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Intraductary,SEaEEmgng

The Center's mission is to improve teaching in American schools.
Too many teachers still employ a didactic style aimed at filling passive
students with facts. The teacher's environment often prevents him from
changing his style, and may indeed drive him out of the profession.
And the children of the poor typically suffer from the worst teaching.

The Center uses the resources of the behavioral sciences in pur-
suing its objectives. Drawing primarily upon psychology and sociology,’
but also upon other behavioral science disciplines, the Center has formu-
lated program% of research, development, demorstration, and dissemination
in three areas. Program 1, Teaching Effectiviness, is now developing-a
Model Teacher Trainjing System vhat can be us¢i to train both beginning
and experienced téackers:in effective teaching skills. Program 2, The
Environment for Teaching, is developing models of school organizatien
and ways of evaluating teachers that will encourage teachers to become
more professional and more committed. Program 3, Teaching Students from
Low-Income Areas, is developing materials and procedures for motivating
both students and teachers in low-income schools.

This study, done under the Environment for Teaching program, attempted
to assess the environment that children experience in elementary school.
Using data collected from both open-space and self-contained-classroom
schools, the study related measures of children's activity to type of school
architecture, size of teaching team, one measure of teacher attitude, and
other variables. '

iii
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-children spent waitin

Abstract

Earlier investigations have studied teachers from collegial teams:
in open-space schools; this investigation extended the earlier work to
observations of elementary school children. The study was a first at-
tempt to assess the environment children experience, rather than their
academic achievement or personal adjustment. It was planned to be a
basis for future research.

Of chief interest was the classroom that gives the child choice,
opportunities to work independently, and encouragement to behave ac-
tively; a classroom of this sort is described as an "Active Classroom."
The study related measures of child Activity to type of school archi-
tecture (open-space or self-contained classrooms), size of teaching team,

a measure of teacher attitude, and other variables,

A new instrument was develop C co e aciivities children
were engaged in, the groups children worked in, and the amount children
moved. Four basic measures were u cterize an Active Class-
room. They were (1) the amount of movement not specifically directed
by the teacher ("Movement"); a negative item, the proportion of time
18, listening, or passive . ('Passivity'); (3) a nega-
tive item, the proportion of time children spent in large groups ("Large
Groups'); and (4) the proportion of time children spent in educational
games, cooperative work, and doing, when not in large groups ('Doing').
All 4 indicators of the Active Classroom gave consistent results--though
all but the last were taken independently of each other--reinforcing the
significance that could be attached to the findings.
An original questionnaire measured teacher and principal "Control
Orientation" in order to determine respondents' beliefs abapt iormal
control of children.

A sample of 22 collegial teams in 11 open-space schools and 11 ;
teachers in 7 self-contained-classroom schools was observed. All schools
s.  In eachl self-cor ' ssroom

were in middle-class neighborhoo
or team area 15 or more observat

o
1y
mw
f
=t
=

= [8)
ons each in
tudies or science). The unit of analysis
was the team of teachers in an open-space school and the single teacher
in a self-contained classroom. ’ )

2
ons were taken (5 ob
5

It was predicted that the open-space classrooms would be
= rooms. Statistically ific di
were found on all 4 measures of Activity, as e g tl
measures, it was most striking that there was approximately twice as
much Movement in the open-spa-e schools as in the self-contained class=
roons. Possible causes of this effect include the ability of teams to
share their planning tasks and so to plan for a greater variety of
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activities; the greater space in open-space classrooms, which encouraged
children to move and teachers to let them move; and the carpeting in
open-space schools, which reduced noise and made movement less obtrusive.

It was predicted that teachers with informal Control Orientation
would have more Active classrooms. This was found to be true, partic-
ularly on the measures of Movement and Passivity. The scores on the
Control Orientation index did not differ significantly between the
teachers in the two types of school. The Control Orientation of prin-
cipals was unrelated to the measures of Movement and Passivity, and

“only slightly related to those for Doing and the use of Large Groups.

In self-contained classrooms the higher grade levels were less
Active than lower grade levels, presumably owing in part to greater
emphasis on curriculum. In the open-space schools (after controlling
for other variables) the higher grade levels were more Active than »
lover grade levels, particularly as measured by Movement and Passivity.’
This finding was not predicted, but it may be related to lesser emphasis
on curriculum combined with recognition by teachers of the greater
maturity of older children.

It was predicted that because of Drganisétianal problems large teams
would break up into smaller subteams. This hypothesis was comnfirmed.

It was predicted that teams of three and four members would have "
uore Active classrooms than teams of two members. This was found to be
true, particularly with regard to Doing and Large Group work. It is
suggested that this effect is caused by the ability of larger teams
to plan more activities for the children. ‘

It . was found that teams teaching two grade levels had less Active

classrooms than those with just one, perhaps because of a lack of plan~

ning for the ungraded situation by the teams sampled,

The remaining predictions concerned the level of teacher cooperation
in the open-space schools. The measures of teacher cooperation used
proved inadequate to test these hypotheses. The one meusure that was
usable, however--teachers' reports of "hours spent in cooperative teach-
ing"--correlated highly with teacher Control Orientation, as predicted.
The more informally oriented teachers reported more tlme spent in co-
operative teaching than their more formally oriented colleagues.

The research confirmed that Structure, as well as ideology. hss
major effects on the child's environment in elementary school; in partic-
ular, children in open-space schools were much more Active than those
in self-contained classrooms. '

A particular value of the study is that consistent quantitative
measures describing one aspect of the classroom environment were de-

veloped, and can be used in future research.

vi
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Background of the Study

Principals of elementary schools show special pride and satisfac-

tion when they can announce "we are team teaching in our school." Team

teaching, one quickly discovers, has many meanings and definitions; the

" range goes from teaching of children by a group of adults who cooperate

continuously and share their pupils as Qiféumgtaﬂigs dictate to mere de=
partmentalization, where ;teachers exchange classes for certain subjects.
Team teaching 1tself is not a new discovery. In the late 1930's a
well-formulated cooperative group system, similar to some of today's
team~teaching activities; was unsuccessful (Shaplin, 1964). However,
since the late 1950's many different schemes have succeeded, and hypo-
theses about the possible pros and cons of team teaching, most of them
speculative, have been put forth freely. Dascriptions of different prac-
tices are manifold. Guidelines that can be followed when a school con-
templates introducing team téachiﬁg have been described by Lobb (1964),
He suggests that the decision whether to cre eate hierarchical teams or
collegial teams might be influenced by the way the school is organized
before the change. 1In a relatively rigid organization the hierarchical
team is likely to succeed, whereas in a more informal situation the col-

egial team might be more successful. TFrom field observations Lobb finds

p_u

that the team sizes vary a great deal, but he concludes that teams with
three to six members seem to work best. He describes different bases
used for teaming: for example, the individual competencies of the mem-
bers in teazhing different subject matter (inter-subject teams) and the
competencies of the members in different teaching styles (intra- ~subject
teams). Further, Lobb describes teams responsible for only one grade
level and those responsible for several grade levels. The common char-
acteristic of all thése different teams is that their n.mbers cooperate
in some way in their teaching task.
There have been separate studies of hierarchical teams and colle 131

teams (Bair & Woodward, 1964: Br runetti, 1971; Lopossa, 1971; Meyer et al.




19713 Moinar, 1971; Shaplin & Olds, 1964). Lopossa's was the cnly one
to compare the two types of team structure in an experimental study.

She found that in trying to solve a specially assigned problem, more
disagreeing behavior and tension was exhibited by larger teams (larger
than four) than by smaller ones and by teams with leaders than by teams
without leaders. Studies of collegial teams have been conducted in
open-space schools, where architectural changes add new dimensions to
the teaching task. The teachers in a pod must cooperate to some degree;
organizational patterns have to be developed to prevent teachers from
disturbing one another. Eut, more in line with the purpose of the build-
ing, teachers can create organizational patterns that will enable them
to share the teaching task. )

Earlier studies have been concerned méinly with the teacher in this

bnew situation; the impact of the student has been assessed less often.

- The few studies that have been done so far have used small samples, some .
of them without adequate control groups. Most studies were concerned
primarily with results on standard academic achievement tests and per-
sonal adJuStmEﬁt tests (Bair & wgadward 1964; Heather, 1964). For ex-
ample, Lambert et al. (1964) analyzed classrcam interaction in addition
to measuring academic achievement and personal adjustment. The study
was done over a two-year period with newly formed hierarchical teams and

ontrol groups. The two teams were divided into master teachers and in-

erns; each team was responsible for three grade levels. The control

\H‘ VI"J‘

groups were six self-contained classrooms of grades one through six in’
the same school as the teams. A few specialists came in to help these
self=contained-classroom teachers. The Dthers were completely self-con-
tained classrooms of grades one through six in a nearby school. The re-
sults of the study were highly sensitive to the specifics of the two
teams in the studyg For example, the change of the master teacher in
the second yvear in one team seems to be reflected in the data. In only

a few instances did the teams differ significantly from the control groups.

“Aims of the Study

This study focused on two very different school organizations: the

traditional self-contained-classroom school and the open-space team~teaching

ERIC
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school. The traditional school, whose architectural structuce is often
. Juite reasonably 1ikened to an egg-crate, does not need to Se de-
scribed; the long hallways with élassraams to each side should be famil-
iar to all readers. The open-space school appears in many variations

cf one basic plan: rcoms big enough to hold from two to 30 standard-

L]

ize classes. These rooms, usually calle” "pods," have varied shapes.
Some have permanent interior dividers; some are like domes, without any
inside structural supworts to act as dividers; some have one large.learn-
ingrceniér or librir+ as the core; others leave the central space for
teachers to use as thav please. In all of the pods visited for this
study, the feéghérs either formed a single team or divided into subteams.
In no case was thare no cooperacion among the teachers at all; what was
considered "teawirg." however, differed greatly. '

Visits to open-space team-teaching schools yielded the impression
that children move” around more freely and that there was a generally
higher level of activity than in the traditional schools. In this study
we were interested in documenting these impressions and also in finding
some explanation for them. We were, of course, particularly interested
in identifyine di:‘ferences between open-space team-teaching schools and
Eélf=2ﬁncainéda¢lasszécm'géh&uls, but examined other structural variables
(e.g., the sire of the teaching teams) as well.

Diffeccnces in the environments which studauts experience could,

however, also be the result of different teach:zr attitudes toward teach-

dnug, and the teacher's concept of a desirable classroom environment.

Specifiaily, one could expect teachers in schools wich "new" types of
srganizatton to also have "new" attitudes. An orig!.ia’ measure of tea~ler
sttitvce was therefore developed in an attempt to dvtermine this effoct,
and coutrol for it.

Tnie stidy did rot concern itself with the -.ssue whether the class-
voom sh :ld give the ch’ld an active rcle where iie can learn from his
owu irfependent behavior, though this woull be atzued by many educators,

for example, Jackson, Silberman, and Holt. Nor Aid it assess differences

Ia the school environment as experirnced by the student in terms of ana-
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demic achievement or personal adjustment. The study's chief interest
was to quantify and then explain the classroom that gives the child

chrices, opportunities to work independently, and encouragement to be-
have actively. 1In this reégrt such an environment is described as an

"Aetive Classroom."



CHAPTER II
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM AND STUDY DESTGN
The study could not be based on available theories and .3 itgelf
a pilot study for further research. The reasoning behind rne study,
the study de:sign, and the sampling of participants for the strvdy are
described below.

Thuzoretical Framework

Jackson (1968) convineingly describes the rwed for the teacher in
a self-contained classroom to impose rules an. regulations on the chil-
dren's activities. It is difficult for Dné adult to conduct and super-
vise an Active Classroom of 20 to 30 children. Even tﬁcugh we all know
the teacher whose classroom is buzzing, where no boredom can be found,
and where no orders are necessary, wo also know that teachers who create
this kind of environment are rare. To conduct such a élassracm, in
which children can choose from a range of purposeful activities, demands
a great deal of preparation by the teacher. To guide children to coop-
erate -on projects and use each other as resources demands that the teacher
spend time with small groups while other children are involved in dif-
ferent activities. If children are working on different tasks at the
same time, it is to beiexpected that they will move arﬁﬁnd,:adding to
the confusion of an Active Clasrr..om, Planning for such an Active Class-
-room can be deszribed as a complex ﬁaski

In the husiness world aad in universities, complex tasks are usually
not solved by one expert wurking in isvlation, but typically by groups of
people; such as resea”ch iLeams, pooling ideas and exriertise. We expected
that similar organizacional help could be utilized by teachers—--that in
open-space team-teaching schools more people could share the planning of
instruction and utilize each other's ideas. It seemed likely that an
increase in the size of the planning group of teachers would have a posi-
tive effect on resolving the task of planning for an Active Classroom.
share with others in the preparation of curriculum unlts, he will still

not find it easy to supervise many diverse activities and small groups

S RO



at once. Again, it seemed likély that an increase in the size of the
supervising staff would help reduce the complexit:. of this problem. If
several teachers and their classes shared one room, the teachers might
share responsibility for all the students and the management of the en-
larged classroom. It was expected that this would make it =asier to
manage an Active Classroom. The teachers could limit the scope of ac-
tivities each had to supervise; they could alter the size of the group
they worked with to fit the task (e.g., children playing games, listen=-
ing to records, or reading need fewer teachers than do children whg.
struggle with the concept of fractions); and they could let the children
move in a larger area, since there would be other adults in the room.

Such a group of teachers who planned together and shared the re=
sponsibilities of the classroom management was defined as a "team."
Hence, the first research question was:

‘ Does the existence of a team lead to a more Active classrcom?

It was hypothesized that there are benefits from a team's being

able to share the tasks of planning for an Active Classroom, and then

managing it. Thevefore a larger team, with'its potential for broader

og

division of labor, was expected to have a more Active classroom than a
smaller team. The second reseasch question, then, was:
Does a iarger team have a more Active classroom than a smaller
team?
An enlargement of the tz2am is quite often accompanied by an expan-
sion of the range of ages of the children for whom the team is respon-
sible. - A small range of grudes bulag taught by a team may facilitate

inding appropriate activities for childrehil However, with a ver§ large

o W

eam or a grouping of several grades, the organizational problems could

become significant. The third research question was:

As the team size and nurbér of grades taught incraases, is
there a decrease in Activity??
lE;gg, following the philosophy of the ungraded clas: -com (Goodlad
& Anderson, 1963), the fast third grader can work with a grocp of fourth
graders or tutor a second grader.

ZIhE small group literature dealing with proup size is not applicable,
since the groups are not ongoing work groups, and this changes the inter-
action pattern (Molnar, 1.971).
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Very large teams were expected in open-space schools with very big
"pods.”3 The "natural" size of a teaching team is the number of teachers
within one pod, since these teachers must coordinate their activities to
some degtke, owing to their proximity and audibility. However, if thé
nlatural group weresvery large or the students very hetercgeneous, sharing
the planning and the responsibilities could become burdensome. For such
‘situations a modification of the third research questign was suggested:

As the natural organization becomes too complex because of
large group sjze oy nuuber of grades present, does the group
break into smailer subgroups to achieve cooperation or team-
ing more easily? »
While an attempt was made to measure "Teacher Cooperation," the in-

dices used were necessarily limited (seé Chapter VI), Cooperation comes

‘from knowing each other and from having developed standard operating pro-

cedures, which limits an outsider's judgment. TFor adequate measurement
one would need to observe formal tream meetings as well as the informal
interaction of team members, both of which ﬁére beyond the scope of this
study. The measures used were responses tolstraightforward qugétians

he

team divide the labor of preparing for the teaching task? Are different

given to all teachers in the open-space team-teaching schools: Does

rr

teachers responsible for parts of the same instructional unit? Do teach-
ers know where all the children are during the day? How often does the
team meet formally?4 - 7 - -

In addition to expecting the school's organization to have a rela-
tionship to the Active Classroom, we élso wanted to take into aceount
the teacher's attitude toward an Active Classroom. It seemed only rea-
sonable to expect that a éeacher who was not interested in conducting -
an Active Clégsroum would not structure the classroom for that purpose.
If this is true, the amount of Activity can be a function of attitude
as well as of organizational variables. More ganerall§; we expected to
find a positive correlation between a favorable attitude toward the Ac-

tive Classroom and the existence of such an environment. A positive

BA "pod" is the enclosed classroom area in modern, open-space
schools, usually containing between two and eight classes of standard
size (20 to 30 children).

