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' preface

Three main areas (with differing degrees of emphasis)
are covered in ﬁhis reviaw: the‘“épen-area“»school as
such, the *ﬁeam#teachihg“ school, and the “oéen" school.
The main emphasis is on the last tepic. Some of the
papers read dealt with the *open area" and its éffects.
but did not specify how learning and instruction were

taking piace. For this reason, the “Opén area" is

included as a sepa:ate category here and in the bibliography.

The list of possxble sources of information is too
(A .

'long to be dealt with exhaustively thhin a short time,

Compromises have been necessary, especially where some
sources have not been directly available.

One general point about the iiterature which may
have some importance and indicate a trend: the entries
in Dissertation Abstracts Interﬁational (a compilation
of summaries of most PhD and EdD theses which come out
each year in the United States and Canada )under the

topic of “team~-teaching” have grown progressively fewer,



while those under "openéteaching?‘hava grown progreésively

more numerous since 1970.




The Open Space
Winston Churchill once remarked, *“We shape
our buildings; thereafter they shape us."”
Architect John Lyon Reid has - applied this.
" thought to schools: "Education is a fluid
activity. A fluid might be said to take
the shape of its container. If that is
true, I think we might say that the container
should change its shape when reqguired.”
| (Bair & Woodward, 1964, p.36)
In large educa* a-systems teachers and children:
do not usually have much influence over the shape of the
"containers"” in which they £find themselves. What then
.  of teachers who £ind themselves in open spaces with
othe: teachers and groups of children? What of the
children? Thxs part of the review 1ntends to examine some of the
ways in which teaehers and chxldren functior d can
function in architecturally "open” schoolg.

Of course, the architecture of schools will shape
and to some extent determine what goes on inside. But
it is not the building alone which will dictate and
govern the quality of education which occurs. The
philosophy of education, assumptions about learning and
the teachers' attitudes toward children, have to be

important factors.

»architectuvrally open" means the type of building




that has‘beén designed soﬂthat more thah_ene.group of
children and their teachers would share space in some
wak. Tﬁlemight'ihvoive'1a'largéopenSpaca”which the -
groups used fof all ﬁheir bés;c éctivities.A tt might
mean separate rooms with an adjacent common space (a
lakgé room, corridor and so on).

This general approach td tﬂe topié ha§ opeﬁed up
a rather vast literature, much of which turns out to be
desctiptive narrative rather than an} kind of empirical
tesﬁing of assumptions and results. However, this type
of literature is to be expécﬁed,’as the area under
‘iﬁvestigation'is.relatively new in_éducation.’ As with’
any.investigation,'the general’questioné must‘come‘béfore-
the more specific so the descriptive literature helps to
idehtify the ”ﬁatﬁre df the beast® and to define the
general problem.

In the introduction to her annotated bibliography
of the Opén School, Cockburn (1973) quotes Brunetti's
definition of the open plan: " . . . the open space
school is composed of instructional areas without interior
walls, ranging in size from two to over thirty equivalent

classrooms." She notes that "there are problems in




éssessing the validity of the canclusiqﬁs.pflmany‘of the
studies mainly because it is hard to isolate space as
the onI§ vériabie.“

There is véry little written and xeéearched‘about
. the "open area" that can be taken as verified and genera-.
lizable, because what héppens and the results to teacher,
child and schﬁo; of éh oéén areé must be contiﬁgent io”a
large extent upon the individual teécher, child, and the
 organization of the space and the péople‘within it. This
is a ﬁruismhin educational researeh in aﬁy kind of school,
but it is especially impértant to keep in mind when
reading ébout."the‘open areaﬁ‘in éase one is tempted to
-think of the "open areé“ as being in itéélf descriptive
of what i haﬁpening within the séhool. It is, most
emphatically, not!

The "open area" school may be classed as one of a
group of schools which have appeared on the North American
scene during this century, in contfast to the traditional
school. A traditional school, in general, is one in which
the children would be grouped usually by horizontal age
in classes of hetero- or homogeneous ability, with one

teacher, would usually sit in desks in rows facing a
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. common peoint, would"féilow a prés¢rihed curriculum at a
prescribed rate. Non-traditional schools would include
‘open, non-graded, progressiﬁeand éxpetimental schools
of.variqus kinds fto name a few), where in fact the
description of the traditional school would not apply.

‘The open-area school could féll within either
category depending on its use. 1If, when the internal
walls between classes were taken down, there were no

‘changes in 6fgani§ation, aésumétioﬁs about learning and
the rolés of the teacher and cﬁild, then-the»séhool
would remain in the traditionai category. If,.however.‘

 there were chahéés,'then'ﬁhe open area cauid he’classified
in the non-traditional category with different assumptions.
and rationale.

The non-graded school is one example of a non-
tfaditional school. Goodlad and Anderson (1963) are the
main writers in this field. They have attempted to pull
togéther ideas on non-graded education, to state its
objectives and to ocutline some methods of implementation.
They view a graded structure as a convenience and an
vafficient device." The main rationale of a non-graded

structure is that each child is at a different level of
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accomplishment and all should not be expected to reach

the same standards at the same time. (This implies that

there is a curriculum which all the children will follow,

although at different rates). They say that empirical
evidence is little and inadequate to decide one way or
another whether non-gra&éd structure produces ‘héﬁtér"
results than graded (p.56-57), but there appears to be
ho deficiency of achievement of cﬁildxen in non-graded
over traditional schools.,

Ndn~graded§ess Qould‘appeai to he-an okg&nizatiénal
change only: the learning processié viewed in muchﬁ |
the same uay as in the tradiﬁional'schocl. there is a
set curriculum (althongﬁ the individual child moves through
it at his own rate), academic achievement is an impdrtant |
goal, the teacher's role is not much changed. The
individualization of instruction which was one of the
main rationales for the non-graded structure is also
mentioned as an important factor in the open-area school.

Research on the Open-Area:

Research into the open~area is found mainly in theses.

Description and implementation. Deibel (1971)

explored the question of how well open space schools
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meet the demaﬁd plécod upbn them; He found that the
open SQace schools which he was investigating in Ohio
.were pramoting the inncvations mentioned in the literature
and tﬁgt,there was a cause and effect ralatiansﬁiﬁ between
the planﬂipg and egecutihg of éroéramsvin innovative
sdhopls. Individualized iﬁstruétion was the ﬁain |
emphasis of the scﬁdols, but non-gradiné waé being
'narrdﬁly interpreted as multi-level progress.

| Etheredge‘'s (1972) thesis was a descriﬁtion of what
an open plan school might be in terms of instiﬁctioﬂal
program; instructional orgaﬁization ané instructional
space, taken from the literatqre and also from what he
considered to be "best practices" from observations and
interviews in open plan schodls. It was on a non-empirical
level.

Holmquist (1972) investigated the organizational
climate as perceived by principals and teachers in architec;
turally open and closed classrooms in twelve New Mexico
schools. He found no significant differences between the
two groups of teachers, however principals viewed the
organizational climate of their schools as more open

than did their staffs. This is a matter for further
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investigétion.

Read (1973) wade an initial evaluation of the
development and effectiveness of open space schools in
thé Chula Vista City_school district. She found no-
statistically_siénificant differences betweén open space
ahd self-cdntained achools in pupil achieéemént,'attitﬁde_

'.of pupils and staff, or practicves within enviroﬁments.

~ She recdﬁmended evaluative research on sﬁecific fécets
of open space schools. This research seems to indicate
that chénging the-arcﬁitecture may involve a structural
change only, and have no réél differenﬁiatingeffect on
what happens within the stfuﬁture. | | |

-Demase (1972) looked at the supgrvisor'swrole in the
develoément of procedures to involve teachefs in preparing
themselves for an open space school. Wwhile she found no
set formula for involving the teachers, she did identify
certain important elements which seemed necessary: (a)
involvement at the outset of all persons directly involved
by the outcome of a change; (b) making sure that whenever
people were brought together the reason for the meeting
was seen by them as being relevant:; (c) emphasizing the

worth of cach individual: (d) insuring that, through
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involvement in various non~threa£ening tasks, group members
became relaxed and aware of each other: (e).continuous
encouragement and presentation of situations where group
members could use their creativity, set goals and plan
 for themselves; and (£) involvéﬁent of the learner and
acceptance and support of him in his growth in knowledgé
and understanding. These would seem to be essential

points for anyone organizing an open space'achool.

There seemé to be no general formula of the dpen'
area.apé its imp;ementation. The studies all-involved
overél; saﬁples in specific locations. 'Demasé‘s (1972)
| andssthereﬂgéFs (1972) would be of some general use in
preliminary planning for an open area, but since there
is no common theme establighed Qithin the reséarch apart'
from the architectural openness it is ﬂmpossihle to make
an organized assessment.

Concerning children. Several studies have undertaken

to examine the child in ﬁhe open area, often éoﬁ§axed to
children in self-contained classrooms. Beals' (1972)
study of emotive perception of fifth and sixth grade
lgtudents in open space and conventional learning environ-

ments significantly favoured more positive attitudes in
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children in the dpen séaue séhools. Beckley's (1972)
comparative study of grades one through six children's
attitudes toward school and self in open concept and self-
contained environments also tended to fuavour the open
‘goncept schoolgh_ﬁqwever, thereris conflicting evidence.
Saékett (1971) compared self-concept and achievement of
sixth grade étudents in an open gpace school, self-
contained school and départmentalized school, and found
that the self-concept mean score in the open-space school
was significantly lower than for either of the other twd
schools. He éiso found a'significantly lower achievement
scére.-%ln.ébntfaét, Killough (19?1) ana}yzed the effects
>on_cognitive~achievement of;a non~graded élementary
programme in an oﬁen s?ace school and found that after
pupils remained in the’program for at least two

years their mean achievement gains would be significantly
better during the third year and for the total three year
period than would that of their counterparts in another
type of program and facility. They would achieve signifi-~
cantly better as they moved into a graded Junior high
school program than would their counterparts. Warner

(1970) studying children in grades two, three and four,
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found no statistically significant differencee in
achievement scores between open area and self-~contained
¢lassrooms. Townsend (1971) found. that achievement test
scores showed bettef achievement growﬁh in more subject

_ areae-hy}ehildreh in a self-conteined and depaetmentalizeé
school than in an open concept echool,

Wren (1972) in examining affective factors alsoc found
results which favoured the open area over the self-
contained classroom in a sample of third, fourth, ané
fifth grade students. She found that there were. measurable
differences in the attitudes and personality factors of
| the students and also concluded that the fear. that anxiety
would. be caused by the open“area learning situation was .
clearly ruled out by the evidence of the study. In
contrast, Leforge (1972),in a study to compare diffefences
in personality characteristics between students in a
traditionally designed building and students in an.open-
space building found that the open-space design of a
school building did not significantly affect students
when the total personality of the individual is considered.
However, the "open-space" students were more tender-

minded and sensitive in terms of sympathy for the need



17

of others than the iraditional students,

Myers (1970-71) compared the perceptioné of eiementary
school children (as measured by thé Idéai‘Tééchér Check~-
list) in open area and self-contained classrooms in
Eritish Cblumbia."ﬁé fofmulatéd and tested thrée hypotheses:
(1) éupiis in open areas would be less concerned about
discipliné or countrel than pupils'in sélf-contained
classrooms, (2) pupils in open areas would be more autonomous
| fhan pupils ih self-contained cléssroéms, and (3) éupils |
in open areas would be less concerned about fair treatment
than pﬁpils in self~contained classrooms. The second
two hfpdtheséé Qééeived'a géod‘ﬁeal of support from the
answers to the Checklist, but he felt that the evidence
fof the first hyﬁothesis was conflicting. This study is
part of a more long term invéstigatidn in B.C. schools.

There is a certain danger in making'general conclusions
from these studies for a number of reasons, one of which
is that they involved different ages within samples and
another is that they are often investigéting different
things. However, there does ceem to be a tendency for
the results to be more positive for the children in the

open areas investigated. Again, it is necessary, while
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saying this, to remember that the "open area" of itself,
does not seem to represent a common instructional and
learning design. _ .

