o , -

AUTHOR Horwitz, Robert
TITLE Psycholcgical Effects of the "0p°n Classroon.®
PUB DATE Jan 78
. NOTE 76p.; For related documents see ED 150 507, ED 150
" 508, -ED 150 511 ; Parts may be marginally legible due
T to print quality )
/ .
EDRS PRICE ‘MF-3$0.83 HC-$4.67 Plus Postage.
DESCRIPTORS *Academic Achievement; ¥Alternative Schools;

- As interest in open educaticn has increased, so have

DOCGNENT BESUBE
ED 156 972 ' c6 012 621

Discovery Learning; *Educational issessmert; *Open :
Educaticn; Progressive Education; *Psychclogical
Needs; Research Reviews (Fublications); Self Dlrectei
Classroomsq Student {entered Currlculun; *Teaching
Methods

ABSTRACT

demands f.r systematic evaludative research on its effects. There now
exists a fairly sizable body of.work cn academic and psychological
effects of openm classroom teaching. In 1975, the author reviewed the
relevant literature and summarized it in 2 monogragph published by the
North Dakota Study Group on Evaluaticn. In late 1977, he searched the ’
literature again and located nearly 100 additional studies which had
either appeared in the intervening two years or Leen 1nadvertently _
overlooked in the previcus review. This paper ufdates the review of
the open classroom's effects with respect to acadesic ackievement,
self-concept, Attitude toward school, creativity, independence and
conformity, curiosity, lccus of contrcl, cooperation, and several K
other variables. Evaluation research on open classrcce teaching is
difficalt to summarize concisely because the findings are mixed., For

ftiie outcome variables assessed, more studies favcred open
than traditional classroom children. Evaluation research can continue
to play both a formative role in imptcvxng guallty of ongoing open
classroom programs, and a summative role in documentlng relative
strengths and weaknesses of open and traditional approaches.
(Author)
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PSYCHOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF THE "OPEN CLASSROOM"

Robert A, Horwitsz

Yale University

Since the first descriptive reports of the progresuive
teaching approach in English primary schools appeared in the
.American press 1n the mid~1960’s,:there has been a vast out-
pouring of literature on what has come to be called "open'edu-
cation," or the "open classroom."

Many of the early reportsl provided rich and vivid de-
scriptions of what was going on in the English schools eand
stressed how nuch more humane and more sensitive to realities
"of child development this approach to teaching seemed %o be.
Other writingsa analyzed the open education movement in the

context of 1ts historical precedents and psychological/philo-

a

sophical underpinnings and compared the development of the ap-
proach in England and the United States. Still others,] with
a more practical orientation, provided specific advice on how

to implement open education in American schools,

lglackie (1967); Brown & Precious (1969); Central Advisory
Council (1967); Featherstone (1967); Hull (1.970); I/D/E/A (1969);
Informal Schools in Britain Todey (1971); Kallett (1966); Marsh
. {1970); Murrow & Murrow (1971); Ridgway & Lawton (1968); Rogers
(1970); Yeomans (1967).

2Barth (1969, 1972); Devaney (197}); Eisnor (1974); Fisher
(1972); Grannis (1973)s Lynch (1975); Podeschi & Dennis (1976);
Rathb?no (1970, 1971); Silberman (1970); Spodek (1970); Weber
(1971). .

SHassett & Welsberg (1972); Hertzberg & Stone (1971); Kohl

(1969); Nyquist & Hawes (1972); Silberman (1973); Stephens (1974);

Taglor (1972); Thomas (1975).
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As interest in open education increased, so did demands

for systematic evaluative research on ifs effects, to the point
where there now exlists a fairly sizgble body of work on academic
and psychological effects of open classroom teaching. In 1975,

I reviewed the relevant literature and located over 100 such
studies, which I summarized in a moncgraph published tho next

yvyear by the North Dakota Study Group on Evaluetion (Horwitz, 1976a).
In late 1977, in preparaticn for this paper, I searched the li-
terature again and located nearly 100 édditional studies which had
either appeared in the interveniné two years on\been inadvertently *
overlooked in my previous review. .

The outpouring of research continues: but for all the amas~
sing of data, there is still by no means s clear answer to the
question of whether or not the open classroom is significantly
more*beneficial to children than tradicional teaching ap-
proaches. Part of the reason for this is the fact that conflicting
findings have emerged for most of ths varisbles which have been
assessed.. Anotier reason‘is that many variables considered impor-
tant by advocates of open education have noi yet been adequately
evaluated because of problems in measurement. Perhaps the most
important reason, though, lies in the lingering ambiguity sur-
rounding the definition of "open classroom" -~ particularly
the confusion between "open space" and "open education.

Just what is an "open classrocm"? Silberman (1970) has
chracterized  “oponness' as "less an apﬁ?uch or method than a
set of shared attitudos and convictions about the nature of child-

hocod, learning, and schooling" (p. 228). Yet some writers who

describe "open" classrooms are clearly more concerned with physical

- 4




-3-

*

space than with attitudes or convictions. To them, the term

“open" has primarily an architectural mesning, and "open class-
rooms" are simply large, open rooms with many children and not

many interior walls. What goes on pedagogically in these open

spaces may or may not be the same thking as “oﬁen education,” as
Barth (1969, 1972), Rathbone (1970, 1971), Katz (1972), aﬂd others
have defined the term. 1In fact, several. studies have shown that
the organizational or affective climate in open space schools is
sometimes no more "open" than it is in oonventionally-built

schools (Allen, Hamelin & Nixon, 1976; Holmquist, 1972; Jaworowicz,

'1972; Seidman, 1975). Unfortunately, somq/gﬁ,the research studies

on so-called "open classrooms" have failed to meke clear what
precisely was open about the.classrooms and whether the infesti~
gators were measuring effects of building layout, of teacher-student
interaction, of both, or of something else.

Although the term "open classroom” has at times been used
carelessly and imprecisely, it is iﬁportant to note that there do
exist a number of observational and questionnaire methods for
systematically assessing the degree of "openness" in classrooms.
ferhaps the most widely used is the 50-item scale developed by
Walberg & Thomas (1971, 1972, 1974, 1975), which is based in
large part on the thoughtful conceptual analysis of open educa-
tion by Bussis & Chittenden (1970a). The .Walberg & Thomas instru-
ment has two parallel fqrms, one for teacﬁér self -rating and one
for observer-rating, and has been validated on a sample of British
and American classrooms. Another popular instruvment is the 30-item
"Dimensions of Schooling Questionnaire” (DISC) constructed by
Traudb, Weiss, Fisher & Musella (1972) as part of a large-scale

-9
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evaluation of open classroom teaching in Canada., More than 20
other systematic procedures for rating classroom npenness have .
been described in the literature,u and, in addition, a number of
writersS have published long check-lists of distinguishing char-
acteristics of open classrooms.
With such:a'plethora of definitions of "opennegs" and ways

of measuring it, it is easy to see why any unegquivocal statement
gbout effects of "open classroom" teaching is impossible to make.
Indeed, some writers (e.g., Barth, 1973, 1977; Crowl, 1575) have
questioned whether the term "open classroom" should even be used
aﬁy more. Still, the term is used, with at least some general
nderstanding within the educational community that it refers to
a‘§%§i§ of teaching involving flexibility of space, student choice
of activity, richness of learning materials, integration of cur-
riculum areas, and more individual or small-group than large-group
instruction. Not all of tho evaluation studies summarized in this
chapter defiﬁe openness in precisely the same way, and it is cer-
tainly not safe to assume that all the classrooms described as
"open" in these studies are alike. What the classrooms do have

in common is that they have all either been explicitly labeled with

the torm "open" or have been described as having characteristics

generally ascribed to ®open education."

