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Open space schools will lead to cooxrdination by
teachers in more exciting ventures in' education, such as joimt - - "%t
teaching, individualized instruction, and crossgrouplqg of stundents., -
“"Open ,space schools,™" denotes a type or architectural’ ign and not :
an instructional program. eachers, though, € frustrated. by /. ¢
open space and ‘are 1nadeqq;t ly prepared to f

¢ti6n in the mew . . ‘
architectural environmept. Teachers successfﬁl in o sehqpls7¥m
have stressad that i{h

: ‘natiﬁn, Thelr o f&;
suggestions have been organlzed into basic categor&es to help
"teachers surv1ve in an open atmosphere. First,,it is easier- to

enforce a few sic rules rather than.numérous detailed Qnes.\RuLes ™
and standardgﬁire’host effective when they are’ organ zed into I
'school-vide and 1ndlv1dual pod rules. Secondly, careful con51deratlgﬁ\j7
must be given to the’ patterns of student movement in the open spa ,

. school. Again, agreeing on student movement pattérns must be done’
both on a school-wide basis and within each pod. Thirdly; it is
essential that teachers working wltEln the same’ pod take every
precaution to minihize dlstractlng oise. F kurthly, teachérs in a
must jointly plan “here to locate furnlture, equlpment and suplee PR

¢ and should agree'on decorations for their open areas. Lastly, it is b

essential to,inform parents about open Space as .early and thoroughly

as p0551ble. Successful coordlnatlon in these areas will not only

allow teachers to survive in open spaces but will lead to more

coordlnatlon in 1mp1ement1ng new programs. (SK) P
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‘ Introductory Statéement
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\ The mission of the Stanford Center for R¢gearch and Development .\
in Teaching 1s to improve teaching in American schools. Current major
operations 1nc1ude three research and development programs--Teachingm
Effectiveness, The Environment™ for Teaching, and Teaching and Linguistic
Pluralism—-and two programs combining research and technical assistance,
. the Stanford Urban/Rural Legdership Training Institute and the Hoover/
Stanford Teacher Corps Project. The ERIC Clearinghouse on Information
* Resources is also a part of the Cerdter. A program of exploratory and re-
. . lated’ studies provides for, smaller studies not part of the major programs.
N "
. Lo This péper ‘is based on part of the work of thesTeacher Corps Project
" ) funded bynthe Office of Educatlon and jointly spomsored by Stanford Umi-
versity and Herbert Hoover Junior High School in San. Jose, California.
" The job pf the Stanford members of the Qpen-Space Work Study Team in the
.. project has been to help prepare’ the stdff, students, and parents at
A , Hoover School for moving into & new open-gpace facility. THhis paper
) ‘describes fiveoareas of teécher coordination that are essential for sur-
. vival in open space: estahlishing. common standards of studept’ behavior,
. developing procedures for student movement ; scheduling noisy and quiet
activities; arranging furniture,. equipment, and supplies; and involv1ng
_parents. It is addressed to-teachers and admfnistrators in or about to,
"move into open-space schodls, as well .as to pre- and' in-service educa-
: ~Lors concerned with preparing teachers for functionlng effectively in
the opeﬂ—space environment. i .
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Pt ‘ . *HOW.TO' SURVIVE IN, THEOPEN X %CE SCHOOL _—
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9 Susan, Stavert Roper;and Robert R. Nolan e LT, ‘
i S

Teachers have to be11eve they ‘can live w1th an 1nnovat10n before
they can learn to llke it or, more 1mportant to make the most of it.
This is part1cu1ar1y true in thg casée of a mogk to an open- space