Concerning teachers and principals. The teacher and

p:iﬁéipal ih 6pen area settings have also been iﬁvésciga~
ted. Brumetti (1970) concluded that a high degree of
colleague interaction and cooperative task performance
- was brought about by reducihg the physical and organizational
isolation 6f teacheté‘in the open'space séhools' ICOﬁfiiééing
evxdence of a sort 1s offered by Jaworowxcz {(1972) who
found that the open space school design did not, by itself.
' alter patterns of social interaction between teachers
and the principal so as to prodube perceptions of organi-
zational climaté differing from those found in traditional
design séhools. A more directly related éonflicting
conclusion was found by Trout (1971) in a study of team-
teaching: where team-teaching, itself, did not assure
that cooperative planning occurreé eitﬁer with other
teachers or students. (This is included here as team-
teaching often occurs within open areas.)

Kaelin (1970) investigated the advantages and disad-~

vantages perceived by teachers and principals in open-space
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schoéls. His findinas were generally'éositive and he
draws some impdrtant implications for teachers and
schocls which are considering an open deéignQ Four of
them seem worth guoting: (1) Areas of disagreement

- among personnel actually working»in open space schools
seém likelyvt¢vperéist until a éefinitive philosophy is
fbnﬁulated and accepted by éll, (2) teacher reaciions
indicaté'that individuaiization-of instr;ction lays
stress'uéon academic learnings allowinQ'this phése of

the curricula to preempt éppo:tunities for other valuable
kinds of learhihgs‘ (3).administrators‘shauld‘be takihg
active leadership roles 1niheiping teachéré'toresolve
organizational problems within teaching teéms. (4) open
areas sometimes maképossible abuses such as overcrowding
which would be more difficult to achieve in conventional
school settings.

In examining teacher performance, Mills (1972) found
results generallsy févoufing the teacher in the open area
as opposed to ;he teacher in the éelf—contained classroom.
Warner (1970) while he thought that open area had
advantages, did not find significant differences between

the two groups of teachers (open area, self-contained).
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Nielsen and rr.-%ovich {1970) attempted to identify
factors associated with éuécessful teaching in an open
space, They found one set of statistically significant
diffgrences between teéchérs réted‘average/poor and those
rated Outstanding byntheir principéls,‘as-well as trends
in other areas of_their &ata( Teachers_réted outstanding
were more certain of their standing with their prinéipals
‘than the others; they were generally more at ease with
him, felt they got sufficient reécghition'and had a Strqng
desire to do better, On the Lasswell Values Scale,
they rated lower than the'otheré on éfféction and rectitude
values, hiéher.on"wealthjvalue énd highér-on.wEIl-beihg '
and enlightenﬁent. They found no significént-différeﬁcés
between the groups in acceptance of self and others, in -
sélf-édncept or in the value categorieé of respeét. éower
and skill. This study is interesting not from the point
of view of what it actually found, but from the possibili-
ties it opens up into the types of investigations thét
would be worthwhile, This is another general area which
warrants more research,

From all of this, it is obvious to conclude that

all areas still need more investigation. The child,
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in the affective angd cognitive domains, the teacher,

" the administratof, the building design, .the organization
of time, learning environmgnt, materials, grouping of .
children and teachers, the long-term effects of the open
space on the cqgn%ﬁive and affective domains of ther
1earner,_attitudés toward self, others, school; énd the
érobléms to be faced in implementing an open desién.

Long term evaluation is lacking in all areas. Definitive.
answers are not found in the literéture. The research
has beeh tackled piecemeal and researcheré have ténded
to investigate-specific questions-withdut éttempting.to
take a broaderc look at the whole quéétioh of the opén 
area.

Team~-Teaching

Team~teaching is one way of using the open area.
It has been “"in vogue” in the United States and to some
extent Canada and England, since the late 1950's or early
1960's. Shaplin aﬁd 0lds (quoted in Bassett, 1970, pP. 109)
give the following definition: “Team-teaching is a type
of instructional organization, involving teaching
personnel and the studénts assigned to them, in which

two or more teachers are given responsibility, working
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togethér, for all or a s;gnificaﬁt paré of the instruction
of the same group of étudents."
Bassett (1970 pp.llO-llZ) lists four main pclnts
in support of team«teaching- (1) the advantage to the
'children taught by more than one teachex and exposed to
.vthe different strengths of the teachers, (2) the advan-
"tage to teachers by bringing them together to see
different types of teaching: a special point is made
about the young, inexperienced teacher being helped by
the older, more experiencgd teacher instead‘of being
isolated in a cléssroam, (3) thafe is a mofé flexible
grouping of students than possible in the ordinary single
teacher é;ass:<dif£erent.size groups of children are
éossible, and large group inétrucﬁion is not an absolute
necessity of team-teaching, (4) teachers are encouraged
to act professionally: they need thought aﬁd imagination
because of the demands of the situation: "the processes
of deliberation heighten involvement, and involvement
intensifies the search for worthwhile solutions to
problems (p.112).
Bair and Woodward (1964) list twelve general charac-

teristics of team-teaching (p.28-33):
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(1) A teaching :eam consists of frum three to seven or
more téaéhers jointly respanéiblé for the instruction

of 75 to 225 of more pupils in one or more grades or
age levels. o

(2) Teams may have teachers assigned to different ievels
of responsibilitf. depending on theirlahiliﬁy and experi-
encé, with higher saia:ies.énd higher‘sﬁatds given to

the senior teachers ané the'team‘leédér.

(3) Most teamfteéching programs permit supérvision of

the junior members of a team by the senior of leadership
pérsonnél.‘-The schedule a;sé petﬁit5 1éss'ex§eriénced '
»_personnel tc observe the eutstaﬁding teacher adjusting
his program as the teaching-learning situation develcps.
(4) Team~teaehing programs emphasize the team, rather
than the individual teacher, in the planning, teaching,
and evaluating cycle,

(5) In the classroom situation, however, teaching teams
protect the professional autonomy of each teacher and
stress the use of his unique abilities in the instruction
of children.

(6) In many team-teaching programs, each member of the

team specializes in a different curriculum area and helps
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all membérs of the team glan, teach, and evaluate in the
area of his specialty,
(7) All team-teaching pr&grams emphésize the effective
utiiization of the strengﬁhs of each member of tﬁe staff.
(8)‘As téék-teaching promotes non~gradedness within the
schodl. so does ndn-graéedness promote team-teaching. The
theory of continuous pupil progress is bééic‘tb most
tean-teaching programs.
(9) Team-teaching programs emphasize varying class sizes
and class lengths based upon instructicnal ohjéctives,
context, techniques and pﬁpil‘needs.
(10) class size and length of periods are closely related
to tﬁé Fle#iblé schedﬁliﬁg practices for pupils and teachers
which are characteristic of mahy team-teaching prégraﬁs.
(11) Many team-teaching progfams use aides for non-profes-
sional tasks.
(12) Most team~teachers make more effective use of
mechanical and electronic equipment.

The emphasis here seems to lie heavily on the teacher
and the general organjizational pattern of the school.
Essentially, the assumptions about learning do not seem

to vary much from the conventional classroom (although
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there is a greatet emphasis 6n the individualization of

instruction), |
Team~-teaching has been carried out both in elementafy

énﬂhigh schools. Théré is reéearch iﬁto some aspects

at both the eleméntary and secondary levelg,v All pfAthe

research reviewed here was catried out in tﬁa U.S. The

assumﬁtion here has to be that it ié'étill relevant to

the ubntréél azéa, in éctuél fact. Studies have tended

to emphasize the teacher and the team, although there has

begn»some attention paid to pupil attitudes and academic

performance. This reéeafeh seems to be more important

~ for the directions it points, rather than for any definite

answers which it inss. . | |

Iggggaggh on Team-zégghingz'

| Agaiﬁ; the main research into team~teaching is found

in thesis dissertations. Bair and Woodward (1964) locked

at the research to that date and made a summary assessment

of team~teaching. The research into academic achievement

(up to 1964) indicated no significant differences between

team-taught children and others, in fact, the children

in the team-teaching situations never performed below

their grade level. They said: "It is critical that, at
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an early stage, a team=-tvaching program be ablec to demons-
trate élea:ly and henestly that pupils do at least as
well as they would in a conventional program (p.197), "
Pupil édjustment was satisfactory and pareﬁt opinion
. favourable. The impact of team-teaching on teacﬁers was
pqsitive. They mentibned one'point which»has not been
emphaéized‘elsewhere'but which would be significént from.
_thg point of_view of a téécher in the situation: “Team¥ 
teachers willingly work longer hours. This seems to ke
a universai truth about team~teachers (p.213)."
Descriggian and implementation. Olson (i??l)‘investi-
gated the role of team-leader in elementary school team-
téaching with reéaré ﬁo'the'gersonal éqaiificatiohs.éhd
préfessiénai skills reguired for it, the responsibilities
and taské ﬁhich characterize tﬁe role, its influence on
local school administration and the role of the teacher
who serves as a member of the teaching team, provision
for the role in state school law and school system policy
s1d salary schedules (this was a local stuor carried out
in utah) and the positions of professional teacher associ-
ations regarding the establishment of such roles. He found

that the concept of "master teacher" was applicable to
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the team-leader role in 4ifferentiated staffing and that
where differentiated étaffing was procéeding most rapidly,
profeséional teacher associatioﬁs were generally involved
in the development process.

Millard (1970) investigated organizational factors
which contribute to tﬁevdevelopmentlof successful team~
téachihg prég:éms. de makes five_major recommendations:

(1) flexible student grouping. (2) the use of various
instructional modes espec;ally the use of small group
instruction, (3) flexible schedules for junior high’and
elementary teams {(this does not seeﬁ as‘ihpr tént for
senior.hiéh teams), (4) consxder the grade level to be
:team-taught and the method of teacher assignment when
developing the organizational team design, and (5) provide
adequate planﬁing time prior to starting a team program.
This fifth point has been emphasized elsewher; (Deibel,
1971) and would seem an important consideration in esta-
blishing immovative programs of any kind.

Trout (1971) made é detailed study of team~taught
United States history programs in six Indiana schools.
His reéults were largely negative: (1) team-teaching aid

not assure that cooperative planning would occur either
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‘with other teachefe oy stedents. (2) teameteachers did
not use any of the technical aids fifty percent of the
time, but both teachers and students mentiened the use
of tecﬁnicél aids during interviews, (3) team~teachzng
dxd not assure that instruetxen would be changed from
one that is texthook-centred in content. (4) studnnt

- group size did vary in each schoel, however, the change

~in the number of students in the groups aid not alter‘

the teacher-centred instruction, (5) Although it is
often stated that teacher capability will be better
utilized in team~teaching, there was no evidence that

'. any school wes.attempting.t0~determine the most capable.
person for tasks. In addition, teams which had time for

extensive planning prior to the beginning of the school

year seemed to function most smoothly. Finally, the
ability of teachers to work together with other teachers
was "highly significant” to the seccess of the team~taught
program. Trout's study calls into question some of the
assumptions about what actually happens in team-teaching
situations. More investigations of this kind are needed
in team~teaching schools to test whether these results

are more generalized than would be apparent from the rest
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of the 1itetature.

CDncernxngxteachers in teams. Several studies
involve teachers in some way.

Ables (1972) examined morale within teacher-teams
'as affected by congruence of helief systems; He found
that there was a signif;cant positive relation between
1ndiv1duals relatively congruent with the belief systems
eof their team and the total factors of morale. that there
was a significant positive relation between teaching
teams with relatively congruent belief systems and the
total factors of morale; and that there was a significant
-positive relation between teeching teams relatively |
congruent with the belief systems of their leaders and
the total tactore of morale. This would indicate that
the greater the agreement between belief systems on a team,
the higher'the mordle. Research is needed on the whole
question of selection of teaehers for teams.

