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self-ccncept of

" An investigation _.was conducted to ccmpare the

103. fifth~grade children from schools that practice a

_ Self-Concept Scale for Children. Both treatment groups were

traditional educational philosophy to the self-concept of 94 |
fifth-grade children from schools ,that practice an open educational
philosophy. A1l subjects .were administered the Piers-Harris : —
] divided
_into categories of high and low socioeconomic status and high and low
”IQ’ﬂsing”a”21212‘faCEqrial'deSignjto*analyié’the'data@”Thé”data '
indicated that there was.no significant difference between the open
scliocol group and the traditional school group in mean.self-concept

. scores, thus not supporting the theory that an open ‘educaticnal .
7 philosophy promotes a more positive self-concept than a traditional
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educational philosophy. Howevér, simple interaction analysis of the

joint effects seemed to imply that children fr®m a high socideconomic .

- area seem to benefit more .from a school thht_practices an’ open
. educational philosophy, in terms of self-concept, than children from
& low socioeconomic area. (Author) = =~ - a : R :
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- I o ABSTRACT'?

An 1nvestlgat10n was’ conducted to compare the self—

fﬂrconcept of one hundred three fifth grade chlldren from schools
i;ethat practice a tradltlonal educational phllosophy to the
.self-concept of nlnety-four flfth grada chlldren frem schools
'”Othat practice an open educatlonal phllosophy. All subjects
were admlnlstered the Plers-Harrls Self Concept Scale for
; “i“”fChlldren. Both treatment groups were div1ded 1nto categories
“of high and 1ow 001oeconomlc status and hlgh and 10W’£9 |
/* " using a two by two. by two {2 x 2 x 2) factorial design to .
- anelyze the data. The data 1ndlcated that there was no
$siénificent difference'bntween the opsn oChOGl group and the .
7etrad1tlona1 school group in mean se1f~concept scores, thus
not uuppcrtlng the theory that an open educatlonal phllosophy'
' -promotes a more. positive Uelf-concept than .a traditional
e&ucatlonal phllouophy. However, sirple, 1nteract10n analyeis,
-of the 301nt effects seemed to imply that chlldren from a
- hlgh socioeconomic area seen to’ beneflt more from a school
that practlces an open educational phllosophy, 1n terms of

-

- self-concept, more than phlldnen from a low\§0c1oeconomic

: ) . i 0
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~—.mefrt; and opem- "pace classrool;

o

A new movement has arisen in American Egucation
uring the pest,decade. 'This rovement has b n referred

to by various names:eopen claee’oom; open lg¢arning environ-

current titles. Thle movement, e olving from the current
"Brltlsh informal educatlon, is mugh in the focus of Ameri-*
can society today wmth questlons as. to the cognitive and.
affectlve beneflte for the ch11d and what type of child

would benefit most from an open classroom environment.

Slnce school reprecente an important segment of the

~real~wor1d to‘a chlld, and it is in this ettlng that he

learns how to view hlmoelf .and others, as well as ‘academic - -

subaects, the effect of the open c¢lassroom on a child' A

self-concept needs to be etudled. Furthermore, research

studles conducted in this area haVe presented co%%éadictory
" conclusions, It-is for these regggns that this researcher

‘was motivated to. conduct thle study and,ggd more informa-

tlon about the open classroom., Speclflcarly, 1¥evpurpose

of this rnvéetlgatlon was to compare . the°se1f-cc

o

,,claseroom env1ronment. . ] ‘i oo QX‘

ustﬂtowlf twa_fewwofitheiémewww——‘—~rr
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~—abilities (10); —Specifically; for this-study, one's-atbi~——2— .