43&& Appendix A for the Teacher Questionnaire.




correlation might also indicate that a teacher who experienced an Activy-s
Classroom came to believe in it, since task experience can alter atti-
tudes (see Breer & Locke, 1965).

It was also expected that teachers who believed in informal meth-
ods of control would cooperate more because that wre -1d help them achieve
the more Active classroom. they desired; and, simil:.cly, that teachers
who were highly cooperative would find informal control methods more ef-
fective and so tend to develop a méfé informal attitude toward the class-
room. (No hypotheses were made concerning the effects of the princiﬁal's
attitude. Its relationship with the teachers' attitudes and the Active
Classroom were to be investigated.)

Attitudes toward an Active Classroom were difficult to ascértaln.

An original questionnaire was develope=d to measure only a certain aspect:
the degree to which the teacher believed in the use of formal control of
children {(see Appendix A). The questionnaire contained nine items com-
bined into an index, which was defined to measure "Control Orientation."
The poles of the index are henceforth described as "Formal" and "Infor-
mal" Control Orientation. The Control Orientation of principals was
measured, as well as that of teachers; however, no predictions were mad

as to how it would relate to classroom Activity.

The Research Problem

This theorizing én the relationships between school organization
and the Active Classroom can be summarized. A team is defined uu a group
of teachers working in the same classroom area who plan together and share
responsibility for classroom management. It was expected that owing to
thié cooperation teams would be more likely to create an Active Class-
room than would the isolated self-contained-classroom teacher. A medium-
sized team (three or four teachers) was expected to have a more Active
classroom than a small team (two teaﬂhérs); A large team (say, eight
teachers) was expected to experience major orgénigaéiénal problems--
especially if it taught several grade levels--and to divide into geveral
small teams. The faiigre to form smaller teams was expectied to 1.1 to

a less Active classroom. We ware interested in the oppur wunities a large



pod might previde for cooperat®rn between teams, but no specific pfedi§!
tions were made.

‘'t was expected that teachers with Formal Control Orientation would
havs 1esé Active classrooms than those with Informal Control Orientation;
this was expected both because the informally oriented teachers would de-
sire more Active classrooms, and because teachers with Active classrooms
would become more informally oricnted. o 7
' Predictor variables. The predictor variables then are: the type

of school (selfscentainéd or open-space); teacher and principal Eontrql
Orientation; the number of teachers in the géam; the number of teachers

in the pod; the number of grade lcwals taught by the team; and the amount
of teacher cooperation. The hypcrheses can be diagrammed as shown in
Figure 1. (School type as a variable was given two arbitrary values: _
self-contained-classroom schools having 4 value of onz; open-space schools
having a value of two.)

Dependent variables. There is no definitive way of idéntifying an

Actve FlaSSféomg The measures chosen were aimed at finding out how the
“iacher structures the environment for the child (either encouraging or
djrcouraging independent active behavior), as well as how actively and . S
independently the child behaves in the environment. The chosen indica- »
tors of an Active Classroom were the amount of child movement and the
types of learning gfcups and learning activities children engaged in.

A new instrument was designed to measure these. It had to be simgle
to use for collectlng data from a large sample. A detailed explanation
of the instrument can be found in Chapter IV. This report basically deals ;

with the four major measures of an Active Classroom used in the research.

The Four Key Measures of the Active Classroom

The amount -of moveuent not specifically directed by the teacher
("Movement") gave a positive measure of an Active Claés:aom‘ Several
types of mov-oment were distinguished, but those that were not directed
by the teaci/ar were of prime interest. Only clear physical movements

ere scored, such as a student walking, running, or crawllnglfrom one
place to another., Just twitching in the chair or lifting an arm were
t

scored as movements. It was assumed that the teacher who allows
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Hypothesized Relationships in All Schools !
i
School Type ’ ' In_open-space schools

(self-contained =1 ~  TUTTETTTEESTEmTosssss
Open=Space

no
B
L

=3

(14

o

=

M‘

’-lm

]

)

Control Orientation Very large teams
(formal = high Large number of grades
informal = low)

Hypothesized Relationships in Open-Space Schools

Pod Size Team Size Very large teams Control Orientation
} (formal high
- ' informal = low)

o=

‘Teacher Cooperation

Classroom Activity

Fig. 1. Hypothesized relatidnships between structure of classroom
and classroom Activity. (An ariow indicates a hypothesized relationship.
Team cize was expected to have a positive correlation with Activity ex-
cept in the largest teams, ov teams with a large number of grade levels.)
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students to move around freely is giving them much more opportunity for

independent and active behavior than one whose class is made to sit in

chairs unless directed by the teacher 'to move.

The proportion of time children spent waiting, listening, and pas-
sive ("Passivity') gave a negative measure of an Active Classroom,
This category comprised those experiences which imvolve least activity
on the part of the child. (Listening was included here because it is
impossible, when making quick observations, to know what is going on in
a child's head.)

The proportion of time children spent in educational games, coop-
erative work, and doing when not in large groups ("Doing'") gave a posi-

ive measure of an Active Classroom.- This category was used for situa-

T

tions where the child was doing something with his hands or body in a

fairly structured way--especially at elementary school age an cbvious i
indicator of upportunities for independent work and active behavior. THe :

main cercern was with Doing activities taking place in small groups and

in isolation. Similar activities in large gréups (e.g., all children ’E

cutting and pasting the same shapes) might indicate quite a high degree

of activity, but not a high degree of independence from the teacher.

Such activities in large groups were therefore excluded from the measure.
The proportion of tiwe children spent in large groups ("Large Groups')

gave a negative measure of an Active Glassr@om.é Research has, shown that

in many classrooms the individual student has very few chances to be

either the instigator or the target of interaction (Adams & Biddle, 1977,

In small groups and tutorial situations, these chances increase., Aunother

kind of learning occurs when the student works alone and inderes deutly.

The student has the least opportunity to learn for himself if he is part

5Ther'e were three other categories for activities which were not é

used as major indicators in the final analysis: reading, writing, and ;
discussing; free play and social talk; deviant. (See Chap“a2:s IV for 4
EThere,WEre five other categories for learainp gruups which were b

student interaction; small group without an adult present; small group :
with an adult present; tutorial of one student with one adult. (See : A
Chapter IV for details.) : G

not used as major indicators in the final analysiz: alone; student with i
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of a large grgup or works alone on an assignment common tavthe whole
class (e.g., "problem 9 on page 43"). We therefore defired a Large
Group to include both genuine large groups (of ten students and abaﬁe)
and situations in which ten or more students worked sapafately on the
éame problem.

The first three measures were taken independently of éa:h other
(the fourth measure, Large Group, is slightly dependent on Doing, since
Large Group work is excluded from Doing). Consistent rééults would
therefore strangly suggest that a basic general characteristic was be-

ng assessed.
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CHAPTER III

THE S5AMPLE

Diétribuﬁicnﬁnf,Teg@ Size Within Open-Space Schools

Dnegunantiaipated finding of this study came very early, during the
selection and scheduling of teams. The Meyer et al. (1971) study reports
that in a sample examined in 1969 most teams consisted of three or four
members. In 1971, a sampling from the same population of schaals re-
vealed that the magarlty of teams had broken down into teams of two or
;hree members. Although some of the teams involved the same people as
in the earlier study, it was only by including in the samplerevery availw
able team with more than two members (1imiting the sample ta three teams
Per school) that some spread of team size was achieved in-the study.

Even so, only two teams larger than four members could be included in
~ the studyi—whereas Meyer et al. had reported 23 in their study (see
Iable 1). 7

The principals of the participating open-space schools were asked
about the history of their team sizes. Some pods were built in such a
way that the number of teachers in one pod could be two, three, or four;
but in thé majority of schools studied, the pods were built to hold the

Equivaleﬁt of eix classrooms (see Table 2). In the sample of 11 open-

space schools, six had experienced the formation of subgroups within the
first two feafs of their existence. Only two built lar rger teams: two
did not change, and ona school was experiencing such rapid change that
classification was impossibhle. Major reasons given for the formation of
subgroups were that the tcichers preferred to work in smaller groups;
that cooperation was easier; that plarning was less time cansumiﬂg, that
otherwise class sizes became too large; and that the bulldlng was not
esigned for large teams.

In terestingly enough, when asked whst they would. suggest as ideal
pmd size, number of grades per pod, nurier of teams per pod, team size,
and number of grades per team, both principals and teachers, with few

exceptions, suggested an arrangemeni feasible in their own partiecular
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TABLE 1.

Sizes of Teams Studied in Open-Space Schools
- in Spring 1969 and Spring 1971

_ Spring 1969 Spring 1971
Team Size Meyer et al. Lueders=Salm§ﬁ

No. | Percent || Mo. Percent

2 7 | o | 10 || 10 . W5y

s g 30 B | %
R s
s s T e T T
s 3 3 1 s
B 7 e - —-
8 2 2 1 5

g - 6 | 7 -~ -
 Total 1 e 1001 2 100%

TABLE 2

Distribution of Sampled Teams By Size of Pod

Pod Size :
(No. of classes : * Number of Sampled Teams
agcammadgted)

2 2

3 . 2

O
=




building, and usually one existing at the ‘time. Probing by the inter-

viewer did not alter this response. Whatever their present situation,

[y]

most of them wished to retain it; a few requested minor changes. Most
suggestions for change were not related to structural changes, but were
concerned with extra help in the form of a resource teacher, teacher

aides, or smaller classloads.

Distribution of Grade Levels
Fortunately the spread of grade levels was fairly uniform, which
permitted trichotomizing the sample in later analysis (see Table 3).
TABLE 3

Distribution of Grade Levels of Classes Observed

. Grades Self-Contained Open-5pace Total

n
1, 2, and 2/3 3 -8 11

3, 4, and 4/5 i 5 6 . | 11

4/5/6, 5, 5/6, and 6 3 8 11

The two largest teams (of eight and six members) and one of the two four-
member teams were in the highest grades (4/5/6, 5/6, and 5). This may
be the result of a trend toward subject specialization, which is more

prevalent in higher grade levels.

Description of the Sample

The open-space schools. The investigator spent approximately eight

near Stanford University. Some of these schools had participated in

previau% studies done by the Environment for Teaching Program at the °

principals were rather pleased to be asked to participats again. Once

the design of the study was completed, schools with individualized in-




stru ion programs were hlimlnatéd The - remaining ptiﬁﬂlials were con-
tacted again; all of them agreed to ask their teachers for cooperation,

Some principals just asked us tc come in any day, choose any téam,
and go ahead with the study. In other SEhQDlS, team participatinn was
on a volunteer basis only. Outr criteria for selectlan wera the 51se of
the team, the grade level of the chlldren, and the pDESlb iityv-of sched-
uling observatiou times for science or social studies classes. Since
there were few teams larger than two, every team with three Or more mem-
bers was autamatlcally selected

Although the observation dates scheduled for the schopl were con-—
firmed two days in advaéce, the teams quite often had farg@ttaﬁ about
the study by the time the observers arrived. This caused problems if
a team had scheduled a film, since movement was to be observed. (No
classes where films were shown were observed.) Observers were then re-
scheduled. The teachers were put at ease about *he obgervations by be-
ing told that the objects of observation were the children; most of them
soon seemed to forget about the presence of the observers, (Eegauseyaf
the novelty of open-space schools, they are accustomed to having visitors.) -

All of the open-space schools were in middle-class neighborhoods.
The'Selfséantainédsclassfoo? schools were therefore selected from simi-
lar neighborhoods in the same school districts. " -

The self-cop:tained-classroom schools. The selection procedure dif-

fered here. The assistant superintendent of the school district from
which most of the open-space schools had been drawn was contacted and
asked for cooperation. He then sent a letter to the principals of all
self-contained-classroom schools in his district, approving the pro-
péSES research and asking for cnoperation. This made it very easy to
obtain cooperation by telephome.

Again, some schools had to be eliminated because of sprelal ongo-
ing projects. In the participating schools, principals talked to their
teachers and reported on who would pa:ticipate. Several of them gave a
choice of grade ievels, but some chosc particular teachers they wished
to be included, In the self ~contained classrooms there may have been

more of a "special day" effect than in the open-gpace classrooms, Ob-




il

servers were sometimes grested with apprehensien by the self-ccntained-

"

classreom teachers. Theve may have buen an effect of selection by tha
principals. since there were relstively more expesienced self-contained-
classroom trachers than cpen-space-classroom teachers in the sample,

though they were not much older (sce Talle 4).

TLELE 4

Age and Teaching Experieuce of Participating Teachers
in Self-Contained-Classrain Schnols and Open-5pace Schools

Age of Participacing Teachers

Age Self-Contalned-Classtoom Open-Space

— = = e e

20-25 2 14

26-30 2 18

Total 11 6¢
leavg 5f Teaching Experiernce
Years gel =Contained Open-Space

1 and 2 2 19
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The Control Or’ .:ion Index and the Distribution cf Scores
in the Two Schu.' Types

It was possible to structure the sample to obtain siri‘ar distribu-
tions of grade levels in the two school typez, and to chouse schools fiom
similar socizl neighborhoods; but rliere was no way to guazint-e similar
distributions of teachers' ages, teaching exparience, or scores on the
Control Oriearation index.

Control Orientation was measured by » specially desizned question-
naife (sea %xhibit i). The intercorrelation of items in the question-
naire was very high (see Appendix Y4, Table 1). The index was formed by
adding the scores on the nine questicns, scoring each from 1 to 5. A
high scoie on the index indicated formal Control Orientation, and'a low
score, informal. It should be noted that all the questions essentially
concerii the contrel and freedom of children; thus, only one aspect of
teacher attitude is measured by the index, which may help explain how
Contral Orientation correlates only with some of the dependent variables,
as diswussed in Chapter V.

Ir open-space schools the mean score on the index was computed f..r
the teschers in each team, and was used as a measure of the whole toai's
Control Orientaticn. Table 5 gives the distribution of scores on the
index. The teachkers in the traditional schoosls had a slighcly more in-
formal orientation than those in open-space schools, although not to a
significant extent. '

The principals in the open-space schocls seemed tc have a much morxe
informal oriercatien than those in trauitional schowls, tiough this is
not statistically significant. 1If the difference is not spurious, it
is interesting to speculate on its cause: Are more informal principals
selected for open-space schools? Do their responses reflect an organi-—
zational wule--"children in this school are allowed to move around'—-
rather than their owvn attitudes?

Within the cpan=spaceisehaals the principals ﬁera significantly
more informally oriented tééﬁ the teachers. Again this wiv b3 becauss
of thke role of the principal to think in terms of an idealepy or "rule,'

whereas the teachers think in terms of an actual clagsrosmu situation.
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Exhibit I

Attitude Questionnaire

The following questions are about children in general. Even theugh
children do differ from each other, please answer vhase questions with
the "tvpical" child in mind.

The answering categories are: §A= strongly agree; A= agree; U= undecided
D= disagrec; 5D= strongly disagree.

1. 1In general, school children should
be allcwed a lot of freedom as
they carry out learning activities.

2. A child shonld obtain the consent of ;
the teacher before moving sbout in |
the classroon. N D R

3. Children are not mature enough to
make their own decisions about
their learning activities. | 1 _
4. Children get distracted when other
activities are going on around tliem.
5. Most children are capable of heing ?
resourceful when left on their own.
6. Children are unlikely to learn - -
enough if they are frequently
moving about.