uAhlgren & Germann (1977); Applebury & Hay y(1969); Bennett
(1976); Brandt (1972a, 1972b, 1975); Cumins (1975); Dopyera
(1972); Dopyera & Lay (1975); Tvans (1975); Gardner & Cass (1965);
Higgs (1973); Krueckeberg (1973); Myers & Duke (1973); Norwood &
Norwood (1975): Rautio (1975); Resnick (1972); Ross & Zimlles
(1971, 1974); Shambeck (1975); Troutt (1972); Tuckman, Cochran
& Travers (1973); Winett & Edwards (1974); Ziskind (1975).

5F1urry.(1972); Morse (1976); Nias (1974); Schneiderman
‘ (1973, 1976); Sealey (1976) |

Q
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Research From the 30's & L4O!'s: The "Progressive Era” Studies.

Before summarizing the more recent evaluative studies on
open education'which have ﬁegn carried out in the U.3., Canada,
and Britain, méntion Qhould be made of the substantial body of
research which was undertaken dﬁring the "progressive education"
era of the 1930's and '}j0's in this country. The descriptions
of the better of these "progressive" schools® make 1% clear that
in many ways they closely resembled the British infant schoqls

which inspired the American "open classroom” approach. Since

their appearance in the years following World War I hsppened to

correspond with the burgeoning devglopment of the tests and mea-
surements field, a large number of studies were undertaken to
quantitatively assess the impact of progressive schooling on
children.

One particularly noteworthy research project evualuating the
"activity program" in New York City public elementary schools
was reported in a series of elght articles in the Journal of

Exverimental Fducation in 1939 and 19&1.7 Among the results ob-

tained were these: activity school children scored slightly

lower than the control group in reading and arithmetic achieve-
ment tests but surpassed the controls in tests of knowledge of

‘curront affairs, progreassive social beliefs, personal and social

6
Cremin (1961); Dewey & Dewsy (1915/1962); Gordon (1946/1970);
Mayhew & Edwards (1936/1966); Pratt (1948/1970); Wrightstone (1938).

’Jersild, Goldman, Jersild & Loftus (19kla, 1941b); Jersild,
Goldman & Loftus (1941); Jersild, Thorndike, Goldman & Loftus
(1939); Jersild, Thorndike, Goldman, Wrightstone & Ifoftus (1941);
Sells, Loftus & Herbert (1941); Thorndike, Loftus & Goliman
(1941a, 1941b).
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ad justment; in observational studies, the activity school group
also showed more evidence of initiative, expefimentation, criti-~
cism and appraisal of one anothsr's work, cooperation, and leader-
ship than the control students, while scoring substantially similar
to the controls in ratings of classroom conduct and discipline.
Summaribing research studies fromAacross the country, the Pro-

gressive Education Association's Informal Committoe on Evaluation

0f Newer Practices in Education (Baker et al., 1941) reported:

\ In general, the evidence shows convincingly that

‘ the new methods do not result in a loss of sca-:
demlic proficiency in the usual school sub jects
and that, where any measures have been applied, |
there 1s a definite gain in terms of initiative,
skill in dealing with problems, knowledge of
contemporary and world affairs, and social par-
ticipation. (pp. 52-53)

Similar general findings were reported in the reviews of research
compiled by Wrightstone (1938), Leonard & Eurich (1942), and
Wallen & Travers (1963).

Research From the 50!'s & 60's: The Bank Stroet & Gardner Studies.

By far the most comprehensiye single study of psychological
effects of '"open" vs., "traditional" teaching methods in American
schools was the Bank Street College of Education report (Minuchin,
Biber, Shapiro & Zimiles, 1969), based on data collected from
fourth grade children in four New York City schools in 1956-58.

At that time--after many of the progressive era innovations had
disapbeared and before the influx of ideas from the. British infant
schools--1t was difficult to find examples of “progressive" or
"informal" teaching practice. Thr Bank Street researchors, who

\ .

dosigned their study to assess the Impact on nine-year-old child-

§
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ren of schools varying on a continuum from very "traditional to.
very "modern," had to settle for a raéher unusual and expensive
private school for their most "modern"--a necessity which created

.serious methodoglocial problems and limited the generalizability
of their findings, since the other three less progressive schools
were all ordinary, neighborhood, middle class, public schools.
However; this study remains an imvortant contribution to our un-
derstanding of school effects on children, particularly hecause of
its detailed, systematic descriptions of the school environments,
its consideration of the influence of parental child-rearing
ideologies and practices, aid the broad range of "cognitive and
personality variables it investigates.

Because of the large number of dependent measures and the
confounding influence of home and parental factors, the findings
are complex and difficult to summarize. Generally, there were no
significant differences between "modern" and "traditional® schools
in group tests of academic achievement or in individual problem-
solving taskﬁ, including t ests of imaginative thinking. However,
children from the more "modern" or "open" schools tended to have
more "differentiated" self-concepts--that is, they tended to de-
scribe themselves in igss rigid, more subtle and.thoughtful ways;
they were more invested in their childhood status and less future-
oriented; they had more open, lesgs conventional or stereotyped
conceptions of their social seX roles. In group problem-solving,
the "open" school children were more cooperative, less competetive,
and, in the end, more effective. "Open" school childron also had
much more positive attitudes toward school.

Although suffering from even more methodologicd flaws than

9




-8-
0

the Minuchin et al. study, the most important long-term investi-
‘ gation of effects of "opven" or "informal" teaching methods to
come out of England was the research carried out Sver some three

decades by D.E.M, Gardner of the University of London Institute of

Education and summarized in her books Testing Results in the Infant

School (Gardner, 1942), Long Term Results of Infant School Methods

(Gardner, 1950), and Experiment and Tradition in.Prim ry Schools
(Gardner, 1966). wniie by preseﬁt standards the Gardner étudies

séém statistically unsoﬁhisticated, their findings are generally
consistent with the Americun résearch results: 1ittle aifference
between "informal" and "traditional" schools on measures of aca-
demic achievement, and numerous advantages for the "informal" schools

on other variables, including some skills and characteristics on —~ —

which traditional schools are ugually.believed to place heavier

emphasis. In tests administered in the last year of junior school
(age 10-11), for example, the informal school children scored sig-
nificantly higher in descripfive and expressive writing, free draw-
ing and painting, listening and remembering, ‘neatness, care, and
skill,* ingenuity and inventivensesds, and\breadth and depth of out-
of-school intereéts. The informal schools also showed some superi-~
ority (though aDparent&y not statistically significant) in reading
nbility, ability to concentrate on an uninteresting task, moral
judgment, general information, handwriting, and group cooperation
end problem-solving. The only area in which %he ﬁore formal schoolsa

showed superiority was arithmetic.




~Qe

Recent Evaluation Studies.

