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INTRODUCTION

This report is the second study to evaluate the SEF Schools from the standpoint

of the teachers and students who use them. It differs from the earlier one in
that some schools had been operating for three years (as opposed to one year)

and in that it includes seven intermediate level schools. In this study con-
siderably more attention has been given to program and to questions about open
plan, as distinct from SEF, schools. But because only SEF schools were included,
comparisons between open plan and traditional plan schools are not possible.
Unfortunately it was not possible to make direct measures of the academic and
non-academic performance of the students. (Appendix VI reviews research on
academic achievement in open plan schools.) '

The usual qualifications that customarily accompany research reports are warranted-.
There is considerable certainty about the raw findings and considerable caution .-
about explaining them. Readers interested in obtaining an overview of the find-
ings are referred to Chapter 4. The extensive appendices are intended primarily

as aids to other researchers.

Many people helped with the report. The Ontario Institute for Studies in
Education and the Institute for Behavioral Research at York University perfor-
med the statistical analyses. The principals of the SEF schools were most
helpful in arranging the data collection. The time and energy of the teachers
and students who completed the questionnaires is much appreciated. They also
helped enliven the report by providing the quotations sprinkled throughout it.
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CHAPTER 1

BACKGROUND

1. Open Plan Research

Research on open plan schools has repeatedly emphasized the dearth of research

on open plan schools.  The building of open plan schools began in the late 1950's,
accelerated during the 1960's, but there was only a smattering of research on

such schools during this period. Even the words 'open', '"openness', '"open-
mindedness'" were rare in the research literature. 1In the retrospective index
volume to Dissertations Abstracts International which covers the years 1939 -
1969, there are only a couple of dozen entries under ''open'. 'None of these

refer to open space. The heading ''Open Plan Schools' does not appear in Education
Index until Vol. 21, July, 1970. The same heading is in the ERIC Thesaurus for
1970 but during 1970 and even 1971 there are only a minor number of entries.

There was a fair amount of research being done on non-gradedness, team teaching,
individualization, but there was no rush into research on open plan schools.
Individual school boards were among the first into the field.! And school boards
have continued their interest by sponsoring some of the more extensive studies .2
Individual open plan schools, educational research institutes, schools of education,
teachers' federations, a sprinkling of reports from Australia, England and New
Zealand, and a virtual flood of doctoral students have produced over 125 studies

in the last four years. There are no overall definitive conclusions. Some

findings are contradictory, many are inconclusive.

Many studies were done at one point in time, some during the first year of a
school's operation. Many do not define the type of open plan school; the large
majority do not define differing types of programs; very little research has been
done at the intermediate level. Despite the vaunted importance of the library
resource centre in open plan schools, little research has been done in this area.

The studies vary. A brief look through many of their introductory reviews of
related literature and research indicates the breadth of the research in the
field. However, it also indicates that researchers have taken a shotgun approach
to look at open plan schools and to find instruments which would measure what was

" really happening. Many researchers found existing instruments unsuitable for

1. See Bibliography of Research on Open Plan Schools, App. V, p.248-258; Halton
County; 1970 - Calgary, Edmonton (Fowler), Howard County, Maryland (Johnson),

Saskatoon, Vancouver (McRae).
2. In Ontario: Metropolitan Toronto School Board; Wentworth County S.S.
Board; York County School Board. In U.S,: Broward County, Florida.
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open plan schools and worked to develop their own. While academic achievement
has been examined in more than 20 studies there are, as yet, no clear consistent
trends; a review of the available studies is in Appendix VI, p. 60-69.

Measures of non-academic performance in open plan schools have been talked
about, but not extensively developed.1 Certainly the relationship between
styles of teaching in open plan and students' attitudes toward information and
their willingness and skill in working together have not been explored.

2. SEF Building System And E5

Metropolitan Toronto has a two-tiered educational system: the six Area Boards
(East York, Etobicoke, North York, Scarborough, Toronto and York) have autonomy

"in teaching methods, curriculum and the employment of teachers; the Metropolitan

Board has the overall responsibility for the capital and current budgets.

The Study of Educational Facilities (SEF) was established in 1966 under the
sponsorship of the Metropolitan Toronto School Board, with financial assistance
from Educational Facilities laboratories (EFL) of New York City and the
Ontario Department of Education.

Faced with both rising school costs and the need for new facilities, the School
Board's initial objective in organizing SEF was to obtain a building system of
modular parts which would offer an up-to-date learning environment, without
increasing costs. A full time staff was appointed to carry out the project work.

Studies of the educational requirements for the various school levels were con-

ducted by SEF educational research officers, with assistance from consultants

representing the Area Boards of Education and the Department of Education. The

results of their findings were published in three reports.