3

Deflmtlons _ ' ‘

[N

~

The term self-conéeii,hao been "defined @s those
B

perceptlons, bellefs, attltudes, and vaiuea one accepts as
‘descriptive of oneﬂelf -~ implying that self-concepts are
~_baged upon ‘one's perceptlons of others reSponses to him,

‘as well as hrs own perceptlon of his characteristics and

tudes toward his behavior, intellectual and schooi status,

phy51cal appearance and attrlbutes, anxiety, popularity,

Y

' and hqnp;?eee and satlefactlon were 1ndlcat1ve of one's
AN
p

self-concdpt. T | : N

]

. A traditional . claseroom enV1ronment is. one in whlch e

« ot

all children of approxlmately the same age are placed in a-
 classroom and 1abe1ed as one grade 1eve1. Each child has his
| own desk where he Spende rost of the -day. Althdugh cﬁildren

are grouped for readlng, they all do b331ca11y the same |

- academic and nonacademi.c actrV1t1es as prescribed by the

teacher. , L S r\§\ , ]

N An open classroom environment refers to a new‘approach
to teachmng that discards the familiar elementary classroom
setup and the tradltlonal, utyllzed roles of teacher and
pup11 for a far freer, hlghly 1nd1v1dua11zed, child-centered

1earn1ng experlence (4). Its 1earn1ng env1ronment is con—

. 'duclve to discovery, manlpulatlon, corpunication, and enjoy-

- ment of learning.

-

L




Review of the therature ' v ' ‘v : ,*_ ' ’

Althouph open education is quite new to the United
States, a .deluge of literature has been written on it 91nce;

A‘1ts implementation in the 1@60'». Most of the 11terature

written by, the advocates of open educatlon 1ndlcate justi=-

@

fiable claims that thls type of educatlon is more beneficial '

- for the chlld than tradutlonal educatlon.

o -VFaﬁqﬁet (?).presents a firm opinion praising thé open
éducationvﬂoﬁement as one’that rebfesents an important effort
on the part of educators to educate for the healthy personal-
1ty. HertszpF and utone (6) suggest that it is both the
physical and emotlonal element of the open school environ-
rent that enable a chlld to learn to experlment without fear
of fallure, to deak novu only with his own fgellngs and atti—
tudeg, but with the feellnbu and attltudes of his peers, anq - .

. above all, to 1earn what he is. Rathbone (12) claims that |
-operatlng in an\open enV1ronment that assumes tnat every
child hago the innate capaclty and urge to make sense of the

world and to make meaningful decisions concerning his.own -

activities, in ‘that world has positive effects on the child.
Rued1 and West (14) add thqt in an open environment class- °
, room. where the utudent is encouraged to wet goals which ‘
) have meanm{, _for hlm, the Qtudent gams a sense of accomplig

ment that gives him-a peultlve V1gw of hims elf and hms envi~.

i
n \ . : . »

ronment. .o : o .

oo \
An’ atmowphere of acceptance,ﬁrespect, and freedon o
prevalls 1n»open scho 1o, By acceptlng the chmld, hls

Q } : . ‘ . , o«
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errors, his fantasies, and ﬁic present and past, the teacher
encourages the child to accept himself. Ih this way the
_chlld galn self-esteem, a feelnng of worth, and a sense of
~indépendence (12) - Weber (19) acclaims open education’ for
its practice. in accepting and rc,pectlng each cn11d as an
ind1p~?aa1, and contlnually 1nv01V1ng him in- actlve socﬂal

W_mﬁm;,wpartlclpatign and. 1nterchan3gww1th those who love can build

up in a chlld a céonfidence in his own future and in himself,
Barth (1) asgumes that opportunities %o explore, to try and
fall in the abcence of threat, contribute to a scnsé'of

\
mastery and the dcvelopmcnt of a child's knowledge. He

o 1nt1mates that there geens to be a rclatlonshlp between
knowing oneself and celf-eﬁtcom, and this self-es teem is
“erueial for 1carnihg.i Barth emphascizes the point ‘that a
strcng,seif-conccptton the part of the child ic an essential

| Paft of open education. o l' | ‘ o
. v | . , -

Reqearch Studle

<H . ) There have bﬂcn a pauc1ty of research studies relating
_ . to the open cl csrocq{and uelf—conccpt, kﬁowever, the studies
4hat have been done in this area reveal contradictory findingsvv
and raise additional quections.. | )

From the data'collected by Hcimgartnef (5), it-was
concluded that chmldreh in open space had greater 1dentifica—
“tion with the group,had an increaue in self-esteem, did no%
V1ew themeclvcs differently in “the relatlonshlp of theixr size
to that of an adult, and dmd not 1cent1fy with any one partic~

-

. ular teacher. ' The re,ults of a qua01~exper1mental re"earch




study conducted by Slngh (16) revealed that puplls in open

classroomns had better ce}f-concepto, liked school better,
scoredvhetter on achievement teuts, and had fewer days

abcent from cchool.