7. Children should normally be en-
couraged to get information froa
each other instead of asking the
teacher. ] — 1 i _

8. Children can learn from small
group discussion without the
help of an =adult, 1 _ 1

9. It ie good for the child to have
his activities schednled for him.

|

—— —— 1 - - =

[Note: Tha quzstionnaire sas administered to both teachers and principals.
All statements were welghtad equaily and the five-point scores added. On
positive items strongly sgree was scored as 5 points, strongly disagree as
1 point. Nos. 2, 3, 4, 6, aad 9 are negative itens.




TABLE 5

Distribution of Scores on Contr:l Orientation Index
for Teachers, Teams, and Principals in Participating Schools

Teachers Teams® Prineipals
Index Score - — ————e - - —t- ——— —

Self- Open- |Open=Space Self- Open-
Contained | Space Contained| &pace

Informal | 9-17 4 (36%) | 11 (17%)| 4 (18%) 1 (14%) | 6 (55%)

18-20 3 (27%) | 19 (29%2)| 5 (23%) 2 (29%) (27%)

| wo

21-24 | 2 (18%) | 18 (27%)] 8 (362%) 2 (29%) | 0

Formz1l 25=35 2 (18%) |18 (27%)| 5 (23%) 2 (29%) | 2 (18%)
N 11 66 22 7 11

Note: Principals in open-space schools are significantly more

"informal" than the teachers in open-space schools at the .05 level
(Mann Whitney U test, two-tailed).

The apparent difference between teachers in tradicional and open-
space schools is partly caused by two of the self-corcained-classroem
teachers scoring exactly 17. The difference is not statistically sig -
nificant, nor is that between the two sets of princiusis.

a, s - . , .
"A team's score was the mean of the scores of :is members. ¥Yor
assigning teams to categories, the cut-off points beiween groups were
17.5, 20.5, and 24.4. : .
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CHAPTEER 1V

Description of the Observation Shee®

The basic question of this study was whother struc-ural . ifferences
among schools and teams and attitudinal d-fferences amung te: chers and

orincipals are associated with the Aciive Classroom. #n obse va.ion
P p

L]

heet (Exhibit 2) was desigued fo capiuri the features of an - :tive

lassroom. It was in two basic parts, the upper part for reccriing

[

information on the types of learning jroup the children were o and the
types. of activity in which they were involved, and the lower - urt for

scoring the physical movements of the children. (For the tecrnique of

- scoring and timing, see the Observation Manual, Appendix A,)

Tt should be noted that this observation instrument war Faveloped
specifically for this research. The measures that have be:: wsed by
other investigators of classroom interaction ané behavior ..u'': often
included verbal interactions. Scietimes video tapes havs -.en made of

the classroom (e.g., Adams & Biddle, 1970), usually to & irurt virhal

interaction studies or case studies. Some very sophistizared Instru-
ments have simultaneously noted verbal conteni: and the grsupings of
children (e.g., the observation procedures duvaloped at Stanford Research
Institute by J. Stallings). The instrument davelcpad for.this study
vas designed to be simple to use with a large sampls and to gather data
on groupings of children, their activities, and rheir mévemen;. Ob-
servations were made on all children within a sel”-contained classroom
or an equivalent area of an open-space pod.

Yhe categories for the learning groups were very simple: three to

ten students in one group were defined as a Small Group; Small Groups

were divided into those with adults present znd those without. A
one-to-one relationship was either a Tutorirl. (an adult and a student)
or a Student-to-Student interaction. Largr Greup included all groups
of more than tern members. The term coversd only lecture type situ-
ations but also numbers of students workiny alene and all doing the

same thing, e.g., working on the same math problem or cutting and
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pasting the same shapes. The Alone category was for students who worked
individually.

The activities of the children were divided into five categories.
Reading, Writing, and Discussing, traditional experiences, demanded
some action from the child. If the child was the recipient of an answer
in a discussion situation, his aEElVLty was scored as Discussing.
Waltlng, Listening, and Passive comprised the child's least active
experiences. Listening was included here because it is impossible, in
making quick observations, to know what is going *n in a child's head.
Two categories were used for situations ir which the child was doing
semething with his hands or body. More structursd experiences were
categorized as Educational Games, Cooperative Work, and Doing; a child
reporting to a group of his peers was put in this category. Less struc-
tured experiences were scored as Free Flay and Social Talk. The final
category of Deviant comprised only situations in which it was clear to
the observer that the teacher considered the student’s behavior to be
deviant, e.g., if the child was reprimanded or was obviously trying to
stay in hiding from the teacher.

As a result of émple experience in using the ubservation sheet, it
is clear that the Free Play and Social Talk cate;ory was the most ambig-
Lous to score. It included some activities wh-.ch the teacher probably
would have disapproved of had he saen them, bit scoring such actions as
éaviant would have indicated subjectiv: obse1ver judgment, which was
undesirable for this study. The category a.so included activities
that could have been defined as Doing, such as petting a guinea pig.

Movements were scored in four categories: Teacher-Directed, Non-
Teacher-Directed (Task), Non-Task, and Deviant mowur.ients. Teaﬁhéf—ﬁis
rected movements were only those which the ob:erv hezrd to be such or
could-eagily infer to be such (e.g., the child eaving the teacher after
conferring with him). The distfucticn betwecs Non-Yeacher-Directed (Task) 'f
and Non-Task movements was based on the degras of playfuiness exhibited :
and the social context of the movement (e.g., children playing hide and

seek or getting together for a social chat were scored as miking

ERIC
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Non-Task movements). There was an occasional ambiguity when a playful
Doing movement bore a resemblance to an academic task (e.g., the un-
assigned picking up of a magnifying glass with the ensuing dashing about
the classroom looking at things). The tendency was to score such move-
ments as Non-Task. Again, movements were scored as Deviant only if the
children were obviously in hiding from or were reprimanded by the teach-
er.,

The Selection gndgiraining"oﬁfobserverg

The observers had to be mature and reliable sincé they had to talk
to teachers, put them at ease, administer the questionnaire, and make
judgments on the spot if problems occurred. Not only were the observers
highly satisfactcry in these respects, but also all of them had had the
benefit of some teaching experience themselves. Most of the observatiuns
were collected by the major investigator and one other ohserver. Two
additional observers were trained and used part of the time.

The observers were trained in one open-space péd; The teachers and
students of this pod were accustomed to observers and did not mind re-
Apeated observations. As soon as consistent reliability between observers
vas achieved, the fieldwork began. Reliability checks were made at least

every second observation day. Since obsarvations were usually made each

working day of the week, this meant three checks per week, In thin war
ro serious idiosyncracies developed between raliability checks. Ths
observations were made concurrently in open-space and traditional schools,
50 as to avoid possible systematic bias.

eliagbility

The Observation Sheet contains 16 subtotals: six learning groups,
five classes of activity, four kinds of movement, and total movement.
*he reliability standard required at least 14 of these 16 subtotals to
match for the two observers; a match meant the totals could not differ
by more than-10 per zent (or by 2, if the totals were less than 20).

Of the 51 reliability checks taken, 46 met this criterion. Of the
five that were unsatisfactory, one was taken after an exhausting morning
just before recess; four checks were taken after recess and a;l were

i
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satisfactory. Two unsatisfactory checke indicated a conceptual differ-
ence in categorizing activities; this was discussed and further checks
were satizfactory. Two unsatisfactory checks were taken just before

recess when the distinction between types of movement was hard to make.
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CHAPTER V

REVIEW OF FINDINGS

The major analysis af-fiﬁdings was done with the four key indica-
tors of classroom activity briefly described in Chapter II: Waiting,
Listening, and Passive behavior (Passivity); Non-Teacher-Nirected move-
ment (Mavemént); Educational Garis, Zooperative Work, and Doing, not in
Large Groups(Doing); 2ud Large Greup work {Large Group). The first is
a measure of a condit’on in which children are not behaving acrively
and the second is a measure of the extenl: of their {independe:t) activ-
ity, The third refleccs the opportisities the child is given ro learn
through initiation and interact‘on, sﬁd th2 four:h defines a situation
in which initiation ard interactiuu are least .likeiy to occur,

The first three measures were takan iﬂ&ependeﬂtiy of each nthar;
the fourth is only sligh:ly dependent on the first and third. All
four measures gave consistent resgiﬁsi greatly reinforcing the signiii-
cance that can be attached to the fipdings.

The. rest of zhis chapter .liscusses tiasc measures of the Active
Classroom. In all cases a full tabulatior: of the data, including the

other categories on the observation sheet, s given in Appendix C,

Foﬁmalfstatemgﬁt pf,EiggiggionsﬂandfFindingg

First Prediction: Open-space classrooms would be more Active
: than self-coriained classrooms.

This was found to be true on the four measuras of the Active Clgss=
room: in particular, the open-space classrooms showed almost twice tta
level of Movement of rhe self-contained classrooms.

:diction: Teachers with informal Control Orient.-

tion would have more Active classrooms
than those more formally oriented.

Second P

This was found to be true for the meaguras of Movement and Passivity;

a less strong relatiinship appeared between- teacher Control Orientation

and the use of Lezge Group and Doing activiiies by teachers.

lThe intercorrelations of these four variables are given in Appen-
dix Z, Table 4. :
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Third Prediction: Medium-sized teams would have more Active
classrooms than small teams.

Three~ and four-member teams had more Active classrooms than two-
member teams s measured by the use of Large Group and Doing activities.
Size of team was less strongly related to Movement and Pagsivity,

Fourth Prediction: Very large teams would either divide them-
selves into several smaller teams or would
have less Active classrooms than medium-
sized teams. This effect would be partie-
ularly strong if the large team taught
several grades.

It was found that in a large population of. open-space team-teaching
schools most of the teams that started with six members or more had di-
vided into smaller teams. It proved impossible to sample enough large
teams to test whethir they did have less Active classrooms.

Fifth Prediction: Small and medium-sized teams teaching two
grade levels would have more Active class-
rooms than thoss these teaching just one
grade level.

This was not found to be the cuse. It was found that teams with
two, tlree, or four members teaching two grade levels had less Active
tiassrooms than teams teaching just one grade level. This may have been
caused by a general lack of plauning for the ungraded situation or by
the teachers finding the organizational tasks too difficult.

The remaiﬁing predictions concerned the level of teacher COOpera=
tion in the open-space schools. The measures of teacher cooperation
used proved inadequate tc test these hypotheses. The one measure that
was usable, however--teachers' report of Hours Spent in Cooperative
Teaching--correlated highly with teacher Control Orientation, as pre-
dicted. The more informally oriented teachers reported more time spent

in cooperative teaching than their more formally oriented colleagues.

Diffaren;esﬁ?etwgggﬁSélfgqutaingd%ngss;oaﬁrSghog;sraﬁgigpenfSpace Schools

The wain empha:is of this study was to determine whether organiza-
tional differences in elementary schools were associated with differences

in the schocl environment as ciperienced by the child: the presence or
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absence of an Active Classroom. Since only teams were chserved 'in open-
space schools, and only single teachers in self-conia-ned classrooms, it

was impossible to separate the effects of teaming from those of school

- architecture. That open-space schools and team teaching, in combination,

led to more Active classrooms was, however, undeniable. It will be noted
that the four indicators of an Active Classroom consistently gave the
same results. This strongly suggests that the findings are not the re-
sult of the peculiarities of a.single measure, and that a basic general
characteristic of the classroom was being measured.

As mentioned before, observations were taken in three different
subjects: reading, mathematics, aud social studies (or science). Even
though there were differences between the three subjects, they were dif-
ferences of degree only, and not of substance. All the differences bae=
tween the two types of school were in the same difaction for the three
subjects--except in very minor instances--witlh the open-space schools
being the more Active. The differances were most marked in social

studies and science; the least difference occurred in mathematics. A

plausible interpretation is that social studies had the least confining

curriculum, enabling the teacher to make fullest use of the opportunities
inherent in an open-space team-teaching situation; in contrast, mathe-
matics had the most structured curriculum. More specifically, social
studies/scivnce had the most Waiting, Listening, and Passive behavior,
the least Reading, Writing, and Discussing, and (by a factor of two)

the most Educational Games, Cooperative Work, Duing, not in Large CGroups.

it had easily the least emphasis (by a factor of almost two) on children

working Alone; their time was spent mainly in Large Groups and quite a
lot in Small Groups without Adults. | )

There was almost no difference batween reading and mathematics in
the type of group used, although there were more children working Alone
in reading snd in Small Groups with an Adult, whereas mathematics uti--
lized more Large Groups (it may be remembered that if all children were
doing the zamne exercise, they were regarded as working in a Large Group).

work in mathematics isvcelved children working individually on a common
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exercise, while in social studies the Large Group work meant the tradi-
tional pattern of children listening to the teacher. This was supported
by the much lower Waiting, Listening, and Passive figure for mathematics
and the highéf figure for Reading, Writing, and Discussing.

There were virtually no differences between the subjects with re-
gard to the amount of movement; there was marginally more movement in
mathematics thanm in the other two subjects. (See Appendix €, Table 3.)

In order to maké the figurés more comprehensible, the three subgect%
have been combined w;th ;ach SubJEEt given the same weight. For each
team (or self-contained-classroom teacher) in the sample, the proportion
of time children spent Passive, Doing, and in Large Group was computed,
as was the number of movements per minute which were not directed by -
the teacher. %ithin each school type these figures were then averaged
over the classrooms observed, to give a mean proportion of time spent
in this way or (for Movement) a mean number of movements (see Table 6).
Thus the 60.5 figure appearing in the lower-left cell of Table 6 indi-
cates that averaging over observations in the three subjects 60.5% of
the children's time in the 11 self-contained cla assrooms was spent in

Large Group.

TABLE 6

Mean .Number of Movements per Child per Minute and Mean Per-
centage of Children's Time Spent Passive, Doing, and in Large
Group: Analyzed by Self- ~Contained and Open-Space Classrooms

T o o Self CQnta;ned— " Opan-Space

_ _ ) - _Classroom Schools _ _Schools

Non- TEaEhEI—leEEtEL Movement 0.001%%* 0.176 }
Movement -

Waiting, Listening, Passive 34.7% 24.3 .
Passivity

Educational Games, Cooperative 4. 7% 9.4

Work, Doing, not in Large Group
Loing 3

Large Group 60.5% 43.3
Large Group I e - _

N (Classrooms) , 11 - 22

*Difference significant at .05 or less '
Q **Dif{erence significant at .0l or less
'{ERJf: (One-tailed t-test; 31 degrees of freedom.)

P e
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The first row of Table 6 concerns the number Af nuvements made by
the children that were not directed by the teacher. A high frequency
of Movement was defined to indicate an Active Classroom. The differesce
between the two types of school is draﬁaciz. In crder to communicz:e
more fully what is meant by a figure of 0.091 novements per child per
minute, let us consider a ten-minute spap in a ‘classroom of 25 chijdren:
in such a self-contained classroom t¢ive ure 23 Movements (25 x 10 x
0.091); in an open-space téém»Lesihing schoel the corresponding number
is 44,

The second and third rows of Table 1 concern the frequency with
which children were engaged in‘varicus activities. A high incidence of
Passive behavior éwaiting, Listening, and Passive) was taken to indi-~
cate an Inactive Classroom. A high incidence of Doing (Educational
Games, Cooperative Work, Doing, not in Large Group) was taken to indi-

cate an Active Classroom, siuice it is in such situations that a child

activity.  Table 6 shows that on both of these measures the open—space
téam=teachiﬁg schools were significantly more Active than the self-con~
tained classrooms, ciildren in open-space team~-teaching schools were
found twice as often involved in Doing.