Since the appearance of the Minuchin et al. and Gard.ler books,
the evaluative research studies on "open" classrooms which have ap-
peared have all been more modest in scope, but there have been a '
great many of them. Space limitations do not peg%it detailed de-
scriptions of these studies here,‘but their major findings will be
presented in table fom, with complete reference citations listed
at the end of the chaptqr, so that interested readers can consult
the original sources for ﬁurther informatién.

The advantage of sumﬁarizing a large group of studies in
"pox-score" form is that it permits a rapid overview of th;.existing
data ad provides a rough senée of the balance of “ipdings. The den-
ger in such an approach, However; is that it is .completely non-
judgmental and treats all studies as if they were equal, when in . .
fact studies differ considerably in terms of sample size, conceptﬁal
desig » precision of measurement, quality of statistical analysis,
etc. 'At‘this stage what 1s needed is some "meta-analysis" of the
existing studies, perhaps along the lires suggested by Glass {1976).

Clear%y some studles are better designed and more valid Shan others
and sgayld, in a senso, "count" more in the over-all analysis. Untii
this job of scientifically evaluating the evaluations 18 done, how-
ever--and it is an enormous and methodologically very difficult one--
the "bo::-score" approach will have to suffice.

To simplify the presentation of the existing data, studies have
bean grouped together according to outcome variahles.

Academic Achicvement

O0f all the variables which have been investigated in open clgss-

room evaluation studios, the one which hss received the greatest a-

s

mount of attention 1s academ!c achievement. The overall pattcrn of

. 11
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findings is quite mixed (see Table 1). Of 102 studias reviewed,

-
|
|

1} favored open schovls, 12 favored traditional schools, 29 showed

mixed results, and 47 revealed no significant diffe_ences. While

‘ these findings certainly do not point to a clear superiority of ;
"open" or "informal® methods in the teaching of the "hasic skills," |
they do not reveal a clear inferiority either, as might possibly

be e;peéted due to the more casual atmosphere and the lesser empha-
sis on drill. Many writers on open education point out that achievs-
ment tes;s do not adeguately measuré important aspects of e child's
learning‘and development in school, but whatever other advantages

the oper classroom may offer to children, the existing research
by-and-large suggests that it does not hinder their academic attain-
ment. T™nfortunateTy, the excessive publicity given to one recent
study w .ch showed surerior atteinment for traditional s~'l.ool child-
ren (Bennett, 1976) has tended to promote the erroneous impression

' 8

that open education has been "n»roven" Jevrimental to achiovement.

aside from whatever specific ob je.tions caatowmade on statistical and

8when the Bennett ctudy was first released, it made front
page news in several influential British newspapcre. including
the Guardian and the Sunday Times, which heralded its arrival
with the provocative headline "Progiessive teaching gets a damn-
ing report / Black marks for informal teachifg" (April 25, 1976).
For wvieeks thereafter, editorials and letters nro snd con filled
tno British press, as if the Bennett study were a unioue, pioneer-
ing study in ar unexvlnred area. Typical T the commentary was
this remark by Stuart Maclure, cditor of the esteemod Times Educa-
ticnal Supplement: "How for the first time there is a plcce or
solid research which messures the nrogress of pupils under differ-
ent types of classroom regime sud . 28 up with clear-cut and un-
compromising findings" (The Times, April 27, 1976, p. 1l). ‘Evsn
in tho U.S. press, where recaction to the Beonnett study was much
less dramatic, misloeding headlines such as "Research on Teaching
Mothods / British Study Gdves First Hard Data" (New York Times,
May 16, 1976) woere allowed to appear.

For thoughtful critiques of the Bennett stf.udy, see Grey &
Satterly (1976;, Hunt (1976), and Rogors & Bsron (1977).

- 12
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other grounds to the Bennett (1976) study, the fact is that it i3
only one of many studies which have now addressed the question of
academic shievement in the open classroom, and its findings are

by no means representative of the prevailing pattern of results,

Self-Concept

RS

. The second-most popular area of research on the -open class-
room has been self-concept. While this is an area of research in
child development ffaught with serious metpodological problems .
(Gordon, 1969; wWwylie, 196X, many inwéstigators have nonetheless
endeavored to .make use of the var;ous self-conceptkmeasures avail-
able to test the hypothesis that children in open classrooms feel
better about themselves (or at least indicate to adult testers
that they feel better about themselves).

The results, once again,” are quite mixzed. (see Table 2). OFf
61 studies reviewed, 15 favored open schoois, 2 favéred traditional
schools, 15 showed mixed results, and 29 revealed no significant
differences. To what extent this rather inconclusi;e pattern of
résults is indicative of measuremént problems and to what extent
1t mey reflect a genuinely uneven impact of open schooling on self-
concept is not readily appérent. One problem with the studies of
self-concept which have been review;;-is that nearly all of them?

present self-concept as a unitary, linear entity: i.e., children

elther have high self-concepts, medium oneé, or low ones. VWhile

9The most nctable exception being the Bank Street study (Minuchin
et al., 1969), which omployed time ~consuming interview methods and

pro Jective devices to assess many different aspects of children's
self-conceptions.

13
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1ending f1tself to‘easily quantifiable data, this notion of self-
concept or self-esteem as a single-factor variable is drobably
inadequate for dealing with the comolex qugstion, "What do these
groups of children think of themselves?" which the studies pur-

port to ask.

Attitude toward School

A somewhat clearer pattern of findings has emerged in studies
investigating attitudes toward school. The observation that open
classrooms seem to be more enjoyable for childreﬁ than traditional
classrooms has been made by both pProponents and critics of open edu-
cation, the critics generally claiming that the gchool has more im;
portant tasks to accomplish (e.g., teaching besic skills) than le t-
ting children have fun , the proponents contending that enjoyment
of school is importent in its own right. °

N " (see Table 3)

0f 57 empiricg; studies which were revieweqk 23 found that
open classroom chiiéren held more posiﬁive attitudes toward school,
compared to only 2 studies favoring traditional classrooms. Four-
teen $udies showed mixed results, and 18 revealed no significant
difﬁerences. While certainly not unanimous, the bulk of this evi-
dence does indicate that, compared to children in traditional class-

rooms, open classroom children feel at least equally positive, and

often more positive, towards their school experience.,

Creativitz_

Aﬁdtﬁer variable which has received a fair amount of attention
in the open classroom evaluation research is creative thinking.
Writers in the creativity field have long maintained that schools

can do more than they traditionally have to foster the development

of éreative thinking in childron (e.g., Biber, 1959; Getzels &

14
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1963; ‘
Jackson, 1962; Hudson, 1966; Torrance, 1962M'&a11ach & Kogan, 1965),.

