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ABSTRACT 

Title of Thesis: A Study to Determine the Relationship Between 
the Degree of Program Openness, the Attainment 
of Organizational Performance Objectives, and 
Selected Demographic Variables as Perceived by 
Teachers in Selected Publ ic Elementary Schools. 

Kevi n J. Lyons, Doctor of Philosophy, 1975 

Thesis directed by: Harvey Goldman 
Associate Professor of Education 

The problems of concern in this study were: (1) To investigate 

whether a relationship existed between teachers' perceptions of the 

attainment of organizational performance objectives and the degree of pro­

gram openness exhibited by selected elementary schools; (2) to investigate 

whether a relationship existed between selected demographic variables 

and teachers' perceptions of program openness and the attainment of 

organizational performance objectives; and (3) to investigate whether 

organizationa l performance objective attainment could be predicted from 

the demographic variables and degree of program openness. 

The sample in thi s study was comprised of teachers representing 

sixty-four elementary schools. The schools were selected from twelve 

of the twenty-four school systems in the State of Maryland. 

Two instruments were utilized in this study. 

1) The Dimensions of Schooling instrument (IV). This 

instrument was a thirty item questionnaire which was 

designed to measure the degree of openness exhibited 



by the educa tiona 1 program of a schoo 1. The instrument 

yields a score which desci rbe s the program on a continuum 

of openness which ranges from one to thirty. 

2) The Organizational Status Survey. This instrument was 

a sixty-three item questionnaire which was designed to 

measure perceptions about the quality of per formance 

manifested by the public s chools. The instrument yields 

scores on six performance objectives. 

Significant po s itive correlations were f ound between degree 

of program openness and the performance objectives Organizational Rational i ty 

and Individuali ty. Correlations between socio-economic status of the 

school and each of the performance objectives were not s ignificant. A 

negative correlation was found between size of student enrollment and 

Individuality. In all cases, the correlations were linear in nature . 

The multiple correlation between the performance objective 

Organizational Rationality and the variables degree of program openness, 

socio-economic status, and size of student enrollment wa s found to be 

significant. Degree of program openness was found to be the best pred i ctor 

of Organizational Rationality. Socio-economic status was also found to 

account for a significant amount of the variability, while size of student 

enrollment was not. The multiple correlation between the per f ormance 

objective Individuality and the variables degree of program openness, 

socio-economic status, and si ze of student enrollment was also found to 

be significant. Size of student enrollment was found to be the best 

predictor of Individuality, while degree of openness was also found to 

account for a significant amount of variability. Socio-economic status 

was not found to be a significan t predictor. 



Degree of program openness was found to have a sjgnificant 

positive correlation wi t h socio-economic status, and a significant 

negative correlation with size of student enrollment. In both cases the 

relationship was linear in nature. Schools with open and mixed architec-

tura 1 designs were found to be significantly more "open" than schools with 

a traditional design. 

The results of this study represent an investigation of the 

attainment of specific performance objectives, as perceived by teachers 

in public elementary schools, in relatjon to degree of program openness 

and selected demographic variables. The r es ult s provide an indication of 

the way in which open education is associated with performance objective 

attainment and with certain demographic variables. They also provide 

an indication of s ome of the factors which may influence sc hool 

effectiveness and open education . 
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CHAPTER I 

I NTRODUCTION 

The te rm "Open Education'' if; being mend on~d wj tlt ·i ncc::a:-: · rig 1rr•q11'~ l('J b/ 

both educators and lay pe ople in discussions of American educat'onal prac-

tices . The absence of a definitive mod e ] to describe open education, howev~r, 

make s the specific a s se c:s meni:: of i cs effecl::; extremely ,J·j FU cult. Ai.. 

Bm;s :i_s a nd Ch:i_ttend:~n ::Eclical:~ : 

. Approache s t o early (elementa ry or primary sc honl) 
education which have come to be labeled '·open" ~:eern partj cul.arly 
vulne rabl e to mi sunderstanding and e lusive to evaluation 
efforti, . The need f or a clearer concep LuaJ:i.zatJ.or1 o[ L11r~ 

objectives of such programs i c: criti.c a1, L, 1>th fc, 1.· ;,,.rr_.··1· N;LJ-

n1un~ica:~·i 0 1t or 1·112 .f.r oc•r•r:int•:a1 ('t)Flf)()n~), ..... , 'cj l( Ci.- !.1 Jr~(> 111r~ a1 ri.ngf 1_1l 
r~va l a tion of their ~~-~~Ol;;es. . ' i.. ' , 

1Jrganiza tio rn,;, busine s:,: organiza t ions o r go,cr,•rn;,: !Lcll a,; n,~i,_'. · • 'l'•·c.1 •-· 

'.iow:dly, h .mir ed inclice~; such a,· rn,H,etary pr-of:;t (in l,u,j11,_,,~) r, r,1,·;rn. 1•·: 

add.evement (in schools) ha ve been used a s the cri tcrion by v.ihj cb :;ucce, s 

or f ai lure is measure d. During the pas t decade, hmffiver, researchers 

have begun to utilize more broad -ba sed cri t:c r:£a in a,tcmpti: to mea,_:iire 

organizational effectivenes,; . The ~; e ende.:ivon, are co ncernccl with more 

t han monetary profit or acad,~mic achievement a s ineantrer o[ effect ·i ·.rc uc !:0 . 

Tanne nhaum and Geo.c;J,opoul1-1s , Jq c_•Ccrenc,.c ~o 1-liLc· pracii cP, ~- 1·a1·,, : 

''Organ:i za t:i on'> (' an no l o 1ger- be couccrnr~,J ,.o L: ly wj th b o,·J :·ucr:1.~s:, Lu l ~he 

1Aune Bussis oncl Ed,-rnrd A. Chittenden , Analys i f: o f an Appruach 
to Open Educati.on (Pr .t.t1ce tOL : Educat_ioN.1 I Te·:l'J1,g '.~r~r-1ice, 1 ')7f)), p. Z. 

l 
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o r ganizat io n has bee n i n a c h iev i ng it s goals, bu t ra ther, how successful 

(jn terms of these goals) and at what cost l:o human ,;train and organizational 
2 

viabiUty." 

