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QJAPl"ER ONE 

INrnODUCTICN 

The roost dramatic innovation in the field of school architecture 
in the last century is the concept of open-space. Since its introduction in 
the late 1950 1 s, this idea has spread throughout the United States and 

1 

Canada, and the concept has been used in the construction of school facilities 
at every level. This is especially true of elementary schools which have 
mule widespread use of open-space both in rerrodeling and new construction. 

Every year the .Anerican Association of School Administrators 
prepares filmstrips of selected schools for presentations at their meetings. 
Mills (1972) reported that a review of these fiJmstrips for the years 
1960-1969 revealed that the number of open-space buildings chosen for these 
presentations varied fran none in 1960 to fourteen in 1969, and of those 
fourteen, eleven were elementary schools. This trend toward increased use 
of open-space in school construction is supported by the results of a 
survey of state directors of school planning services of the fifty states 
and the District of Columbia which was conducted by the School Planning 
laboratory of the School of Education, Stanford University in 1970. The 
survey covered the three year period fran 1967 through 1969. The results 
indicated that over 50 per cent of the schools constructed in the United 
States during that period were of open design. Responses varied greatly from 
state to state with some reI,X>rting no open-space buildings to others lil<e 
California and Wisconsin which reported the use of open design in over 
80 per cent of their new schools (SPL, 1970). 

Further evidence of the trend toward open-space was reported by 
Brunetti (1971) in an analysis of the school in the Architecture Exhibit 
at the 1971 AASA convention. Open-space dominated the exhibit with 91 per 
cent of the elementary schools, 66 per cent of the r:'li.ddle and junior high 
schools, and 39 per cent of the senior high schools using open-space design. 
Tbe J:X>pularity of open-space at the elementary school level was evidenced 
by the fact that only 9 per cent of the elementary buildings were of 
conventional design ccrnpared to 61 per cent of the buildings at the high 
school level. 

Since 1964 the publication, Nations Schools, has presented a 
description of "Award Winning Schools" as one of its annual features. 
These schools were screened fran the hundreds of entries subnitted every 
year for the Architecture Exhibit at the AASA convention. The schools 
designated as "Award Winning Schools" were arrong those chosen to receive 
citations for design excellence by a special AASA architectural jury 
(Nation's Schools, 1970). In the ten year period starting with 1964, 161 
of the 202 schools selected, or 80 per cent, had sane open design features. 
Yearly figures are shown in Table 1. The years 1964-1971 were reported by 
Mills ( 1972) , and the years 1972 and 1973 were researched by the present 
investigators. Nations Schools discontinued the "Award Winning Schools" 
program in 1974. 
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TABLE 1 

NATICNS SCHOOLS - ''AWARD WINNING SCJiOOLS' I 
ELEMENI'A.1:{Y SCHOOLS 

1964 1965 1966 1967 
oaTb OT OT OT 

1968 1969 1970 
0 T 

1971 
0 T 0 T O T 

5 12 6 12 10 10 11 12 3 5 10 11 6 6 8 8 

a"Award Winning Schools" with flexible open spaces 

bTotal number of "Award \'/inning Schools" 

1972 
0 T 

8 8 

1973 
0 T 

7 7 

The table shows that the trend toward open design has been esi?eeially 
strong at the elanentary school level with 100 per cent of the winning schools 
being of open design during the last four years of the program. further 
investigation revealed that this trend was accompanied by an increasing 
tendency to build the instructional areas of elenentary schools vr.ith no 
interior partitions other than those provided by movable cabinets, bookcases, 
chalkboards, and other such flexible and te11µ:,rary arranganents. 

Several times during the year Nations Schools also presented a 
"School-of-the-!bnth" award. These schools were selected by a c.oomittee 
representing the Council of Educational Facilities Planners. Since the 
program began in 1964, seventy-one of the eighty-four, or 84 per cent of 
the schools selected were of open design. The data for the years from 1964 
through 1972 is shown in Table 2. Mills (1972) reported the infonnation 
for the years 1964-1971. The data for 1972 was researched by the 
investigator. The "School-of-the-t.bnth" program was terminated by 
Nations Schools in 1973. 

1964 
oa Tb 

1 4 

1965 
0 T 

4 4 

TABLE 2 

~TIQ'1S SOIOOLS - "SCHOOI.r-OF-'lliE-brNI'H" 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

1966 
0 T 

0 0 

1967 
0 T 

6 7 

1968 
0 T 

6 6 

1969 
0 'I' 

4 4 

1970 
0 T 

4 4 

a"School-of-the-F.bntb" with open-space design 

b.rotal number selected for "School-of-the -libnth" 

1971 
0 T 

5 5 

1972 
0 T 

5 5 



As has been the case with so many other innovations in education, 
there is no clear-cut definition for open-space. In recent years the ~ord 
"open" has becane something akin to a magic word in education . It is not 
unCCl!TOOn to cane across references and articles about open education, open 
classroans, open curriculum, open environment, and open schools in current 
educational literature. Consequently, the tenn "open-space" is frequently 
confused with these other types of openness. In fact, some proponents of 
open-space insist that it cannot be separated from many of these other 
aspects of openness in education. They contend that the tenn "open-space" 
refers not only to an architectural design and a type of school construction 
but also to the organizational and instructional implications of that type 
of construction. Pino (1970), a pioneer in open-space, stated that the tem 
was a misnomer in that all space is both open and self-contained and that 
all that was really being constructed were larger self-contained spaces. He 
said, "Open space is not just the building. What we really want to do is 
get away from the jail-like existence that we have been building. We ivant 
to create a rrore human and a roore free environment.'' Staples ( 1971) , another 
proponent of this rrore inclusive definition of open-space said: 

The open-space plan in education reflects an attitude rather than a 
mere physical arrangment--an approach to teaching rather than a 
facility ... Of the tv.o elenents comprising the tenn "open-space", 
"open" is the IIDre basic and significant concept. 

In addition to the confusion created by the frequent and varied 
use of the v.urd "open" in the literature and the contention that the 
building cannot be separated from the activities which occur ,vithin it, 
the problem of arriving at a clear definition of open-space is compounded by 
the fact that the tenn "open- space" is not used exclusively in referring to 
the concept. Some writers call it open-plan while others refer to it as 
open-concept or open-area. Frazier's (1972) smmation explained the 
situation well: 

It may be well to renind ourselves that accounts of open space 
schools sometimes use other expressions containing the word 
"open" to describe their schools. Occasionally, the substitute 
expression may refer to other kinds of openness actually present 
in the situation. !~bre often than not, however, the users are 
roorely seeking some kind of presunably synonyirous way of avoiding 
the overuse of "open space" in their reports. 

3 

Many writers define open-space literally, i .e., in tenns of physical 
space. Frazier (1972) defined open-space as any space built to house fifty 
or rrore children or t\\O classes plus. He said, "Open space may be related 
to other kinds of openness, but our use of the tenn will not presume their 
presence." A similar definition was reported by Myers ( 1971) : 

In British Columbia during the past several years "Open Area" classrooms 
have becane increasingly popular. The tenn, as used in British 
Columbia and other provinces, refers to tv.o or rrore groups of young 
people housed in an area without walls separating the group. The 
absence of walls is the only indispensable condition for the 
creation of an Open Area classroom. 
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, Many investigators have used the definition devised by Brunetti (SPL, 1970). 
He said, "Generally open- space has cane to describe schools lacking interior 
partitions in which the visual and acoustical separations between teaching 
stations or classroan areas is limited or eliminated.'' 

Whereas there appears to be confusion and diBagrcanent in the 
literature regarding the definition of open-space, such is not the case 
insofar as the purposes of the innovation are concerned. This ts not to say 
that there is canplete accord ar:ong v.Titers in the area, however, their 
differences are related rrore to anphasis than to the purposes thansel,·es. 
In a discussion of the purposes of open-space, Brunetti (SPL, 1970) stated: 

Basically three general goals have anerged: (1) to better meet 
individual student needs through rrore sensitive grouping and 
instructional approaches; (2) to make better use of teacher time 
and talents through co-operative organization and (3) to allow 
for inrnediate, short-range, and long-range changes in the 
organization and use of space. 

The answer to "why open-space' 1 given by a canprehensive 
re!X)rt on the subject prepared by the American Association of School 
Administrators focused on the learner and regarded open-space as a tool to 
increase individualization (Open Space Schools, 197J). HowevC"r, one can see 
the agreanent between the general purposes given by Brunetti and those of 
the AASA in the following statement: 

Working with other professionals, paraprofessionals, and aides in 
developing and sustaining a program that meets the requirements of 
each individual student takes detennination, dedication, perseverance, 
and team spirit .... But the open space school does provide one Means 
--an effective means--of facilitating individualized learning. It 
does provide flexibility for still unknown future changes in educational 
programs, It does create a r.ore spacious and rrore adaptable, a less 
restrictive and less rigid learning environment. It does encourage a 
nore fluid kind of teaching and learning process. 

According to Pino (1970), t he purposes of open-space are, again, 
similar to those previously mentioned. However, he placed an anphasis on 
the teaching/learning climate and the affective danain. His list of 
purposes included individualization of instruction; increased learning in 
the affective and cognitive areas; increased staff improvement through 
co-operative teaching efforts; increased flexibility of facilities, 
equiµnent, and furniture; and reduced cost of new construction and 
renovation. 

In Schools Without Walls (1965), the first major \\Qrk on open-space 
schools, Fanner and Weinstock (1965) stated: 

The major aim in these open-space schools is to provide an environment 
which encourages greater interaction between teacher and pupil, and 
between teacher and teacher. There are no partitions to fragment 
learning by dividing teachers, children, and !rubject matter into tight 
standardized compartments. And there are no halls to funnel children 
from compartment to compartment at the arbitrary dictate of a bell. 
Each child finds his own place, creates his own path. 

• 
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Fran the examples given above, it can be concluded that there is 
considerable agreanent in the literature concerning the purposes of open­
space. The key concepts are individualization, cooperation, and flexibility. 

Need For the Study 

The literature contains an answer to the question "why open-space", 
however, one cannot assume that the purposes drawn from that source are 
universally accepted. Are they supported by those most closely associated 
\vith the innovation? What do the teachers and principals of open-space 
schools perceive the purposes to be? Cheek ( 1970) surveyed 129 randanly 
selected teachers in seven open-space schools in California and found no 
agreement anong teachers as to the exact purpose for using the open-space 
concept in the elenentary schools. 

In a corrmentary on education in the decade of the sixties, 

5 

Trump and Georgiades (1971) said that the flow of federal rroney during that 
period stimulated numerous so-called innovations and caused considerable 
"shuffling of feet" and "verbalizing" but little else because changes in 
education, no matter how sweeping, profound, or ideal, are barren unless they 
bring about changes in the classrooms, and there is increasing evidence to 
indicate that the shuffling of the sixties produced few changes in classrocms. 
Goodlad (1970) conducted a study which involved interviews and observations 
in 150 classroans in 26 school districts throughout the United States. 
Following is one of his conclusions: 

A very subjective but nonetheless general impression of those who 
gathered and those who studied the data was that some of the highly 
reccmnended and publicized innovations of the past decade or so were 
dimly conceived and , at best, partially implenented in the schools 
claiming them. The novel features seaned to be blunted in the effort 
to tvlist the innovation into familiar conceptual frames or established 
patterns of schooling. For example, team teaching rrore often than 
not was sane pattern of departmentalization and non- grading looked to 
be a fonn of h01IOgeneous grouping. 

The purpose attributed to the non- graded and team teaching organizational 
structures in the literature presumably fanned the basis for Goodlad's (1970) 
judgments of those innovations in the schools in the study because he referred 
to the flexibility nonnall y associated with them. 

There have been many studies canparing various aspects of the 
open-space school with those of rrore traditional schools, but the writers 
wer e unable to find any research similar to Goodlad's in which what exists 
is compared with what should be. Neither were the writers able to locate 
anything in the literature which dealt with the "should be" aspect of open­
space from the participants' point of view. There is a need for an 
assessnent of the view of teachers and principals of open-space schools on 
the purposes of open-space. When the measure of "nonnality" that Goodlad 
used is applied to open-space, there should be some practitioner input into 
what constitutes that "nonnality". Unlike the investigation conducted by 
Goodlad, it will not be the purpose of this study to detennine whether or 
not open-space schools are living up to expectations, but rather, its 
purpose will be to attempt to establish what the professionals ¼Orking in 
these schools feel the expectations should be. 



St,ttff!K nt of th(• Problem 

f\ l'l'Viflw of litPrat11rr-> on open-spa<'.e schoolc; re\valed that (1) ritr.n; 
generally dl"!rE'E' on U1e purpost•s of 0Ixn-spaee, and (2) thr>r le: n evld •n 
that the prac t it 1oners' point of view of thP purJ.X)f;C' of OJ)( n-sp:.u f' ch()() IR 
has h<.,.en de tt•nninLd. 111r-> puqxise of this i.n\i:---stigat1<m wi.11 t to d te.nnin 
\I.hat tl1(• profes~.10na1c, oor·king in (Jpen-spaco elonentar, "hool con 1d r t0 
be t.he purjl(wc,; of t h(,s~ schools by rJ'lf;.~ring tho1r reaction to st. ,tc=ments 
relr1 tin~ to p11rpo8c• cxtructed f:ror.t the 1 i teratur1 on 01 n- a P H houl . 
TI10 follow1nr- null hypothesis wjll be tested: 

There will be no significant differences in the rPact1ons of the 
prol•Jssio11ul slaif merT\l>ers ot open-snac:.c elorentary schools to statencnts 
r0lat ing to purposI? which include the term "open-S!)ace" and their re-actions 
to thesP sum.:- statement whE•n the tenn "open-space" has been deleted. 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF LITERI\TURE 

Introduction 

This section will review the literature on open-space schools and 
will be organized in the following manner. The first section will briefly 
trace the historical developnent of elanentary school buildings in America 
prior to 1950. The second part of the chapter ~~11 deal with the evolution 
of open-space in the construction of elenentary schools. The final section 
will present research on open-space which will be divided and discussed 
according to the following: organization and administration, teachers and 
teaching, and students and curricult.nn. 

Historical Review of Elementary School Buildings 
Prior to 1950 

The idea that all children should be provided with schooling at the 
expense of the corrmunity originated in Colonial America very early in our 
country's history. The "Old Deluder Satan" Act which was passed by the 
General 0:>urt of the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1647, not only was the first 
law of its kind in the history of the ~rld, but it also foreshadowed, on 
this continent, the developnent of a plan of public education unique in the 
~rld. Schools had existed in the colony prior to this time because the 
Puritans believed that the Bible was the guide to salvation and that schools 
should be established to teach children to read the Bible, but the passage 
of "Deluder Satan" made it mandatory for all the towns to provide schooling 
to the children of the comnunity. The details of erecting buildings, levying 
school taxes, and hiring teachers were left to the citizens of the various 
towns (Ragan and Sheperd, 1971). 

Initially, school groups were ena.11 and classes were held in the 
teacher's house, but as the towns became larger, the groups outgrew private 
homes, and separate facilities were erected at public expense. The first 
schoolhouse on record built \vith tax rroney was a crude one-room structure 
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which was considered useless for any other purpose. Writing shelves which ran 
the length of each wall, benches, and a teacher's lectern ma.de up the building's 
furnishings (Ledbetter, 1969). 

As the colonies grew and prospered, people rroved fran the towns to 
develop land in the surrounding countryside. This gave rise to the practice 
of establishing school districts which resulted in a decline in the quality 
of education because the districts were unable to maintain schools of the 
same quality. When the Revolution began, New England had poorer schools than 
those which had existed there a century earlier (Ragan, 1971). Outside New 
England, colonial legislatures showed little interest in education, 
consequently, school buildings continued to be crude structures which were 

, poorly lighted and heated, contained a bare minimum of furnishings, and were 
completely lacking in comfort of any kind. 

National independence did little to change governmental attitudes 
toward education. Many of the influential leaders of the time were not in 
favor of free, universal, public education, therefore it was given a low 
priority during the early days of the republic (Ragan, 1971). 
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The early 1800's saw the introduction of the Lancastrian 
,mnitorial system in schools in some of the larger citjes of the country. 

In some respects these schools ,vere the forerunners of the open-s~ace 
schools of today, and like the open-space roovanent, the Lancastrian 
ronitorial syster.i brought about some changes in educational thought. 
Frazier (1972) has given us a good description of these schools: 

Year by year, the halls where the children of the poor were 
being newly assembled seened to have grown larger. The use 
of older students as tutors each with as many as ten younger 
pupils in tow, made it possible for a strong-willed teacher 
to direct the lessons of hundreds of children at one time, 
creating a situation that visitors new to these schoo1s found 
hard to encompass. Seated at benches down the middle of lonr; 
halls or racked up out of the way on risers all around a great 
study room, the children sean to have been kept well occupied. 

Ragan (1971) said that in order to get any systan of public education 
established at that time, it had to be inexpensive. He said: 

As late as 1834, Philadelphia had an average of 218 pupi1s 
per teacher, and the annual per pupil cost was only five 
dollars ... By the middle of the nineteenth century, the 
people were looking for sanething better, and the enthusia.':lTI 
for the monitorial systan hcgan to wane. It had, however, 
served a useful purpose by getting people accustomed to havinR 
tax-supported schools for their children to attend. 

