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The problem of this study was to determine the rela-

tionship between experience in open-space and/or traditionally-

constructed elementary schools and teachers' attitudes toward 

open education. 

Statistical analysis of the data used to test the 

hypotheses resulted in the following findings. 

1. Teachers who were currently teaching in traditionally-

constructed schools had significantly more positive attitudes 

toward open education than did teachers currently teaching in 

open-space schools. 

2. Teachers who had taught only in traditionally-

constructed schools had significantly more positive attitudes 

toward open education than did teachers who had taught only 

in open-space schools. 

3. Teachers who had taught in both open-space and 

traditionally-constructed schools had significantly more 

positive attitudes toward open education than did teachers 

who had taught only in open-space schools. 

4. Teachers who had taught only in traditionally-

constructed schools had significantly more positive attitudes 



toward open education than did teachers who had taught in 

both open-space and traditionally-constructed schools. 

5. Teachers who had taught ten years or more had 

significantly more positive attitudes toward open education 

than did teachers who had taught less than ten years. 

Based on the findings of this study the following con-

clusions are warranted. 

1. There is an inverse relationship between attitudes 

toward open education and experience in open-space schools. 

2. There is a positive relationship between the number 

of years of teaching experience and attitudes toward open 

education. 

The following recommendations are made. 

1. Additional research is needed to clarify the rela-

tionship between noise exposure and school achievement. 

2. Studies designed to explore life in the open-space 

classroom in greater depth should be conducted. 

3. Additional research is needed to identify factors 

related to positive attitudes toward open education. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

As America entered the 1970s, educational leaders faced 

a period of change. The population explosion had created a 

need for additional school facilities. Leaders also faced 

the task of trying to prepare young people to live in a 

society marked by change and technology—a society whose 

future no one could predict (Johnson, 1973). Educators and 

architects worked together and tried to provide a more 

flexible, less structured, cost-effective school plant; this 

new concept in school architecture came to the known as the 

"open-space" or "open-area" school. 

In the same time period, a philosophy of education cen-

tering on the individual pupil came into vogue. Open educa-

tion was described as "person-centered, experience-centered, 

problem-oriented, and interdisciplinary—an environment that 

is free, supportive, and nonthreatening" (Nyquist, 1971, p. 9) 

Because of its emphasis on pupils moving freely from 

area to area, open education seemed to be more easily managed 

in an open-space school. Yet there was not an inevitable 

connection between open space and open education (Hunt, 1976). 

Open-space schools were similar in architecture only. The 

philosophy ranged from a "closed" philosophy to an "open" 

philosophy. Often open-space schools were divided into self-
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contained classrooms by bookshelves. Traditional teaching 

methods were used in such arrangements. 

The effects of open-space schools and open education 

on students has been studied extensively but the results 

are inconclusive. Open-space schools are claimed by many 

educators to foster creativity and self-confidence. However, 

tests of the relationship between the open education of a 

school's instructional program and student achievement fail 

to show sizeable or consistent positive or negative effects 

(Simoes, 1976). 

Few studies have focused on the effects of the open-

space school on the teachers involved. Most studies have 

considered only pupils—their attitudes, academic achieve-

ments, and feelings. Yet perhaps the most affected by the 

physical surroundings of an open-space school is the indi-

vidual teacher. Since the success of the open-space school 

may depend on the performance of its teachers, the effects 

of the open-space school on teachers should be considered 

carefully. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was to determine the rela-

tionship between experience in open-space and/or traditionally-

constructed elementary schools and teachers' attitudes toward 

open education. 



Research Questions 

1. Do teachers currently teaching in open-space schools 

have more positive attitudes toward open education than 

teachers currently teaching in traditionally-constructed 

schools? 

2. Do teachers who have taught only in open-space 

schools have more positive attitudes toward open education 

than teachers who have taught only in traditionally-con-

structed schools? 

3. Do teachers who have taught only in open-space 

schools have more positive attitudes toward open education 

than teachers who have taught in both open-space and tra-

ditionally-constructed schools? 

4. Do teachers who have taught only in traditionally-

constructed schools have more positive attitudes toward 

open education than teachers who have taught in both open-

space and traditionally-constructed schools? 

5. Do teachers who have taught less than ten years 

have more positive attitudes toward open education than 

teachers who have taught ten years or more? 

Background and Significance 

In the 1970s not only did the population explosion 

cause a need for new facilities; educators found that the 

acceptance of traditional methods of education was no 

longer taken for granted. Many educational leaders 

questioned whether the schools were relevant to the needs 



of modern students (Hunt, 1979). These factors encouraged 

educators to try to make substantial changes in their 

schools. According to Goodlad (1973), the nation's schools 

in recent years "have been virtually inundated with efforts 

of almost every conceivable kind to inject into the schools 

some ingredient of change or innovation, innoculations pre-

sumed to be for the health of the elementary school" (p. 28). 

School architecture reflected the changes in educational 

philosophy and methods. Many of the newly constructed 

schools were of the open-space design. This design seemed 

to provide the best opportunity for an effective educational 

program. Open-space schools without interior walls were 

also cheaper to build than traditionally-constructed schools. 

Yet Hunt and Yarusso (1979) stated that "A public mood 

apparently spreading rapidly signals difficulties for pro-

grams seeking increased funding. Open education, to succeed, 

requires a lowering of the student-teacher ratio, and thus 

would cost taxpayers more, not less, money" (p. 297). 

Studies have been conducted to determine the effects 

of the open-space school on students. The results of the 

early studies were positive in certain areas. Students in 

open-space schools seemed to have a more positive self-

image, were more able to handle decisions, and had a more 

positive attitude toward school (Wing & Mack, 1971). Open-

space schools were thought by many to foster creativity and 

self confidence. Simoes (1976) claimed that many open-space 



schools failed because teachers were not properly prepared 

for teaching in an open-space school: "The open school 

teacher has to be able to evaluate a process of learning, 

not a given product1' (p. 186). 

Tests of the relationship between the "openness" of a 

school's instructional program and student achievement 

failed, however, to show definite or consistent positive 

or negative effects (Featherstone, 1971). 

Although the effects of the open-space school have 

been studied extensively in the last several years, few 

investigations have focused on the effects of the open-

space school on the faculties involved. 

