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ABSTRACT
AN ASSESSMENT OF THE UTILIZATION OF PERMANENT AND TEMPORARY
CLASSROOMS AS IT RELATES TO COST AND EFFICIENCY

IN SELECTED SCHOOL DIVISIONS

E. Carlton Bowyer
0l1d Dominion University, 1990
Director: Dr. Franklin Ross Jones

In the mid-1900s there were over eighty thousand public
school buildings in the United States housing approximately
thirty-nine million pupils. Many were constructed thirty or
forty years earlier and have approached the end of their
useful life without requiring major retrofitting or
replacement. Rising construction costs prompt school systems
to investigate alternative means of housing rapidly growing
student populations. This study traced the historical
background of the school facility and the development of
school construction relative to the function of education.

The focus of this study was to ascertain the current use
of temporary and permanent housing in the fifty largest school
systems in the United States. The protocol for this
dissertation required the study of certain systems through the
categories of: (1) demographics, (2) facilities, (3) finance,
(4) rationale for decision making, and (5) curriculum and

instruction.
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An examination of the economy and efficiency relating to
school construction formed the basis of the study along with
the investigation of decision-making criteria. It was
anticipated that policy might be established for public school
systems dependent on the data derived from the study as it
relates to temporary and permanent housing.

Parametric and non-parametric statisgical measures were
applied to the data via a t-test and the Wilcoxon Matched-
Pairs instrument respectively where it is germane to the
thesis. The confidence level for rejection was set at the .05
levei. Data has been displayed by combination tables in
tabular form and an analysis is presented.

Significant differences in construction costs between
temporary and permanent facilities exist in the responding
school divisions. The null hypothesis number one states there
is no statistically significant difference between the cost
efficient utilization of permanent and temporary classrooms.
The number one null hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level
of significance. The mean cost difference in square foot
costs between permanent and temporary facilities was $37.70
per square foot.

Hypothesis number two states that there is no
statistically significant difference between the curriculum
utilization in permanent classroom housing and temporary
housing. The Wilcoxon Test of Matched Pairs was employed with
this hypothesis. The null was not rejected. The critical

value for rejection at the .05 level of significance was
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W(s)>183. The test statistic was W(s)=34. Therefore, the
null was accepted.

In summary, it was determined that there is a
statistically significant difference in square foot cost
between permanent and temporary facilities in the responding
school systems. It was further determined that there was no
statistically significant difference between the curriculum
utilization in permanent and temporary facilities in the
responding school systems.

The use of temporary school facilities was especially
pronounced in the sunbelt states of Florida, California, and
Texas. Building codes are becoming more strict and in some
states, such as California, seismic requirements must be met.
Additionally, the State of California mandates that 30% of all
state funds provided for school construction be spent on
temporary facilities. Decision criteria for determining the
use of permanent or temporary units include aesthetics,
mandates, economy and land available. The upgrading of
building codes, mandated funding, cost increases and efforts
to reduce class size are factors that will probably play major
roles in establishing policy that pertains to the use of

temporary facilities.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The increasing fiscal demands on localities to provide

new school facilities has become a major educational problem.

Decisions to retrofit or replace those facilities that have
reached or are approaching forty years of age will involve
major capital outlays. The impact of the financial burden
that communities and states will experience by retrofitting
or constructing new facilities will be significant. The
specter of this financial burden has prompted a renewed
interest in exploring alternative means of housing students.
School districts that have a decided need to retrofit,

replace, or construct additional new facilities will face

this fiscal demand and will need to investigate alternatives.

School districts facing rising construction costs,
reduced funding from the state, and little or no assistance
in the form of federal funding sources for capital outlay
must explore alternative means of housing student
populations. Tax increases are not palatable and it is
estimated that billions of dollars will be needed during the
next decade to provide the classrooms necessary to house
public school students. The need for funds which, in many
instances, require voter approval of bond referendum

1
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campaigns prompted this researcher to study the utilization
of temporary classrooms in the fifty largest school districts
in the United States.1 Factors such as the economy, rate

of growth during the past three years, number of temporary
classrooms currently utilized, average number of years in
use, cost and rationale for building type were assessed to
determine if perhaps temporary classrooms were cost effective
and efficient for curriculum delivery in housing student

populations.