Schools using the rronitorial system needed especially large 
facilities, but the average schoolhouse of the period was a one-room 
structure oontaining about 900 square feet. All the desks and chairs 
,vere usually of one size and were securely fastened to the floor. The 
inte:tiors of these schools were often unpainted bare clar>boards and r:rust have 
been terribly uncomfortable for the learner ()byer, 1972). 

Another significant develo]JMent of the early nineteenth century was 
the beginning of the high school. The first high school in America vJa.S founded 
in Boston in 1821. It was called the English Classical School, a name that 
was later changed to English High School. In 1827, the state of Hassachusetts 
passed a law requiring towns to establish high schools, and by mid-century 
there wa .. c; roore than 300 high schools in the state (Ledbetter, 1969). 

The introduction of the high school, ooupled with the increasing 
population of urban centers, brought about a change in the organization of the 
public schools . In cities which had both granmar schools and high schools, 
a plan of organization was necessary in order for students to be able to make 
a srrooth transition fran one to the other. A graded systen gradually evolved 
which r.iade it possible for progress to be checked and for all students to 
proceed through the various levels acoording to a similar pattern (Wise, 1970). 

It was during this period that the rrost enduring design in American 
school architecture was develooed. In 1848 the Quincy Grarrrnar Schools was 
built in 0oston. This school exemplified a new architectural approach to 
sch00l design and established the box-shaped classroan and the egg carton 
interior design as the sLandard for school architecture in this country for 
rore than a century (~byer, 1972). In the Quincy Grarrrnar School, children 
were sortt>d into gradf>S and then into classes of about fifty-five students. 
Each of these classes met in a classrocr.i twentv-six feet wide and thirty-one 

i 
t 
J 
r 
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feet long. The building itself oonsisted of three floors with four 
identical classI'OOC'I.S on each floor (Mills, 1972). A fourth floor oontained 
an assembly hall for devotional services and other general exercises 
(1byer, 1972). 

Ledbetter (1969) reported that the school buildings of latter half 
of the nineteenth century might best be described as imposing edifices said 
to express refinanent, public spirit, and camrunity tastes. He said, "A 
school official of the period suggested that the lack of money and interest 
in education earlier was ma.de up for in educational 9alaces. 11 However, whi le 
changes occurred in the exterior appearance of the schools, box-shaped 
classrocms arranged in an egg carton pattern continued to dominate the 
interior design. 

By 1876 the principle of 9ublic elementary education had been 
accepted in all states except those of the Deep South where post Civil War 
eoonomic oonditions left many corrmunities too poor to sup!)Ort schools. The 
next fifty years ~as a period of expansion and refonn in elementary education 
(Ragan, 1971). During the early years of this period several factors 
enoouraged the entrenchment of the regimented, underocratic program of 
elementary education which had been i.'!JPOrted from Europe earli er . Ragan 
(1971) stated: 

One factor was the rapid growth of hieh schools, ,vhich by various means 
managed to impress upon the elementary schools the necessity for pupils 
to master a standardized list of facts a.~d skills as preparation for 
entrance to high school. A second factor was the mechanistic stimulus­
response psychology that enphasized repetiti on as the means of learning 
and the reproduction of the rraterial learned as the proof of learning. 
A third factor was the influence of the factory ideal on school 
practice. 

Al though there \\Ould be differences in a comparison of the 
typical elementary school education of 1880 with that of 1930, the changes that 
created those differences ca, , about very slowly and had little effect on 
building design. ~beth sai 1 that if a school building reflects the 
educational program housed in it and if the building design is developed fran 
the architect's interpretation of educational needs and specifications, then 
it would appear that little changed in education from 1850 to 1950 (Macbeth, 
1971) . He further stated: 

There are exceptions, but schools built in this 100 year period were 
amazingly alike in their interior spaces. Except for the use of new 
building materials, the inclusion of some special subject area spaces, 
the building of rrore one-story schools, and the rrovement of toilet 
roo.11S to rrore repectable first and seoond floor locations, school 
buildings oonstructed near the middle of the twentieth century were 
much like those oonstructed at the middle of the previous century. 

The changes that occurred in elementary education and in the 
interior design of school buildings during this period can be attributed 
to educational refonners who were influenced by the philosophies of men like 
Johann Herbart and Friedrich Froebel. The ITX)St influential of these 
refonners was Jobn Dewey, and the best known of his ideas of methodology, 
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· the one which was influential in changing sane aspects of S<.·hool design, was 
his principle of learning by doing. He taught that tho active side of the 
child's develoµnent preceded the passive sidP., that rroVL"llent came before 
conscious sensations, and that muscular develomient came lx•fore sensory 
develop-rient. He believed that neglect of these principle~ c::iusP.d a ip-eat 
deal of friction in school \\Ork (Ragan, 1971). Wise (1970) stated: 

Several changes in school facilities had to be made to be able 
to follow Dewey's suggestions as his philosophy r;nined 1nfluenc-1;:. 
The belief that students should be involved in learning activities 
meant that nore 5:->ace and rrore flexibility was necessa.ry. Cla.ssrocms 
were enlarged from the old standards of about 700 square feet r,er 
teaching station to 900 or 1000 square feet with an avc~e of about 
30 square feet per pupil . Class si.7...es were lowered to a.bout 30 studPnts 
in each group. Furniture was no longer fastened to thP floor so 
rore varied activities could be conducted. 

Classrooms became larger, but the egg crate design was maintained. 

The schools of the thirties and early forties oontinued to reflect 
a greater interest in outward appearance than in interior design. In 
discussing school buildings of this period Wise said, "Literature of the 
period suggested safety, adequate natural light, ventilation, practical 
econcmy and impeccable architecture as important principles applicable to 
all school buildings." (Wise, 1970) There was a general concern rurong 
both architects and educators as to the best way to provide for additions 
to buildings as the population increased. After considerable trial nnd 
error, it was decided that the greatest econcmy of space and material 
could be realized by designing schools in the shape of the letters W, H, 
I, L, T, and U C,byer, 1972). 

The period irnnediately following World War II ~aw renewed interest 
in education in the cotmtry. State progra.'J'l!'; of consolidation increased the 
school populations in towns and cities and created the need for additional 
classroans. Buildings were generally constructed on the finger plan with 
t\s,o or nore wings of double-loaded corridors havin~ uniform clnssrocm=; on 
each side. The extensive use of glass in exterior walls was a con,011 
practice due to the belief that the greatest possible am)unt of natural lif,ht 
should be allO\.Yed in study areas. 'The only ventilation was provided by 
opening windows or doors, and an even tCfYl!)erature level was difficult to 
maintain (Ledbetter, 1969). Since the instn1ctional ~rO{tl'am at all r,rade 
levels was based on group instruction and a unifom t:ir.le schedule, t~0 
egg crate pattern continued to dor.linate interior design. The traditional 
building was well suited to the educational progr:llll, and there was 00 need 
to change it (Macbeth, 1971). 

The war had caused changes in the attitude of t!1c public- toward 
education, and teaching had risen to a neo;v position of imoortance and 
recognition in our culture. I:Xtring the next ten to twenty yex-s. education 
enjoyed alr.ost unani.rmus support. Fundin~ was not a !")rol>la:i, anrl bond 
issues for new construction passed in state after state with l1ttle trouble. 
Educators and architects began to consider the needs of students in school 
designs, and greater consideration \l.'::1.--S given to the type nf orogrorn l>cing 
carried on in t,he building. These and other changes, especially in 
r.Dthodolorr.,• and organization, resulted in the events \\h1ch finn.1 ly broke' the 
hundred year o-ip of thP traditional Quincy egg crate pattern on the> interinr 
design of Am0rican elementary schools. 

• 



Evolution of the Open-Space School 

The events which culminated in the construction of open-space 
schools, and the factors which contributed to the evolution of that type of 
school design can be traced back to the ideas of Rousseau, who in 1762 
stated in his fruoous '\\Urk, Emile (Foxley, 1911): 

Teach your scholar to observe the phenomena of nature; you will 
soon rouse his curiosity, but if you ,rould have it grow, do not 
be in too great a hurry to satisfy this curiosity. Put the 
problan.s before him and let him solve than himself. Let hir.1 know 
nothing because you have told him, but because he has learned it 
for himself. Let him not be taught science, let him discover it. 
If ever you substitute authority for reason he will cease to 
reason, he \vill be a mere plaything of other people's thoughts 
... not only is our reason not accustaned to slavish subnission 
to authority, but we develop greater ingenuity in discovering 
relations, connecting ideas and inventing apparatus, than when we 
merely accept what is given us and allow our minds to be enfeebled 
with indifference. 

Ideas such as these fonned the basis for the changes in methodology and 
organization which created the need for alterations in the traditional 
interior design of school buildings which resulted in the concept of 
open-space . Ackennan (1969), an architect, said: 

The architectural client has to fomrulate the beliefs and 
aspirations of his institution for practical as well as for 
spiritual or aesthetic reasons ... The only way we and the 
institution we share can make an architectural environment that 
says something \\Orth listening to is to clarify for ourselves 
the things we believe in and then to ask our architects to trans­
late these things into buildings. 

The fifties and sixties were a t:i;ne of change and innovation in 
elanentary education. Some of the rrore significant of these included 
the use of the library as a resource center, a rrove toward rrore 
individualized instruction, cooperative teaching, team teaching, 
nndification of grade level barriers, curriculum mdernization, developnent 
of technological equiµnent for teaching, and a new ~phasis on learning 
through inquiry rather than from lecture (Macbeth, 1971). The majority of 
these changes focused their attention on the individual learner, and 
attanpts were made to break the "lockstep" of traditional patterns in 
favor of programs designed to produce a set of outcor.ies expressed as 
specific changes in the characteristics of the learners. This increased 
attention on the learner resulted in continuous progress non-graded 
programs developed for each individual; the team or cooperative approach 
to staff utilization; and flexibility in space, facilities, and 
materials (AASA, 1971, p. 10). 

Putting new teaching and learning 9ractices and philosophies into 
practice inevitably bec.or:,es a question of logistics. An educational 
innovation must not only be conceived, understood, and adopted at the 
policy level, it must also be designed to ~rk in a specific situation, at 
which point many a school administrator has felt thwarted because the 
building oould not get out of the way (Gross and Murphy, 1968). 

The novernent toward open-space began with the replacanent of 
permanent partitions by rrovable walls. The rationale for replacement was 

11 
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spelled out mainly in ternJS of better opportunities for teachers to "ork 
together (Frazier, 1972). In a discussion of this first phase of open-space, 
Frazier said: 

. the key ideas were regular and large v-oup instruction, 
exchange of children for instruction, and sa:1e use of 
specialized teacher canpetency ... Teachers were presumed to want 
to work together to increase the range of ccmpetence thereby 
available to children. Walls between classrocms were rroved hack 
or folded out of the way whenever teachers saw some good reason 
for sharing their children or themselves. 

~bvable partitions between roans rarely created better teaching environments, 
however, because roans rrerely became twice as long when the partitions were 
opened, and the areas were still organiZied as separate classroan units 
(Macbeth, 1971). 

The second phase of the open-space irovanent was concerned with ways 
to join three or rrore classrocrn.s. Frazier (1972) said: 

By its very nature Stage 2 involved school personnel in an 
active and creative collaboration with architects. '!'he oroblern 
was one that invited ingenuity. Strange exterior shapes--circles, 
hexagons, shells, stars, and what looked like pinwheels-revealed 
the strain integral to redesign. 

Classroans were clustered around shared areas such as the library. In sane 
cases they were set apart as a group of classrooms in a pod with sa.ie 
multiple use of shared spaces ('facbeth, 1971). It was assumed by Frazier 
( 1972) that the teachers in these new clusters or pods \\ould do a great deal 
of planning and teaching together. He stated: 

Tho teachers next door to each other might be left to decide if and 
when to push back the wall between than. To rely on personal relations 
anong three, four, or perhaps six teachers as a way to inspire use of 
their new facility made no sense at all. Certainly a high level of 
expectation existed that teachers housed in !X)ds and clusters \\OUld 
\\Qrk as a team. 

As team teaching became rore popular and teachers became r.ure 
skilled in working in teams, the traditional orientation to "my students" 
and "my classroom" shifted to "our students" and "our classrocm", rovable 
walls were left open rrore often than closed, and the concept of open-space 
was born. 

The first schoolhouse to receive national attention by eliminating 
the walls between classroan.s was constructed in carson City, ttichigan , in 1957 . 
The plan was to establish a team-taught school which also \\Quld dispense ,vith 
the conventional graded organization. Teachers were to \\Ork together with 
groups of children both larger and snaller than the standard class sizP., 
therefore, the pod \Ya.S designed to be the size of four conventional classrocms 
with no partitions to obstruct the grouping and regrouping that uould occur 
throughout the day (Farmer and Weinstock, 1965). 

At about the same time that walls \vere being deliberately left out 
of the school in carson City, a similar situation occurred in California by 
accident. Pino (1970) re!X)rted that in 1958 the movable walls for a new four 
classroom pod which was being added to a school in Lamphere, California, 
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failed to arrive before school opened in the fall. When the walls arrived 
a rronth or so later, the teachers requested that they not be installed. 

Schools in Texas and ~1ichigan also r.nved to eliminate or decrease 
the size and/or the number of interior partitions in the late fifties. A 
school in Andrews, Texas, was designed with openings to the classrooms ten feet 
wide with no doors. 'fuo middle schools in Saginaw, !,1ic.lrigan, eliminated the 
walls between the classroans and the corridors. The corridors then became 
a shared canoons area for the school. A college, also in Saginaw, was 
constructed in the same way with corridors wide enough to double as 
lecture-seminar areas (Farmer and Weinstock, 1965). 

Authorities agree that the principal reason for the open-space 
rrovanent in school design was the develoµnent of cooperative and team teaching, 
however, another factor which gave the rrovanent added impetus was the 
discovery that savings could be realized in the construction and operation 
of a rrore compact open structure. 

In the late 1950's school planners began to question the 
appropriateness of traditional school designs both in terms of their high 
construction costs per unit of usable space as well as in te:rr:is of their 
inability to house innovative educational program (!byer, 1972). In order 
to gain increased flexibility and economy, it was necessary to build fatter 
buildings in which a larger percentage of the available space is not 
directly accessible to outside walls for natural light, air, views, and 
exiting. Both the law and physiological requiranents had !'.)revented schools 
from being constructed with these kinds of S!'.)a.ces because daylight was 
considered essential, windows were needed for ventilation, people expected 
views of the natural environment, and existing laws dananded corridors 
and specific building configurations (AASA, 1971, !). 41). 

An AASA (1971) publication on open-space schools provided the 
following solutions to the problems cited above: 

1. In the past if an economical structure was to be built, 
spans were limited to a.bout twenty-four to thirty feet. 
By the early 1960's it was econc:rnically attractive to 
build spaces forty to sixty feet wide and hundreds of 
feet long with no interrupting walls or columns. 

2. Electric light is now standard, and laws in many states 
have been rrodified to eliminate legal fornrulas for 
required window areas. 

3. Air conditioning makes interior spaces acceptable. 

4. The need for each box-like classroom to have an outside 
wall of windows has been superceded by the open concept in 
which large spacious areas are created which can be very 
agreeable. 

5. Many exit laws have been changed to allow large open areas. 

Ledbetter (1969) cited an example of the economy of this type of 
construction: 

For example, a vocational-technical school was first planned as 
a five-building campus style. Later, the building design was 
changed to one large building with a separate building for 
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aeronautical engineering because of the high sound levels. The 
change increased the interior space by seventeen average cla..c;srOCf!\S 
even though the perimeter wall length was cut alr.'Ost in half. 
Roof area was cut by about the same annunt as area was added. 
Exterior cbors were cut fran twenty-t,\O to eight at a tr6'1€ndous 
savings. 

Wherea.c; the d61lalldS of team teaching pranpted the raooval of 
interior walls in the Carson City, ~lichigan, school, the pioneering efforts 
of another cormrunity school district illustrate the fact that econan.i.cs 
were also a prime factor in the developnent of open-space facilities. 
The first truly open-space facility was the four :rocrn addition to the 
Lewis Sands Pr:imarY Schools which was constructed in Chagrin Falls, Ohio. 
in 1961. Dr. Robert M. Finley, Chagrin Falls, superintendent of schools 
at the time, said that the idea of eliminating interior partitions 
completely occurred to him while he was discussing the new building with 
the architects in a crowded restaurant in Cleveland. He stated: 

Suddenly a thought hit me. I noticed that even in a large 
dining area, with many other groups eating and chatting away, 
we had not (at least I had not) heard the other noises or 
chatting in the roan. Nor did anyone else at our table seen 
bothered by the other sounds ... If we had a IOOney problan, 
which we did, why couldn't we save rroney be eliminating the 
interior partitions and substituting roovable furniture? The 
architect assured me that we could . . . But could we v.ork it 
educationally? Food for thought, and I couldn't wait to get to 
the office the next rrorning to ,\Qrk it out (Farmer and Weinstock, 
1005). 

In 1962, just one year after the construction of the Lewis Sands 
addition, the roost influential building in the open-space r.ovement was 
opened in San Jose, California. The award winning "big rcx:m" of the 
Dil~orth School is the prototype of the jumbo classroan and was a bridge 
between isolated earlier exam9les and the current elaborations on a Ile',\' 

accepted thane (Fanner and Weinstock, 1965). This building marked a final 
bre.ak fran thinl,ing of open-space in ternlS of equivalent classroars and 
initiated the third and final phase in the evolution of or,en-space. 