Brunetti (1971) defined the consequences of allowing 

teachers the opportunity to teach in an open-space setting 

that stressed staff interrelations. He found that teachers 

in teams in the open school felt more independent and had 

higher job satisfaction. This study, involving a large 

group of teachers and administrators, emphasized that the 

open-space system, with its flexible physical arrangements 

and teaching programs holds great promise as a method of 

training people to think for themselves. 

Research on the attitudes and feelings of teachers in 

open-space schools is not plentiful. Since the teacher's 

feelings and behavior may affect the success or failure of 

the school facility, more research is needed. The intended 

contribution of this study is to provide educational leaders 



with a broader base for decision making. Findings will 

indicate to what extent teachers' attitudes toward open 

education are related to the physical surroundings of 

both the open-space and the traditional school. Such 

information, considering the challenges of the 1980s, 

should be beneficial to educational leaders who are con-

sidering constructing open-space schools. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study the following definitions 

have been formulated. 

1. An open-space, open-plan, or open-area school is 

an educational facility in which spaces larger than a 

standard classroom are provided for combining groups of 

students for instruction. 

2. A traditionally-constructed school is an educa-

tional facility constructed with multiple individual 

classrooms each designed to house approximately thirty-

five students and one teacher. 

3. Attitude toward open education is the quality 

measured by the Teacher Attitude Inventory. The higher 

the score, the more positive the attitude toward open 

education. 

Procedures 

The Population 

The population from which the sample for this study 

was drawn was the regular subject matter teachers in 



the Dallas Independent School District. The 559 teachers 

involved were from twenty elementary schools. Each of ten 

open-space elementary schools was matched with its nearest 

(geographically) traditionally-constructed school. The 

regular subject matter teachers from these twenty schools 

made up the sample for this study. The communities involved 

were lower middle class with a high percentage of minority 

students. 

The Instrument 

The instrument used in this study is the Teacher Atti-

tude Inventory (TAI) developed at Rutgers University (Hoy & 

Jalovick, 1979). The instrument is a self-report, twenty-

item Likert scale that measures attitudes toward open 

education along a continuum from open to traditional. The 

TAI is not listed in Oscar Buros' Mental Measurements Year-

book, but it is reviewed in The Journal of Educational 

Research (September/October, 1979). It has been correlated 

with the Pupil Control Ideology Form (PCI) and with the Evans 

Classroom Observation Rating Scale, both of which have been 

used extensively in research (Evans, 1971; Willower, 1967). 

Data Collection 

The names and addresses of the faculty of each school 

used in this study were obtained from the School and Staff 

Directory of the Dallas Independent School District. A 

list of the teaching assignments of teachers in the Dallas 
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Independent School District was obtained and it was deter-

mined that 559 teachers in the twenty elementary schools 

were regular classroom teachers. 

A TAI questionnaire and a data sheet were mailed to 

the 559 teachers; they were requested to return them within 

a week. At the end of that week, a second mailing took 

place. 

Analysis of Data 

Subjects were divided into three groups according to 

the type of schools in which they had taught. The mean 

score of each group was determined and the significance of 

the differences between the means were tested using Fisher's 

t-test. Subjects were also divided into two groups 

according to the number of years of teaching experience 

and the same statistical procedure was used. 
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CHAPTER II 

SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE 

A survey of the literature related to the development 

and effects of open-space schools reveals a number of 

studies by educators showing the relationship between the 

open concept and pupil achievement. Fewer studies, however, 

have been conducted to show the relationship between the 

open-space school and teacher attitudes toward open edu-

cation . 

The History of the Open-Space School 

Modernization of educational facilities with the 

emphasis on the learner has been a slow process for American 

schools. Traditional American school design and organization 

date back to 1847 with the Quincy Grammar School in Boston, 

Massachusetts. This traditionally-designed school was the 

prevailing choice of American school administrators and 

architects until the mid-sixties (Macbeth, 1971). Indeed, 

according to Castaldi (1969), these early schools were very 

little more than a place of shelter in which students and 

teachers met. 

But with an ever increasing population and a great 

increase in the percentage of children who attended school, 

it became necessary to build additional facilities with 

10 
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greater capacity. Schools began to have fewer students 

per room as compared to the early one-room schools, which 

often had as many as fifty students per room (Macbeth, 

1971). During the 1930s and the 1940s, American schools 

slowly became more modern, and improvements, such as 

movable desks, green chalkboards, and various audiovisual 

aids began to appear. As schools became larger and more 

complex to plan and build, architects became involved 

(Castaldi, 1969). Although the designs of the architects 

during this period emphasized shape, form, and style, the 

classroom itself was essentially unchanged. The boxlike 

school with its boxlike rooms was still the standard. 

According to Houston architect William Caudill (1954), 

the year 1950 marked the beginning of educational archi-

tecture based on the instructional requirements of children. 

During that year, a large group of architects met with 

educators from throughout the country to discuss common 

issues associated with constructing schools and improving 

the educational process. As a result, American schools 

were no longer built only to provide housing, but to 

facilitate the educational process. 

As educational objectives came to focus more and more 

on the needs of the pupil, school architects began to con-

sider new developments in educational programs and to make 

significant changes in school architecture. The population 

explosion created a crucial need for more facilities; 
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education itself had become, like the world, more complex 

(Johnson, 1973). Educators and architects tried to provide 

a more flexible, less structured, cost-effective school 

plant; this new concept in school architecture came to be 

known as the "open-space" or "open-area" school. Heralded 

in the late fifties as the most substantial breakthrough in 

educational design since the cellular division of the one-

room schoolhouse, the open plan concept changed the direction 

of school architecture (Neutra, 1955). Gross and Murphy 

(1969) described a new spirit of innovation, experimen-

tation and venturesomeness (p. 9). 

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, architects across 

the nation began to design open-space schools. New ideas 

in education such as multi-aged grouping, continuous pro-

gress, team teaching, nongradedness, and individualized 

instruction were linked with the new open-plan schools 

(Goodlad, 1963). 

In the late 1960s, the completely open-space school 

made its appearance. The open school assumed countless 

configurations with a variety of sizes and shapes. The 

first open-space school to attract national attention was 

an elementary school built in 1957 in Carson City, Michi-

gan (Brunetti, 1971). The new open-space schools were more 

adaptable to a variety of programs. They could be expanded 

more easily than the traditional schools. Wakeland (1972) 

declared that in terms of architecture, form was beginning 
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to be based on function. This flexibility of open-space 

schools was emphasized by Campbell (1973) who stated that 

since schools must last for many years, they must be able 

to adjust to meet new demands and changes in the educational 

programs. Pirn (1978) had some negative remarks on the 

"flexibility" of the open-space school: 

The educational consultant who often lays down the 
programmatic ground rules for a new school speaks 
of flexibility and adaptability. I cannot challenge 
these tenents, but often wonder whether flexibility 
is not a convenient scapegoat for confusion and 
uncertainty as to what the new building is to be. 
One sees designs that are devoid of any interior 
planning—just so many square feet of "usable 
space" which ostensibly can be arranged to suit 
a thousand situations (p. 72). 

