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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
I. INTRODUCTION

In the past decade the state of Washington has made rapid
progress in the building of new schools. In these new buildings we
find many features that are provided to fulfill a definite purpose
or need. Some of these features are new and others are evolutions of
those in the "Little Red School House.™ The innovations one finds
are sometimes experiments, with a purpose; the old features are
results of past experiments which in some measure proved successful.

The National Council on Schoolhouse Construction states:

The major consideration transcending all others
in planning a school building is the educational pro-
gram to be housed, Decisions pertaining to exterior design,
choice of building material and equipment, site selection
and integration with the building, and grouping and relating
instructional and service facilities within the building
can be intelligently made only in terms of educational
program and service needs, Unless this simple yet
essential approach to school plant planning is accepted,
it is highly probable that the physical plant will hinder
or defeat the school and community program instead of
promoting it. A school building must be des:.gfed from
the inside out instead of from the outside in.

INational Council on Schoolhouse Construction, Guide for
Planning School Plants (Nashville, Tennessee: Peabody Gollege » e, 1949) »
PP. 5-0.




Reid, in discussing school planning achievements, sayst:

Progress in the design of school buildings has been substantial
during the past decade. This has been due to thoughtfulness
and ingenuity of many men and women, working together; educators,
public school officials; administrators, teachers, school board
members, manufactuyes of materials and equipment, and many
others--but _most of all I think the architects and designers
of America.2

Candill reports:

Treatise on school building design have for years followed
fairly conventional patterns; sites, styles, construction,
shapes, widths of aisles, floor area, ceiling heights, loca-
tion of windows, heights of stocls above floors, floor treat-
ment, furniture and equipment and so on. This approach was
all very well perhaps in a world of fixed categories, but
designers who have witnessed the recent social trends and
their impact on modern life and living have sensed the
desirablility of a new method of attack. WNew teaching techniques,
new materials and systems of construction, recent activities
in c¢ity and commnity planning and the corresponding problems
of transportation, zoning, and recreation, the changing social
order--all of these call for a new approach to the problem of
school design.3

Holy and Arnold assert:

School buildings and their equipment should always be
considered accessories to the educational process. The rule,
the physical plant should be planned to fit the educational
program, cannot be emphasized too greatly. Often the school
building is planned and erected with so little thought given
to its functions that the educational activities must be
restricted and cut to fit the physical facilities provided.
Hence, each school building should be especially planned for
the particular program to be carried on within its walls.

2Kenneth Reid, School Planning (New York: F. W. Dodge
Corporation, 1951), p. L.

3gillian Caudill, Space for Teaching (College Station, Texas:
Agricultural and Mechanical College of Texas, 1541), p. l.



School building standards should never be considered a gubstitute
for careful planning of each building according to the specific
needs of the particular school to be housed therin. The site of
the buildingj the number, type, location of rcoms; the kinds,
amount, and arrangement of equipment are among the numeﬂous

s

factors which should be considered in careful planning.

The preceding statements and quotations from recognized
authorities in the field evidence the necessity for the new approach
to school design. Each school has a personality that in some measure
is different from all other schools, No two communities are alike,
so by the same token their schools should not be alike, The purpose
which the school must serve in the community is generally accepted as
the basis for its construction. The features that are incorporated
in a school give convenience and purpose to the building.

In one manner of thinking a reader might beliewve that
characteristics we now accept as being urmusual in school architecture
are the old conventional features., In this consideration they may be;
on the other hand these features are greatly developed or evolved so
that they are hardly recognizable in their modern application., An
example of this is represented in the development of the potted
geraniums in the old one room school of yester-year into the green-
houses of the modern school. Another demonstration of this transition

is the practice of equipping each teaching or educational station

b7, C. Holy and L. Arnold, Standerds for the Evaluation of
School Buildings (Ohio State University; Bureau of Educational
Research, 1936), p. v.




with an outdoor entrance or access. The old one room school had an
individual outdoor entrance. In our present day, one would hardly
recognize this trait when viewing a school with twenty separate rooms,
each with its omn outside entrance. These features are not new;

they are merely the old tried and true aspects with the addition of
some requirements essential to the needs of the modern school. Some-
times these characteristics that developed to ocur present day for
convenience and facility appear as new features, and in their new
state of appearance could easily never cause recall of the old
schools of yesterday.