El: Educational Specifications and User Requirements for
Elementary (K-6 Schools)

E2: Educational Specifications and User Requirements for
Intermediate Schools

E3: Educational Specifications and User Requirements for
Secondary Schools

Because this project was carried out in a metropolitan political framework,

the building system had to meet certain unique demands. One of these was
satisfying the differing education requirements of each area board. The. system
had to allow enough choice and variation to accommodate local needs and
preferences. Each board selected its own architect(s). Thus, although each
school was made from identical parts, few schools look exactly alike.

1. A recent study developed an instrument to measure social and emotional factors.
Richard A. Musemeche and Sam Adams, ''Open Space Schools and the Non-Cognitive
Domain," CEFP Journal (September-October 1974): 4-6.

2. TFor further information see: Metropolitan Toronto School Board, "A Chromno-
logical Annotated Bibliography of the Metropolitan Toronto School Board",

SEF B-3 rev. ed., (Toronto, 1973).

3. A limited number of these reports are still avallable from McGraw-Hill Co. of

Canada, 330 Progress Avenue, Scarborough, Ontario. Attn: Mr. Peter Bradley.
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'Each of these reports describes the facilities needed at each school level -
elementary, intermediate and secondary. Program developments and educational
trends affect the need for and type of space. SEF reports emphasize the necessity
for maximum flexibility; all interior walls and associated electrical, mechanical,
heating and ventilating equipment should be easily and economically relocatable.
Such schools can be spatially responsive to educational programs rather than
inhibiting to development and change.

Every area in the school from kindergarten to technical education facilities
was described in detail. Common to all three levels were the need for library
resource centres, music areas, physical education facilities, visual arts areas

and administration centres.

The architects on the SEF technical staff in cooperation with outside consultants
prepared performance specifications for the First SEF Building System. The
building was seen as ten sub-systems and the successful bidder for each sub-
system was awarded a contract for all the schools in the project (1,000,000
square feet gross guaranteed minimum) .

Based on the excellent performance of the first series of schools, the perfor-
mance specifications were revised and the Second SEF Building System1 was
tendered. The Second System schools, retained the environmental qualities

and flexibility of the First System but at considerably improved first costs.

While the SEF building system did not dictate open areas, all the Area Boards

in Metropolitan Toronto designed their SEF schools with varying degrees of open
3

space.

Prior to the opening of the schools, plans were developed for an evaluation.

The study was designed by the SEF academic staff with assistance from an outside
consultant. It was decided that for the first year of the study the investi-
gation would be on a broad basis and would include only elementary (K~6) schools.

The results of this study.were published as E5: Academic Evaluation: An Interim
Report (1971).4 Secondary analysis was conducted at York University with the

1. TFor additional information on the technical aspects see the following SEF
publications: Introduction to the First SEF Building System, T.l, 1968,
Various paging (OUT OF PRINT). Specifications for the First SEF Building
System, T.2, 1968, various paging (OUT OF PRINT). Catalogue of the First
SEF Building System, 2 Vols., 1969 ($50.00 plus $5.00 mailing and handling
charges). The Metropolitan Toronto School Board SEF Building System; Sub-
System Proposals for the First SEF Building System, T.7, 1971, various paging,
{$10.00 plus 51.00 mailing and handling charges). Specifications for the
Second SEF Building System, T.8, 1972, various paging ($15.00 plus $1.50
mailing and handling charges).

2. A complete list of the SEF buildings including their size and cost is presented
as Appendix VIII, p. 268.

3. See variety of floor plans in Appendix IX, p. 269.

4. A summary of the findings from E5 are in Appendix VIIL, p. 265.
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support of a Grant-in-Aid for Educational Research and Development from the
Ontario Ministry of Education.l

These two reports, E5 and the secondary analysis, dealt primarily with users'
satisfaction and utilization of their environment in eight SEF open plan schools.
The basis for comparison was four non-SEF open plan schools, and four non-SEF
traditional plan schools.

1. Jerome T. Durlak, Joan Lehman and. Janet McClain, The School Environment: A
Study of User Patterns, Ontario Ministry of Education, Grants-in-Aid of
Educational Research (Toronto: York University, 1973), 40 p.
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CHAPTER 2
METHODOLOGY

1. Instruments

The teachers' and students' questionnaires used in the earlier study (E5) formed
the basis for the development of those used in the current study.1 As a result
of numerous visits to open plan schools and discussions with students, teachers

~and principals working there, extensive revisions were made. The growing

literature on open plan schools and the more extensive experience of practitioners
extended our interests beyond questions of satisfaction with and utilization of
physical facilities.

The questionnaire used for students contained 65 questions; 27 of these were
identical with and six very similar to questions in E5. The teachers' instru-
ment was longer and more sophisticated. It had 71 direct questions, 33 of the
71 questions were identical to E5 questions, and 14 were similar. Four new
sections were added to the original teacher questionnaire. Firstly, in a 14
item section concerning the Ideal Open Plan School, teachers rated each item

on a seven point scale as a good or poor description of their school. The items
included three about students, three about teachers, two about principals and
four about the building. Secondly, the Canter Environmental Assessment consisted
of 10 pairs of bipolar adjectives (e.g. adequate-inadequate). Teachews rated
the school building as a whole, the area in which they spent most of their time,
and the library on a seven point scale for each pair of descriptive adjectives.