Background of the Study

Housing public school students in the United States has
placed an increasing fiscal burden on local school districts.
The problem confronting school boards is the difficulty of
finding a means for funding additional classroom facilities
at a time when construction costs have doubled over the last
ten years. This phenomenon has jeopardized many local school
boards’ ability to provide adequate housing for many of the
over thirty-nine million students now in our public school
systems.2

Traditional construction costs have mushroomed over the
past decade. Land is becoming increasingly scarce and
expensive. Square foot costs for school construction
currently range from approximately $88.00 to $86.00 for
elementary and secondary schools, respectively, depending on
the various construction regions. Capital outlays for school

construction normally come from charter or referendum bonds
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and city and school systems vie for available funds. This
renders large outlays for new construction even less
palatable when charter monies are limited through
legislation. School districts experiencing growth usually
carry on bond referendum campaigns in order to convince
voters of the need for new facilities. This can be quite
perplexing in communities with a large number of residents on
fixed incomes. Additionally, most local governments prefer
that school boards carry on political campaigns for funding,
leaving other revenue sources available for city services
which are not as readily saleable to the general public
through referendum campaigns.

Such circumstances prompted the Virginia Beach City
Public Schools to investigate the use of temporary housing as
an alternative to permanent construction. The findings
resulting from this study are significant.3 The decision
was made to determine if other selected school districts were
utilizing temporary units and under which circumstances as
identified in the research instrument. School districts
experiencing enrollment declines or a need to retrofit older
facilities may benefit by initiating new approaches to the
housing of students.

Traditionally, declining enrollments do not necessarily
eliminate the need to provide student classrooms. The age
and condition of facilities as it pertains to curriculum

delivery are also the determining factors in whether or not
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to provide new facilities or retrofit older ones. Both are
expensive propositions with new elementary, junior, and
senior high schools costing $88.00, $86.00, and $86.00 per
square foot respectively.4 Retrofitting is extremely
expensive because of the demolition, and the difficulty in
various construction trades gaining access to the
construction areas. Moreover, space is oftentimes no longer
adequate to carry on specified instruction programs to
enhance teaching. Code requirements for fire and the
handicapped also are not grandfathered and some facilities
are not conducive to retrofitting. The leasing and rental of
temporary units are sometimes utilized, but usually only for
the short term to meet the need temporarily. The significant
cost differences between temporary housing and permanent
construction is an attractive factor when decisions regarding
the housing of students have to be made. High land costs
have also made temporary classroom units more appealing.
Additionally, when land is not available, the idea of adding
cost effective classrooms adjacent to existing facilities
without purchasing additional land is extremely attractive.
The placement of temporary units is a relatively simple
task and this, coupled with speed of construction, can save
considerable construction dollars. Contractors have
documented that time is a major cost factor in the
construction industry. School districts needing last minute

housing capabilities may also seek relief through this
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important time/speed factor. This research may provide
alternatives for housing students in school systems where
funding sources are limited and pupil populations are

increasing or new construction is necessary.

Statement of the Problem

In the mid 1980’s there were over eighty thousand
public school buildings housing about thirty-nine million
pupils.5 Many of these school buildings were constructed
thirty to forty years ago to accommodate the many children
after World War II. These buildings have reached or soon
will reach the end of their useful life. Replacement,
refurbishment, additions and modernizing existing structures
will become necessary.6 At the same time, construction cost
has increased, and allied with the local tax burdens in
rapidly growing school systems, there is the possibility of
sudden enrollment declines which prompts consideration for
the most cost effective alternative in housing. The focus of
school finance in the late eighties has been aimed at savings
in construction cost and flexibility in the use of space.7

The focus of this investigation is to examine the
utilization of permanent and temporary classrooms in
providing school facilities in the fifty largest public
school systems in the United States. Interfaced with the
problem of ascertaining the status of building needs in
America’s largest school systems is that of assessing the

funding practicality as it relates to cost and efficiency.
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The study’s focus is to examine: (1) the current cost of
temporary and permanent classrooms in the fifty largest
school systems in the United States, (2) the effect on the
curriculum delivery in utilizing permanent and temporary
school housing.