\q
school, because many teachers are cqn"“ﬁted”that ‘their re1atlonsh1ps

>y

with students, their 1nstructlona} programs the1r\£r1endsh1ps with
other teachers, and even their ''sanity" are at" stake. They. see
pract1ca11y unlimited poss1b111t1es for chaos in. open space schools.
It is importapt to note that open space denotes a type of
architectural design (i.e., large instructional areas undivided by
~ & interior walls and equivalent in size to two or more standard class-
rooms) and not an instructional program. In fact almost any instruc-
tional approach from traditional to Qopen classroom'" can be imple;
mented in an open-space school. Open-space architeCtnre, however,
. greatly fac111tates JOlnt teaching with a common group of students.
\\\ Teachers in the same pod can as51gn all students according to activ-
. . i . ity areas with different teachers superv1s1ng each area. With proper
+ planning, several activities can take place simultaneously. Teachers
‘can supervise the activity in which they have the most competence and
x interest. Ideally, students will benefit from interaction with more
than one adult a greater variety of act1v1ties ~and more thorough

. ————

evaluation. Teathers will benefit from colleg1a1 support an- 1n-

v

creased pool of materials and resources, ‘and a greater opportunltyk‘

to do those things they do best. o SN

who have been unable to exploit the potential of open Spage. | It is,

N - ’ to these teachers frustrated by open space, and to those preparing

We began to gather information on open-space schools when we

. were appointed as part of the university staff of a project sponsored
- - RIS . ‘ :A"‘w. .

. - . . \
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e . . . C . .
. .
.

to move 1nto new open-space facilities that this paper I's addressed .

-+ ‘
v ] _ Unfortunately, this glowing picture is a-mirage to many teachers\t\\\
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by the Teacher Corps of the U. S. Office of Education and carried’out
jointly by Stanford Undiversity and Heybert Hoover Junior High School

in San Jose, California. Our job has been to work with teachers, - in- -

structional aides, administrators, Teacherx Corpstinterns, community
members, and students to help prepate them to move into a new open-

N

space building. " —

We cohsulted many‘different sources of information. In addition
to*visits‘to open-space schdols, we conducted a searcn of the litera-
ture on open space and team teaching through the Educational Resources
Information‘Center.. We also met with upiversity faculty and school
district staff. We‘lntefviewed teathers who .were functioning effec-

tively in open space and those who had reverted to~se1f—contained

classrooms. We alsp interviewed principals and vice=-principals and

some students. In addition, we attended conferences on open space and

corresponded with teachers and administrators in open- space schools)

across ttbe country. The.faculty, aides, and administrators at Hoover

-

Junior High .School openly shared with us their concerns

bout moving

éh ‘apprais-
al of the problems they anticipated helped us decide what information

into their new open-space building. Their honest and thor

was needed to help them and other teachers new to open-spate schools.

In our discussions with these faculties scheduled to move into

" open-space schools, their gpidiné assumption seemed to be, "if any-

thing can go wrong, it.will." They told us: '"Noise levels-wfll be
intoierable." "Teachers will have to outshout one anothexr td be heard."

"Studentszwill be constan\iy milling around the large area preventing

. N \
careful supervision.' "Qu1et and shy kids will get lost in a crowd

of a.hundred ar more. "It w111 be iaposs1ble té give a test when
another group a few feet away is having a movie.'" 'Lively debates .

or panel discussions will have to be canceled to avoid disturbing
other teachers and ‘'students in the;sameJarea." ! ¢
%, ﬁtfis,'is arsmall but typical “s'ample of the doleful predictions we’

heard.’ Thé:teachers who.voiced these Eears are, by and 1arge compe -~

\Eent experienoed and committed professionals. Their Comcerns are

based in part on the opinions of feilow teachers working in oped-
. . . ‘\
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- ~.space schools. Although the negative aspects of open space may have

*
. <, been overemphasized by these teachers, we think their concerns are
. =en el il .