In searching for improved evaluation models, it ha s become in-

creasingly apparent tha t more systematic and inc l usive information is 

necessary in order to measure effectivenes s in all areas critical to the 

adequate functioning of organizations. Bertram Gross, in addressing 

this problem , set forth a hierarchy of objectives generic to all 

organizations. Ba sically, t his is a set of performance area s that all 

organizations must accomplish to remajn in existence. Thesr~ include: 

1) satisfaction of interests, 2) output of s ervice s or goods, 3) .Efici· ncy 

or proht:abil:i ty, Lr) investment in organizational viability, 5) 1nobi­

lization of r eE:ourcei:, 6) obE;ervance of codes , and 7) ~ dministrative] 
3 

rationality. 11 These performance ob j ectives, since they are broad-based 

and inc lusive, may be used in analyzing the functioning of organizations. 

Given the lack of research regarding open education, the lack 

of re search on t he effectiveness of organizations in general and public 

s chools in pa rticular, and the increased movement toward open education 

practices in the schools, it i s imperative that re,:earch focus on tech -

□ ique s which wil l better enable educators to asses s open education with 

rega rd to t he tota l educational organization. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of the st udy was to explore the re]at.Lonr:hip between 

open ed ucation and ~;pecific indices of orga nizal:.ional effect j venc1;r;. A,· 

2Arnold S. Ta ,uc,1ba11in, Control in Organizations (t~ew York: HcGrm,J­
rnll Book Company, 1%8), p. L,6. 

3nertrarn Gros s, The Managing of Organizations, 2 vo]s. (Glencor~: 
The free Press, 19(,Lf) , 2:L: 1rn. 
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such, the study was exploratory in nature, and was concerned with attempting 

to investigate whether differing progra mmatic e nvironmen ts were related to 

differing patterns of organizational function i ng. It was also concerned 

with investigating relationships between educational programs and specific 

demographic variables, and between indices of organizationa l performance 

and s pecific demographic variable s . 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of concern was three-fold; 1) to investigate 

whether a relationship existed between teac hers ' perceptions of the 

at ta inment of organizational objectives and the degree of prog r am 

openness exhibited by se lected elementary schools , 2) to invest igate 

whether a relationship existed between selected demographic variables 

and teachers' perceptions of program openness and demographic variables 

and the attainment of organizational performance objective s , and 3) to 

investigate whether performance objective at t ainment could be pred icted 

from the demographic variables and degree of program openness. 

Importance of the Study 

A study of this nature would appear to have many important 

implications for theoreticians and practit i oners a l ike. It is e nti rely 

possible that one of the reasons for the lack of s uccess in c omparing 

the effectiveness of one type of program with that of another i s t h e use 

of criteria which are extremely narrow in s cope. In studies comparing 

such variables as instructional s trategies, curricular offerings, 



Jeac!ec ~:hip i: t yles, or pat,:ei'r1f.: o f orga rdzaL i o n , thr~ mea ~ur·e ;. · w;;..;cl ir1 

e a ,:·i_]y tnea s urable 0 11 i:cnu12: · a ri ,:J ignore t he gl r> bal carni[jca t i on-.· [or ,:ho 

rJ.i: o .q:-;anizational pcri:o.cr,iance, hu t it al:.;o ·:eek~, to p.co ·1jrJ r.) a ur) tl:c).C 'Fi c,,J 

of tbe relati0nd1:i.p betm:een open educat..ion ancl t:he nature of p e rforrnanr~ e 

within the total educational orga nization. 

It is also intended that a better means for makinB accurat~ 

decisions with re8ard to the type of school program a community de s ire s 

,vill also emerge. If certain purposes arc Getter [11lfill.ed with one 

type of program than another, the ch0ice may lie in asld.ng communitiec: 

whether they are willing to expend the resources necessary for improve d 

performance . The study will also seek to determine whether the 

attainment of performance ob j ectives js relai.: e cl to tlie ~wcio - economic 

level of t he community. Thi f: bas implicat:imH; for whether communi. Li.e ,: 

are able to expend these additional resources as well as implicaU.on ,: 

for future planning con~iderations. 

Finally, the re•;ult:, of this study ',vill he usef,1] from a t h r.;ore i::i cal 

sta ndpoint in that they will acid to t he growing bocly of knowleclge deallng 

with various fa ce ts of open education and orr,an:i.zat:i_ona'J effecU ,1eT1"..'S s . 

In addition, the study will provide information on the abi1i ty o[ U1e 

inntruments uE:ecl in si:: 11cly, bo t h of \\ihich are ne wly r/1\ 1c ]operl, t: o mc ai:11rc 

t hese variable~. 

Theo re ;_:·i cal Bas ~: rJf i:h c S 1:ud y 

In this ~ection research i s ~re s ented which clea l s 

\~id1 the t:heoret.i.ca] fo u w laUorn: of lhc variables o f conc e rn int.hi :: 

,;tu y . The discus s ion j ,, cJ:i.vided i_ n Lo 1: , ,10 subsec t i.ons. Re ,;earcb 1vh,ich 
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cleals wil:h the concept of organizational effectiveness as a multjclirnern;ional 

entity is presented ~n the first subsectio n . In the second subsection, 

research concerned with uncovering the basic tenets of open eclucatjon is 

presented. 

Organizational Effectjveness 
4 

Likcrt indicate s 1_:hat there are common funclamenta 1 pl'.'inciple:s 

applicable to the effective organization of human acUvity, whe1~her )_!I 

government:, industry, eclucat.i.on, or the military . The existence of tliese 

principles enables re,;earchers to analyze organizations i.n term,: of 

charac teris U cs common i:o a 11. organ:i.za tions. In order to meas 1ire thc~;c 

common characteristic ,· , Li.kert developed the l'rofi le of Organi.za t-Lona 1 

Charac teri.s tics Instrument . This ins trume11 t was developed from an<1 ly~:ct; 

of large numbers o.f organiza ti.ons in different inrJus td c,:. T11 12 i tl~· tru1tl's! nl: 

classifies orzardzc:ttions along a conti.nuum .Luto four cli,:tlncL type,:, 

on six variablef; . The variable s are l ead,,c;li:i.p , mod 1a tion, co1mt11111:i ca 1.:ioll, 

interacti on, ded.sion-111aking ancl performance goal-setting. Co111panies 

rated low on these ,1ariablec are characterized by managers 1vho arc pccc<e:i 1ecl 

a:-, having litt1 e suppoctive behavior toward theic employees, have poorly 

motivated employees, and little interaction between hierarchical level -: . 