No one school has been built in our state to the present day
with all of these features incorporated in it. The facilities would
either cost too much or would serve no purpose in the school program.
What might be congidered very good and useful in one school might be
a waste of effort or a waste of space in another. The structure of
the school program and the purpose of the school in the commnity will
determine this evaluation.

Strayer in his report admits:

The school plant is a concrete, o‘l;_‘jective expression
of the educational and social philosophy of the community
in which it stands., An alert, informed observer with a
pass key walking around and through empty school buildings
on a Saturdsy morning can get a more complete and reliable
plcture of the educational philosophy of the professional

gtaff, the board of education, and the commmnity in a
few hours than he could by days of searching through



records, reporits, bulletins, and publications.5

Glaudrone writes:

If classrooms are to be learning laboratories they should
be designed for children rather than to impress adults or

to make it easier to handle large groups of pupils. Schools
can be made homelike...

iI, THE PROBLEM

Statement of the problem. It is the purpose of this paper to

present the result of a composite survey of unusual features in new
school buildings throughout the state of Washington. The writer does
not desire to present the common characteristics of size, shape or
description of the conventionally plsnned schools, but rather his aim
will be to present the resulis of a survey revealing many unusual and
accommodating features as they are being incorporated in modern plants.

Limitations of the study. Limited time, travel, expense and

the writer's consideration of unusual features placed limitations on
the survey. The architectural presentations of seven representative
firms were included in this study. A wide variety of solutions of
sgpecific problems are offered by several designers not included in

the study.

5George D. Strayer, Washington (State) Swvey of Educational
Institutions (Olympiat: State Printer, 1946), p. L3L.

6.A.ngelo Giaudrone, "A Survey of the School Housing Needs in
Sunnyside,® {(unpublished Master's thesis, Washington State College,
Pullman, 1948), p. 2.



The study does not attempt to evaluate the features, since
the basis for evaluation is so varied by social transition and
geographical location. It is the intent of this paper to present the
features as they appear or as they are used and have the readers or
ugers of the features provide justification for their use. This paper
is limited by five considerations:

1. Discussion and description without evaluation.

2. New school buildings.

3. Limited to a select list of schools in the state of
Washington furnished by the State Department of Education.

L4+ Limited to elementary, junior high and high school areas.

5. Limited to umsual features.

Definition of Terms: The following terms as used in this

paper need defined limits,

l, Unusual feature is a characteristic or facility which

very few have, maldng it in this sense uncommon in school buildings.

2. New school building can be understood to be a building

built within the past five years.

3. Elementary schools are schools which occupy the lower

six grades in the conventional 6-3-3 plan.
Lo Junior high schools are schools which occupy the middle
three grades of the conventional 6-3-3 plan, grades seven through nine.
De ﬂi_gll_ schools are schools which occupy the upper three

grades of the conventional 6-3-3 plan, grades ten through twelve,



CHAPTER II
APPROACH TO THE FROELEM

Individuals in approaching a building program or contemplating
agsisting in the planning of a building should have some knowledge
of specific things that would maske a classroom or school more
servicable to those it serves,

In our pr‘esent mode of democratic living, the process of
having the superintendent and the architect plan the entire school
without considering the general and specific needs of all who use
it is rapidly vanishing. If the superintendent is responsible for
building errors he could only justify his errors by resigning, and
no one superintendent would particularly care for this type of
tenure., At the present time the superintendent is more thoughtful
of his employees and of the children entrusted to him. Social
forces in our present day demand that all persons involved in using
a building have a part in its planning, especially when it is a
public building, for public use,

The common practice is now to send teachers, administrators,
and even parents on trips to observe schools in neighboring
communities. It is the responsibility of those who go on these trips

to observe facilities that are different and report their findings in



planning meetings held by the school. These observations are usually
discussed and evaluated by all present and sometimes modified and
accepted for their use in the new school buildings.

