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Introductory Statement

v

The Center for Social Organization of Schools has two primary
>bjectives: to develop a scientific knowledge of how schools affect
their students, and to use this knowledge to develop oetter school
practices and organization. -

The Center works through three pPrograms to ach1eve its obJect1ves

The Scheols and Maturxty program is studying the effects of school

fanily, and peer group exper1ences on the. deVelopmens\of att1tudes
consistent with psychosoc1al maturity. The ObJeCtlveS are to formulate,
Assess, and redearch important~educational goals\other than traditional

academic acnievement. The program has developgd the Psychosoc1al N

Maturity (PSM) Inuentory for the assessment »f adolescent social, indi-

vidual, and 1nterpersona1 adequacy. The School Organization program
is turrently concerr.ed with authority- c)nttol Structures, task Structures,
reward svstems, and reer group procetses in schools. It has produced
'a large-scale study of the effects’of open schools, has developed the
Teams-Games-Tournamenta(TéT) instructional process for teaching various
subJects in elementary and secondary schools and has prodnced a

& . computer1zed system “for s:hool-wide attendance monitoring. The School

~

= " Process and Carcer Development program is study1ng trans1t1ons from high

school’ to post secondary inst1tut1ons and the role of schooling in the

“development of career plans and the actualization of abor market outcomes.
This report, prepa:ed by the School Organization program, investigates
how changes in schooj organization affecu student satisfaction with school,

commitment to classwork, and reactions to teachers, as measured by the

Quality of School Life gcale.

Q ' 5
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Abstract

The Quality of School Life scale (Q<L) is based on three dimensions
of a quality of school life concept:- Thé'Satisfaction:with School sub-
scaie iy a measure of general Qell—being in school; The Commitment to
Classwork. substale concerns the level of interést in assignments and
curricular activities; and tﬂe Reactions to Teachers subscale concerns
the quality of student-teacher relations. Previous reseaych with the
QSL ghows the three subscales relate differently to a number of external
criteria (Epstein and McPartland, 1976).

AThis study utilizes survey data from 7200 students in 39 elementary,
middle and high’schools which differ significantly on a measure of school
openness to examine the hypothesis that Satisfagtion with School should
be most responsive to changes in school practiceg that affect the social
struciure, C~mmitment to Classwork should relate 38t to changes in the
task structure, and Reactions to Teachers should be most affected by
changes in the authority structure of schqols.> This research illustrates
how multidimensional subjective educational indicators can proviée infor-
mation on the condition of education and on the natﬁte of structural
changes in school organization.

The results show that openness of the instructional program has
greater positive impact on students' perceived quality of student-teacher
relations than on other dimensions c¢f the quality of gschooi life. Openness
of the instructional program appears to involve a E?sic change of the
school authority struéfure, but may not involve as  .much change iﬁ the social
)jér task.structures of schools., »

. Results are discussed in terms of the potential of subJective indica-

tors for monitoring the progress and effects of educational innovations.

- -
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. Introduction

Sociologists and educators recently have discussed the potential of
subjectivé education indicators to promote bgcter kﬁowledge of the condi-
tions of education (ASA Social Indicators aad Education Section, 1975,
E§ucationa1 Testing Service, 1975). sStandard educational indicators col-
lected and rzported in the.past include finance, populéfiop and énroll—
ment characteristics, retention and attainment rates, and standariized
échievement scores (Duncan, 1968; Muskin, 19732; Nationul Center for
Educational Statistics, 1576; U.S. Deéértment of Commerce, 1973),. _Con-
spilcuously missing from our current understa;ding of the condition. of
education is information on :the quaiity of school life of stﬁdencs
(Gooler, 1975; Sheldon, 1975).

Considerable attentton has been given to adult 1life satiéfaction, job
satisfaction and commitment (Becker, 1966; Berg, 1971; Bradburn and
Caplovitz, 1965; Feldman and Newéomb, 1969; Gurin, 1960; Holland, 1973;
Jencks, 1972; Kahn, 19725,Robidson and Shaver, 1973; Trickett and Moos,
1971: Waléh, 1972; Wilsoh; 1967) and more recently to the quality of life
of adults (Campbell, Comverse, and Rogers, 1976 Flanagan, 1975% Institute
for Soc£a1 Research, 1975; McFarland, 1975; U.S. EnQironmental Protection
Agency, 1573; Withey, .1975). However, the measurement and meaning‘of
the "quality of '1ife" for youngsters, their general satisfaction, or
speéific }ea;tions to aspects of schooling has not geenlgiQen attention.

7 One reason for this neglect has been the absence of a validated
instrument for use across educational levels to measure and compare
;tuden; reactiogs to school life in general, to their school work, and

to'their teachers. Farlier work in this area is limited by measurement

instruments that are too long, focus on a gingle grade or educational

7



level, or define "satisfaction™ as a unidimensional conce; % "l:hiS’makes" R
comparative and longitudinal studies and theoretical distinctions diffiéult
or impossible (see for example, Flanders, Morrison and Brode, 1968; Glick,
1970; Meier and McDaniel, 1975; Rohr,‘i975i Roshal; Frieze and Wood, 1971;
Fhit;orc, 1974 and test references in Chuu, Cobb and Fréﬁch, ¥975; John-
son and Bommarito, 1971; lLake, Miles, and Earle, 1973; Robinson and Shaver,
1973). Rerently a miltidimensional measure -- the GQuality of School Life
scale (QSL) ——.was_developed and tested. The scale is a measure with three
clearly defined subscales, useful across grade and educational’ levels
for research and evaluation‘(Epstein and McPartland, 1976).

A second reason that thevquality of school life has been ignored as
an outcome is the preoccupation of educational research with the measure-
ment of ac;demic achievement. While schools define muitiple goals,-academic
success is the only goal that “is regularly measured. This restriceed
emphasis on achievement has been recently challenged (Hurn, 1976; Jencks,
1972;4McPart1and and Epstein, 1973;‘Si}berman, 1970).