Many of the descriptions of open classrooms suggest that far mare

creative ‘activity occurs in them than is normally the case in con-

'ventional classrooms. The hypothesis that children in open class-

rooms will perform better than traditionai classroom children on

tests 'of creative thinking has therefore been of considergble in~_

terest to researchers. As with studies of self-concept, however,

the creativity research has suffered from inadequacies of définitiaa\

and measurement. The whole question of what creative thinking is

and how one can assess and measure it is fraught with difficulties -3

and continues to be debated in the literature (e.g., Crockenberg, 1972).
Of 33 studies relating creativity and open education (suse Table

Ly, 12 of them indicated that chiléren in open classrooms were more

creative than children in traditional classroqms, 10 showed mixed

results, and 11 found no significant differénées. No studies favored

the traditional classroomn, ,

Independence and Conformipl

Another area, related to creativity, which has been examined
in a number of evaluation studies is independence. Yeomans (1967)
has described the informal /open classroom approach to teaching as
"education for initiative and responsibility," and there is a strong
emphasis in the open education literature (e.g., Barth, 1972; Rath-
bone, 1971; Weber, 1971) on viewing the child as an "active agent"
in his own learning and the classroom as a place toc provide maximal
opportunities for fostering self-reliance and sutonomy.

Researchors investigating indepcndence in opon classroom child-

ren heve studied the phenomenon in several different ways. Some
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have used classroom observation and teacher ratings of childrent's

behavior; some have used pencil ?nd paper tests; others have devised
experimental tasks. fwenty~three studies have been reviewed, and
although the findings are not entirely consistent, they tend gen-
erally to support the hypothesis that open classroomé do promote‘
greater independence (see Table 5). Only‘one study reported higher
independence for a traditional classroom sample; two found no signi-
ficant differences und two obtained mixed results; the remaining 18

studies all favored the npen classroom.

Curiosity

"™ Since one of :he major aims of the open classroom is to stimu-
late children's curiosity and encourage them to develop and explore
their own interests, several investigators have attempted to measure
whether open classropm children are in fact more curious than their
counterparts in traditional claésrooms.

The measurement of curiosity in chiidren has posed some serious
methodological problems, however. Some researche}s,‘for example,
have utilized classroom observation procedures, which fail to dis-
tingulish compliance with teachers;\rules from expression of "inﬁerent"
curiosity (i.e., chilaren may ask fewer questions in a more tightly
controlled classroom beé;use they are not allowed to, but be\ghst as
curious in their attitude and behavior outside the classroom;és
children who are allowed to ask questions in schooﬂ. But quéstion-
naire measurés of curiosity also st “fer from uncertain validity
(Kreitler, Kreitler & Zigler, 1975), and experimental procedures
which involve sitting a child down and giving him & task on which

he can chocse to behave curbbusly or not seem to miss the whole poirk

of curlosity as sel’~directed, self-initiated oxploratory behavior.

16
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For.all the methodological difficulties, however, curiosity
remains an important dimension worthy of evaluation.r Fourteen
studies assessing curlosity in open vs. traditional classrooms
were reviewed (see Table 6). Six of.them favored the, open class-
roonm childrep, 3 shoged_no consistent or'significant differences,
and 5 obtained mixed results. No study found evidence of greatg;
curiosity among traditional classroom children. More wogk at in-
strument development end further evaluation studi es would seem to
be necessary before a satisfactory answer can be given to the ques -
tion of whether open classrooms do in fact promcte éfeater curiosity
than traditional classrooms.

Ad justment and Anxiety

-~

Several investigators have sought Fo examine whether children
in open classrooms apvear to have greatér peréonal ad Justment and
less anxiety than children in traditional classrooms. The results
have been quite inconclusive (see fable 7). Of 17 studies dealing
specificially &ith anxiety, 3 found the open classroom children to
be less anxious, 5 found the traditional classroom children to be
less anxious, 8 found no~signifigant difference., and one obtained
mixed results., Of 22 studies dealing more generally with persenal
ad justment, 7 found evidencs of greater adjustment in the open class-
room;_h found no significant differences, and 11 showéd mixed results.
No studies favored the traditional classroom. This very mirzed pat-
tern of findings is difficult to interpret and/points to a need for
further study of children's émotional reaction;to the open classroom
experience.

Locus of Control

Locus of control is a psychological variable referring to the
extent to which a person feels he has control over his own destiny.

17
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As explained ?y Knowles (1972),

sprea& out along a continuum. At one ond, in-

ternal control connotes the attitude that one

can manipulate enviromments for ,reir.forcements.

One that is internally controlled sees himself

as in%trumental in the outcome of eveunts. On :

the other end of the continuum, external control, f
- the sblf-attitude is characterized by the feeling i

that @1l that happens to the individual is the

sequence of chance, luck, fate, etc., all of
whi h are forces and events beyond the subject'sx
control. - (p. 9l) ,

!
%
The feeling of control can be conceived to be ;
H
!

The ngtion of the open classroom as an euvironment which

provides mah{ opportuniti?s for choice and encourages the develop-

'ment of responsibility for one's own actions (e.g., Yeomans, 1967)

has led numerous investigators to test the hypothesis that open
classroom children will show more internal control than traditional
classroom children. The evaluation iﬁstruments usually employed
were.paper and pencil, forced-choice questicnnaires with itemé
such as: "Suppose you did better than usual in a subject at
schbol. Would it probably happen (a) because you tried harder, or
(b) because someone helped you?" (Crandall, Katkovsky & Crandall,
1965). In most of the instruments, measures are made of the cﬁild's
sense of intarnal responsibility for both his successes and his failures.
Twenty-four gtudies were fé?iewed, and once again, the results
were inconclusive (see Table 8). Six‘studies yielded results showing
greater internal control among open classroom children, one favored

a traditional classroom group, 13 found no significant differences,

N
“and 4 had mixed results.

N

\ Internal control has been shown to be highiy correlated with

\

achlevement (Coleman et al, 1966) and a wide range of cognitive

and soc?al skills (Crandall, 1975), so roasearch on the impact

of open education on the 'development of internality will likely con-

2 -tinue to be of considerable interest._ls
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ﬁooperatien
f

Because of the informal atmogphere and emphasis on cooperstive

R

learning projects in the open classroom, a number of inéestigators
have designe'd experimenﬁal procedures to determine whether children
from those classrooms will show a greater tendency than traditional
¢lassroom children to cogperate in grogé problem~solving situatiﬁns
outside the classroom setting. . .
Both Minuchin et ;1. (1969) and Gardner (1966) utiliz ed sﬁég
*tasks in their studies, Minuchin et al. finding greater cooperati\n
smong ‘the progressive school children, Gardner obtaining mixed re-
su}ts. Sevaral of the more recent evaluative studiss have utilized
similar experimental procedures, while others have employed cless-
room observation techniques. The results are summarized in Table

9. Once ageain,.the findings are not conclusive, but lean more in

the direction of the open classroom, with 6 studies clearly favoring

the open classroom, one showing mixed results, and 2 coming up with .

no significant differences. No studies favored traditional classrooms.

Other Variables \
A number of other social and cagnitiv;\variablés have been

assessed in just one or a few studiles apiecé‘and are summarized in

- Table 10. While the results are interestingi the absence of ade-

quate replication studies mitigates against over-interpreting them.