The last row o! Table 6 roncerns the frequeacy with which children

as an indicat2r of ar Tiactive L'lassroom: an Active Classroom was ex—

[

pected to give children miny - spertunities for independence and inter-

action with others, which is relatively rare in Large Groups. Again,

-there was significantly less Large Group instiuction obseived in the

oren-gpace team-teaching schools than in self=contained classrooms.

This the four key reasares of the Active Classroom all showed that
the open-space team-teachin; schecols were significantly more Active than
comparabie self-contained slaissrecoms. Given tha* three independent forms
of indicator were used, this in strong evidence that something "general
was measured, and that tte indicaters are meaningful. The consistency
of the relationships givues comsireat validity to the concept of an

Accive Classroen.
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It was noted in Chapter III that there is no relationship between
‘type of school and Control Oriecntation. In order to see if Control

Orientation was related to the classroom observations, the Control Ori-

I'J'II\
]

entaticn index was trichotenized: the ormal group and the most
Informal group edch contained approximately one-quarter of the teachers;
the remaining half of the teachers formed the middle group.  The various
activities, groupings, and movements were then averaged over the class-
rooms of the teachers within each group. In the open-space schools the
averaping was over teams; each team's Control Drientatian was defined
as the average of the scores of its constituent teanhers. In addition
to this cross-analysis, the Pearson correlation was computed between
Control Orientation and each of the dependent variables. (A positive
correlation means that more Formal Control Orientaitiun in teachers is
associatad with the activity concerned.) - |
| The questionnaire asked specifically about the willingness of the
‘teacher to pefmiﬁ children to move independently ané frequently. It
was therefore expected that teaéhars with Informal Control Orientation
would have more Non-Teacher-Directed movement in tﬁeir‘;lassfogms, As
shgwn‘in Table 7 the most informally oéiented teachers had half again
as much Movement as the most formally oriented. More detailed analysis
of the data showed that there is no significant relationship between
Conﬁfél Orientation and Teacher-Directed Movement (r =-,06). (See
Table 4 in Appendix £.) The lack of relationship with Directed move-
ment suggests that the attitude dimension being measured by the ques-
tionnaire was specifically related to independent behavior of children,
and not just to movement, per se.

The informally oriented teachers were also Expegged to have a great=
er p:cpgrticn of ehildren without direct adult supervision. The finding
_ that these teachers had their children SPEﬂd significantly less time

Waiting, Listeniﬁg, and Passive (r = 0.38),° and had them involved in

, 2'I‘he Kendall correlation is only .16 (not significant at the .05
level)., Analysls of the raw data indicated that a few extreme cases on
one end of the attitude scale seem to cause the much higher Pearson

1

.
i
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5
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TABLE 7

Mean Number of Movements per Child per Miuure and Mean Percen

Children's Time Spent Paseive, Doing, and in Targe Grouu: Analyzed by

Teacher Cantrol Orientation with reqrson Correlation

Teacher Control Orientation Pearson
. Correlation
Formal Middle Ieforaal
Non-Teacher-Directed Movement .114 .145 <18% = 41%%
Movement
Waiting, Listening, Passive 32.6 25.8 27.2 .38%
Passivity ’
Educational Games, Cooperative 7.2 6.3 11.8 =.29%
Work, Doing, not in Large Group
Doing :
Large Group 59.2 3l.4 34.0 . 38%
Large Group - _ _ _
L7 33

ﬁ:(qléésgaéms) - - 8 17 7!5

Note: 1In the computation of Pearson correlations, Formal Control

Orientation was defincd to be high.
%Significant at .05 or less.

**Gignificant at .0l or less.

correlation, which may have seemed astonishing to the reader after look-
ing at the cross tabulations. The figures were double checked, however,
and are correct, After looking at the raw distribution of Waiting,
Listening, and Passive behavior and Control Orientation, we are confident
that at least a very formal orientation of the teacher does influence

what goes on in the classroom,



significantly more Educational Games, Cooperative Vork, Doing, not in Large

=C.29) supports this expectation. There was also significantly

Group (r.
less Large Group work with the informally oriented teachers (r-= .38).
Although no relationship was shown between type of school and Control
Orientation, it is clear from this discussion that informal Control Urien-
tation is stronmgly ussociated with an Active Clasgroém on all four meu-
sures used. The four measures gave consistent findings of the exirtence

of ar. Active Classroom.

Intenrcorrelations of the Predictor Variables

Appendix B, Table 3). Many of the intercorrelations merely reflect obvious

connections--between the size of the team and the number of grades taught

by the team, for instance. Of the material correlations, the more informal

teachers spent more time in cooperative teaching, as was originally pre-
dicted; cross—grade grouping appeared to be more frequent the higher the
grade level ia opan-space schools (only single-grade classes were selected

from the conventional schools); and the more formal teachers seemed to

teach the higher gradés in open-space classrooms (tau = 0.25, not signifi-
cant), but not in self-contained classrooms (tau = sD.DB)iB

Because of this intércafrelaﬁion, it is possible that the effects of
one variable can show up as the effects of another, or cancel out Ehé
effects of a third, Further data analysis was therefore conducted using
partial correlations, controlling for the effects of other predictor vari-

ables (the sample was too small to be di&ided);

BKendall Correlations are given here because Grade Level is not norm-
ally distributed and therefore does not meet the requirements for Pearson
Correlarions /(shown in Appendix B, Table 3), However, Pearson Correlations
are quoted in Appendix B between the predictor variables, since these were
used to generate the partial correlation coefficients used in the analysis.
There are possible technical problems in this approach. In particular, it
is not true that most of the variables are normally distributed. In some
cases variables are not even on an interval scale-—grade level, for example.
The alternatives seem worse, however, so this approach has been used, 1In
particular, not controlling for variables leads to severe bias, and the
non-parametric controlled tau does not have known significance levels
associated with it.
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The first such analysis of the data given be]av considers all class-
rooms and those predictor variables that applied to¢ the whole sample:
school type, Control Orientation, and grade level. The second analysis

is confined to open-space team-teaching schoolsg4 Here, teacher and
.TABLE 8
Independent Correlations of School Type, Teacher

and Principal Control Orientation and Grade
Level with Measufes af thé Active Classroom

Variable Movement Passive Doing Lgfgg
i _ . . _ - GToup
School Type® @57**_ L = 4Tk . 32% ~.33%
Teacher Formal =,48% JG2% ~,30 . 38%
Control Orientatioen
Principal Formal =.05 -.0C -.08 .25
Control Orientation
Grade Level” ~.11 .18 -.10 .21

Note: These are Pearson partial coiras latanE holdlng the cher
three predictor variables constant.

a_ -
Self-contained classrooms have value 1, open-space classrooms
have value 2.

bIn mixed-grade clas "grade level" is the average grade present.

*Significant at .05 or less
*#*Significant at .0l or less

4For this analysis a sample of only 20 teams is used, and the par-
tial correlations control for five variables, leaving just 13 degrees
of freedom. (Note 5, page 39, explains why the sample does not include
the two largest teams.) In such an analysis Lt is possible for the in-
tercorrelations reported to be highly sensitive to the variables included,
and to change dramatically as just one and than another control variable
is introduced. The significant correlations reported on these data
(Table 9) are not as sensitive and are of consistent direction as new .
control variables are added. It is therefore considered vhat the corre-
lations are meaningful and reflect underlying reiationship s among the
variables studied. '

e b S o e



principal Control Orientation were included as control variables; the
main predicter variables were the number of different grades taught by
the team, the average grade level taught, the Number of Hours Teachers
Reported as Spending in Cooperative Teachinyg, and team size (dichotomized:

teams of two members versus teams of three and four members).

School Type and Teanirg

' Table 8 again saows clearly that school type was a wajor determi-
nant of Activity, with parﬁicﬁlarly high correlations with ﬁha Movement
variable. There are many possible reasons for this difference between
e two school tipes. It was originally hypothesized that teaming would
enable teachers to share the plénning of their lessaﬁs, which would help
them provide a more Active environment. Apparsntly, open--space struc-
ture in combination with team teaching encourages the children to move
wore, and the teachets to let them move more. Harecvérj movement mMay
be less distuibing to the teacher as the-iargéf space allows it to be
more often outside his line of vision. Similarly the extra and usually
free center space may make it physically easier for the children to move
around without disturbing others, particularly since the seats within
the incividual sections are usually kept close together.

Rowever, just as there are no real boundaries for a class of stu-
dents or an individual teacher, and people canstaﬁtly step physically
over their section boundaries, so some noise from their activities car-
ries over. This constant background noise seems to make the teacher
less aware of noise from his own section. The carpeting that was co
mon to all the open-space schools studied reduced the noise caused by
movement considerably--pushing a chair to get up or sit down was not
agéumpaﬂied by disttactimg‘nciséssthus'making both noise and movement
1éés obtrusive. Carpeting also made the floor into a functional play

and sitting area. When vigiting self-contained classronms (all of them
without carpeting) the observers were struck by the dramatic increase in
noise caused by movement of any kind. Thé noise factor may well contrib-
ute to the much lower average level of movement in self-contained schools.

If movement 1s less distracting to the teacher, it is understandable that




he does not often require children to stay in their seats. This change
in teazher behavior can help to expialn the marked decrease in Passive
behavior in open-space schools. It seems much easier for a child just
to get up and occupy himself with something in the open-space classroom
than it 34 in a conventional self-contained classroom.

There also seemed to be an "organizational rule," in open-space
tea:%teaﬂhing schools, that movement is acceptasle: presumably this is
in part a consequence of the existence of greater movement, but such a
ncrm can clearly also reinforce tendencies to greater movement, Prin-
cipals of open-space schools seem to be proud when they can point to
students moving about while showing a visitor around. Students seem to
be quite aware of thiw:. there is usually noc hiding from the principal,
bLt rather a fziéndly "hello" when student and prineipal meet in the

hallway .

Teacher and Principal Control Drleﬂtatlaﬂ

Table 8 shows that after controlling for schccl type, teacher
Control Orientation had the strongest relationship to the Actlvity
measures. It was most clea%iy related to Movement and its opposite,
Passive behavior. It was also related to Large Group and Dloing, but
the correlations are lower. This suggests that responses to the ques-
tionnaire related principully to the teacher's beliefs about keeping
control over children and not so much to the teaching techriques used.

A two-wzy ralationship between tescher Control Orientstion and

classroom Activity was criginally hypothesized. It was argLed that

expected that where a teacher experienced more movement in his class-
room he would become more informally oriented. It seems very unlikely
that this reverse relationship occurred in the sample. In open-space
team-teaching schools there was more Movement than in self=contained
classrooms; therefore, if movement affected Control Orientation ané
would expect the teachers in the open-gpace classrooms to have been

more informally oriented than those in self-contained classrooms.
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In fact, the relationship was; slight!ly the reverse of this. The data
therefore suggest that there i¢ no significant effect of classroom -
movement on teacher. Contrcl JUrientation and that informz!l Control
Orientation leads to greater muwveaeu: in the clafsroom.

#tiovnaire in asscssing the teacher's

The limitation of the cu
belief about classroom cc=:vol rarter than his profereuce for different
teaching techniques becouvs ever more clear in Trble §. Tearcher Control
Orientation within the open-iipsee team-teaching schools was reluted only
to the measures of Movemant and Passivity and not to either Large Group
or Doing. It is, howcver, of ‘ntercsr that the principal's Control
Orientation seems to have hee: related to these two latter variables
and not to Movement or Passivity, though n@ne-of the correlatiors was
statistically significa.t. It is possible thét teachers responded to
the Control Orientat:.w questionnaire in the context of what happened
in the real life situation in their classrooms, and that the principals
responded according teo anw they thought classrooms in their schools
ought to be managed. A teacher has to be concerned with the effect of
teaching activities and the effect of loose and strict control over
children on the atmosphere and ménageability of the classroom, while the ’ E

principal can afford to be more concerned with the type of teaching and

learning that éught to take place. A principal who sets rules associated é
with Activity might find it much more difficult to reprimand teachers for E

having passive or day-~dreaming children than to give positive feedback to

teachers who encourage Doing through the use of games, resource centers, . é
ete. It is virtually impossible for a principal to rule that teachers é
must encourage movement by children, but relatively easy to state that
there should be no large group instruction in the school when not abso-
lutely necessary. Thus it is not unreasonable that principal Control
Orientation is more related to Doing and Largé Group than to Movement
and Passivity. ! ,3

Number of Grade Levels Taught by Team

Of the 20 teams analyzed in Table 9, 14 taught just onc grade level E
and six taught two. It was originally hypothesized that the ungraded




classrooms would be more Actlve; however, Table 9 shows an opposite
relationship--a strong negative correlation between two grade levels
per team and classroom Activity on all four measures. This result

suggests that there were organizacional problems in handling two grades

Independent Correlations of Teacher and Principal Control Orientation,
Grade Level, Team Size, Number of Grade Levels Taught by the Team, and
Teacher Report of Hours Spent in Cooperative Teaching with Measures of
- the Active Classroom, in Open-~Space Classrooms :
(N = 20 teams of 2, 3, and 4 members)

Variables Movement Passive - Doing ~arge

Teacher Formal 4546* A1 =.00 .06
Coutrol Orientation

Principal Formal -.10 =, 03 -.22 .37
Control Orientation

trade Level®'P V47 - 34 .32 -.15
Team Size® .25 -.35 . 50% - 52%

Number of Gradg éevels : -.50 «B5%% -.57% . 54%
Taught by Team * ' '

|
I.—l
L
)
~

I
I~
et

Teacher Report of Hours +33
Spent in Cooperative
Teaching

Note: Pearson partial correlations holding the other five pre-
dictor variables constant. , .

%1n mixed-grade classes, grade level is the average grade present.

bEarfelatigns were not hypothesized; two-tailed significance given.

“Teans of three and four members are combined and coumpared with
teams of two members (see footnota.12),
dAll teams in this sample taught either one or twe grade levels.

*Significant at .05 or less
**Significant at .0l or less
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per team. Most of the teams in the sample that handled twa'grade levels

seemed to do so not because they wanted an ungraded situation per se,
but because low enrollment made it impossible to team excepf. by com-

" bining grade levels. In consequence, it seemed there may have been no
real commitment to the idea of an ungraded classroom and no special

~ planning to take advantage of its possible benefits or to minimize its

disadvantages (Goodlad & Anderson, 1963).

am Size and Teacher Cooperation

|2

Fifteen teams worked in pods containing six or more teachers; in only
two cases did the téachers in the pod form a single team. In most gaseév
the teachers in the pod had originally formed one team, and had later
divided into subteams. This confirmed the hypothesis that organizational
problems in large teams would lead to such a division. It was also
predicted that lafgé teams that did not break down into smaller teams
would not cooperate effectively and would have less Active claésrcgms.
Unfgrtunatelyj not enough large teams were availahle to.test this

‘hypathesis.5

It was predicted that, compared to two-member teams, teams of
three and four members would be able to share the tush of planning and
managing the classroom to a greatar extent, resulting in greater co- ' E

operation and a more Active classroom. It was found, as predicted, thas 5

the three- and four-member teams did have more ictive classroons than f
two-member teams, éspecially on the measufes of Large Group and Doing. f
The lower negative correlation with Passive behavior is also consistent E
with ﬁhe hypothesis--the direct effect of planning is likely to be an ?