Frazier (1972) called these second generation open-space schools 
corrmunities or subschools. He said: 

... in Stage 3 of the open-space rrovernent, classrocrns as we have 
known than are no longer. In the process, rrovable walls have been 
abandoned ... In schools that go all the way, all 400 or 500 
children in the school may be housed in one large roc,n. Or there 
may be lv.o large roans, a primary and an intennediate rcx:in. 

According to Frazier (1972) other characteristics of these carmunities or 
subschools are: 

• 
1. Units are seen as a whole rather than as being caaposed of 

several hane room groups. 

2. The staff is generally augrrented with aides, volunteers, 
and student participants and/or apprentices. 

• 



3. There is a strong lil~eljhood of interaf;e or intergrade 
populations. 

4. There i~ heavy emphasis on individualized instruction and 
independent study. 

5. Less time is spent in group instruct ion. 

6. Instructional materials centers are a :part of the 
teaching space. 

Newer design configurations appeared with these second generation 
open-space schools. In 1965 the Valley 1Yinds Elementary School in 
Riverview Gardens, Missouri, was constructed in the shape of a snail with 
three concentric areas which spiraled out from a central core area. Few 
interior walls make it possible to organize the school into learning suites 
of various sizes to accorrodate the needs of teaching teams. The central 
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core area was designed as a curriculum planning center for teachers and as 
an instructional materials center for children (tibyer, 1972). The Granada 
Camru:nity School in Belvedere-Tiburon, California, contains clusters of four 
hexagonal shaped classrooms fused into large open spaces. Derrountable 
partitions are available, but no pennanent interior \valls were used (1byer, 
1972). In 1966 the Edenville EleMentary School near San Jose, California, 
was dedicated. This school consisted of three round open-space pods which 
contained an area equivalent to six conventional classroans. These three 
round pods surrounded a fourth open area desir;ned for use as an instructional 
materials center (Hoyer, 1972). The Harry C. Fulton School was constructed 
in Fountain Valley, California, in 1008. It consists of a central hexagon­
shaped instructional materials center surrounded by six hexagonal nodules, 
five of which contain four teaching stations each with the sixth used as 
an all purpose room (t,byer, 1972). 

In 1969 the School Planning Laboratory of the School of Education 
at Stanford University conducted a study of open-space schools the first 
phase of which was designed to detennine, annng other things, trends in 
open-space construction. A total of 150 floor plans were analyzed to 
detennine which trends had h~en established in the size of open instructional 
areas. Equivalent classroom spaces and designated teaching stations were 
the criteria used in the anf lysis (Brunetti, 1970). Results of the 
analysis revealed the following: 

The r.-ost CO'!'IOC)n practice has been to create instructional areas by 
fanning "pods", "classroan clusters", or "big roans" that accannodate 
a definite number of teachers and class grou:ps, usually ranging from 
t\\O to nine. Seventy-five per cent of the schools in the survey 
were canposed of several ''pods'' of thP. same size . The roost ccmoon 
arrangements were areas equivalent to three classrooms, followed by 
six, four and five in that order. Few schools were composed of 
instructional areas of 1:\\0, seven, eight or nine equivalent classrooms. 
It is noted that groupings of three equivalent class:roa'TlS are nore 
characteristic of the older schools than the newest schools. 
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It was also determined that eleven per cent of the schools were car.posed 
, of open "pods" of variable size in various combinations such a..c; 2-4-8, 

3-6, 2-1, and •l-6 canbinations of equivalent classroans, and fifteen per 
cent of the schools were c.anposed of large areas of undifferentiated space 
equivalent to ten or roore classroa:is. Schools in the latter group were 
aroong thP newer sei'lools in the sample (Brunetti, 1970). 

The evolution of the open-space school was influenced by a variety 
of factors, not all of an educational nature. Brunetti (1971) found that 
by studying school districts that had experience \vith several open-space 
schools, and by isolating specific schools at various time intervals 
throughout the eight to ten year period imnediately preceding 1970, a 
developnental trend could be identified. He concluded that space had been 
basically affected by thP. changing characteristics of three functional 
requiranents found in rrost open-space programs; the need for variable size 
groups, the need for variable instructional materials and methods, and the 
need for variable staffing patterns. Not all open-space schools resulted 
from planning based upon well developed philosophies, values, attitudes and 
goals, however. Sane school superintendents adopted open-space in an 
effort to reduce the rising costs of school construction while other jl.l"!IPed 
on the open-space bandwagon because of trends in neighboring school 
districts according to Brwietti. 

Initially open-space was a simple roodifica.tion of the self­
contained classroom. Several classrooms were canbined into open "pods" 
or "big roans" to accormodate several class groups and teachers. Although 
the open areas of the Lewis Sands Primary School and the Diloorth 
Elanentary School, two of the earliest to utilize open-space design, were 
canpletely open, many of the first open-space schools were essentially 
conventional buildings in which pe:nnanent interior walls were replaced by 
folding partitions. The size of roost of the open instructional areas 
was based on the n\.Ullber of teachers in the teams which were to oork in 
the areas (Brunetti, 1971). 

A COOJOOn rrodification of sane "first generation" open-space 
schools was the inclusion of ccmrons areas, activity centers, or resource 
centers. These added space to the classroan clusters and were used as 
satellite libraries which brough resources closer to instruction, or as 
extensions of existing learning areas allowing for the accanrodation of a 
greater diversity of learning activities, or as buffer zones to separate 
class groups (Brunetti, 1971). 

Sane of the more recent or "second generation" open-space schools are 
ccnposed of large areas of undifferentiated space that can accamxxlate the 
entire student body and teaching staff (Brunetti, 1971). Thus, over 
a period of less than fifteen years has evolved the open-space school, 
the first major change in elanentary school design in America in over a 
hundred years. 

Related Research 

D..ie to its relatively short history, the al'!OUDt of research 
related to the concept of open-space in school design is limited. In 
many studies the open-space aspect of the investigation was of secondary 
importance with the prime focus of the study being sane other facet of 
educational practice. That facet rrost CQ1IOOnly paired with open-space 
was team teaching, which was to be eX!)ected since open-space design 
originated in response to the danands of that instructional innovation. 



The research on open-s~ace desi:-;n can be divided into studies 
related to the organization and administration of the school, studies 
dealinrr with teachers and teaching in open-space, and studies related to 
students and curriculum in open-space. The rerna.inder of this chapter will 
be organized according to those divisions. 

One of the features of or.,en-s,ace schools which gave rise to 
considerable concern and controversy was the l.:>.ck of windows. Due to the 
l:ir.ri.ted arrount of wall space available, window SPace is either drastically 
reduced or completely eliminated. Lutz investigated this condition in an 
underground school building in Artesia, New Mexico, and found no differences 
in pupil achievarent, pupil behavior, or in teacher attitudes which could 
be attributed to the lack of windows (Heida, 1965) . 
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Another feature which was the object of considerable discussion 
and study was the lack of interior partitions and the effects of the visual 
and auditory distractions resulting from their absence. In a study of the 
attitudes of the ITRjor users of an open-plan school in F1.orida, Justus (1976) 
gave four similar open-ended questions to all the teachers and t,,enty 
randomly selected sixth graders of an o!)en-space middle school. He reported 
that many students and teachers found the noise disturbing. The teachers 
felt that they were rrore distracted than the students, but the students tended 
not to agree. A survey of 129 teachers and 200 students randomly selected 
from open-space schools in Michigan and California conducted by Cheek (1970) 
also found that the noise level in open-space was perceived to be a problen 
by its users. 

At the end of the 1971-72 school year the School Board of Broward 
County, Florida (1972), conducted an evaluation of twelve of its open-space 
schools which bad been in operation for a rninmrum of one year. A majority 
of the students and teachers in those schools felt that noise and confusion 
were problems. This result was canpared to that received from a matched sar,ple 
of teachers and students in schools of conventional design less than one half 
of ,vhom felt that noise and confusion were problems. 

Kyzar (1971) stud" ct the problem of noise and visual distraction in 
four open-plan schools which r· d been paired with schools having a traditional 
design. The noise reduction \ ulue of each space was detennined by taking 
three to five readings of tape recordings in various bands of white noise 
both in the source rooms and in the receiving rooms. The actual classroan 
sound levels were recorded on sound level meters. The noise reduction level 
of the open-space schools was found to be extrarely low, but this did not 
constitute an uncontrollable problem according to the teachers. No 
significant difference between the sound levels in the nro types of schools \vas 
found. Kyzar concluded: 

One of the conceived problems in the analysis of open spaces for 
teaching is that of noise. This is a logical reaction when a 
mental comparison is made of the traditional classroan and its 
confining, protective walls. The evidence gained in this 
investigation, however, indicated that noise is not a problen in 
open-space schools. If the schools utilized are representative, 
teachers' concepts of noise can be relegated to the area of attitudes. 
Those teachers who complain of or a.re aware of noise are rrore than 
lil<ely compensating for the absence of visual security. 
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An essential part of the administration of any elanentary school is 
the su9ervision of instruction. ~rarran (1972) studied the visibility of ,vork 
and the evaluation process with nurses in hospitals and teachers in open and 
closed schools and found that thA visibility, soundness, and iJn:)ortance of 
evaluations were positively associated with each other. This was supportP,d by 
the findings of a study involving 244 teachers in both open-space and 
conventional schools, in which the investigators found that higher visibility 
for a given evaluator made his evaluations not only sounder but also rrore 
ilTlportant in the eyes of the recipient (~!arran, et. al, 1972). They concluded: 

Toe strong relationship to visibility we have observed in open and 
closed schools suggest that the open school may have an ilTlportant 
impact on visibility and thereby on the 9rofessionaliST:1 of teachers 
and the quality of teaching. 

Deibel (1971) investigated the factors in creating and utilizing 
open-space schools to detemine how well they were meeting the demands 
placed upon than. He found staff develorment in tbe on-going program to be 
the highest positive factor in the successful operation of the open-space 
school. 

In a study which atter.lpted to identify supervisory ,roblans in 
open-space schools in Edrronton, Alberta, Kleparchuk (1970) surveyed 
17 principals and 104 teachers. He found that teachers in open-space schools 
had a strong desire for autonOMy, considered the principal to be a 
facilitator and co-\vorl-:er, and were vigorously opposed to being evaluated 
by the !1rinci]'x1l. Brunetti's (1970) investigation of the authority structure 
ir. the elementary school yielded similar results. Toe perceptions of 110 
open-space teachers were canpared with those of 120 teachers in self-contained 
classrooms. While the principal was perceived to exert the r.ost influence 
over individual tasJ.: oorfonnance in self-contained classroan schools, the 
teacher r:roup was r,erceived to influence task wrformance rrost in the open­
space schools. Toe results also suggested that a high degree of colleague 
inLeraction and coo~rative task perfonmnce was brought about by reducing the 
1)hysical and organization isolation of teachers in open-space. The influence 
of facP-to-face interaction and task performmce tended to reduce the personal 
authority of the principal in O?en-space. 

}r,xn the results of a study whose purpose was to design an 
administratjve rrodel to facilitate and enhance teacher characteristics tbat 
appear to JX>inL toward success in the 09eration of an open-space school, 
Neilsen and Predovich (1970) concluded: 

In administering an open-space school, the principal s!1ould bear 
in mind the nature of the school and of the individuals who ,IDrk 
there. The open-space school means flexibility and a cooperative, 
shared entenrise. Toe administrative process should facilitate 
rather than inhibit this. The adninistrator's leadership style 
,•:-i.11 be dcrrncratic. He will correspond to what Halr>in called "thrust" 
and ·'consideration", or to wl1at Blacl~ labeled 9, 9, ,·mich indicated 
a stronf.?; concern for people a.,d for the tasl;. 

Research into the org-.lnization an.cl administration of t)'le open-S!)ace 
elerrPnt~ry sc;1ool indicated that, in terrs of the building itself, the 
audi torJ and visu:il distractions created by tlle absence or !')artial absence 
of interior :)arti tions received the rnst attention. Whereas rost of the 
research on this to1ic indicated that both students and staff were disturbed 
by the noi~c in ope~-space, the author of the rrost ~rehensi ve and r,nst 
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an~tical study of the subject concluded that the actual noise was not the 
problan because there was little difference between O!'.)en-space and self­
contained schools in that respect. This was not to say, howeve::-, that the 
teachers were not disturbed. Instead, they were thought to be upset by the 
lack of visual security. Other research in the area of organi;-,ation and 
administration indicated a high degree of colleague interaction and cooperative 
task perfonnance was brought about by reducing the physical and organizational 
isolation of teachers in open-space, and that this in turn resulted in the 
reduction of the influence and authority of the principal of the open-space 
school. 

As stated above, much of the research dealing with open-space 
schools was also concerned \vith team teaching, therefore, it was not surprising 
that of the three categories; organization and administration, teachers and 
teaching, and students and curricullD'!l; the second was the subject of rrore 
study than the others. 

Mackay (1972) conducted a study of the characteristics of teachers 
and administrators of open-space and traditional elementary schools in 
Santa Clara C.Ounty, California, and found no significant difference between 
than. An investigation of by Jav.oro,vicz ( 1972) into the effects of 
operating in open-space on the attitudes of teachers resulted in no 
significant ch.anges between September and ~fay. 

In another study of the attitudes of teachers in o:pen-space schools, 
Carbonari (1971) used Edwards Personal Preference Schedule to make 
attitudinal comparisons bet\veen open-s9ace teachers a.~d national teacher 
nomJS. A composite teacher from the subject schools was profiled by averaging 
the sub-test soores using the conversion tables provided in the test manual. 
When compared with the normative group for the test, no extreme results were 
found. Carbonari stated, "The teachers were found to be well-adjusted and 
competent without any characteristics greatly distinguishing then from other 
teachers in the larger population. 11 

In still another study of teacher attitude and personality in 
open-space schools, Wren (1972) discovered definite measurable differences. 
She questioned her findings, however, in the following statenent: 

The question canes to mind: Ib these personality traits have to 
be already internalized for adjustment in an open area teaching 
situation or does the teaching environment affect and rrodify the 
original personalities bringing about adjustment? 

Insofar as personality and attitude were concerned, the research 
indicated that teachers in open-space schools were not significantly different 
from other teachers nor were their attitudes and personalities changed 
significantly as a result of their experience in open-space. But what of 
their attitudes about teaching and their effectiveness in the classroor:1? 

Mills (1972) studied attitude and teaching effectiveness with sixty 
teachers randanly selected fran a volunteer population of 128 9rimary teachers 
:perfonning in open-space and self-contained classrooms in the Washington 
Elementary School District, Phoenix, Arizona, during the 1971-72 school year. 
The Instnnnent for the Observation of Teaching Activities ,vas used as the 
criterion instnnnent for measurir1g teac:iing performa..'1ce and the Uinnesota 
Teacher Attitude Inventory ,vas used as tae correlate instrument for mea..c;uring 
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teacher attitude . Mills found that 1) cooperation and sy>ace variability 
appeared to contribute to a higher level of classroan performance, 3) teachers 
perfonning cooperatively in open-space appeared to participate at a higher 
level of ccxnpetence in professional activities outside the classroan, 
3) teachers perfonning cooperatively in open-space exhibited attitudes which 
are rrore pennissive, accepting, supportive, wanner, and sympathetic tol.";a.rd 
students, and 4) teachers performing cooperatively in open-space exhibited 
attitudes toward greater pu;_:,il freedom and self-direction \vhich extends froo 
teacher involver.ient and help rather than teacher apathy and indifference. 

Whereas Mills found teachers operating in open-space to be rrore 
pennissive, accepting, sympathetic, and given to attitudes toward greater 
pupil freedan and self-direction and that these attitudes were reflected 
in a higher level of classroom perfonnance, other studies indicated that 
such differences did not exist between open-space teachers and those 
functioning in self-contained classroom environments. 

As a preliminary phase of a study of team teaching and classroan 
environment, Lueders-Sal.Joon (1972) administered an instrument designed to 
determine an individual's beliefs about the fonnal control of children to 
teachers and principals in open-s!)a-Ce and traditional schools. The results 
revealed no significant differences in the control orientations of teachers 
and/or principals in the tv.o types of schools. 

Read (1972) approached the topic of teachers' classroan practices 
from the viewpoint of the student and found that there were no significant 
differences in the practices of teachers in self-contained and open-space 
classroans as perceived by sixth grade students operating in toose 
environments. 

Townsend (1971) observed teachers in second and sixth grades in 
open-space, departmentalized, and self-contained classroans using Flanders 
interaction analysis and found little difference in teaching style in the 
three environments. 

Kyzar (1971) was unable to detennine any signifi.cant differences in 
the activities utilized in the instructional programs of four matched pairs 
of open-s~ace and traditional schools. 

From a study in which t\1.o trained observers recorded teacher 
activity in grades four through six of open-space and traditional scoools, 
Ellison and Ratsoy (1969) reported that differences between the schools did 
not appear greatly to affect practices within then. 

Tho studies conducted by the York County Board of Education (1971) 
of Ontario, Canada, revealed that teachers in open-space schools regroup 
students r.-ore frequently. There were no significant differences in the 
other teacher practices studied. 