Communications flow is primarily from the top, decision-making i 1: largely 

in the hands of managemc1 ;: , employees have li tt le c; ay in cstabliid1jn6 l:i1r~ 

goals of the organization, and performance standard, are low. f\c; rntjnz ,· 

on tlie0e var:i.ableE incrca:;e, organi.za!·irJn:· au~ clwrc1cterized 1,y ciripl 1)y";-' 

r;teaciily increaf;ing e111ployec moti1ati.on, lncrea:,cd inleract·jon bcll•Jo.cn 

ti r~enin Liker L , The Human Orc,ani 7.a 1 • o , : I u: Hanai;,cm 'llL and V,.1 I u'! 
(1le1J York: McGnn-1-Hi 11 Book Company, 19G(,), p . 26. 
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hierarchiec1l levels, twrJ-way communicati on~; f l m1, increased f.:haring of ;_i;o :,d 

setting and decision-making responsibjlity Ly all hierarchical levels, a 11d 

_i_ ncreas in 0 ly high per£onnancc~ standarc1s. (Jrganizat-iop~- , .. ,' , ir•~ 01 •:: ·a· 2,1 

0:1 ~j1'1~:; t en, 1...:.112::_'.C "/a·. j ntl_r=.-:_; ar e L}i')~-:e \,Jl,j ,:J, ~ ,·_, :_· ,.~ :·,,,1r:ri ,·o [;~ 111')~-· r~ :_'. 11r"Ce~·.c• (ul. 
j 

Friedla nder and Pi.ckl e incl:icatc i:ha:: ori:;an-;zat:-ic, ,,c11 •)ff,r- 1: -i•,·_ · ·" 

,ral u2 :·_o i:he lar0er society . Ther;e diree perc· pect·i •1es ar e ref,2rrccl t,> a s 

r• y·-. i~(~ ~J n1a 

of components \Jere fulf:Llled (or s ati sfied) in the ir transactions ,~i th 
6 

th1;; organ:Lza 1:ion." 

Ni nety-seven small b usines ses were chosen to participate in a 

study designed t o te s t the feasibjlity of thi s conceptualization. Seven 

,:ubsys tern components ,Jere chosen a s a ba [iis for measurer,1ent . Data for 

measuring the fulfillmen1: 0f the societal cowr-orie1, 1: ,Ja 0
; ~a thered b; 

q ues tionnai reE: and i11terv:i e\•/S . The degree of r: a Li , [action for tl11.>. O\vnor 

of each organization wa s based on economic data. Hi s s a tisfact io n score 

~Ja s compri sed of hi s a 11era ge yearly profit for the par:t ten years, 

a nd hi s average yearly proS.:i t a s a function o[ t he houn; per week 1. he 

O\•mer worked for the 0r2;anizaUon. The f u1Lillrnent o[ the emplnyce 

component wa s mea :-: urcd from the SRA Employee Inventory, a me asure of 

employee sa tis faction. Five types of employee :Culfi llment were mear,urecl : 

1) s atisfaction with working conditions; 2) satisfaction with financial 

reward; 3) confidence in management; L,) opinion ab ou t i mmed ia te s uper -

vision; a nd 5) satisfaction with self development. 

5Frank Friedlander and Hal Pickle, ' ·Compone n ts of E[[ect:ivenc f;:~ 
in Sma 11 OrganizaU ons ," P,dmini s tra ti ve Sc ience quarterly 13 (Septcmh ci:- , 
1 % 8) : 2 8 9 - 30 5 . 

6 ·11 . cl D1. • , p . 293 . 



By viewing the concept of organizational effectivenes s in this 

manner, the organization is treated as a set of interdependent subsystems 

through which the transfer of energy takes place. Energy exchange occurs 

both within the organization and also between the organization and its 

environment. Friedlander and Pickle indicated; "In this light, organiza­

tional effectiveness is the extent to which all forms of energy returns 
7 

to the organization are maximized." 
8 

Mahoney and Weitzel investigated the relationships among 114 

7 

characteristics that they indicate are often considered criteria of 

organizational effectiveness. A sample of eighty-four managers in thirteen 

companies completed questionnaires which described various sub-units 

of their companies in terms of these 114 characteristics. I n addition, 

a judgement about the overall effectiveness of the s ubunit was obtained 

from the managers. Factor analysis of these 114 characteristics resulted 

in twenty-four relatively independent dimensions which accounted for sixty-
9 

five percent of the variance among the organizations. 

A second analysis was made to investigate the relationships of 

these twenty-four criteria to managerial judgements about ultimate overall 

effectiveness. Utili z ing a stepwise multiple regression analysis, they 

fo und t hat four of the dimensions accounted for fifty-eight percent of the 

variance in judgemen ts of ultimate effectiveness. 

The 114 variab les were then tested with 103 research and development 

organi zational units in f o ur companies using the same procedure as out-

7Ibid., p. 302. 

8 
Thomas A. Mahoney and William Weitze 1, "Manageria 1 Mode ls of 

0rganiza tiona 1 Effectiveness , " Administrative Science Quarterly lLf 
(September, 1969): 357-366. 

9
Ibid., p. 35 7 . 
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lined above. In this instance they found that only three of the twenty-four 

dimensions accounted f or seventy-one percent of the variance i.n judgements of 

effectiveness (all twenty-four dimensions accoun ted for seventy-nine percent). 

The model of effectiveness derived from the sample of re search a nd development 

unit s is extremely different from that derived from the genera l business 

s ample, with one dimension the only one common to both. 