‘Thirdly, the 30 item Dimensions of Schooling Questionnaire (DISC) measured

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

program openness. The first six items applied to the total program of the
school and the remaining 24 to a specific subject. Teachers were asked to
respond to each item in terms of what they perceived to be actually happening
in their school or classroom situation. The items were ranked according to the
frequency of occurrence in the teacher's classroom. Teachers were instructed
nq;”to rank items which did not apply to their own situations. The final
sgction consisted of two open-ended questions.

All the instEuments are reproduced in the Appendix together with response
frequencies.

1. E5 also included a questionnaire for neighbours and parents, and an
Observation Schedule.
2. Student Questionnaire is Appendix I, p. 195-204; Teacher Questionnaire is
Appendix III, p. 207-243.
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2. Data Collection

During February and March, 1973, semi-structured interviews were held with the
23 principals of SEF schools Information about the neighbourhood, enrolment,
staffing, program, and changes in the school bulldlng was collected. The
purposes and thrust of the study were discussed and a schedule established for
the administration of the questionnaires.

The questionnaires were pretested with 20 teachers and 55 students in one K-6
school. As a result, minor changes were made in the wording of questions, and
some response categories were changed. One concern was that the teachers'
questionnaire would be too long; teachers were asked to time each section. The
variation in amount of time required by individual teachers to complete the
questionnaire was from 30 minutes to 75 minutes, with the average being 45
minutes.

The revised .questionnaires were administered by three members of the SEF staff
in the 22 schools between March and May of 1973.

3. Dissemination of Results to Schools

Fach school received the overall results for all 22 schools, and for each
level (K-6 and 7-9) for every variable, as well as tabulated results for their
own school. These data made it possible for them to compare the results from
their school with the total sample, and with the average of other schools at
their level. Two explanatory sheets were provided with the tabular summaries.
In addition, the actual answers to the open-ended questions from both students
and teachers were sent to all schools.

4, Analysis

The answers to all questions were manually coded onto large code sheets, and
then checked. The data were keypunched at York University Survey Research. The
first decks of student cards were manually checked back against the code sheets
and no errors were found.

Programs from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) were used
to produce frequency distributions. After combining some categories, dropping
"no responses' and developing several scales, an extensive series of two-
variable tables (cross tabulations) were prepared.

Several statistical measures were available in the SPSS programs. The two

used for most of our interpretation were the Chi-square and the related
Contingency Coeffirient which indicate whether the pattern of results was other
than random. For our purposes, any distributions which were likely to occur

by chance alone more than five times in a hundred (.05) were considered non-
significant.

The scoring of DISC was done at OISE where the technique was developed. As the
items were of varying length, different weightings were applied to each answer.
The questionnaire relied on teachers' perceptions of the school and the programs
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of instruction. The scoring method yields scores that range between 0 and 1,
the higher the score, the more open the program. Based on a mean score,
teachers' scores were dichotomized into a high or low DISC score. DISC scores
were cross-tabulated against both teacher and student variables.

In some schools teachers agreed about the kind of program being conducted in
their school; in other schools there was a_wide discrepancy in how the teachers
saw the program. The DISC consensus scorelfor each school measures this variance.
The relationship between this DISC consensus measure and other teacher variables
was investigated. '

The open-ended questions for teachers on concerns about working in open plan,
and advice to teachers going into open plan for the first time were coded into

four general categories: students, teachers, program and environment. The
students' responses to the question, 'What would you tell a visitor about your
open plan school?'" were classified according to 19 possible categories. In

each case the reference was rated as positive, negative or mixed. 1If the coder
could not determine whether the response was positive or negative, it was
coded '"meutral'.

The analyses of the Ideal Open Plan School (IOP) and the Canter Environmental
Assessment data was done by the Survey Research Centre of York University. The
program which was used (RAVE) operates as a covariance matrix and analyzes every
possible subscale. It does not automatically discard items as does Item Analysis.
There was no need to remove any items either from the IOP or the Canter Scale

as all items were substantially single factors.

The overall Canter Environmental Assessment Scale had three highly reliable
scales: Teaching Area Scale, School Building Scale, and Library Scale.

The teachers' scores on the IOP Scale and the three scores of the Canter Scale
were cross tabulated with all variables.

5. Sample

A complete description of the sample of schools, teachers, and students is
provided in Chapter 3.

1. See glossary for details on DISC consensus score.

2. The detailed coding instructions are included in Appendix IIL, p. 205-206.
and Appendix IV, p. 244-247,
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CHAPTER 3
DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

Throughout the report percentages are used. Wherever numbers are not given,

it may be assumed that the percentages are within 10 of total sample or sub-
sample. For example, wherever the number of K-6 students fell below 567, or
the number of 7-9 students fell below 392, or the total number of students fell
below 969, the number (N) as well as percentages are given. Where there were
major differences between levels, the findings for K-6 schools and 7-9 schools
are presented separately. Similarly, where there were significant differences
between 7-9 teachers who worked in open areas and 7-9 teachers who worked in
enclosed areas, the findings are displayed separately. Where the differences
between the two levels were slight, the overall findings are discussed.