"Quality of schdol” had been previously defined as ar. independent
va;iable or school characteristic in terms of levels of schso] resources
-- e.§¥:pér pupil expenditures, teachers' Credentlalg, library or cher
school facilities or equipment, (Equality of Educational Oppo:tunity,

1966) -- or even more obliquely in terms of student perfermance or

-

achievement (Hauser, 1971). Recently more pertinent definitions of

-school quality have been examined in terms of educational climate (McDill

o -

and Rigsby, 1973) or in terms of environmental qualities (McPartland and -

Epstein, 1973, 1976). 1In this paper, the-quality of school life is a

dependent variable -- a mpasure of students' perceptions whigh'reflect

»

reactions to the quality of school, i.e. the independent variable that
deals with the actual experiences characterizing different classroom .

N\ environments. It may be' expected that differences in the quality of

Q o | 8
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school environments can afrect differernces in the aua11ty of school 1life
for SLUdentb much ths same way as differences in work environments affect

the occupational satisfaction.of employees.

The Problem

Three S:parate Dimensions-of Quality of School Life
. Previous researcn'with the Quality of School Life scale_eétablished

that the three separate dimensinns of the concept reléte to three dif-

fergnt,broad dimensions of school organization. This work showed that

the Satisfaction (SAT) subscale is most highly assoéfated with the

quality of a student's social experience€s -- Such as a student's social

~ -

status from nominations by peers and teachers, involvement in extra-

. curricular activ1t1es, open- ended comments on the 1mportance of school

as a soc1a1 (as opposed to an intellectual) environment, recollection of
satisfaction with previous schooling and rate of school absenteeism. The

Commitment to Classwork (COM) subscale is most clearly related to an

- individual's belief in the consequences of school work and the character
q

of the work itself, such as the level of the student's future plans for
education, the .specificity of occupational plans, open-ended commenté on

the value of schooling for the future, as well as indicators of approachlng

school work with attention, industry, and outside effor-. Scores on the

'Reactions to Teachers spbscale (TCH) relate most to the quality of the

_——

‘classroom environment created or supported by the teacher, e.g. student

perceptions cf teachers' decision-making style, student experiences$ with

fairness in grades, opportunities for participation and expression in class,
as well as measures of students’ r)ﬁutatipns of getting in trouble with

P

school authorities (Epstein and McPartland, 1976), These associationg

-

suggest that each dimension 0£-QSL may be responsive to a general school
4+

environment factor, as follows:



. & L4
- b
s ) ‘ . [
Structural Component . N Key Dimens on of .

of Schools Quality of School Life

- - o \w N d
Social mmm———— - General well-being, satisfaction

g Task : Seeeeo- - Commitment to classwork »
Authority ----c-- 5 "“Reactions to teachers

In short, feelings of general well-~ belﬂg wmay be nosl ssrongly 1nf1uenced

——3 .

: i e
by the social aspetts,of the school, commitment may be most reiated to
. B - . N : R [4

the task structure of the school, and reactions_to teachers most related.

to the authority structure of the school. A significant change in schools

along one 0. moré of three structural dimensions may affect students'

\
\

specific reactions to the quality of their school 1ife.

Classroom Organization and the Quality.of-School tLife

Open education, based on specific thenretical principles auyd assump -

- v

-

tions about how children learn (Barth, 1972; Piaget and Inhelder, 1%69)

is an innovation irequently chosen by school administrators and teachers
. , -~

for the irtended purpose to impiove the quality of school life. Descrip- >y

» :

v

tive accounts of "happier" children in mere open schools \Plowden, 1967,
Weber, 1971) make c]oar the need for comprehensive, emrlrical studies of
the quality of school life in open and traditional school programs. -
Recent studies have indicated Lhat typlcak "open'"' instructional prov-~
grams dlffer from the more "tradlt10na1t approaches in the way teachers . <,
organize the learning environment (Musella in Traub, Weiss, Fisher, and
Musella, 19]3;_Wa1berg & Thomas, 1969).- Compared to the more traditioﬁél
ipstructional "approaches, apen eau:atibn places” fewer restriccions on

student movement and interacrion with ocher students, provides more"

altefnatiue activities to meet 'student interests or needs, and gives

- -
. [t

students greater responsibility for selecting assignments and supervis-

ing progress (Epstein and McParrlénd, 1975; MéPértland and Epstein, 1973,

1976) . One could predict that a representative crosc-section of students -

P

Q . | | 0 | 10 - a
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attending schools which differ sigaificantly in openness of the instruc-

f\

ticnal program would show measurable differences in their scores on. each

of the fhree dimensions of the Quality-of School Life Sca%e -- on ‘general
satlsfaL

tion, on cosmitment to classwork, as well as on positive reactions "’

~

_to teachrs. \
~

Students' general satisfaction and well-being in school may be “nhanced

in part by the 1ncreased variety of activities and contacts with peers
- . [

. N N e g
and teachers in open-environment schools. Teachers in upen schools tend

to minimize the sgylized behavior expected of students -- such as being

silent ‘and remaining seated for extended periods, ignoring other students'

work and activities,.wai;ing,for infrequent turns to participate in lessOns,

and follgwing rigid time limits. The s;gdents' social community -- the
nature and extent of social conFécts during classtime -~ is determined by
constraints such as those enumerated. Students should find life in open-
environment schools to be more like 1life outside of school, reducing the -
sharp points of comparison between school and non-school which may cauge
some students-in traditional cl:ssrooms to be resentful and discoutented,
$tuﬂents'cbmmitﬁent to classwork may be strengthened bj‘incréaséd

individualization of tasks in open—environment schoolé. In schools

where all students work on the Same lesson at the same time, some are
béing asked to do work -hat is too easy while others?cannot meet the
dem~nds of the lessqn. Some are being asked Eo;wprk on projects eitHer
peripherally Bf inte;est or totali& unipteresting"to them, both.grougs )

S A - . . r4
ma, withdraw, watch the clock, daydream akout things they would rather be

doing, or find someéhiﬁg else to do which disrupts the lesson and dis- <

tracts the tedcher and other students. In- open-environment schools, moye

frequent‘use of individualization and more participation by students in

S L

o



the selection of tepics and projecis weans that the academic Cemands should
~ i A -
T be more personally appropriate vor each student., TIf students are qcrkiQ?