. ---- warranted., In o&r visrtakfa'a wide“range qf-open-space schools in
- ,ithe San Franc1sco‘Bay Area we repeatedly saw open-space areas closed

,gif'wtth portable walls, curtalns, coatracks, bookcases, or whatever

was handy.1 Many of these schools are now so like conventional self-
. contained classroom schools that they are frustrating the or1g1na1 ’ ~
. Co ’ hopes for open spacg, i.e., prov1d1ng more flexible student grouplng,
end;ng the’profe§51ona1 isolation of the classroom teacher, permlt-‘
}ing more effective use of individual teacher skills and'interest, and o
allowing a greater variety of instructional approaches. -

.- A maJor explanatlon for "the walls going up in many open-space .

schools 1is that teachers are inadequately prepared to function in the

new architectWral envi‘ronmeat. There are a few exceptions where
_teachers have 'spent a year or even n?reimeeting together to get ready
he ¥

- for their new building. Some of fhese efforts are really inspiration-

' al. Teachers have de'oted summer vacations, late afternoons, eve—
nlngs, and weekends to arefully bu1lding<§:3eaﬂané varled instruc~-
tional program. They have taken f1e1d tr1ps to other open-space ' ‘ N
. schocls, met with the best teachlng teams in the area, talked with
university and state department consultants on open space, \\é\read .

. everything available that applied Xo open- space schools.

These activities, however, are t- typical. Most teachers are .

given a token in-service(program that i¥ usually poorly planned too
> -short, and intrbduced too late to have anZ\impact. There fs a Polly- - .
annaish quality to many of these in-service NCO grams whiche teachers

find very annoying. They-are toih how “lucky th are‘to have such a

new and impressiv facility (although they had o yuice in what that

'y facility would 1odtrlike),\how exciting and innovative their progpar

- . ‘. ’. ‘

v : 4I%or an interes ing. description of "Lalls" going up in one junior
1, vsee Bill Truesdell and Jeff Newman, -'"Can .Jr. ‘Highs Make .
It with the Wide Open Spaces?," Learning, 4 (November 1975), No. '3, .

Vol .

EMC v, ' \\\ } ‘ ' e - . 3. ﬁ\\w ..
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. 1975), p. 36. y AN
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will be. (although specifics cf that program are rarely'elaborated), -

.and -how confident the district is that the new school will be.a show-

4

piece of the state (aithdngh little released time is alloded,for
teachers to plan that sh%wpiece.) During our field visits we found

thatAfaouYties so poorly prepared’for open space were usually the

first to put up walls.
Teachers c¢an benefit from specific guidelines and suggestions to

help them prepare ‘for teachlng in open-space schools. The purpose of

~th1s paper is- to descrlbe the types -of ‘teacher coordlnatlon that are
\

necessary for surV1va1‘1n\open space.

\ ¢ =

systematically plan to prevent chaos.

It is intended to help teachers
If teachers agree to coordinate (
on _the 1sSues presented here and to: fbllqw some of the suggestlons

w

offered they can 1earn to live gomfortably in the qpen- space school .
Coordination on .these issues wlII also hefpvprepare teachers to co-\ -
ordinate 1nstruct10na1 act1v1iﬁes in grder to® fully exploit the poten-
tial of open space.. o Ce

Teachers successful in open-space schools have prov1ded the best
Their

We nave

(1) develop-

TR

1ng and enfonc1ng standards for student behavior; (2) agreelng on

2
and most‘useful information on how to sufyive’ in open space.
key po;nt is that teachers must coordlnate the1r efforts.

organlzed the1r suggéstions into five basic categories:

student movement patterns° (3) schedullng act1v1t1es to mlnlwlze no;set\\\

(4) arranglng furniture, equ1pment, and supp1139° and (S) 1nVolv1ng

parents. ’

. LS \«\ . - - ’
’ v . " ‘ ’ '\
1. Develaoping and Enforcing Standards for Student Behavior .
. =R g ; ~

In the open-space’ school, the unruly student is potentially more

~ ) \\

dfsruptive than inxthe(traditionally(degrgned’échool. "Such\a’ student

[ < - a
4 .