Interactlion Studies

Several studies have been designed with the intent of examining

interactions between variables in onen and t%hditional_classrooms.
Others, while not originally designed to look for interactlions,

nonetheless discovered interestlng interactions in the course of

data analysic. The findings of these studies are summarized in

19
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Table 11, While there are not yet a great many. 1nter§ction
studles, their findings are rathef consistent in suggesting that
the open classroom may be mo?e supportive of and appealing to the .
student who is "different"--ﬁho thinks more independently or crea-
tively or is weak in academic skills--though they also raise some
questions as to how well-suited the open classroom may be for low”

I1Q or highly anxious children. . . K

Summary gnd Discussion
' :_The e;aluation research on open classroom teacning is diffi-
cult to summarize concisely because the findings are so mixed.
For most of the oﬁtcome variables assessed, more studies favored
open than traditional classroom children. However, studie s showing
- no significant or consistent differences frequently outnumbered

those favoring the open classroom (see Table 12). The overall

impression one gets from this research is that, compared to tra-

'ditional educatlion, the ovnen classrooh sometimes has measurable
\ advantages for children and tha’{ it sometimes appears to make no
‘ meesurable difference, but that it rarely appears to produce any
\ measurable harm. Even this very general impression must be quali-
\

\ fied, howevar, because of the inconsistencies in defiuing "open

classroom" and other variations among the ressarch studies, includ-

ing age level of subjects, number of years! exposure toiopen edu-
\ cation, and type ot evaluation instruments utilized.

Before the question of how open classroom teaching affects
\ children can be more fully answered, much additional research will
\ have to be undertaken. BEven as the number of outcome studies on

open classroom teaching continues to mount, however, there is a

20
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growing feeling among open educators that slternative forms of eval-

nation are necessary. In‘1973, the Workshop enter for Open Educa-

ticn at City' College in New York pﬁblished a collection of articles

titled Evaluation reconsidered: A position pap r and survorting

documents on evaluating change and changing evaluation (Tobier, 1973).

Two years later, following dp on a 1972 conference on open educatim
evaluation at the University of North Daxota, a ssries of papers
under the general editorship of Vito Perrone was publlshed again
proposing new approaches~to the assessment of cpen classroom teach-
ing (Carini, 1975; Engel, 1§75; Hein, 1975; Patton, 1975; Perrone,
Cohen & Martin, 1975).

Some c¢f the criticisms which have been made .of the more con-
ventional approaches to evaluation deai specifically with the prob-
lems of shandardized testing. Mejer (1372, 1973, 1975), f9r example,
has criticized standardized reading‘tests‘such as the commonly used
Metropolitan for their middle class bias, tﬁeir emphasis on speed, )
the conventionality of thinking they require, the disadvantage they
pose for children who lack confidence or emotional security in com-
petitive situations, and the extent to'which they tend to encourage
teachers to "teach what the test measures" with methods which are
inappropriate for many children. Shgvniro (1971, 1973a, 1973b) argﬁes
convineingly that the very nature of the test situation~-formal, si-
lent, dominated by adult demands--may discriminate against open
classroom children whd“8re less accustomed to such a context for
school performance than traditional clas.room teaching. Carrying

Shapirot!'s point one step further, DeRivera (1973) asserts that "the

whole format of testing, the very structure of it, contradicts the

goals and structure of an open classroom."

21
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But is it reasonable to conclude from these arguments that
standardized tesfing 1s inappropriate in the evalustion of open
classroom teaching? Are other féorms of assessment more apﬁ}opri-
ate? \Ultimately, the answers to these questions 1lie within a much

broader question: What is the evalustion for?. Thero are at lesst

three different purposes for evaluation--the "teaching," the "scien- .
tific," and the 'political"™ functions--and they do not all require
the same types of assessment procedurses.

Teaching Function.

The "teaching" function of evaluation is to help teachers.
assess their étudents’ progress: to see how much they've learned,
to diagnose areas of strength and‘weakness,lto point up needs Hr l
additional work.. It is in the area of the teaching function that
much has been written critical of standardized testing.‘ There
no d;;Bt is a great deal of truth to the contention that standard-
1zed achievement tests are not pleasant experiences for many school
children, are ot compatible with the philosophy and style of the
open classroom, and often 2o not provide information which ciazs-
room teachers find particularly useful.

Many writers have pointed out that if teachers want to keep
track of childrent's progress, there are methods other than formal,
standardized testing which can generate a more thorcugh and sensi-

tive plcture of their development. One of the most valuable of

these mcthods is simply to keep folders of representative samples

of each child's school wrk (DeRivera, 1973). Another is to keep
notes, daily or pefiodically, on each child's activities, interests,

languape, socisl, emotional, and academic skill develorment. To

! ,
facilitate this process, the teacher may want to make use of special

Rz |




anecdotal observations from time to time of the child‘s experi-

~ teachers, but should seek to answer important general questions

2] -

evaluation tasks or check-lists, or may prefer to make careful

ences in school. Carini (1973, 1975) and Engel (1975) provide
some particularly enlightening examples of the types of observa-
tion, description, and documentation procedures which can be uti-
+ized by classroom teachers to keep track of children's progress
and development. (See also Dean, 1972, and Cohen & Sﬁein, 1972).
Scientific Function.

)

The %"scientific’ function of evaluation is concerned with

description and assessment for the purpose of understanding. It

may or may not provide information of inmediate practicai value to

about the processyand effects of teaching. Standardized tests
certainly have a place in scientigic evaluation. 1Indeed, it is
within the scientific realm that standardized, statistically valid
and reliable procedures make most sense, particularly if investi-
gators are attempting to compare large samples of children who have
been exposed to different teaching approaches. -~

But standardized tests of aéademic achievement provide only a
limited type of informaion, and 1t 1s the over-emphasis on them
which has prompted vociferous qriticism from proyinents of open
education. Reading, writing, and arithmetic ability are certainly
important in open as wgll as traditional classrooms, but there is
clearly a need to develop reliable meazures of other aspects of
the chiid's response to school. Such importaat but methodologically
difficult areas as sélf-concept, crecativity, guriosity,(indenendence,

resourcefulness, and sociability are still in need of much further

study. Situational, observational, and experimental methodologies

23
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(as described, for example, by Bussis & Chittenden, 1970a, 1970b;
Duck&ortﬁ, 1971; and Rentfrow, Goldupp & Hurt, 19735 as alterna-
tives to the usual pencil and paper questionnaire measures are
particularly cdeserving of further development. Additional research
is needed on inaividual differences in children's responses to open
education. In addition, there is room for more descriptive study of
the process of open classroom teaching, for careful analysis of
teacher-pupil interactions, for close investigation of the way in
which such key concepts as structure, freodém, and authority are
actualized in open as compared to more traditional clgssrooms.lo
Clarification of the open classroom teacﬁeg's role is another arsa
in whica further research is needed. Gardner & Casgg (1965) and
Resnick (1972) did the pioneering work in this area in their sys-
tematic observation studies, and further efforts along this line,
using diary and interview methods, have been made in the Open Cor-
ridor program in New York City. There, teachers have kept logs
"reflecting on their organizational changes and curricular develop-
neats" (Weber, 1973,‘§. 5), and researchers from the Educational
Testing Service (Amarel, Bussis & Chittenden, 1973; Bussis &
Chittenden, 1975; Bussis, Chittenden & Amarel, 1976; Chittenden

& Bussis, 1971) have carried out intensive teacher interviews to
identify the various modification. 2 perceptions, beliefs, and

attitudes which teachers undergo in moving towards a more open

~

1oFor examples of such descriptive studies, see Hirabayashi
(19744), Moisels (1973), Molony (1974 ), Rothenberg (1975), and
Travis (1974).
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approach. Intensive teacher inlerviews have also been an impor~
tant part of the assessment utrategy dev=loped by the Univeralty

of North Dakota's Center for Teachling and Learning, as have inter-

views with children and parents (Patton, 1973, 197k, 1975; Perrone,

1 1973). Interview studies are still quite rare in open education

evaluation and there is a need for more of them, for they may well
make up in richness and depth what they lack in statistical precision:
Political Function.