Foley (1971) studied the relation between team leaders’
leadership behaviour and the morale and effectiveness of
their team members. He found that there was a positive
relation between the leadership behaviour of team

leaders and the morale of team members. He could not



30

draw any definitive conciusions about the teams' teachiny
effectiveness in relation to the leaders' behaviour.
His final conclusion was that there were many factors
other than leadership behaviour to be taken into account
when trying to predict a tcam's teaching effectiveness.
AAgain, more research is indzcated to 1solate these factors
Dunn (1971) made a comparative study of block-time
and team-teaching-schedules;in relation to a teacher‘sA
knowledge of pupils {in junior high sehool) and foond
that teachers in block time classes had significantly
'greater,knoﬁledge of'their‘students‘than»did the teaﬁ;.
teachingfteachers.' This greater knowledge in turn led to.
an improvement in pupil attitude toward themselves. Dunn
concluded that he had evidence that team teaching through
its ooerational mode discourages teachers from securing
information about pupils aud is detrimental to fulfilling
the guidance function of the junior high school. This is
in direct conflict with the aim of greater individualized
instruction basic to most team-teeching. It may be a
finding specific to the age group investigated, but it
allows one to speculate about some of the assumptions of

team~teaching.



McCallum (1971) fourn. no relation between the type
~of school (opén space—team teaching or traditional schools)
in which téachers teach and the kindé of problems they
identify’in childfen.

Miller (1970) and Kulaga (1971) both ran studies
invciving téachers énd-téacher aides. Kulaga foﬁnd no
evidence to support his hypothesis that é cohesive
teacher-'géache:faide team had ény éignificant influence_ B
on children's reading and arithmetic achievement. However,
it did seem that a cohesive team had a positive effect
'on‘child:én's motivation and also on the waf the éhildren
see the teacher as giving individual attention to their
educatiohél needs; Miller found nogvidence of a positive
relation between aidc activity and the time ﬁhat ﬁhe
grade-one teachers in his study éﬁent in non-instructional
or instructionally related activities. He did not find
support for the assumption that an aide in the classroom
allows more time for instructional activity resulting in
improved performance by the children. There did not seem
'to be a positive relation between the way teachers spent
their timé and pupil achievement. The role of the teacher-

aide is not clear and the results of these two studies
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are inconclusive. This “opic definitely needs more inves-
tigation,

Concerning children in team-~-teaching echools. Several

studies directly refer to children in team-teaching
_ situations in some way.

Burchyett_(1972); found no significant differences

in tﬁe academic'achievement of'chiidren in grades three; o
_four, and five in a non-graded multi-age, team-teaching
schocl compared to that of similar children in a self-
contained classrocm. Children-in the experimental schoeol
excelled in creaﬁive thinking and geeerelly in moﬁivation.

McCallem‘(197l) feund no differences in the typee
of problems children experienced, the duration and depth
of the prohlem. nor who helped with the problem, between
children in open space team-teaching and traditional
elementary schools.

Lueders~—Salmon (1972) developed an instrument to
measure classroom activity in self-contained classrooms
and open-space team-~teaching schools., She found that
open-space classrooms were generally more "active“,

She also found that teams teaching more than one grade

level had less "active" classrooms than those teaching
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one and speculated that this may have been due to inade-
quéﬁe planning by the pérticulat teams sampled.

The child in tﬁe team-teaching situation seéms to
havé béén felafivelyﬁﬁééiééted in the literature.

Specific research in this area is not very extensive,
‘nor are the results of what has been acne-definitive. |
Again, the research suffers from a lack of investigation
of general issues. One Question of a géne:él_nature that
céuld be investigated is: in a team-teaching situation,
if it is highly ocrganized and scheduled, éoes the child
have a chance tO”be‘more‘tnan‘an eésentiallﬁ'passive
recipient of pre-packaged matgfial? |

In addition, the advantaggs and characﬁeristics listéd
by ﬁair and wbodward (1964) and‘Baésett (1970) have yet
to be empirically tested in ahy kind of exhaustive way.

A General Critigue of the Literature on Open Areas and

Team-Teachinrg:

The first difficulty with this literature is that
the open-area is very loosely defined iﬁ the literature.
There is no formula for its use, and no real consistency
of approach in the research. Even where the’narrower

definition of team-teaching is applied, more than one




34

iﬁterpretation is possibAe; This definitional problem,
in itself, makes interpretation of the research difficult.
In addition, the research has not been carried out in a
concerted fashion One is confronted by a series of
small individual forays, usually using inadequate samples
(often in solving only one or two schools. or even single _
 classrooms). The basic descriptive groundwork- a necessary-
forerunner of the systematic empirical testing of assumptions,
has not been undertaken. and the empirical testing is
anything but systematic Cockburn (1973) has pcinted
to’ the diffieulty of isolating the open space as the
. ~ only affeetivefvariable..fUhfortunatelf, there is a lack
of attention to this point in the literatufe.

Several dissertation studies were undertaken in
particular school districts with an apparent view to
recommending or rejecting the building of open area schools
by the school authorities. This type of research is suspect
on several counts: the samples are small; often the results
show no significant differences between open area and
conventional classrooms: and where significant differences
are found, the openness of the architectural structure

cannot be isolated as the contributing variable,
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Criteria for tﬁe “Opee areé“ are not established
beyend the basic lack of interier walls, Studies are
lacking of "inputs” other than the shape of the rooms
and the cost of eone*ruction, and of "outputs®" other than
short-term academic and attitudinal variahles.

The questxone being 1nvestigated tend to ask about
the difference of effect between open space and conven-
tional classrooms. There has been no research into
“specific efFects of the open areas end team—teaching; -
Long-term effects have not been looked into.

There has been no research into possible detrimental
e effects of an open area. For inatance. what‘happens.to
children who have learning disabilities? Do they find
the increased movement generated by architectural openness
disturbing? Are teacher anxieties increased? Wwhat about
criteria for selecting teachers to work together?

Many questions have been reised in the research
reviewed, none have been investigated beyond the initial

stage.



Open Education
I hear . . . and I forgot
I see . . . and I remember
I do . . . and I understand
| - Anéient Chinese Proverb.
where the emphasis, in the main, in team-teéching
has been on inétruction,_:eachihg and o:ganiéationalyfaetcrs;
 the open school is biased toward ﬁhe procéés of learning»:”
énd ﬁhe leafner. Cockburﬁ (lQ?ﬁ)quotes Musella of the
Ontafio‘xnétitﬁte for Studies ip Education: "Open education
is education that maximizes student choice in all dimehsions.
6f‘schoolin9; It can be considered a multi-diﬁenéiénal
set of concepts which desé?ibe a school or classroom aldng
a continuum of openness.”
Opén education is a state of mind rather than a
particular building design. That is to say, to take
down walls is not to create open education any more than
ig is to ensure cooperative teaching (as shown eariier).
However, open education can occur in the open space design
school. |
Blackie (1969) has said: "The one essential point
in the whole educational system is the point‘of contact
between teacher and child. It is to make this contact

as fruitful as possible that everything else - authority,
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administration, inspeét&on. curriculum exist. If the
system fails to wérk at this point of contact, it fails
everywhere (p.4)." fThis really gets right to the heart
of the métter and heiéé to éxpand thé definition.

Open education involves a view of the learner as an
active an&_résponéihie participaht'in Bis dwnilea:ning.
Weber (1971) says: | |

“Informal, as I_understand.it, reférs to the setting,
4the arrangéments; the teacher-child and child-chi;df |
relatiOnshipé that mainﬁain, restimuiate if necessary,
and extend what is considered to hé the host”intéhse
- form of learning, the already ex%?ting'chilﬁ's way of

learning through play and through experiences he seeks
out for himself.

The active form of such learning is considered to
be curiosity, interest, and the needs of a child‘'s own
search for definition and relevance. The school setting
or enviromment must be rich enough to foster and maintain
this curiosity; it must be free enoughto allow and even
to help each individual follow the path indicated by his
curiosity. Entwined with the experience gained through

a child's own use of the school environment is the learning
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of skills, because skills are needed in the process.
 How a child wbulq learn in the school settiné waé also
individual -~ he would learn in his own way, at his own
pécé. exploring his own intéreéts, for his ggg §u£§ose§
(p.11)."

Weber's book is ahout the English infant school and
informal education. It was in the primary and now also
in the junior schools in England that a system of education
‘erlved (and is still evolving) which seems to make a
physical reality of Musella's definition.‘ However. thére
has been implementation and systematization of the idea
in both the United States and Canada. Much of the writing
on the subject comes from North America , and is relevant
to eduéétion systems iﬁ this country.

Open education has roots in philosdphy and psychology:
Rousseau, Dewey, TIsaacs, Montessori , Piaget and Bruner,
to name a few. Weber (1971) devotes a chapter to this
background, which gives the ratinnale for informal
education in England very clearly.

Piaget. Jean Piaget is the main theoretical influence
in open education. Pryke (in Rogers, 1970) puts it simply:

"Teachers are becoming more and more influenced by
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the work of Jean Piaget . . . . ?hree.facts about
children's learniné aré now well established: (1) Young
children learn by actively participating in their
learning (Zf They 1earn by talking and discussing,

" (3) They learn through play (p.Z?O)

P;aget s theory of the development of the 1ntellectual
. éapacxty is complicated. The best source which collects

- the theory in 6ne cohéféht Qhéle is Flavell (1963),
Baldwin (1967) also gives a geod simple explanatlon.
anget s is a theory of developmental stages. 1It fits |

| thhxn a biolcgieal framework which ineludes the 1dea |

| of the adaptation of functibh to the environment and

the ”complexly pattefned intexrelationships within
nacturc.” (Baldwin, i967, p.1725 Eehaviour in human béings
seems parallel to the biological éicture of a complex,
mutually regulatory sysﬁem in equiiibrium, There are

two features of biological evolution which are fitted

to human development: (1) the continwmnus fitting of old
structures into new functions, and the development of new
structures to fill old functions under changed ¢ircum-
gtances; and (2) . . . these adaptations do not develop

in isolation. "All of them form a coherent pattern so
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that the totality of bio.ogical life_is adapted to its
environment (Baldwin, 1967, p.173)." Piaget postulates
sehsorimotor and dugnitive schemata (a schema being the
eléﬁeﬁt of structure tﬁét édépté) whiéh Sre iﬁvblved ih
the adaptation processes of assimilation and accomodation.
He defines four stages of reasoning proéess, from a
sensorimotor stage‘to a stage of formal aperation of
thinking, and corrélates them with age. Heiexpresées

his thsory in mathematical language, using set theory and
the concept of group with its property of reveisibility
‘of operation, which is important if the system is to
maintain équilib:i&m.“onerf.tha more ;nflueptial
points'of his'theory fbr the classréom is the idea £ﬁat
the child develéps through cognitive stages which are
invariate in sequence and which are not reached by all
children at the same time.

That is a brief, generalized explanation of his
theory. Eleanor Duckworth (in the ESS Reader, 1970),
guotes him directly on education:

"The question comes up whether to teach the structure,
or to present the child with situations where he is active

and creates the structurez himself . . . . The goal in
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é&ucation is not to increése the amount of knowledge,

but to create the Qossiblities for a child to invent

and discover. when we teach ﬁoo fast, we keep the éhild

from inventing aﬁd discovering himself . . . ; Téaching

msané creéting sitﬁations Qhere structufe can beAdia-

coveréd: it ddés-ngt hean'tfansmitting st?ucturesuﬁhich

ﬁéy be assimilated at ndthing other than a verbal leQei’

(p.137)."

", ...Ido.. . and I understand . .'.“ is a proverd

_often dirgctly.guoted by open‘educatiqn w:iters, and its

general philoscphy.pervades"tﬁe literatﬁre. There is

a sense that knowiedge can be transmitted horizontally

as well ;s“vertigally, in fact, that knowledge and learning,

unlike water, are not necessarily best enéouraged-by

going from higher to lower and that learning ié a process,

not so much a finite product.

The child, then, is an active participant in his own
learning. Open education, in addition to having a sound
theoretical background in developmental psyéhological
theory (for a complete treatment of this see Silberman,
Allender and Yanoff, 1972), also finds support for others

of its ideas in other educational research. For instance,
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children are u;ually grouped heterogeneously in informal
classrooms., Ridgeway and Lawton (1965) wrote quité
exhaustiveiy on this area of informal schooling. Esposito
(1§73) reviewed the literature in genéral on homogeﬁeods
,gnd heterogeneous ability grouping and found largely
negative results forhomqgeneousgrouping, and supqut

 _ for heterogeneous grouving. A éhort aescriptioh of an
open classroom mith ﬁe as follows:

' 'T$e opénciassrdom ié fiexibly arrahged iﬁto learﬁing'
centres‘where‘children and teachers move around quite
fregly”and do not have Singlé‘assignea-placeszdr wqu.‘
Many activitigs wili be taking place at once. A'gréat '
'deai”of individual work is done, but groupé ﬁill.form
and dishénd as ihteresté arise‘and'aré exhaustéd. The
day is not usuaily broken up by a rigid timetable, but
there is provision for children to work as long as
possible or necessary on whatever they are doing. Subjects
are usually combined or treated in a more integrated way.
The teacher is not the main focus of the classroom.