. o \
on assignments designed to challenge them at their own 1eve1;vespecially'\

\

assignments they have selectad on their own, it is more likely thét they \\;)
will be personally invelved in and rewarded ‘for their work,

Students' reaction to their teachers mav be more pogitive due to thé
change and exchangg of roles by teacher; and students in open~eﬁviron@ent
schools, The tearier bécomes less the g;te keeper, time-keeper, traffic
& cop and judge. By rel{pquishing some control to the students’(and‘some’

to the physical environment itself), the teacher assumes less than ‘total

*
-

control over equipment, materials, pacing, directions, design of assign-
4 . _ .
RS
ments, and evaluation, When students-make important decisions- about their

work and. their actions, the teacher is no longer viewed as the only source

"o0f/school demands, - The decision~makfng process in open ‘schools should
/ . . . . “w

cause more frequent individual contacts between students and their teachers.

When students take an active rola in learning, they can oevelop a working

relatlenship with their teachers. Ir contrast to some schobls where con-
tacts with teachers tend to occur when a student is in trouble, contacts

with teachers in open schools occur frequently for positive, decision-

5

mﬁking purposes, This kind of inferaction should promote more positive

"

student reactions toward teachers. ' .

If open schools successfully alter the social, Eéskz ;nd/or autﬂority
structﬁre typica!lv found in more traditinnal ;chools, then there shogid
b; measurable differences in the‘satisfgction, commitment and reactién;
te teacﬁers of_sgudent;‘in open and G;aditipnél-échools.‘ This.papgr-'

presents research that evaluates the effects of open education on studentg,

and also illustrates the potential of subjective educational measures for

ERIC ~ o
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assessing school effectiveness. The next section provides information

on the sample of studeﬁts and measures used in the study.

// The Sam: 3
; _The;samgle7 A cour 1 Maryland with traditional
nd open. instructional p. elementary, 10 middle, and 6 ..

schools was chosen for this study. This paper utilizes data from a

B [
sample survey of 7200 students in gradés 5, 6,7, 9, and 12, The question-
naires were administered by a trained .research staff with reachers alsent .

from the. rooms. .

Thie dependent variables,

There are two parallel measures of sg{dents' subjective evaluationsg
. 0 -~ ’

of their school exreriences. One measure has the entire school experience

as the referrant; while the second focuses on specific classroom situatiens.

’»

(1) The Quality of School Life Scale (QSL).{S-a miltidimensional.

instrument Egﬁt has been used with elementary, middley, aﬁdAhigh school
students. Three subscales form the 27-item QSL: Thé Satisfaction (SAT)

subscale measures general well-being in school; Commitment to Classwork
v r \ Kl

\\}COM).Rhigs with the level of student interest in their assignments and

i
curriculaY acrivities; and Reactions to Teachers (TCH) concerns
student-teacher relations. Tositive reactions to these three measures
g
suggest a high quality of school experiences. The psychometric properties

of QSI. have been {ully reported (Epstein ard McPartland, 1976). Table 1

lists a sample of QSL items.

(2) Quality of academic subjects. 1In this paper an additional
set of {téms on the quality of experiences in academic subject classrooms

- u@m1ish‘and math) is used to suppoft the basic analyses. The single

,

o o g 14
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TABLE 1 . .

Representative Ttems fr-~m the
Quality of School Life Scale

Tten ) Scorihgi/
1/0
A. Satisfaction with SLhOOl 1Yy 7 items
including:
The school and T are lik. iends 3/
Distant Relatives; Strangers; Lnemies. MC
I like school very much. a : T/F
Most of the time I do not want to go to school, - F/T
B. Commitment to ~“lassworl. (COM), 11 items including:
Work in class is j'st busy work and a waste of
time. - sfi/A0s
In class, I often count the minutes till it ends. T/F
In my classes I get so interested in an assignment
or project that I don't want to stop work. Every-
day; quite often; / hardly ever; never. MC
The things I get to work on in most of my classes
are: (Great stuff~-rea11y interesting to me; Good
stuff--pretty inte¥esting to me; / OK--school work.
is schcol work: Dull stuff--not very interesting
- to me; Trash--a total loss for me,. » MC
C. Reactions to Teachers (TCH), 11 items including:
‘I wish I could have the:same teachers next year. T/F
Thinking of my,geéchers this term, I reali like:
All of them; Most...;/ Half...; One or two...;
None.,. . MC
Teachers here have a way with students that makes
us like them, - T/F
D. Quality of §chool Life (QSL)
The total scale 1is comprised of the 27 items from the three scales
listed above. ] -
E/ Item response formats include T/F = true/false; MC = multiple choice;

and AO/SSN = always, often,/sometimes, seldom, uever,

Each item is scored 1 or O as indicated by the slash (/) shown in the
scoring codumn or in the multiple choice item responses.

Response categories preceding the slash = 1; categories following the
slash = 0, Ttem scoves are then sumned for subscale and scale totals,

14



item Indexes of satisfaction, commitment and reactions to teachers of
English and math parallel the content of the QSI, scale but appeared
gseparately from the QSL items in the survey questionnaire.l/ These subject
specific rea;tions are used in analyses along with a measure of subjecE—

specific openness of teachers'classrooms, described in (4) below.

The independent variah?! . -

There, are four the degree of ''openness'" of a student's
schooling, One m sed on school averages of student responses

to 28 items which combine several school subjects. A . second measure is
based on school averzges of student responses to 23 general items about
school which have no subject identificatiﬁn. A third measure focuses on
expesiences over a number of years, A fourth measure.is based on classroom

averages for students having the same teacher for the same sub ject,

(1) The Open School Scale is a measure based on the average of stu-

N

* defit fesponse to a 28-item index. Each of seven quéétions in the student.
questionnaire was repeated four times to refer separately to each of four
ucademic subjects, The first of the seven questions appeared‘ih the

following form:
Read each sentence below., Then, for each of thgisupjects,
check the line that tells how often the statement is true
for you in each subject, ™

1. In class, I can talk to other students while I work

2/ Always Often Sometimes Seldom: Never
English '

Math .
Social Studies
Science

The remaining six questions, which also followed the same subject-
specific - format, were:

2, 1In class I must sit next to the same students,
3. 1In class, I can move about the room withdut asking the teacher.

e

15
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4. In class, the teacher stands # front of the roum and works
with the class as a whole. *N '

5. When I am working on a lesson, the other students in my class
are working cn the same.lesson.

6. Most days there are several assignments the teacher tells me -
I could select, and I choose the one I want to work on.