The pclitical function of evaluation has to do with the sur-
vival of programs--determing whet =© they are "good enough" to
merit continuation..

In the political arena, in spite of the anti-achievement test
sentiments of open educators, it is math apd’reading scores which
often are held most important for determin.ng whether a program
lives or dies. This reality nrobably accoants for the fact that
achievement tests were utilized iar more frequenfly than any other

gorts of measures in the studiés reviewed for this chapter. Un-

-~

fortunately, the mixed pattern of indings on achievement is such

that advocates of open education will always be eble to cite studies
in favor of the oven avproach, while detractors will always be atle
to cite evidence against it. As with so many public policy issues,'
the decision about whether to support or not support the open class-
room therefore ultimately becomes one of values, not science.

It is uﬂiikely that more evaluation studies--lowever ussful
to teachers or scientists they may be--will ever roesolve the debates
between proponents of more "oven'" teaching styles and advocates

of the so-called "back-to-basics" anproach (Peterson, 1975; Brodinsky,




1977)_,11 Vito—Perrone has suggested rather optimistically that

evaluation can serve to coUirter the back-to-basics movement by
"assisting people to understand what open education is sbout"
(Maeroff, 1975). But there seems little dovbt that many opponents
of open education alreadﬁ do understand it; they simply don't like
1tf\25a they are rnot likely %o be swayed by yet more research.

Conclusion

At this time, the evidence irom efalhatiom studies of the

open classroom's effects on children is not sufficiently consistent
to warrant an unqualified andorsement of' that approach to teaching
as decidedly suverior to mere traditional methods. But there cer-
B tainly is enough ev.dence now > defend the idea that open class-
rooms should be supported as v;able alternatives where teachers

and parents are interested in having them.

Evaluation research can continue ’ + play both a "formative
role in improving the quality of ongoing open classroom prograas
and a "summative ©role in documenting the relative strengths and
weaknesses of tho open and traditional approachos. While political
decisions to support or not support open aducation will no doubt
continue to be made regardless of the actual research evidencs,
ngre are'still many unanswered questions about the open class-

room, and there remains a need for more =nd better evaluation

studies.

# A ##A

T o *

1luggek-to-basics" is the lutest American term for the anti-
progressive movement, but England too has it3 vociferous enti-pro-
gressive critlics who have publicized thelr vicws in a series of
widely circulsatod "Black Papers" (Cox & Dyson, 1971, Cox & Boyson,
1975; see elso Boyson, 1972).

26




Table 1

Academic Achievement

’J(t . -+

-~y

12621

[__7
7w GO
AN

Open
° Better

Abelson, Zigler &
DeBlasi {197l)

Case (1971)

Cline & Ferb
(1975)

District #6,
Philadelphia

(2973)
Dornseif (1975)
Killough (1971}

1 Lickona (1971)

"
Morriéf?l977)

Rash & Christie
(1972)

New Orleans
rublic Schools
(1968)

Nixon (1973)

Reiss & Dyhdalo
(1974)

Weiss (1971)'
Williams (1970)

Traditional
Better

Bell & Switgzer
(1973)

Bennett (1976)
Biggs (1967)
Earnéhﬁw (1972)
Forman (1975)

Gooch & Kellmer
Pringle (1966)

McColloch
(1975)

Robinson (1974)
Sackett (1971)

Solomon & Xen-
dall (1976)

Wright (1974)
Wright (1975)

tLewls & Adank

Mixed
_Results

Allen (1974)

Bell, Switzer
& Zipursky
(1974 )

Bsll, Zipursky
& Switzer
(1976)

Broward éounty
School Board

(1972)
Crandall(1973)
Daniels (1974)
Dempsey (1975)
Egeland, Marsh

& Feldman

(1972)

Grapko (1972)
Greener (1972)
HiX1 (1973)

Hopke (197L)

(1975.b)

Lukasevich
(1976)

McBride (1975)

Merlor, Per-
kins & Reeves
(1975)

Mills (1975)

Moore (197L)

Ray et al.
(1972)

¢

No Significant
Differences

Barker Lunn (1970)
Black (197L)
Bowman (1975)
Burchye tt (1972)
Burnham (1971)
Burnham (1973a)
Burnham (1973b)

Butson (1975)

Dugan (1976)
Elkind et ;l.(1973)
Firester (1974)
Fox (1975)

Franks et al.(1977)
Garhart (1972)
Godde (1972)
Grogan (1976)
Groobman, For-
ward & Peter-

son (1976)

Harris (1976)
Harris (1974)
Hayes (1975)
Horﬁitz (19760b)
Jeffreys (1970)
Johnson (1970)
Kelton (1974)

Kennedy & Say
(a7,
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Table 1

(Continued)

Academic Achievement

S

Open
Botter

Traditional
Better

Mixed
Results

No Significant
Differences

Reoader~(1975)

Richards &
Bolton (1971)

Rozar (1976)

Stallings
(1975)

Stowers (1974)
Townsend(1971)

Traub, Weiss &
Fisher (1974);
Traub, Weiss,
Fisher & Mu-
sella (1972)

Trovta (1973)

Tuckman, Coch-
ran & Travers
(1973, 1974)

Ward & Barcher
{1975)

Lovell (1963)

McPartland & Ep-
stein (1975b)

McPartland & Ep-
stein (1977)

Meadow (1973)
Morris (197k)
Olson (1973)

Owen et al.(197lL)
Read (1973)

Reel (1973)
Reynolds (157&)
Riley (1976)

Samph & Campbell
(197L)

Scheiner (1969)
Scheirer (1972)

Sewell et al.

(1975)
Shapiro (1971) :
Spigel (1974)
Travers (197l )
w§1ker (1972)
Walls (1976)
Warner (1970)

Winnett & Ed-
wards (197 )




Table 2

Self-Concept

R '”—w—"“‘"—'—‘j

Open
Begtgr‘

P

DeBlasi (1974)
Beckley (1972)

Gockerham &
Blevins (1976}

Dornseif (1975)
Ferney, Hochs-
child, Joy &
Sadow (197h)

Franks et gl,

(1977)

Hedmgartner
(1972)

densen (1976)
Krenkel (1973)
McCorkle (1974)
Purkey (1970)

sevell et al,
{1975)

Shopland (1975)

PTraub, Weiss &
Fisher (197h):
Traub, Weiss,
Fisher & Mu-
sella (1972)

Wilson, Langevin
& Stuckey(1972)

Abelson, ziglerdSackett (1971)

Praditional
getter

Scheirer (1972)

Mixed
Resul ts

No Significant
Differences

Brown (1973)
Burchyett(1972)
bémpsey (1975)

Drummond, Cobb
& McIntire
{1976)

Franks, Marolla
& Dillon(197h)

Hopke (197L)
Kohler (1973)
Koskoff (1973)

Lukasevich
(1976)

Meadow (1973)
Mills (1975)

0'Neill (1974)
Reeder (1975)

Ruedi & West;
(1973)

Tuckman, Coch-
ran & Travers

(1973, 1974)

Bennett (1976)
Bleck (197L)
Deaniels (1974)
Elkind et al.(1973)

Glinsky (1973)
Grogan (1972) |
Groobman, For-
ward & Peter-
son (1976)
Hayes (1975)
Ihde (1976)
Judd. (197h)
Kelton (1974 )
Kitay (1975)

Klaff & Docherty
(1975)

Lewis & Adank
£1975b)

Moore (197h)

Owen et al. (1974)
Reynolds (197L)
Robinson (197l)
Rudawski (1974 )
Sadow (1976)
Scheiner (1969)
Shspiro (1971)
Stowers (1974 )

4
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Table 2 (Continued)

Self -Concept N
Open Traditional Mixed No Significant
Better Better Results Differences

Travers (197L)
Walls (1976).