Mahoney and Weitzel point out that the similarities between these 

two models are as important as the differences. The same twenty-four variables 

accounted for fifty-eight percent of the variance in the genera l busine ss 

model and sixty-two percent of the variance in the research and development 

model. The relative importance of each of the dimensions var ie s from setting 

to setting, with a small subset accounting for most of the variance in 

that particular setting. They conclude that " thes e twe nty-four va riables 

appear to provide a reasonable explanation of organizational effectivene s s 
10 

in varied organizational settings." 
11 

Seashore and Yuchtman studied the annual performance of seventy-

five insurance sales agencies over an eleven year period in an attemp t 

to discover the factorial element s that characterize the behavior of small 

business organizations. From an initial list of over 200 variables, 

seventy-six were selected for analysis. Elimination of variables was 

based on unreliability of measurement, duplication, dubious accuracy, 

and similar statistical considerations. Data wa s collected from 

organizational records. The seventy-six performance variables were 

factor analyzed using the principal component so lution and rotated usi ng 

lOibid., p. 364. 

11 
Stanly E. Seashore and Ephraim Yuchtman, "Fac torial Analysis of 

Organiza ti.ona 1 Performance," Administrative Science Quarterly 12 (Decembe r , 
1967): 377-396. 
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rhe ~arJmax criterion. From these seventy-six variables, iifteen factocs 

oere found to account £or over ninety percent of the tota1 var.iance. From 

these fifteen, ten were labe1ed and given meaningful ident:if:fcatlon. T[;c:;;c 

12 
ten accounted for seventy percent of the total variance, 

factor analysis wa s performed on the data three clif[erent times 

in 1952, 1957 , a nd 1961. The factor load:ing1;; :in each of Lhese a n a lyses 

were :-:o similar tha t, accord ing to s,~ashore and Yuchtman, figures for oue 

year may be substituted for a ny o ther year . This re - emergence of the 

same £actor structure in each a nalys i s is taken as s upport for utilj_zatio11 
13 

0£ these factors as hypothetical constructs. They cr_,nclude tliai, ,vhi.1? 

cffecU'wnr]ss criteria applic2ble to all lciwJs of organizations, '-; t 

does seem possible th2t s~veral of them 2re universal, whi]e och~r~ 
lL: 

may be unique to tbe ~:e and 21.milar rJrgauizaUons." 
] 5 

Gross , from revi.ewing the ma jor studies on organizations , con-

eluded t ha t there a r e performance areas in which al l organizations must 

be effective i f they a re l:o remain :in existence over a period of time. 

These performa nce areas are interdependent; consequeni:ly changes in one 

will eventual l y bring about cha nges in the ochers. In order to analyze 

the functioning o f orga ni zations, researchers must take into account each 

of these dimensions oE organiza tional perfonnance if accurate 2naly~:i E: 

ii: to be m2 de . Gross indica tes that these performance objectives , generLc 

l:o a ll organi zations, are seven in number; satisfaction of interesc, outµu~ 

of services or goods, efficiency or profitability, investment in organ-

izational viabi l ity, mobilization of resources , observance of codes, and 
16 

r a tionality. 

12rb . d 1. • ' p. 380 lJibid., p. 38L:. 

]5 
Gross, Vol,; l. and 2. l 

6 
I b i d . , 2 : t, t: fl • 



In an attempt: to apply the concept rJi: rnuJ.d.ple dirw~ns:icH1,; uf 

organizational performance measures to the public schools, Goldman and 
17 

C•Jplan utilized the Global Hatrix of Organizational Purposes set fort.b 

by Gross as a conceptual framework. Using these seven categories as a 

base, 186 statements designed to reflect the extent to which educational 

organizations succeeded in each category, were generated. Each statement 

was accompanied by a four option forced-choice Likert type scale. 

Respondents were asked to indicate the degree to which they perceived 

each statement to be characteristic of the school system jn which they 

,-JO rkecl. 

ResponclenU, for the initial field test of the inf:trument ,1en:! 

graduate :c:tudenu; enrolled in the College of EclucaUon al: a large eac:i:r!rn 

univen;ity who were either currently employed, or had been recently 

employed by a public school system. Pearson product-moment correlations 

w~re ca }cul.a t'.:!cl be tween i tern,, in order t,) discover those i terns v,bicb 

appeared to be related to each other. Those items oith the highest: 

within-category correlations were retained. Goldman and Coplan indicate 

that at that point, singularity of the correlation matr.b~ prevented use 
18 

of a factor analysis technique. 

From this intital f:ielcl test, 108 itcrn.:; ,J<~re i;e],_~c.-t,, 1 ; Dl\'.l ;:i 1-·e·ri 0 :r_,.i 

17:aar·;"y Gr_,),J,,,an and BetU~ Coplan, ''The Hocisurement of: OrgDffizat irin 
Performance," University of Maryland, 1972. 

·1 (\ 
·' 

1
) ·,· f, .• rf l l-

J. lJ J. _,. ' f-. :) • 
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can6 1n;; foni 0.419 to 0.803. The~ 0;:u: Cacl:on,: wbi.ch ,~1w~rgc,rJ, and '·'w~i 

l '.J 

1) Public Interest: The degree to which it is perceived 
that the public interest in the schools is satisfied. 

2) Organiza ti.ona 1 Rationality: The degree to which it u; 

perceived that the formal processes are rationally 
designed and contribute to the accomplishment of 
organizational goals. 

3) Administrative Rationality: The degree to which it is 
µ,~rcei verJ tha i: the beha'T:i_,>r of admirl"i r; trators contrj hutef: 

to the attainment of organizational goals. 

4) Instructional Effectiveness: The degree to which it is 
perceived that students are adequately educated and the 
degree to which the teaching behaviors contribute to 
that education. 

5) Staff Development: The degree to which it is perceived that 
the school system invests resources in improving the 
competencies of its personnel. 

6) Individuality: The degree to which personnel are permitted 
to deviate from existing rules and policies when such 
action is considered necessary.20 

From this final testing a sixty-three item questionnaire, the 

Organizational Status Survey, was developed. The instrument is designed 

to describe "performance patterns" across the six categories. Goldman 

and Coplan indicate, "no '.ralue judgement is attributed to the patterns; 

each is, instead, a reflection of conditions existing within a part:icular 
21 

school sys tern." At the present time, numerous stud:ies are underwtty 

utilizing this instrument in public schoo 1 sys terns acrosr; the country. 