Campbell (1973) admitted that although today there is a 

definite trend toward openness, tomorrow's improvements may 

require that open-space schools be closed up and modified. 

Frazier (1972) insisted that educators at every level work 

for greater freedom and less authoritarianism. He claimed 

that for many years teachers and psychologists had seen the 

need for a child-centered educational process. The open-

space school seemed to be a child-centered facility. 

The building of open-space schools has been extensive 

since 1968. The state of California has been the pace-

setter in open-space facilities with eighty-four percent of 

its schools being of the open-plan. Only nineteen percent 

of New York schools are of the open-space variety while 

Florida, Washington, Wisconsin, and Texas have an extensive 
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open-space development (Brunetti, 1971). Ca.ri.oti (1971) 

found that "The total cost of open-space schools built within 

the last five years has topped $1 billion" (p. 2). Caliste 

(1979) found that by 1975, seven hundred open-space elemen-

tary schools were currently operating in the United States. 

The Advent of Open Education 

A philosophy of education came to be associated with 

the open-space school; the "open" philosophy centered 

around the learner. Although its critics saw it as just 

another educational fad that would pass into oblivion, the 

expanding dimensions of the present movement could not be 

denied, as the hundreds of open-space schools, thousands of 

children in open classrooms, and hundreds of thousands of 

words written in the literature will attest (Gatewood, 1975). 

The literature is replete with efforts to define open 

education. Crowl (1975) claimed that the lack of uniformity 

in the definition of open education is a characteristic of 

reactive innovation, which open education exemplifies. 

(A "reactive innovation" is based largely on the rejection 

of everything which immediately preceded.) Katz (1972) 

expressed the idea that openness, like freedom, cannot be 

defined absolutely. Bell (1974) stated that 

Advocates of open education write that it is an 
attitude and an approach to teaching rather than 
a facility: therefore it is more than an open-
space school. It is generally agreed, however, 
that a physical environment which is open will 
facilitate open education. 
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Bell identified the major objective of open education as 

"developing an individual with a positive self-image, a 

confident approach to problem solving, an acceptance of 

responsibility for his own growth, and a desire to explore 

and experiment1' (p. 333) . Caliste (1979) viewed the pro-

found meaning of open education as self-initiated learning 

due to curiosity, the fusion of subjects in the learning 

process, the de-emphasis of competition, the reduction of 

the fear of failure, and the enrichment of learning through 

group activity. An attitude toward the learner was given 

by Rathbone (1971) in his definition of open education: 

"Open education views the child, not as a passive vessel 

waiting to be filled nor as an amorphous lump of clay 

awaiting some form-giving artist but as a self-activated 

maker of meaning, an active agent in his own learning pro-

cess" (p.150). The following list of ways education can be 

open was given by Gulley and Norwood (1976). 

1. Physical environment.—Any classroom that purports 

openness is one where children engage in different activities 

in an atmosphere where they freely choose activities and 

cooperate with each other on learning tasks. Manipulative 

materials and books are accessible and children are 

encouraged and expected to work with these materials, 

which necessitates free movement within the classroom. 

2. Instruction, diagnosis, and evaluation.—The 

philosophy of open education stresses individually-oriented 
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instruction, and is based on careful diagnosis of each 

child and his activity. 

3. Social and emotional environment.—Open education 

stresses humaneness, respect, cooperation, and warmth. 

Children should become deeply involved in what they are 

doing. 

4. Role of the teacher.—Besides being responsible 

for diagnosing, evaluating, instructing, and creating a 

humane environment, the teacher in the open setting creates 

a climate where children want to learn. 

Walberg and Thomas (1972) gave eight themes of open 

education which are similar to the ones given by Gulley and 

Norwood. Katz (1972) identified five variables for 

defining open education: (1) space—less routinized, 

fixed, or invariable; (2) activities of children—range is 

wider, less fixed and more open-ended; (3) locus of activity 

selection—children follow their own spontaneous interests 

rather than activities selected by teachers or others; (4) 

content or topics—range and content are wide and open-

ended; (5) time—more flexibly arranged. 

The common themes of open education were specified by 

Reschly and Sabers (1974) as the right of children to 

pleasant school experiences and to democratic treatment, 

the need to make classroom experiences consistent with 

natural developmental trends, the need to build the curric-

ulum around children's interests, and the long-range 

character building purposes of education. 
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Hoy and Jalovick (1972) defined the teacher's place in 

open education as somewhere outside the learning process 

and the role as that of structuring the environment—that 

is, providing those conditions that would make the student's 

active exploration of the real world both likely and fruitful. 

There is a mutual interaction between the student, the world, 

and the teacher, and it is the student who is the principal 

agent of his own learning. Thus, within the open model of 

education, the learning process is "a joint responsibility, 

guided by the adult through the selection and construction 

of materials and determined by the child through his indi-

vidual response to the materials" (Barth, 1972, p. 150). 

Because of its emphasis on students moving freely from 

area to area, open education seems to be more easily managed 

in an open-space school than in a school with traditional 

classrooms. While this ease of management has resulted in 

open schools housing many open education programs, highly 

structured and traditional programs also are found in open-

space schools (Armstrong, 1975). Armstrong stated that 

"There is not an inevitable connection between open space 

and open education" (p. 291). 

Hunt and Yarusso (1979) stated that "several dis-

quieting signs appear in the contemporary public mood for 

open education" (p. 297). A 1975 Gallup Poll revealed that 

only 27 percent of respondents understood the term open 

school or concept; sixty percent did not. Thirteen percent 
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(of the 27) favored it; ten percent opposed it (Gallup, 

1975). 

