

activities and relations on the other. The teachers can be said to have ‘organizational views’, 
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in which school and LTC are clearly distinguished from each other, while the pupils act from 

the point of view that the whole school day is a unit. 

The opposite can be said to be true in other cases, when pupils who did not attend LTC 

missed activities that took place during LTC hours. In the example below, the teacher and 

some pupils in a preschool class discuss being outside. Outside activities were often part of 

the school day; however, if teachers considered that there was too much to do during school 

hours, outdoor activities could be withheld. 

Example 1 

The class is sitting in the assembly circle. ‘Pia, when are we going out?’ says 

Jabir. ‘We don’t have time to go out, Jabir’, Pia responds. ‘Maybe when we have 

leisure time, maybe we will go out then?’ someone suggests. There is a discussion 

about what should happen at LTC. ‘Disco’, says someone. ‘But we have already 

had that.’ ‘We’re going to play football.’ ‘Nah, we’re not playing football today’, 

says Pia. ‘Shall we go out once we have read the book?’ [referring to an LTC 

activity] the pupils ask. ‘Well, we might go out then’, Pia responds. Some of the 

pupils look pleased with Pia’s answer, while others, such as Jabir, who doesn’t 

attend LTC, sigh. – Field notes from André School 

In these cases, the teacher [Pia] can be said to take a whole-day perspective, which makes it 

possible for her to move the outdoor activity from school hours to LTC hours. The teacher 

does not take into account the fact that all pupils do not attend LTC. The teacher uses the 

whole-day perspective as a reason for why the pupils do not get any outdoor activities during 

school hours. In this example, the teacher’s whole-day perspective excludes some pupils from 

the activities they want to participate in: Jabir is unable to be outside playing football during 

his school day, since his day does not include any time in LTC. This result is likely to have an 

impact on Jabir’s opportunities to participate in social relations that are based on the activity 

of football, since he and other pupils who do not attend LTC are not given the opportunity to 

participate in this activity. 

The limitation or difference in what pupils could choose to do at LTC and at school was also 

visible in other ways. The following example shows how restrictions in the school rules could 

affect what the pupils could choose to do during LTC hours and during school hours. This 

school rule was placed on a wall in a classroom. 
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Example 2 

School’s materials are used during school hours and after-school care materials 

are used before and after school. (Exception if the class has decided otherwise.) – 

From a list of school rules. – Field notes from Riverton School 

This school rule states that there is a difference between the materials that the pupils are 

allowed to use during school hours and those they can use during LTC hours. By extension, 

this rule also makes the activities in the two types of schooling different from each other. One 

type of materials is used in school and another type is used in LTC. The availability of 

different materials affects the pupils’ opportunities to choose their activities. In our field 

notes, we had examples of how pupils were not allowed to use bicycles during school hours 

because they were ‘only to be used in LTC’ (André School), and of how certain books, papers 

and pens were kept in locked cabinets during LTC hours (a rule applied at both Riverton 

School and the Bear/Monkey), and thus were not available to use in leisure activities. 

Pupils’ opportunities to choose who to be with 

The transition between school and LTC can also influence the pupils’ opportunities to choose 

whom to be with. In LTC, pupils have opportunities to follow up on their social relations from 

school; they also have opportunities to establish new relationships with pupils who are not 

classmates. The groups in school and those in LTC are not always the same. An LTC group 

often consists of pupils from more than one school class, and not all pupils attend LTC. As a 

result, there are different conditions for social activities in school and in LTC. This fact, 

combined with the fact that pupils have different ending hours in LTC, sometimes results in 

pupils finding that the peers they want to be with or spend time with are unavailable for social 

interaction.  

Being with others but not with friends 

The following example shows how organization – activities and which pupils attend LTC – 

can be a condition preventing pupils from maintaining their relationships with classmates. 