A more detailed presentation of some of these will be made in Chapter II. 

191, . d 
.Dl. • 

20
rbid., pp. 6- 7 

21 
Ibid., p. 9. 
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Open Education 

The concept of Open Education is extremely varied in its 

philosophical and programmatic implications. It rests on assumptions 

concerning the nature, development, and learning of children. Barth 

states that many of these assumptions are "hunches based largely on 
22 

impref;sions, emotiona 1 responses, and observations in class rooms." 

Other assumptions are taken from the literature on learning theory and 

the history and philosophy of education. Some rest on an empirical 

La::;e, and others have no rigorous research ~:upport. Some, "clo not 
23 

lend themselveF: to e~:perirnental invesU.gations." This subs.ec Li on 

will delineate ivhat appears to be some of the ,_;alient features of open 

education as described by those researchers who have been involved 

in attempting to measure the concept. This will be done by briefly 

indicating some of the major ideas of open education, the sources of 

these ideas, and some descriptions of open education by researchers 

who have synthesized these major ideas from the literature. 

The practices and tenets of open education stem from a variety of 

sources. Learning theory, particularly the work of Swiss psychologist and 

philosopher Jean Piaget, is one area from which many of the tenets and 

practices of open education are taken. Among the elements espoused by 

Piaget which find expression in the philoso~hy of open education arc 

the following: children progress thr01.1gh different r:tages of intellecl:rn.11 

development; their thinking progresses along a continuum from concrete 

to abstract; play is an important vehicle for learning; the rnani.pulation 

22Roland S. Barth, Open EdncaUon and the American School 
York: Agathon Press, Inc. ,1972), p. 5. 
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of materials is crucial to children's learning; and the process of knowinz 

con~;inU1 of trial and errors vJhich are inj ,::Lally concrete anrJ ezl:erna1 t·o 

21} 

r:he :ind:ivjdual, but wh:icl1 1ater become 1norE! abstnict ;:md internal. 

The .idea of the importance of play ac; c.1 ..rehi.cle fr)r l2arnir!g L; 

found -in the uri tings of Freclcrick Froebel and Suc:an I~;aac,;. Th"' u,;r..:! 

c.1ncl -:levelopmr~nt of manipulative materials ai: .fouml in the practices of 

Maria Honte'.:;Sori ha·.1e hnd an unmistakable influence on practicei; of 

open education. The child-centered curriculum, the stress placerJ on L:11,~ 

:JnteracUon of a cbilcl uil~h his environment, and the idea of a child 

lenrning from a total f2zperience may he traced to John DeHey, Wi1 l·La1,1 

Kilpatrick, and many of the other progressive educators in this 

co 1Jntry. This idea of the importance of the ch.i ld' s j nterac tj on tvi r.!1 

hi:-; environment may also be founcl :i. n the psychoanalytic theod e:; of 

Freud ancl Erickr;on, and learning from a 1~0!:al e:,perience found in To]r,1an'1:: 

,..:!mpha,:ir·. on the Gestalt or the primacy of 1:.01:ality of percept:i.on ancl 

r~;:pc.;r:ienc•~. Fina 1 J y, prac t:ices in the Dr:i_ :::; i;l1 pr:i J11ary school i: have liacl 

a strong influence on the development of open education in the Un5ted 
25 

States. 

Darth reviewed the literature of open education and iclent5fiecl 

what he considered to be key assumptions. He indicated: 

•.• Underlying the more or le1:;s clearly circumscribed 
set of practices associated with open education there 1s, 
I believe, a i;et of assumptions - a rationale - which 
contains the germ of a theory ••.• 26 

13 

2Lf Jean Piaget, Science of Educa U on and the Psycho logy of the Child 
(New York: Orion Press, 1970), p. 156. 

25 
Barth, pp. 5-6. 

26
rbid., p. 17. 



These assurnptions proposed by Barth appear to be accepted cH: 

:-;U1tements of open education philosophy, and provide a basis on which 

rJpr~n program.s may be built. As such, they h£P1e been uti 1 izecl in th,~ 
27 

de 01elopment of ins trurnen.ts designed to meac;ure "opermess''. 

these key assumptions are: 

1) Children arc innately curious and will explore their 
environment w:i.. di out adult intervent:i on. 

2) Active C}:ploration in a rich environment, offering n 
wide array of manipulative materials, facilitates 
children's learning. 

3) Play is not distinguished from work as the predominant 
mode of learning in early childhood. 

4) Children will be likely to learn if they are given 
considerable choice in the selection of the materialf: 
they wish to work with and in the choice of questions 
they wish to pursue with respect to those materials. 

5) Concept fonna ti.on proceedf; very slowly. 

6) Intellectual growth and development takes place 
through a sequence of concrete experiences followed 
by abstractions. 

7) Errors are necessarily a part of learning; they are to 
be expected and even desired, for they contain information 
essential for future learning. 

8) Objective measures of performance may have a negative 
effect on learning. 

9) Knowledge is a function of one'~; persona 1 integration 
of experience and therefore does not fall neatly into 
separate categories or "disciplines". 28 

14 

Andreae, in describing open eclucat:ion, indicates ••• ''(open education) 

hm, the beginnings of a ,,iable structure uitbin ohich children can grow. 

27see Herbert J. Halberg and Susan C. Thomas, "Open Education: A 
Classroom Validation in Great Britain and United States, "American Educational 
Research Journal 9 (1972): 197-208. and Ross E. Traub, Joel Weiss, c. TT. 
Fisher, and Don Husella, "Closure on Openness: Describing and Quant:i fying 
Open Education,'' Interchange 3 (1972): 69-811. 

28
For a complete list of Bnrth's Assumptions, see Appendi~ D. 



The extent to which growth takes place depends on the teacher's 
29 

understanclin6 of openn:Ln2; (sic)education." This undr~rt: tanding i(; 

based on the following premises. 

]) Children learn best when they have rich, first hand 
experiences with concrete objects and situations, 

2) The proce,,se:,; of 1:hinking are c1cU.on-bc1se<l. 