The Effects of the Open-Space School 
on Students 

The effects of open-space schools on pupil performance 

and achievement have been studied extensively for the past 

decade with mixed results. A long-range research and 

development program—The School Environment Study—conducted 

by the Stanford University School Planning Laboratory was 

cited by Brunetti (1971). The purpose of this research 

study was to determine the overall significance of alter-

native spatial environments for students. Findings indicated 

no consistent differences in academic achievement in open-

space and traditional schools as measured by standardized 

achievement tests. The study did, however, indicate that 

as long as academic achievement is not adversely 
affected, the improvement of such factors as 
motivation, self direction, self-concept, self 
responsibility, inquiry skills, and peer relations 
are seen to be equally important in rounding out a 
student's achievement profile (p. 9). 

This study drew criticism, however, because these "social" 

concepts are very difficult to measure. Pupils in a non-

graded, open elementary school were compared by Killough 

(1971) over a three year period with pupils in a program 

other than nongraded and open relative to cognitive achieve-

ment. The pupils in the nongraded, open program had 

significantly higher mean achievement gains in most 

cognitive areas and also achieved at a faster rate than 
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the pupils in the other program. Fraser and Rentoul (1980) 

proposed a person—environment fit framework in which stu-

dent preferences for classroom openness are considered 

simultaneously with actual openness. Results replicated 

previous studies in that actual openness variables accounted 

for a small and nonsignificant amount of variance in cog-

nitive achievement. Bennett (1976) found that in all 

cognitive areas, formal classrooms performed as well as or 

significantly better than did classrooms exhibiting a mixed 

or informal approach. The findings indicated that the 

teaching approaches in the open classroom often result in 

poorer academic progress, particularly among high ability 

students. Bennett stated that "More significantly, given 

the emphasis on social growth, at the core of open education 

philosophy, when student personality types were compared 

with achievement under a specific teaching style, all 

personalities suffered in the informal setting" (p. 153). 

La Forge (1973) compared personality characteristics 

of students in an open-space school with those of students 

in a traditionally-constructed school. While the emphasis 

of the study was on personality characteristics, student 

achievement levels were considered along with other factors 

in terms of their influence on personality. Results of the 

study showed that the standardized test scores of one group 

had not been found to be superior to those of the other 

group. A study was conducted to evaluate potential 
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differences in teacher ratings of psychological and 

behavioral functioning between first grade students from 

open and traditional classroom settings. The study indicated 

that school setting did interact reliably with sex of student 

to effect different outcomes. In the traditional classroom, 

female students were judged as better adjusted, more task-

oriented, more cooperative, and better in relationships with 

peers than male students (Bloom & Jacobson, 1979). 

A study comparing achievement of students in an open-

space, innovative instructional program with students in a 

traditional classroom program as measured by the Iowa Test of 

Basic Skills was cited by Johnson (1970). Findings indicated 

that both programs were above average, and any differences 

found to exist in achievement could only be attributed to 

chance. The open-space school did have greater flexibility, 

a greater number of small groups, and more frequent regrouping 

for instruction. 

In a study comparing IQ and achievement of children from 

comparable socio-economic backgrounds with children in a tra-

ditional school, Kennedy and Say (1971) found that no definite 

conclusions could be determined as to which facility was 

superior. A study was conducted by the Division of Planning 

and Development of the York County Board of Education (1971). 

Reading and mathematics achievement of students in both open-

space and traditional schools were tested. The students 

were given the Metropolitan Achievement Test and the 
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Canadian Cognitive Abilities Test* The results revealed that 

there was a normal distribution of scores both in the open-

space schools and the traditional schools with no significant 

differences. 

Grapko (1972) found a relationship between IQ, achieve-

ment, and open space. He compared the standardized achieve-

ment test scores of sixth graders in one traditional and one 

open-space school. The students in the traditional class-

rooms achieved higher scores. Further analysis of the 

results indicated that these differences were due to the 

difference in the performance of lower IQ students. Bright 

students performed equally well in open-space and traditional 

classrooms; lower IQ students were less able to function well 

in situations which were distracting, in which student 

initiative and responsibility were stressed, and where the 

discovery approach was emphasized. A similar study by 

Spigel (1974) had less definitive results. A comparison of 

the achievement test scores of approximately 2,000 fourth 

and seventh graders from open-space and traditional schools 

revealed no significant differences. Warner (1971) compared 

the performances of students and teachers in an open-space 

and in traditional classrooms. The performance of both 

groups were equal and similar in academic achievement, 

teacher-pupil verbal interaction, and organizational climate 

of the facilities as perceived by the teachers. 



22 

McPartland and Epstein (1977) found that students 

neither lost nor gained significantly in their performance 

on standardized achievement tests as a consequence of 

attending open-space schools. Hetzel and others (1980) 

found that some types of students may achieve more in an 

open program while others may achieve more in a more struc-

tured approach. 

A study reporting on data collected in both traditional 

and open-space schools isolating the differences and simi-

larities in teachers' perceptions of their interaction 

tactics was conducted by Martin (1979). The findings sug-

gested that teacher-pupil interaction in open classrooms are 

not as routine as is often assumed, and that open-space 

schools may not provide for dynamic and fruitful teacher-

teacher interaction to the extent that was thought to be the 

case. Horwitz (1976) found little or no difference between 

open and traditional schools and academic achievement. Open 

education did have positive outcomes in self-concept, cre-

ativity, curiosity, adjustment, anxiety, and locus of control. 

Horwitz concluded that open education sometimes had measurable 

advantages, sometimes made no difference, and rarely did harm. 

A review by Peterson (1979) reported that open school 

students performed slightly higher on tests of divergent 

thinking, such as creativity and problem solving. The 

results also showed that open education had a slightly 

positive effect on student attitude toward school, attitude 
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toward teacher, independence, and curiosity, and had little 

or no difference on self-concept, locus of control, and 

anxiety. 

Sullivan (1974) conducted a study to determine whether 

pupils in an open classroom differ from traditionally-taught 

pupils on four variables: creative thinking, creative 

writing, independent decision-making in performing tasks, 

and self-confidence when facing a new situation. The most 

striking finding of this study was the difference in the 

pupils' confidence when they faced a new situation. Most 

pupils in the open classroom were more flexible, more spon-

taneous, and less conscious of themselves than pupils in 

the traditional classroom. Pupils in the open classroom did 

not surpass traditionally-taught pupils in the majority of 

creative thinking activities. 

Several studies have been conducted to determine the 

effects of the open-space school on student behavior. Open 

space generally appears to enhance students' feelings of 

autonomy (Myers, 1971), willingness to take risks (Anifant, 

1972), and persistence at a task (Reiss & Dyhalo, 1975). 

Studies on open space and self-concept are contradictory. 