Example 3 

The pupils at the LTC centre are in the common room. They sit in groups at 

different tables. Some pupils draw, some are reading a book of facts together, and 

a few are crafting with beads. Samira moves between the tables and looks at what 

the different groups of pupils are doing. She stays and looks at what the others do, 
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but does not engage in any activity. She doesn’t talk with anyone. Hasse, one of 

the teachers, askes her: ‘What do you want to do?’. Samira shakes her head and 

says that she does not know because there is ‘no one in her class at after-school 

care’. – Field notes from Bear/Monkey 

The situation can be seen as full of opportunities to engage in social interaction since there is 

a variety of activities and relationships going on in the room. Samira could potentially seek 

access to any of these. The teacher, Hasse, also supports her in doing so. Nevertheless, Samira 

does not take part in any activity or group. Instead, her answer to Hasse’s question about what 

she wants to do is that there is ‘no one in her class at leisure time centre’. In this case, the 

transition from school to LTC and the consequent changes in the group hinder Samira from 

engaging in social relations with the peers she wants to engage with. In the example above, 

Samira refers to her school class. Thus, the school class becomes a structural condition that is 

relevant to LTC. For Samira, her classmates are the ones she wants to have social relations 

with. The absence of classmates in this situation limits Samira’s opportunities to participate in 

social relationships in LTC; she can be said to be excluded, or to exclude herself, because of 

this condition.  

This example shows that ‘who’ is most important for Samira, while the teacher, Hasse, argues 

based on ‘what’; that is, he is activity oriented. This finding can be compared with previous 

research on LTC that shows that educators often focus on activities in their support of pupils 

(Kjær 2005; Saar 2014).  

An opportunity to be with friends 

The transition from school to LTC can also bring opportunities to be with friends with whom 

the pupils desire to have relationships. In these cases, the changing groups are an opportunity 

to be with pupils who attend other school classes during school time. In the following 

example, Jovan talks about his friend Filip. Jovan attends first grade, while Filip is in 

preschool class. This means, according to Jovan, that they are unable to be with each other 

during school time. 

Example 4 

‘He is five’, says Jovan. ‘Or five and a half’, he corrects himself. ‘Filip and I 

sometimes strangle each other [referring to a game that is played during free play 

in LTC that we have been discussing] in preschool class, I mean when we’re at 
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after-school care. We know each other in after-school care’. – Field notes from 

André School 

In Jovan’s case, LTC and the mixed age group there make it possible for him to engage in a 

desired social relationship. During school hours, this social relationship is not possible 

because of the organization at school; however, the changed conditions during LTC allow 

Jovan to be with his friend. The same conditions – that is, different groupings at school and at 

LTC – which in Samira’s case (example 3) prevent her from engaging in desired social 

relations, here become an opportunity for desirable social relationships. 

Expectations of who you want to be with 

The changes in groups that occur in the different contexts of everyday transitions in school 

can, as shown, be both an opportunity and an obstacle, depending on the situation and on 

whom the pupils wish to engage with in social interaction. Thus, it is clear that the transition 

from school to LTC often involves changes in the group, thereby changing the conditions of 

pupils’ opportunities to form relationships with each other. 

The organizations of school and of LTC also create different expectations of regarding whom 

pupils should want to have relations with. As shown above, Samira’s school class constituted 

one such organizing element, since she referred to it as the basis of her social relationship 

building. Other organizing factors that can contribute to expectations of who wants to be with 

whom are age and grade. In the following example, there is a school break day, and the pupils 

are attending LTC for the whole day. The otherwise same-age units will be together for the 

whole day in a mixed-age group. 

Example 5 

Fewer pupils than expected have turned up, and when we arrive there are only a 

handful of pupils there. One of the teachers explains, ‘There should, for instance, 

have been six third-graders here’. ‘I am sooo disappointed!’ Erik cries out and 

rolls his eyes. He is the only third grader that showed up today. Later, the small 

group of pupils and two of the teachers go to a nearby playground. Once in the 

park, most pupils climb the jungle gym. They play next to each other, but not with 

each other.  

Two pupils on bikes come by. They go to the school, but are free today. ‘Here 

comes another third-grader!’ the teacher calls out in Erik’s direction. Erik and the 
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newly arrived girl say ‘Hi’ to each other. They do not play, but start talking at a 

bit of a distance. The girl goes to the swings. ‘Erik, do you want to play?’ she 

asks. Erik doesn’t really reply to her question. ‘Are they the only ones at after-

school care today?’ the girl asks one of the teachers. The teacher nods. ‘Wasn’t it 

nice that somebody from the third grade came by?’ says the teacher to Erik. Erik 

nods. – Field notes from Riverton School 

In this example, both Erik and the teacher express an expectation that Erik belongs with the 

other pupils in third grade, rather than with the younger pupils who are actually attending 