J) In a rich stimulating ewri.rrmment, tlie child will dL,ccner, 
manipulate, plan, question, and practice those things that 
are important to him, although some children may, at times, 
need guidance and encouragement, 

4) Materials should be appropriate to the child's level 
of thinking ancl be related to the child'~ acquired 
l:<1rJ'>Jl·~dge, e::perience awJ :L1tcrer:t:;, Thus he u1ay rnal'.:·c' 
a tCDil':!. i::l.ou froro what i.s knom1 to oha t :i ~' new. 

5) By conc8ntrat1.ng on t)hat 1:l!e cbilcl can do, tlFc i.:2c1c!L~'-' 
:iJ: Jik'?Ly to ga1n tlv, ch:ild',; coopeca1·ir),1, conficl,~r1r:c ar,d 
ac t·5 ·-:re In·,,0 l ·r-:!!1·1~~nt i rt l:i~ ,,·, o-r,1n I·':"~c11.:-n·j ,1g. 

G) Tbs soc;_al cont:e::1: of tbe chJ.Irl',; life .is clo:-;ely rc:laterJ 
to his cogni. tive growth; 1:lnw contimd ng opportmd 1: ;,,,.,; to 
tall-::, tJr:irl: D ~:._! .r·hare ic,ii.1:£1 ~lJ-i_Jdrc-_:·~ a;J-::1 tr~acbc~rr· i1·i"J] 

enhance hi.:: co;_?:nJ.1:ive grm._1tl1. 30 

1;Ja1br::cg aivJ 1'h'J"J8', in developing an lmit:ru1nent which purpo:cU.: Lo 

measure classroom openness, identified eight distinct themes which appear 

to be indicative of open education. 

l) Provisioning for Learni.ng - Manipulative materials are 
supplied in great diversity and range. Children have free 
movement about the classroom. Talking is encouraged. 
Children generally group and reg[o11p th,~w:Clves through thr~i.r 
own choices. 

2) Humaneness, Respect, Opennes,; ancl Warmth - u~;e of :c:tudent 
made ma teria 1. Students discipline themsr~ lves, many r; tudent 
made products around the room. 

29
Jenny Andreae, ''Stages in Implr~mentation," in Donald A. and 

Lilian Myerc;, Open Education Re-examined (I,e;cington, NassachusetU:: 
D. C. Heath and Company, 1973), p. 2L;, 
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3) Diagnosis a£ Learning Events - Students correct their own 
work. To obtain diagnostic information, the teacher closely 
observes the specific work or concern of a child and asks 
immediate, experience based questions. 

4) Instruction Guidance, and Extension of Learning - teacher 
bases her instruction on each individual child and before 
suggesting any extension or reduction of activity, 
teacher gives diagnostic attention to the particular 
child and his particular activity. 

5) Evaluation of Diagnostic Information - Teacher keeps notes 
and writes individual histories of each child's intellectual, 
emotional and physical development. Teacher keeps collection 
of child's work for use in evaluating development. Teacher 
views evaluation as information to guide her inr,truction and 
provisioning for the classroom. 

6) Seeking Opportunities for Professional Growth - Teacher uses 
the assistance of someone else. Teacher works with Col league. 

16 

7) Self-perception of Teacher - Teacher tries to keep all children 
within sight so that she can make sure they are doing what 
they are supposed to. 

8) Assumptions About Children and Learning Process - Classroom 
l cl ~1 climate \Jann anc accepting. Stu ent E:een as important._) __ 

These sets of assumptions, premises, and themes provide a framework 

around which open education programs may be built. They do not exhaust 

the list of all possible manifestations of open education, nor do they 

provide the definitive definition of the concept. They do provide, 

however, a summarizatj_on of the major icleas underlying open education. 

They also provided the basis for the development of the Dimensions of 

Schooling instrument which was used in this study. 

Definitions of Terms 

Open Education - The term as used in this study refers to a type of 

r,;choo 1 program. Open education is a programmatic :c; tra tegy for i nfluenc Ing 

31walb•~rg and Thomas, pp. 200-201: itr~m 7 typiUe!· tradi 1:i,ll!al 
radier t:lian open eclucat:ron. In tlwir in:;trunwnt there ii; only ow, itc!n1 
rsflecting tbi'-; theme. In der:cribing thi,; thenv~, thr~n, the le1;r; often 
tiiis occun; the mr)re open the :c;pecific cla,:sroorn. 
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32 
the cognitive, conative and affective development of children. A school 

program that reflects the practices of open education may be characterized 

by the existance of certain key elements. The more open a school's program, 

the greater extent these elements are in evidence. In an open program 

there are opportunities for students to participate in setting objectives, 

these objectives being established for individuals. There is a wide 

diversity of materials and activities available to students, and the 

environment is one which is flexible enough to be easily modified to suit 

the requirements of these various activities. Students are allowed to 

group themselves according to individual interests without regard for age 

and past accomplishment. There is no fixed timetable for activities during 

the school day and students have the freedom to work at their own pace and 

to chose the materials they use and the activities they engage in. The 

teacher acts as a resource person whose attention is directed toward 

individuals or small groups. Evaluation of students is a continual 

process with information collected from teacher observations, work 

samples, and anecdotal reports. Students are afforded the opportunity 

to discuss behavior problems and formulate rules designed to alleviate 

them. 

Continuum of Openness - This term refers to the extent that the 

characteristics of open programs is perceived to exist in a school. The 

range of the continuum is from zero to thirty as measured by the Dimensions 

of School instrument (IV). Schools rated higher on this continuum are con­

sidered to have more open programs than schools rated lower. 

32
Traub, Weiss, Fisher, and Musella, p. 69. 



Organizational Purposes - This term is an all-inclusive term 

referring to any commitments to desired future situations or sequences of 

interrelated situations. 

Performance Objective - This term refers to a specific category of 

purpose. The major categories of the Organizational Status Survey may be 

considered performance objectives. The performance objectives measured 

by the Organizational Status Survey are defined as follows: 

1) Public Interest: A measure of the degree to which the 
public is perceived as being satisfied with the public 
schools. 

2) Organizational Rationality: A measure of the degree to 
which the forma 1 and informa 1 rules of the schools are 
perceived as being rational and contributing to the 
accomplishment of organizational goals. 