Beckley (1973) and Heimgartner (1972) found positive effects 

on self-concept, while Sackett (1972) and Lovin (1975) 

demonstrated negative effects, and Kling (1972), Ruedi and 

West (1975) found no significant differences between stu-

dents in open-space and traditional schools. 
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An evaluation by the Halton County Board of Education 

(Ontario, Canada, 1969) involved fifth and sixth grade stu-

dents in open-space and traditional settings. It showed 

that open-space students possessed better attitudes toward 

themselves and manifested fewer discipline problems. Pos-

itive reactions were revealed regarding freedom of movement, 

interaction with a greater number of pupils, and greater 

degree of pupil responsibility. There was an increase in 

student attendance, and the reactions of parents indicated 

general approval of the methods used in the open-space 

schools. 

The Effects of the Open-Space School 
on Teachers 

To explore the effects of the open-space school on 

teachers, Meyer, Cohen, and others (1971) surveyed 110 

teachers from nine open-space schools and 120 teachers from 

eight traditionally-constructed schools. They found that 

teachers in open-space schools were more satisfied with their 

jobs and felt that they had more influence in making school 

decisions than their counterparts in traditionally-constructed 

schools. It was postulated that experience in open-space 

schools tends to give teachers professional teaching ambitions, 

Cheek (1970) conducted a study of open-space elementary 

school practices and conditions. He found that in the 

opinion of teachers, no exact purpose existed for using 

open space in various elementary schools. The noise level 
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was a problem, and desirable student behavior was not neces-

sarily facilitated. In the opinion of the teachers, pupil-

teacher interactions were more positive. A lack of training 

for both principal and teacher roles in open-space schools 

was also a drawback expressed by teachers. Open education, 

with team teaching and continuous progress did not neces-

sarily occur in the open-space facilities. A number of 

teachers were not willing to accept the changes involved. 

The evidence that teacher preparation is a problem in open-

space schools is plentiful. Teachers claim that experience 

is a requirement for successful open-space teaching. They 

add that open-space teaching is exhausting both physically 

and mentally (Hunt & Yarusso, 1979). 

Ellison, Gilbert, and Ratsey (1969) observed classrooms 

in a traditional school and in an open-space school for a 

period of two weeks and found that handling routine matters 

required more time in the traditional classrooms. The pre-

sentation of information and teacher supervision were com-

parable in the two settings. Spatial differences seemed to 

have no significant effect on the practices found in each 

type of school. 

Teacher attitudes toward openness, a variable which may 

affect student outcomes in open and structured programs, 

were examined by Elias and Elias (1978). They stated that 

teachers who are uncomfortable with the open philosophy may 

successfully implement a traditional philosophy, regardless 
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of the type of program in which they teach. The results of 

the study indicate that the attitudes of the teachers toward 

open education may play an important role in affecting cer-

tain student personality characteristics. When students in 

open-space and traditional schools were compared without 

regard to teacher attitudes in the two schools, the pattern 

of results was inconclusive. However, a much clearer pat-

tern of findings resulted with the inclusion of teacher 

attitudes in the analysis. 

Hoy and Jalovick (1979) surveyed eighty suburban 

elementary and middle school teachers and found that open 

attitudes were directly related to open practices, and that 

custodial pupil control orientation was inversely related to 

open attitudes and open patterns of classroom behavior. They 

concluded that a humanistic pupil control ideology seems 

likely to be a necessary condition of open education. Hoy 

and Jalovick state that "It seems safe to predict that pro-

grams of open education are doomed to failure unless teachers 

have and maintain a humanistic pupil control orientation" 

(p. 49). 

A study of the opinions of ninety-three teachers in 

open-space schools and sixteen teachers formerly in open-

space schools was conducted by Pritchard and Moodie (1971). 

Approximately 90 percent of the teachers said that they 

enjoyed teaching in an open-space school. Seventy-five per-

cent of the teachers said that they taught differently in 
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the open-space school and took part in team teaching. They 

felt that the open-space concept was appropriate for the age 

group they taught. Over half of the teachers in open—space 

schools indicated that they had requested to teach in an 

open-space school and would do so again. Over 50 percent of 

the teachers also claimed that the interference of visitors 

was not a problem and that parents had confidence in the 

open concept. Most of the teachers believed that the inter-

mediate grades were most appropriate for open-space instruc-

tion. There were reservations, however. Seventy-five 

percent of the teachers expressed a need for an enclosed 

area in which to conduct certain classes. The teachers felt 

that more teacher preparation time and in-service training 

were necessary to facilitate the open-space concept effec-

tively. The open-ended questions showed that teachers 

generally supported the open-space concept because they 

felt it encouraged independence and innovation. 

Olszewski and Doyle (1976) explored the environmental 

influences on professional behavior of teachers in both 

open-space and traditional elementary schools. The prop-

osition tested was that increased colleague interaction and 

visability among elementary teachers would affect classroom 

behavior. Findings showed that teachers in a colleague-

dependent structure shared a greater number of common 

teaching patterns, even though the range of behaviors did 

not differ from that found in traditional settings. 
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Although it was indicated in this study that colleague 

dependency does influence teacher classroom behavior, this 

condition did not necessarily enhance the overall quality 

of teaching performance. At the school-wide level the 

amount of teaching competency was the same in the open-

space school as in the conventional school. 

Saranson (1971) assessed the impact of the open school 

and claimed that open-space schools often end up looking 

like the same old traditional schools. He felt that "the 

failure of many educational innovations is in large part 

the result of inadequate preparation for those who must 

make the innovations work—the teachers" (p. 25). 

The impact of open-space school environments and tra-

ditional self-contained environments on both pupils and 

teachers has only begun to come to light as a result of the 

research undertaken to the present time. Hetzel et al. 

(1980) concluded that their study "reinforced the view that 

open education offers an eminently viable option to edu-

cators who are in search of alternatives to traditional 

teaching methods" (p. 11). The success or failure of an 

open classroom or an open-space school may largely depend 

on the individual teacher; research into teacher attitudes 

toward open education may provide data which may prove 

valuable to systems considering the pro's and con's of 

open-space schools. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

The methods and procedures used in this study will be 

presented in this chapter. The manner in which the sample 

was drawn and the statistical procedures involved will be 

discussed. 