Ward & Barcher
(1975)

White (1973)
Wright (1974)
Wright (1975)
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Table 3

Attitude toward School

Open
Better

Beals (1972)
Daniels (1974)
Day (1974)
Earnshaw (1972)
Feeney, Hochs-
child, Joy &
Sadow (197L)

Franks et gl.
(1977)

Glinsky (1973)
Godde (1972)
Groobman, For-
ward & Peter-
son (1976)
Horwitz (1976p)
Kingsmore(1972)
e\
Morrist(1977)

Rothschild
(1976 )

/Ruedi & West
{1973)

Sadow (1976)

Sewell et al.
(1975)

Shapiro (1972)

Traub, Weiss &
Pisher (197h);
Traub, Weiss,
Fisher & Mu-
sella (1972)

Travers (1974)

Traditional
Better

Results

No gignificant
Differences

Scheirer (1972)
Spigel (1974)

g

Allen (1974)
Arlin (1976)
Arlin & Palm

Barker Lunn

Crandall(1973)
Epstein (197l)
Hopke (1974 )
Jolley (1974)

Kourilsky &
Baker (1975)

Leroy (1973)
Morrow (1972)
101son (1973)
Stowers (197)
Townserd (1971)

Abelson, Zigler &
DeBlasi (197h)

Elkind et al{1973)
Fox (1975)
Jeffreys (1970)
Judd (1974)

Klaff & Docherty
(1975)

Lewis & Adank
(1975b)

Nixon (1973)
Read (1973)
Reynolds (197l)
Riley (1976)
Robinson (197L)
Rozar (1976)

Samph & Campbell
(1974)

Scheiner (1969)
Walls (1976)

;Ward & Barcher
(1975)

Zeli (1975)
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Table 3 (Continued)

Attitude toward School

Open
Better

Tuckman, Cochran
& Travers (1973,
1974 )

Weiss (1971)

Willsey (1976)

Wilson, Langevin
| & Stuckey (1972)

Traditional
Better

Mixed
Results

No Significant
Difterences

32

= rehe e v

[

P N e — o
. .




Table &

Creativity
+2h
Opsn Traditional Mixed No Significant
Better Better Results Differences
Barker Lunn Elkind et al. [Bennett (1976) §
(1970) (1973) ;
‘ Day (1974) ,
Burchyett{1972) Nogrady (1975) 1
- Forman (1975) )
Carini (1972s, Ramey & Piper ; !
- 1972b) (X97h) Fox (1975)
Duckworth(1971) Ruedi (1974) |Garnart (1972)
Earnshaw (1972) Shapiro (1971) [Greener (1972)
Haddon & Lytton Sullivan (1974)|Karnes & Zehrbach
(1968) ; (1974)
Traub, Weiss &
Haddon & Ly%ton Fisher (1974);0'Netll (197k)
(1971) Traub, Weiss,
' Fisher & Mu- [Riley (1976) -
Horwitz (1976b) sella (1972) '
Wright (1974)
Owen et al {197L) Ward & Barcher
(1975) Wright (1975)
Richards &
Bolton (1971) Wilson,Langevin
) ) | & Stuckey(1972)
Shapiro (1972) - :
York County
Solomon & Ken~ Board of Edu~
dall (1976) cation (1973)
F




mmleg
Independence and Conformity
Open Traditional Mixed No Significant
Bet?qr _u_petpqp. . Results | Differences :
Allman-Snyder, [Firester (1974)|Cronemeyer Grapko (1972) g
May & Garcla (1975) " ~
(1975) - - Trotta (1973) i
Rothschild !
Bengis (1974 ) (1976) ;

Bleler, Grove=
man, Kunteg &
Mueller (1972)

Butaon (1975)
Garbonari (1971)

Puekworth (1971)

Earnshavw (1972)

MePartland & Ep- ;
atein (1975a) L

Meadew (1973)

Menah & Mason
(1951)

Myers (1971)

Rentfrow, Gold~
Wpp & Hurt (1973)

Spivack (1973)
Stallings (1975)
Sullivan (1974)

Traub, Weiss &
Fisher (197h4)

Wren (1972)

York Councy i
Board of Edu~ ’
cation (1970)

P r—t——r—— T =" — ;
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Table 6

Curiosity
Open Traditional Mixed No Significant
Better Better Results Differences
Abelson Zigler & Corlis & Weiss|Day {197}

DeBlasi (197Y4)

Elias & Elias
(1976)

Glinsky (1973)

Ro thschild
(1976)

Stdllings(1975)
York County

Board of Edu-
cation (1970)

| Traub, Weilss,

(1973)
Jeffreys (1970)
Stork (1973)

Fisler & Mu-
sella (197.2)

York County
Beard of Edu-
cation (1973)

’

Horwitz (1976b)

v

Wilson, Langevin‘

& Stuckey (1972)




ZTable 7: : ‘
Anxiety '

Open Traditional Mixed No Significant '
Better Better. Results Differences
Bell, 7Zipursky&|Bennett (1976) [Epstein (197l) [Feeney, Hochschild,
Switzer (1976) : Joy & Sadow (197L)

Carbonari {1971) , :

Butson (1975) Horwitz {1976b)
Kellmer Pringle

Elkind et al. & Cox (1963) Klein (1976)

(1973) ) :
Moore (197k) Lewis & Adank (1975h)
. .

Nright (1975) sadow (1976 )

White (1973)
IWren (1972}
" Wright (1974)

Ad justment
Open Traditional Mixed No Signifiicant
Better Better Results Differences
Carlonari (1971) Bell, Zivursky Hayes (1975)
= & Switzer(1976)
Farrall & Jeffreys (1970)
Thaller (1976) Butson (1975) .
: _ McCallum (1971)
Feensy, Hochs- Epstein (1974) _
child, Joy & Mensh & Mason (1951)
Sadow (1974) Garhart (1972) | -
Godde (1972) Gooch & Kellmen

Pringle (1966)

Hochschild(1976) .
Hudson (1973)

Jensen (1976) :

LaForge (1972)

Joshi (1973) .

McDaniel (1970}

Reoder (197%5)
Spivack (1973)
Wren (1972)
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Table 8

Locus of Control

!