• 
An atter.t:)t to measure another aspect of teacher attitude was made 

by Meyer (1970) in a study of the \\Ork relationships and activities of teacher~ 
and their overall influence in oryen-suace and traditional plan schools. 
Questionnaires covering ambition· and ~rientation, formal evaluation, job 
satisfaction, school authority structure, and personal background inforr.-ation 
were administered to 110 teachers from nine open-space el8!1entary schools and 
120 teachers frcm eight traditional plan elanentary schools. P.esults 
indicated that teachers in open-5:?ace schools were rrore satisfied, felt rrore 
autonom::>us and reported roore influence in making all kinds of decisions. 
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A study dealing with a similar dimension of teacher attitudes which 
was conducted by the School Board of Broward County, Florida, (1972) used the 
Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire developed by Halpin and Croft. 
The instrument ,vas designed to provide a description of interpersonal 
relationships between faculty manbers in elenentary schools and interr,reted 
as being primarily a measure of teacher morale. Results of the investigation 
showed that a roore positive organizational climate existed in the traditional 
schools, i.e., the morale of teachers in open-space was not as high as that of 
teachers in conventional buildings. 

The literature dealing with teachers and teaching in open-space 
schools was replete with conflicting evidence to the extent that few if any 
conclusions could be drawn fran it. It may be safe to assume that teachers 
in open-space schools were not significantly different as individuals fran 
teachers in other types of school facilities, however, the weight of evidence 
supporting this was not overwhelming. Fran the work of Mills (1972) one 
could conclude that teachers in open-space schools were rore involved in 
professional activities outside the classroan, were roore effective in the 
classroan, and dealt with students on a friendlier, rrore personal level. The 
first of these conclusions was supported by additional research. However, 
the researchers were unable to find any support for the other conclusions 
in the literature, therefore, it ~ould appear safe to assur.ie that teachers in 
open-space schools were not significantly different from their counterparts 
in schools of conventional design. 

In the literature on open-space schools one was able to find some 
research dealing with the topic of students in open-space. Apparently 
little, if any, study was made of the curriculum in open-space schools, however. 
The subject was examined in the general sense of the program of open-space 
schools, but this was done in studies which dealt primarily with topics 
other than curriculum. 

Traub, Weiss, Fisher and Husella (1972) conducted a study for the 
purpose of which was to develop a teacher questionnaire for assessing the 
extent to which a school's program anbodied the characteristics of open 
education. In discussing these characteristics, they stated: 

Abst readily inferred is that open education should provide children 
with opportunities of several types: to explore their school 
environment; to make decisions about their own learning; to \\Ork at 
their own pace, following their own style; to learn from concrete 
experiences before making abstract generalizations; to mal{e errors, 
presumably ,vithout fear of censure, and to be helped to learn fra!l 
than. 

In the second phase of their study, data was collected from 449 teachers 
in thirty schools in a large Ontario city. The schools were varied as to 
their architectural type: eighteen traditional, six open, and six schools 
,vhere an existing traditional building contained an open-space extension. 
One of the results of their research indicated a sna.11 but statistically 
significant difference in the type of program found in schools of different 
architecture with the prograrns in open-space being mre open than those 
in traditional buildings. 

In a study of team teaching and the active classroa'l; i.e., one 
in which the child is given choices, opportunities to \\Ork independently, 
and encouragement to behave actively; Lueders-Salrron (1972) related 
measures of child activity to the type of school architecture and 
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found that classroans in OJ)E'Il -hpace cl )OJ r, m. t 

in fact. as those in self-contained <'l srocrn ba1ld 
to find any significant difference in the non 
teachE>rs. Luecler::;-Salrron attributed the r t t 
currit•ulum differences in the l:•pen-spacc 

Several studies investigated thE' eff f 

01clriclge aud OvE:rlander (1972) 'itudicrl studtnt 
and fOW1d that the majority of the tudc>ntc 1n 
they had f~· if any pruhlrns adJUStinp: to th 
it. to their previous self-contained L' l<U:srCJCl'l 

if 
uiJ 

study in a similar vein, McCn l lum ( 1971) c.: 1nc ltd l ti 
uttended bv children seaned to bear no relat1 nshlt 
they had, nor to the depth of the problem CXJX'ri n 

The effects of open-space on tho attitud 
students \\."aS the subject of r.onsidcTable resc:.u-cb. 
pretest, posttest technique to study this pn hlan an 
differences in the st.:udents at the end of the tud 

As students in experimenta.1 and control g.rcur 
and four were assigned to a COOTlYJn cn\•irol1111( n t 
or self-contained classrocm), the tv.o r,rou 
alike jn measured characteristics. H 7- v r, 
separated into open-area. and traditional cl ,>Cr.: 
develop rrore differences ben~n the grotl d 1r 

In a study,of attitudes and personal1ty f, t 1 

had been in an open-space school for rror0 th:i.n on 
found sane statistic.ally significant d1ff,•ren1.: 
IPAT Cbildren 's Personality Questionn 11r0 wtn<'h ~ 
the partic-ipants in the ::;tudy. Toe children fran h 
were found to be rore independent, lively, lf-r ll 
anx 1 ous than l hose f 1,-:ni se 1 f-con tained clas.sroc:m: . 
increasf'Ci .trueiety levels in students fron op<?n- a.. 
speculnted, "'Jru1t they o.re rore anxious can JXTlLt 
p:,stuluting a link between anxiety and resporu.1bili 
burden of individual responsiblity induces a hlr;h r 

To answer the question, "ArP pupil ln n p 
Wi ls,111, Langevin, and Stucky (1969) ccmpa.rod stud nt 11 

traditinnal schools and found that student9 ln < n 
thEJTL.;;e1v and thr>ir schools rore positivel¥ th.1.n t 
bu1ld1ngs. They also found that pupils in of)C'n cnvl1 mic 
an obvious self-discipline, matw·ity, and absorpt i m in ti 

Too studies conducted by the Board of Edlll' 1ti n < 
Ontt,rio (1971), vielded similar re:.'1lts. Student in 
\ver"' found to have greater self-discipline und notur t 
absorption in activities, held a higher regard fer th 
thanselve-,, ancl displayed a greater degrc:>e c.if l 1 

01unty Board of Education of Qak,.ille, Ontario (10t.) 
students in open-space scixx>ls had better .i.tt:1,.tud t, 
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The findings discussed above were supported by research done by 
Myers (1971) in the Prince George School District in Central British 
Columbia. Using Torrance and Myers' Ideal Teacher Checklist, he tested the 
following hY!)Otheses: 

1. Pupils in open-space will be less concerned about discipline 
or oontrol than pu9ils in self-oontained classroans. 

2 . Pupils in open-space will be rrore autonocous than pupils will 
be in self-contained classroorrs. 

3. Pupils in open-space will be less concerned about fair treatment 
than pupils ,vill be in self-contained classrooms. 

All three hypotheses were corroborated by the results of the analysis of the 
data. 
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As has been shown above, studies of the effects of 09en-space on 
student attitudes and personality factors consistently yielded results favoring 
the student in an open-space environment. An excei,tion to these conclusions 
was found in a study by Sackett (1971). In an investigation of the academic 
achievement and the self-concept of sixth graders in an o!)en-space school, 
a self-contained school , and a de~artmentalized school he found that those in 
the open-space school scored significantly lo\ver on a measure of self-concept 
than the students in both self-contained and departr:-,antalized schools. 

Another facet of open- space which received considerable attention 
fran researchers was the effect an open-s,ace environment had on the 
academic achievenent of students. These investigations did not yield the 
consistent results found in the studies of student attitudes and personality 
factors, however. 

Townsend (1971) compared the achievement test results of second and 
sixth graders in three schools representative of open-space, departmentalized, 
and self-contained organizations. The results indicated that the achiev(:!:1€nt 
of PU.~ils in both departmentalized and self-contained classrOOMS was superior 
to that of students in open-space schools. These findings were replicated by 
Sackett ' s study discussed l:l lv1ve ( Sackett , 1971) . 

The Broward County School Board of Fort Lauderdale, Florida (1972), 
compared the achieve'Tlent test results of third, fifth, and eighth grade 
students in o,en-space and conventional schools for the 1970-1971 school year. 
After taking differences in ability into consideration, the over-all results 
on all tests favored conventional schools for all sex/race groups exce,t for 
third and eighth grade black boys. The author of the re;JOrt refused to draw 
any conclusions from these results, however, because of the possibility that 
the results were caused by such intervening variables as lacl~ of experience in 
the program and overcrowding in innovative schools. 

The ranaining studies reviewed for this report indicated that open­
space had no discernible effect on student achievarent. ~ a comparison of 
the achievement of sixth graders in open-space and self-contained schools, 
Read (1973) was unable to find any statistically significant differences in the 
academic achievenent of the u-.o groups. Johnson's (1970) study of the results 
of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills of third graders in open-space and self­
contained schools in Howard County, \faryland, also found that differences 
between schools could be attributed to chance. Warner (1971) studied students 
in a building which had a section of self-contained cl~5srooms and another 
section which was of open-space design. t-1o significant difference in the 
performance of the t\\O groups was .found. A comparison of reading and 
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IJ)athematics scores of first graders in open-S!)ace and conventional scoools in 
York C.ounty, Ontario (1971), also resulted in the researchers finding no 
significant differences. 

Kennedy and Say (1971) of the Bureau of Educational Research and 
Services of the University of Houston conducted a research study during the 
1969-70 school year involving students and staff rnenbers of an open-area 
elanentary school and a c.anparable closed-area or traditional elementary 
school in the same district. 'The purpose of the study wa.1:, to detennine the 
effectiveness of the open-area school by canparing the success of the st~dents 
attending that type of school with the success of those attendinf; a closed­
area school :possessing comparable socioeconanic backgrounds. Pretests were 
administered to randomly selected student samples in the fall and :posttests 
were given the following tlay. At-test analysis of all the pretest data 
indicated that the samples were statistically CO!'!Parab1e at the second, third, 
and fourth grade levels. After the posttest scores were subjected to 
statistical analysis, Kennedy and Say reported: 

Thus, as a result of this auaJysis, no definite conclusions can be 
made concerning the superiority of either educational en\·irornrent 
in producing cognitive gain over a one-year span of time. This 
result is consistent with other similar short-range studies ·which 
have contrasted cognitive gain and does not preclude the 
possibility of significant differences in cognitive gain emerging 
over a longer time span. 

A review of the research related to open-59ace schools was 
organized according to three categories; 1) organi.2.ation and administration, 
2) teachers and teaching, and 3) students and curricullr.l. 

students of to~ics included in the first category, organi7.ation 
and administration, revealed that the absence of interior !)artitions wa. .. c; 
perceived to create disturbances by both students and teachers altoo11g!1 
whether these problems were the result of noise or the lack of visual 
security was not clear. Other studies in this category indicated t!1at 
O!)en-space design contributed to the increases in colleague interaction and 
coo:Jera ti ve task perfonnance. From additional research concern in~ the 
organization and administration of open-space schools it wns found that the 
principal in o!)en-space was perceived by staff to be less influential and to 
have less authority than his counterpart in schools of rrore conventional 
design. 

In the area of teachers and teaching, the research indicated that 
as individuals teachers in open-space \•,ere apparently no differer:it fr<:'11 those 
w!'lo taught in rore traditional environments, that there was no s1enit1cant 
difference in their attitudes toward students and teaching, and that there 
were no a~parent differences in the teaching practices of the ni.o ~1'.)S. 
Due to the conflictine evidence yielded by studies in this area, the only 
conclusion which was ;upported rather than contradicted by other studies was 
that o,en-space teachers tended to be nnre active in professional activities 
outside the classI'QCX!l than teachers in conventional schools . 

• 
The third category into which the related research \\u.c:; divided for 

study was students and curriculum. Although there was little research to draw 
from on the toryic of the curriculum and oren-SPace, the results re"0aled that 
the programs iii open-space schools gave students rrore choices,_rro~ opportunities 
to make decisions about their own learning, !rore chances to work 1ndependentl) 
and rrore occasions to \'K>rk at their own oace. In the research on student 



attitudes and personalities, students in open-space environments ,rere judged 
to be roore absorbed in their schools tasks, rrore self-discipJined, and rrore 
mature. In terms of acadanic achievement, however, roost studies indicated 
that there was no significant difference bet\veen the achievement of 
students in open-space schools and those in rrore conventional schools. 

25 



26 

CHAPrER '1lIREE 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The purpose of this study was to gather data fran teachers and 
principals of open-space elementary schools in an attempt to determine 
what educators working in open-space sch:x>ls perceive the purposes of these 
schools to be. 

Population 

The population used in this study included the teachers and principals 
of selected open-space elementary schools in Iowa in 1974-75. The open-space 
schools were identified in a survey of innovative practices in the elementary 
schools of Iowa conducted by Sloan and Loaner (1972). 

A letter explaining the purpose of the investigation and requesting 
permission to include them and their teachers in the study was sent to the 
principals of the selected schools on August 26, 1974. A stamped self­
addressed postcard was enclosed. The infonnation requested un the postcard 
included the name of the principal and his/her school, the school address, 
and the m.mi>er of teachers in the building. 

A follow-up letter was mailed on September 17, 1974. This letter 
also included the stamped self-addressed envelope discussed above. 

Fifty of the sixty- five open-space schools agreed to partjcipate 
in the study. Forty seven canpleted all the research fo:ms. 

Construction of the Instrt.JOOnt 

The questionnaire used to gather the data for this investigation 
was canposed of statements relating to the purposes of open-space schools. 
These statements \vere developed from infonna.tion obtained fran a review of 
the professional literature on open-space. Sources included l:x-oks, articles 
from professional periodicals, roonographs, reports, and transcripts of speeches. 
A total of thirty-five statements relating to the purposes of open-space 
schools were prepared. They were grouped according to the following categories: 
organization and administration, teachers and teaching, and students and 
curricultm1. 

A panel ca:11posed of t\\U professors of education, hID doctoral 
candidates in education, and nro principals of open-space elanentary schools 
evaluated the statements using the following: 

1. Is the statement clearly stated? 
2. Is the statarent related to a purpose of an elanentary school? 
3. Is the statanent categorized properly?_ 

As a result of this evaluation, thirty-one statanents were judged to be 
acceptable to all members of the panel. Seven statements we!"c related to the 
organization and administration of the school, fourteen statem2nts were 
concerned with teachers and teaching, and ten statements \I/ere related to 
students and curriculum. 



Based upon the review of the literature and the recomnendations of 
the panel, the final questionnaire was canpiled and printed. The first 
section of the instrument oontained a brief introductory statanent giving 
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the purpose of the study and requesting the assistance and oooperation of the 
recipient. The second section was canJ.X)Sed of nine items of denographic 
data. The third and last section of the instrument oontained the thirty-one 
statanents relating to the purposes of open-space schools. The items were 
not identified by category and were organized in a randan order. The 
statanents in the third section of the questionnaire are identified by 
category in the following table. 

Each statanent was followed by a five point Likert-type scale. 
Participants were instructed to respond along the scale--strongly agree, agree, 
no opinion, disagree, strongly disagree. 

TABLE 3 

QUFSI'IONNAIRE STATEMENTS BY CATEOORY 

Category 

Organization and 
Administration 

Teachers and 
Teaching 

Students and 
Curriculum 

Statanent Nunbers 

4, 9, 19, 26, 27, 28, 31 

1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17 
23, 24, 30 

3, 5, 11, 14, 18, 20, 21, 22, 25, 29 

This investigation was based on the null hypothesis which 
was stated as follows: There will be no significant differences in the 
reactions of the professional staff members of open-space elanentary schools 
to statements relating to purpose which include the term "open-space" and 
their reacti ons to these statanents when the term "open-space" has been 
deleted. To test this hypothesis two fonn.s of the questionnaire were prepared. 
The first and seoond sections of the instrument were identical . In the third 
section of Fonn I of the questionnaire all the statements contained the term 
"open-space" whereas none of the statements in Fonn II oontained the tenn 
"open-space". Copies of both fonns may be found in the appendix. 

Mailing and Return of Instrument 

Prior to the mailing of the questionnaires, treatment groups were 
established. The principals and teachers of half of the fifty open-space 
schools which had agreed to participate in the study were assigned Fonn I of 
the questionnaire. These people were identified as Group I. The principals 
and teachers of the remaining open-space schools were assigned Fbnn II of 
the questionnaire and were identified as Group 2. 

During the middle of October, 1974, the principals of the schools 
who had agreed to participate in the study were mailed a packet of questionnaires 
for distribution to their teachers. The packet also included a self-
addressed stamped envelope for returning the questionnaires. Each of these 
envelopes was given a number which was used to identify the individual schools 
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in,recording returns. A follow-up postcard was sent to sc:r.ie of the principals 
on Novanber 16, 1974. 

Packets of questionnaires were mailed to a total of fiftv schools. 
A total of forty-seven open-space schools (94 per cent) responde.--d.· 

In ternlS of treatment grou9s, 248 teachers and 22 princiryals in 
Group 1 returned questionnaires, and 187 teachers and J 4 principals 
resoonded from Group 2. 

Treatment of the Data 

The data from 435 teachers and 36 principals wen°! treated as follows. 
The responses on each questionnaire were keypunched onto individual IBM cards. 
These cards were divided according to the tv.D treatment groups discussed 
above. Within the treatment groups, the cards for principals \vere separated 
from those of teachers. A program was devised to canpute and report average 
teacher scores for every school in the study. Another function of the 
program canputed and reported the difference bet\veen the averar;e teacher's 
score in each building and that of the principal of the building with the 
principal's score being subtracted from the average teacher's. Cards were 
keypunched with these new scores and an analysis of variance of the t'\ro 
treatment groups was made for teachers, principals, and the differences 
between the tv.o. 