Collecting the Data 

Each of the ten open-space elementary schools was 

matched with its nearest (geographically) traditionally-

constructed elementary school. To determine the closest 

(geographically) traditionally-constructed elementary 

schools, a map of the Dallas Independent School District 

with all elementary schools marked was used. The subjects 

included in this study were the faculties of these twenty 

elementary schools in the Dallas Independent School District. 

The names and addresses of the faculty of each school 

used in this study were obtained from the School and Staff 

Directory of the Dallas Independent School District. A list 

of the teaching assignments was obtained from the Dallas 

Independent School District and it was determined that 559 

of the teachers in the twenty selected elementary schools 

were regular subject matter teachers. Language arts, 
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mathematics, social studies, and science were counted as 

regular subjects. 

A copy of the Teacher Attitude Inventory was mailed 

to the 559 teachers, and they were requested to return them 

within a week. At the end of that week, 294 responses had 

been received. A second mailing resulted in 77 additional 

responses for a total of 371. 

Subjects were also asked their age, sex, and subject 

taught. They were asked whether they were currently teaching 

in an open-space or a traditionally-constructed school. They 

were asked whether they had taught only in open-space schools, 

only in traditionally-constructed schools, or in both types 

of schools. 

The Instrument 

The Teacher Attitude Inventory, reviewed in The Journal 

of Educational Research (September/October, 1979), was con-

structed to reflect two models of education as conceptualized 

by Barth (1972). Barth calls these models "open" and "tra-

ditional." Hoy and Jalovick (1979) symbolize the traditional 

model as K-» C-» A S with K = Knowledge, C = Curriculum, 

A = Agent (teacher), and S = Student. This translates into 

a statement that the function of the school is to transmit 

the knowledge contained in the curriculum through the teacher 

to the student whose duty it is to assimilate and retain that 

knowledge. The traditional model is based on the following 

assumptions. 
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1. The ultimate purpose of education is the acquisition 

of knowledge. 

2. Knowledge is what has been learned and recorded by 

man over the ages. It is categorized into the disciplines 

of mathematics, chemistry, history, etc., each of which has 

a content and structure that can be taught and learned. 

3. There is a minimum body of knowledge (the curriculum) 

that is essential for everyone to know before leaving school. 

4. Important choices concerning what children should 

learn are best made by adults—parents, teachers, adminis-

trators. 

5. Children learn by being taught by adults through 

symbols—written and spoken words, numerals, and so forth. 

6. To the extent that children are given choice in 

their learning, they will depart from the best path to 

knowledge. 

7. Children are not naturally drawn to academic work 

and must therefore be motivated by an external source. 

8. The best measure of a child's work is the teacher's 

judgment of it. 

The model for open education is symbolized as follows: 

S ^ ^ RW 
\ X 

vs 
N / 
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This form is characterized by the belief that knowledge (K) 

is unique to each individual and comes from the direct per-

sonal exploration of one's environment. Learning, therefore, 

is a function of the interaction between the student (S) and 

the real world (RW), whether that real world be an idea, 

another person, or an animate or inanimate object. The place 

of the teacher (T) in this model is somewhere outside the 

learning process and the role is that of structuring the 

environment—that is, providing those conditions that would 

make the student's active exploration of the real world both 

likely and fruitful. The open model is based on the follow-

ing assumptions. 

1. Children are innately curious and will explore 

their environment without adult intervention. 

2. Active exploration in a rich environment, offering 

a wide array of manipulative materials, will facilitate 

children's learning. 

3. Children have both the competence and the right to 

make significant decisions concerning their own learning. 

4. Children will be likely to learn if they are given 

considerable choice in the selection of the materials they 

wish to work with and in the determination of the questions 

they wish to pursue with respect to those materials. 

5. Children pass through similar states of intellec-

tual development, each in his own way at his own rate and 

in his own time. 
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6. Objective measures of performance may have a neg-

ative effect on learning. 

7. Learning is best assessed intuitively by direct 

observation. 

8. The quality of being is more important than the 

quality of knowing; knowledge is a means of education, not 

its end. 

9. The final test of an education is what a person is, 

not what he/she knows. 

10. Knowledge is a function of one's personal inte-

gration of experience and therefore does not fall into 

neatly separate categories or disciplines. 

11. There is little or no knowledge that is essential 

for everyone to acquire. 

The instrument was originally 35 items and was admin-

istered to 170 educators. It has been shortened to twenty 

items, with ten traditional and ten open items. The ten 

traditional and ten open items are interspersed among each 

other in order to guard against response set bias. The 

traditional items on the questionnaire are reverse scored; 

therefore, the higher the score, the more consistent are 

the attitudes with an open model of education. 

In addition to content validity, concurrent validity 

of the TAI was established through the successful prediction 

of relationships with several external criterion variables. 

It was hypothesized that openness in attitudes of teachers 



40 

on the TAI would be significantly related to both a human-

istic pupil control ideology as measured by the Pupil Control 

Ideology Form (PCI) and openness in actual classroom practices 

as recorded by trained researchers using the Evans Classroom 

Observation Rating Scale. The results confirmed both hypoth-

eses. The TAI, as predicted, was correlated at .55 with the 

PCI and at .48 with the Observation Rating Scale. Further-

more, the TAI scale differentiated between types of teachers. 

Teachers identified as open by their principals scored sig-

nificantly higher on the TAI than their colleagues who were 

judged as traditional teachers. 

Preparing the Data 

The Teacher Attitude Inventory questionnaires were 

scored manually, resulting in a range of scores from 30-94. 

The TAI scores and the demographic information were entered 

on an eighty column form for the keypunch operator at the 

Computing Center at North Texas State University. A coding 

system was devised to assure systematic entry of the data 

into the proper column of the card. Subjects were divided 

into two groups according to the type of school in which 

they were currently teaching—traditional (1) or open-space 

(2). Subjects were divided into three groups according to 

the type of teaching experience they had had: 

1. Those who had taught only in traditionally-

constructed schools; 
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2. Those who had taught in both types of schools? 

3. Those who had taught only in open-space schools. 

Subjects were divided into two groups according to their 

teaching experiences: 

1. Those who had taught less than ten years; 

2. Those who had taught ten years or more. 

The data was punched into the cards and submitted to the 

North Texas State University Computing Center for the 

appropriate t-tests for independent samples. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA, FINDINGS, DISCUSSION 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The statistical analysis of the data is presented in 

this section. The t-test for independent samples was used 

to test the hypotheses of the study. 