2In dddition, teachers preparing for open-space schools‘are\mgre
interested in hearing from theix colleagues experienced in open-space
schools - than from non- practitiongr experts. See Paul S. George, .r
"Ten-Years.of Open Space Schivols:’ A Review of the Research'"(Gaines-
ville, Florida: Flofida Educational Research\and Development Council,

-
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can now disturb not just.one teacher and 35 students but up to six °

. teachers and 210 students! Two gu1de11nes we repeatedly heard from
: teachers d1scuss1ng their standards for student behav1or in open space
. were to keep the number of rules small and to enforce these xules
consistently. !They said that iE was easier to enforce a'few basic -

rules rather than numerous detailed ones. A !

s

Rules and standards are most effectively organized into two -
. , basic categorles school-w1de and individual pod (i.e., an open-
\ Q' space, area equivalent to two or moré standard¢s1zed classrooms). 5
~ School-wide rules should be developed and enforced-hy all.the
. . teachers in “an open-space‘school A.typicaf list of school-Wide-
"rules would cover class dismissal procedures; student access to .

» central fac111t1es suth as the media center, and safety regﬂiatlons.
’ { Ind1v1dua1 pod rules should be developed and enforced by all "the
‘ '_. teachers worktngitn that pod. Clearly, 1nd1v1dua1 pod rlles must not
. o ‘contradict ar subyert the’ school-wide-rules. Ty toe . . -

N Teachers who successfully work together in the same open- space
°= . area do not speak of "my students or "your students." ‘They refer to
o students within the1r pod as "our" students and feel responsible for

enforc1ng standards of behavior fo; all the’ students in the pod. Here

I

are some examples of pod rules from the. language arts pod at“ﬂerbert

Hoover Junior ngh School. 4 , .

~-Be in your. seat’ with all your materlaLs when the bell rlngs

.

(or you are tardy) E ‘ ,\ - -
- ’ --Teachers aré not te allow more than one studenn at a time to N
leave the roomw to go to the1r 1ockers, Jayatorles, etc. .

- --Students cannpt move to another teacher's ‘area qlthouf\per-
. RN

>
v

: mission, . - e . 1 .

. A
A

o . It cannot be overemphasfied that school-wide and pod rules mﬁst

be uniformly enforced. aijﬁre to do so explains|a lot of teaéher o

a

dissatlsfaction in open § ace and has even accoyn ed for the disin-
‘“’\ . tegration of some otherwis e ‘'viable teaching teams] Students under the

" - supervision of a teacher who congistently enforce ‘fe lations feel | rﬂ

unfalrly treated if they can see other students be ng 1lowed to

T ' . N .
\ ' .

- ,\ bypass the rules. . . N\ -

Q . v e .. . : - ’ * [ |
ERIC | -9 ) s
Pz | N . . . .
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; . ] Teachens in each pod must coordinate w1th teachers in other pods

d ' , to avold confllcts in rules and regulations, for student behav1or.
4 e
For example, if students are allowed to chew gumrln\@athrolass_but

.
.

uot allowed to chew gum in social studies, the problem of enforce-
. ., #ment is much more difficult for the social studles teachers.
. < . At Herbert Hoover Junior High an open-$pace committee composed
” ' 0f teachers and aides from each of the subject areas developed common‘
. standards for the entire-school before meeting by their subject areas
to work out.staodards for their particular pods.  The ovérall school
standards were d1stributed to. faculty, aides, parents, and students.
Feedback was elicited from all groups and used to revise the sug- ' P
> gestxpns‘of the open-space committee. Just before the move into the ﬂ
lnew'building a list of recommendations for student behavior which
- 1ncorporate? ideas. from students and parents as well as faculty was
C oM ) submitted to the faculty for final approval. These reCOmmeadatlons
- T . will be rev1ewed at the end of the school year for possible rev1sions. .
Students should become familiar w1th bothbthe sopool—w1de rules L
ﬂ and the regulations for each of the pods befoée mov1ng into the new
building. Equallf'lmportant g&ey ought to have somé input into
formulating these rulks. Many teachers find.it easier to enforce

rules that students bave helped develop, and students often have

i exoeLlent suggestions about what regulations are needed ih‘bpe open-
space setting.‘ This was part1cularl; true at Hoover, where tﬁree-
fourths of the studemts had attended open-space elementary schools:.