The writer has chosen to make this type of approach in writing
this research paper without considering the school meetings or
evaluating the features. In gathering material for this study field
trips were made intoc selected communities where new schools have been
built or are at the present time under construction. Statistics and
facts were gathered by research reading, interviews with superinten-
dents and observation of school plants., Schools visited were
suggested by the State Department of Public Instruction with
personal assistance from Harocld Silverthorn, George Pasnick, and
Max Berger, and appear on the map in Appendix A.

In order to better present the material, photographs of the
schools and specifie features considered unusual were made by the
writer. An Argus C-3 camera was used.

It should be kept in mind that soms of these features are in
the process of evolution. Though they are now serving a special need,
the next decade may find them obsolete. If we follow the philosophy
of those who have planned schools, we are forced to do things in
conventional patterns. Individual differences in architects cause us
to spproach our problems from different aspects. Educational

planners and designers try to devise a plant which will provide for



present needs and by almost all conceivable measures iry to
enticipate needs of the future,

Things we now consider as being good and useful or helpful in
our buildings have been the result of careful planning, modification,
evolution, and evaluation of errors of our past school builders. A
person involved in planning school buildings might quite unwittingly
build a "white elephant", with serious physical handicaps to
teaching; or they might build a "shrine of learning™ which could be
the epitome of school design.

A building could conceivably be built for a specific purpose
and never serve that purpose, Actual use and end results must
serve as a yardstick for its measure of worth. Some of these things
are intengible and cannot be efficiently measured.

School design has evolved this far by trial and error,
attention to likes and dislikes and a recognition of the changing
social picture of everyday life. Bursch and Reid swumarize this
thought well in their text when they state:

The pupil is the keystone of the whole planming and
building program for a school plant. In designing school

plants, while we have made remarkable progress in recog-
nizing the_special needs of children we have yet a long

way to go.l

lcharles W, Bursch and John L. Reid, You Want to Build a

School? (New York: Reinhold Publishing Corporation, 19L7), p. 6.




CHAPTER III
REVIEW OF RELATED INFORMATION

I. HISTORICAL BACEGROUND

In the decade immediately preceding World War II, school build=-
ings were generally built in relatively conventional design. The two
story construction was quite common and practical for the social and
physical needs of the 1930's and early 1940fs. The traditional multi-
story school provided a centralized unit thét was eagy to heat and gave
eagsy passage from one classroom to another.

In a high school during this period it might not have been
uncommon to smell the odor of freshly baked biscuits mingled with
rotten egg gas, and to hear a combination of sounds from the school
band, woodworlking shop and gymnasium all at the same tims.

With the experiences gained during the war and a social picture
changing to a higher social order and providing for new felt needs, the
school designers presented new ideas of how the modern school should
be planned and constructed.

Temporary housing and prefabricated buildings to take care of
overflowing school enrollments in a rapidly expanding growth gave rise
to our new deceﬁtralized school of today,

School peopls in evaluating their experiences came to realize

that something was to be gained by decentralizing schools. No longer



wag it necessary for the students to endure the external odors and
sounds which detracted from the attention of a class.

After looking at our most modern schools of today it is diffi-
cult to take even a building that was built during the 1930's or early
1940's and use it as an example of modern, up to date, building., With
limited size, facilities, and equipment, it will leave much to be desired.

With a changing social picture and new emphases in education,
classroom sizes have changed and expanded, special facilities have been
developed and added. The curriculum has been undergoing changes.
Activities and actual working processes have been expanded. Laboratory
{type procedures have been emphasized and an emphasis shifting to pract—
ical arts from the traditional academic program has been recognized.

The changes being discussed have not been abrupt but are coming
about gradually. These innovations were in the process of beginning
in the period preceding the war, but have now evolved further and are
creating new problems, These changes are recognized and buildings are
being made more flexible to take care of them.