LTC that day. When the teacher explains that it there should have been other third-graders at 

LTC, Erik comments that he is ‘sooo disappointed’. Although his statement can be seen as a 

joke (the excessive reaction and the roll of his eyes), the comment shows an expectation of 

belonging. Erik positions himself as one of the third-graders and forms a unit together with 

them. Later on, the teacher expresses a similar expectation. When some of the pupils who are 

not attending that day show up at the park, the teacher immediately addresses Erik – ‘Here 

comes another third-grader’. Although Erik and the newly arrived girl do not interact more 

than the others did, the teacher expresses an expectation that they somehow belong together, 

and that her appearance means something positive for Erik. Other studies have shown that the 

group organization of school is an important part of the order that is created and becomes a 

condition for pupils’ social relationships (Almqvist 2011; Lago 2014). The school grouping 

permits certain relationships with classmates and limits the possibility of relationships with 

pupils from other classes. Even though LTC is an arena in which this organization can be 

broken and in which pupils can choose other groups to socialize with, the school class and 

other ways of school organizing teaching contribute to expectations of who should be 

together. Being in the same place does not necessarily mean that pupils are together, if the 

expectation is that one of the pupils belongs with someone else. 

Discussion 
This article examines pupils’ opportunities to choose activities and maintain relationships 

during their school day, with a focus on transitions. The results show that the alteration in 

pupils’ groups as they transition from school to LTC limits the opportunities pupils have to be 

with their friends. However, the different groups also provide pupils with an opportunity to be 

with different friends than the ones they associate with during the school day. Thus, the 

transition from school to LTC can be seen as both an opportunity and an obstacle in terms of 

making and keeping relations. The transition between school and LTC also brings creates 
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limitations in opportunities to choose and continue with activities in the different settings. 

Even though the school and LTC are often in the same locations, clearly stated routines and 

rules in the school delimit what is possible to do in the different settings. The actors (both 

pupils and teacher) define the two settings in different ways (cf. Bulmer 1969), causing them 

to act and interact in different ways. Previous studies show that pupils often describe the 

differences between LTC and school, and that when pupils are asked to describe what an LTC 

is, they often compare it with school by saying that an LTC is ‘something different’ (Ackesjö 

and Landefrö 2014; Elvstrand and Närvänen 2016).  

The Swedish curriculum clearly declares that a holistic approach is important, and that 

teachers in the two different educational settings (i.e. school and LTC) should cooperate, with 

the goal of providing the best learning opportunities to the child (National Agency of 

Education 2014). This analysis shows that some teachers separate the days and settings while 

others see school and LTC as integrated with each other. Whether teachers separate the two or 

not can be understood in terms of belonging, due to different conditions. Those who work as 

classroom teachers seldom work in the LTC; however, the teachers who work in the LTC 

during the afternoon also work in the school during school hours. Thus, some of the teachers 

see pupils in both educational settings and therefore can work from a whole-day perspective.  

Pupils’ experiences of the school day vary considerably, with some including school and LTC 

while others include only school. It is important to keep this differentiation in mind when 

planning school and LTC activities. An adult’s perspective of what ‘a day in school’ means 

may be different from a pupil’s perspective; in addition, one child’s perspective may be 

different from another’s. Thus, some pupils are relatively unaffected if an activity is moved 

from school to LTC, while other pupils may thereby miss an opportunity to participate in the 

activity and in the social relations linked to that activity. It is also important to keep the 

special conditions of LTC in mind: some pupils are there for several hours every afternoon, 

while others are just there for a short while and for a few days per week.  

The results of this study also show that pupils and teachers have different perspectives on 

what is important in LTC. From the pupils’ point of view, it is important to have the 

opportunity to choose their activity. As previous studies also show, being with friends is 

important, as are pupils’ opportunities to choose whom to be with (cf. Elvstrand and 

Närvänen 2014). 
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In regard to social relations, the changes brought about by daily transitions between 

educational settings create conditions for different activities and changes in the group. These 

conditions can be both an opportunity and an obstacle as pupils attempt to build their desired 

social relations. The examples in this article also show that pupils may have very different 

experiences within the same educational setting. Thus, the teachers at school and at LTC must 

strive to gain an awareness of the special conditions in each educational setting, and of what 

kind of support pupils may need from them.  
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