The children kave a good many choices of activities,
which have been providgd in a rich enviromment.

There are many descriptions of the open education
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classroom and its processes in the general descriptive
literature. Weber (1971), .Rogers (1970), Plowden et
al ('1966) Ridgeway and Lawton (1965), Bart‘n (1969 19"’03,
1972), Rathbone {1970}, Berson (1971). Hassett and Weisberg
(1972), Kohl (1967), Marsh (1970), Yeomans (1969&, 1970),
| Brcwn and Prec10ne (1973), Charbonﬁeau (1971) and Blackie
(1963, 1967), to name a few, all contain adequate des- |
criptions of what happens in én‘informal classrpom. 

| While a great mahy of these “pr#ctical”'descriptioné
are oletitish primary schools, this does not, in itself,
makethem.irrelevant'ﬁo,the Nbrth American scene.

Silberman (1970) gives support for this:

"There seem not to be any disruptive youngsters or
even restless youngsters in informal classroqms -~ indeed,
few of the behavior problems with which American teachers
are almosf always coping. The reason has relatively
little to do with the fact that British culture cultivates
greater respect for authority, for teachers in formal
English classrooms have the same problems of maintaining
control that American teachers do. . . . The formal
Classroom . . . seems to produce its own discipline

problems. It produces them by the unnatural insistence
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that children sit silently and motionless, by the unrea-
sohable expéctation that théy will all be interested ih |
the same thing at the same moment and for thé same leﬁgth
of time, by tﬁe lack of trust the plethoré of rdlés
implies . . . (p.2285229)."

| One can only go splfar in the desc:iptivgjlitérature
in examining open education. However, there is a gfowing
body of reséafch iiteratﬁ:e avéilable. @hich is developing.
in é méfé §ohereht_fashioﬁ than thé reseércﬁ into the )

open area and team teaching.

Research gﬁ'gggg Education:
- B | 'SQEé Britisﬁ_reéearch. ‘sqth Silhermaﬁ {1970) and :
| Evans (1971) refer tol D.E.M; Gardnler‘sl long-term reseatcﬁ
in British informal classrooms. Her "overall findings
were favorable for the British integrated day classrooms
compared to British traditional classrooms, although the
traditional classrooms were not as carefuli; selected as
the experimental, integrated day classrooms (Evans, 1971,
p.4)."
Silberman (1970, p.260-261) refers to a study between
1951 and 1963 in which Gardner compared children in formal

and informal infant and junior schools on five tests of
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achievement and nine tests of attitude. Children in
informai schools had better results (Silberman ménticns
that Gardner does not give enough information about hef
héthods to méké clearlthe adequééy of the controls),
and there,were some other intefesting differences ﬁbte&:
“in geneial; éhildreh,ffomrinférmal sdhoois-wére more
relaxed, shcwedrlessfénxiety and more initiative; iﬁde-.
pendence, and self-confidence, and had an easier_:élation~
ship with tﬁeir peers and’with the ﬁesters.“
Moran (197l$ investigated the integrated day wiﬁh
a guestionnaire completed by 181 teachers. He noted the
* lack of previoqs writing - 1 MEQ thesis and a dggc:ig#ive
book. He found fivé major types of the inﬁegfated day
| és intérpreted by the fespéndenté. In t&ﬁe A thé choice
of the activity is not made by the child, but children
will be working at different activities in the same
‘class, or at different tasks within the same subject
activity. 1In type B assignmments are given to the child,
but he has the choice of when and in what order to do
~ them. In ?ype C there is directed work by the teacher
in the morning, followed by same freedom of choice for

the child in the afternoon. In type D (used by teachers
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of infant classes) the teacher organizes various activities
or "structured” situations and the child is allowed to
choose freely. There is é collectivé time. The teacher
can withdraw children fdr guidance and hélp with the
~ three R's. 1In type E,‘the children choose their
éctivities only cccasionallf -perhépé two days a week
or én afternoon. Fér many tééchers.in the survey, work
in maﬁhematics, reading‘andtnngliéﬁ are most important
and some would exempt these subjects.frcm-the~intggrated
day. |
Far froﬁ‘givinq‘a single pictdré of thé‘intégrated
. . ~ day in British primary and jﬁnio: échobls, this inves-
| tigation sefves to illustrate.the dive:sity of che
British scene.
In keeping with chis Barth (1970a, p.195) says
"What has been called a ‘revolution' in British'primary
schools is iimited to perhaps a quarter of the infant
and junior schools and characterizes the former more
than the latter."
Bealing (1972) made a survey of organization of
- classrooms by 189 junior school teachers regardless of

whether or not they thought they used the "integrated
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day" approach. He notes the lack of systematic evidénce
of how innovations suéh as "the integrated day" affects
what children learn, There are almost no attempts to
define the integrated day in terms of its underlying
‘values or assumptions or classroom practice.

In general, then, the British research into informal
Héducation seeﬂé inadeéﬁatg,gt least in amount. Apart |
f:om $ar§n§r's stgd_igs (witix‘time notgd possibig lack ai “
adequate controls}, the‘other wbrk is at ﬁhe sutvey :
level of research. The majoxr British writings on open
education are of the descriptive, positive kind.

. \ American and Canadian ;eséggch._ Ameriéan and Canadian
| | keéééréh.is ﬁoféiexten§i§e tﬁan-its §#itish céunterpﬁrt; :
COckburh (1973) makeé a valid point abﬁut some of the.
difficulties inherent in the literature:

“Much of the current literature on open education
is concerned with evolving a theory to support or validate
existing practices and with developing criteria to measure
the openness of programs and to provide a framework
for research. Even though resear&h on open education
does exist, it is difficult to evaluate since in most

cases the specifications of the programs studied are
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not clear (p.v).*

This development of a f:aﬁawork for research is
necessarily slow wofk: although wbrthwﬁile. because it
should enable research to establish definite and validated
conclusions. Evans (1971) points to other difficuities__
encountered by_the reséareher into 6pen education.

- “One diffi¢u1ty in analyzing opeﬁ eﬁucétion_is that
it is conceivad of as an evolutionary process: that is,
change is always occuring. Static models, or even |
educational models per se, p#eacfiptions. gived sets of
6efinitions. or tﬁe use of béhaﬁioural ohjectivés are
deliberately avoided by open education advocates._ Instead.“
emphasis is given to the unique child. specific events,
the 1ntuitive reactions of tedchers and students engaged
in the process of learning. The key word is proces:.
Eisner s succinct analysis of expressive and instruc-
tional objectives is pertinent:

Expressive objectives differ considerably from

instructional objectives. An expressive objective

does not specify the behavior the student is to
acquire after having engaged in one or more

learning activities. An expressive objective
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describes an educationéilencountérz ié idéntifiés

a situation in which children are to work, a
problem with which they are to éope. a task

they are to enqagé in--but it does not specify
| whatffom that encounter, situation, pioblem.

or task they aré to learn. An expressive objective
provi&es both the teacher and the studeﬁt with

an invitation to explore, defer or focus on issues
that are of peculiar interest or import to the
inquirer. An expressive objective is evpcatiéa
réther than prescriptive. | . . .
| éianer@s distinction ié u:eén1 in highlightingopen
educators'’ §onq¢rn with expressive objectives as opposed
to researchers' use of instructional dbjectives. Resear-
chers often use only performance measures such as
intelligence and achievement scores to evaluate their
work. In assessing open education, an impoftant initial
stage is détermining whether-open classrooms are operating
as their proponeﬁts suégest. « « « As open classroom
processes become better identified, it seems reasonable
to expect that a variety of outcome measures, similar

to ones used by Gardner (1950, pp. 65-66), will be
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eaployed to satisfy quesiions raised by parents,

eduéators. and te&éheré about the long-term effects of

open education (p.3-4)."

There has been a concerted effort in the literature

to identify assumptions, desired cutcomes and charac-

1.

2.‘

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

teristics of open education. Bstth_(1§69) lists 28

assumptions 6£ open eduéation:

Tbg‘Assumgt;ogs of Open Education

Children are innately curious and display exploratory

behaviour quite independent of adult intervention.

Exyloratory»behavidﬁr is‘sglf-perpeﬁuétian

fhe child will d;splay-natg;al explorgtory_behav;our
if he is not threatened. |
confidenéé in:sélf ishiéhly related»to éapaciﬁy
for learning, and for making important choices:
affecting one's learning.

Active exploration in a rich emvironment offering

a wide array of manipulative materials will facili-
tate children's learning.

Play is not distinguished from work as the predo-
minant mode of learning in early childhood.

Children have both the competence and the right
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to make significant aecisions concerning their
own learning.

8. Children will be likely to learn if they are given
ébneidéf&ﬁle chéiéé iﬁ éﬁéAééleétiéh 6f the métérials
they wish to work with and in the selection of
_quéstions they?wish tovpuféue with respéct to_those”
materials.

9. Given theAoppprtunity;'children will choose to
engage in activities which will be of high interest
to them.

10. ﬁhen‘mo:e than one child is inﬁérested in exploring

~ the same problem, or the same materials they will

often choose to cbllabOrate in some way.

1l. When a chxld leérns-something which'is important
to him he will wish to share it with others.

12. Concept fbrmaﬁion proceeds very élowly.

13. Children learn and develop intellectually not only
at their own rate but in their own style.

14. Children pass through similar stages of intellectual
development each in his way and at his own rate and
in his own time.

15. Intellectual growth and development takes place

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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21.
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through a sequence £ concrete expériences followed
by abstractions. |

Verbal abstraction .should follow dizect experience
with objecté and ideas nbt precédo ﬁhem ét sﬁbsti-

tute for them.

'The preferred source of verificatiqnvfbf_a childfs

solutionvto a problem comes through the materials
he is working with.
Errors are necesaarily a part of the learning

process: they are to be expected and even desired'

~ for they contain information essential for further

leérning. ‘

Those sualities of a peréon‘s 1éarning which can

be carefully measured are not necessarily the most
important.

tbjective measures of performance may have a
negative effect upon learning.

I1f an individual is involved in and having fun

with an activity, learning is taking place. Evidence
of this learning is best assessed intuitively, by
direct observation.

The best way of evaluating the effect of the school
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experience on the child is tu observe him over a
Ioné peridd of tiﬁe.

The best measure of a child's work is his work.
The quaii£§ 0f5b§in§ is morébiﬁpoftant than the
quality of knowings kncwleége is a means of educa-

tibn.'not its end. The final test of education

is what a man is, not what he knuws

-4
xncwledge‘is a function of one's personal integration

of experience and therefore does not fall into

.neatly sepa:ace categories or disciplines.

The structure of knowledge is personal and 1610-
syncratic. and a function of a synthasis of each
individnal f-] axperience*with the world. |

It is questiondble whether there is a minimmm body
of knowledge which is essential ﬁbr everyone to know.
It is possible evén likely, that an individual may
learn and possess knowledge of a phenomenon and

yet be unable to display it publicly. xnawledgé
resides with the knower not in its public expression.

Rathbone (1972) sets down the "desired outcomes"® as:

The child will take responsibility for his own

decisions and actions.



- The vhild will be autonomous, acting and making
decisiens independently.
- The child will have the ability and desire to set
. his own goals. | |
- The child will possess self-discipline and will
' not need externally épplied diacigiiﬁé.
- The child will learn self-direction as a basis for
organizing his life; he t{in be self-actualizing.-;
- The child will have a capacity for long-term
involvement at learning tasks of his own choosing.
-~ The child will possess a willingness to experiment: |
. | | ‘.he will demonstrate an abili.ty to seek new solutions
~and new probleus. " | B
- The child will have self-confidence.
- The child wiu exhi.b:lt tmst :Ln hiaself and others
- The child will feel free: he w:t.ll be socially and
;ntellectu_ally adaptable. |
- The child will feel comfortable with at_xd confident
of his own learning §rocesses.
- The child will be in touch with his own 1n_ner
impulses; he will not fear fantasy or feeling.
- The child.will value the eth':lc of open education

(p. 537~-538)."