. ‘ In order to obtain sthdent input into the standards of behavior, we

met with each of the social studies classes prior to the move. We . *

e

asked students hew they would solve specific prqbleés such as too\_\‘l‘,.E
much noise, theft from the media center, students who were making &
poor adjustment‘to open;space, etc. We took notes on their sugges:‘ “e
tions ‘and made a long list of their ideas fpr faculty consideratiouj )
We also asked parents some of the same spec fic questions and summa~

rized their resp nses for the faculty to re iew. The f1na1 recommen-

* /

N




AfFer faculty approval students wece infonmed of the school -
wide standards for’ behav1or dn the open space school before moving
into the new.buhldlng Teachers w1th1n each pod explalned the regula-
tions for thelr partlcular opep- pace area either on the first day of
the move or on the tour, of the, bulldl & 2 few days prior to the mowve.
"A'good strategy f%ﬁ acqualntlng students w1th the new standards is to
- gather all. of them together in & central” area of the ‘pod facing all
the teachers who will work together there. Teachers explain that a£}
students in that area will be expected to‘abide by the few specific
regulations. ‘ ‘
teachers taught a ugit on school pride which included further discusc
/slon of open space and its use. As part'of this unit all studeﬁts
were' tested on the new school rules (e. g., nO cutting actoss the

RERLLTS

11brary—med1a center to get to a class) and were requlred to reﬁake

»

the stest until they scored 100 percent. - e

P .

* In thg Hoover social studles area, the teachers aaked\the stu-

dents to fill in the following checklist monltorlng their own behavior

each day of the flrst week after the move into the new open- space o
bdlldlng. ‘
_ Behavior Checklist: ! - ‘ -,
' . I came in the.correct door quietly. :c: “
L2, 1 rememberéd, to pick up my foldeﬁc;éiﬁ o s -
3.+ 1 completed my dictionary work. :
4, 1 found my seat easily. : L. ) :
5.- L_‘__ I quietly cleaned up my area. .
6. _;‘__ I was in my seat at dismissal time. Y
7. _____ I remembered to put my chair in (up)..’ o
8. I turned this checklist in at the coyrect door when
K leaving. T
T%d cqecki'st was designed to insure thajt.all students would

review the }ules aaily; monitor their own compliance, and reteive a
measure ﬂf theirrbehavior it the form of a dii y behavior grade.

This checkllst also m1n1mlzes nhe number of tpdents who c1a1m not to

know the new procedures. ,
/'/ . >\ ’\

The first weék in their new Building,}ﬁover language arts
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2., Agreeing on Student Movement Patterns

< o
: . . R \

In tne'oped-space school, a student!s movement is less con-
s rained‘by\the architecture‘than;in the traditiona@ly de;?gned —-
\\< hool. A student's wovement can also be‘ﬁore uisually distracting
o teachers and othet students. Thus careful consideration must be )
given to the patterns'of gtudent movement in the open-space school.

As in the case nf developing regulations for student behavior,
agreeing on student movement patterns must be done both schooizwide
and within each pod. Scﬁool—wide practicdes include going to restrooms,
the medla center gr library, 1ockers, outside the bu11d1ng,'and emer- ;
gency drills (e.g., fire). At many open-space schoolsw student m6;e~
ment to and within the Fedla center received spec1a1 attention. Some
c ommon procedures were that an 1nd1v1dua1 teacher could send only a
limited number of students to the media.center at any one time and*
that all students using the media center}during class tine had to - -

submit ‘a teacher-signed .form outlining their’assignment.