1. Sample Size
"The distribution of the sample by grade level is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Distribution Of Sample By Schools, Teachers And Students

K-6 7-9 Total
# of Schools 15 7 22
# of Teachers 340 195 535
# of Students 577 402 ) 979

2. Students

The total student population in SEF schools in February-March 1973 was 13,383,
From junior kindergarten to grade 6, the student enrolment was 9,367, and in
the senior public and junior high schools the enrolment was 4,016.

The enrolment in individual schools varied from 199 to 991. The student sample
consisted of fifty per cent of all grade 5's (N = 577) from the K-6 schools
(with the exception of one small school from which all 19 grade 5 students were
drawn), and twenty-five per cent of all grade 8 students from the 7-9 schools
(N = 402). The number of students surveyed from each school was determined in
proportion to the school size. Approximately six per cent of the total K-6
enrolment and approximately ten per cent of the 7-9 enrolment in SEF schools
were included in the sample.

<3
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3. Teachers

Size of staff varied from 9 to 43. All teachers and principals ia the SEF
schools were asked to participate in the study. From a total staff of 586,
questionnaires from 535 teachers and principals were collected, para-

professionals being excluded.

9_ -

a. Distribution of Staff by Position: Subject teachers made up the largest
proportion at both levels. One principal and one librarian did not answer the

questionnaire.

Table 2: Distribution Of Staff By Position

# # #

Position in School Overall K-6 7-9
Principal 21 15 6
Vice=~principal 10 6 4
Guidance 4 2 2
Chairman 41 7 34
Librarian 21 15 6
Subject Teacher ' 360 227 133
Kindergarten Teacher 45 45 , 0
Special Teacher 29 19 10
Not stated 4 4

N (535) (340) (195)

4., Schools

All the variables used to describe the schools are summarized in Table 10, p. 13.

a. Description of Schools by Beard

Table 3: Distribution Of Sample By Board

.
LEVETL
All K-6 7-9
w 3] w 3] w w
9] - L %] 1o L] (%] - L]
— @ ] — a o — ) =
0 = @ 0 = @ o R )
0 3] ] 0 3] ] 0 Q ]
K] (3] =] < (3] =] K= (3] =)
[} O] o Q V] o [§) ] i)
Area Board [9p] = [9p] [9p] = w [9p] [ w
East York 1 34 62 1 34 62 - -
Etobicoke 2% 37 56 2% 37 56 - - -
North York 6 139 267 3 46 89 3 93 178
Scarborough 7 139 290 4 72 130 3%% 67 160
Toronto 3 84 122 3 84 122 - - -
York 3 102 182 2 67 118 1%% 35 64
N 22 535 979 15 340 577 7 195 402

* K-5 only %% Grades 7-8 only




10.

While there were K-6 SEF schools in all boards, only North York, Scarborough and
York had intermediai= schools. The Etobicoke K-5 schools have been grouped with
the K-6 schools throughout this study.

b. Description of Sample by Year of Opening: The schools were in their first,
second and third year of operatiom.

Table .4: Distribution Of Sample By Year Of Opening

LEVETL
All K-6 " 7-9

w w w w w w

3 b = 3 b = e b °

(@] K [0)] @] K (0] @] = )]

fo] Q o @] (8] o @] Q o

Ko o =} K] [} =] K] I} o]

L [)] s (9] ] o L V] 4

Year Of Opening ) = ©n © #H© 0. = N
1970 10 228 388 9 203 323 1 25 65
1971 8 193 378 2 23 41 6 170 337
1972 4 114 213 4 114 213 - - -
N : 22 535 979 15 340 577 7 195 402

All but one of the schools which opened in 1970 and all the 1972 schools were
K-6. Analysis by number of years in operation was done only for K-6 level because
six out of the seven 7~9 schools had been operating the same length of time (2

years). The schools at each level were diverse on most other characteristics.

c. Description of Schools by Enrolment: Enrolment in SEF schools varied from
199 to 991. | |

Table 5: Distribution Of Sample By Enrolment

. LEVEL
All K-6 7-9

2 & 8 @ & 8 2 &2

o = L0 o = @ o £ 3]

o 3) o o 3] o o o s

K 3] =] K] fd =] K= [} o

(4] V] o QO [ o [§) () o

Size of Enrolment %) = n n = n n = n
Small (199-509) 8 137 283 5 70 123 3 67 160
Medium (547-666) 8 202 357 5 109 179 3 93 178
Large (717-991) 6 196 339 5 161 275 1 35 64
N 22 535 979 15 340 577 7 195 402

None of the small schools opened in 1970. The small and medium schools varied
with regard to level, rate of growth, rate of occupancy and district income.
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11.