Open
Bettexr

Earnshaw (1972)

Eisenberger
(1972)

Knowles (1972)

McColloch:
(1975)

Singh (1974)
Stone (1974)

Traditional
Better

Mixed
Results

No Significant i
Differences

Trotta (1973)

Horwitz (1976b)
Judd (1974 )

Stallings(1975)
Stowers (197.)

<

- |Reiss & Dyhdalo

Bothwell (197..)

Feeney, Hochschild,
Joy & Sadow (197l)

Fox (1575)1
Francis (1973)
Kocher (1977)
Martin -(1975)

Owen et al.(197lh) °

(1975)
Rozar (1976)
Sadow (1976)

Ward & Barcher
(1975)

Wright (197L)
Wright (1975)




Table 9

Cooporation
Open Traditional Mixed No Significant
Better Better Results Differences
Duckworth (1971) Bothwell (197k)[Rothschild (1976)
Feeney (1975) o Traub, Weiss,
Fisher & Musella
Feeney, Hochs- (1972)

child, Joy &
Sadov (197L4)

Franks et al.
(1977) *

Solomon & Ken-
dall (1976)

 Stallings(1975)

38




Tablg 10

" Other Variables

Yariable

Achievement Motivation

Studies

Bennett (1976)
Burchyett (1972)
Drummond, Cobb &
McIntire (1976)
Elkind et al.(1973)
Gooch & Kellmer
Pringle (1966)

Results

Open better
Jpen better

Mixed results
Traditional better

an better

Communication Skills

Rothschild (1975)

Mixed results

Critical Thinking

Nixon (197L4)

Open better

Delay of Gratification

Blumenthal &
Reiss (1975)

No significant P
differences

Democratic Conflict
Resolution

Allman-Snyder, May
& Garcia (1975)

Open better

Friendship Patterns

Barker Lunn (1970)

/’

Feeney (1975)

Franks, Wismor &
Dillon {197L)

Hallinan (1976)

Signatur & Relss
(1974)

Open: Greater rnamber of
friendships between
children of dissimilar
academic ability.

Open: More diffuse pat-
tern of rejection of
classmates (i.e., less
"scapegoating"),

Open: Less consensus in
labeling classmatos
"best" and "worst"
(1.e., less "malevolent"),

Open: Friendships less
Thierarchized," with fewer
social isolates.

Open: More "altruistic"
relationships uith.ﬁﬂends

Hyperactivity

Flynn & Rapaport
(1976)

— - ——

Open: Greater decrease in
hyperactivity over the
course of one year.

[Tmpulsivity in
Problcm-Solving

et = e 47 rm arm e wn - - e aen

Interporsonal Trust

e et = - e e w e P rem w4 na o B X e

Involvement in After-
School Aptivities

Koester & Farley
(1977)

¥cBride (1975)

Ward & Barchsr

(1975)

Open tetter (i.e.,
less impulsive)
No differences

No difforences

Moore (1974)

—— X . R—— e B0 -

Barker Iann (1970)

Groobman, Forwerd
& Potorson (1976)
Jeffreys (1970)

Mived results

No differences

No diffcrences
Open botter
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Variagble

Leadsarship

_Studies

Bell, Zipursky &
Switzer (1976)

Resul. ts

Open better |

Misbehavior in Class

\Solomon & Kendall
(1976)

As perceived by children:
no differences.

23 perceived by teachers:
more misbehavior in tra-
ditional classrooms.

Moral Development

Nelson (1975)

Open better

Open-Mindelness

Nixon (1974)
Weiss (1971 )

-

Ooren better
Open better

Psoer Interaction

Poak (1976)

Open:. More“dducationaily
facilitatingfinteractions.

Peer Labeling

Franks, Wismer &
Dillon (197L4)

Open: Classmates selected
on basis of quslity of
peer interaction

Traditional: Classmates
selected on basis of
quality of interaction
with teacher.

Perceived Sex-Appriate-

r.ess of School

Lindsay . (1974 )

Open better

Persistence

-

Carbonari (1971)
Dyhdalo & Reiss(197h)
Reiss & Dyhdalo (1975)

Wren (1972)

Open better

Open better
Traditional better

Personal Space

Brody & Zimmerman
(1975)

Open: Closer approach be- ?
havior towards adults and
peers. Less reluctance to
approach unfamiliar or
threatening figures.

Rigidity in Problem-
Solving

Kellmer Pringle &
McKenzie (1965)

Mixed results

Risk.-Taking Behavior

e

Anifant (1972)

Mixed results

Role~Taking Ability

Hudson (1975)

No differences




Study
Arlin (1975) -

Table 11

Interaction Studies

Variablas

Locus of Control &
Attitude toward School

Results

Internals more satisfied
than- externals in open
classrooms.

No _difference in_satis-~
faction between internals
and externals in tradi-
tional classrooms.

Bennett (1976)

-

Anxiety & Achievement

L N

_Anxious pupils performed
“better in traditional
than in open classrooms.

Judd (1974)

Locus of Control &
Attitude toward School

Internals more satisfied
in open classrooms.

Externals more satisfied
in traditional classrooms.

Klein (1975)

Anxlety & Creativity

Low anxiety puvils more
creative in open than
traditional clsssrooms.

High anxiety pupils eaually
creative in npen and tra-
ditional classrooms.

Koskoff (1973)

Reading Ability &
Self-Concept

~ o

e

Poor readers had higher
self-concepts in .open
than traditional class-
rooms.

Leuwis & Adank (1975a)

a"

Anxiety & Achievement

Low achievers more anxbous
than high achievers in
fraditiond classrooms.

No relationship between
anxiety and achievement
in open classrooms.

McPartland & Epstein
(1975a)

LY

Socio-Economic Status
(SES) & Achievement

High-SES pupils achnieved
better in open classrooms.

Low~SES puvnils achieved
better in traditionsal
classrooms.

0'Neill (1974)

Creativity &
Self-Esteom

. Crpative pupils had high

self-esteem in open class-
rooms and low self-ecsteem
in traditional classrooms.

11
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Teble 11 (Continued)

Interstion Studies

Study Variables Results
Robinson (197h) Reading Ability & Self-concept positively
Self-Concept correlated with reading

ability in traditional
-classroomsy.-but-nega~ ----——1I
tively correlated with
reading ability in
open classrooms,

Wright & DuCette Locus of Control & "Internality positively
(1976) Achievement . corre”’ "ted with achieve~
, ment 1 open.classrooms

but not correlated with
achlevement in treadi-
tional classrooms.

o




Table 12

Overview (By Percentage) of Results

o wemam.

43

Variable .Results (Percent of Studies)

Open Traditional Mixed No Significant
Better Better Results Differences .
Academic Achieve- | g
... —.__ment . 14% 12% 28% 169 {
]
Self-Concept 25% 3% 25% W7% i

" Attitude towarad .

School Lo3 14 25% 32%
Creativity 36% 0% 30% 33%
Independence & 78% L% 9% 9%

Conformity )

Curiosity I43% 4,4 '36% 21%
Anxiety & Adjust-

ment (combined) 26% 13% 32% 29%

Locus of Control 25% L% 17% Sh#
Cooperation 67% 0% 11% 22%
(Overall average) (39%) (LZ) (24%) (33%)
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