Two research studleo comparlng chlldréh in open space

cfwﬁand tradltlonal ‘sehools were conducted in Canada (28,13)e

‘In both gtudies it- was concluded that open space, pupils. had

a hlgher elf—eutcem and a more pooltlve attltude toward

learning and ochool.than fradltlonal pupils. )

| Beveral regearch gtudies have indicated no significantn
difference;ot a logso in éelfbconccpflbetwcen pupiis.in open B
and treditional schools f Analysis of the self-concept post-
'tcut in a-study. conducted by Lovin (8) showed a gsignificant’
dlfference betweon both groups, in favor of the trad;tional

[ %8

group, a8 well as a lo 5 in celf-concept as learners by the

open gpace Group. Thc pupllq in the opcn upace school had a \

T orore pooitive attitude toward the schOol 8 phyclcal env1ronr
rent. Lower ccld~con§cot scores for open space pupils was
also the reoultu of a otudy. dco;gncd by udckett (15).

There was no xlgnificant difference in mean self-

concept scores petween open and tr 2ditional pupils in studies

conducted by Ruedi & West; Kohler, or Tuckman (14, 7,;17)3

e ih two of these ,tudicc;‘howevef;'the open opace children

had a more pooltxvq atﬂ*tudc toward school. than thosge chil-\

dren in the tradltLonal uchoolo. In ¥ohler' 3) tudy, no

correlations were found beﬁchn a sgchoql ' p onenness and the

§
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gtudents' self-concept.

studies

It would seem safe to conclude from* i
iy

. reV1ewed above thqt most chllﬁwen in an open classroom

envyronment appear to have. a positive attitude toward school.

Howéver, ag far as attitude toward learning and overall
war "0

uelf—cbncept the literature wnd research have not,produced

'eltner-con31stent oT Qoncluslvlﬁev1dence. “Turthermore,

,.1ndicated the neces Lty

ﬂeveral of the recearchers whose\sctudies were just reviewed
* . b .. ] ’ \
‘or LoYe research ctudics done in
;/ =%
the a“Ca of . lei-ooncept in open and tradltlcnal c~chool.,,,

u31ng a dlf?erent eoyrawhﬁgal area and a dlfferent uample
of the ponuﬂat;en (15, 14) The 1nveﬁtlﬁat1@n reported here
wauﬁgn;effcrt-ln that &JTPCtiOﬂ, ags well as controlllng

studies:

Hypotheses /’ \\\ ' : | ' .

¥

Yo | The muli hynotheses in this study were: _

f; | (1) There w111 be no significont difference between
the onen classroom {TOND dﬂd tre traditional
clagoroor (ro np in overall cell- cencépt scores

'on tbo PLOT"—H&TTLS Children's Self Concept Scale.

() The re ﬁ:’l be no significant dmfference in over-

-all Uel conc@ﬂt scores of children in both

groups from a lower uOGlOQCOHOWlC area and

children in both groups from a higher socio- |

|

“econowic area.
. {

-1
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(3)" There will be no significant difference in over-

all self-concept scores of Ehildﬁen in “both

- Sypub@ wivh a higher I¢ and children in both | &@
groups with a lower IQ. 70;‘ |

(4) .”herﬂ will be no dx”ferencc in overall se1f-

b i

concept scores of chlldren 1n the open cla""~

in the ctudy.

Toom group “from a low socloeconomlc,area and
-+ children in tho iraditiohal‘clauhroom group
'from'a low ¢ ocncocononic area.
(5) -Thnre will be 0o dl“ference in OVﬂrall self-
concent CCOTCS'0¢ chmlﬂren in the open clacs
TOOR. "rs p with a 1over I¢ and th scores of
enildren in the traditional clascroom group

with a lower IG. - .

Selection of Subieets | | .

This utudy took place in a suburban area of the .
Baltlmore ueantJ Pub11c Scha)l Systen in laryland, Three .
schonls . i nat practlce an Qpen educmt¢3n41 philocophy and four '
senousilo thnt pg%ctibe_a tradisional gduentional philosophy,

loented in high and low economie areas, agrced to participate
- N | ' ‘ . .