7. I could fall behind in my work without the teacher finding out
about it for a couple of weeks or more.

For each of the 28 %tems (7 questiéns X 4 subjects) the percent of
students who saw the program ag "open”z/ was calculated in each grade in
each school. Thn ~ure of "school opennce~' g -+ average percent
acros ' 5svassigned a. o ods ;¢ school and grade in
yhich each individual studenf ts enrolled, For exaﬁple, a score éf 25.0
for a particular school and grade means that on the average item 25 per—.
cent of the students report that their clasges aré usually ”oﬁen" in mode
of operation. Theoretically, tﬁe score on this index cbuld range from O
-to 100 percent.\,Thevactual range of scores for;this'samplenon.the Schobl
| Openness measure is 11.5 to 39.7 in grade‘S, 10.2 to 35.3 in grade 6,
14,4 to 37.3"1in grade 7, 16.5 to 53.1 in gradé 9, and 17.4 to 58.1 in
" grade 12, |

A principle compohent factorianalysis'was condghted to examine the
struéture which underlies ‘the several questions used‘in Ehe openness
#naex (McPartland and EpSfein, 1973). A useful structure of four
bfactors emerged :

(1) variety of activities permitted

(2) degree of individualization of tasks =

(3) student share of responsibility for assignment selectional

(4) student share of responsibility for monitoring progress ~
In the resulté reported“here, the overall index of openness of school pro-~
grams énd the‘separate factors gf that inéex are used in the study of the‘

relationship of openness with the Quality of School Life.

(2) Alternate measure of openness of -the school program,

An alternate measure of openness comprised of 23 items on the nature



11
of scnool experienceeé/ was constructed Ln.the same way we described for
the basic Oﬁgn School Scale, The alternate measure is used to confirm
the basic findings and‘is especially useful in evaluating the elementary
school level results where there may.be less emphasis on ecademic sub ject
distinctions.

(3) Duration of attendance. in open schools,

A third measure of openness wasg used to check the“reletionships
reported in thir paper. An index of the length of extposure to school
¢ :nness was calc ‘ v each student. Thias index is based on informa-
tion on the Open S 100l Scale from students and teachers on 2 surveys
.(1973 and 1974) and retrospective evaluatirns from teachers on the oﬁenness
of sehool programs for four previous years. It is assumed that the longer

a. student experiences open education, the more the student will be influ-.

. /
enced or affected by the nature of that environment, Students were assigned

a duretion score, ranglng from zero:to six years, based on the number of con-

secutive years they attended schoc1s with, highly open programs.

&4)' Subject-specific openness scores.

For a final test, separate measures of openness were.con<tructed for
specific-academic subJecte. " Indexes of English Openness and Math Openness
. use the same 7 ;tems'as the Open School Scale. Scores were derived £or‘
speeific teachers' classrooms and aséigned.totstudents identified by the
students surveyed according to school; grade, and teachers' classroom for
English and math which they attended, '

Control variables: Student Background and Family Characteristics

There are eight variables used to measure differences in student inputs
to the schools, These variables include parents' education, material pos-
sessions in the home, family size, family decision:haking"btyle, rules for

children in the home, success in school?yeex and race.é/ The first three

17
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are indicators of socioeconomic status, and the next two are measures.of
the authbrity structure in.the home,

The following section presents results of analyses of the relationships
between obenness of the.instructional program and students' evaluations

of the quality of school life.

Results
Multiple fegreasion analyses were conducted to ex;mine the relation-
ship hetween oéenness of the school program and the quality ¢ . hool
life. Table 2 ;;ows that across a nuyper of tests using the multipie mea-
sures described above, with studéht.background'and family cbaracteri;ticsb
controlled, schqolfopenness is most strongly associated witﬁ\the Reactions

to Teachers subscale at both the elementary and sec¢ondary levels,

Table 2 presents the standardized;yegression coefficients showing

.the relationship between the three QSL subscales and three measures of
. i . : \

: : \ :
openness. At the secondary ‘level, the patterns are most consistent. Open-

ness is most strongly associated with Reactions to Teachérs, then to Sat-
. > . B

‘isfaction. and is leagt reldted to Commitment to Classwork. The.relation-

ship between openness and reactions to teachers is always about twice as

3

©

big as the relationship between openness and general satisfaction, The

relationship of dpenness with:-commitment to classwork never reaches a
standard level of significance. |

At the elementary level the-difecgion'and éignif%cance of the relation-
ships are more equivocal aépendiné'oh thﬁ measures used, but, as atuthe

»

secondary level, openness is most positively related to reactions to

teachers., This relationship approaches the ,10 level of signiticance -in the

analyses using the alternate measure of openness (a more general measure

than the subject-related open school écales), and {8 clearly significant



Table 2

Re'st:im: 1ip of 3 Measurcs of Openness of School Program

with QSL Subscalcs, Given 8 Controls, by Educational Level.

b = standardized regression wlficients; t = associated test statjistic

Measure of Ope:

wpen \\\—\ALférnate Measure

School Scale of Openness . Durat.ion

Quality o: School Life Zubscale b (t) b (t) b (t)
Secondary school sample - '
Satisfaccion wirh school, .039 (2.13) .052 (2.85) 041 (2.37)
Commi tment tu classwork ~ .016 (0.89) 025 (1.44) .023  (1.35)
~Reactions to teachérs " .086 (4.67) 103 (5.65) .080 (4.66)

(N=5206) . E -

Elementary school sample ' v

Satisfaction witb school =042 (<1.40)  -.001 (-0.18) 068 (2.24)
- Commitment to classwork - ~.058 (-1.93) -.003 (-0.10) .037  (1.24) a3
Reactions to teachers ~.025 (-0.82) .049 . (1.62) .097 (3.21)