There may also be an area with comfor ble co%Ehes and bean

whefé students aré free to ‘relax and read. In fhe samé pod, an ‘a¥

where chai are arrangedﬁln rows or conce tric semicircles may be
¢« set aslde fox large groﬁp instruction. A faw portable dividers can be |

used to dIff\rent ate these areas. Teachérs \nay feel that different .
standards are approp iate for these different\areas. For example,

students may be encour

ed to move around a progect s area to get .
equipment or to view othe students work, while in the large group :
area they need permis ion to\]leave their seats. As long as teathers

agree on the aqceptablle |standards of movement For each area, ef
- ‘ !

tively communicate the and niform1§ enforce them, =
. { \
problems will %e mini - ‘ » '
. Students need the pportunity to pract1cg mo 7ment patteras an ‘ »

regulations as -much as

/ .

eqd-~ o -
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"the daily a

-
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During our orientation sessions with students, we used a wooden model
of the open-space building which was constructed in shop classes; and
we .asked students to trace their pattern of unvemenf/as they went
through a typical‘}ay This helped</hem/ﬁnderstand why it was impor-
‘tant to use a specific door,to//heir classroom, to avoid cross1ng the
media center,’and,/af/times, to go the long way around in order to
avpid distracting other|students. If possible, students® should be:

given a tour of the new open-space'building before the move to prac-

-

tice movement patterns.

b
3. Scheduling,Activities to Minimize Noise

Both students and” teachers in open-space schools have told us
that noise is the :single biggest problem. -It was also the number one
concern of Hoover teachers in anticipating the move into their new

uilding. In addition to the obvious distraction noise can cause to |

lesson, noise.can also ‘strain professional relationships and hurt ,

Onte again, the key strategy is. teacher coordination. Teachers in

open space classrooms must meet perlo ically to coordinate eir'

’

noisy and quiet act1vit1es 'In. some ods teachers~a/ree td t the saqe
periods every_week will be set aside for quiet activities while othef
periods each Yeek will be reserved forlnoisy activities. Teachers

4

are thereby assured that certain Times are safe for testimg, reading, |

and other quiet lessons. They al ave leeway to conduct noisier

. activities such as debates or plays without worrying about distractC-

&

ing arnother teacher's test. Some teachers feel that this system 1is

too constraining and prefer to coordinate activities at the beginning . ( %

. of each eek. Altheugh this requires more time, it does allow

greater - flex bility in weekly planning Implicit "in either method of

ﬁcoordin tin schedules is that each individual teacher has a tenta-

tive weéklyllesson plan and some idea of the noise level of each of

tivities. " .
Y — \ \ . ’ . )
X [N [N . \ ) ) . . \
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"One excellent method of controlling noise levels in open space is
to use  self- g/ntained rooms for particularly noisy or distracting
acthltlES( Usuall\\Bchools have, cafeterias, prOJect rooms, a large
corridor or even a spa;\\outside that can be used occasionally for, . o
very nOisy activities. A wé ly or bimonthly sign-uo)sheet can be ‘ .
posted for each facility. A?fhough\the availability of self-contained
space is a good safety valve for tea hers in open space, we have seen
several ‘different activities includyng films, small group work, and a'y
lecture taking place in the same pod at the same, time w1th very little

distraction.' This was in large part a szult of good teacher coordina- \
tion, the superior acoustical design of most open-space buildings
(e.g., carpeting and acoustical ceiling tile), and better yoice con-
trol by ‘both teachers and students. B
Another technique for minimizing noise disruptions is to divide \' .
the&pod into different areas with different acceptable noise levels. “
The acceptable noise level will he determined by the activity which T
takes place in that area of the pod.T'For exampiz;///pod/gould be
divided into a reading area, a large group instruction area, and a
projects area each'with a different acceptable noise level. '
Noise varies not only by type of activity but by the time of
day or period. : The first few minutes after the students are seated .
are usuglly the, n01s1est. 7To control this problem some faculties -