3) Administrative Rationality: A measure of the degree to 
which the behaviors of administrators are perceived as 
contributing to the accomplishment of school system goals. 

4) Instructional Effectiveness: A measure of the extent to 
which students are perceived as being adequately educated 
(academically, socially, vocationally) and the extent to 
which the instructional staff is perceived as contributing 
to that education. 

5) Staff Development: A measure of the extent to which a school 
system is perceived as investing resources to improve the 
competencies of its personnel. 

6) Individuality: A measure of the degree to which personnel 
perceive themselves as being permitted to deviate from 
existing rules and policies when such action is necessary. 

18 

Performance Pattern - This term refers to the profile of the degree 

of attainment on the six performance objectives derived from the Organizational 

Status Survey. 

Socio-economic Status - The socio-economic status of a school was 

considered to be a measure of the average income of families of children 

attending that school. The rationale for using this measure may be found 



]_,, the Maryland Acso'.mtne_1:i_lit:; Pro;_i;rarn Report for the school :;ear 197L-7:;. 

'.Che report stat:es: 

In the last three clecades, many :i.nclices have been developed 
to estimate socj_o-economic status. However, most of these can be 
shown to measure the same underlying factor. From the literature, 
it appeared that two measures, "mothers' education" and II family 
income" were most efficacious. Hence, the HSDE decided to use 
these.33 

In the analyses conducted utilizing these measures of socio­

economic status, the two variables were found to correlate above 0
0
80 :i_n 

all cases. Also, in any prediction equations utilizing these two measurer, 

19 

the amount of variability accounted for bv 
J one over the other was n.(:![jli;;i. b le" 

In light of these findings, it was decided to use family income, alone, 

as a measure of socio-economic status in this study. 

Research Questions 

Listed below are the research questions which were asked in 

this study: 

Q:Al Is there a relationship between the perceived degree 
of program openness of a school and the perceived attainment 
of performance objectives? 

Q:Bl Is there a relationship between the socio-economic 
status of a school and the perceived attainment of 
performance objectives? 

Q:B2 Is there a relationship between the size of student 
enrollment of a school and the perceived attainment 
of performance objectives? 

Q:B3 To what extent can performance objectives he predicted 
using the variables socio-economic status, size of student 
enrollment, and degree of program openness? 

JJHaryland State Department of EducaUon, Maryland Acco 1ml:c.11,ili.t'/ 
Pro;i;rmn Report, School Yec.1r 197!1- 75 (Jannar:; 1')75), App" ll-1:. 

J!; ' . l Irnc., see App. ll-7, D-3, ll-9, and ll-11. 

') /, 
..)-, 



Q:Cl What is the relationship between socio-economic statua 
and perceived degree of pro~ram openness of a school? 

Q:C2 What is the relationship betHeen size of st1!Clent enrolli:1<2n1: 
and perceived degree of program openness of a school? 

Q: C3 Is there a d:i_fference in p<3rcei ved program openness 
between schools i,ith open, traditional, and mixed 
architectural designs? 

Limitations of the Studx 

This study was limited in several ways. 1) The study dealt with 

perceptions rather than objective measures of the variaoles under study. 

The accuracy of the rcsul ts, therefore can ];e 110 greater than 

;~ro,-1p::i' perceptions oc the si_ tuatj_on. 2) Certa:Ln constraint::; ,,ere 

,_n,,01,,ed in the sample eelect:i.on procedJJ.ce ,Jliicl1 prevented randma 

sm,,pl:Lng of elementar7 schools in the State 0£ Maryland. Tbese 

included various county regulations which prevented research from 

JJ8rsons or agencies O'Jtsiclc of the county, o t1i2r county requirements 

oh:Lch required that schooln volunteer to participate in the ::;tudy, and 

U_rnc and monetary constraints coupled wi.th the necessity of havin2: an 

adequate number of "open" schools for mea,1in2fu1 analy:..;is. .3) The ~JtllcJ:,,r 

,ws ez-post facto research ~Jhich made control of the inclependent ,_,ar:i.al1lcs 

:;rnpo:rnH,lc, and uhi.cl 1 pr2·1c£1ted attribut:i.;1~~ cawrnU.ty to any relatio11s:i:,.p 

''ouud. !:) Althou::;b instr1.,ctions were gi,,en for teachers to returr, tl:c 

colllpleted questiormaires to the secretury oE each scliool to be returner_], 

it was impossible to ensure that this was in fact the procedure Iollowc~ 

j_ u each school. Therefore, the possi hi li ty e;d.s ts that some res pons es 

mL.=-;ht be biased if t(~achers were required to return the questiornwires 

to the principal. 

20 



Summar? 

Tlds chapter prC!::;enr:erl an int:ro,Juct:~on i::o tlle study, a state1n2nt 

qu~stion::;, and the lindtation of the study. 

Overvie,; of the Remainder o.f the St,_id] 

Chapter II contains a r01imv of the l:i.1:,~rature rele,mrt i:o r::,e 

pro 1Jlemo Chapter III contains a c.l:i.scm,sion of the procedures utilized 

in the study, and Chapter IV presents the findings of the study. 

Conclusions and recommendations are set forth in Chapter Vo 

21 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND RESEARCH 

In Chapter II a ,:election of reroearch i,: re,,i.ewed \,hicl-1 i_E:, 

related to this study. The dw.pter is cH.,,icJed into two suL1,ecU.01.L;, 

I{ec;ec:Jrch rJealin;; Hith open education and it:;' relationsllip to ::elected 

variables L; revieHed in the first subsect:i.011, and research deal.:i.ng ,,i.tli 

orgc1nizc1tional effectiven2r::; and its' rel.nt:i.on:;\dp to r:electerJ va.ci.abl,~;· 

1.n rc:v:Leuecl in the seconcl subsection. 

Wbi J.e many s tuclie', ezis t wbi ch e,:rnnine O[Y:,n ::pace 1;choo 1,.: i!! 

relatjon to many of the variables discus8cd in Chapter II, there .nre 0n]y 

a fr,m i:hat deal ~-1jth open ecJucaUon. Th,e follo~rLng :;ectJr)n ,Ji.11 pr,".e,1:· 

•)nly those s tudiei: i.r 1 wb:7_c..:h the co11cept of op,'"n r2r]ucatj on i,, e:rnwi 112.1.1. 