All the large schools were in lower income districts and half were inner city
schools. TFive of the six large schools were K-6 replacement schools. Large
schools did not exhibit rapid growth rates but varied as to rate of occupancy.

d. Description of Schools by Rate of Growth in Enrolment: Several principals
mentioned in the interviews that the rate of growth affected program and staffing.
Examination of enrolments over a two to three year period, made it uvbvious

that some schools had expanded at an exceedingly fast pace. 1In one school the
initial enrolment grew by sixfold within a year. In another the enrolment
tripled}1 In two other schools the enrolment doubled and a fifth school's
enrolment grew by more than a third within a year. Four other schools with
moderate growth were groupad with the schools which exhibited stable or’ slightly

diminished enrolments.

Table 6: Distribution Of Sample By Rate Of Growth in Enrolment

LEVEL
All K-6 7-9

. ) a 0 @ 9] 2

& g = 3 b = 5 g =

0 = 3] 0 = a o = a

o 3] o o] 3] o ] 3) o

K= (3] =] i (] =] K] 0] =]

[¢] [V} o 3] [\ o [3) 0] ]

Rate of Growth % = " %) 2 " n 2 n
Very Fast 5 112 206 3 53 98 2 59 108
All Others 17 423 773 12 287 479 5 136 294
N 22 535 979 15 340 577 7 195 402

At the time of the study, none of the five fast growth schools had reached their
rated capacity, in fact three were still 30-70 per cent below rated capacity.
They represented a wide range of income levels.

e. Description of Sample by Rate of School Occupancy: The rate of occupancy

of each school was determined by calculating the enrolment as a percentage of

the rated capacity. Two schools had portables; in several K-6 schools the
number of junior kindergarten and kindergarten students exceeded design capacity.

The schools were classified as: (1) high occupancy - within 127 of capacity;
(2) medium occupancy - 15-229% below capacity; and (3) low occupancy = 30-70%

below capacity.

1. This school also experienced a change of feeder schools and grade levels.
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Table 7: Distribution Of Sample By Rate Of Occupancy 1

The eight high occupancy schools varied ih grade level, and district income.
Two were replacement schools. None displayed fast growth. None of the 1972
schools had reached their rated capacity. :

LEVEL
All K-6 7-9 1
w w w 3] w w
4 b o 3 5 E 4 8 =
o K= Q. o ) [0} o K= [J}
o 0 o o 3 ] ) 3 ]
K= o =} K] o =} K] [} =}
9] [} o 4] [J] I8} [3) (U] L]
Rate of Occupancy v & © © e v © & ©n
High (within 12%) 8 222 .414 4 109 180 4 113 234
Medium (15-22% below) 6 172 331 4 114 213 . 2 58 118
Low (30-70% below)" 8 141 234 7 117 184 1 24 50
N 22 535 979 15 340 . 577 7 195 402 l

The six schools which were 15-227% below rated capacity had opened in 1971 or 1972.
Three were replacement schools, five were in lower income districts and two had
experienced fast growth. They varied with respect to grade level and size.

All of the eight low occupancy schools had opened in 1970 and 1971. None were
large; one was a replacement. They were predominantly K-6 level schools and
three had experienced fast growth. The group varied on district income.

f. Description of Sample by Type of School (New or Replacement): The schools
were located in suburban developments except for six of the K-6 schools which
were built as replacements for existing schools. ’

Table 8: Distribution Of Sample By Type Of School (New Or Replacement)

LEVETL
All K-6 7-9

] w ] ] [9] [42]

(%] 19 EH) (%] ~ F] (%] %] o

— o - o — 9] o — g g

o o= a Q = [ o] e Q

9 0 o o 0 o 9 3} o

g 8§ EF 4 8§ E 4 i B

Type Of School 2! = ) 2] = n n ] )
Replacement 6 185 302 6 185 302 - - -
New 16 350 677 9 155 275 7 195 402
N 22 535 979 15 340 577 7 195 402

None of the replacement schools was small. None was subject to rapid growth;
- their enrolment was relatively stable. All six were in lower income areas.
Three were inner city schools.

27
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g. Descripﬁioﬁ of Sample by Socioeconomic Status (SES): Very detailed socio-

economic information was available from the 1971 census. Average income of a
school district was found to be co-related highly with the percentage of families
with an income below $10,000 (.95), educational level (.84), percentage
unemployment (.74), percentage of vacation homes owned (.73), and density (per=-
centage of families with more than 1.1 persons per room) (.85). Thus average
income was accepted as a satisfactory index of socioeconomic status and is used
as such throughout this report.

The 396 K-6 Metropolitan Toronto schools were ranked from 1 to 396 on the basis
of average income for each school district. On this ranking scale the K=-6 SEF
schools fell into two distinct groups: (1) low-middle income group with an
income range from $7,797 to $11,932, and rankings from 30-243; and (2) a high
income group with a range from $14,815 to $24,633 and rankings from 336 to 388.