Hypothesis 1 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference in the mean scores on the Teacher Attitude Inven-

tory (TAI) between teachers currently teaching in open-space 

schools and teachers currently teaching in traditionally-

constructed schools. The results of the t-test for inde-

pendent samples on the TAI scores of teachers currently 

teaching in traditionally-constructed schools are shown in 

Table I. The teachers currently teaching in traditionally-

constructed schools have a significantly more positive 

attitude toward open education than do the teachers currently 

teaching in open-space schools. 
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TABLE I 

TAI SCORES OF TEACHERS CURRENTLY TEACHING 
IN OPEN-SPACE AND TRADITIONALLY-

CONSTRUCTED SCHOOLS 

44 

Type of School n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation t-value 

Open-space 173 54.5 11.9 
5.69* 

Traditionally-
constructed 198 61.9 13.2 

5.69* 

"'Significant at .001 level. 

Hypothesis 2 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference in the mean scores on the TAI between teachers 

who had taught only in open-space schools and teachers who 

had taught only in traditionally-constructed schools. The 

results of the t-test for independent samples on the TAI 

scores of teachers who had taught only in open-space schools 

and teachers who had taught only in traditionally-constructed 

schools are shown in Table II. The teachers who had taught 

only in traditionally-constructed schools have a signifi-

cantly more positive attitude toward open education than 

do the teachers who had taught only in open-space schools. 
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TABLE II 

TAI SCORES OF TEACHERS WHO HAD TAUGHT ONLY 
IN OPEN-SPACE OR IN TRADITIONALLY-

CONSTRUCTED SCHOOLS 

Type of School n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation t-value 

Open-space 79 50.8 12.4 
7.52* 

Traditionally-
constructed 99 65.0 12.3 

7.52* 

•Significant at .001 level. 

Hypothesis 3 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference in the mean scores on the TAI between teachers 

who had taught only in open-space schools and teachers who 

had taught in both open-space and traditionally-constructed 

schools. The results of the t-test for independent samples 

on the TAI scores of teachers who had taught only in open-

space schools and teachers who had taught in both open-space 

and traditionally-constructed schools are shown in Table III, 

The teachers who had taught in both open-space and tra-

ditionally-constructed schools have a significantly more 

positive attitude toward open education than do the teachers 

who had taught only in open-space schools. 
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TAI SCORES OF TEACHERS TOO HAD TAUGHT 
ONLY IN OPEN-SPACE OR IN BOTH OPEN-
SPACE AND TRADITIONALLY-CONSTRUCTED 

SCHOOLS 
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Type of School n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation t-value 

Open-space 79 50.8 12.4 * 
4.45 

Both types 193 58.2 12.0 

* 
4.45 

•Significant at .001 level. 

Hypothesis 4 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference in the mean scores on the TAI between teachers 

who had taught only in traditionally-constructed schools 

and teachers who had taught in both open-space and tra-

ditionally-constructed schools. The results of the t-test 

for independent samples on the TAI scores of teachers who 

had taught only in traditionally-constructed schools and 

teachers who had taught in both open-space and traditionally-

constructed schools are shown in Table IV. The teachers who 

had taught only in traditionally-constructed schools have a 

significantly more positive attitude toward open education 

than do the teachers who had taught in both open-space and 

traditionally-constructed schools. 
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TAI SCORES OF TEACHERS 1HO HAD TAUGHT ONLY IN 
TRADITIONALLY-CONSTRUCTED OR IN BOTH OPEN-

SPACE AND TRADITIONALLY-CONSTRUCTED 
SCHOOLS 

47 

Type of School n Mean 
Standard 
Deviation t-value 

Traditionally-
constructed 99 65.0 12.3 * 

4.47 

Both types 193 58.2 12.0 

* 
4.47 

•Significant at .001 level. 

Hypothesis 5 

It was hypothesized that there would be no significant 

difference in the mean scores on the TAI between teachers 

who had taught less than ten years and teachers who had 

taught ten years or more. The results of the t-test for 

independent samples on the TAI scores of teachers who had 

taught less than ten years and teachers who had taught ten 

years or more are shown in Table V. The teachers who had 

taught ten years or more have a significantly more positive 

attitude toward open education than do teachers who had 

taught less than ten years. 
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TEN YEARS AND TEACHERS WHO HAD TAUGHT 

TEN YEARS OR MORE 
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Amount of Teaching 
Experience n Mean 

Standard 
Deviation t-value 

Less than ten years 199 56.4 13.2 * 
-3.24 

Ten years or more 172 60.8 12.6 

* 
-3.24 

Unsolicited Remarks 

Of the 371 responses received in this study, 103 

included voluntary remarks about the open-space school. 

These remarks ranged in length from a few words to a three 

page letter. Of the 103 voluntary remarks, one hundred 

percent were opposing or finding fault with the open-space 

school. 

One teacher with more than ten years' experience 

currently teaching in an open-space school but having taught 

in both types of school wrote, "For what it's worth to you, 

I'm not in favor of open schools. It is utter chaos." 

Another teacher currently teaching in an open-space school 

and having taught only in open-space schools wrote, "Open-

area is the pits. But we make our own walls and put up with 

high levels of noise from 125 children and screaming teachers 
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all day. It's a wonder the children, so distracted, learn 

anything at all." 

A teacher currently teaching in a traditionally-con-

structed school added, "I'd like to say that after three 

years' experience in an open school, I would never go back 

to that type of school." Another teacher who had taught only 

in traditionally-constructed schools remarked, 

I have seen many children lost because of open 
schools. When they come to me after being in 
an open school, structure, love, and guidance 
open a whole new outlook on school for them. 
If they can be lost in a year or two before 
coming to 'structure,' what happens to the 
children who go through 12 years of 'open-
ness'? 

A teacher with less than ten years' experience currently 

teaching in an open-space school added, 

Maybe open-area teaching would be all right if 
the people involved were put in this position 
because they know about open-area or are willing 
to learn about it. In most cases, however, the 
teacher and administrators are not informed 
about the proper use of open space. As a result, 
we have chaos instead of a learning situation. 

Findings 

Statistical analysis of the data used to test the 

hypotheses resulted in the following findings. 

1. The mean TAI scores of teachers currently teaching 

in open-space schools were significantly lower than the 

mean TAI scores of teachers currently teaching in traditionally-

constructed schools. 
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2. The mean TAI scores of teachers who had taught only 

in open-space schools were significantly lower than the mean 

TAI scores of teachers who had taught only in traditionally-

constructed schools. 