Additionally, the study will investigate, according to
location and size of school system, the following: (1)
economic aspects and rate of growth during the past three
years; (2) the number of temporary and permanent buildings
and the average number of years in use; (3) anticipated new
facilities--temporary and permanent; and (4) the rationale
for building type--permanent or temporary. Finally, a
summary of the explanations and comments is provided as they
relate to items presented above.

Beyond the facets of this study, there is the
implication for policy. Public school systems may benefit
from such policy. The implications relate to efficiency and
economy as the yard stick for construction of school
facilities. For instance, school systems that experience
little population growth may face demand for reduced class
size. Class size mandates create a need for temporary school
housing which affords expeditious facilitation opportunity
and one that is consonant with financial capability of most

school divisions.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of the study, the operational
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definitions are:

1. Permanent Classrooms - Classrooms attached to a permanent
facility or included in a school plan which has a basic
infrastructure provided at the time of construction and
cannot be relocated from one area to another.

2. Temporary Classrooms - Classrooms that may or may not
have a basic infrastructure. They are adequate in size
and configuration to meet appropriate mandates for
curriculum delivery and housing, and can be relocated to
another site.

3. Cost - The projected cost amount per square foot to
provide equivalent classroom space for housing students,
either permanent or temporary.

4. Efficiency - The ability to deliver standard
curriculum/subject areas assigned to the existing
temporary or permanent classroom units with little
or no affect.

5. Infrastructure - All amenities, i.e., water, sewer,

roads, walkways, etc., that are normally provided with
new permanent construction.

6. Curriculum Delivery - The ability to deliver a standard
core curriculum within the confines of a standard
temporary or permanent classroom with approximate

equivalent space.

Design of the Study

The principal instrument of data collection for this
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8
study was the analytical survey. A self-report was obtained
from the fifty largest school systems in the United States.
A pilot study intended to obtain information on the adequacy
of the survey was also utilized. Additionally, telephone
interviews were conducted to clarify and quantify any data
that were unclear in the survey. Data gathered from the
survey will encompass demographics, facilities, finance,
rationale for building type, and curriculum and instruction.

The study will focus on cost and efficiency. Cost will
pertain to differences in square foot cost between temporary
and permanent classroom construction. Efficiency is examined
in the context of curriculum delivery within the temporary
and permanent structures. The size of school system will be
noted and the economic conditions and growth rates over the
past three years recorded. The numbers of temporary and
permanent buildings and the average number of years in use
will be obtained. The reason for determining the type of
building utilized will be examined. The factors involved
are: demographics, facilities, finance, rationale for
building type, and curriculum and instruction. The study is
designed principally to ascertain an answer to the question
of the practicality in efficiently delivering a variety of
curricula and their specially related facilities.

Finally, the essential element of this research is
organized to provide an answer to the question of whether

temporary school housing is as economical as permanent school
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9
housing. Research will also determine whether the curriculum
can be efficiently delivered with the utilization of
temporary school housing and in permanent school housing.

The challenge to these questions is stated as a null
hypothesis effected by the use of parametric and
nonparametric statistics as analyzed through the t-test

statistic and the Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Test.

Limitations of the Study
This study sampled the fifty largest school districts in

the United States at the time this project was presented and
approved in 1989. The survey instrument was sent to the
superintendents of the fifty largest school systems in the
United States. Virginia Beach was included along with the
other respondents. Data will be presented in Chapter IV of
the study.

The study was restricted to the fifty largest urban
school districts and, therefore, many relatively large school
systems were not sampled. An additional problem of some
concern is the fact that the survey instrument in some
instances was completed by school facility planning personnel
with varying degrees of gducational background and knowledge
of school facilities and finance. This could reflect
differential responses to the survey and perhaps bias in some
way the answers given.