'5We were able to include only two large teams in our sampia. To
avoid biasing results by including these two teams in correlations with
team size (where they would havé receivad particularly heavy weighting)
correlations were calculated on the sample of open-space team-teaching
schools excluding these two teams. Eliminating them left ten two-member, -
eight three-member and two four-member teams. Again to avoid possible
bias, the three- and four-member teams were grouped together, thus
dichotomizing the variable team size in Table 9,

SRk
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sive behavior is likely to be i indirect 4 fecc. The lowest correlation

is with Movement, which does not fully supp.r¢ the original prediction

that more teachers could supervise preoporticy tely more movement. The
obvious interpretztion is that increased abiiity to plam lessons by
virtue of baing4with_c@lleagues leads to-a gra:ater number of activities
and fewer of the Large Group exercises that a solitary teacher or a
two-member team may use with less aggregate time for preparation avail-
able. {7he greatest effezt of all is in Large Group instructian,)

Th» measures of teacher cooperation used proved to be inadequate,
and all predictions involving teacher cooperation remain untested.
Teacher Report of Hours Spent in Cooperative Teaching was, however,
included in the partial correlations as a control variable. As predicted
it correlates positively with the Active classroom; but the correlations
are not statistically significant. It is impossible to say whether the
relatively low correlations reflect an overstatement Qf.thé original
hypothesis or merely reflect an inadequgcy of this measure of cooperation

auong teachers,

Grade Level

The partial correlatinns in open-space teamétaaéhing schools (Table
9) show the higher grade levels as more Active. This relationship Joes
not show in Table 10 because the teachers in open-space schools in cur
sample were more formal on Control Orientation in the upper grade levels,
It is only when Control Orientation is controlled for that the under-
lying relatiouship is measurable, In contrast Table 10 shows that in
éelf—gantainéd classrooms the reverse was true (further correlations
between grade level and the dependent variables are given in' Appendix
B, Table 5); the higher grade levels Weré less Activé; particularly as

regards Movement and Passive behavigf.s Even though these resulcs were

| : EIE the Activity measures in self-contained classrooms were calcu-
lated after controlling for teacher Control Orientation (as i= effected
by the use of partial correlations in open-space team-teaching schools),
the difference would be even sharper, because teachers in the higher
grade levels in our sample of self-contained classrooms were more in-
formal cn Control Orientation as compared to those in lower grade levels.
o . .
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TABLE 10 : ;

Kendall Correlations between Grade Level and Measures of the
Active Classioom, in SEIf*CDﬂtaiﬂéd—ClaSSfQDm
‘Scheols and Open-Space Schools

, ; Large
Movement Passive Doing 'Giéiﬁ

‘Self-centained -.52% .29 ~.52% .29
Claszrooms (N = 11) :

Open-gpace e - =-,03 .01 -.09 .04
Schools N = 22)

Note: In mixed-grade classes "grade level" is the average grade E

present. i
#Significant at .05 or less Y

obtained with the use of partial cairelaﬁiaﬁs for the analysis of open= 4
space team-teaching schools and on a small sample, it is possible that %

there was a genuine difference between the school typas with rezgard to
the effects of increasing grade level on Activity. This might have beén
caused by differing emphasis on curriculum. It is plausible that while
an upper grade level teacher in a self-contained classroom finds himself
regimented by the curriculum, the members of a team can give each other
support in resisting curriculum pressures. This would be supported by
the findings of Méyaf et al. that teachers in self-contained classrooms
were more éurriaﬁlum oriented than those in é?Eﬂ?EQEﬂE team-teaching

schools.

e
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Summary

All the predictor variables ccusidered in the study are related to

one another; it is therefore pnssible for the effects of one variable to

‘show up as the effects of another, or te ecancel out the effects of a third. f
To counteract this possibiliiy. the dais were analyzed using partial cor- :
fela!:;'L,cs'r;.-,%,s controlling for the effrors of other predictor variables.
Open-space architecture in combination with team tea@hiﬂé was
strongly related to all four key measures of the Active Classroom--even
after controlling for teacher Control Orientation and the grade level of
students being taught. everal factors are thought to have contributed
to this relationship. The existence of teams of teachers in all the
opeﬁispace classrooms studied may have made the division of the tasks of
planning activities and managing thé‘classzgom easier, and thus led to
a more Active environment. The extra space and visibility may have en-
couraged stﬁdénts to move more and teachers to have allowed mere movement.
The éarpeted floors absorbed noises and may have encouraged movement by
making it less obtrusive. N ' »
There was no substantial difference between ﬁhe Control Orientation
of the teachers of the two types .of school. Informal teacher Control
Ocientation was clearly related to greater movement and less clearly re-
lated to tie groupings of children used by teachers. It zeems zhatizhe
Control Orientation was directly related to the incidence of movemeat or
passivity of children in the classroom. ,
Within open-space schools the teams containing three and f@ufrmembérs
hat wore Active classrooms than teams with just two members, particularly
as measured by the groupings of children used. It is suggested that the
larger teams could collectivaly plan more activities for the children
than isolated teachers or teams of two members. Moreover, the larger
teams were likely to have a greater range of materials readily availabl&, i
further increasing the possibilities of Doing, ;
Teams in the sample teaching two grade levels had much less Active |
classrooms than similar teams teaching one grade; the difficulty of .
handling two levels seems to have counteracted other positive teaming |
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effects. Howaver, little planning was apparently done spefifically for
the ungraded situation, which was sometimes no more than a side effect
c¢f the t2aming of two teaghers who were in charge of different grade
levels.

In the open-space schools there seemed to be more autonomous child
movement and less passive behavior in the uppe: grades than in the lower,

when teacher Contrl Orientation was held cons:ant. This finding is

particularly striking since in self-rontained ¢laserooms tho upper grades’

were the less Activ:, presumesbly because of emphasis on curriculum. The

open-space environment .seems to coyvataract such effects.

%
1
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CHAPTFR V7
YEACHER COOPERATION

In v ~vious zhapters tha analysis gf the Jata focused mainly on
organizavin.al varlables (school type, wumber of grades per team, team
siee) with%}imitaé neasures of ideology (teacher and principal Control
U:iemtation). Znere is no way of extracting from these data the iso-

Yated effects ¢l ¢naming on the Active Classroom. The characteristics
cirared by all the reams is cooperation im tea ching tasks. What types
and degrees of cooperation tend to develop? ‘Ccmprehensive measures
would include the time teachers weet formally and hﬁn they interact;
the tine they formally teach together; the type am! degree of formal-
ization; the feelings team members have toward each other; the subjec-
tive:impressi@ng obtained from seeing team members Jiring coffee breaks

and quick discussions Jn the classroom (for observaricvns of this sort it

(]

+ espeuially importanr that the observer not be regarded as a stranger);
the ease with which children switch from one teacher to another: and
the subjects of teachers' discussions. In a study of this scope it was
not poscible to include such zdequate measures. Instead 211 teachers
in open=space Schaalf were asked seven short factual questions (see
Exhibit 3).

It was assumed that a child is allowed more choices and given more
options if he has contact with more than one teacher. The relation
between team size and the number of teachers a student is scheduled to

see was examired (Que:tign #1, Exhibit 3). (One canuot simply assume

that STHRrY sFudent sdes every teacher who is on the team, since tudenLe

teacher coutacts rea]ly ‘depend oa the nanner in which teams lelde'h%
Leaching Iuad a student may even see teache;s not in his team, jf ere

is ccgppmatlcn among subteams within a pad GDEpEfatLDﬂ among teaws ,nuﬂ

lM@Ina:'s (1971) study includes a compichensive sevles of observiations
on this subject. /
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Exhibit 3

Questions Asked Teachers in Open-Space Schools
Regarding Cooperation in Their Pod

1. During a typical week, how many teachers is the average student
scheduled to see?

2. * How many students are placed in other teams for at least one
subject? .

3. How many hours does the team spend in cooperative teaching per
week? __ (Cooperative teaching means planning together
for a unit or session, then collectively teaching the unit or -
session by combining the students or supervising them in co-
operatively planned small groups.) ’

4. Are different teachers in your team responsible for the
preparation of different instructional units (e.g., social
studies or science) or for the preparation of different parts
of the same instructional unit, or both?

Never __ Sometimes _ Frequently Always

Do you usually know what the childern in your team-mates'
sections are doing?

w

No I have some idea Yes _
6. Dgring the day, do you know which teacher each child in your
pod 1s assigned to?

Never _ . Seldom ___ Sometimes

Most of the time -

Always

/.  How many times each month does your team meet formally? -
How long is each meeting (on the average)?
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subjects.) Table 11 shows the relationship between team size and the
number of teachers a student was scheduled to sne. énly tvo of the
two-member teams reported any scheduled contact of their children with
other teachers; in teams of three, four, six, and eight members, in
contrast, the average number of téachéfs a child was scheduled to see
was approximately four. The children in the two largest teams (six and
eight members) were scheduled to see only four teachers; this supports

the prediction that large teams will break down into subteams.
TABLE 11

Teacher Report of the Number of Teachers a Child is Scheduled
to See, Analyzed by Team Size

Lo

Team S5ize ‘ Number of Teachers a Child N
—__is Scheduled to See (Teams)
2 3 4 5 6
2 8 1 10
3 3 1 3 1 8
4 1 1 2
6 1 1
8 1 1

Teachers were asked how much time the teams spent in scheduled meet- '
ings each month. Of the 12 teams which spent fewer than five hcufsrin
meetings, only two had their children scheduled with teachers other than
themselves; five of the ten teams that met five or more hours per month
scheduled their children with other teachers. This may be because co-
ordination with teachers outside the team is complicated and therefore
requires more meeting time. ' _

Another question asked how many students were scheduled into other

teams. The answers gave information about teams sending only a few -




students to other teams, .so this question was not simply a duplication
of the first question. Tables 12 and 13 show the relationship of this
measure to team size and pod size. Three-member teams sent the largest
proportion of students to other teams; two member teams sent the second
largest. Pod size also seems to be important: teachers in larger pods
sent more students to other teams than did teachers in smaller pods, as

might be expected if teams within a pod cooperate.

TABLE 12

Proportion of Students Reported to be Scheduled into
Other Teams, Analyzed by Team Size

Number of Teachers Per Cent of Students _ N
per Team Scheduled into Other (Teams)
_ Teams, -

0 up to over

334 33%
2 3 6 1 ' - 10
3 2 2 4 8
4 1 1 2
6 1 1
8 1 1

The spread of answers to Questions #5 and #6 was poor. Most team
members said they knew what teammates were doing, and they knew '"Most of
the Time" or "Always' where each child in the pod was during the day--
which suggests that teachers were giving what they thought were correct
answers. An added complication is that team memberé did not necessarily
agree on these qu;étians, some being more informed than others. (When
there was disagzaém&nt the ﬁédian answer of the team member was used.)
It might be possible to study discrepancies in answers between different

team membets in future studies of the quality of cooperation.




=48

TABLE 13

Proportion of Students Reported to be Scheduled into Other Teams,
Analyzed by Size of Pod

Pod Size Per Cent of Students N-
(Number of Teachers Scheduled into Other
per Pod) , _Teams

0 up to above
33% 33%

2, 3, 4 3 3 7
6, 7, 8 6 5 15
- The final measure of cooperation, Hours Per Week Spent in Cooper-
ative Teaching (see Table 14), has been used in previous chapters. Of
the other measures discussed here, it correlates only with the time
TABLE 14
Distribution of Teams According to the Number of Hours
Spent in Cooperative Teaching, Analyzed by Team Size

Team Size Hours Spent in Cooperative Teaching N
_ _ per Week ) .
0 1-3 4-10 | over 10

2 3 4 10

3 3 2 2 8

4 1 2

6 1 1

8 1 1

ot At AL i e
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spent in meetings and with knowing what children in teammates’ sections
are doing. The last correlation is not surprising. It does not cor-
relate at all with team size, although it was originally hypothesized
that medium-sized teams would spend more time in cooperative work than
smaller or larger teams. It is suggested that because of the relatively
have the fewest organizational problems.

More sophisticated measures are needed to capture what one can call
teacher cooperation. These measures should then be applied to different
types of teams (e.g., teams in self-contained classroom schools, hierar-

chical teams, collegial teams) in order to grasp the qualitative differ-
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CHAPTER VII
QUALITATIVE OBSERVATIONS

Previous chapters have analyzed the data obtained during the study.
What follows are qualitative impressions that mayxhelp one understand
the formal results. Of particular importance is the finding of the very
wide variation within the samples of open-space and self-contained
classrooms. The discussion that follows is organized into six areas:
Use of Space, Noise, Cooperation among Teachers, Groupings of Children,
Movement and Other Child-Initiated Behavior, and Principal-Teacher
Relations.

Use of Space

In both open-space and self-contained classrooms there were ex-
amples of imaginative and stultifying uses of space. Many of the self-
EDntainéd-ElaserQms used straight rows of chairs; others, however, had
resource centers along the walls and children sitting together in small
groups. One teacher used a small piece of carpet to designate a space
used for children during class discussions and stories. This teacher
managed to have all the resources of a pod within her conventional class-
room, with the exception of the presence of other adults.

Within any one pod of an open-space school, there was usually little
variation. However, the variation between pods was enormous. A typical
pod contained a number of sections, each rather smaller than the average
self-contained classroom, and a common central space. In some schools,.

this common space was incorporated into the gsections; in some it was

reserved for students or groups working on their own; some pods used it

o

as a library or resource area; and in several cases the space was not
used at all. (In two such pods the teachers complained of lack of space!)
Within a section there were the same two bdsic patterns seen in the
self-contained classroom: the chairs were either in neat rows facing

the blackboard or grouped around small tables. Typically, the library

of an cpensséace Séhoal was also used as a resource area for children

who wanted to work quietly somewhere; this was not the case in the self-

contained-classroom schools. In the open-space classroom there was an
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attitude of readiness to let children go on their own; mothers or
librarians seemed readily available: and the library was accessible from
the pods (where this was not so, its use was much more restricted). 1In
one quite exceptional open-space school, even the principal's office,
the teachers' lounge, and the nurse’s room served as quiet areas where
children could work. On my arrival the principal apglagizeé to a
second-grader working in his office, "I am sorry. I have to ask you

to find another spot to work, since I would like to talk to Mrs. Salmon
a bit. Why don't you check in the nurse's office or the teachers'

lounge?"

Noise

Noise is a major problem in the open-space school. There are no
physical boundaries for é class of students or an individual teacher.
Even when one group works in complete silence, the background humming
frém other groups is still present. The teacher as well as the children
learn to cope with this situation. Quite gfﬁen they schedule noisy

activities at the same time, but interference cannot be completely

[
]

avoided by seheduling. Either one has the rulé that everybody keeps very
quiet or the teachers learn to respond to interference without anger,

The writer observed one pod with 240 students where all noise was sub-
dued, where the children were placed tidily in their classroom areas,

and where there was a total lack of excitement. In gﬁather pod of faur,
one teacher was showing a film, and a second teacher was trying to listen

with her group of Ewenty students to a book report. At first, the

students sat very closely around their peer who was reporting, but the

noise from the film was still too disturbing; so the teacher quickly

took all of them to the library where the book report proceeded un-

disturbed.

The silence that can be found in come selfsgagtained classrooms
(as well as in at least one observed team) was such that the observer
had to hide the stopwatch in her pocket in order to muffle its click.

In several classrooms even this was inadequate, and children became

I

“quite curious about where the click came from. When this curiosity was

ity



Stflklng! Some wondered and whispered among themselves and did nct ask
either the teacher or the observer. Whenever the observer was asked,
she gave them a quick explanation and showed them the watch; this pro-
cedure was usually effective in preventing further distraction. In
other cases children asked thc teacher, in discrete whispers, what the
click was. Usually, however, there was no need to disguise the click.
In most classrooms some children detected the stopwatch in the observer's
hand, came up, asked about it, and went away undisturbed. In some cases
there was so little attention paid to the observer that nobody was dis-
turbed or asked about the watch at all.