(N=1060)

a ~ L, .
—/Controls include grade level, sex, race, parents' education, items in the home,
family size, rules in the home, and success in school.
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. when duration of years attending open elementary'schools is taken intc
raccount,

‘ecause this study involves wvariables defined at both individual and
schoolilevel, a final check was made using a statistical model for hier-
archial data (Wiley, 1975, equation 3).1/ 1. ts analysis, conducted fer
the secondary school sample, shows results of the re'at{i. ' - her o
opennessg and 2 -Tiry o7 b 1 1{fe at the school level, aiter an adjust-
mert is made for the effect of individual background characteristics at
the individual level, and after a second ad justment for background charact-
eristics (aggregated by school and grade) at the school level., Table 3
shows that the substantive results remain as stated: Openness of the school
program relates moet positively and significantly to reactions to teachers
in schools, | ¥
Tables 2 aad 3 provide a broad analysis of the relationships under

-

study, but we need to examine more cafefully the specific influence of

Aspects of openness on the quality of school 1life. Table ‘4 shoéws the
re1ationship of ‘the four separate factors of the open school scale with
the three dimensions of the Quality of School Life Scale. The tab1e pre-
sents standardized regression coefficients, indicating the relatiqnship of
satisfacfion,”comnitment, andrreactions to teachers with each aspect of
openness, after controiiing on gtudent background and family characteristics.
Theee results confirm and extend the results in Table 2, Ali aspects of
openness relate moot highly‘to the quaiity of teacher-stuqent relations.
Individoalization of tasks and selection of aSsignments by students,in

that order, are most positively associated with all three dimensions of

the quality of school 1life for students.

20 | o



15

_ Table 3
'Summary of Hierarchical Analysis Showing Relationship Between School
' : al
Openness and Quality of School Life, Secondary Lev FREE-TONEH
b = gtandardizod ve )eiale . .S btatlsuic

Relationship with School Level

‘ Openness
- School Level Quality of School Life: '
b ( t)
Satisfaction with School ¢ .289 (1.13)
Commi tment to Classﬁﬁrk -.151 ' (-0.51)
Reactions to Teachers 407 (2.04)

é/Cont:rols at the individual ‘level and aggregated for school by grade
level include sex, race, parents' education, items in the home, family
style, rules in the home, and report card grades.
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O e, . of Schoo: Lire subs-ales on  .or
. a/
factors of'opcnness of school program and background controls = for

secondary students, N = 3206,

Quality of School Life Subscalé?

-4

" Satisfaction Commitment Reactions

Factor of Openness of "~ with to to
School Program School Classwork. Teachers
Variety of behaviors

permitted .019- (1.04) —.001 (-0.04) .054 (2.91)
Individualization 061 (3.46)  .030 ( 1.78) -.099 (5.62)

. Shared Responsibility for o

Selecting Assignmentsg A ,Oﬁl (2.23) 025 ( 1.43) ~.095 (5.18)
wShared Responsibility for , :

Monitoring Progress .029 (1.05) .010 ( 0.37) 124 (4.45)

a/ .
Contvols include grade level, sex, race, parents' education, items in the
.home, family size, family style, rules in the home, and success in school.

DY
r'e
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reports the relationships of aspects of openness of snecific
teacs. <iassrooms in English and math and students' reactions to_the
quality of their experiences in these subjects. These are more proximate
measures of openness and focus on their relationships with the matching
evaluation of the quality of cxperiencés.' However, these are probably
1g§s reliable indicators of '"true'" relationships, dﬁe to the ﬁature of

. 2.

the dependent measure (i.e. éingle item indicators). Nevertheless, the
correlations presented on Table 5, corrected for attenuation, substan-
tiate the basic conclusion of the earlier tables -~ openness is mos@'
positively associated with the quality of student-teacher relations. '
This table sﬁggests a stronger positive association between openness and

[

student satisfaction than is suggested on earlier tables, and suggests a
144

negative association between one aspect of openness -- student monitoring
responsibility -- and commitment to classwork. SR
. ) Y
. . :
e A !
. (5} . ) &
[ W]
=
! »



TABLE 5

A ) a .
Partial correlat1ons—/, of subject teachers' classroom openness with
items measuring students' reactions to academic sub jects.
Secondary sample, N = 3825. . ' '

' Reactions to English b/ -
Engiish Openness: SAT coM TCH
Variety of behaviors L3217 .052 T 344
Individualization ) 111 .031 ' 147
Student Assignment Selection . 347 .078 436
Student Monitoring Responsibility JA111 -,182 _ .138
’ Reactions *o Math 2/>
- Math Openness: SAT CcOM TCH
Variety of behaviors .453 .167 . 444
Individualization .155 .015 C L1182
Student Assignment Selection ‘ .510- .057 .527

Student ‘Monitoring Responsibility - .022 -.076 -.022

a/ Grade level of respondents is controlled,

These are single item measuregs and results presented here are not
directly comparable with resultg of analyses using the full Quality
of School Life scales reported in earlier tables.

jo
~




19

2

Other Findings Regarding Openness _and Authority Systems

<

The foregoing aﬁalyses using the Quality oﬁ,Scﬁool Life subscales
indiéate that the most salientychaqges due to openness are concerﬂed
with schoois' authority systom; rather Ehan the social or task stru:tures.
Other analyses with these data serve to corroborate that, school openness
incluées important differences in teacher-student relztions, although
- - &

these findings do not address the relative association of o~enness with

the authority structure in comparison to social or task changes.