Rather than the conventional nonflexible two story structure,
the modern trends more to the E, T, H, F, L, Y, finger type and other
flexible designs that more easily permit expansion and changes to

accommodate newly arising needs,

IT.  OSUMMARY OF NATIOWAL SCHOOQL SURVEY

The American School and University conducted a survey of the
buildings and building trends in the United States during 1950. A



sumary of the results of this survey and its implications is sub-
mitted in evidence of new thinking that is being reflscted in the
school buildings of today. The following material is quoted in part.

More educational buildings were planned and constructed
during 1950 than any other year in our nation's history, and
indications from all sections of the country are that the totals
for 1950 will be exceeded in the immediate years ahead. The
American School and University's second annual national survey
of elementary, secondary and college buildings has provided
indisputable evidence that America is awakened at last to the
needs for new educational buildings--and something is being
done ahout it.

More significant than the amount of educational buildings
during 1950 is the progress which was made in cooperative
planming of new buildings and improved design which have
resulted in more efficient plants. Consequently the vast sums
which were spent for new educational buildings in 1950 were
spent wisely. Fewer monuments were dedicated to an ancient
past; more buildings were created for people'!s needs and the
tasks to be performed in them,

During 1950, 2,365 school systems constructed new elementary
and secondary plants. Total number of buildings constructed
was 4,520, or an increase of almost 50 percent over 1949.
(Number of new buildings in 19L9 was 3,316) However, 5,12l
such buildings were planned for 1951. Total cost of new elemen-
tary and secondary school buildings built in 1950 was slightly
over $1.25 billion, This figure is quite a contrast to slightly
more than $1 billion spent in 1949, and over 32 billion
estimated for 1951.

0f all new elementary and secondary buildings constructed
in 1950, 65 percent were slementary buildings, 29 percent sec—
ondary school buildings, and 6 percent combination elementary
and secondary school buildings. New elementary buildings cost
$629 million, secondary buildings $550 million and combination
buildings $72.5 million.

All sections of the country showed an increase in both number
of buildings and expenditure mads for them,

The number of new buildings and the money spent on them
demonstrate their far-flung importance to the total industrial



picture and present evidence of the great effort being made to
provide housing for the country's educational program. Equally
important is the character of the buildings. Even the most
superficiel examination discloses many important changes in
buildings constructed in 1950 as compared with those built only
a decade ago.

The typical school building of 1950 is a one-story structure.
Yesterday's monumental multi-storied school buildings are fast
disappearing., If the present trend continues, they will be as
rare as the Model T. Ford.

Less than 15 percent of the 1950 elementary school build-
ings have basements, Of the new secondary school buildings,
18 percent contained basements.

The year 1950 saw further advance in the amount of space
devoted to individual classrooms, Elementaxy school class-
rooms were consistently larger in floor space than the trad-
itional ones built prior to World War II., In more and more
cases these classrooms equaled or exceedsd 1,000 square feet.
Less than 750 square feet of space was usually found in older
buildings.

Elementary classrooms were increasingly planned to be self-
sugtaining; that 1s, designed so thal all pupil activities
could be carried on in thenm,

Examination of buildings constructed during 1950 provides
evidence that these new structures show steady improvement in
their technical features. Good engineering is evident in day-
lighting and electrical lighting. Full fenestration has become
usual design procedure. Single-loaded corridors are more evident
in all sections of the country, and seem to have been designed
80 as to obtain the largest amount of controlled daylight
even in rooms of greatest depth.

One of the most constructive steps in sscuring better school
buildings dwring 1950 was the great increase in community
plamning of school plants.

Many commnities no longer were satisfied to have their
school boards tell them what additional school buildings were
needed, employ an architect, seek approval of a bond issue, and
in due time erect a building. The feeling grew that, represent-
ative participation by citizens, school board, professional
staff, and architects not only secure better buildings, but
equally important, provide constructive means through which the

13



community was aroused to study the school's purposes and pro-
grams, additional facilities needed, and types of building
facilities which would best meet their needs within their
financial ability to provide them,l

The result of the national survey conducted by The American

School and Universily provides conclusive evidence concerning the

direction in which we are now going in school building trends.
III. DBULLDINGS IN WASHINGTON STATE

For all practical purposes the state of Washington is parallel-
ing the national trend in school construction.