A particularly important feature of all the open-space schools
visited was carpeting- The administrators found that it not only made
cleaning cheaper, but it reduced noise levels'dramétically and made the

,,,,,

floor into a funectional play and sitting area. When visiting self-
contained classrooms without carpeting, all the observers were struck by

the dramatic increase in noise caused by movement of any kind. The nolse
factor may well contribute to the much lewer average level of movement in

self-contained-classroom schools discussed in Chapter V,

7 Cooperation Among Teachers
It is true that if a team teacher wishes to change his plans he will

usually need to check with his teammates, but this seemed to occur quite
~regularly without causing any major problems. On one occasion when ob~
servers were present, a team scheduled music from 1:00 to 1:20, to be
followed by social studies., The music was considered to be in need of
improvement for a forthcoming show, so w1th easy flex;blllty social studies
was pcstpanad Dn another occasion, one teacher did not get her children
settled until falnly late; after she quickly checked with her teammates,
all the teachers directed their students to go back to the same (math)

groups after reces$ for an extra 20 minutes or so.

Groupings of Childféﬁ

Generally a team varies the grouping of the students sev reral times

during the school day. The way in which this grouping, or division of
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labor, is handled, was of specific interest. Some qualitative obser-
vations are more informative in this respect than the data.
Most teams observed divided their students into achievement groups

for reading and mathematics, and formed heterogeneous groups for all

ey

other subjects. Once this initial grouping was achieved, some team
simply devised a schedule for shifting the children at the appropriate
times to the appropriate teachers. In some cases all teachers taught
all subjects, and the grouping basically helped reduce the differences
between children being taﬁght by each teacher. 1In other cases, teachers
had specialized in subjects, and the system was like that in a junior
high school. This was not, however, the most sophisticated grouping
procedure observed. In some pods the exchange of students for certain
subjects was standard procedure, and all teachers within the pod were
on the same block time schedule. In one school everything stopped three
times a day, children got ready to run, and at the sound of the bell
they ali dashed to their appropriate sections., In the same school, a
very rare kind of division of labor was observed with one three-membar
team; its working may be seen in the way they taught math. All their
students were spread out in their team areas, working either alone or

in groups. Groupings had apparently not been made according to level of
achievement in math, The three teachers walked ﬁhf@ugh the whole area
and were not stationed in sections; they pulled students together from
th» whole group as it seemed appropriate and worked with them. Each of
tiw. three specialized in a different area: one worked on -division and
had prepared materials for demanstratiéns; one worked on multiplizatign;

and one worked on problems. The children's workbooks were color coded

The teachers believed that they had finally overcome the problem of
constantly rescheduling children into different groups. |

,Surprisingly, ome of the biggest obstacles to scheduling obser-
" vation days was the showing of films%sespacially in open-space schools,
Teachers showed so many films that_ﬁhey_did not want to promise two weeks

ahead a day without one, and quite frequently we had to reschedule for




this reason. (The writer could not help but be impressed by the amount
of watching the average child does--especially if oue includes tele-
vision .time at home.)

Movement and Other Child-Initiated Behavior

When the rules and learning activites do mot allow children to move,
it seems that they find a way to move anyway! Dui.ng our observations,
the water fountain, the wastepaper basket, and the pencil sharpener all
served as exéuses for movement and socializing, One can sharpen a nencil
over and over égain if that is a way of talking to a friend who is wait-
ing for his turn, or of annoying him if that would cause excitcment. A
piece of paper can be torn into many little pieces, and a trip taken to
the wastepaper basket with each ome, with time out for playing or fight-
ing with peers en route. Typically, such behavior escalated until the

teacher intervened.

L

With other children the extra emergy was expressed in talk;nﬁ and
sending messages. In one classroom where the teacher demanded that the
children sit still, a mote was given to the observers reading, "We like
you," with a nice picture attached. During recess the children asked
what we were doing; when we told them we were interested in seeing what
they were doing during the school day, they responded with: ''Oh, it's
pretty bad, isn't it?"

- In one classroom the children were working on their own project
_ with their chosen partners. The children literally ran to fetch materials
needed to get the work done. One observer overheard a conversation be—
tween two students about a place to work on their project. The argumeﬁt

as very rational, finally ending in a compromise. The first Bﬁy wanted

£

is
to work right in the middle of the classroom. The second ‘boy found this
too disturbing because of other children; he wanted to go to a corner
separated by moveible walls so as to be alone. The compromise was to
use a table in the library adjacent to the classroom, where the first
could still see the other children and the second could remain undis-

turbed. A very impressive conversation for third graders,
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ule only two--in exceptional cases, three-—teams or self-

eachers were selected from any one school, to
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avoid biasing the results. In retrospect, this appears to have been
an unnecessary precaution, since we found that teams and self-contained-

classroom teachers differed widely within schools. The comparison of

g

two teams of the same size from one school demonstrates this. One team

had an average of 25.3 per cent of its students occupied with Educa-

tional Games, Cooperative Work, and Doing, not in Large Groups; in

science the proportion in that category was 61.4 per cent. During

science 110 movesients were scored per 25 children per ten-minute time
span. Another team in the same school had 6.8 per cent of its stu-

dents occupied with' Educatisnal Games, Cooperative Work, and Doing, not

n Large Groups, with 5.8 per -cent during science and 2.5 movements

o

scored per 25 children per ten-minute time span.

Some principals in open-space schools were quite unaware of the

and were astonished to hear certain teachers
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by the observers. In one case the principal went to see
d as outstanding, and related afterward that he agreed

with the judgment and had not been aware of the quality of the team's

It seemed to the writer that many of the principals in open-space
schools were content as long as they saw some grouping of students, some
planning of resource centers, and some preparation for an exciting event

such as an open house or a fialé trip. They advised on the logistics of

handling the open-space situ uation, but avoided substantlve criticisms

where teaching was concerned.




CHAPTER VIII

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH AND DISCUSSION OF POSSIBLE
LONG-RANGE EFFECTS OF THE ACTIVE CL! SSRDDM

Implications of the Findings for School Design

This study documented the hypothesis that the school environment
experienced by the student is affected by school organization. - An Active
Classrcom was more likely to be found in an open-space team~teaching
school than in a self-contained classroom. Moreover, teams with three
or four members tended to have more activity in their classrooms than
teams with two members. If administrators wish to encourage the exist-
ence of such Active Classrooms, the building of open-space schools could
be appropriate. .

The tendency of large teams to divide into several smaller teams
indicates that large teams may experience severe organizational problems.
The organization of workable teams is likely to be helped by the’ pro-
vision of "flexible" buildings. If the walls are movable, the internal
structure of the pod can be adapted to changes in team organization. A
team is likely to benefit from b51ng somewhat 1Salated acoustically from
other teams; it is also’ helped if children have plenty of space in which
to m@ve,land if other teams are physically and visually close enough to
encourage cooperation among teams. It is possible to build a pod for
six or eight teachers with walls that are both fairly soundproof and
movable; if the walls of a team area are not completely closed, but leave
a center area free, the teachers lose few of the advantages of open space
but gain in the reduction of noise (and axﬁfgispaca for use as bulletin

bcards).

l‘Iﬂ all of about fifty open-space classrooms known to the writer,
the teachers formed themselves into some kind of a team. The clear im-
plication is that open-space structure leads to teaming and that the
classroom will be relatively Active.
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It is left for future researchers to identify just how the combi-
nation of team teaching and an open-space architecture leads to an Active
Classroom. 1In spite of the speculations above, the effects of architec-
ture on the working of teams are not yet determined. Thus, it is not
known if there is a qualitative difference between teaming in an open-
space school and teaming based on self-contained classrooms. It would

e desirable to know how the isclation of teams from one anothasr or

o]
=
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its opposite, the existence of several teams within one pod, affects

cooperation within teams and among teams. Team cooperation was not ade-
quately measured in this study. The degree and the type of cooperation

does seem to affect classroom Activity, but clearly cooperation can take

many forms, and different kinds of cooperation (e.g., collegial as against

]

hierarchical teaming) are likely to affect classroom Activity differently.
The data showed that the size of the team correlated with the teach-
ing techniques used by the teacher. An Zncrease of team size seemed to

make it easier for the teachers to have more students involved in Doing
activities and fewer Large Group presentations. It can be asked, more
generally, whether it is easier for complex teaching techniquei to be
adopted by larger teams, than by small teams or the teacher isolated in
a self-contained-classroom.

of

‘U

would be desirable to look further into the nature and de egree
teacher cooperation and the way it affects both the teaching techniques
used and, ultimately, the student. Such research -ould be extremely
valuable to school administrators and principals, as well as to team
leaders and others concerned with school organization.

Long-Range Effects of the Activ e Classroom

The study has shown that some determinants of an Active Classroom

are definable, Administfatars can theréfareléonscicusl? plan to create

or avoid an Active environment. It is difficult to do so, however,

without knowing the effect of an Active Classroom on the student. In E
particular, data should be obtained directly from students on how they é
perceive their rglé in an Active Classroom. Does the student feel any %
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greater autonouy ovar his own ledrning? To what déétee does he con-
sciously choose ang evaluate dififersnt learning acti#i;ies? Do students
in the two scaool typee difter in their attitudes toward schocl, the
teachers, and themselves? N

It is possible that the Active Classroom, which giveé the child
choices, opportunities to work independently, and encouragement to be
active, makes him feel that he has more control over his environment
and that this feeling, in turn, may affact his e¥pectations of the
school. Students who become used to such égpértunities ia lower grades
may demand them in upper grades as well. The data indicate davelopments
toward more Active classrooms in upper grades in open-space team-teaching
schools as compared to selfscantained classramms. Cne can easily arguc
that this will affect the student's Expectatlans of sezcndary and higher
education.

It has been found (Meyer et al., 1971) that teachers in open-~space
team-teaching schools feel greater autonomy and infiuence, are more
child-oriented and are less curriculum-oriented than those in self-con-
tained classrooms. The combination of this changs in teacher orientation
combined with the possible change in student expectation could lead to
the child's actually becoming a main "client" of the school along with

today's clients: parents and rcciety in general.

. of the school, sigﬂifigant changes could follow. The curriculum could

become more responsive to the 1mmadlate demands of studenfs possibly

tendlng toward elective courses. With curren devalépments in techno~-

logy, most instruction could be programmed or computerized, while the
teacher might become a guide and gaumselar, advising tha child on whét_
studies to pursue. Like the university, the school might cease to act
in loco parant;s but might nevertheless accept greater responsibility
for the emotional and intellectual development of its students. Such a
change in the school's clientele could, however, put the schosl into as

complicated a political situation as it has already put the university.
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These ideas are highly speculative, but trends are already evident.

If schools are not to react blindly to new pressures, more research into
the impact of innovations in education is needed.

o . | . , . :
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Db;g??ationwﬁgnual

Follow these steps carefully!-

1. Arrife 15 minutes before start of scheduled session.

2. Introduce yourself to the teachers.

3. Prepare.as many observation shéets as thers areﬁteaéhers
in the team with the requested information (1.D. nﬁmber, Date, Scheduled
activity, etc.). Prepare two sheets for each self-contained classroom

- 4. During the first five (5) minutes of thé session, familiar-

ize yourself with the room layout (e.g., find where children are
hiding!). B |

5. Start your firsf observation peiiéd with the teacher to
the left of the &Dér through which you entered. After you finish,
leaQé the area, flnd the correct sheet for the next teacher, and obsérve
¥here. When you have @bseTVEd all team members once, start‘over again
with the first teacher! |

6. Stop observing as soon as the teaﬁher asks the children to
"flnlsh up" or during the last flVE (5) mlnutes of the scheduled
sess;an._' .

7. 1f the teachers are all together in a central position
¢(E.g., four teachers), and the children are basically in one big group
EllD'Ehildfen), divide the group up into appfoximatgiy equal classroom
sizes (four in our case) and observe one at a time,

8. Make sure that you observe one session in every third
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%
team with annthe% observer.

9., If you areminterrupted while observing, make a note to
that effezig and start a new obserﬁation; ‘Please note down under "Field
remarks"‘ﬁhat‘happenéq; I am very interested in anecdotes!

" 10. Collect at the very minimﬁm five (5) observations per team
per session. In the self-contained classfaomi wﬁere you do not move to
a different!teachei after each observation, stop for two to three (2
to 3) minutes befnfe you stéri the next ébservatian.

11, Classes which meet too shért a;timé for five (5) observa-

tions will be observed in two sessions of the subject concerned,

How_and What to Score

1. Count all the children in the section and fill the number
within the space provided. Repeat this when you come back a second or
third time;'same children may héve left in the meantime ér arrived
late. | |

2. Scoring of activities. <Fill in what children are doing.

. _ T o _
Be careful not to score a child twice or to overlook one. If they are
split up into groups, move swiftly from group to group and score what

h

e
m

child is doing at the moment you look at him. The total of your
scores should add up to the numbef of children you counted as present
above (but do nof worry about a discrepancy of one or two),
~ Two situations have to be watched out for:

a) Cﬂiléren who are in a large group but are "doing" some-

thing. The temptation to put them in the "alone" €olumn




is great. Being in‘a '"large graupg means being clearly

. directed by the teacher. So, if the teacher is super-
vising the "doing' activities and monitoring the ﬁhildren;
score all on-going activities in the "largé greup"‘
column. (E.g., a whcle cléss is cutting and pasting
exactlj thé same shapes--but all cut and pasté alone!--
the teacher is directing the operation and helping in-
dividual students;' In such a situation, there ars usually
also a few pupils to bELSEDfEd unéer "sagiél taik and free

play" or “déviagti“}

b) When small groups of children are working cooperatively
(e.g., observing, touching, and discussing a rat)--and
write down a few notes about what they are.abserQing—;

score it under 'cooperative work" and not under "writing."

3. Scoring of mave@ents; After you have finished filling in

‘the activities and quickly cheéked the totals, set the stop watch and
score movements for three (3) minutes. When you stop observation, stop
- the watch and write down exactly how many minutes and seconds you
observed. Keep it as élase as pcssiﬁle to three (3) minutes.
A’ﬁavement gets one score for each time the child stops, e.g.,
child gets up and goes to a friend to chat (1 nﬁhitaékj,'m@ves on to
bookshelf and pické'a book (1 task), teacher asksAtha child to sit
down in his seat (1 difected)g

Short, continuous moves (getting up, picking up a sheet of

Q : - . _ ;




paper, sitting down) are scored as one (1) move.

Three movements which you will definitely observe are:
"a) going to the_baﬁﬁ%@am: one tl)'movaﬁent:HBEﬁ leaving, ''non-
task'; one Clj ﬁbveﬁent whenlreturﬁingﬂxdepending on what
the child proceeds to do. If the child asks the teacher's

permission to go to the bathroom, it will be a "directed""

movement,

b) sharpening pencils is a task movement, sometimes with an

added non-task movement in the area of the pencil sharpener.
. ! -

¢) throwing away iitﬁer into the wastebasket. Here, you will i
have to use your judgﬁent!; The wastepaper basket is a :
great place around which to socialize. If the child is
thrcﬁing aﬁay some paper in order to get the desk clean,
to get the job done, it is a "task movement." If the child
is enjoying talking to others at the basket, Ef uses it :
obviously as an excuse to walk around the room, it may be
categcrizéd as free play or even déviant,A_(Eut deviant

movements -are. only those to which the teacher objects!)

You should note the hyperaciive child who would drive up the
scores out Gf-prdpartiéﬂ to the rest of the children in the classroom.
He should not receive any scores after the éppraximate median score of
the class (that is, approximately not more than five (5)).

%
5
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Ag;itudg_guestipnnairg

The following quistlnns are about chlldren in general. Even though
children do differ from each other, please answer these questions with
the "typical' child in mind.

The answering'categcries are: OSA= strongly agree; A= agree; U= undecided;
D= d1sagree SD= strongly d;sagree

S\ | A [ U [ D | sD

. 1. In general, school children should
be allowed a lot of freedom as
they carry out learning activities.