The teachgrs’themselves in open schoois réport a-different attitude -
abou;,éhe appropriateness and benefits of stﬁdent sharing of authority,
A sample of 162 teachers from the secondary schools responded to a ques-
tion concerning the per cent of students who would be expé?ted to pro-
gress best acaflemically in each of five categofies of teacher-student
authority relatidﬂb ranging from total teacher control of planning,
selegting, moﬁitoring and evaluating students' academic programs, through
different degrees of teacher-student sh;ring, to tétal student control of
the academic program, Table 6nshOWQ that teachers in more Bpen schools
'tend go believe that total teacher control is not best fo; students' pro-
gress.g/ Instéad they tend to believe that students should share coﬁtrol,
esbécialiy if th; level of shared respdﬁsibility‘was in ;ome middle range,
From other qﬁes;ioné asked of teachers, we find that teachers in}ﬁore
traditional schooIS\mg;e often agree that ch{ldren (a) "are being given
too;much freedom owada}s," (b) "have lost the curiosity they had had
when chey fifst s%arted school," and that (c) "obedience and:fesp;ct for
Caufhority are the%éost important things cnildren ghould learn," Con;rolling

i -
"on grade level anq average social class level of students taught, the

pértial corfelati&ns 6f'openness'of the school program at the secoﬁaary

o 25
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3

TABLE 6 ' . ) N
Wgaéheis' OpinienvofSPercent of Students 'Who Would Make Optimum Progress

in School Under Different Student-Teacher Role Categories

- sebpndary’échbol "~ achers, N = 162,

b.= standardizec beti coefficient; t = associated test statistic

Yo . . R
v.Lw:. -
: T 'VL .a/' _ ‘Relationship with Openness
Student-Teacher Role Category~ of Scngol Program b/
— \ —
b . ()
" . - . : N .
1. Total teacher ¥ontrol T =.333 (~4.65) p < .001
2.~ High teacher control, some student .
choice (184 (2.48)  p< .02 ,
3. 'Equal student and teacher conp§2:~‘~\ - .328 (4455) . p £ .001 L
N B N R " h \ A . ] . . - ) _
4. High student control, some teacher . ! G ‘ » -
“direction and evaluation . 134 (1.77) p< .10 y \\
5. Totél student control .03 (0.56) i>\ NS -
. . ~ : . LT i
T :
a/ i g aEs - S S
=" Refers to degree of teacher and student-control on planning, selecting,
monitoring and evaluating students' school work. - ) R ' o
~ N I . . .
b/ " | >
— Partial correlation with control on teacher's grade level and average
social class level of students taught., The.Teachers Openness scale
consists of the same 7 items as the students' Open School ‘Scale,
Teachers responded for the grade .level and sub ject they most often °
teach., Scores were apgregated py'school and assigned to each teacher. 5
. .
-~ . "A ‘
.‘\
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Tevel with gcachers'opinions on these belicfs are -.132, -.126, -.118
respccrivCI;.and are significart at or approaching the .10 level., Put
another way, while the data are‘liﬁlted; the relaéionships suggest
that teachers from open schocls are mcre likely'to_operate on assumptions
about students and student behavior that enable them to offer students
opportunities for greater responsibilities in class. In effect, this
would permit a redefinition by teachers in open schools of both teaéhgr
and student roles. |
Sot only do\Eeachers in open schools view agthority relations dif-
.fefently from traditional school staff, but students in open school
_report different teacﬁer-student relations. Othér anaines were con-
A éﬁcted on two scales based on'studené responses (McPartland and Epsteiq,
i# ' .;"1976)f "One scale involves students’ percep;ions of the kinds of be-
B;viors their teachers expegt and reward. Students wére asked how much
. teachers emphasize and reward.conformity and unquestioned deference to
3 teachers r;ther than creaéivity.and expresgion'of opinions. Table 7
Vhows that students in open schoois report that their teaéhers expect or
v C
reward them for "speaking out withlopinions” and "having. unusual ideas"
while students in traditionai schools report fheir teachers expect‘or
reward them for 'carefully foliowing directions" and '"being neat and

'

ﬂcléan.” (The*lattef behavi

l

GFg_Were‘highly valued in all schools, but

PR

somewhat‘less so in open schools). A second scale from student reports
. ’ concerns the teacher-student- decision-making process:, i.e. whether stu-
dents participate in classroom decisions{ The third en%ry on Table 7

+ - 'shows that students in open schools report significantly,higher involvement

t

, 1.e, whether students partici-

in the :lass;opm'deciﬁion-making,process

pate in tlassroom decigions. The third entry aon Table'7 shows students

— 27 ' e
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TABLE 7

Relationship Between Openness of the Instructional Program and Students'
Reports of Behaviors Rewarded by Teachers and Teacher-Student Decisiorn-
making Style, Secondary Sample. a/

(b = standardized regression coefficient; t = associated test statistic)

Students' reports of: Relationships with openness

b2/ (t)

<

Teacher rewards for
Conformity and Deference - -,08 (-5.1)

Teaéher rewards for
Creativity and Self-Expression - .06 (3.8)

Teachér—student
decision-making style . .18 (13.6)

—/More detailed analyses of thege relationships are reported in McPartland
and Epstein, 1976,

i

R/The coefficients shown are partial standardized betas from equations that

controlled for grade level.

K3
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in open schools report significantly hiuivr involvement in classroom
decision-making éuthority.

Tables 6 and 7 suppert the basic analyses based on the Quality of
School Life subscale in Tables 2-5 which suggest that a primary consequence

of open instructional programs is improved student-authority relations.

Discussion and Summary
N

Primarily, open schooling can be viewed as a change in authority
structure more than a change in the social aspects of the environment or
task structure, Althgugh there are reasons to predict that openness ran .
alter all three aspeéts of school structu;e (authority, social and task),
the analyses conducted for this study indicate that in spite of inter-
correlatioﬁs among the aépects of Openness, and among the dimensions of
the qugllty of school 11fe, it is possible toldocument the relative
strength éf relationships among these variables. The most salient change

g

for students is in the .quality of relationships with authority figures.