This study was based on one null hypothesis. This hypothesis stated 
that teachers and principals of open-space schools v.uuld resr.ond in the 
same manner to statanents regardless of whether or not the statements • 
contained the tenn "open-space". This hypothesis was stated as H0 :,...w =""\·o 
in which W represented the tenn"with"and WO represented tile term · 
"without". To test this hypothesis an analysis was madP. of the data 
obtained from Groups 1 and 2. 

The purpose of the analysis of the data was to detennine whether 
or not there were significant differences between selecte--d pairs of means. 
It was determined that the rrost efficient method for accanplishin~ this wa..c; 
a simple one way analysis of variance using Fisher's Least Significant 
Difference Procedure. This procedure consists of making all possible pair-wise 
comparison's between treatment groups by using at-test. The :;otal procedure 
has the advantage of rnaking use of all the available data and 1s suited 
to this particular study because of the snall ntmlber of treatment g.rouos 
invol vcd. The level of significance was specified as . 05. The A!..YJVA and 
the t-values were obtained through the use of a program devised by Dr. Bill 
Snider and Dr. James t.iaxey of the Lindquist Center for ,!easurall?nt nt th0 
University of Iowa. 
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The questionnaire was designed to yield darographic data about the 
respondents as well as data relating to the null hypothesis upon which the 
study was based. The derographic data collected fran teachers included (1) age, 
(2) total years as an elementary school teacher, (3) total years as a teacher 
in the school district in which they were workinr- at the time of the study, 
(4) total years of experience in open-space, (5) the grade level of the children 
with whom they were v.Qrking at the time of the study, (6) the size of the 
school in tent\S of the number of teachers on the staff, and (7) the teacher's 
reason for being in his/her position. The same instrument was used to solicit 
information from principals, but only age, years of experience as an elementary 
school teachers, size of school, and reason for being in his/her present 
position were considered applicable. The data were arranged in the order 
described above for analysis and presentation in this chapter. 

The data yielded by the second section of the questionnaire were 
arranged for analysis and presentation in too ways. The data were first 
analyzed by treatment groups. The analysis of the data for each st~tternent 
was arranged by treatment groups. The analysis of the data for each 
statanent was arranged by treatment group and presented separately for teachers, 
principals, and for the differences between the scores of the t~o (teacher 
average sc.ore minus the score of the building principal) . Separate 
presentations of the analysis of the data yielded by each stata!lent were also 
presented for the null hypothesis which formed the basis of this study. 

Explanation of Tables 

The tables presenting darographic data were arranged as follows. 
The top row of the table indicates the categories of each request of this 
section of the questionnair<"' The first coltmin of each table lists the two 
treatment groups along with the number of responses for that particular 
request. The percentages Wt ..:) based on the n1Jl'T'lber of reS!)Onses. (Tables 4-14) . 

Tables 15, 16, and 17 present sumnaries of the data yielded by 
Fisher's lsd procedure and , ·ere arranged as follows. The first column 
contains the number of the statement which yielded the original data, the 
second c.olumn contains the mean and standard deviation of the responses of 
Group 1 to that statement, column three the same infonnation for Grouo 2, 
column four contains the t-score for the comparison of the means from Groups 
land2(~-~). 

The t12 canparison presented in Sunmary Tables 15, 16, and 17 

is the test for Iio:M.w ""·wo· This canparison is also presented for each 
statenent on the questionnaire in Tables 18 through 48. Each of the tables 
presents the results of the analysis of the data yielded by both the Fonn I 
version of the statement (with the tenn "open-space") as well as that yielded 
by the Fonn II version (without the tenn "open-space"). Each table also 
presents the analysis of this data for teachers, principals, and the differences 
between the too. The first three columns of each of these tables give the 
number, the mean, and the standard deviation of the reactions yielded by each 
of the t\\o fonns of the statanent. The fourth and fifth columns present the 
degrees of freedom and the t-score of the comparison of the ua,o . 

• 
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Analysis of the I'nta 

Derrographic Data 

Included under the general heading of darographic data are seven 
ita!lS about teachers and four itans about principals. Since none of this 
informa.tion was directly invol ved in testing the basic h}'!X>thesis of the study, 
it was analyzed by simply finding the oor cent each category was of the whole 
number o~ responses. 

As shown i n Table 4, the ages of tbe teachers in open-space 
schools were very similar. Teachers in the age group fran twenty to tffl?nty-nine 
formed the largest single category and over t\-.o-thirds of ther.i were under 
forty . 

The information in Table 7 was related primarily to a canparison 
of the two groups of open-space teachers since it concerned e),,.'!)erience as a 
teacher in open-space. There appeared to be little difference between the 
groups in that respect. 

The analysis of the data reported in Table 8 revealed that the 
respondents fror., the open-space schools tended to be evenly distributed rurong 
the three levels (primar'J, intermediate, and upper). 

There was little difference between the t\\Q groups of schnols in 
te:rmc; of the teachers' reasons for being in their present ,ositions (Table 10). 

Testing 8a :AA. w =~vo 

To test the null hypothesi~ =Mt11 a caJl!)arison was made of the 
data obtained fran Group 1, open-space t~ache~ and principals ,\'!10 reacted 
to statements containing the tenn "open-space", and the data obtained fran 
Group 2, open-space teachers and principals who reacted to stateMents which 
contained no mention of the term "open-space". 

An inspection of the sumnary of the analysis of the teacher average 
scores (Table 15) indicated that those in Groups 1 and 2 reacted positively 
to all but three statements. 'These were statement #8 which statc?d that 
student grouping should be detennined on the basis of teacher ju~nt only, 
statement #14 which denied the need for a fixed curriculum, and statCJ'lE>nt !126 
which said there should be no fixed daily schedule of events. The t\\O groups 
,·.er<' con~istent in their reactions jn that both reacted ,ositively to the 
s::ime statcr.ients. 



TABLE 4 

AGE OF TEAOIERS 

Group 1 
N = 247 

Group 2 
N = 187 

20-29 
Years 

42.8% 

*Shown as per cent of group. 

30-39 
Years 

21.1% 

23.5% 

TABLE 5 

40-49 
Years 

17.4% 

17.1<;! 

50-59 
Years 

8 grc, 

11.8% 

T<JI'AL YEARS AS EIBMENTARY TEAOI&t:t 

60-69 
Years 

3.2% 

4.8% 

31 

40 or 
0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 ~bre 

Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years 

Group 1 
N = 247 35.6%* 30.~ 11.3% 9.7% 8.1% 3.2% 1.2% 0.4% 

Group 2 
N = 187 28.3% 29.9% 15.5% 15.(Jfo 6.4% 1. 6'% 2.7% 0.5% 

*Shown as per cent of group . 

TABLE 6 

'TOTAL YEP.RS AS TEACHER IN WE DISTRICT 

0-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 9-10 11-12 13-14 15-16 
Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years 

Group 1 
N = 248 23.4%* 21.4% 20. 2% 11.7% 5.6% 4.4% 4.4% 4.00, 

Group 2 
N - 186 26.7% 13.4% 14.5% 13.4% 9.7% 7.5% 4.8% 4.8% 

*Shoom as per cent of group. 

0.4% 

17 or 
~re 
Years 

4.8% 

4.8% 



Group l 
~ = 244 

Group 2 
N = 185 

Group l 
N = 245 

Group 2 
N = 186 

TABLE 7 

YEARS AS A 'J'T;".uAClffi_~ IN OPEN-sPACE 

1-2 3-4 
None Years YP.ars 

- ~* 0. ,,0 36.5% 40.6'% 

8.1% 40. Cf.'o 30.8% 

*Shown as per cent of group. 

TABLE 8 

5-6 
Years 

15.~ 

16.~ 

7 or 
~bre 
Years 

2. 9!c, 

4.3% 

PER CENT OF TEACF.ERS AT DI.1.1'.FERENf GRADE T .EVEI.B 

Group 1 
N = 231 

Group 2 
N = 176 

Prinary 
(K-2) 

36.8% 

29.5% 

TABLE 9 

Intennediate 
(3-4) 

37.7% 

36.4% 

TEACHF.Jl M~1BERSHIP IN DIF'fEP£NT SIZE SOIOOL ~A.FPS 

upper 
(5-€) 

25. ff-k 

34.l'r, 

1-3 4-6 
25 or 

7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-21 22-24 ~bre 

a.ff"~ l.~ 1.6'% 4.9% 10.6'% 23.3% 12.r- 30.4% 24.5% 

O.C?- 1-~ l.ff:~ 7. 501
, 11.~ 15.l~ JG. 1?' 12.~ 33.3% 

*Reported as per cent of ~rouD. 

• 

• 



Group 1 
N = 22 

Group 2 
N = 14 

TABLE 10 

TEACHERS' Rfu~S FOR BEii\G IN PRE.SENI' IUSlTION 

Group 1 
N = 247 

Group 2 
N = 186 

*Reported by per 

Group l 
N = 22 

Requ~stcd 
This 

Placement 

51.<1li* 

51.1% 

Assignf'd 
To TI1is 
Position 

32.Cf/o 

38.2% 

cent of 6rroup. 

TABLE ll 

AGE OF PRINCIPALS 

20-29 
Years 

4.5%* 

30-39 
Years 

27.2% 

40-49 
Years 

45.5% 

This School lleplaced 
The One I Previously 

Tuught In 

17.~ 

10.8% 

50-59 
Years 

13.6'% 

60-69 
Years 

9.1% 

Group 2 
N = 14 7.1% 35. 7'/o 42.Wo 7.1% 7.1% 

*Shown as per cent of group. 

TABLE 12 

PRINCIPALS' 'IUI'AL YEARS AS ~TARY TEAOIER 
...,....--: 

40 or 
0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 tbrc 

Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years 

13.6'%* 40.9% 9.1% 18.2% 9.1% 4.5% 4.5% 0 0 

28.6'% 14.3% 42.g,,t 7.1% 7.1% 0 0 0 0 

*Shown as per cent of group. 
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Group 1 
N = 21 

Group 2 
N = 14 

Group 1 
N = 22 

Group 2 
N = 11 

TABIE 13 

SIZE OF TEACliING STAFF WI'l'H WHOM PPJNCIPAL WOBKS 

1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-21 22-24 
25 or 
!bre 

0 0 0 9.5%* 9.5% 23.8% 9.5% 28.~ 19.1% 

0 7.1% 0 14.3% 7.1% 35.7% 7.1% 7 .1% 21.4% 

*Reported as per cent of group. 

TABLE 14 

PRINCIPALS t REASQ'IB FOR BE~G IN PRESE.nr IUSITIOO 

Requested 
This 

Placement 

54.5%* 

45.5% 

*Reported as per cent of group. 

Assigned 
To This 
Position 

36. 4% 

54.5% 

This School Replaced 
The One I Was Previously 

Principal Of 

9.11" 

0 

An analysis of the data obtained fra!l the teachers in Group 1 and 2 
revealed a significant difference at the .05 level in their reactions to four 
of the thirty-one statements. There was no apparent pattern in the reactions 
to these four statenents. In t\l.o cases teachers in Group 1 were roore positive 
than their counterparts in Group 2, and the reverse was true in th0 other tv,o 
cases. This same absence of concentration on any particular factor was also 
true of the categories of the four statements. (Table 3) 1\\o of the statements 
( ::3 and '-"'25) pertained to students and curriculum, one statement ( #6) pertained 
to teachers and teaching, and one statement (#19) pertained to orgnnization 
·md administration. 

The sunmary of the reactions of principals in Groups land 2 revealed 
overall results similar to those of the teachers. (Table 16) Principals also 
reacted negatively to statanents =8, #14, and #26 and. positively to th(' 
ranaining twenty-eight. The Group 1 and Group 2 reactions ,,ere consistent for 
principals just as they were for teachers. 

The analysis of the c.anparisons of Group 1 and Group 2 ;>rincipals' 
reactions yi0lded only one significant difference at the .05 level. 

• 
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There were no significant differences in the difference bet\veen 
the reactions of teachers in Group 1 and 2 and those of principals in the 
same groups. (Table 17) 

A discussion of the results of analyis of data yielded by some of 
the statenent variables used to test Ha=.,.c.c..w ~VO follows. 

T'ne two fonns of statanent # 3 which claimed that the way a student 
acquires and uses knowledge is rrore important than the knowledge itself was 
the first to produce a significant difference. Teachers and principals both 
reacted positively to the statenent, but the version vri.thout the term ''open­
space" produced a rrore positive reaction in both groups. For teachers this 
reaction was significantly different at the .05 level. 

In reacting to statement #5 concerning organization of space in a 
school, the teachers responding to the fonn which used the term "open-space" 
reacted nnre positively than those who were given Form II. The difference 
was not significant, however, it is interesting to note that the mean reactions 
of the principals' groups to this statanent were nearly identical. 

Thoffiteachers who were lead to think specifically about the open-space 
school by Form I of the questionnaire reacted r.nre positively to statanent #6 
which claimed that schools should prarote infonnal relationships between students 
and teachers than those who reacted to FoITTI II. The difference between the 
t\\O was significant at the .05 level. There was very little difference 
between the reactions of the t\vo groups of principals which tended to be nnre 
positive than the reactions of the teachers. (Table 23) 

Statement #7 which dealt with continuous progress through materials 
did not yield any significant differences. However, there was a greater 
difference in the reactions of the teacher groups than there was in those of 
the principal groups. Those who reacted to Form I of the questionnaire 
were nnre positive than were the others. (Table 24) 

Stateroont #19 yielded significant differences at the .05 level between 
teachers in Group 1 and 2 a...s well as between the principals in the two groups. 
Whereas the mean responses of all the groups indicated that they favored 
tPachers being involved in sane foITll of team teaching, both the teachers and 
the principals who reacted to Form II of the instrument were significantly less 
positive. (Table 36) 

Statanent #21 said that informal talking between students should be 
enoouraged as an aid to learning. The teachers and principals in both groups 
reacted positively to both forms of the statanent. (Table 38). 

Teachers who responded to Form I of statenent #25 which claimed that 
other factors were equally as important as academic achievement reacted less 
positively than the teachers who responded to Fonn II. This difference was 
significant at the .05 level. There was little difference bet,veen the reaction 
of the principals' groups, however, the tendency was for those responding to 
Fonn I to be less positive. (Table 42) 

Both teachers and principals reacted positively to statanent #31 which 
stated that teachers should be willing to accept frequent and continuing change. 
Principals tended to be rrore positive than teachers, but the difference was 
not significant at the .05 level. (Table 48) 
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TABLE 15 

SUM\fARY OF ANALYSIS OF TEACHER AVERACiE SCORES 

Group 1 
N=24* 

Group 2 
N=23** 

Statement 
Number X S.D. X S.D. 

t a 
12 

1 1.50 0.26 1.57 0.33 
2 2.15 0.44 2.25 0.50 
3 2.07 0.39 1.82 0.35 
4 2.33 0.44 2.29 0.41 
5 1.83 0.19 2.01 0.48 
6 2.03 0.36 2.33 0.53 
7 1.74 0.52 1.97 0.41 
8 3.75 0.33 3.54 0.44 
9 1.84 0.31 1.70 0.25 

10 2.53 0.31 2.49 0.62 
11 2.43 0.44 2.64 0.64 
12 1.84 0.29 1.88 0.28 
13 1.74 0.27 1.77 0.42 
14 4.15 0.31 4.13 0.26 
15 2.37 0.37 2.21 0.53 
16 1.61 0.31 1.68 0.30 
17 2.25 0.40 2.13 0.45 
18 2.43 0.39 2.56 0.56 
19 1.69 0.32 2.18 0.59 
20 1.83 0.19 1.93 0.45 
21 2.23 0.42 2.22 0.47 
22 1.73 0 .19 1.76 0.42 
23 2.18 0.29 2.14 0.46 
24 2.60 0.51 2.69 0.74 
25 1.65 0.30 1.48 0.29 
26 3.95 0.32 3.87 0.44 
27 2.67 0.47 2.85 0.66 
28 1.90 0.23 1.81 0.41 
29 1.78 0.27 1.73 0.33 
30 1.83 0.22 1.75 0.39 
31 1.80 0.28 1.87 0.40 

df=72 

'l 
• t 12 r0presents the t-score for x1 - ~ 

~notes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Group 1 - Ooen-space teachers reacting to statements with tenn 
"open- space". 

-0.715 
-0.750 
2.382b 
0.319 

-1.899 
-2.183b 
-1.719 
1.560 
1.735 
0.364 

-1.440 
-0.543 
-0.300 
0.341 
1.246 

-0.768 
0.975 

-0.986 
-3.78lb 
-1.146 
0.091 

-0.302 
0.413 

-0.501 
2.204b 
0.641 

-1.272 
0.912 
0.528 
0.835 

-0.806 

Grnup 2 - Open-space teachers reacting to statements without term 
''open-space''. 

*This rr->pr<"sents 24 open-space schools with a total of 248 tPachers. 

**This represt:>nts 23 open space schools with a total of 187 teachers. 



TABLE 16 

SUMM..ARY OF ANALYSIS OF P?.INCIP/11B' SCORES 

Statanent 
Nurri:>er 

Group 1 
N=22 

X S.D. 