EKC
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Figure 1

Double Classification Schame Based on Extent to which

(1) the Individual Teacher and {2) the Individual child

is an Active Contributor to Decisions Regarding the

Content and Process of Learning (from Bussis and Chittenden,

1970)

high

laigsez~faire 3 open eduéation
ﬁ .

| | 'S | , ,

’ . low contribution _of teacher -~ high
progr ammed -] traditional

instruction | g British
o
low

From: Walberg and Thomas (1971)
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Bussis and Chittenden (1770) identified ten major themes
in open education, which were later modified to eight by

Walberg and Thomas (1971):

“THEMES IN OPEN EDUCATION |
- Provigioning for Learning. The te#cher provides a
rich and responsivé physical and emotianél énvircné
_ - Diagnosis of Learning Events. The teacher views the
work children do in school as opportunities for her
to éssess whaﬁ the children are learning, as much
as cpportunitieé for children to learn.
. | - xpétrugtigg~cﬁ;dggcg and Extension of Learning. .The
o teachef acts primarily as a resource person who; in
- a variety of ways, encourages and _:lnﬂ.(:'encés’ the

- direction and growth of learning.

teacher promotes an'gtpoaphe:g_of warmth. opanneég.
and reséact for one another. |

- Reflective ggg;nggidn ogvn;gggoatig Information. The
teacher subjects her diagnostic observatiohs to reflec~
tive evaluatién in oréer‘to struceure‘the learning

environment adequately.

ERIC
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- Seek unity i Promot owth, The teacher
seeks activities ocutside the classroom to promote

personal and professional growth.

Assum tions‘—_Ideas dbgut“
Learning. The teacher‘'s assumptions about children,
the process of learning, and the goals of education
Sre generally humanistic and wholistie. Teachers
are aware of and respgcﬁ the_ch;1§f§ ;n¢1v1§gg;1gy
and his capacity to direct his own learning.

- Selfépergeggigg. The teacher iz a secure pérson and

a continuing learner.®

_ They made é thqf#ngh raview of the literature up to
A_ 1971-néihq the:éiéhﬁ éhenes as identifyipg characterisﬁics

of open education. They eonstructed a list of pedagogicél
characteriatiés'of open education teé;hérs_at the primary_
wleval.'ahd from this, dewveloped and tested a classroom
observation rating scale and a teacher quéstionnaite ﬁor
use 1n-éssessiﬁg how closely classroom yractices'coincide
with 6pan education claims. This work is one of the
initial, major pieces of research in the field.

Traub, Weiss, Fisher and Musella (1972) have also

ERIC
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developed an instrument for rating the opénness of school
programs. Their teacher questionnaire (Dimensions of
Schooling - DISC) can be used ,tﬁe authors assume , at

any educational level, (this is in contrast to the Walberg-
Thomas instrument whic® was developed with a view to
primary schoéls.‘ Anéther différenee”hétﬁaen the‘tﬁn instu-
ments is that the DISC makes no attempt to involve a
comparison of,ahservation.of.actual.classroum.précticesu

with claimed practices as reported on the teacher

questiohnairé).
- Some descriptive and definitional research. Rathbone
. (1970} examined open education and its iuplications fbr |

’teacher education. He found that ‘the open education

. classroom is flexible, children are usually vertically
grouped there is a great deal of individual work. with
no precise and universalustandatdization cf.objectives.
The tegchet is a faciiitator and resource rather than
a prescfiber and director of learning. Teacher education
for this type-of-teaéhing has to be revised to fit an
open education pattern, and later, the open education
teacher requires the in-service support of the adviso:

for 1ndividua1 teachers and an advisory for schools and

ER&C
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districts. This was one of two pioneer theses in the
field (the other was Barth, 1970).

Pursely (1971) designed a theoretical model for dpen
education ﬁhich inco:poratéd a suppofﬁinéutoié. “ihstrﬁé%
tional eonsnltant.? This parallels Rathbone's (1970)

 »advisor.” she emphasized. as do other writers (e. q.;
Blackie, 1967) that the key elements in open education are
relationships. .

Tayior (1972) also studied open classroom environments

and looked ét tﬁe impiications for teacﬁer educatioﬁ.
She t&o defined the role of the teacher as a facilitator
| - | of learning. From classroom ohservation~of‘beginninq and
o experiénced open-clagsroom téachers.‘she found that the
”begihhing teéchers weré lessfleainer~cantred th&n thé
- -experieueed teachers. She concluded -that there was a
need for pre-service and inservice training to be a
nnified program for t@ache:.edncation, She Squested that
teacher education programs for informal education need
themselves to be carefully planned and structured. that
both beginning and experienced teachers-need themselves
to use an'inqniry method of learning, thaé theory and

practicé must be integrated in the programs, and that

ER&C
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the teachers must be vrezared for continuous sel f-
evaiuaﬁion. Both the school systems and the universities
need to have a long range commitment to open education
for an effective teacher education program to be developed.

Ybomaﬁs (196%2a, 1970b) has also discussed at some
length‘thé preparation of teachers for open education.

Ttoutt(lé?Z) was conéernéd'ﬁith establishing an
operative definltion of open_education; He develebed a
Classroom Cbservation Scale for Open Education from a
thitty~five item‘check list of features of 6pen education,
as well as establishing a gset of characteristics to be
used in 1mplemgntgtion; This appears to be a lqss
exten§i§§ treatment than the Walberg-Thomas Study.

‘Higgs (1973) designed an instrument called "Teacher-
| Percgived Patterns of.contiol." It dealsfwith pupil-
physic#l mbvément,‘access to §upplies ana.sérvicés,Aand
opportunities tbr gsel f-direction and ﬁtoduceé a gchool
score on.an opgn~custgdial‘ccntinuuﬁ; ‘The instrument
was usea with a good size sample of elementary, middle
and high school teachers. The elementary schools tended
to be restrictive about movement in and around the building

but open about within class routine and being in place
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at a certain time. BHigh schools were the opposite, and
ﬁiddlé schools did not form a separate group by themselves,
but tended in both directions.
~ Morse (1972)‘9&:veyed‘fi¢a New York State elementary

oﬁan classrooms in depth aﬁd 30 schobl districté in
general which reported at least one open classroom. He
used Rathbone's (1970) model of open education. One
1ntqrestingreguit‘wgs that he found that competition
was more pronouncedﬂin classrooms that emphasized group
instrnction. This would seem to mean that in classrooms
where there was a great deal of individual work, children
did not find it necessary to compete with each other.

: hnt were developing different standards ﬁor judging

- their ptogress and wn:th.
" implementation. Whitehall (1972) studied the
adéptation and use of exiéting'buildings fbr open educa-
tion in Indiana schools. His recommendations have some
importance forimpiementationa (1) Adaptation of buildings
helpful. but not vital, since open education is essential-
ly a mental concept. (2) Deliberate planning and staff
selection appear to be major factors in success of open

prdgrams. (3) Those involved in implementing an open

ER&C
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program should be involved also in the planning. (4)
Parents need to be prepared for and educated éboﬁt open
education.

Pavolvich (1972) studied the transition from a
formal to an open school environment in éne elementary
séhooi. interrelated conditibns whiéh'ﬁeré impoftant to
the success of'ﬁha dpen school were, the selection of a
staff open to change, the reeducation of staff in their
new role, the support of the superintendent of schools
and the School Board, sufficient time for the new
techniques to be fully incorporated into the proqram. the
npportunity for pupils, teachers and parents to vnice
their opinion on the new open school, the staff deter-
minatioh of'tbé degreé Sf opéhness._ In addition. the
teachers shared in the selection of new achool personnel
the devalopment of policies for the operation of the
new school and the sglection of materials and,eqﬁipment,

Elofson (1973) used Walberg and Thomas?s (1971} Obser-
vation Rating Scale, a teacher questionnaire and an
interview to study six elemenéary school teachers who
were noving towards open education in their classfoomé.

Coletta (1973) used the Sarth'écale. which meaéurea
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the extent to which an individual agrees or disagrees
about open education, with 191 primary teachers from

open and traditional classrooms. He found no significant

-differences‘ﬁefwéen the open and traditional teachers in

selected personality characteristics. He found that

the Barth Scale assumptions differentiated between Open |

versus traditional teachers, high rated open teachers

versus high-ratéd-traditionalmteachers,'and high réted"open""

versus low rated open teachers. He concluded that the
scale might be of value in assisting school systems
in the selection of teachers for open classrooms.

Amarel, Buf.-s and Chiﬁtenden (1973) made a prelimi-
nary inveStiqationof teacher aﬁtitnde ﬁo'change to_an'
open approach. They made éhfeq paybhological'assunptidnsc

| "- consistent gnd'enduriﬁg bghaviéur pbtterns_a:e
mediéted to a lérge-degrée hy‘ﬁhe structure and content
of belief systems: |

" - behavipur ghanges in teachers that do not involve
corresponding changes in beliefs and attitudes (but
are induced by salesmanship, urging,.or impositién) are
hypothesized to be non-enduring and/or emphemeral’in

nature;



- basic changes in attitudes and beliefs will be
reflected in behavior (some in highly predictabl.é areas
of behavior, some in unfnrseen a:eas) but with unknown

~ latencies (p. 3).v |
'mey had not, in this paper, eampleted the analysis of
their data, but conl’ indicate trends and areaa of interest.

‘Théir sample consisted of 64 Kindergarten through third
grade level teachers, 30 of whom were assisted by
advisory groups on open education (special in-gservice
teacher education programs).

‘mey identifieé»éiffemnt téachers’ 'frmés of
re ference' and compaféd them to the teaéhers perception
. of support of the advisory and made tentati.va conclusions:
| “'mose teachers who seem to be operating from a more

_ indepeudent, active, ‘.evolving standards of quality*

- framework are clearly drawing from the whol.e range of
support available to them. . « « In contrast. those
teachers operating from more of a *"model' or ‘method
f:mrk-—those who regard open education more as an .
‘it whieh they are trying to do~~they are pulling
almost exclusively on page one support. (Page one cate-
gories, in their scheme, reflect a receptive. ‘taking in*

at.t.:ltude towards advisora) {p. 10)."

EKC
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This is another tentative, “exploring the countryside®
type Qf study.
All the research reviewed so far tends to be of a
~ descriptive nature but has much to séj‘ahout necessary
conditions to be estdﬁlished in setting up an épeh
education program.
sariables. Innes (1971)

used a specimen record (a narrative dascribing the precise
behaviour of a subject) technique to assess the behaviour |
of chiidren in inner city classrooms which spent part éf
each day in opén and part in closed settings. Environ-

- - mental force units, which.qré used to categorize the

| types_of{behévicural inflﬁéﬁcesjin the social environment

of a aeﬁting. were used to coﬁpareythe'same‘sﬁbjects in._
open gnd cloéed settiﬁgs. General'patterng of hehavicurﬂ
in”thé tno.seﬁting@ were simil#r, but there was a signi-
ficantly greater amount of social interaction in the
opén setting. In the open setting, more social interac-
tions occured in which students encouraged each other
in activities, while in the clused settings more social
interactions were categorized as casual exchange. “Asks

for help* interactions in the closed éettian were usually

ERIC
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re@uests for answers to §uesticns, threas, in the open
settings, thef tended to be asking for help in'solcing
problems. In the open setting, more social interactions
ccncercd a curricclcm thah in closed settings. ‘The results
were generally‘in fa&our of the cpen setting.
 Bnifant (1972) investigated risk-taking behaviour
| in'children in open space and traditional school environ-
ments. He hypothesized that children who had been in
open space schools for three years would be more lnclined
to risk-taklnq behaviour than children Who had been in.
traditional schools for three or more years. He also
investigated sex and grade differcnces 1n risk-taking;
behav1our. H*s ma:cr conclusion was' ﬁhat the learning
fexperience in an open schcol increased the chances of
risk-taking behaviour more than a traditicnal school..lThic,
perhéps. begins to lend some support to the ideas of
independent learning which are so integral to open
education.