The data collection was dependent upon the willingness of

the school districts to respond to the survey and provide the
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10
requested data. Approximately one in five school systems did
not respond to the survey. One can only conjecture what the
information would reveal concerning temporary and permanent
school housing and those associated activities, i.e.,
finance, curriculum, use, etc., in the systems not
responding. Considerable confidence exists in the ultimate
meaning of the data due to the reception of seventy-eight
percent completed returns. Telephone interviews were con-
ducted with some school districts which provided information
that appeared conflicting or incomplete.

Although a pilot survey revealed a general adequacy of
the survey, some data from the respondents were incomplete,
€.g., in some instances numbers of permanent buildings listed
were not congruent with the student populations. Likewise,
square foot costs in one instance appeared to be outrageous.
Hawaii Public Schools, for instance, included all mandated
infrastructure into the square foot building costs. One
might infer that the instrument failed to elicit the
requested information. In instances where data were unclear,
telephone interviews were conducted in order to clarify the
responses.

A final limitation, but not necessarily crucial, was the
fact that no response was received from the New York City
Public Schools, the largest school system in the United
States. On the other hand, the second, third, and fourth

sized school systems did participate in the survey. The
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11
broad sample of thirty-nine of fifty school districts

responding lends credence to the validity of the data.

Significance of the Study

School buildings are generally getting older. Most of
the nation’s fifty largest public school systems experienced
growth ranging from 0.1 percent to 9.4 percent between the
fall of 1986 to 1988. Educators must discover new and
creative ways of providing economical classroom space which
meets the needs of today’s modern curriculum.a Educational
construction in the United States rose to $12.46 billion in
1988, an increase of $1.5 billion over 1987. School
districts accounted for $7.9 billion including $2.9 billion
for new buildings, $2.7 billion for additions to existing
structures, and $2.3 billion for upgrading existing
structures. Of the $1.5 billion increase in total
construction spending, school districts accounted for almost
$1.3 billion.’

School boards and administrators will face heavy
responsibilities and exciting challenges in the future.
Since facilities are shaped by education, and in many ways
shape education, school facility planners share in these
challenges and responsibilities.10 The capacity of
cooperation for a common cause and for a common purpose has
been a formidable power in the hands of the people in this
country from the time of the early settlers’ first

settlements on the Atlantic seaboard to the recent Freedom
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March in Alabama. Cooperation has been the source of social
energy that created and shaped institutions, nurtured
learning, and opened doors to new and greater opportunities
for successive generations of people. Leadership which has
proven to be instrumental in bringing this power of coopera-
tion to bear in a constructive manner on the basic problems
is the greatest and most enduring contribution to the well-
being of the country.11

The people of this country are looking to the schools for
a contribution in developing a reservoir of creative power.
Cost effective schools must be one of the major priorities.
Perfecting skills needed to meet and deal with the responsi-
bility for challenges arising on the forefront of cultural
change is a responsibility naturally and appropriately
assumed.

In-depth studies that are dealing with alternative ways
to provide cost effective and efficient means of housing
students in classrooms must be effected. Such data must be
available to school superintendents, facility planners, and
school boards who have charges to provide cost effective and
efficient housing for their school districts. This study
should provide data to assist the professional educators in
making informed decisions to meet and accomplish their

charges.

Value of the Study

School districts are facing burgeoning costs for new
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13
construction. Funding sources are limited and existing
facilities are in need of replacement or retrofitting. The
need to explore alternative methods for housing students is
evident.

This study should serve as a basis for formulating policy
that has ramifications for public school systems in providing
housing for students in an efficient and economical way. The
study explores the cost and efficiency of temporary class-
rooms as an alternative to permanent school construction.
School boards and school administrators may be provided with
data to assist them in being informed consumers, a basic
charge for the positions they hold.

The data derived from this research should enable school
districts to profit from the experiences of other districts.
School district decision makers may discover the versatility
of temporary housing and be encouraged to use it. At least
it should prompt further investigation into the cost and

efficiency of temporary versus permanent school housing.

Organization of the Dissertation

Chapter I of this study examines the background for this
research project and introduces the problem of the study.
The significance of the study and the limitations of the
study are presented. Additionally, the definitions of terms
are also presented in Chapter I.

Chapter II of the study provides a history of permanent

school housing and its evolution. Covered also, are a brief
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14
history of temporary housing and some legislative and legal
aspects regarding temporary housing.