Group 2 
N-14 

X S.D. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
2A 
25 
36 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

df=57 

1.50 0.72 1.29 0.45 0.922 
1.91 0.95 1.93 1.03 -0.057 
1.73 0.86 1.64 0.81 0.325 
1.91 0.60 2.29 0.96 -1.279 
1.86 0.81 1.86 0.99 0.022 
1.82 0.57 1.86 0.99 -0.123 
1.64 0.71 1.71 0.59 -0.339 
3.77 1.04 4.00 0.76 -0.718 
1.90 0.60 1.71 0.45 1.038 
2 . 18 0.78 2.50 0.82 -1.052 
2.36 1.15 2.57 1.18 -0.552 
1.55 0.50 1.71 0.45 -1.111 
1.59 0.78 1.36 0.48 1.015 
4.45 0.50 4.36 0.48 0.569 
2.18 0.83 2.36 0.81 -0.568 
1.45 0.58 1.50 0.50 -0.179 
2 .18 1.07 1.93 0.80 0.733 
2.09 1.12 2.00 1.00 0.240 

1.36 0.48 1.93 0.70 -2.448b 

1.55 0.58 2.00 1.13 -1.671 

2.00 0.90 2.07 0.80 -0.231 

1.50 0.50 1.43 0.49 0.418 

1.91 1.00 2.21 0.86 -1.038 
2.50 1. 34 2.71 1.22 -0.516 

1.59 0.72 1.50 0.82 0.376 

3.86 0.97 3.86 0.64 0.024 

2.50 1.20 2.29 0.96 0.599 
1.77 0.52 1.79 0.41 -0.061 

1.45 0.50 1.43 0.49 0.117 

1.73 0.54 1.57 0.49 0.885 

1.64 0.71 1.57 0.49 0.317 

at
12 

represents the t-score for Xi - ~ 
huenotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Group 1 - Qpen-space principals reacting to statements ,vith term 
"open-space". 

Group 2 - Open-space principals reactine to statements \vi thout term 
"open-space" . 

• 
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Statanent 
"l'umber 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

df=57 

TABLE 17 

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TEACHER 
AVERAGES &"ID PRINCIPALS' SCORF.S (T-P) 

Group 1 
N=22 

X S.D. 

0.01 0.74 
0.25 0.95 
0.38 0.81 
0.42 0.68 
0.00 0.80 
0.25 0.63 
0.13 0.77 

-0.04 0.96 
-0.07 0.57 
0.37 0.72 
0 . 10 1.13 
0.34 0.52 
0.18 0.77 

-0.30 0.41 
0.21 0.81 
0.17 0.61 
0.07 1.19 
0.36 1.06 
0.35 0.46 
0.29 0.55 
0.27 0.71 
0.25 0.50 
0.28 1.02 
0.12 1.19 
0.10 0.61 
0.10 1.01 
0.19 0.87 
0.12 0.51 
0.34 0.51 
0.11 0.38 
0.19 0.62 

Grou? 2 
N=l4 

X S.D 

0.21 0.54 
0.44 1.07 
0.06 0.89 

-0.06 0.97 
0.08 1.10 
0.46 1.19 
0.29 0.69 

-0.53 0.89 
0.00 0.36 
0.06 0.85 

-0.03 0.98 
0.17 0.47 
0.31 0.55 

-0.23 0.62 
-0.16 0.80 
0.16 0.51 
0.16 0.86 
0.51 1.01 
0.11 0.68 

-0.05 1.39 
0.22 0.89 
0.40 0.56 
0.01 0.86 

-0 .04 0 .97 
-0.06 0 .87 
0.11 0.89 
0.56 0.90 

-0.04 0.52 
0.34 0.60 
0.11 0.65 
0.22 0.64 

at12 represents the t-score for x1 - ~-

Group 1 - Open-space respondents reacting to Fonn I. 

Group 2 - Open-space respondents reacting to Fonn II. 

-0.775 
-0.510 
1.224 
1.628 

-0.240 
-0.587 
-0.666 
1.389 

-0.385 
1.451 
0.349 
0.996 

-0.525 
-0.385 
1.248 
0.043 

-0.240 
-0.416 
0.877 
1.113 
0.173 

-0.737 
0.888 
0.437 
0.649 

-0.023 
-1.207 
0.763 

-0.028 
0.010 

-0.169 



TABLE 18 

cnr,1PARISONS OF DATA FROM SI'A'!E1ENI' #1 

FOR Ha:-M-w ='"'vo 

39 

Statement # 1 
Form I The open-space school should provide students with many alternative 

ways to acc.omplish a learning task. 
Fonn II Students should be provided with many alternative ways to accomplish 

a learning task. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 1.50 0.26 
72 -0.715 

Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 1.57 0.33 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.50 0.72 
57 0.922 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I I 14 1.29 0.45 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.01 0.74 
57 -0.775 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.21 0.54 

TABLE 19 

O'.)l1PARISONS OF DATA FDR STATEMENT #2 
FOR 11a:M W ~'NO 

Statanent # 2 
Fonn I The teacher in an open-space school should encourage students to 

evaluate their own progress and to continue through materials without 
always checking wit! the teacher. 

Fann II The teacher should .- ~urage students to evaluate their O\.vn progress 
and to continue through materials without always checking with the 
teacher. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.15 0 .44 
72 -0.750 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 2.25 0.50 

Principals' Averages - Form I 22 1.91 0.95 
57 -0.057 

Principals' Averages - Form I I 14 1.93 1.03 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.25 0.95 
57 -0.510 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.44 1.07 
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TABLE 20 

CDMPA.1~IS0'1S OF DATA FR0~1 STATEMENT #3 
FOR Ho =..M. w = ,',Lwo 

Statement #3 
Fonn I The philosophy of the open-space school should include the belief 

that the way a student acquires and uses knowledge is m:)re 
important than the knowledge itself. 

Fonn II The way a student acquires and uses knowledge is rrore important 
than the knowledge itself. 

n X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.07 0.39 
Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 1.82 0.35 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.73 0.86 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.64 0.81 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.38 0.81 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.06 0.89 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

TABLE 21 

CDMPARISONS OF DATA FID.1 STATEMENT #4 

FOR 8a :M. w -'.M. wo 

df t 

72 2.382* 

57 0.325 

57 1.224 

Statement it4 
Fonn I Teachers in an open-space school should be given autonomy in the 

planning and perfonnance of their work. 
Form II Teachers should be given autonany in the planning and perfoTI"'lailce 

of their oork. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Form I 24 2.33 0.44 72 0.319 
Teac:,ers' Averages - Fonn II 23 2.29 0.41 

!'rincipals' Averages - form I 22 1.91 0.60 57 -1.270 
Princir,als' Averages - Fom II 1~ 2.29 0.96 

Di ffercnces (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.42 0.68 57 1.638 
lJiffprences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 -0.06 0.97 



TABLE 22 

CD~1f>,1.\RISO~S OF DATA Fro)f STA're,1E:-r.:' #5 
FO~. Ho:~ w =M.wo 

Statn~1ent =5 
Fon:1 I l\'hi l<' l'V<•ry child in an open-space school should have an individual 

s 1)ace for _1l.!rsona l storage, the vast majority of the Sl')ace should 
be or!~anized for the shared use of all the students. 

Fom II While every child in a schonl should have an individual space for 
personal stora,1~e. the va..'-it majority of the sr,ace should be orr:anized 
for t!1e shar0d use of all the students. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Form I 24 1.83 0.19 
Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 2.01 0.48 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.86 0.81 
Principals' Averages - Form II 14 1.86 0.99 

Differences (T-P) - ?orm I 22 0.00 0.80 
Differences (T-P) - Form II 14 0.08 1.10 

TABLE 23 

ro,1PARISO~S OF DATA mi STNl'fJ,fENI' #6 
FOR Ho :,M..w ~WO 

df t 

72 -1.899 

57 0.022 

57 -0.240 

Statement #6 
Fonn I The open-space school should prarote info:rr.ial relatio!lshi::'S between 

students and teachers. 
Fonn II The school should nrarote infonnal relationshiy1s between students 

and teachers. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.03 0.36 72 -2.183* 
Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 2.33 0.53 

Princi'.)als' Averages - Fonn I 22 1 .82 0.57 57 -0.123 
Principals' Avera{;eS - Fonn II 14 1.86 0.99 

Diffe>rPOCPS (T- P) - Fonn I 22 0.25 0.63 57 -0.587 
DiffP.rences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.46 1.19 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level . 

• 



Staterrent #7 

TABLE 24 

COill>A.."qISCNS OF DATA FOR srA'!'IDfEt\'T #7 

FOR Ha=AA-w M-wo 

Fonn I Students in open-space schools should be allowed to progress through 
curriculum rmterials at their own individual rates of s:,eed. 

Form II Students should be allowed to progress throug.11 cu..-rriculum naterials 
at their own individual rates of speed. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Form I 24 1.74 0.52 
Teachers' Averages - Fo:nn II 23 1.97 0.41 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.64 0.71 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.71 0.59 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.13 0.77 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.29 0.69 

TABLE 25 

COMPARISO~S OF DATA FIDH STA'I'fillENT f..8 
FOR ~ :A,(. W ~ WO 

df t 

72 -1.719 

57 -0.339 

57 -0.666 

Statement #8 
Fo:nn I In an o:1en-space school instructional groups should be based oolely on 

teacher judgment and observation. 
Form II Instructional groupings should be based solely on teacher jud~nt 

and observation . 

N X S.D. df t 

Tcac:h0rs' Averages-Form I 24 3.75 0.33 72 1.560 
Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 3.54 0.44 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 3.77 1.04 57 -0.718 
Principals' Averages - Form II 14 4.00 0.76 

Differences (T-P) - Form I 22 -0.04 0.96 57 1.389 
Differences (T-P) - Form II 14 -0.53 0.89 

• 

• 



Statement #9 

TABLE 26 

COMPARISONS OF DATA FROM SI'ATEME~'T #9 
FOR 8c :~w =.AA-wo 

Fonn I The staff of an open-space schools should be expected to be 
innovative and to experiment with new methods and materials. 

Fonn II Teachers should be expected to be innovative and to experiment 
with new methods and materials. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 1.84 0.31 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.70 0.25 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.90 0.60 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.71 0.45 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 -0.07 0.57 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.00 0.36 

TABLE 27 

COMPARISJNS OF DATA FROM SI'ATEMENT #10 
FOR HO :.,.c,t W µWO 

Statment #10 

df t 

72 1.735 

57 1.038 

57 -0.384 

43 

Fonn I The teacher in an o, ,-space school should not hide his/her errotjonal 
responses to indivi ls and events. 

Fonn II A teacher should not ~ide his/her enotional responses to individuals 
and events. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.53 0.31 72 0.364 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 2.49 0.62 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 2.18 0.78 57 -1.052 
Principals' Averages - Form II 14 2.50 0.82 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.37 0.72 57 1.451 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 -0.06 0.85 
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Statement Ell 

TABLE 28 

CDMPARISONS OF DATA FOR STATEMENr #11 
FOR Ho:...,c./4. w ~ WO 

Form I The open-space school should eliminate competition and foster the 
growth of cooperation between students. 

Fonn II The school should eliminate canpetition and foster the growth of 
cooperation between students. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fo:rm I 24 2 .43 0.44 
Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 2 .64 0.64 

Principals' Averages - Form I 22 2.36 1.15 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 2.57 1.18 

Differences (T-P) - Fo:nn I 22 0.10 1.13 
Differences (T-P) - Fo:nn II 14 -0.03 0.98 

TABLE 29 

COMPARISONS OF DATA FOOM STATEMENT #12 
FOR HO :AA- \V = .,(,{WO 

Statement #12 

df t 

72 - 1 .440 

57 -0.552 

57 0 .359 

Form I In an opE>n-space school conflict should be recognized and worked out 
within the context of the group. 

Form II Conflict in a school should be recognized and \rorked out within the 
context of the group. 

N X S .D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 1 .84 0 .29 72 0.543 
TeachE>rs' Averages - Form II 23 1.88 0.28 

Principals' Averages - Form I 22 1.55 0.50 57 -1.111 
Principals' Averages - Form II 14 1.71 0.45 

Differences (T-P) - Form I 22 0 .34 0 .52 57 0 .996 
Differences (T-P) - Form II 14 0.17. 0.47 

.. 



Statanent #13 

TABLE 30 

COMPARIOONS OF DATA F00~1 STATEMENT #13 
FOR Ho:AA-w ~WO 

Fonn I The teacher in an open-space school shouJd feel canfortable with 
students taking the initiative in learning. 

Fonn II A teacher should feel canfortable with students taking the 
initiative in learning. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fbnn I 24 1. 74 0.27 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.77 0.42 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.59 0.78 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.36 0.48 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.18 0.77 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.31 0.55 

TABLE 31 

COMPARISONS OF DATA FOOM STATEMENT #14 
FOR 8c :.,c,<. w ?IAwo 

Statement #14 

elf 

72 

57 

57 

t 

-0.300 

1.015 

-0.525 

45 

Fonn I There should be no fi ,ed curriculum or courses of study in an open­
space school. 

Forni II There should be no fixed curriculum or courses of study in a school. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 4.15 0.31 72 0.341 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 4.13 0.26 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 4.45 0.50 57 0.569 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 4.36 0.48 

Differences (T-P) - Form I 22 -0.30 0.41 57 -0.385 
Differences (T-P) - Form II 14 -0.23 0.62 
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Statement #15 

TABLE 32 

OOHPARISONS OF DATA FROM STATEMENT #15 
FDR Ho:M..w ...:-"'( WO 

Form I In an open-space school learning activities should arise fran 
students' interests and responses to materials. 

Form II Learning activities should arise fran students' interests and 
responses to materials. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fbnn I 24 2.37 0.37 72 1.246 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 2.21 0.53 

Principals' Averages - Fbnn I 22 2.18 0.83 57 -0.568 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 2.36 0.81 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.21 0.82 57 1.248 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 -0.16 0.80 

TABLE 33 
, 

COMPARISQ'IB OF DATA FROM STATEMENT #16 
FDR I\):~ W ~ WO 

Statanent #16 

Form I In an open-space school a student's progress should be judged in 
tenns of his own abilities. 

Fonn II A student's progress should be judged in tenns of !tis own progress. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 1.61 0.31 72 -0.768 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.68 0.31 

Principals' Averages - Form I 22 1.45 0.58 57 -0.179 
Principals' Averages - Fbrm II 14 1.50 0.50 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.17 0.61 57 0.043 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.16 0.51 



Statarent #17 

TABLE 34 

CDMPARISONS OF DATA FOOM STATEMENT #17 
FOR~µ w .;..M.wo 

Form I The approach to learning in an open-space school should be inter­
disciplinary, that is, a child should not be expected to confine 
himself to a single subject such as mathenatics when learning. 

Fenn II The approach to learning in school should be inter-disciplinary, 
that is, a child should not be expected to confine himself to a 
single subject such as ma.thanatics when learning. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fenn I 24 2.25 0.40 72 0.975 
0.45 Teachers' Averages - Fenn II 23 2.13 

Principals' Averages - Fenn I 22 2.18 1.07 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.93 0.80 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.07 1.19 
Differences (T-P) - Fenn II 14 0.16 0.86 

TABLE 35 

(l)MPIIRISOOS OF DATA FID\1 STATEMENT #18 
FOR Ho ~w =..c.-<.wo 

Statarent #18 

57 0.733 

57 -0.240 

Fenn I The open-space school should provide students with an infonnal 
atnnsphere in which they are able to rrove about without asking 
pennission. 

Fonn II Schools should providP students with an infonnal atrrosphere in 
which they are able to roove about without asking permission. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.43 0.39 72 -0.986 
Teachers I Averages - Fo:nn II 23 2.56 0.56 

Principals' Averages - Fenn I 22 2.09 1.12 57 0 .240 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 2.00 1.00 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.36 1.06 57 -0.416 
Differences (T-P) - Fenn II 14 0.51 1.01 
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TABLE 36 

CDMPARISONS OF DATA FROi1 srATEMENI' #19 
FOR H_;..cA. ~ --o W WO 

Statement #19 

Fomi I Teachers in open-space schools should be involved in sane fomi of 
team teaching. 

Fomi JI Teachers should be involved in sane fomi of team teaching. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 1.69 0.32 
Teachers' Averages - Fomi II 23 2.18 0.59 

Principals' Averages - Fomi I 22 1.36 0.48 
Principals' Averages - Form II 14 1.93 0.70 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.35 0.46 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.11 0.68 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Statement #20 

TABLE 37 

(X)MPARI~S OF DATA FRai srATEMENT #20 
FOR 8c : ~ W =,,,e.,< \\0 

df 

72 

57 

57 

t 

-3.781* 

-2.448* 

0.877 

Fonn I The open-space school should operate on the principle that it is 
as important for student to live fully in the present as it is for 
them to prepare for the future. 

Form II ll is as important for students to live fully in the present as it 
is for them to prepare for the future. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachf>rs' Averages - Form I 24 1.83 0.19 72 -1.146 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn I I 23 1.93 0.45 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.55 · 0.58 57 -1.671 
Principals' Averages - Fann II 14 2.00 1.13 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.29 0.55 57 1.113 
Differences (T-P) - Fbnn II 14 -0.05 1.39 



Statarent #21 

TABLE 38 

CDMPARISONS OF DATA FROM SfATEMENT #21 
FOR ~ M. w =M.wo 

Fonn I Infonnal talking between students in an open-space school should be 
encouraged as an aid to learning. 