In order to place the 7-9 schools into the ranking scale, the average income

of all the feeder school districts was computed for each 7-9 school. There
were no 7-9 schools below an average income of $11,055. Six of the seven
schools fell into a middle range of income $11,055 to $14,352 and the remaining
school drew students from the highest income brackets with an overall average
income for the district of $28,975.

Table 10: Distribution Of Sample By Socioeconomic Status

LEVEL
All K=-6 7=-9
'y 3 o a 8 @ o b
/3] .
o 2 5 o 2 5 g 2 5
o 3} o o 3} o o 3} o
R o . =i = o 3 o o 3
e & 2 8 & & 3 & &
Socioeconomic Status v & i i
Lower 13 341 587 10 248 405 3 .93 182
Higher 9 194 392 5 92 172 4 102 220
N 22 535 979 15 340 577 7 195 402

Lower income school districts in this study had an average income of $10,480,
while higher income districts had an average of $16,602. None of the schools in
higher income districts were large. No relationships were noted between district
income and most other characteristics - grade level, year of opening, or rate

of occupancy. However, all six replacement schools were in low income districts.
In fact, these schools constitute a special case because they were located in the
lowest income districts in the sample.

IN SUMMARY, the major school variables are level (K-6 or 7-9), year of opening
(1970, 1971, 1972), size, rate of growth, occupancy rates, type (new or replace-
ment), and socioeconomic status. The relationship between each of these school
variables and the teacher and student data is discussed in Chapter 10.
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CHAPTER 4
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This chapter is a summary of the findings, organized into coherent packages.

The raw distribution of responses (omitting non-responses) to each question by
students and teachers is presented in Appendix I and III.l The organization of

the appendix follows that of the questionnaires which were designed for the
convenience of the respondents. The items and sections have been rearranged in

this chapter in a somewhat more logical sequence. However, readers who wish to
read this summary chapter while referring to the raw data in the appendix should
have little difficulty relating the two. This chapter is based on basic frequency
data question by question. The relationships between various questions and patterns
of responses are treated in some detail in subsequent chapters.,

STUDENTS

Biographical Characteristics

Biographical data on the students included sex, age, birthplace, first language
spoken, and number of schools attended.

1. Sex And Age of Students

The student sémple was almost equally represented by both sexes at both school
levels. '

The student sample included only grade 5 and grade 8 students, and the age range
reflects this. Almost 3 in 5 of the K-6 sample were ten years or younger. The
vast majority of 7-9 students were 13 years or older. As the age of the students
corresponded so closely to their grade level, no additional age related results
are presented in this report.

2., Grade Level

Grade 5 students comprised 58.5% of the total sample of students while the
remaining 40.4% were from grade 8. These grades were used as the sample for
their respective levels. The results are reported for both grade levels with
every table throughout the report.

»

1. Appendix I, p. 195-204.
Appendix III, p. 207-243. 30
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3. Ethnicity

Over three-quarters of all students were born in Canada. Three-quarters also
reported English as their mother tongue and this finding held at both levels.

Table 11: Distribution Of Students By Birthplace

% % %

Birthplace Overall ‘K-6 7-9
Canada 76.9 75.9 80.8
Other 21.8 24.1 19.2
N | (966) (565) (401)

Table 12: Distribution Of Students By Mother Tongue

: % % %
Mother Tongue Overall K-6 7-9
English 74.5 76.8 77.4
Other 22.2 23.2 22.6
N _ (946) (557) (389)

The answers from the questions concerning students' birthplace and mother tongue
were combined to form the four categories of the Ethnic Scale.

Table 13: Distribution Of Students By Ethnic Scale

% % %
Overall K-6 7-9
Born in Canada -

English first language spoken ’ 65.0 63.4 67.4
English not first language spoken 13.0 12.6 13.6

Born outside of Canada -
English first language spoken 12.2 13.7 10.0
English not first language spoken 9.7 10.3 9.0
N (935) (546) (389)

In the schools which opened in 1972 the percentage of Canadian-born students with
English as their mother tongue dropped to less than 1 in 5. All four of these

schools were K-6 schools. Three of them were large schools in lower income districts,
one of which was classified as inner city at the time of the study.

4, MNumber Of Schools Attended By Students

Because mobility has been significant in other studies, information was
coliected about the number of schools students had attended.

»
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Table 14: Distribution -Of Students By Number Of Schools Attended

. % % %
Number of Schools Attended Overall K-6 7-9
1 or 2 schools 40.7 51.7 - 25.5
3 to 4 schools 36.1 31.3 43.3
5 or more schools 22.8 17.0 31.3

Compared to K-6 students, 7-9 students had more experience in a number of schools.
Nearly one-third had been in five or more schools, and another 2 in 5 in three to
four schools. Slightly more than half the K-6 students had attended only one or
two schools; nearly a 'third had attended three to four schools. Canadian born
students at both levels were more likely to have attended only 1 or 2 schools.