Chapter III presents the methodology of the study. A
research survey was piloted to determine the validity of the
questionnaire survey. The fifty largest school systems in
the United States were then surveyed to determine the extent
of the temporary classroom use. Additionally, telephone
interviews were conducted with selected school systems
congruent with the written survey to clarify specific data.
The primary method of analysis is through descriptive tables
used to exhibit the relative data configuration derived from
the survey. Both parametric (t-test) and non-parametric
(Wilcoxon Matched-Pairs Test) statistics were employed.

Chapter IV presents the data derived from the survey
instrument and interviews. Information on demographics,
facilities, finance, rationale for selection, and curriculum
and instruction are presented in tabular form utilizing
parametric and non-parametric statistics.

Chapter V presents the summary of the literature and
findings and the conclusions which were drawn from an
analysis of the data which were obtained from the survey.
Finally, recommendations will be made as to further use of
the data and the elements derived from the study which have
universal application.

This chapter provides an overview of the study. Back-

ground of the study, statement of the problem, definitions of
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15
terms, and design of the study are presented. The limita-
tions of the study, significance of the study, and value of
the study are also outlired.

The organization of the dissertation is to acquaint the
reader with the organizational context of the dissertation.
The study should provide school boards and school administra-
tors with data sufficient to become informed consumers in
providing cost effective and efficient classroom space for

students.
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CHAPTER IT

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter presents the review of the literature.
Although many articles and publications exist on school
facilities, there is a limited amount of research data
available on the use of permanent versus temporary classroom
space. The lack of data was good news to the researcher and
adds to the significance of the study, since it is hoped that
this research will be a possible basis for establishing
policy in public schools investigating needed alternatives in
the housing of students. A history of school buildings and
their evolvement into more sophisticated facilities, the
legal aspects of temporary classrooms and current status of

temporary classrooms are included.

A _Historical Perspective of School Buildings

Educators and architects presently envision the school
building as a structural envelope that houses the desired
educational program. The structural envelope concept is
relatively new and gained national prominence immediately
following World War II. Prior to this time, a school build-
ing was essentially a shelter in which pupils and teachers

assembled. Books and lecture-discussion method were the

17
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primary vehicles of learning in those days.1

A brief review of the history of school buildings is
quite revealing. During the Hellenistic Era (500 B.C. - 200
B.C.), there were no school buildings as we know them today.
Instruction was generally conducted in the open air, some-
times in the shadow of a temple or in an enclosure that would
barely protect the students from the elements.? The meeting
place of the students was incidental to the instructional
process.

American school buildings, as we see them today, are
relatively new on the educational scene. Seventeenth and
eighteenth century American schoolhouses had progressed very
little beyond the ancient Greek notion that they were
basically shelters in which pupils and teachers came
together. They did include some furniture, benches and
tables for the pupils and a podium for the teacher.-
Naturally, some exceptions existed and some school districts,
such as Philadelphia, had quite sophisticated buildings in
the early eighteenth century.

In 1787 Congress passed the famous Northwest Ordinance.
This law provided that the sixteenth section of every town-
ship in the western lands was to be reserved for the main-
tenance of schools. The ordinance contained the following
statement of purpose which has come to be regarded as a kind
of charter for public education in the United States:

"Religion, morality, and knowledge being necessary to good
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government and the happiness of mankind, schools and the
means of education shall be forever encouraged."4

When and why did the schoolhouse become important and
significant in American education? Over 150 years ago,
reformers began to claim that the schoolhouse was fundamental
to the education of the young.5 The schoolhouse was con-
sidered a temple of learning for every child by men like
Horace Mann, and Jacob Riis.®