Fonn II Infonnal talking between students in school should be encouraged 
as an aid to learning. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.23 0.42 
Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 2.22 0.47 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 2.00 0.90 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 2.07 0.80 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.27 0.71 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.22 0.89 

TABLE 39 

CDMPARISOOS OF DATA FfOM SfATEMEITT #22 
FOR Ho:AA.w ~WO 

Statarent #22 

df t 

72 0.091 

57 -0.231 

57 0.173 
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Fonn I In an open-space school students should be encouraged to use materials 
in many different w·c1.,s including oome the teacher had not foreseen. 

Fonn II Students should be encouraged to use materials in many 
different ways including some the teacher has not foreseen. 

N X S.D. df 

Teachers' Averages - Form I 24 1.73 0.19 72 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.76 0.42 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.50 0.50 57 
Principals' Averages - Fonn I I 14 1.43 0.49 

Differences (T-P) - Form I 22 0.25 0.50 57 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.40 0.56 

t 

-0.302 

0.418 

-0.737 
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Statement #23 

TABLE 40 

COMPARISONS OF DATA FIDM SI'ATEMENI' #23 
FDR 8c:M-W ~YO 

Form I The teacher in an open-space school should use each child's 
interaction with materials, equipnent, and the environment as the 
basi$ for his/her instruction. 

Fonn !I The teacher should use each child's interaction with rra.terials, 
equipnent, and the environment as the basis for his/her instruction. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Form I 24 2.18 0.29 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 2.14 0.46 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.91 1.00 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 2.21 0.86 

Differencc>s (T-P) - Form I 22 0.28 1.02 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.01 0.86 

TABLE 41 

COMPARISONS OF DATA FfOM STATEMENT #24 
FDR 80 :...,cA. w =,<A. WO 

Statement #24 

df t 

72 0.413 

57 -1.038 

57 0.888 

Fonn I The progress of students in an open-space school should be reported 
to parents verbally without the use of a scale based on some 
standard or nonn. 

Fonn II The progress of students in school should be reported to parents 
verbally without the use of a scale based on some standard or 
norm. 

N x S.D. df t 

TPat'hers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.60 0.51 72 -0.501 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 2.69 0.74 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 2.50 . 1.34 57 -0.516 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 2.71 1.22 

Di ffl'rcnces (T-P) - Form I 22 0.12 1.19 57 0.437 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 -0.04 0.97 

I 
I 
I 
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Statement #25 

TABLE 42 

OOMPARISONS OF DATA FOOM STATEMENT #25 
FOR Ho~ w -'~wo 

Fann I In an open-space school factors such as rrotivation, self-direction, 
self-concept, responsibility, and peer relations are equally as 
important as acadenic achievanent. 

Fann II Factors such as rrotivation, self-direction, self-concept, 
responsibility, and peer relations are equally as important as 
acadanic achievenent. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 1.65 0.30 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.48 0.29 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.59 0.72 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.50 0.82 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.10 0.61 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 -0.06 0.87 

*Denotes a significant difference at the .05 level. 

Statement #26 

TABLE 43 

CX)MPARISOOS OF DATA FROH STATEMENT #26 
FOR lio :..c-t. W Mwo 

df t 

72 2.204* 

57 0.376 

57 0.649 

Fann I There should be no fixed daily schedule of events in an open-space 
school. 

Fonn II There should be no fixed daily schedule of events in a school. 

N X S.D. t 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 3.95 0.32 72 0.641 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 3.87 0.44 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 3.86 0.97 57 0.024 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 3.86 0.64 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.10 1.01 57 -0.023 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.11 0.89 
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Statement #27 

TABLE 44 

<X>MPARISONS OF DATA FROM STATEMENT #27 
FOR Ho i,,CA. w =A••'wo 

Fo:nn I The organization of the open-space school should be based on multi­
age/multi-grade groupings, that is, family-type groups composed of 
children of several ages and grade levels. 

Fonn II The organization of a school should be based on multi-age/multi­
grade groupings, that is, family-type groups canposed of <.:hildren 
of several ages and grade levels. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 2.67 0.47 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 2.85 0.66 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 2.50 1.20 

Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 2.29 0.96 

Differences (T-P) - Form I 22 0.19 0.87 

Differences (T-P) - Form II 14 0.56 0.90 

TABLE 45 

<X>MPARISONS OF DATA FROM STATEMENT #28 
FOR Ha:,c,c.w -'...-<.wo 

Statanent #28 

df t 

72 -1.272 

57 0.599 

57 -1.207 

Fonn I Teachers in an open-space school should play a major role in the 
fomrulation of school policy. 

Form II Teachers should play a major role in the fo:nnulation of school 
policy. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachf'rs' Averages - Fonn I 24 1.90 0.23 72 0.912 
Tcach<'rs' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.81 0.41 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.77 0.52 57 -0.061 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.79 0.41 

a 

Differences (T-P) - Fo:nn I 22 0.12 0.51 57 0.763 
Ojff'Prences (T-P) - Fo:nn II 14 -0.04 0.52 

• 



State:rent #2,9 

TABLE 46 

mMPARISOOS OF DATA FRa.1 STATEMENT #2,9 
FOR lfo:AA.w -~\\D 

Fonn I One should expect to find a great number and variety of activities 
going on simultaneously in an open-space school. 

Fonn II One should expect to find a great number and variety of activities 
going on simultaneously in a school setting. 

N X S.D. 

Teachers' Averages - Fonn I 24 1.78 0 .27 
'feachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.73 0.33 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.45 0.50 
Principals' Averages - Fonn II 14 1.43 0.49 

Differences (T-P) - Foilll I 22 0 .34 0.51 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.34 0.60 

TABLE 47 

COMPARISOOS OF DATA FROM STATEMENT #30 

FOR Ho :M W ~VO 

Statement #30 

df t 

72 0.528 

57 0.117 

57 -0.028 

Fonn I In an open-space schwl the teacher should encourage the exercise 
of real choice and inlependence in students. 
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Fonn II A teacher should enco rage the exercise of real choice and independence 
in students. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Form I 24 1.83 0.22 72 0.835 
Teachers' Averages - Fonn II 23 1.75 0.39 

Principals' Averages - Fonn I 22 1.73 0.54 57 0.885 
Principals' Averages - Fonn I 14 1.57 0.49 

Differences (T-P) - Form I 22 0.11 0.38 57 0.010 
Differences (T-P) - Fonn II 14 0.11 0.65 



Statement #31 

TABLE 48 

CDMPARISONS OF DATA Fm\! STATEMENT #31 
FOR Ho:AA w ~WO 

Form I The staff of an open-space school should be willing to accept 
frequent and continuing change. 

Form II Teachers should be willing to accept frequent and continuing change. 

N X S.D. df t 

Teachers' Averages - Form I 24 1 .80 0 .28 72 -0.806 
Teachers' Averages - Form II 23 1.87 0.40 

Principals' Averages - Form I 22 1 .64 0.71 57 0.317 
Principals' Averages - Form II 14 1.57 0.49 

Differences (T-P) - Fonn I 22 0.19 0.62 57 -0.169 
Differences (T-P) - Form II 14 0.22 0 .64 

It is very apparent from the data received in this study that teachers 
and administrators in open-space schools are in agreement concerning the purJX)ses 
and functions of those schools. The data presented in Tables 49-52 give 
precise information relative to the degree of agreanent or disagreenent for the 
itan.s. The major conclusion reached is that the individual itans, constituting 
the instnnnent, do indeed describe the status of affairs in Iowa open-space 
schools. 

Only three items (8, 14, 26) were disagreed with by both teachers and 
principals. 

The agreed-uJX)n itens fonn an excellent foundation for each open-space 
school in building and describing its set of educational beliefs and 
practices . 

The data show quite clearly what Iowa educators teaching in elanentary 
open-space schools feel the pur)X)ses of the school to be. Specifically, the 
open-space school teachers in Iowa support the following statanents: 

(1) Involves sane form of teach teaching. 
(2) The staff accepts frequent and continuing change. 
(3) The school supJX)rts innovation and a"{I)erimentation \vith methods 

and materials. 
(4) The teachers share a major role in formulating school policy. 
(5) Teachers expect to be given autonomy •in planning and executing 

their \IDrk. 
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(6) Students are provided many alternative ways to acccrnplish 
learning tasks. 

(7) The student's progress is judged in tent\S of hi~/her own 
abilities. 

(8) Students are allowed to progress through the curriculrni at their 
o"~ individual rates. 

(9) Students are allowed to take the inltiative in their learning 
tasks. 

(10) Students are encouraged to exercise real choice and indcpendr,nce. 
(11) When conflict occurs, it is recognized and \\Orked out within 

the context of the group. 
(12) Teachers and students exhibit infonnal relationshiihs. 
(13) Students are encouraged to evaluate their own progress. 
(14) Teachers utilize the student's interaction with materials, 

equiµnent, and the environment as their guides to instructional 
programs. 

(15) Students learn through the interdisciplinary approach to subject 
matter. 

(16) Learning activities arise fran student's interest and response 
to materials. 

(17) Acadanic achievanent is important but so arc other factors ~uch 
as rrotivation, self-direction, self-concept, peer relations, 
and self-responsibility. 

( 18) Students are encouraged to utj 1 ize materials in as many w.1ys a..s 
possible. 

(19) Many activities will be going on simultaneously. 
(20) 'The majority of space in the school is slk'U"ed by students. 
(21) Students are allowed to talk infonna11y with each other a.5 :l.l1 

aid to learning. 
(22) The schools foster cooperation arrong students and eliminate 

canpetition. 
(23) The students are allowed to t00ve about informally with little 

anphasis on receiving pennission. 

'The same teachers and principals rejected the following as purJX)ses or 
beliefs of the elanentary op£. space schools: 

(1) The school should operate with no fixed daily schedule of events. 
( 2) Grouping should be based solely on teacher judgment. 
(3) 'There should be no fixed curriculum or course of study. 
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TABLE 49 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS GROUPED 
INTO THE THREE MAJOR CATEGORIES 

Group I - Teachers N = 248 

i tern. 

Agree 
1.00-2.49* 

Item Rating 
19 1 . 69 
31 1.80 

9 1. 84 
28 1 .90 
4 2.33 

Agree 
1. 00-2. 49 

Item Rating 

1 l . 50 
16 1 . 61 
7 1.74 

13 l . 74 
30 1 . 83 
12 1 . 84 
6 2.03 
2 2. 15 

23 2. 18 
17 2.25 
15 2.37 

Agree 
1.00-2.49 

Item Rating 

25 1 . 65 
22 l . 7 3 
29 1.78 
5 1 . 83 

20 1. 83 
3 2.07 

21 2.23 
1 1 2.43 
18 2.43 

Administration and Organization Items 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Item Rating 
27 2.67 

Teachers and Training Items 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Item Rating 

10 2.53 
24 2.60 

Students and Curriculum Items 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Item Rating 

• 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

I tern Rating 
26 3.95 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

Item Rating 

8 3.75 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

Item Rating 

14 4. 15 

*The lower the rating the more the respondents agreed with the specific 
The lowest rating is 1 .00; the highest (disagreed) is 5.00. 
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TABIB 50 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS GROUPED 
INTO THE TI-IR.EE MAJOR CATEOORIES 

Group II - Teachers N = 187 

Agree 
1.00-2.49* 

Item Rating 

9 1.70 
28 1.81 
31 1.87 
19 2.18 

4 2.29 

Agree 
1.00-2.49 

Item Rating 

1 1.57 
16 1.68 
30 1.75 
13 1.77 
12 1.88 
7 1.97 

17 2.13 
23 2.14 
15 2.21 
2 2.33 

10 2.49 

Agree 
1.00-2.49 

Itan Rating 

25 1.48 
29 1.73 
22 1. 76 

3 1.82 
20 1.93 

5 2.01 
21 2.22 

Administration and Organization Items 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

!tan Rating 

27 2.85 

Teachers and Training Items 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

!tan Rating 

24 2,58 

Students and Curriculum Items 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Itan Rat ing 

18 2.56 
11 2.64 

Disagree 
3 . 50-5.00 

!tan Rating 

26 3 .87 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

Itan Rating 

7 3,54 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

Item Rati.ng 

14 4.13 

*The lower the rating the rrore the respondents agreed with the specific 
item. The lowest rating is 1.00; the highest (disagreed) is 5.00. 
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TABLE 51 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENI' 00 ITE.~15 GROUPED 
INfO TiiE THREE MAJOR CATEOORI&S 

Group I - Principals N = 22 

Agree 
1.00-2 .49* 

Item Rating 

19 1.36 
31 1 .64 
28 1 .77 
9 1 .90 
4 1.91 

Agree 
1.00-2.49 

Itan Rating 

16 1.45 
1 1.50 

12 1.55 
13 1 .59 

7 1.64 
30 1.73 
6 1.82 
2 1.91 

23 1.91 
10 2.18 
15 2.18 

Agree 
] .00-2.49 

Itan Rating 

29 1.45 
22 1 .50 
20 1.55 
25 1.59 
3 1.73 
5 l.86 

21 2.00 
18 2.09 
11 2.36 

Administration and Organization ILans 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Item Rating 

27 2.50 

Teachers and Training Items 

Undecided 
2 .50-3.49 

Item Rating 

24 2.50 

Students and Curriculum Items 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Item Rating 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

Item Rating 

26 3.86 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

Item Rating 

8 3.77 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

!tan Ratlng 

14 4.45 

¥The lower the rating the m:>re the respondents agreed with the specific 
item. The lowest rating i s 1.00; the highest (disagreed) is 5.00. 

I 



TABLE 52 

SUMMARY OF AGREEMEITT OR DISAGREEMENT ON ITEMS GROUPED 
INTO THE THREE MAJOR CATEOORIFS 

Group II - Principals N = 14 

Agree 
1.00-2.49* 

Itan Rating 

31 1.57 
9 1.71 

28 1.79 
19 1.93 

4 2.29 
27 2.29 

Agree 
1.00-2.49 

Itan P.ating 

22 1.43 
29 1.43 
25 1.50 

3 1.64 
5 1.86 

18 2.00 
20 2.00 
21 2.07 

Agree 
1.00-2.49 

Administration and Organization Itens 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Itan Rating 

Teachers and Training Itans 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Item Rating 

11 2.57 

Students and Curriculum Itans 

Undecided 
2.50-3.49 

Disagree 
3.50-5 .00 

Item Rating 

26 3.86 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 

Item Rating 

14 4.36 

Disagree 
3.50-5.00 
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Itan Rating Itan Rating Item Rating 

22 1.43 11 2.57 14 4.36 

29 1.43 
25 1.50 

3 1.64 
5 1.86 

18 2.00 
20 2.00 
21 2.07 

¥J."he lower the rating the nore the respondents agreed with the specific 
item. The lowest rating is 1.00; the highest (disagreed) is 5.00. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

CDNCLUSIONS AND RECOMri!ENDA'T'IQ~S 

H.£:,statement of the Puqx,se 

The purpose of this sludy was to delenni.ne what. l11P professional 
staff 11101Tlberc::: of open-space elrnientary schools oonsidcr 10 he lhf• purpos<::?s of 
those schools by measuring their reaetions to statunents relating to 
purpose extracted from the literature on open-space schools. This was cbne 
I.•~ • t:>c:::ting the fol lowing hypothesis: 

1. There will be no significant dilferences between the reactions 
of the professional staff memb<>rs of open-spac< elL-mentary schoo1s to 
statanents relating to purpose which include the term "open-space" and their 
reactions to the same statements when the tenn "open-space" has been anittcd. 

The data were gathered to test the hypothesis by mean~ o! a 
questionnaire which was mailed to Iowa c=>lementary schoo1s that had identified 
th<"m.s0lves ns open-space buildings. 

Half of lhe open-space schools received n fonn of' the questionnaire 
in which the statanents contained the term "open-space." A second fonn in 
which the statements did not contain the tenn "open-space" wn.s sent to the 
remaining open-space schools. Teachers and principals were asked to express 
their feelings about thirty-one stalmients on a five point Lik,·rt type scale 
which rangPd from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Canparisons were made 
to test thP hypothesis dis~ussPd above. 

Analysis of the Data 

The forty-seven schools which participated in lh<' studv were divided 
into tlM) treatment groups as follows· Group 1 was c.cxnposed of open-space 
c:::chooli-. whose staffs received questionnaires with the tenn "opPn-space" in 
the statements; and Group 2 was made up of open-space school::; whose staffs 
received ciu0stionnaires without the term "open-space" in the statemPnts. 

111<' data from the 471 usable responses wer£? keypuncf-ied and divided 
acc.ordinP lo the groups dJscussed above. The data fn)lll principals were kept 
separate frun Lhat of teachers in each group. A program wa.s devised to 
dt•tC'tmin<' the L0acher averag<> response for each building. It also reparted 
the diffprcmcc between the tC'~ch@r average rcsponsPs and the principal's 
response for each building. A separate analysis of variance using Fisher's 
lsd procedure was run between the tv.o treatment groups for each of the groups 
of sc:or0s; i.e., teacher averages, principals, and the differences between 
lhe tv.o. 

The hypolhesis stated above was tested by comparing the data fran 
Group l with that from Group 2. 