- L
N . : -

The guLébnce counsglor'”fom cach of the schools

fandcmly selectwdv cnaol ﬂecbrav ol flfth grode stu@ent
t#elr sehool from which IQ ddta boced on ‘the Short Form Test

oé Acade {c;Ant;tude waq abt\ined. ' ocioeconomlc atatus

1nformat1 n was obbalned from county recordu, which prOV1ded
|
“the medlz ‘ ammﬂy xncome L;eqch part&cmpatlng school (1970
foh

. i \k&. x‘\ o ‘ 10*7 _ - | ) ’ .-

<&



sbcioeconomié area; k3) ehil
‘fromw a low socioeco omﬂiafqa
100 or below and fron  Jow.

. sample df hiné‘
and one hundred three trad1¢1

, flfth grade was obtalned‘ \

-

dren with an IQ above 100 and
i (4) children with an IQ of

I3 \ 3 - - ‘
001 econoric \area, Hence, a

dﬂé thOOl chlldrc

.\

It was at 1eaut the fourth yeaﬁ in an pen.bnwmron-

‘ment for elghty-three per cent of - the: pupils in thé -open

environment groupzd A1l of +H
. schools aytended the traditid
kindergartenvor firgt grade.

@

, Data'collecﬁidn“

The Piers- ~Harris Chlld

pupll{ in the bradlt;onal

al scho 15 gmnce they were in

3

B i
I

admin1gtered to alll subgects

Prior %o the : te tlhg week, a
" test booklet. ‘on the space 1}

ren 5 SelfAConcept Scale was

w each. part1c1pating scheol,

name slip was 0to.pled to each

rovided for the child's name,

v .
)2 , !

11




) ”only through hls student number. Furthermqpe, it was ex— .

wy . ST T T

o ¢ . e .
o o - P RERY Y ,/ ’ «
’ . . / ‘ . d . r

the student' ‘identification number was Wit tengs, ] In this - .- P

'way eéch Chlld'" 1dentity would be known to the researcher,

'plalned to the children that their ﬁemes would not be known _-f - .3. ]
- %o the researcher, thereby perhapu feellng more at ease to | {/)

answer honestly. Theréfore, “the name slips were removed by”

each child thé he recelved ‘his bocklet It wag also stressed

that this was~not a te t, that there were no rlght or wrong

answers, and that resul ' would not affect their sehool

grade Each declarative etatement in the booklet wag’ read

aloud by the researcher, allowing two to three veconds for e

%

all eubaecte to clrcle the yes or no- responee to each item.

- =t i ! o A

% Ly i
” - - ~ .
4y .\,.. ' ‘ : s L . -

Sl Data Pr009991nF and Analvﬂls - .

\ ‘ mach seale booklet was gcored abcordmng to the manual

v

and by uelng the ~oor1ng key for thc Plcrooﬂarris Children'a_
Self Concépt Scalé, thug yleldmng one overall self-concept

‘score per Child- Tne children's ccores were then“etatletii 4

~cally enalyzed. A data matrix of the group combination is

shown in Table 1. ' L J
et . ‘ L _

A twoéby two by two (? x 2 x 2) factorial deoign
%Zedures was ueed to deter-

utullzlng analySlo gf variance pr
mmne the var:abrlmty between groups and thgfyariability
withln groupg. Signlflecnoe of the F-ratfo at)the .05 level

wae requlred for regeotlon of the null hypotheece. .
J

1 . An AV*R 23 (18)-three-way analycie of wariance,
fixed effectn, wae flret uued to examlne the effects, .