With moderate restrictions, created by a lack of finance s the
Washington State Department of Education is in general keeping abreast
of the building situation, so far as recommendations for new buildings
are concerned.

Since 1947, Washington State has completed two hundred and
fifteen new schools, At this writing there are ong hundred and sixty
school buildings under construction and sixty units in the planning
stage, with money appropriated to cover construction costs,

In the five year period from 1947 to 1952 Washington will have

gained four hundred and thirty-five new school buildings,

lyalter D Cocking, The American School and Universi
e VL 9 rsit >
Twenty-third Anmual Edition (New York: Americean School Publishing

Company, 1951}, pp. 53-6L.







































































































































CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECCMMENDATIONS
I. CONCLUSIONS

In the past five years the state of Washington has made rapid
progress in the building of new schools. In these new buildings
there are many features that provide for a definite need. Some of
these features are new and others are evolutions from the school
of yester-—year.

Recognized authorities indicate that school buildings should
be planned to fit the needs of the community, the pupil, and the
educative process. Different approaches to design and construction
that answer the needs of school disitricts are essential to local
planning. Schoel buildings in a community reflect the thinking and
philesophy of the people whom it serves.

A1l school bulldings are not designed alike, nor should they
be., Individual differences in communities such as needs and purposes
cause school buildings to be different from those of neighboring
communities, School buildings are specifically designed to be learn~

ing laboratories.
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Superintendents are arranging for more democratic planning
when approaching a building program. Participants in planning new
school buildings are encouraged to include wide areas of consideration
by cross sectional population.

Occasionally people err through lack of farsightedness in
planning, resulting in the building of a conservative school which
is almost obsolete at the time of construction.

Surveys indicate that school buildings in the state of
Washington are following the national trend in number, type of
construction, cost, location, and design.

Because of rapid growth in some areas in the state some
schools are providing very flexible buildings which can be easily
changed or added to.

Architects are soliciting and utilizing the thinking and
suggestions of teachers, the superintendent, the commnity, and even
of students in the plamning of new buildirngs. This has resulted in
facilities which make for more pleasurable teachling and learning
situations,

Features that may cost a little more in initial construction
fees pay dividends in operation, maintenance and utility.

Through flexibility, c¢lassrooms are being designed to fit the
teachers, rather than requiring the teacher to fit the classroom,

Although a school building is constructed to fit an immediate need,
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mach thought and consideration is being given to long term planning,
IT. RECOMMENDATIONS

1., In order to do a complete survey of this particular
nature a writer could consider individual school buildings designed
by different architects and compare their approaches to specific
problems.

2., A study of the relationship that exists between the
curriculum and the features of specific school buildings would provide
very interesting data.

3. An historical approach to innovations in school buildings
offers many unexplored areas of writing.

ke The field of a more extensive survey might remove
restrictions placed on this paper and conslder neighboring states or
wider geographical areas,.

5. Many areas of more specific scope such as site selection,
flexible design, construction mat.eriais for school buildings, costs,
and long term planning provide more specialized approaches to
research writings.

It is not recommended that these unusual features be included
in school buildings unless they meet the specific needs of that
school and community.

The unusual features in school buildings will continue to



grow in number because the needs and demands are constantly growing
and changing.
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APPENDIX A

MAP QF STATE QF WASHINGTON

1, Chehalis High School

2. Yakima: Hoover, Gilbert, Childs, Nob Hill, and McClure
Elementary Schools

3. Bellevue High School

L. Seattle: Southgate Elementary School and Scuth Central
High School

5« Seattle: Lafayette Elementary School

6., Seattle: Genasee Elementary School

7. Longview: Monticello Junior High School

8. Moses Lake High School and Moses Lake Elementary School

9. Quincy Elementary School
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