Limitations • 

The .following were viewed as specific limitations which influenced 
the inlerprAtalions of th0 data: 

'The geographical area was limited to the state of Iowa. 

l 



The survey which served as the basis for the sample of open-space 
schools used self-identificatjon to determine ,~1ether or not the school was 
housed in an open-space building. Five of the sixty-five open-space schools 
originally contacted for this study responded with the message that they did 
not consider thenselves open-space schools. 
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The statements in the questionnaire were e:Ktracted from the literature 
on open-space. Although a thorough search \\'3.S made of the literature, there 
is no guarantee that all of the statements represent purposes of open-space 
schools or that all the purposes are represented by the statements. 

Even though thP statanents which made up the questionnnaire were 
extracted from the literature on open-space, any one or all of them could 
represent purposes of a conventionally designed school. 

The statements on the questionnaire were checked by a panel and 
refined before it was submitted to the sample, however, there is no guarantee 
that every statement was truly representative of a purpose of an 
elementary school. 

Darographic Data 

With the exception of age and total years of experience, there were 
no major differences between groups for the various items of danographic 
data requested. 

Group 1 and Group 2 Comparisons 

When the statements of the questionnaire focused the respondents' 
attention on open-space, the reactions were much the same as when the statanents 
made no mention of open-space. Both grouPS disagreed with three statements 
(#8, #14, and #26). The fact that all three were unequivocally stated leaving 
no options for the respondents may have accounted for the unaniirous rejection. 
There were no significant differences between degree of disagreement to these 
three statements. 

The mean responses of both principals and teachers registered agreement 
for all the other statements. There was a tendency for principals to be 
rrore agreeable than teachers, however, their mean scores tended to be less 
stable than those of the teachers. None of the differences between principals 
and teachers proved to be significant. 

When the mean reactions of open-space teachers who responded to one 
fonn of the questionnaire were canpared with those who responded to the other 
fonn, those whose attention was drawn to open-space tended to react nore 
positively than the others. However, their mean reactions were less stable. 
This same pattern held true for the mean reactions of the principals in the 
t\\O groups. 

The reactions of principals were nore s:imilar than those of teachers. 
Whereas there was a statistically significant difference in the reactions of 
the teachers to four statements, principals disagreed to that extent on only 
one. 

Recoornendations 

From the similarity of the data obtained from open-space teachers 
and that obtained from teachers from conventional buildings, it would app·'lI 
that there is a need for nore involvanent by open-space teachers in discussions 



,which clarify the purposes of their open-space elerrentary schools. If the 
thought is the father of the deed, it is high1y unlikely that teachers are 
ta.king full advantage of the possibilities the open-space facilities offer. 

It is suggested that faculties of open-space schools devote effort 
toward a very precise definition of those statements reflected of strong 
agreement. For example, there is strong agreement within open-space schools 
that a student's progress should be judged in terms of his/her own abilities 
(item til6). This recomnendation \rould expect faculties to define specifically 
the abilities to be considered. The school's faculty should identify the 
na.jor abilities implied in the statement (intellectual, physical, creative, 
soc.1al). The intellectual abilities \\Ould be further explicated into the 
various types, i.e., verbal, perceptual, spatial, ne1ory, visual, 
auditory, etc. 

A detailed explanation for each agreed-upon statanent \rould allow a 
faculty to become very cohesive in directing its efforts toward educating the 
student. (See Tables 49-52 for surrrnaries.) 

As reported earlier in this study, open-space schools were primarily 
the result of the demands for flexible space placed upon bui.ldings by team 
teaching. Considering the reactions to the statanent on team teaching by 
both open-space principals and teachers, it ~ould appear that there is a need 
for all the manhers of the profPssional staffs of open-space schools to becane 
better acquainted with the educational develoµnents which gave rise to this 
type of building and to receive in-service training in the possible uses of such l 
a facility. 

Based on the responses of principals of open-space schools in this 
study, it would appear that the type of training discussed above oould be 
especially beneficial to them if they are to provjde the leadership which 
will bring about maximum utilization of their open-space facilities. 

Rec.:orrmendations for Further Study 

.further research should be conducted on this subject on a mre 
practical level canparing individuals' attitudes about the purposes of 
open-space with their actual practices in the open-space facilities. 

An investigation into the divergence between what the professionals 
in open-space feel the purposes should be and what they feel the purposes 
actually are \\Ould also be v.orthwhile because it \W:>uld clarify the purposes 
of open-space elementary schools and could lead to research which v.ould 
investigate the question of whether or not open-space elementary schools are 
living up to expectations. 
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• 

Dear Educator: 

I am seeking your assistance in a project designed to assess the 

attitudes of Iowa elementary school teachers and principals with respect 

to statements relating to the purposes of open-space schools found in 

the literature on open-space. In order for this study to be accurate, 

it is important that you complete each item within the questionnaire. 

Would you kindly take a few minutes from your busy schedule to complete 

this form and return it to your principal so that he or she can mail it 

to me by the end of the week? 

No reference will be made to you, your school, or your school system. 

The success of this study is contingent upon your cooperation. I need 

and appreciate your help. 

Thank you. 

Note: Numbers in parentheses next to each statement are for 
key-punch purposes. Please disregard them. 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Please place a mark (X) in front of the response which best describes 

your or your situation. Please answer each item. 

1. Current position. 

1. Teacher ___ 2. Principal (11) 

2. Age. 

1. 20-29 __ 2. 30-39 __ 3. 40-49 __ 4. 50-59 

5 . 60-69 (12) 
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3. Please indicate number of years as an elementary teacher. 

4. 

5. 

1. 0-4 3. 10-14 5. 20-24 7. 30-34 9. 40 or(13) 

2. 5-9 4. 15-19 6. 25-29 8. 35-39 -
Please indicate number of years as an elementary teacher in this 
district. 

1. 0-2 3. 5-6 5. 9-10 7. 13-14 9. 17 or (14) 
more 

2. 3-4 4. 7-8 6. 11-12 8. 15-16 

Please indicate number of years as a teacher in OEen-sEace. 

1. none 2. 1-2 3. 3-4 4. 5-6 5. 7 or 
more 

(15) 

6. Please indicate the level at which you teach. 

1. Primary (K-2) _2. Intermediate (3-4) 3. Upper 
(5-6) 

(16) 

7. Please indicate the number of teachers on the staff of your school. 

1. 1-3 3. 7-9 5. 13-15 7. 19-21 9. 25 or(17) 
more 

2. 4-6 4. 10-12 6. 16-18 8. 22-24 

8. Please indicate how you came to be in your Eresent teaching Eosition 
in this school. 

1. Requested this placement. 

2. Assigned to this position. 

3. This school replaced 
the one I previously 
taught in. 

(18) 
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Directions: 

Kindly indicate how you feel about each of the 
following items by circling the number in the 
right hand column that most closely describes 
your belief about that statement. (Your own 
belief, not necessarily what exists in your 
system.) 

1. The open-space school should provide students 
with many alternative ways to accomplish a 
learning task. 

2. The teacher in an open-space school should 
encourage students to evaluate their own 
progress and to continue through materials 
without always checking with the teacher. 

3. The philosophy of the open-space school should 
include the belief that the way a student 
acquires and uses knowledge is more important 
than the knowledge itself. 

4. Teachers in an open-space school should be 
given autonomy in the planning and performance 
of their work. 

5. While every child in an open-space school 
should have an individual space for personal 
storage, the vast majority of the space 
should be organized for the shared use of all 
the students. 

6. The open-space school should promote informal 
relationships between students and teachers. 

7. Students in open-space schools should be 
allowed to progress through curriculum 
materials at their own individual rates of 
speed. 

8. In an open-space school instructional groupings 
should be based solely on teacher judgement 
and observation. 

• 
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1 2 3 4 5 (20) 

1 2 3 4 5 (21) 

1 2 3 4 5 (22) 

1 2 3 4 5 (23) 

1 2 3 4 5 (24) 

1 2 3 4 5 (25) 

1 2 3 4 5 (26) 

1 2 3 4 5 (27) 

I 



9. The staff of an open-space school should be 
expected to be innovative and to experiment 
with new methods and materials. 

10. The teacher in an open-space school should 
not hide his/her emotional responses to 
individuals and events. 

11. The open-space school should eliminate 
competition and foster the growth of 
cooperation between students. 

12 . In an open-space school conflict should be 
recognized and worked out within the context 
of the group. 

13. The teacher in an open- space school should 
feel comfortable with students taking the 
initiative in learning. 

14. There should be no fixed curriculum or 
courses of study in an open-space school. 

15. In an open-space school learning activities 
should arise from students' interests and 
responses to materials. 

16. In an open-space school a student's progress 
should be judged in terms of his own 
abilities. 

17. The approach to learning in an open-space 
school should be interdisciplinary, that is, 
a child should not be expected to confine 
himself to a single subject such as 
mathematics when learning. 

18. The open-space school should provide students 
with an informal atmosphere in which they are 
able to move about without asking permission. 

19. Teachers in an open-space school should be 
involved in some form of team teaching. 

< 0 A 
Vl<ZAVl 

1 2 3 4 5 (28) 

1 2 3 4 S (29) 

l 2 3 4 5 (30) 

1 2 3 4 5 (31) 

l 2 3 4 5 (32) 
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l 2 3 4 5 (33) 

1 2 3 4 S (34) 

1 2 3 4 5 (35) 

l 2 3 4 5 (36) 

1 2 3 4 5 (37) 

1 2 3 4 5 (38) 
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20. The open-space school should operate on the 
principal that it is as important for students 
to live fully in the present as it is for them 

< 0 p 
00 < Z P 00 

to prepare for the future. 1 2 3 4 5 (39) 

21. Informal talking between students in an 
open-space school should be encouraged as 
an aid to learning. 

22. In an open-space school students should be 
encouraged to use materials in different 
ways including some the teacher has not 
foreseen. 

23. The teacher in an open-space school should 
use each child ' s interaction with materials, 
equipment, and the environment as the basis 
for his/her instruction. 

24. The progress of students in an open-space 
school should be reported to parents 
verbally without the use of a scale based 
on some standard or norm. 

25. In an open-space school factors such as 
motivation, self-direction, self-concept, 
responsibility, and peer relations are 

1 2 3 4 5 (40) 

1 2 3 4 5 (41) 

1 2 3 4 5 (42) 

1 2 3 4 5 (43) 

equally as important as academic achievement. 1 2 3 4 5 (44) 

26. There should be no fixed daily schedule of 
events in an open-space school. 1 2 3 4 5 (45) 

27. The organization of the open-space school 
should be based on multi-age/multi-grade 
groupings, that is, family-type groups composed 
of children of several ages and grade levels. 1 2 3 4 5 (46) 

28. Teachers in an open-space school should play 
a major role in the formulation of school 
policy. 1 2 3 4 5 (47) 

29. One should expect to find a great number and 
variety of activities going on simultaneously 
in an open-space school. 

• 

1 2 3 4 5 (48) 

l 
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30. In an open-space school the teacher should 
encourage the exercise of real choice and 
independence in students. 1 2 3 4 5 (49) 

31. The staff of an open-space school should be 
willing to accept frequent and continuing 
change. 1 2 3 4 5 (50) 
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Dear Educator: 

I am seeking your assistance in a project designed to assess the 

attitudes of Iowa elementary school teachers and principals with respect 

to statements relating to the purposes of open-space schools found in 

the literature on open-space. In order for this study to be accurate, 

it is important that you complete each item within the questionnaire. 

Would you kindly take a few minutes from your busy schedule to complete 

this form and return it to your principal so that he or she can mail 

it to me by the end of the week? 

No reference will be made to you, your school, or your school system. 

The success of this study is contingent upon your cooperation. I need 

and appreciate your help. 

Thank you . 

Note: Numbers in parentheses next to each statement are for 
key- punch purposes . Pl ease disregard them. 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Please place a mark (X) in front of the response which best describes 

1. 

2. 

3. 

you or your situation. Please answer each item. 

Current position. 

1 . Teacher 2. Principal (11) 

Age. 

1. 20-29 2 . 30-39 3. 40-49 4. 50-59 
5. 60-69 (12) 

Please indicate number of years as an elementary teacher. 

1. 0-2 3. 5-6 
2. 3-4 4. 7- 8 

5 . 9-10 
6. 11- 12 

7. 13-14 9. 17 or (14) 
8. 15-16 



4. Please indicate number of years as an elementary teacher in this 
district. 
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1. 0-2 3. 5-6 5. 9-10 

6. 11-12 

7. 13-14 

8. 15-16 

9. 17 or (14) 
more 

2. 3-4 4. 7-8 

5. Please indicate number of years as a teacher in open-space. 

1. none 2. 1-2 3. 3-4 4. 5-6 5. 7 or 
more 

6. Please indicate the level at which you teach. 

1. Primary (K-2) 2. Intermediate (3-4) 3. Upper 
- (5-6) 

(15) 

(16) 

7. Please indicate the number of teachers on the staff of your school. 

1. 1-3 3. 7-9 5. 13-15 7. 19-21 9. 25 or(17) 
more 

2. 4-6 4. 10-12 6. 16-18 8. 22-24 

8. Please indicate how you came to be in your present teaching 
position in this school. 

1. Requested this placement. 3. This school replaced (18) 
the one I previously 

2. Assigned to this position. taught in. 
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Directions: 

Kindly indicate how you feel about each of the 
following items by circling the number in the QI 

QI 

right hand column that most closely describes "Cl 1-1 
QI 00 

your belief about that statement.(Your own QI al 
1-1 Cll 

belief, not necessarily what exists in your 00 ..... 
al c:: "Cl 

system.) 0 
>. ..... QI >. 

r-4 ~ QI r-4 
00 1-1 00 
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µ 00 0 ..... µ 
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1. Students should be provided with many 
alternative ways to accomplish a learning 
task. 1 2 3 4 5 (20) 

2. The teacher should encourage students to 
evaluate their own progress and to continue 
through materials without always checking 
with the teacher. 1 2 3 4 5 (21) 

3. The way a student acquires and uses 
knowledge is more important than the 
knowledge itself. 1 2 3 4 5 (22) 

4. Teachers should be given autonomy in the 
planning and performance of their work. 1 2 3 4 5 (23) 

s. While every child in a school should have 
an individual space for personal storage, 
the vast majority of the space should be 
organized for the shared use of all the 
students. 1 2 3 4 5 (24) 

6. The school should promote informal 
relationships between students and 
teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 (25) 

7. Students should be allowed to progress 
through curriculum materials at their 
own individual rates of speed. 1 2 3 4 5 (26) 

8. Instructional groupings should be based 
solely on teacher judgment and 
observation. 1 2 3 4 5 (26) 

' 



9. Teachers should be expected to be innovative 
and to experiment with new methods and 
materials. 

10. A teacher should not hide his/her emotional 
responses to individuals and events. 

11. The school should eliminate competition and 
foster the growth of cooperation between 
students . 

12. Conflict in school should be recognized and 
worked out within the context of the group. 

13. A teacher should feel comfortable with 
students taking the initiative in learning. 

14. There should be no fixed curriculum or 
courses of study in a school. 

15. Learning activities should arise from 
students' interests and responses to 
materials. 

16. A student's progress should be judged in 
terms of his own abilities. 

17. The approach to learning in school should be 
interdisciplinary, that is, a child should 
not be expected to confine himself to a 
single subject such as mathematics when 
learning. 

18. School should provide students with an 
informal atmosphere in which they are able 
to move about without asking permission. 

19. Teachers should be involved in some form of 
team teaching. 

20. It is as important for students to live 
fully in the present as it is for them to 
prepare for the future. 
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1 2 3 4 S (28) 

1 2 3 4 5 (29) 

1 2 3 4 S (30) 

1 2 3 4 5 (31) 

1 2 3 4 S (32) 

1 2 3 4 S (33) 

1 2 3 4 S (34) 

1 2 3 4 S (35) 

1 2 3 4 S (36) 

1 2 3 4 S (37) 

1 2 3 4 S (38) 

1 2 3 4 5 (39) 
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21. Informal talking between students in school 
should be encouraged as an aid to learning. 

22. Students should be encouraged to use materials 
in many different ways including some the 
teacher has not foreseen. 

1 2 3 4 5 (40) 

1 2 3 4 5 (41) 

23. The teacher should use each child ' s interaction 
with materials, equipment, and the environment 
as the basis for his/her instruction. 1 2 3 4 5 (42) 

24. The progress of students in school should be 
reported to parents verbally without the use 
of a scale based on some standard or norm. 1 2 3 4 5 (43) 

25. Factors such as motivation, self-direction, 
self-concept, responsibility, and peer 
relations are equally as important as 
academic achievement. 1 2 3 4 5 (44) 

26. There should be no fixed daily schedule of 
events in a school. 

27. The organization of a school should be based 
on multi-age/multi-grade groupings, that is, 
family-type groups composed of children of 
several ages and grade levels . 

28. Teachers should play a major role in the 
formulation of school policy. 

29 . One should expect to find a great number 
and variety of activities going on 
simultaneously in a school setting. 

30. A teacher should encourage the exercise of 
real choice and independence in students. 

31. Teachers should be willing to accept 
frequent and continuing change. 

• 

1 2 3 4 5 (45) 

1 2 3 4 5 (46) 

1 2 3 4 5 (47) 

1 2 3 4 5 (48) 

1 2 3 4 5 (49) 

1 2 3 4 5 (50) 