[ ' L4




- ' | B R
= op&n classroom environment group L e e '

A  § ﬁradltional classroom environment grdwp -
fﬂ?‘fBﬂi= high’ soeioecongnié statua* '3“.1; i S e f“)
|  §32,= Tow socioeconomlc statu | T ; L

c, - 1§ above' 100 \\ _;.: R
‘ c 2.= IQ 0f 1QQ and below -~ .~ . . T

X = scores of subjects witﬁin cg lls . ‘]_\4-“f B o }
e s . ‘ ‘ - |

1
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. However, cellusizesjwerfrunequal, causing;negative sums
effects Qr the ABC 1nter ction. ThlS happened because t

- to the ANOVA for unequal N. Therefore, the uhwelgh'ted" mev
“ analysls ANOVA w1th adgustments Yo the sums of squares by the
ernharmonac mean of the cell ‘sizes wis used (2). Formulas fr¢m rﬁfkdﬁf" ‘J.
| Dayton were used on a Hewlett Pac ard 91OOB Programmed . “; \\ v '
. Ca&culatoryto analyze451gn1f1cant vaﬁues d examlne th A e':‘. U
| .n'effects.y R \ : . f ,;7: . L

a

. . e : o , . » 5 - . _ ' N .

L
7
|
1Y

Analxsis and Evaluatlon o]

g

. A summary of the data obtalned in the maaor 1‘vest1~
gatlon of thls proaect (sel -concept,scores) is shown 1n ', R -

;| Table 2. A summary -of the ana1y51s of - varlance on this ‘data | f B b

is presanted 1in Table;Z : A summary of slmple 1nteractlon

analysis is shown in Table 4. L

",Z . ?‘\—,- S i . i . \j . . | ] . o . )

i : S : . v . } T ‘ . .
BEE The results of éhe investigation involving ‘the main - - .
effects were: | { {_\_'
soe ’ \1) The null hypothes1s o /no 31gn1f1dant difference
Loty . [

'F./v between -the open cla sroom group and the tradi-

} tlonal classroom .group 1# overall mean self—concep\"
1 / | _scores was acc {ted (p)}/OB% In this case, the
AR . f;’fog-. : theory that ,open educatlonal phllosophy promotes e | !

a} o / ’,.k“ a more ~positive se1f~concept than a tradltlonal 7d' o i
/ L "educatlonal phllosoph was not supoorted. L |

(2) The null hypotheslslof no. slgnlficant dlfference

Y] inroverall self-con

apt scor,es.of chlldren in both - .}

ERIC = -, 14
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o:f Nean Selfpconocyt Swru
of Bash h'antmnt Gom‘himtien
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~

By sesz | sessoo

59,667 | 42.846

. B - '. : . V .
. 58813 | 55.500

2. 57.0%3 -]l %52.120
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aTable 3 - ,'fk"

\

: i \\ 7

Source gf Variation:

Degrees of ~

" freedom

Sum of

Squanés ’? Square f.Ff

Mean =

. , S . ; e : 4 :
- A Summary of ‘the Analysis of‘Variance‘}§$31I‘G°n¢ept Scores)

i

Siénifiqance**

K (High/Low IQ)
- AB |
'Aﬁ o
D

ABC

A (Open/éfagitipnal) ,
B (High/LowiSEs) m

Experimental Error . -

wed Cad Y
Y

N
\1842.668 - -

42;é47
2958,382

383,724
215,083
14TAT3
8.097

42. 847

2958.382

15,131
9.425

1842668

1383, 724, |
- 215, 08§

147.47
8 097 ¥

| 1§5 513‘

6;219

7,077
1. 100

0. 754

\,o 041

N§
916
816
SIG -
S
%
NS

16

36951f896 - -
Total ‘ _ = 196 | ' X .ﬂ.j’ . '
* critical F = 5.18 . ‘ A R R
#% 05 level of Significance)p ' B "\if . 'a*.in .‘A
| | | < L o ﬂvi,j‘ iﬂh,yt* |
| L ‘ v ) : I
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- e ._Tabl'e\‘;# i
Simple Interaction Analysis of Data on ‘Mean -Self-Concept Scores
- . i. L . e . . ) 7 . :.‘:-. '. - ‘
A T \ Open Traditional
. . ’ s \ N

High SES  \61/841 .  "57.709 |

. . Low SES< - 48.040 °'54.800 \ f

- A” : /J' <

© Open . . Traditional
‘High IQ  59.104, 57,923
Low IQ .  50.723° ° 53.810
A | 7 | ' ' o ' f’ . <
. . \ L
~ 3 VT
. . S . )
o et l\ ) ’ ) ‘:
- ' l Y ~
3 ) T
} % . .
f N :
2 ’ \!‘. ®.
; o" 5 — | f . -
A N : n
/- oo )
“ L : ’ 117 ‘
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s