Corlis (1972) and cvrlic and Welss (1973) investigctea
the dimension cf curiosity in relation to open educetion.
Barth (1969) had claimed that the devclogment and

enhancement of curiosity in children was the key to
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further learning. Barth suggested, in effect, that all
éhildren will learn if given the freedom to manifest
their innate curiosity. The study involved 237 elevén
year olds in six schdbls iﬁ ohtario. The DISC quéétionQ
naire, mentioned earlier, was ﬁsed to determine program
”OPénness and a task-oriented instrument; thé Noﬁ Verbal
Curiosity Test, to measure curiosity. Three different
architectural types of schools were used: open space,
mixed space and closed space. The interrelations
.between sex, program and architecture were studied. The
major contrast between program openness (high an& low)
_and éuriosity was'nqt significant. The ;esu}ﬁs seemed
t6 indicate ;hét.for‘this study, higher ;evelé of curio=-
aiiy behaviour were associated with moderate amounts of
'program c?eunessé' The general conclusion is thét a
moderate émoﬁﬁt of pﬁogram openn;ssumay.hé the optimum
environment for fdsteripg cdrioéity behaviour and
further learning.

This is one uf the first studies to try to test em-
pirically some of the basic assumptions of open education.
It could be questionéd in a number of ways. The number

of its schocls and subjects are small, the instrument
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developed for i* to measure curiosity is not necessarily
valid, and its'oonclusions, in‘any\case;“are not'definiteQ
Despits thsss criticisms, it is important, if onlymss
an indicator that research into open education can move
on from ths descriptive level, once this is estahlished
Rsel‘{1973) studied effects of self-di:eotsdjlea:ning
in ah‘opss elementary classroom. The subjeots were 66 fifth
and sixth grade childrén in a laboratorf school on a
college campus, who were given the responsibility of
self-dirsotsd learning in an o?en classroom and two
costroi groups in a traditionai setting. The major
finding was that there was no sigsificant difference
Setwasn ths battery mean scores on the Stanford Achiesement
Test of the experim@ntsl and control groups, The positive
benefit of sn open mode of instruction may be that, in
~addition to eompa:able schisvsment test scores, so@ething
othsr'ﬁaf be hsppening in human terms: a freeing from
the fear of being wrong and a trust in the individual's
worth. This remains to be tested explicitly,
thsrtonneau (1971) gives further evidence that‘childrss :
taught in anoées situstion do not suffer when tested on

standardized achievement tests. In yearly testing (Stanford
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Achievément Tests) she hus found her children , taught
maths by a maths 1ah_appr§é¢h. to be ahead of grade level
in all areas of ﬁathematics.. |
Greener (1972) compared primary school children in 5
multi—age groups, cpen classrooms with parent partieipa—
tion with children in traditional classrooms. One
| hundred and twenty faur children fram kindergarten;”first
and second grades,wete,involved. He found that open
classrbdmtechniqpes warevgenerally éupeéior‘to tradi-
tional techniques in increasing intelligancé, showed no
significant difference in developing creative abilities
and produced higher academic achievement dondlusively |
at the Kindergarten level only. The study is somewhat
suspect becausé the traaitibnai techniques seem to héve
been very narrowly defined as self-contained classrooms,
 with desks and chairs usually arranged in rowé ahd with
teachers using a cite-memorize-recite-test method of
instruction. This would tend to unfairly bias the results
in favour of the open technique used in the stndy
Tuckmah, Cochran and Travers (1973) studied open
| éiass:oéms durihg_tﬁe'initialxyear of operation with

respect to how they differed in terms of teaching process
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(beheviou: of teechers) end’teeching product (outcomes
of stedents) in relatien to ordinary clessroemsll fheiﬁ
results generally favour the open classroam They found
| that their training procedure (which xneluded a trip to
England to study the British infant school; a summer
werkehe§: eeneelﬁahﬁ vieiie'&eeing the yeer and in-
service workshepe) eidleredeeeeffeeti;ely eﬁee cieesreeeegu
. The open classroom enhanced‘sﬁudehtsf self-images and
liking for school and did not seem to effect acedemic
achievement. The studf emphasizes the careful planning
needed to bring about open classrooms and also the need
for eefinite, coneisten£ and continuous supeort for
the effective running ef open schoole

- Rentfrow, Goldnpp ‘and Hurt (1973) made a prelﬁminery
report of a long term study intended to develop a situa-
tional task methedology for evaluating process outcomes
in the open class:eem They decided to stage a quasi~ |
natural event (in this case teacher absence) to measure
the independence of child learning in the classroom
environment (since this independence is one of the goals .
- of oéen education). Their reﬁorted findings are of e'

pilot study which included six experimental and two
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comparison classrooms. They found significantly more
inappropriate behaviour by children in the comparison
clasarooms than the epen classrooms. There wes a
‘eignificant difference between teecher absent and teachere
present hehavicur in the comparison classréoms. but
none in the open classrocms. Thess Findings generaiiy
favour the open classroom situation.
| ‘COnclueion

~In general one could say that research into team-_
teaching and open space teaching is unsetisfeetory due to
‘inadequate definitions and identification of variables.
Reeea&eh into open teaching, wﬁile more satisfactorally
planned, really offeis no more definite answers et |
presen£ because it is still at the initiel stages of
definitien. Hewever, there is an effort in thellitera~'
| ture on open education to define issues and identify
, charaeterietics._ Xuch work remains to be done in terms
of long-term aesessﬁent of the opeh appxoech_

Open~area eeaching is not necesearily open teaching,

and open teaehing does not necessarily occur in an open-
‘eree with more ﬁhan one class and teacher. Hoﬁever, open

teaching can take place in an open area. Certain aspects
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of team-teaching, for instance, cooperative planning
' and‘exchango of ideas between teaohers should hapﬁen"'
in a school where there is ooen eouoatioh.

Open teaching appears to be a very good way to use
an opoo area. ihofe are several reasons. Fitst'of all,
if the open area is heing used essentially as separate i

classréoms, with a teacher instructing a group in a

,féirly traditional manner, any rationale for having made
the-soaoo open and for having b:ought the groupo into —
‘visual and audial contact is nullified. Throwing teachers
together does not make them more ooen and there has been
no assessment of,longeterm effecto on child:en.‘ Both

~ teachers and children would probaoly be less testiicted

by noise and visual diotraotion‘in a'fraéitional classroom
'setéup. Team teaching in an open area has practical
limitations too for both children and teachers. One of
the major drawbacks would be that in most team~teaching
aituationa,-a fairly‘rigid.timetable of events would -

- be .followed, loavi.ngﬂlift'lo room for individual .tnvosti-
gation or unplanned but valuable experiences which do

oceur in olass;ooms. In contrast, an open teaching

approach to an'opeo area, with interest areas (for upper
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elementary grades this mzéht mean a writing area;\a
reading area, a matﬁ-seiehce area, a "ﬁeeey" atea and
adisplay area), a relatively unscheduled day, a great
'deal of individual work with some group work the
advantages to the chxldren of being exposed te teachers
other than their own on an individual basis and also to
children in other groups, could be an interesting and
‘valuablemedueatienel model.

However, as eteted before, open teaching need not
take place in.open areas, end perhaps, should Ee develdped
in more traditional buildings, where practical drawbacks
of the open area, such as the need for good eteff :ele-
tionships in teams, would not be so apparent

Open teaching needs a very caxeful and slow develop-
ment to be successful. Obviously, it will not work if
‘anyone simply goes to teachers and tells them to implement

‘ it. ‘"Any program of education jgggse on teachere cannot
‘be considered ggg_,education. (Spodek in Nyqniet and
Hawes, 1972, p.256) Obviously, it cannot wo:k if |
children are still seen essentially as passive recipients

- of knowledge. Nor can it work if teachers themselves

have not been invelved as individuals in the process
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of learn;ng.
Futﬁre Research in Montreal

One question of concern is what research plan should
be followed in setting up long-term studies of open
education. The first major task is to identify Qheré
qégﬁ eééégﬁion occgrsf-lfhis,ggg,bé in architecturally
oéan schools, bﬁt.'aé has been paihte& out, éoulé also
- be in ﬁore traditionaily structured buildings. The
identification pxocésscoﬁld use the‘insﬁtumehts alreadf
validated at OISE and EDC (DISC and the Walberg-Thomas
instruments) to determine how closely open education
in Montreal fits the dimensions defined in the literature
for other areas. |

?0110w-up studies codld then be undertaken to empiri-
cally test some of the assumptions about learning, prbcegs o
outcomes and other variéhlas of an open,edncétién mode |
of instruction. For instance, Sdméinvéstigatidn is
" needed into the effecﬁs of open education on children
with reédiné_prcblems or leafning disabilitie§.> Perhaps
therc are children who need a more overtly structured
‘envirbnment than that provided by thevoéenclassroom;

This needs to be established.
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‘Rogers (1970) gives some lead as to where reéearch
needs to go:

", . . How, in fact, do éhildren in such sehools
perform on various objeetzve measures when campared to
children who have haé quite a different sort of school
experience? Obviously. academic achievament is not
the basic goal of such schools, but since it is not,
what effects do these schools have on children’'s attitudes
‘towards‘schoei, teachers and peers? How dqes this
experience_éffect their approach to learning, the
‘problem solving strategies.théy adopt, their persisténce,
their curiosity (p. 297)2* |

Traub. Weiss, Fisher and nnsalla (1972), Rathbone
(1972) and Chittenden and Busais (1971) in quuist and
Hawes (1972) have all written extensively on areas of

-.-open »Sueation needing research. Thewalbérg-whcmas‘
| Rﬁaearch shows one scheme to follow. Ali of iheée_ |
- sources should be consulted to plan the research strateqy
in detail.

Further worthwhile investigations in the literature
gnd-b§ résearch‘should.be undertakénvin thé areas of peer
teaching, differentiated staffinc, grouping of children

and contingencies in classroom design. all of which are

related to open teaching.
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deals with the idea of r6le conflict and the teacher's
‘r8le. He offers strategies for reducing ‘'dysfunctional’
conflict.

- Simon, A., and Boyer, E. G. (Eds.) . Mirrors for behaviog-
An_anthology of classroom observation instruments.
(Vol. 1-6). New York: Teachers College Press, 1966.
A necessary tool in the development of obser~
vation instruments for researchera.

O' n-Areéé

Educational Survay No. 16. *oEgn~glan‘ primary schools.
Lonéon' HMSO, 1973. :

- = survey carried out in 1970-71 involving 53
primary schools (on debit side - some children working
at less than capacity - eg., girl doing % hours work
for whole morning) ;
| good deal of lining up waiting turn to see
teacher. \

Gross, R., and Murphy, J. Educational change and archi-
tectural consequences: a report on facilities for
individualized instruction. New York: Bducational
Facilities Labs, Inc., 1968, 88pp. (Available ERIC
ED 031 061)

Quoted from Cockburn (1973) (item 86):
"These designs and criteria of spaces for new approaches
to education in pre~primary, primary, middle, and
secondar s schools are meant to stimulate new perspec-
tives on planning actual schools.*




L ey

choo;s without walls. Profiles of significant schools
- New York, N.Y.: Educational Facxlities Labs , Inc..‘
1966, 60pp. (Available ERIC ED 018 151)
Annotated in The Open School, an annotated
hibliography by Ilze Cockburn, O0.I.S.E.: Toronto, 1973,

Taam-Teach;ng:

‘Bair, M., and ubodward R zgamﬁtgaohigg in action.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1964,
| A comprehensive look at team~-teaching in the
States, which includes definition and characteristics
as well as an assessment and the findings of early
research. :

Bassett, G. W. JInnovation in primary education. London:
Wiley-Interscience, 1970. (Good section on team~-teaching)
An excellent exhaustive survey of innovation
in primary education in Britain and the U.S.A., its
- basis, modern developments and the process of innovation. -
He has included lengthy bibliographies after each
chapter. N

Goodlad, J. I., and Anderson, R. H, The non-graded
elementary school (revised edition). New York:
Rarcourt, Brace & World, 1963. '

- The haaic'“handbook“ for the ‘non-graded' school
approach. The emphasis is on the progress of the
individual child - but through a pre-set curriculum
(in contrast to open schooling). Non-gradedness is an
‘organizational change, quantitative rather than '
qualitative.
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ogen+fiucation:‘

Ashton-Warner.,s. Teacher. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1963.
| ' A basic book in any teacher's library. It gives
some insight into how a master teacher views ‘herself
and her teaching. sShe is now a practitioner and advocate.
of 'open education' in the United States.