In public education the importance of school design
became an article of faith and an educational imperative as
soon as the need for a reliable system of mass education was
realized. At first Americans turned to the British for
architectural ideas. Organized according to the methods of
the English school reformer Joseph Lancaster, public schools
in New York and Philadelphia in the early nineteenth century
contained schoolrooms large enough to accommodate more than
250 pupils. But such numbers soon proved to be unmanageable,
and by the 1830s a search was underway for structural
alternatives. 1In Prussia schoolhouses were subdivided into
many separate classrooms, a characteristic noticed, no doubt,
by such Americans who visited there as Horace Mann. No less
subject to the nationalism of the Jacksonian era than others,
educators sought to develop indigenous schoolhouse plans and
ideas. The American Institute of Instruction published a
discourse on "The Construction and Furnishing of School-rooms

and School Apparatus" in 1830 and one year later awarded a
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twenty-dollar prize to the reformer William A. Alcott for his
entry in a contest to find the best essay on school architec-
ture and classroom design. But it was Horace Mann and his
colleague from Connecticut, Henry Barnard, who insisted that
Americans build better schoolhouses, arguing that school
buildings should be carefully planned and that educators
should initiate such a trend. 1In a supplement to his first
annual report as secretary of the Massachusetts Board of
Education, Mann said that schoolhouse design was closely
connected to study, proficiency, health, anatomical formation
interests. First published as a series of articles between
1838 and 1840, School Architecture by Henry Barnard became a
classic in the nineteenth century, popularizing the idea of a
"close connection" between education and school design.

School authorities in Boston acted on the ideas of Mann
and Barnard in the 1840s. As part of an overall drive for
efficiency and competence, whose general shape David Tyack
has described, they introduced graded instruction at the
Quincy grammar school in the fall of 1847 and facilitated its
implementation by means of an architectural innovation.
Unlike other schools, which contained one or two large study
halls with a seat for every pupil, the Quincy schoolhouse was
divided into a dozen separate, self-contained classrooms.
Such a layout made possible the closer supervision of
students and greater specialization of instruction. The

Boston School Committee adopted standard specifications for
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grammar schoolhouses based on the Quincy plan, and by 1855
every grammar school in the city was subdivided into self-
contained classrooms. Primary schools received similar
treatment five years later. At the request of the Committee
on Public Instruction of the Boston City Council a uniform
plan was approved, featuring classrooms twenty-eight feet
square with desks for fifty-six pupils.

Following Boston’s example, many urban school districts
reorganized their instructional space in the mid-nineteenth
century. Schoolhouses with several separate classrooms for
students alike in age and achievement appeared in Phila-
delphia as early as 1848, while in St. Louis there were nine
such buildings by the end of the 1850s. The Chicago Board of
Education adopted the Quincy plan in 1866, and according to
Henry Barnard’s American Journal of Education, it was the
model for many schools built in San Francisco, New Orleans,
New Haven, Louisville, and Cincinnati. Among major cities
only New York continued to erect schoolhouses with large
study halls and complementary recitation rooms. The presence
of a large heterogeneous student body persuaded many urban
educators to adopt the new design, and it, in turn,
encouraged the view that a well-planned environment con-
tributed to a better education.

Outside urban areas the Quincy plan was not as popular
in the nineteenth century. As late as 1920 there were still

about two hundred thousand one-room schoolhouses in the
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United States. But even in rural American a well-built
schoolhouse could enhance the learning process, or so T. H.
Burrowes, Charles P. Dwyer, and Samuel Eleveth assumed when
they published rural school pattern books between 1855 and
1870. In an influential volume entitled Country School-
Houses, which appeared in 1859, James Johonnot advocated age-
graded instruction and the architectural planning needed to
make it work.

Support for better schoolhouses arose in part from the
depressing even unhealthful, condition of many public
schools. It was unpleasant to work in buildings without
adequate light, heat, air, space, or sanitation, but in such
counterproductive surroundings many educators felt a special
distress because they understood themselves to be community
leaders charged with protecting nothing less than the future
of American society. Beginning with the common school
reformers, one generation of educators after another com-
plained about the many faults of rural schoolhouse location,
construction, and maintenance. City schools were no better.
Reiterating what by then had become a familiar theme, the
specialist in school hygiene, Fletcher B. Dresslar, observed
in 1910 that urban schools were "housed in buildings situated
on small lots, hemmed in by other buildings, and immersed in
foul air, much dust, and the din of the hurrying multitude."
Horace Mann first said that more than anything else such