have agreed to start each period w1th a fiyve- to ten-minute activity -

that each student can do quietly 4t his or her seat, ‘Teachers in -

each subject area shared their ideas for ' 'quiet" lessons ‘and develop?d
a list of activities that not only settle students down but also ar#
part of the instructional program. . .
‘One f the touchiest aspects of the potential noise roblem is
%hw,to tell other teachers that they or the students unde their R
@uperViSion are being too noisy. This is particularly a o oblem for
teachers who have been isolated from one anothex behind ‘cldsed class-
,room dooTs far so 1o g. They have little experience in the\kind of

criticism that\is oftépn necessary in the open-space environment. One

means of establi ing climate where this kind of criticism is

o
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acceptable is td _have a short time at each teachers' meeting to dis-
v ) " cuss such items as/distracting noise and other irritatiéﬁs.3.3Agréed- N K
upon signals are also used to indicate that the noise level is too o . : .
high. Somé teachers use nonverbal signals such as a pgagf sign or ) \\

the flfcking of a light swit¢h, while others send a student with*

"please keep it down"'noge. ny teachers find that walking.over to

a.%olleague and asking him or he ‘to lower the.noise level is tb;

v easiest &ay to control disruptioq . _Other teachers, however, feel v - 5
. \ that cdmplainﬁs §bou§ noise should' e hgld until the end of the
period. Whatever methqdcteacheré agkee upon to monitor noise in their
pod, the importanf poigt is to be neither 'fearful of letting each

\ .
- . other know when they 'are being distractéd, nor ‘hostile if asked to

N

L . * quiet dowm. ‘

’ 4. Arranging Furniture, Equipment,\and Supplies ) -

A major adjusfment in an open-space school is to begin thimking B

in terms of "our room" rather than "my rodm."

No longer can one
ind%didualitéacher decoratE all the bulletin boards or move chairs
- and tables around at will. Teachers in a pod must jointly plan where
to logate furniture; equipment, and sﬁpplies and should agree~on~
decorgtions for their open-space érea. It is helpful to haye a model
;f the open;spa;e areas (coﬁplete with paper cutghts of all the fur- -
, nitpre) éo allow teachers to exgeriment with various furniture
arrangements before moving into the new building.. Once. teachers have
agreed on the';nitial location of furniture, and other materials, they
;- ( can set ‘g A te to evaluate tﬁesé“arrangements. Before that date no
changes in ihg 1océtion of furniture, equipment, or supplies will be
.- ‘ made witheué consulting all the teachers in, the pod. Nothing will
| fray tempers morefthan to return from the weekend to find %ne}s in- .
\ structional area shortened by a few yards.. It is probably;é'good
. \ , idea to plan to review physical arrangementé i the pod:every month

Y

- or so .and zgree or changes at that time. ' ’ . -
N F . B

LN N

3Sheilz_a Mélnar, "Life in Teams,' wunpublished paper. -

“ ! ’ - %
- -
R . .
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In planning the location.of furniture and equipment, teachers
should keep in mind the kind of instructional program to be imple-

mented: They will probably want to have areas within their pod for

small group .instruction, large group instruction, and individualized

learning. Research indicates that noise increases with pupil ‘den-

so teachers should avoid crowding pupils into small spaces.

-

2

. 5. Involving Parents

<

A}

When a new educational practice is introduced, parents are often

resistant to the' change. This is frequently caused by their having '’

been given inadequate inform@tion and their anger at not haVing been

properly consulted before the ‘innovation was adopted. ReSistance is

.

usually greater when parents fear that ‘the innovation will be a_de-

parture from the "basics.!' Parents often confuse the instructional

concepts of "open classrooms'" or.'open schools" with the architec-
P pen, P

tural design, 'open space. It is therefore essential to idform

parents . ‘about open space as early and "as thoroughly as possible.
Parents should be consulted on the initial decision to bu11d or
not to build an open-space school.
meetings with architects.to help plan,the new facility. Pbrents at -
Hoover insisted on winﬁows in the media center,zand both.students and

facult& are now happy to have some natural light in their new build-

: v T, ~
lng. - . ) Lt Ry

P.T.A. meetings, parenfsadvisory groups, and, home and school

committees are good places to begin involv1ng parents.

e

introductién to.0pen-8pace schools and how they affect student atti-

N\
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tudes and achievement was presented to the Hoover Parent AdVisory
Council -Once constrUction of the new facility was under way, the
parents requested a workshop on open space for a’more”thorough‘de-

scription of the building and discussion of the in%trubtionel program.