HBa:th;_R,fS‘,,and Rathbone, C. H. A hiblioggaghx of open
education. Massachusetts: Advisory for Open Education
and Education Development Center, Inc., 1971,

The biblicgraphy is divided into three sections:

(1) Books and articles, (2) films, and (3) periodicals.
The first section is further subdivided. The authors
make special note of the lack of resecarch material.
Indexed and cross-referenced. This is an excellent
source of information for teacher and researcher.

Biggs, E. Mathematics for older children. London:
MacMillan Education Ltd., 1972,

A practical book on mathematics for children in
elementary schools. It contains some clear ideas on
teaching and learning maths by the ‘discovery’' method
and is very much in the spirit of 'open education’.
There is an excellent bibliography of maths books and
films. Useful to the researcher as well as the classroom.
teacher, because it manages to convey some of the 'flavour’

- of open education. | |

Blackie, J. gggg enough for the children? ‘London: Faber &
- Faber, 1963, .

_ This bhook, by the former H.M. Chief Inspector _

of primary schools in England, was originally a series
of lectures to primary teachers and teachers of adults.
In it, Blackie gives a clear picture of the general aims
of English education, mainly through English and
artistic expression of various kinds.



* . Blackie, J gsxde the primary schcol -London: Her -
Majesty 8 ‘Stationery Office, 1967
A small book, written essentially for parents.
. to explain something of what is happening in British
' primary schools. A simple explanatisn of the parts
of Piaget's theory of cognitive development ‘essential
and relevant to the 'primary school revolution is
included.

Brown, M., and Precious, N. The . integyrated day in the

primary school. New York: Ballantine Books, Inc.,
1973 (first published 1968).

An account of the development and operation of
the"lntegrated day' approach to education in British
primary and junior schools {children up to the age of
about 11-12), with special emphasis on the primary and
junior schools of which the ~authors are headmistress
and headmaster respectively. In addition to giving
practical advice on what actually happens in the
'integrated day', the authors point to necessary areas
of concern in implementing it. It includes an appendix
= - - of suggested materials and equipment, as well as a
-t S basic bibliography.~ : |

- Building Bulletin 47. "”Evelyn-Lowe School -~Appraisa1.“
London: HMSQ, 1972.

A look at one school in-depth mainly from the
architectural point of view, but valuable comments on
education in school. Teachers working in pairs
‘naturally evolved'. (Indebted to Jean Carroll for comment)

Bussis, A. M., and Chittenden, E. A. Analysis of an approach
to open~education: Interim report. Princeton, Y.J.:
Educational Testing Sexrvice, 1969.

“"A pioneering study on the character of open
- education and the problems of systematically evaluating
it. A selection of the report appears in chapt. 12 of
this volume." Taken from Nyquist & Hawes "Open Education”.

Charbonneau, M. P. Learning to think in a math lab. Boston:
NAIS, 1971,
An instructive book on setting up a lab approach
to learning in mathematics. It includes an exposition on
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- teaching and learniug by-the~author, who is an ‘open’

teacher of the first water. Valuable for the teacher,
but also for the researcher who needs to see the way
in which an ‘open' teacher might think. == = -

Children at school: Primary education in Britain today.

1969,

Published for the Centre for Curriculum Renewal and
Educational Development Overseas by Heinemann. London,

A book of articles on primary education written
with a view to explaining what is happening in British
primary schools today to readers overseas. Contributors
include John Blackie and Sybil Marshall who are well-.
known in the United States as expositors of 'open’
education.

Cockburn. Ilze. The open school: An annotated bibliography.

Toronto: The Ontario Instxtute for Studies in Education,
1973. ‘
A comprehensive updating of the 1970 Open Plan
biblzography It is divided into two parts: (1) Open

education, (2) open plan. Part 1 is subdivided into
3 sections: (a) general, (b) Theory, Analyses, '
Definitions, and (c) Research. Part 2 is divided into

" two sections: (a) Designs and descriptions and (b)

Research.

‘Dean, - J. Recording children's prodgress. London: MacMillan

The

Education Ltd., 1972,

An important book for teachers on keeplng recorda
in informal situations. Examples are mostly from British
primary schools,

ESS Reader. Boston: The Eiementary Science Study of

Education Develogment Center, 1970.

A collection of essays which have exther come
from people connected with the Elementary Science Study
or are in some way relevant to the type of learning
promoted by ESS. Contributors include David Hawkins,
Philip Morrison, William Hull, Edi:h Churchill., A
selection from the 'Plowden Report*® is offered. There
is also a basic article on Piaget by E. Duckworth,
which explains in a simple way, the relevancy of his
theory to education. This is an important book for
anyone looking at 'open education’'.
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Evans, J. T. Characterxstics of open: education: Results
from a classroam observation rating scale and a

teacher;gnestionnaire. Newton, Mass: Pilot communities
H..Program, E.D.C., August 1971. -

: A detailed report on the testing of a ciassroom
observatxon rating scale and a teacher questionnaire
designed to be a measure of ‘open’ classrooms. It is
part of the larger report by Walberg and Thomas,

Flavell, J. The developmental psvchology of Jean Piaget.
New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold Co., 1963. ,
The basic book on Piaget's theory. Piaget's
- own work is often obscure as there is no central stating -
~of his theory. Flavell has essentially done this and
has also offered an evaluation and critique.

Gardner, D, E. M. The education of young children. ILondon:
Methuen and Co., Ltd., 1956.
A description for teachers of the development and
resulting educational needs of young chxldzen.

. o Gardner, D. E. M. Longwterm results of infant school

methods. London: Methuen & Co., 1950, »
: This gives the results of long~term studies of

" British informal schools which tend to favour the informal
over the formal situation. This is often guoted in
American literature as the only long-term empirical
work on informal schooling, and as such it deserves
attention by researchers in the area.

Gardner, D. E. M., and Cass, J. BE. The rble of the teacher
in the infant and nursery school. Oxford: Pergamon
Press, 1965.

A cumulative study by Gardner and Cass which
leads to a picture of the réle of the infant and nursery
schoeol teacher. They wanted to show "what constitutes
good and successful teaching in informal education®
For teachers and researchers.

Haskell, L. A. Britidh primary education: An annotated
bibliography. Washington, D.C.: National Centre for
Educational Communication, Division of Information
Resources, 1971, (Available from ERIC ED 052 843)
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A bibliography divided into four parts: (1)
Survey of English education: (2) Contemporary trends
in primary education; (3) Curriculum innovations; and
~{4) American interpretation of British pacemakers. - -
{1) and (2) are completely annotated:; (3) partially
annotated; (4) ‘'straight bibliography.

Hassett, J. D., and Weisberg, A. Open education: Alterna~
tives within our tradition. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall
Inc., 1972, ,

A book written for teachers, which includes
rationales for open education, practical descriptions
of what actually happens and some answers to problems
which might arise. Short bibliographies at the end
of each chapter,

2 Holt, J. How children fail. New York: Delta, 1§64
One of the original books to express discontent
with American elementary education.

. Hourihan, P. An interview with Pat Hourihan. Newton, Mass:
. . Educational Development Center, 1971,
The record of a fourth-grade teacher in. an ¢ open'
~ ¢lassroom in Emerson School, Newton, Mass.. She talks of
what she does, some problems and what happens

I do, and I understand. Vol 1 of the Nuffield Mathematics
Project. London: W.R. Chambers & John Murray, 1967.
| This is the introductory book to the Nuffield
Maths Proiject. New methods of maths teaching have been
instrumental in helping many teachers move towards open
‘education. This book introduces the attitudes toward
learning which are essential in the Nuffield approach.
They give a short account of the process of learning,
based on Piaget and &lso cover such varied topics as
furniture, classroom organization and record keeping.
An invaluable book for the teacher.

Introduction to the Elementary Science Study. E.S.I.,
1966. (Probably still available thrcugh Educational
Development Center, Newton, Mass.,)

The introductory book to the E.S.S, units. It
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consists mostly of photographs of childrén and teachers
doing things with the units. There are appropriate
phrases, the most basic of which is “I hear . . . and
"I forget, I'see . . . and 1 remember, Id . . . and I
understand,” which sums up the philosophy of the E.S. S

approach to science teach;ng and also of ‘open’
educatlon,

Katz, L. Research on_open education. Problems and issues.

. Urbana, Ill.: College of Education Curriculum Laboratory,
University of Illinois, 1972. (Available from ERIC
ED 068 202)

- Number 15 in Current Bib ‘number 4 frem QISE .
"Noting the lack of reliable evidence for the effecti-
veness of open education, the anr:hor proposes concentrating.
research efforts on pre-school &4 primary years and
the opening up of existing classr»ms instead of
creating new ones. Specific topi ; for research are
suggested. " (p. 4)

Kohl, H. 36 children. New York: The New American Library,
L. -~ Ine., 1967. -
~ Kohl’'s account of his year with 36 sixth grade
_Bast Harlem school children. In addition to description,
he includes examples of the children’'s writing and
drawing.

Marsh, L. Alongside the child eriences in the English

primary school., New York: Praeger Publishers, Inc., 1970,
A description of the British Primary school from

many aspects from children's learning in general, to
reading, writing, art, the untimetabled day, play
areas, the working environment, furniture, inspectors
and advisors. Photographs. It gives one of the more
complete pictures to be contained in a single book.

Mathematics in primary schools: Curriculum bulletin no. 1.
London: Her Majesty's Stationery Office, 1965,

Edith Biggs, who has become a ‘name' in American
circles connected with open education, explores the
teaching of mathematics in primary schools. Excellent
for teachers and to give an indication to researchers
of the kind of teaching going on in British primary
schools.
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Notes on mathematics in primary schools. By members of
the Association of Teachers of Mathematics. cambridge:

at the University Press, 1967.
A very helpful book for teachers wishing'to
become more open‘ in their approach

Nyquist, E B., and Hawes, G. B. _gen education: A
sourcebook for -parents and teachers. New York:
Bantam Books, 1972, o
o A book of selected readings on '‘open education’,
some of which are extracts of larger works. 1Included
are Piaget, Dewey, Bussis and Chittenden, parts of
‘the Plowden Rep..t;-etc. A good 'popular' book to -
make ~ start in the field.

Oates, M.. The mid=coast Maine project in the affective

education of teachers - An evaluation. Newton, Mass,:
The Pilot-Communities Program of the Educational '

'Development Centre, August, 1971.
A detailed description and assessment of an
alternative model of teacher training aimed at developing
.’ . .. teachers for open classrooms. Candid. It is
valuable for educators and anyone interested in
- developing open education, as it provzdes a model
‘ Wthh could be adapted successfully.

Plowden, Lady B., et al. Children and their primary

schools: A report of the Central Advisory Counci)
for Education. (Vols. 1 and 2) London: Her Majesty's

Stationary Office, 1967.

. “The" report on primary education in England up

to 1967. An official picture of education and where it
should go. Enlightened. For anyone interested in children.

Ridgeway, L., and Lawton, I. Family grouping in the primary
school. New York: Ballantine Books, Inc., 1973, (Pirst

published 1965, revised and enlarged 1968)

A complete look at the groupirg of children in the
English informal school, from the philosophical and
psychological background to the practical daily running
of family grouping. Particularly valuable for the
teacher and also for the researcher.
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Rogers, V., R. Teachipg in the British Przmarx School.

London: MacMillan Co., 1970.
This is a collection of articles by British
- theoreticians and practitioners,- ranging from the - - -

theoretical and philosophical aspects of informal
education to the practical approach. It gives a
general picture of what is done and why. Rogers
himself includes an article which directly discusses
the relevance of all this to the American scene,
and emphasizes the need for research. It would be
a good book for teachers, or researchers.