The second most likely change for students is in their’generél satisfac~-

o

. the school level, and when the subject-specific teachers' classrooms

tion. Unaffected by openness is student commitment to their tlasswork.
This conclusiog is based on the following results: .
N
1. Openness- is most positively associated with the Reaction to'
Teachers (TCH) subgcale of QSL. Thgtrelationship between openneés and
satisféction (SAT) is much smaller and appeers limited to secondéry

gtudents. There is no consistently-significant, positfve associat lon

with Commitment to Classwork (COM). This relative péttern exists when

level measures of openness are utilized ‘as environmental conditions.
2. When four factors of school "openness'" are related to the three

dimensions of the Quality of School Life gscale, the same relative ass&cia-

. ) “ R . N
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tions with openness are confirmed. ®auder:g' Reactions to Teachers relate
most positively with openness for each aspect of openness. That is, school
Openness in terms OL either variety of activities, individualization, or
;StUdents'share of respongibility has its greatest impact on Reactions to
Teachers, rather than general Sarisfaction or Commitment to Classwork.

3. Other results corroborate the conclusion that teacher-student re-
lationships are influenced in several important ways in open schools.
Specifically, teachers in open schocls have themselves different values
regarding the priority of teacher control as an overriding goal, and tend
to have different attitudes and beliefs about child development, In more
open schools, teachers are seen by -students to place less caphasig on'h
student conformity relatjve to student creativity and afé'mofe likely to
establish a partnership with students for classroom decis}on-makiﬁg.

Finding that open schools revise teacher and student roles and improve
student-teacher relafions is clearly in accord with definitior- of open
educatioq and’desériptions of teacher behavior in open classroomg (Barth,
1972; Bussis,-Chittenden, and Anarel, 1976; Plowden, 1§67; Walberg and
Thomas, 1972; and Weber, 1971)., 1In more open instructional programs, stu-
dents assume new respohsibilities ir woaitoring their classroom behavior
and acadeﬁic mrogre3s, and in selecting their assignments: Teachers, too,
change Lheir‘;ﬂaditional vole as master/lecturer as they ingividualize
lessons, work with small groupg,iegtend student space beyond the desk of
the student, permit students to choose assignments and to coﬁplete them
in flexible time periods, 1In other words, ruleé;gnd expectationg for
st;udiant and .vteachezj behaviors are changed. |

After we'aekndkledge the basic conclhsion that openness is primarily
a revigion of the authority structure, we must turn some atteﬁtioﬁ.t; the

o

relationship of openness with the-other two structural compenents of

30
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schools -- the social and task strucrures. It is quite possible that along
with reviced student and Ceacher behaviors, changes occur in the nature

of social exchange among students in more open schools. Tables 2, 4 and ~
5 provide some evidence that, egpecially tor secondary students, openness

of the ingtructional program ig associated with greater general gatisfac-

tion with gchool and specific subject classes, Based on previous links

between the SAT subscale and axternal criteria such as patterns of peer
interaction and peer prestige and participation in social, non-academic i
activitieg in schools, it appears that openness may alter to some degree
the sociai experiences 0f students, though less consistently and legs |

dramatically than it alters the roles of students and teachers in planning,

selecting and evaluating academic activities. Other evidence is available

that suggests the social structure is altered by open educationé} practicés.
Hallinan (1975) and Epstein and McPartland (in process) repOrt interesting;
though inconclusive évidenceApf differences in éatterns of association among
peers' in open and traditional classrooms.

. There is no significant and consistent. evidence of an interpretable
association between Commitment to‘ClassWATk and openness oéﬁthe school
program, In other words, these analyses show students in open and- tradi-
tional sCﬁool about equally committed or uncommitted to échaol. Based on
previou;ly h&pothesized links betwaen'commitme;t and the task structure
of schoois, one would conclude that openness, as méasured here, has not
altered the design of academic tasks dramatically enough to Changé stu-
dentsf commitment to theilr ¢laggwork, fhus,wﬁile OpenASCh001 practices

élearly revige_responsibilities of students and teachers, and, to a lesser

extent, guggest a change ip the nature of social ékchapge among students,

: these practices show no evidence of change in the structure or content” of

r

D T
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students' curricula to produce differences in the attraction, mean-

ing or importance of .lasswork to students as measured by the commitment
(COM> subscale. In addition, open schools may not greatly change the
formal fewa;d co&sequences of performance on classwork. The prob?bilities
of receiving high grades on tests or report cards may be equally discourag-
ing for below average students in both open and traditional classrooms,
Improved participation, choice and individpélization may not prove suf-
ficient reforms in open classrooms for aeveloping greater student commit-
ment to school work, unless also the criteria and prbcedures for evaluation
oﬁ task performance allow many more students to reééive recognitioq and
rewards. \

Besides reporting the substantive findings of the relationships
between school openness aﬁd student.reaétions; this paper demoqstrate§
how subjective educational indicators.can help to specify the nature of
particular school sﬁructuré variations, Thejpaper proceeded Qith the
folléwing approach: (1) ?revious work has shéwn the éuality of School
Life to be made up of three components; (2) Previous work has shown that
each component of QSL is clearly relatad to a different type of school
structural dimension; (3) With.this knowledge, the component subscales
of QSL ;an be ugsed to help identify the most salient aspects of specific
;chool.innovations. Using QSL in this way, we can hkelp determipe whether

and how a specific gchool innovation is "taking" from the point of view

of students experiencing the new program. |

One mighﬁ predict that the school openness would-equally change the social,

AN .. .

; o .
task and authority systems of a school or classroom, However, results of

this research suggest that,. from the persbective of student experiences,
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open education represents most clearly a revision of the authority relations
in the scheol, with less change to the social aspects or task components

of gchool operations.

The Quality of School Life scale (or other multidimensional measures

-

like it) can provide useful feedback to researchers, teachers and adminisg-
trators about how students react to changes made in instructionr1 programs.
Educators and researchers must ask, 'Does wﬁat we do in school make a dif-
ference to the students?'" Measures like the QSL, using student perceptions
of their own experiences, help to inQEstigate the changes that particular
innovations make in the structure of schooling.

‘While sociology haé recognized the importance of monitoring students'
progress in education to study how levels of school attainment may affect
tha qualif§ of adult life, it has not given systematic attention to the
quality of educational environments which may be an impdftant inéluence

. F .
on the amount of schooling- students attain. One could imagine that
October and May indicators of students' perceived quality of school life
may be as important for a sghool %nd the people in it, as economic indica-
tors are for providing important, immediate clues to economists. The use

of subjective educational indicators can tell us what is happening to

students exposed to changing conditions of education,
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Footnotes

The subject-gpe-ific items used in this paretr appeared in the follow-

‘ing form:

How often is each sentence TRUE for you in each sub ject you take in
school?