. ' groups from a lower Socioeconomic érea~and ghifldren’
. . . . “d ’ Y
in both groups from a higher socioeconomic area o

. ' (1970 ‘census ‘data) was re.,]ected (p( +05). mpis'
1ndicetes tha% children from a high socioeconomic

~area have a more poSitive self—concept _ o

-(3) The nmull hypothes1s of no Significant difference in
'W;"”overall gelf-concept- gcorce,of children 1n both -

| groups with a higher IQ and h11dren 1n/both groups
g | with a 1ower 1Q was reaected (p‘(.OB).' This )

| 1nd10dtes that. children with a high &Q have-a more : '\\//“

posative self-ooncept (oee ‘Table 3).

Simple 1nteraction analysis revealed the following Vo

A - “ -1

results of ﬂhe hypotheees tedting: Jf‘. . _
, (1) The null hypothe51s of no difference in mean overell-
self-concept °cores of children in the open lass-
room group “from a low socioeconomic area and Ghll-»i

dren 1n the traditional classroGm {roup from a low

ce
)

- N °ocioeconomic arta Wa accepted. %

P ) <

(2) The null hypothesms of no difference in mean overall

.ﬂelf-concept scéres pf*chiid*en in the open clags- ‘

\ . © Toom firoup with a lower I“ and the megn/scores “of .

f_' _ -\ .. children in the traditional proup w1th a lower IQ
o was aCcepted.w(oee Table 4). - £t

| Theee last two findinpq seem to 1mp1y that childreno
~ from a,low socioeconomic area on‘w1th a low 1Q ‘would not
'abenefitimore from an open classToot environment than a

o a

N .
A . '




Y

AReco;_ggﬁatlons ' o .

_tradi¢ional classroom'environment. o B

The results of the 1nvest1pat10n on the 1nteraction

+

(aoint effects) from an analyS1s of variance revealed that
 there was a dlfference between the mean self-concept scores

'o£ SaS,o«en clas SYOC groups, but no dlfference between the. | .

means of hlgh and low. SBS tr?ﬂm¢;onal classroom groups (See - '

"'T,ble#4). “In the oven classravmwgroup, hlgh SES means were

ggeater than low SES means. For the brudltlonal classroom

group, there were no- di’ ferences. Baved on thlo finding, 7 |

\ "
it ueemo thet chllgren from a high socmoeconomlc area seem /(

,,to benefit ‘ore from a °Ch0u1 that practlce an ?pen educa~'
tional ph11¢;ophj, in terms of uelf—concent, mor than chil-
dren from a 1ow uoéloeconoxic background ': i

» AN o \

-

- _ttlv

[

_With tne contlnued .controversy of open e&&cational

T

philosonhy versus more trqdltlrnal educatlonal pﬁalosobhy

and the nue stion as t@ what typ of. chmld would’beneflt more. ’
Ve -, ¢ \ .

’. » -
from either educatmnn 1] nh:lnuo hy, fr:rther studies such as

the one cﬁnducted here need to bhe pndcrtaxen. The scope of

thio Study wae limited to one county qohoal district. Furure
o \

gtudiec should Lnglude widerprend r% oFraphical arﬁas where ' ‘ '

\
children atfending oren qnd/or traditional qchnols 1n hlgh

°

and low uocloecono ie arens can be tected. “Tiore experimenta—

!

\
tion and investiguti@n Jh;uld concnrn itoelf W¢th chlldren

| ]

attending oren ooh ols in Tow u001~econom10 areas. These

studies should be ]on&Ltudlnql and eramine dtudents prior,

A ¥

. .
' . &

19




during, and for a number of years after participating in an
‘open‘éducatienal program in order to assess the long-range
benefits of oven educstion, as well as to-lead to possible

‘alterations of .the program in low socioéconomic’ areas. = The
necessity of more research condicted in this area is

. . . T |
sufficiently documented by the ipplications qf this study. '

1
) » . : . ) [ . ] ) 3 [\
T D ! . ‘ . : ! . -
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