~Sherburné,-m. L. Teaming-organizing for change in the

schools,. Newton, Mass.: The Pilot Communities
Program of the Educational Development Center,
August, 1971.

Opening of education requires change in schools.
This report is part of a scheme to organize support
for change and for teachers who wish to change.
See also Thomas, G. B., and Jones, J. R. '

v Silberman, C. E. Crisis in the classroom. New York:
| | Vintage Books, 1971,
~ An analysis of what is wrong in American -

‘schools which is paralleled to a description of Englmsh
informal schooling and concluded with suggestions for
changing the present scene in the United States.
Silberman , one of the earlier critics, has written
what may be the best introduction to the subject.

Silberman, C. E. (BEd.) The open classroom reader. New

York: Vintage Books, 1973.

Here Silberman, an expert commentator of open
education and the American scene, has gathered together
some useful and informative readings in four general
categories: (1) Overview of Practice: What open
classrooms look like; (2) the reason why: (3) the role
of the teacher and (4) the curriculum. An important
book, especially for anyone wanting to familiarize
himself both practically and theoretically with open
education.
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Silberman. M. L., Allender, J. S.,'ahd Yanoff, J. M,J
The psychology of open teaching and learning: An
1ngu1:g,approach Boston: Little, Brown and Company,
1972 P e T

A collection of articles from a variety of
sources, organized under the main headings of "The
Learning Enviromment, ® "Cognitive Functioning,* and
"The Teaching Process." It is a text book which
includes readings :tivities, topics of study and
lists of further .. .ources.

Thomas, G. B., and Jones, J. R. Ignovagion teams, oggrating
- principles. Newton. Mass.: TDR Associates for the )
Pilot Communities ¥krogram of the Educational Develop-~
ment Center, 1971,
This report gives an historical perspective of
teams organizing for change as part of an Educational
Development Center program. See also Sherburne. M., L,

Walberg, H. J., and Thomas, S. C. . Charactergstzcs of open
education: Toward an operational definitisn. Newton,
~ Mass.: -TDR Associates, Inc., for Educational Develop-
ment Center, May 1971.
A review of the literature on and relating to |
. open education. classified according to a number of
themes. Included within this project is the develop-
ment of a classroom observation scale and a teacher
questionnaire for rating openness. One of the most
important pieces of research that has been undertaken
in the area of open education. It is 2 must for the
researcher and of great interest to the teacher and
administrator. |

Weber, L. The English infant school and informal education.
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall Inc., 1971,

Lilian Weber's account of her year of study and
observation of English primary schoels. She includes
the theoretical background of informal schooling as
well as suggestions for the U,.S.A. The bibliography

. is good. An interesting book for the teacher as well
as more specialized reader.
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whitmore, B. An interview with Bruce Whitmore. ~Newton,

Mass.: Educational Development Center, 1969.
~ Bruce wWhitmore, a fifth and sixth grade science

. teacher at- the Carr Elementary School in Newton,
Massachusetts, talks of his classroom experiences and
his open approach to teaching science. Much of his
work is based on the Elementary Science Study units.
This is not a detailed account but does give a picture
of some of the thoughts and feelings of an open teacher.

Yeomans, E. Bdugatipn for initiative and resggnsihilitg.
Boston: National Association of Independent Schools,
Ed. Yeomans viszted schools in Leicestershire.
England and here gives an account of them, with particular
emphasis on the integrated day. He gives a balanced
picture (mentioning drawbacks as well as advantages)
and includes a valuable llst of recommended classroom :

egquipment.

| Yeomans, E. gggring teachers g_;<the integrated day.
.t ‘ Boston: NAIS, 1972.
' Yeomans here describes various ways Of supporting
and helping teachers to become more open in England
and the United States. Teachers' own accounts of
workshops are included. A very valuable account for
teachers and people interested in help-ng teachers
prepare themselves for open teaching.

Yeomans, E. Schools ;alk to parents about the integrated day.

Boston: NAIS, 1971.
Schools which change to open education need to

educate and include parents in their plans, as well as
children, teachers and administrators. This account
tells +t+he way five different schools did this. Very
important for anyone involved in the practical aspects
of open teaching.

Yeomans, E. The wellsgrings of teacﬁing. Boston, NAIS, 1969b.

. An account of a workshop on open education. It
soon becomes obvious that this was not an ordinary
education workshop, but involved real, personal growth
on the part of the teachers who took part. Excellent.
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Journal Articles and Papers

Eggleston,wJ,, "0ld schools and new: Importance of
environment." Times Egucat;nnal Sugglgmen ] June 11,
1965, 2612:1838.

Article reporting on an English survey which
showed in general, that (a) children in older school
buildings (reflecting the general envirorment of the
locale) were receiving less adequate education -than
(b) children in newer buildings (tending to be more
suburban, middle class)  (a) children were disadvan-
taged. An interesting research point that could be
pursued in North Americs.

Gilliland, J. W. "How environment affects learning.”
American School and University, 1969, 42, 48-9.
A short and not very scholarly article on the
subject of environments from the point of view of
such things as lighting, and its effects on learning.

‘Rosenshine, B. “Evaluation of classroom instruction.* -
Review of Educational Research, 1970, 40, 270-300.

An important review of the literature on rating
instruments for the observation of classroom instruc-
tion. Anyone undertaking to research in classrooms
through observation should read it.

Open-Area:

Anderson, D. C. "Open-plan schools: Time for a peek at
Lady Godiva." Education Canada June 1970, 10, 3-6.

An article by a Toronto school principal which
calls for a cautious view of opren area schools and
warns of some drawbacks that can arise. For a general
audience.

Anderson, R. A. “Open learning places.” Educational
Technology, June 1970, 10, 13-15.
The open-plan is described from the point of
view of construction and cost. This is a short article
about buildings which does not attempt to do more
than mention general ideas.
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‘upurniture and furnishing for the open plan." School

Management, 1971, 15, 16-19, | ‘ |
This article tells of some of the purposes of

- furniture and furnishings for the open-plan school
which differ from the traditional, There is some
discussion of “noise~zontrol”. Mention is made of the
fact that teachers can sabotage an open plan by using
furniture to erect barriers and making, in effect, ¢closed.
classrooms. It might be a useful article for someone
implementing an open area.

Matheson, G. P. "sShould you go ahead with the open-area?"

School Progress, 1970, 39, 48-49., -
The report of a survey of teacher-opinion in

open area schools in six British Columbia municipalities.
The results seemed generally to favour the open &area
design from the point of view of academic achievement
(although the figures arrived at here may be misleading
as three quarters of the teachers answered that they
did not give standardized reading tests), independence
and discipline. One drawback mentioned for the teacher
is the greater strain and work lcad of -the open area
over the traditional classroom. Foxr a general audience.

" Myers, R. E. "A comparison of the perceptions of elementary
school children in open-area and self-contained classrooms
in British Columbia." Journal of Reseaxch and Development
in Bducation, Spring 1971, IV, 100-106. T

The Ideal Teacher checklist was given to groups of
children in third grade and above in open=-area schools
and also in self-~contained classrooms. ‘Children in the
open~area classrooms seem to want and to achieve more
autonomy from teachers and also to be more concerned with
their teachers being fair than children in closed classrooms.
vhis could be useful for the classroom teacher and also
the researcher.

"Open area schools." Bibliographies in Education, January
1971, no. 17. Canadian Teachers' Federation, Ottawa, Ontario.

- A bibliography of books, articles and theses on
the open-area with directions for finding major sources.
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Oper. plan: An annotatad bibliography. Toronto: Ontario
Institute for Studies in Education, Library, Reference
" and Information Services, 1970. (Current Bibliography
. .no,.2) \ S SRR
Updated 1973 Listed in the Books section under
Open~teaching - Cbckbufn. |
Schlesinger, B., and Youngston, J. . “The open~plan school:
what's involved for teachers and pupils?" School
Progress, October 1970, 39, 52-53., _
A short article which reports general highlights
of a seminar for teachers in some Toronto open-area
schools. Qualities of teachers in open-areas, criterion.
of teacher selection, points about inwvolving children

and their progress as well as general questions raised
about open-areas, are all listed

. Open=-Education:
.. | _Barth, R.. S. "So you want to change to an open classroom.

Phi Delta<§gggg_L_October 1971, 53, 97-99.
Barth describes some important assumptions about
' open-education and warns of the danger of moving towards
open-education without understanding what it implies.
Good for teachers.

Barth, R. §. "when children enjoy school: Some lessons
from Britain.® c¢hildhood Education, January 1970a,
195-200.

Barth examines some of the ccnditions which seem
to enable children to enjoy some British primary and
junior schools and some of the problems that arise
because of this are discussed. Barth thinks that
enjoyment is a by-product of the whole pedagogical
approach. For teachers,with some implications for
research.

. Berson, ‘M. P. "Inside the open classroom."” American
Education, May 1971, 7, 11-15.
A description of what is happening in some
Illinois open classrooms under the direction of Dr.
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Bernard Spodek. The teacher training program and
support program for experienced teachers at Illinois
State University are mentioned briefly. There is the
suggestion that open-education need not stop at the
age of eight (which often seems the pattern) but may
continue upward. A general article for teachers.

Knoblock, P. "Open education for emotionally disturbed
children."” Exceptional children, February 1973, 39(5),
358-365, | | |

_ An article by a professor of special education
at Syracuse University, Syracuse, New York, on the
possibilities of open education for emotionally disturbed
children and also for the preparation of teachers.
Worthwhile reading for anyone interested in open-
education. :

*"Open education: Can British school reforms work here?*
Special report. Nations School, 1971, 87, 47-61l.

- o A good and balanced report in three parts. The
. first part discusses open-education theoretically in
. . general and it happens in Britain. A section is included

on criticisms of open-education. The second part takes

a look at the New York City Open Door Project under
Professor Lillian Weber and the third part is an interview
with Professor Weber about open—education., A general
article which gives good background information for
research. -

Rathbone, C. H., “Assessing the alternatives." Chilgdhood
Education, 1971, 47, 234-238.

A short article about alternatives to traditional
education with a special emphasis on open~education.
Rathbone is one of the United States' exXxperts on opene
education. Includes a short list of essential references.
Thoughtful reading for anyone contemplating non-
traditional education in the United States.

Rathbone, C. H. "Examining the opren-education classroom.”
School Review, 1972, 80, 521-549.
An important article which discussed all aspects
of open-education and makes a serious attempt to come
to grips with the definilion Oof open. Iie details
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questions which need to ke answered about open-cducation
and gives some indication of needed future reseorch.

The footnotes include many primsry sources about oper.-
education. "Worthwhile for anyone interested in ooen-
- education and a must for the researcher.

Rathbone, C. H. "The cpen classroom: Underlying premises."”
~ The Urban Review, September 1971, 51, 4-10.

- A general article about the premises underlying
teaching and learning in 4n open classroom. Rathbone
warns against open education becoming too popular and
being implemented without a real understanding of the
underlyxng rationale and philosophy. For teachers.

Staples, I. E. "The open-space plan in education.*
Educational Leadership, February 1971, 458-463,
Staples tells of open-education as implemented
in open~-space schools in Philadelphia. He gives a
‘list of useful readings. For teachers.

Traub, R. E,, Weiss, J., Fisher, C. W., and Musella, D.

¢ . "Closure on openness; Describing and gquantifying open-

education.” Interchange, 1972, 111(2/3), 69-84.
| A good article describing the historical develop-

ment of open-education and the development and testing
of the DISC questionnaire for determining the openness
of a school's program. This is Canadian research.
Good for researchers.

Walberg, J. H., and Thomas, S. C. "Open education: An
operational definition and validation in Great Britain
and the United States." American Educational Research
Journal, Spring 1972, 9(2), 197-208.

This article describes the development and testing
of a teacher questionnaire and a classroom observation
rating scale to determine openness of c¢lassroom programs.
The research was carried out in Britain and tha2 United
States. Eight themes were examined in detail and the
instruments successfully detected differences between

. open and traditional classrooms with regard to seven
. of them. The eighth theme was not manifested in obvious
. : ways in classrooms. A good piece of "hard" research,

" mainly for researchers.