._'

R
aFrank A. Brunetti, "Noise, Distraction and Privacy in Convention-
al and Open.School Environments," paper prepared for the Third Annual
Environmental Design Research Association Conference, UniverSity of °
California, Los Angeles, January 1972. C. :

-
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They should also be involved in ~

A brief )

-~
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All parents were invited to this workshop and were contacted both by

' ) telephone apd by mail. At the eyenLng workshop, the potential advan- ’ '?
s © tages and disad ntages of open ﬁpace schools were outlined. The . v\\\s
. physical layout'of the new bu11d1ng was explained by'means of slides ™
and a wooden model of the facillty. Teachers in each subject .area * hd

. described the instructional program they planned to implement in the . “

0 -

new building. Based on questions raised at this workshop, written

.

, ! questions and answers on open space were included in the ‘regular

3

' newsletter'sent to all parents. . ’ ) :
' R When a school staff is beginning to feel somewhat comfortable in
R . ~ » er -
- - their new enviormment, a special parents' night can be held to show_ .

. ° . B a

" parents and” community members the hew building.- Once the program is
nn operation, parents should be encouraged to visit the'school or
' telephone with the1r questions. An information booklet anticipating :
common concerns can be distributed to a11 parentsm ¢

o~ F1na11y, parents should be 1ntegrated 1nto the 1nstructlona1
. - . program of an open-space school. An effectlve use of parent volun- ¢
teers makes sense pedagogically ad well’ asApolitica}}y. Since
. individualization of instruction and small-group work is»usuelly more
e )  common in open space, thanzin self~-contained éreas, parents can be of
\’"T‘-\e£E!E}3able ass1stange both in tutorlng 1ndLv1dua1s and in superv1s1ng
group prolects. . The media center is often used more in. qpen space S
" schools than }n conventional ones, and pafents are needed to help

¢ .. .
- with clerical and instructional tasks. If parents share the respon—

< . . sibility for implementing an innovatlon more of their energy will be .
. ' directed toward making_that Mnovation wotrk than toward résisting it. g
» . . Summary " ',' :
r'y o Saranson, }n'The Culture of the School and the Problem of Change,5
- ) assesses the inpact'of innovation in schoois and concludes, ''the more , ‘
. o ! 7 ' things change, the more.they remain the same." This seems to be an-

* i - N

<

5Seymour B, Saranson, The Culture of the School and the Problem of
. . ¢ Change (Boston: ‘Allyn and Bacon, 1971). R
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K ' .agcurate descriptan"of many open-space schools. They often end up
A - “looking like the same old self-qpntained claséroomXSChools we all
know so well. As‘Saransen points out, the failure of many education%} . \
innovations is ih large part the fesult of inadequate preparation for
those who must make the‘innoyationsuwork-rthe teachers,’

This paper was written to helg.teachersilearn to: survive in the
- open-space environment. ‘The main\}equiremehts are time-and effort
to coordinate with one another before, during, and after the move to .
.open spdce., We have described the five areas where coordinatien is
essential to survival--common standards of student behavior, student
moveﬁent, scheduling activities to minimize noise, artapging furniture, -
equipmént,»and_suvplieé, and parents'’ invol;ement. These are the bare

-

minimum. We feel that successful &oordination in these areas will .
not 6n1y-éllov teachers to Survive in open space, but will lead to . °
coordination in‘more exciting_venturfs sugh as joint tegching, indi- .
% . viduali&gd instruction, aﬂg cross-grouping of students. ‘Simply put, .

) : teachers must 'survive before”they can excel in open space.

-
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