IN SUMMARY, the student sample was almost equally represented by both sexes at
both school levels. Over three-quarters were born in Canada, and reported English
to be their mother tongue. Predictably, the 7-9 students had more experience in

a number of schools.

Three variables: sex, ethnicity and the number of schools attended, will be
discussed further in the report in conjunction with the items to which they were
significantly related. Chapter 10 contains a summary of significant sex differences.

Affective Characteristics

The basic aspects of the students'situation were investigated by asking whether
they liked going to school, whether they liked working in open areas, how often
thev were bored in school, and their perceived level of freedom. The responses to
these questions are presented here. Some patterns of response which were dis-
covered to be related to other student characteristics are also noted.

1. Like Going To School

"I think the school is good because I ~ "My school is nice and I like it
like it." and I think it is better going to
school than not going."
K-6 Student 7-9 Student

Table 15 : Distribution Of Students By Percentase Who Reported That
They Liked Going to School

% % %

'Like Going To School Overall K-6 7-9
All of the time 29.4 35.8 20.4
Most of the time 33.0 24,9 44,8
Sometimes 26.1 25.9 26.6
Never . 11.2 13.4 8.2
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More than 3 in 5 students reported they generally liked going to school, more 1
than a third of the K-6 and a fifth of 7-9 students said they liked going "all
the time". A higher proportion of K-6 students claimed to never like school. l

2. Like Working In Open Areas ) |

"I like it and it is very cheery and bright. I like open complex
so you don't get bored and you can see and/or hear other classes.
You get to work in different areas and classes."

"I just moved here, and I love it more than any school I've
been to. I would tell them it isn't boring, lots of fun,
enjoyment, the open area is just great."

7-9 Students

Table ‘16: Distribution Of Students By Percentage Who Reported That
They Liked Working In Open Areas

A % A .

Like Working In Open Areas Qverall K-6 - . 7-9
All of the time 32.0 33.9 29.4
Most of the time 25.4 19.7 33.8
Sometimes 29.4 . 30.6 28.6
Never 12.7 15.8 8.2

-

-

d .
Students were almost equally positive about liking schodél and open areas. More
than half the students liked working in open areas all or most of the time; 7-9
students were more likely to report positively (63% vs 54%). Twice the proportion
of K-6 students compared to 7-9 students were negative about working in open areas
(16% vs 8%). :

"This school is a lot better than the old school I went to in Texas,
the school in Texas had no open areas. This school could be a
little bigger. It has a better resource centre than the old school.
This school you can talk in class and help each other. 1It's a
pretty good school."

K-6 Student

K-6 students with more experience in a variety of situations were more favourable
than other K-6 students about working in open areas. As the number of schools
attended increased, so did the proportion of K-6 students who said they liked
working in open areas all the time.
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3. Bored In School

Table 17: Distribution Of Students By Frequency Of Being

Bored In ‘School

% % %

Frequency Overall K-6 7-9
All of the time 6.8 7.4 6.3
Most of the time 13.6 13.3 14.3
Sometimes 56.3 49,7 66.8
Never 22.5 29.6 12.8

Only a small proportion of all students were bored all the time while most
students were bored at least sometimes. The number of students who were never
bored differed considerably between K-6 (30%) and 7-9 (13%). The similar
proportion reporting being bored all the time (7.47% and 6.3%) at both levels
suggests that more students do not 'turn-off" with extended schooling. . |

4, Perceived Freedom

"(I would tell a visitor)...About how open its areas are and how
easy it is on your mind, and the easiness feeling."

"It is very free and relaxed ... You can get a choice of what
you want most of the time."

"The school helps you feel more free and have more responsibility.
Most teachers are friendly and willing to help you."

""Whenever you are going out of the area you have to always tell
someone and you can never really go to a corner and read without
a teacher getting mad. There should be more free time and more
independence. This isn't a prison."

K-6 Students :

i
\
Three questions were asked to assess the students' perceptions of the amount of
freedom they had in school. These were: how often they got their own way in schooi,
how often they had free time in school, and how often they helped to make rules in i
school.

Table 18: Distribution Of Students By Frequency Of Perception Of
Getting Their Own Way In School
% % %
Overall K-6 7-9

Frequency

All the time 0 1.0
Most of the time .9 15.9
Sometimes 9
2

Never

60.5
22.7

N U=
0 oW~
. .
= P~O
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Despite some of the criticism of open plan schools that students ''do their own
thing", excess freedom is not a characteristic of SEF schools; only 14.47% of all
the students reported getting their own way "all or most of the time'. A certain
amount of freedom is -evident as over half reported that they ''sometimes' had
their own way in school. b

There were differences in the amount of perceived freedom at the two school levels;
33% of the K-6 students reported that they "never' got their own way compared to
22% of the 7-9 students.