1. I am very happy when I'm in scl.ool.

Always Often Sometimes Seldom Never

~e.1in English
«..1in Math

‘The remaining questions followed the same format :

2. Work in class is just busy work and a waste of time....
3. I feel I can go to my teacher with the things that are on my
mind..... :

In the elementary grades, ”Language Arts'" replaced English as” one
of the subjects.

This is the percent who checked "Always" or "Often" to the positive
questions, or the percent who checked ''Seldom" or "Never" to the
negative questions. Questions 2, 3, 6 and 7 are scowed in the
positive direction, and 1, 4 and 5 are scored negatively,

Questions 1 and 2 load primarily on the first factor; 4 and 5 on the
second; 3 and 6 on the third; and 7 on the fourth factor. The KR 20
reliability coefficlient for the scale is .77.

Sample items from the alternate measure of openness include:

In my cldsses I usually may ask other students to help me with my
work.
I must stay in my seat most of the time while other students are

working. -
- Ir mv classes we have many things I can touch examine, and,experi-
ment with every day. x ‘
-Tf I finish a lesson befare others are done, I can startqa new
. lesson without. waiting for the others.
In most of my classes the teachers tell me what I must work on. .

I have no choice.
 Almost every day I get some of my work tarked or checked.

Response patterns for the 23 items are true/false and multiple choice.
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w

ex is scored Male = 1, Vemale = 0, N

Race is scored White :

L, Llacr = 0,
Parents' education is the sum of the score on two student question-

N

naire items: "iow far in schoo?! did vour father go?" and "How
far in school did your mother gol"

scoring used for the responses to each 0f these questions is:
“id not go to high school = 8

some Yigh school, but did not graduate = 10
Graduated from high school =.12

Technical or business school after high school = 13

Some college, but less than 4 vears = 14

Graduated from a 4 vear college = 16

Attended gracduate or professional school after college = 18
scoring represents the number of years of school completed for
category,

.

Material possessions in the home is the number of items checked

by students from a check-list of 23 possibilities,

The check-1list included the following: telephone, two teiephones,
vacuum cleaner, stereo hi-fi record player, air conditioner,
electric dishwasher, your own family washing machine, your own
family clothes dryer, dictionary, encyclopedia, daily newspaper,
.three or more magazine subscriptions, black and white TV, color -
TV, car, second car, two bathrooms, tape recorder, home movie
pProjector, home slide projector, typewriter, piano, skis or

golf clubs, -

The reliability coefficient (KR-20) for this scale equals .79,

Family size is measured by one student questionra’re item:
"How many brothers and sisters do you have?"
Family decision-making style is a scale composed of the sum of.
scores from twelve items on the student questionnaire.
The twelve items and their scoring are:
My parents are:
= very strict
= gtrict
a little strict
not at all strict .
1 My parents want me to follow their directions even
if T disagree with their reasons.
T =0, F=1 My parentg often worry that T am up to something
they won't like.,
T =0, F=1 I do not have to ask my parents for permission to
do most things. . ' .
T=0, F=1 My ﬁarents trust me to do what they expect without
' : checking up on me,
T =0, F=1 My parents do not like me to disagree with them if
T their friends are around. ) ,
T=0, F=1 I often do not know why I°am supposed to do what my
parents tell me to do.
T=0, F=1 I often count on my parents to solve many of my
: problems for me. -
T =0, F=1 I have a lot of loud arguments with my parents
about. their rules and decisioni for me.’

© 35
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(f) Continued

T =0, ¥ =1 M parerts treat =- ore like a little kid thar like
an adule,

How are most decisions ahout you uss :ally made in your family?

0 iv parents tell me just what to do,
o= Wv parents ask me how I feel and then they deClde-
1 = My parents tell me how they feel and then I decide.
1 = My parents let me decide.
N How much do you take part in making family decisions about vourself?
1 = Very much
1 = Much
’ 0 = Some
0 = Verv little
0 = None at all

The reliability coefficient (KR-20) for this scale equals .71,

(g) Rules_ for children in the home is the number of behaviors from
a check-list of 14 possibilities for which a student indicates
on the questionnaire that his parents .have definite rules,

The check-list includes:
time to be in at night on weekends
% time to be in on school nights
time spent watching TV
- time spent on homework
‘against g01ng around with certain boys
against going around with certain girls
eating dinner with the family
use of telephone
clothes you may wear
how you wear your hair
going to church or temple
doing the diqhes
.doing other jobs around the house
coming straight home from gchool

The reliability coefficient (KR-20) for this scale equals .75.

(h) Report card grades in math or English as recorded by the student
on the 'questionnaire were coded A4 = 5, B = &, C =3, D = 2, and
E = 1 for each subject and summed.” This measure of school success
is included as a background measure to control for differences
in the distribution of high‘and low report card grades between
schools that may influence how\students perceive the quality of
their school experiences. i

~

N
AN
7/ The authoreg gratefully acknowledge Denise C. Daiger for conducting the -
hierarchical analyses and providing other technical agsistance in

preparation.of this, report.
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The item to which ‘teachers responded is:

An important gquestion is the number of students who will progress best

under different school organizations. In this school, for the grade
level you indicated above, what percentage of students do you think
would progress best under each of the following. Write a-percentage

~

on each line; the sum should equal 1007.

a.

The teacher plans and presents the instructional program
to the class or to designated groups within the class, .
and evaluates each student's work. A

The teacher prepares a variety of alternative activities
from which the student chooses what to work on; the tea-
cher evaluates student work,

o9

Part of the timé a student chcoses among teacher-defined

and evaluated activities; up to half the time a student

is free to pursue his own interests. : A
The student proposes his own goals and program of

activities; the teacher is available for consultation,

and monitors and evaluates student performance, %

The student defines his goals and program of activities
and evaluates his own performance; the teacher is

available as an experienced resource person, %

TOTAL 100 %
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