2. A child should obtain the consent of
the teacher before moving about in
the classroom.

3. Children are not mature en@ugh to
make their own decisions about
their learning activities.

4. Children get distracted when other
activities are gaing on around them.

5, Most ch;ldren are capable of bEIRg
resourceful when left on their own,

6. Children are unlikely to learn
enough if they are frequently
moving about.

7. Children should normally be en-
couraged to get information froem
each other instead of asking the
teacher. ’

8. Children can learn from small
group discussion without the
help of an adult.

9. It is good for the child to have
" his activities scheduled for him.
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Open-space schools

w

‘Always

Teacher Questionnaire

li
During a typical week, how many teachers is the average student
scheduled to see? 2 .

How many students are placed in other teams for at least one

subject? _

How many hours does the team spend in cooperative-teaching per
week? ) (Cooperative teaching means planning together for a
unit or session, then collectively teaching the unit or session by
combining the students or supervising them in cooperatively planned
small groups.) A

Are different teachers in your team responsible for the preparation
of different instructional units (e.g., social studies or science)
or for the preparation of different parts of the same instructional
unit, or both? = ' '

Never __ Sometimes ~_ Frequently . Always

Do you usually know what the children in your team-mates' sections

~ are doing?

No I have some idea ___ Yes

During the day, do'you know which teacher each child in your pod
is assigned to?
Never - - Seldom _ _ Sometimes ____ Most of the time

How many times each month does your team meet formally?

How long is each meeting (on the average)? _

Would you please answer some questians about yourself:

How long have you taught (count this year as a full year)?

How long have you taught in a team (count this year as a full
year)? o

How long has your team been together (count this year as a full
year)?

What is your age? . 20-25 - '26-30 __  31-39 ____over 39
What would your ideal pod look like? ‘

" Number of teachers
Number of grades B N
Number of teams within one pod
Number of teachers per team =~
Number of grades per team




Self-Contained Classroom Schaa;s

Teacheg,ngs:;cnnaife

Would you élease answer these two queStians:
. 1. How laﬁg have you taught (count this year as a‘full year)?

2. What is your age?  20-25 —26-30 ___ 31-39 __ over 39
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Open-space schools

llnterv;gy Schedg;gAfcr the Principal

How long has the school been in aperatlan (as an open-space -

schcal)?

In each pod, how many teachers are there and how many grade levels

are there*

Number of pods Number of teachers L Number vagrades

IH
e

i ﬂ

How big are your teams now and how many grade levels do you have

per teamﬁ

Numbér of teams : w1th number of teachers

-H

In each pod, how often dn the teachers of the whole
d;scuss matters of schedule, noise, etc?

Were yDLf teams always the same size they are now?
If not, what changes have occurred?

- Number of teams __ with number of teachers _

il

When were the subteams farmed (if appraprlate)?

apprnxlmately after _ year within

' When did the team get larger (if appropriate)?

approximately after __ year ~within _

What would your ideal pod look 1ike?

Number of teachers

Number of grades
Number of teams -
‘Number of ‘teachers per team
Number of grades per team

Field lemarks

_ number of grades

number of grades

pod meet to

“year

_ year

(What kind of problems do your teams run into? How often do they
come to you for help? How do you help them with their prgblems?.,.)




Self-Contained Classroom Schools

;nte:viewLSchedule’far the Principal

1. How long has the school been in operation?

2. Field remarks:
(What kind of problems do your teachers have? How often do they
come to you for help? How do you help them with their
problems? ....) .

o Interviewer — : Date
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A Note on the Further Development of the

Classroom Observation Instrument

The Classroom Observation Instrument was described in detail in
Chapter IV. This section discusses possible refinements following expe-
rience with the instrument in the field.

Lypes of Ac tivity

Deviant. To avoid observer bias it was recessary to give a very

precise meaning to the term Deviant. A movement or activity was there~
fore only described as deviant if it was obviously n@t-appr@ved of by
tﬁe teacher. In practice, the Deviarc category was little used and it
céuld therefore be eliminated in future work; this would, however,
" involve scoring obviously deviant behavior in some gthér category, which
would therefore reduce precision. For more in-depth studies it might
be possible to expand the Deviant catégcfy,'if thevabservgr were to learn

just what behavior the teacher considered dewviant.

Free Play and Social Talk. Free Play and Social Talk included

certain activities that might have been described as Deviant and others -
that were very close fa_Doing. Greater precision would be possible if

playful, unstructured learning activities were categorized as Educational

Games, Cooperative Work, and Doing, and the existing Free Play and Social

Talk were renamed Free Sazial.lnteracticng According to the specific

purpose of the research, ﬁeviant could then be included with Free Social

Interaction.

Large Group. Since the study was concerned with the extent to which

children could learn indé?endent;y, if several children worked on the same

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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problem, exercise, or activity, they were considered to be -a group. For
example, 12 children all doing the same math problems were classified

as a Large Group. In some studies it might be appropriate to separate
these two kinﬁs of work into Large Group and Alone--Common Work. A great
deal would be lost, however, if Alone~~-Common Work were combined with
Alone.

Directed movement. All children walking away from the teacher were

scored as making Directed movement, even if no explieiﬁ instrﬁctiaﬁ was
heard. It might be possible to refine this definition if the observer
could stand near the teacher and hear what he sald--though at some risk
of affeg£ing the teacher. 1In this study the definition used proved
consistent and satisfactoery.

Task and Non-Task Movement, The difference between Task and Non-

Task movement was clear to the observers after a few training sessions,
and frequent reliability checks reinforced consistency. If it were im-
possible to make such checks, it might be preferable to score a sinéie
category of Non-Directed movement.

Classroom Boundaries

it was originally planned to note specifically all m@veﬁent outside
the section; this measure was dropped because the inside and outside of
an open-space classroom were ill defined.
In a very active classroom where chiié:en are not assigned to spe-
cific teachers, it can be éifficglt tc decide which are the children whose
| activities and movements are to be scored. Such a situation can best be

scored by using one observer for every 20 to 30 children and dividing the




total space among them. Movements would then be scored only by the ob-

server in whose section they originated. This situation is most unusual,

however, and can be treated as it arises.

Q.
ERIC
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APPENDIX B

INTERCORRELATIONS OF ITEMS IN THE GONTROL ORIENTATION INDEX, INTERCORRE-
LATIONS OF THE PREDICTOR VARTABLES, INTERCORRELATIONS OF THE KEY DEPEN-
DENT VARIABLES, AND CORRELATIONS OF GRADE LEVEL WITH DEPENDENT VARIABLES




TABLE 1

Intercorrelation of the Items of the Control Orientation Index

(Kendall Correlation Coefficients)

qQ? Q2 Q3 |, o4 Q5 Q6 Q7 ,Qa' Q9

IQZ = 2Q%%% ) i ) = - _
Q3 -.29%%x| 7R ) T B - -

Q4 ~.34%wn|  o5wwa|  oowwn|. - ] ) —

Qs LAGRER| _ 14% | 37w _ g wes o T . - |
Q6 | -.44wes _ggiii 37eve .zs;;; agees - - :
v ADREE) o 250wk - 27 Hww —;22‘;;; L28%*w| . 2gwan T -

Q8 e R A T LA B4 A L I 1 I Y L L PP LT

Q9 = 340w Fleasl 1 BEE-1 e N7 LA L0 I P L -.15% |-.13*

Index”| .60wwe|.a5wen| - aguesl. Soess] sgens|_ sqens| ggene| _g7ans|..ggrees

Note: The responses are based on a sample of 95 persons, including
both teachers and principals.

a. - . ,
Q = Question

b. . . S . ,
Index = Sum of all items (items 1,5,7, and 8 are positive; items 2,
3,4,6, and 9 are negative). :

*Significant at the 5% level.

*%5ignificant at the 1% level.

_ **%*%Gignificant at the 0.1% level.
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TABLE 2

(N = 33)

Classrooms

Principal Formal
Predictor Control Grade Type of
Variable Orientation Level School
Teacher Formal Control
Orientation .10 .18 .06
Principal Formal Control ,
Orientation .00 =,21
a
Grade Level .01

Note:
cant at the .05 level.

None of these Pearson correlations is

“In mixed grades, grade level was equated by the average of the
grades included; e.g., a class of third and fourth graders had a grade

3

level of 3.5.
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TABLE 4
Pearson Intercorrelations of the Four Key Measures
of the Active Classroom
(N = 33)

i Non-Teacher- Waiting, Educational Games,
Directed. Listening, Cooperative Work, and
Movement Passive Doing, not in
Large Group
Waiting, Listening,
Passive -.60

- Educational Games,
Cooperative Work,
Doing, not in o
Large Group .83 -.60

Large Group

.75 60 -.78

Note: All correlations are significant at the 0.1% level.




TABLE 5
Kendall Correlations Between Grade Levela

and Dependent Variables, in
Self-Contained-Classroom Schools and Open-5pace Schools

Variables lrSelfsCDn?alned— Dpenf$pace
Classroom Schools Schools
Activity -

Reading, Writing, Discussing -.06 -.14
Waiting, Listening, Passive .29 .01
Educational Games, Cooperative
Work, Doing, not in Large
Group ' -.52% -.09
Educational Games, Cooperative
Work, Doing, in Large Group -.40%* -.20
Free Play, Social Talk .21 .21
Deviant - L47* .12

Learning Group -

Aione =.33 .01
Student/Student -.22 -.05
Small Group without Adult -.24 | -.19
Small Group with Adult -.29 -.04
Tutorial ) =.40% -.13
Large Group .29 .04

Movement
Directed Movement -.33 -.12
Task Movement - -.40% T =.04
Non-Task Movement ~,48% -.05
Deviant Movement -.07 : .17
Total Movement : -.48% -.15
Non-Directed Movement ~.52% -.03

N (Classrooms) : 11 22

#Grade Level" is the average grade level present, i.e., a class
containing grades 3 and 4 is given a grade level of 3.5.




APPENDIX C

ANALYSES OF MEAN PERCENTAGES OF TIME CHILDREN SPENT IN VARIOUS
ACTIVITIES AND GROUPINGS, AND MEAN NUMBER OF MOVEMENTS
PER CHILD PER MINUTE BY DIFFERENT PREDICTOR VARIABLES




TABL
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E1l

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities

Child per Minute, Analyzed by Type of School

Self-Contained Open-Space
Classrooms Classrooms

Mean percentage of time children

spent in various activities

Reading, Writing, Discussing

Waiting, Listening, Passive

Educational Games, Cooperative
Work, Doing, not in Large
Group

Educational Games, Cooperative
Work, Doing, in Large Group

Free Play, Social Talk

Deviant

47.58
34,7%

L
iyl

1.
4,

[
Lol

Mean percentage of time children spent in various groupings
Alone 18.1 26.5
Student/Student 3.5 6.8
Small Group with Adult 9.9 11.2
Small-Group without Adult 6.3 10.1
Tutorial 1.7 1.9
Large Group 60.5% 43.3

Mean number of movements observed per child per minute

‘Directed Movement 023 044
Task Movement L062%* .115
Non-Task Movement . 028*%* .060
Deviant Movement .001 .001
Total Movement . 114%% . 220

N (Classrooms)

_ N e T L T e e

*Difference significant at .05 or less"

**Difference significant at .01 or less
(one-tailed t-test, 31 degrees of freedom)
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TABLE 2

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities
and Various Groupings, and Mean Number of Movements per

Child per Minute,

Analyzed by Type of School by Subject

R;AD;NG MAT&EMA?I?S. | SCIENCE .
5-C 0-5 s-C 0-8 8-C 0-5
Mean percentage of tlme rhlldren epent in various actjvities

Reedlrg, ertlﬂg. )

Discussing 54.7 59.0 55.9 56.0 32.8 39.3
Waiting, Listening,

Passive 31.9* 22.7 29.3 21.9 42.8* 28.3
Educational Games,

Cooperative Work,

Doing, not in

Large Group 5.8 6.3 3.6 6.2 4.8 15.8
Educational Games,

Cooperative Work,

Doing, in Large -

Group 1.8 1.8 0.9 5.0 10.5 6.3
Free Play, Social '

Talk 5.8% 9.9 10.1 10. 8 8.3 9.2
Deviant 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.8 1.2

Mean percentage of ‘time ehlldren epeet in various greuplnge

Alone Z4i3 38.3 22.0 26.3 8.0 15.1
Student/Student 4.6 7.9 2.7 5.9 3.2 6.5
Small Group with _ :

Adult 5.5 6.1 14.4 5.8 9.8 21.9
Small Group without ' : :

Adult 15.4 17.7 1.5 5.0 2.1 7.6

- Tutorial 1.3 3.3 3.1 2.2 0.8 0.4

Lerge Group 48.9 26.7 56.4 54.8 76.0% 48.5

~Mean number of movements observed per child per minute -
Direeted Movement L0217 .045 .027 043 020 . 044
Task Movement .068* .108 .081# 117 L038%% 120
Non-Task Movement .031% .057 .033* .056. .020%*| ,066
Deviant Movement .000 .000 ..001 .001 .002 002
Total Mevement J120%* | 211 .142% .218 080** .232
N (ﬁlaesreemsj 117 22 il 22 11 22

5= C
0-5

Self—centelned eleesreeme
.Open-space classrooms

*leferenee significant at .05 level or 1eee
**leferenee e;gn;flcent at .01 level or less
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TABLE 3

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities
and Various Groupings, and Mean Number of Movements
per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Subject

READING MATHEMATICS SDCIAL STUDIES
/SCIENCE

Mean percenfage Df time chlldren spent in various activities

Readlng, Writing,
Discussing - ~ 57.6 56.0 S 37.1
Waiting, Listening, - - ) - -
Passive - ) - 25.8 . 24.4 33,1
Educ. Games) Not Lg. ' ) - - ) )

Coop. Work ) Group 6.1 5.3 o 12,1

Doing ) Lg. Grp. | 1.8 1 3.6 ﬁf; 1.7

Free Play,

Social Talk B 8.5 ) 10.6 o 8.8

DEV1ant Aﬁi ] 771 6. 1 Q;lf ] 1.1 B
Mean per:entage of time children spent in various grnuplngs

 Alone 1 336 "24.8 B 12.
Student/Student } 6.8 | 4.8 . 5.
Small Group o - - -
without Adult 5.9 ) 8.6 - 17.9
Small Group ) . ) ) - o -
with Adult - 17,

2

e

Tutar;al 7_7f,

Mean number Df movements abserved per ch;ld per minute

Directed
Movement - - .037 , - .038 B .036
Task - ' ) - o )
Movement i , - .095 o .105 ) ~.093
~Non-Task - ' -
Movement B i ) .049 ) .049 I - ,050
Deviant - ' o ) _ o i
Movement ) L0000 ) _.001 .002
Total o - ' ) o
ggyement

N CCIESSTGOmS) B 33 32 - .33




TABLE 4
Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities

and Various Groupings, and Mean Num. 2r of Movements per
Child per Minute, Analyzed by Teacher Control Orientation and

TEACHER CONTROL ORIENTATION Pearson
. — — Correla-
@1@@1& Informal tion

Group ,

Formal

Mean percentage of time children spent in various activities

Reading, Writing, Discussing 47.1 52.8 48.0 -.23
Waiting, Listening, Passive 32.6 25.8 27.2 .38*
Educational Games, Cooperative
Work, Doing, not in Large
Group 7.2 6.:
Educational Games, Cooperative
Work, Doing, in Large Group 1.8
Free Play, Social Talk 10.
Deviant 0.9

L]
s
-
ey
]
Tk
L]
-

|
L 1 M
et
S
L D ~3
1
o]
L]

6.¢
84,
0.3

Mean percentage of time childrer spent in various groupings

Alone 18,
Student/Student 2
Small Group without Adult 6.
1
1
9

26.
9.
17.
10.
1.
34.

2

»
W

S O B

Small Group with Adult 1
Tutorial
Large Group 59.