"(My major concern is) ... that the limits of freedom are well
defined and understood by the students and that they are willing
to accept the extra load of responsibility this system requires
of them."

"Provide guidelines within which students know how free or
restricted they are."

"Open plan does not mean free school. Greater planning is re-
quired to utilize the open areas. Team work amongst teachers is
a must. You must be confident in your abilities because you are
constantly working with fellow teachers and being observed by
them. A primary goal in teaching open plan is to encourage co-
operation and respect amongst pupils, without this any program
will fail.
‘ K-6 Teachers

Table 19: Distribution Of Students By Frequency Of Perceiqu
Free Time In School

% % %

Frequency Overall K-6 7-9
Never 14.8 8.1 24.9
Less than once a week 30.0 28.4 33.2

1l - 2 times a week 30.8 32.5 29.5

3 - 4 times a week 13.3 16.8 8.6

5 or more times a week 9.8 14.2 3.8

No attempt was made to define the kind of free time, or the actual length of free
time. The question was designed to elicit from students their perceptions of
frequency of free time. Most students indicated that they had some free time in
school but compared to 7-9 level students, K-6 students reported that their free
time occurred much more frequently. Three times as many 7-9 students as K-6
students said they "never' had free time in school (25% vs 8%).

«
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Table 20: Distribution Of Students By Frequency Of He}ping
To Make Rules '

. % : % %
Number of Times Overall K-6 v 7-9
Never 69.4 65.0 176.5
Once this year 18.2 21.6 13.5
2 or more times this year 11.9 13.4 10.0

Students at both levels were not greatly involved in making rules at SEF schools.
Two-thirds of the students at the K-6 level and three-quarters at the 7-9 level
"never'" helped to make -rules. And of those students who had participated in rule
making, most reported that it had occurred only once during the year. Girls

had participated in rule making to a somewhat greater extent than boys.

Students' perceptions of freedom were related to differences in their backgrounds.
Students whose mother tongue was not English reported in a higher proportion than
other students that they got their own way '"all or most of the time.'" The trend
was stronger for foreign-born: more than one-quarter of students who were not
born in Canada and whose first language was other than English said they got
their way "all or most of the time'". This may well reflect differences in home
situations which lead to different perceptions of a standard of discipline in

the school. See Chart 1.

CHART 1: Distribution Of All Students By Ethnic
Scale (Place Of Birth And First Language
Spoken) AND Perceived Amount Of Freedom

Perceived
Freedom
I” All /most
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— Sometimes
@ | Never
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Mother Tongue: ) Not Eng. &, Eng. Not Eng.
65.0% - 13.0% 12.2% 9.7%
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IN SUMMARY, the majority of students liked going to school, liked working in open
areas, were occasionally bored and sometimes got their own way. Participation in
rule making was minimal. Differences in such background characteristics as sex,
number of schools attended, place of birth, and first language spoken were related
to some of these affective characteristics. '

The following summary of student data completes this overview. The unorthodox -
form' of this summary was made necessary by the range of topics and the necessity

for distinguishing between levels. Readers are reminded that detailed data is
contained in Appendix Ilfor all questions. '

Table 21: Summary Of Student Data
At Both K~6 7-9
Variable Levels Only Only Findings
Biographical characteristics
Sex X Equally represented.
Ethnicity X Three-quarters born in Canada and reported
English as mother tongue :
No. of schools X More likely to have attended more schools
Attended than K-6 students
Liked Going to X Majority liked going to school
School . o
Liked Working X Majority liked working in open areas

in Open Areas
Bored in school
Get own way
Rule-Making
Free time ‘ X Reporte
' Working Conditions in SEF Schools

Majority occasionally bored
Majority 'sometimes'" got own way in school

Particigation by students was minimal
more free time

<o

Crowdedness X 69% never found it too crowded
X 50% never found it too crowded
Privacy X 347 of teachers and students reported sufficient
privacy for students‘all/mosﬁ of the time
X 44% of teachers and students reported sufficient
privacy fr students all/most of the time
Noise X A problem at least sometimes
X More eof a problem than at 7-9 level
X Movement less of a problem than talking,
fooling or noise in general
X Source of noise made a difference; talking,

movement and general noise originating from
other classes bothered more students

X ‘ Fooling bothered more students if it
originated in their own class

1. See p. 195-204.
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At Both K=6 7-9
Variable Levels Only Only Findings
Evaluation of ‘Physical Environment
Exterior X 80% liked it
Appearance X 50% liked it
Interior About 90% liked it
Appearance
Importance of X Nearly three-quarters said it was important
Appearance X 64% said it was important
School Large majority liked it. Nearly two-thirds
Building liked it "a lot".
Lunchroom/ X 67% liked it
Cafeteria X 59% liked it
School Students not nearly as dissatisfied as teachers
Atmosphere X Less than 10% said it was often too warm. Two-
thirds said "sometimes' too warm
X 3/5 said "never" too cold
X Over half s