3. The mean TAI scores of teachers who had taught only 

in open-space schools were significantly lower than the mean 

TAI scores of teachers who had taught in both open-space and 

traditionally-constructed schools. 

4. The mean TAI scores of teachers who had taught only 

in traditionally-constructed schools were significantly higher 

than the mean TAI scores of teachers who had taught in both 

open-space and traditionally-constructed schools. 

5. The mean TAI scores of teachers who had taught less 

than ten years were significantly lower than the mean TAI 

scores of teachers who had taught ten years or more. 

6. Of the 103 unsolicited remarks received, 100 percent 

expressed dissatisfaction with the open-space school. The 

noise problem and lack of teacher training were cited most 

often as a drawback of the open-space school. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings of this study the following con-

clusions are warranted. 

1. There is an inverse relationship between attitudes 

toward open education and experience in open space schools. 

2. There is a positive relationship between the number 

of years of teaching experience and attitudes toward open 

education. 



51 

Discussion 

One explanation for the inverse relationship between 

attitudes toward open education and experience in open-space 

schools may be that most of the open-space schools in the 

study did not operate using open philosophy. The schools 

were organized as self-contained classrooms in open space. 

Often bookcases served as dividers. Team teaching was not 

emphasized and little planning was evident to help teachers 

work as a unit in open space. 

Some other contributing factors may be inferred from 

related studies and from the unsolicited remarks of the 

teachers in the study. Other studies have found that noise 

is a problem in the open-space school (Cheek, 1970; 

Pritchard & Moodie, 1971), that teacher preparation for 

teaching in the open-space school is inadequate (Saranson, 

1971; Hunt & Yarusso, 1979), and that the open-space school 

environment does not enhance the quality of teaching per-

formance (Olszewski 8s Doyle, 1976). 

Extreme care must be used in interpreting the meaning 

of the unsolicited remarks of the teachers in this study 

since it is likely that people are more inclined to criticize 

an unpleasant situation than to praise a situation they find 

acceptable. However, the very large number of critical com-

ments and the complete absence of any positive remarks 

warrant some tentative suggestions as to why experience in 

the open-space schools are related to negative attitudes 

toward open education. 
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Many of the teachers referred to the noise and con-

fusion found in the open-space schools where they taught. 

This could be caused by the characteristics of the pupils, 

the lack of training of the teachers, the nature of the 

curriculum or a host of other factors. Evidence for the 

hypothesis that the ability to cope with the problems of 

open-space teaching is learned exists in the findings of a 

positive relationship between years of teaching experience 

and attitudes toward open education. It is at least pos-

sible that studies finding more positive attitudes toward 

open-space schools (Meyer, Cohen et al., 1971; Pritchard & 

Moodie, 1971) used populations that were more adequately 

prepared for open-space teaching and/or had the background 

of experience necessary for coping with the more complex 

set of relationships existing in an open-space school. 

At the very least, the data from this study suggest 

that educational planners should carefully explore all of 

the implications of various styles of school architecture. 

If implementing the concept of open education is a goal of 

a school district it is possible that moving directly to a 

building program emphasizing open-space schools may be 

detrimental to the achievement of the goal. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

In view of the findings of this study, the review of 

the literature, and the unsolicited remarks, the following 
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recommendations are made for further research related to 

open-space elementary schools. 

1. Additional research is needed to clarify the rela-

tionship between noise exposure and school achievement. 

Consideration should also be given to the idea that noise 

can be problematic even when achievement is not affected. 

There is a need to design experiments that can examine 

after-effects and long term consequences of noise exposure. 

2. Studies designed to explore life in the open-space 

classroom in greater depth should be conducted, especially 

in a school district where open philosophy is coupled with 

open-space architecture. 

3. Additional research is needed to identify factors 

related to positive attitudes toward open education. 
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APPENDIX 

TEACHER ATTITUDE INVENTORY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Type of school in which you are currently teaching 

Traditional 

Open-space Sex 

Subject taught: Age: Under 30 

Years of teaching experience: 30-45 

Less than 10 years Over 45 

10 years or more 

Have you taught: Only in open-space schools _______ 

Only in traditional schools 

In both types of schools 

Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with the 
following statements by the following letters: SA=Strongly 
Agree, A=Agree, U=Undecided, D=Disagree, SD=Strongly Dis-
agree. (Circle the letters of your choice.) 

o 
0 
u 

0) bJO 
CD *5 
U W 
bJD •H 
< Q 

"O 
>> CD CD >> 

rH TJ CD r—1 
bfi «H U bJO 
G <D O fcJO a 
O <D CD a 0 
u U w u 

- p hJQ fl •ri 4-> 
w < & P w 

SA A u D SD 1. The ultimate of education is the 
acquisition of knowledge. 

2. Students are capable of making SA A U D SD 
intelligent decisions in sig-
nificant areas of their own 
learning. 
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3. There is a specific body of learning SA A U D SD 
which is essential for everyone to 
know before he leaves school. 

4. Objective measures of performance, SA A U D SD 
such as tests, have a negative 
effect of learning. 

5. Students learn what they are forced SA A U D SD 
to learn. 

6. The best measure of a student's work SA A U D SD 
is the teacher's judgement of it. 

7. What a student IS is more impor- SA A U D SD 
tant than what he KNOWS. 

8. Learning from the teacher is SA A U D SD 
probably the best way to learn. 

9. Students have the right to make SA A U D SD 
important decisions regarding 
their own educational experience. 

10. Knowledge is categorized into SA A U D SD 
disciplines which have a content 
and structure. 

11. Learning is better assessed by SA A U D SD 
direct observation than through 
tests. 

12. In order to learn, students have SA A U D SD 
to quit playing around and work 
hard. 

13. Learning will increase when stu- SA A U D SD 
dents share decisions about what 
they will study. 

14. Important choices concerning what SA A U D SD 
students should learn are best 
made by adults. 

15. A student's self-directed exper- SA A U D SD 
imentation is the most effective 
way to learn. 

16. There is no minimum body of knowl- SA A U D SD 
edge which is essential for every-
one to acquire. 
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17. Students are innately curious SA A U D SD 
and will learn without the 
teacher's intervention. 

18. The teacher is a better judge SA A U D SD 
of the time a student needs to 
learn a concept than the student. 

19. Knowledge does not fall into SA A U D SD 
neatly separate categories or 
"disciplines." 

20. What a student wants to learn SA A U D SD 
is not necessarily what he 
should learn. 
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