B Lr«l '\I [=3] LD o
N R RIT
W\ﬂﬂm -~y O - ;

*

51,

Mean number of movements observed per child per minute

Directed Movement 030 .044 .029 -.06
Task Movement .072 .100 (119 -, 41%*
Non-Task Movement .042 .045 .065 -.35
Deviant Movement .002 - .001 .001 .29
Total Movement 147 .190 .213 -.36*

N (Classrooms) 8 17 8 33

Note: In computation of Pearson correlations, formal Control Orientation
was defined to be high.

*Significant at ,05 or less
**Significant at .01 or less




TABLE 5
Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities
and Various Groupings, and Mcan Number of Movements
per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Principal Control Orientation,
by School Type

SELF CDNTAINFD CL;S RDDM% QP}N SP;\LF SCI!DDLS
7 Fum:ipal Cantrﬂl Qr;cntatmn o
Fo*rm*al o 'Eﬂifjmrml T Formal | Informal
Mean percentage of time chlldren spent in variaus‘agtiv;tles
Readmg, Nr;tmg, - . 1 1 T
Discussing 46,0 | 56.0 52.4 | 50.8
. Waiting, Listening, 7
Passive - _ 37.5 22,2 249 | 23.9
Educ. Games) Not Lg. S -
Coop. Work )_ Group i 3.8 8.9 7.0 | 11.1
Doing ) Lg. Grp. | 5.2 1,0 | 3.6 | 5.1
Free Play, ' '
Social Talk | 7.4 11.2 11.4 8.9
Dev:Lant ’ ) ' 7Q.77 0.9 0.2

Mean pertentage af time chlldren spent in various grcupmgs

Alone ~ 13.8 ~ 37.5 ~ 25.8 27.1
Student/Student | 3.5 ) 3.7 | 5.8 | 7.5
Small Group ) 1 i
without Adult , 1 8.3 _ 16.9 5.9 14.9

Small Group

with Adult ) 5.1 11.7 9.3 | 10.7

Tutarlal ”7f;ﬂi' ] 1.7 W;;,;F%,zrf,,,: 2.0 1.9
Mean number of movements observed per child per minute

Directed T 1 i B

Movement _ .019 .037 036 |  .050

Task ) ) )

Movement . ,053 __.lo4 - ,108 | .120

Non-Task - - - S -

Movement R .022 056 |  .052 | . 066

Deviant ' B ,

Movement . .000 |  .001 | .002 | .001

Tntal

i
1
T
i
i
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TABLE 6

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities

and Various Groupings,

and Mean Number of Movements

per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Mean Grade Level Taught

GRADES
1, 2 & 2/3

GRADES
3,46§4/5

GRADES
4/5/6, 5, 5/6 & 6

ent in various acti

Mean percentage ef time children sp activities
Reading, Writing, ' o B
Discussing 48,7 54.1 - 47.9
Waiting, Listening,
Passive - 2B.2 22.9 32.2
Educ. Games) Not Lg. ' i
Coop Work ) Group , 8.0 \ 9.6 6.0
Doing_ ) Lg. Grp. 7.1 36 | 2.4
Free Play, ) - )
Social Talk 7.7 9.3 11.0 7
Denent. B } 7&.4 ] 0.4 0.5 -
Mean pereentage ef time children spent in various groupings
Alone - 25.5 25.1 - 20.6
Student/Studeﬁt 5.1 7.1 4.9
Small Growp | B . o o
without Adult 12.3 13,1 7.0 .
Small Group )
with Adult 9.7 8.3 8.6
Tutorial - 2.6 j 1.9 1.2
Large Greu - 44,9 ~ 44.6 - 57.7

Mean number ef movements ebserved per child per minute

Directed N -
Movement .061 .020 .030 )
Task B ) o
Movement - .114 .096 - .082
Non-Task - ] ) o o
Movement .053 - .052 B .043
Deviant i N -
Movement - .001 001 .001
Total - )
Movement .229 .1

N (Classrooms) 11 11 11.
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TABLE 7

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities
and Various Groupings, and Mean Number of Movements
per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Mean Grade Level Taught,
by Subject

READING MATHEMA ICS SOCIAL STUDIES/
SCIENCE

Grade Level: 1-2] 3-4] 5-6 1-2| 3-4| 5-6) 1-2 | 3-4 | 5-6

Mean percentage of time children spent in various activities

Readlng, Writlng,
Discussing 56.3| 63.2| 53.2|| 53.8| 59.7 | 54.51/35.9 [39.5 {36.0

Waiting, Llétening, B ' A o
Passive - 24.4] 20.5{ 32.5)| 20.5]| 24.1[28.6139.8 {24.0 |35.4
Educ. Games) Not Lg. o - ' )
Coop. Work ) _Group 7.3 7.4 3.74 7 5.5
Doing ) Lg. Grp.| 2.3} 2. 2 9. 0.7
Free Play,
Social Talk o 9.6| 6.8

0

”‘w X

Dev1anth

7]
o]
[-i
m\
e
s
It
=
ey
w0

Mean percentage of time chlldren spent in various
Alone _ 38.5] 35.5] 26.8]] 27.9] 27.5] 19,

1 2 115

Student/Student | 6.3] 8.2| 5.9] 5.8] 7.1 1.6] 3.1 597
Small Group - ' - ) .

" without Adult 8.2 a.2| s.3) 12.6| 3.8] 9.5]l16.1 {31.2 | 6.3
Small Group B - | o
with Adult 19.
Tutorial .
3

Larg_‘Graup - 2;; 43.0] 4 5 6 6 6

Mean number of movements observed per child per minute

Directed , 1
Movement ) .0621 .017( .032|| .055].026 | .032] .065 |{.018 |.025
Task ) ) ) ' K B
Movement B B |.118| .089 | .077| .124| .108 | .083 | .100 |.092 .086
Non-Task o ) ) -
Movement - .059 | .045] .042|| .048 | .064 | .034 |[.051 |.048 |.052
Deviant - ' - 1 RS
Movement B , |.000 ] .000 | .001j .000{ .001 | .002 ) .002 |.00z |.001
Total ' - : ’ ]
Mgvement

1,150 | .219 |.161 |.164
— — — |

B ————

N (Classraams)

WLt S T, el PG n E oD e L .
L .
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TABLE 8

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities

and Various Groupings,

and Mean Number of Movements

per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Number of Grade Levels
Taught by Team, Open-Space Schools Only

1 GRADE LEVEL
TAUGHT BY TEAM

2 AND 3- GRADE LEVELS
TAUGHT BY TEAM

Mean pertentage gf time Ehlldi‘én spent in

activities

variaus

Readlng. Writing,

Discus-ing 51.4 __51.6

Waiting, Listening, - i o
Passive - 21.4 1 29.5

Educ. Games) Not Lg. - R i

Coop. Work ) Group 11.4 5.9 _
Doing ) Lg. Grp. 5.5 '7;’ - 2.4

Free Play, = - - )

Social Talk 10.0 9.9

DeV1ant ] 0.4 0.7

Mean percentage af time children spent in

various ETQUPlﬂES

Alone - 27.5 24,9
Student/Studentifﬁ - ' 8.6 3.7
Small Group - -
without Adult 14,3 i 5.9 _
Small Group - O
with Adult . o 10.0 _ 10.3 ]
Tutorial l 2.0 1.8 -

: 37 ,73,,4

Mean nu;nber @f movements abser\red per Chlld per minute

Directed

Movement .050 - .034

Task - -
Movement 124 - .100
Non-Task ) ]
Movement .068 046
Deviant -
Movement . 001 .001 ,
Total B - )
anement _ 181




-97-

TABLE 9

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities
and Various Groupings, and Mcan Number of bMovements
per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Number of Grade Levels Taught
by Tcam, by Subject, in Open-Space Schools Only

Reading Mathematics S@gi%ISStuéics/
- s S Science
o Number of Grade Levels L
1 2/3 1 2/3 1 2/3
Mean pércentage of time children spent in various activities:
Reading, Writing, T ] B - -
Discussing 60.3 | 56.7 | 53.8 | 60.0 40.0 38.2
Waiting, Listening, | ) N
Passive 18.3 | 30.5 21.7 | 22.3 24.1 35.7
Educ. Games) Not Lg. ) ) - o 1 )
Coop. Work ) Group 7.8 3.6 6.4 5.7 20.0 _ 8.3
Doing ) 1g. Grp.| 2.3 | 1.0 || 6.5 | 2.3 | 7.7 | 3.9
Free Play, o B ) B
Social Talk 11.0 8.0 11.5 9.6 7.5 12.1
Dev;ant . . 1 | 0.2 0.1 ] 0.1 ;;; 1.9
Mean percentage Df time children spent in various grauplngs
Alone - 72.3 [ 31.3_ || 25.5 | 27.8 14.7 | 15.7
Student/Student 10.1 | 4.1 || 7.3 | 3.6 || 83 | 3.5
Small Group B 1T 1 )
without Adult 8.1 2.4 6.5 4.5 28.3 - 10.6
Small Group 1 _ '
with Adult , 15.0 | 22.5 4.4 | 6.0 10.6 2.4
Tutorial | 3.8 2.2 || 1.8 | 29 | 05 | 0.2
;L:,aﬁr'ge Group 1 %76 37 -5__ 54;6 55.3 Il 37.5 _67.6
Mean number of movements EbsEI‘VEd per child per minute
DlrEEtEd o - ) T - o i “ - —
Movement - .050 | .037 .049 | 033 | .051 .031
Task - ) ' 1 N ' ) )
Movement 114 .099 .120 | .112 .139 | .088
Ncn—Task - ) I B - ) 1
Movement .068 | .040 .062 | .047 .074 | .052
Deviant ) I - B
Movement - _.000 | .000 | .000 | .002 ,002 001
Total o - ' R -
Mgvemeﬁﬁtﬁiﬁi _ .232 | .175 || .231 | .194 . 266 172
N (Classra@ms) 14 8 14 8 14 8
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TABLE 10

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities
and Various Groupings, and Mean Number of Movements
per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Teacher Report of Hours Spent
per Week in Cooperative Teaching, Open-Space Schools Only

0 - 3 HOURS 4 - 10 HOURS MORE THAN 10 HOURS
COOPERATIVE COOPERATIVE COOPERATIVE
TEACHING TEACHING TEACHING

Mean percentage of time children spent in various activities

Reading, Writing, | - - o -
Discussing - 47.4 54.6 | 53,1
Waiting, Listening, | - B '

Passive . 28.2 |  23.4 o 20.7

Educ, Games) Not Lg. | I '

Coop. Work ) Group | 8.6 7

) Ly 4.9 - 9

Doing ) Lg. Grp,
Free Play,

Social Talk 10.4
Deviant 0.8.

Mean percentage of time children spent in various groupings

Alone 1 a0.9 29.6 — 30,0
Student/Student | = 6.4 4.6 1 _ 9.4 .

Small Group _
without Adult | 12,0 5.9 - ) 15.7
Small Group -
with Adult , 10.0 10,
Tutorial ’ 1

' o 1!3 77 L 777
Large Group 495 | 466 1 _ 8t

Mean number of movements observed per child per minute

Directed
Movement . ..ba8 | - . 049 _ .034
Task - : ) )
Movement = 102 | .100 .146
Non-Task | . '
Movement = , .057 - ,049 i 073
Deviant ] )
Movement , , -~ .002 .001 , 002
Total o - ' )
Movement = .209 0 | .109¢

N (Classrooms) | 8




TABLE 11

Mean Percentage of Time Children Spent in Various Activities
and Various Groupings, and Mean Number of Movements
per Child per Minute, Analyzed by Number of Teachers in Team

SELF-CONTAINED | 2-MEMBER | 3- AND 4- | 6- AND 8-
CLASSROOMS TEAMS- MEMBERK MEMBER

TEAMS TEAMS

Mean percentage of time children spent in various activities

Reading, Writing,

Discussing ) 47.8 52.2 __49.7 _56.9
Waiting, Listening, ' - }
Passive 347 6.3 | 23.0 __20.8

Educ. Games) Not Lg.

Coop. Work ) _Group 4.7 8.2 11.8 - 3.8
Doing ) Lg. Grp. 4.4 5.9 2 T 4.4
Free Play,
Social Talk , 8.1 7.2 12.0 13.6
Dev1ant '77 0.3 0.3 |. 0.7 | 0.6

. Mean percentage af time chlldren spent in various graupmgs
Alone — 18.1 | 26, 5 | 26. 7 |  25.7
Student/Student B 3.5 5.0 9.2 3.5
Small Group - - o -
without Adult 9.9 | 9.6 ~ 14.5 3.2
Small Group ) - ) o -
with Adult . 6.3 - 9.4 12.0 4.6
Tutorial ' 1.7 2.3 1.8 1.1
LareGreuf } - 6( {5 ,7;1 35.8 52. |

Directed B
Movement , 023 061 | 027 | .044
Task - 1 ) -
Movement o 062 117 L117 -, 097
Non-Task - ) S ' 1
Movement o .028 054 069 | .045
Deviant o ) - i .
Movement L - 001 001 - .002 .001
Total 1 1 .
Mavement 777777 ) 7 .14 | .232 |- ,215 | .188
11 10 10 2
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APPENDIX D

" SAMPLE OF FEEDBACK TO PARTICIPANTS IN THE STUDY
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SCHOOL OF EDUCATION

STANFORD UNIVERSITY

STANFORD CENITER FOR RFSEARCH AND 770 Welch Road, Palo Alto Cabilorng 94104
DEVELOPMENT IN TEACHING Area Codle a1}

1212300 exr 4717
2 September 1971

Dear Teacher or Principal:

This letter is to thank you for the help you gave me last Spring vhile I was gathering
date in your school, and to give you some feedback on the information I collected.

Enclosed you will find a summary of the main findings of the study, a sheet giving six
amall charts, a sheet about a "Control Orientation" Index, and another sheet giving a
lot of very detailed figures. The six charts show how your team scored on six basic
measures of what your children were doing during our abservations--these measures are
described in the summary. Your scores are compared to the averages of the eleven
self-contained and twenty-two open-space classrooms that were observed. (1f you are

a principal, you only get the two averages, and not the scores for your teachers.)

The charts are very simple measures and are averages over Reading, Mathematics and
Social Studies or Science. A full summary of the observations in your clagsroom 1s
given on the sheet with detailed figures, again compared to the averages for the two
kinds of classroom studied.

The "Control Orientation" Index is mentioned in the summary and is deseribed in more
detall on the enclosed sheet. The Index was calculated from your answers to our
questionnaire; the sheet reports your score on the Index.

To my surprise (!), virtually all the data from the study gave clear results. The
results are particularly useful as a basis for future research by the Environment for |
Teaching Project, for which I have been working. The {identification code for your

once again, many thanks for your cooperation.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this further, please contact the
Environment for Teaching Program at the above address and telephone number. The full
report will come out as a Technical Report from the Stanford Center for Research and
Development in Teaching sometime in 1972. 1f you are interested in seeing it, please
contact Mr. Bruce Harlow, Dissemination Coordinator, at the above address.

Yours sincerely,

éj;%é4§a gfdi;:béigﬁ '“;Lgé%;ii?k‘
7 Erika Lueders=5almon
ELS/jkd
encls.
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on_the "Control Orientation™ Index

Each * represents one team or one taacher from a self-contained classroom.

Your score is circled.

.
PO TR A
Infamalgfl—z';@:i R ) ,” P Sl NI ST N B L4 5 “ﬁamsl
o 15 20 25 30 35

This index was designed to find out how teachers feel about having more

or less controlled classrooms. E.g. you were asked whether you agreed or dis-
agreed with the statement "In general, school children should be allowed a
lot of freedam.aa they carry out learning activities". Teachers who atrongly
disagreed with this and similar questions received a high score on the index

/ and are described as having a formal "Control Orientation'; teachers who
received a low score are deacribed as having an informal "Control Orientation”.
For teams, 8 score was obtained by averaging the scores of its members. There
were no significant differences between the scorem of tecachers from melf-

contained classrooms and those from open-space achools.
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