conditions served '"to retard the progress of public
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education,'" and for decades most of his professional
descendants would not have disagreed. Improving the physical
condition of American schools required more than merely an
awareness of the problem. Educational leaders said it
depended on their being given more control over school
planning and construction. In the nineteenth century local
boards of education unilaterally decided when, where, and how
to erect schools. Staffed by laymen and subject to powerful
political pressures, these boards often allowed corruption
and incompetence to affect their architectural decisions.
Although able to understand and respond to neighborhood
conditions, grassroots decision makers were an anachronism in
an age increasingly committed to centralized management and
expertise. Of course, politics and favoritism resisted
reform, especially in the field of school architecture. 1In
the siting of new schools and the assignment of construction
contracts too much was at stake to exempt the school building
process from assaults on its integrity. But to educators
striving for recognition and respect, the practice of school
design seemed well suited to centralization and professional
control. The real cost of the schoolhouse and its apparent
relevance to learning made it a natural candidate for expert
planning and oversight, and after 1900 a corps of specialists
in school architecture began to emerge.7

The earliest school buildings were often makeshift

outbuildings, unused barns, chicken coops and wagon sheds.
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One abandoned Cape Cod windmill, with its inner machinery
removed, served as a schoolhouse for several decades. One
school was held in a room over a stone well house at the John
Chad Homestead in Chadd’s Ford, Pennsylvania, where it still
stands as a monument.®

Most old county maps indicate all the houses with the
names of the owners, and one might be surprised at the number
of schoolhouses (usually marked as "S.H.") in any one area.
The early one-room schoolhouses were so scattered that
students seldom walked more than a mile. An 1850 map of
Warren, Connecticut, shows seven schoolhouses within an area
of over fifteen miles.’ Evidence shows that a great number
of one-room school buildings were not only adequate but
because of their small nature were most efficient.

The idea of a school being within sight of the village
was popular in the 1700’s for safety reasons. Bears and
wolves were common in Pennsylvania and New England, and they
frequently roamed the streets during winter. One group of
school children in New Hampshire in 1820 were returning from
a late school party when they were attacked by a large bear.
Six of the children managed to climb a tree only to watch the
seventh, a small girl, be devoured by the beast. When
Indians attacked Deerfield, Massachusetts, Mrs. Hannah
Beaman, the schoolmistress, and her flock were stationed in a
remodeled stable, and with the Bible under her arm, she led

her class quickly, and just in time, to the fort.'®
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In 1647 the original Massachusetts Colony passed a
law, The 0ld Deluder Satan Act, requiring all parents to
teach their children to read; five years later the law was
changed requiring each township of fifty families to support
a simple reading school, and each township of a hundred
families to support a grammar school for college preparation.
Additionally, each locality was required to provide a loca-
tion which, in many instances, were churches, town meeting
halls, one-room school houses or other available buildings
which some times the communities had to construct.'

College in those Puritan days, however, was primarily for
those contemplating the ministry.

It is true that America’s earliest schools were
established for religious reasons, mainly so that children
could read the Bible and quote from it. And there are those
who now violently condemn this idea and criticize the early
schools for having been over-religious. Yet without the
available church buildings and the abandoned meeting houses,
the ministers who doubled as schoolmasters and the only
available book which happened to be the Bible, there would
have been a whole century in America without any schools at
all.™

The first southern schoolhouses were log shacks erected
in abandoned fields too full of rocks or too over-cultivated
for farm use and therefore not taxed. Such property was

called an "old field." George Washington attended an old-
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field school presided over by an old-field minister from an
old-field church. Even in those days, it appears, avoiding
taxes was an important trick, and the term "old field" was
the popular tax-exempt phrase of the day.13

New England schoolhouses were more centrally located,
but like the southern old-field buildings, they were often
constructed of logs. Instead of separate desks, sticks were
driven between the logs in the wall at about a height of four
feet and planks were then laid on top, like slanted shelves.
Rough planks placed alongside, served as seats. School desks
as we know them became standard in the 1800’s. The first
American school desks were made of wood and were placed upon
platforms to separate them from the tamped dirt floor to keep
students feet warmer during winter.'

The master