An annota l:ed b~bU.ography i~: provided in 1\ppend5.:, E which pres en tc; 

additional writing and research relevant to open education, op~n space 

schools, and organizational effectiveness. 

Open Education 

In this subsection a selection of reDearch dealing ,Jith various 

ar;pects of open education is reviewed. The variables ir1vef; tiga ted wi_ 1J1 

regard to their relationship to open educ.ntion were; socio-economic level 

of the community, size of the student body, student achievement, E'tudent 

attitude and behavior, and the role of the administrator. The stucliN; 

reported all involve the elementary school. Uo attempt :i.E; made to incl.lvJe 

studies conducted utilizing secondary schools or other educational units. 

22 



1 
In an attempt to analyze open classrooms, Meyers and Duke 

conducted a study utilizing 122 classrooms in 15 elementary schools in 

the State of New York. Each of the classrooms were reported to be 

engaged in open education by experts familiar with the schools. The 

schools were located in urban (6), suburban (5), and semi-rural (4) 

communities. Upper-middle class (4), middle-class (5), and lower-middle 

class (6), communities were represented, as were schools of various size 

student enrollments (83 to 1,100). The study was descriptive in nature 

and not designed to compare open and traditional classrooms. A list of 

sixteen characteristics, derived from a list of sixty-eight taken from 

23 

the writings of various open education proponents, was used as the criterion 

measure. The investigators visited the classrooms during the 1971-72 

school year, and rated them on each of the sixteen characteristics utilizing 

a five point Likert scale. In addition, narrative notes were made about 

each classroom. 

The possible range of scores on the 16 criteria was 16 to 80. 

The range obtained from the observations was 38 to 78. The mean scores 

for schools in urban communities was 62, for suburban communities 57, 

and for the semi-rural communities it was 49. Schools with enrollments 

between 83 and 160 had a mean score of 65.2. Schools with enrollments 

between 400 and 799 had a mean score of 53.1, and those with enrollments 

between 800 and 1100 had a mean score of 60.2. In terms of socio 

economic level, schools in communities rated as upper-middle class had 

a mean score of 59, middle class communities had a mean score of 50, while 

lower-middle class communities had a mean score of 60. 2 The differences 

in means were reported as being non-significant. 

1 
Donald A. Myers and Daniel L. Duke, "Status in New York State," 

in Donald A. and Lillian Myers, Open Education Re-examined (Lexington, 
Massachusetts: D. C. Heath and Company, 1973), pp. 49-65. 

2Ibid., p. 52. 
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l.Jj th regard to th,::o relaUondiip bet,ieen openne1'.s clncl f:ocio-econr)nr5c 
J 

1,~v(~l, Walberg and Tlioroas found refa1lt:o; ,1!-lich support, in part, the Hyers 

and Duke findings. From the literature, they c!1ose those characteristJcs 

,,
1bich consistently i1ere assigned high importance by aclvocatr2s of open 

education. From these characteristics, a teacher questionnaire and a 

fifty i tern observation instrument was developed. The teacl1er quer;-

tionnaire was validated, using the observation instrurneut Jn si::ty-two 

,;chrJo]r: in Great Britain and in the United s1:c1tes. The :c:chooL, ,,.,?rr~ 

•.:,:::l 12cced by a group of r~xperU: farniUar H"ith the r;ch<)o1r:, an,J r,~pc~::en[:,?d 

both open and traditional programs, a~; ,.,ell a:: all ~;ocio-,:::conrrndc ],J,;e}.,:. 

They found that classrooms in schools loca tec1 in higher i,ocio-econom[ c 

areas, whether British or American, tended to be more programatically 

open than similar classrooms in schools located in lower soclo-ecorto1uic 
!.: 

area'.:. This appears to support the Hyers and Duke finding of hi.g!i 

openness at higher socio-economic levels, but in conflict with the finding 

of equally high openness scores in lower socio-economj c comrnuni tics. T!J,2 

grea tei; t difference fonnd by Walberg and Thomas, h01;,7e,,er, wc1s bet,1ecn t lie 

open classrooms ancl the traditional classr,Jorns. They indi.catc;"['Ljhe 

clifb2rences between open and tradiUon.ul teacberf;'cl,cJi;:;rrJorn,: ar0 fa1'.' 

,;,y~lo-econorn:ic E:trai:a, or br~t,-Jeen schor>l.i; in Gr'ccH Hrlta:[n and tl12 Uni Led 
::; 

Sta teo. 11 

3
Herbert J. Walberg and Su~;an Christi_,::! Tliom.'1:c;, ''Gpctl tiducDUon: 

IA Classroorn Vallclatio11 in Greot Dri ta:in allcl Urd.t,~d :.:;1:.ar:c,,:," Ameci.c:an 
EclucaUonal l~esearcli Jcn.irnal 9 (S;ning 72.): l'.!7-21)~]. 

!., l . d 'I Dl .• ' p. 20L,, 

5 
207. Ibid., p. 



In a '.;irnilar atternp 1~ at t1ec1:,ur-i_11g Jn:ogrc1E1 opr.!m1c:'-:::;, 'l'i::-a,~tl,, Wel:;r·, 
6 

FJrher and Muoella, deve]oped the Dimensions of Schooling instrument 

25 

(DISC). The irwtrumen1: :i.s designed to mrc~asure the e:cter1t of program opcnne':[: 

in an entire school rather chan in individual classrooms. Utilizing . ' . 
1_:n :~. 5_: 

instrument the rc,:ea.cchers studied the relad.orwhip bet,Je,~n type 0£ 

building architecture (traditional, open-space, mixed) and program 

openness of schools in the metropolitan Toronto area. 

The original form of the instrument (DISC I) was field tested in 

two extreme educational settings; a school with an exemplary traditional 

program and a school \-Jith an exemplary "open" program. In addition, the 

traditional school had a traditional architectural cleE,ign, while tile "open" 

school had an open-space design. The schools were chosen by a team of 

experts familiar with the schools in the area. The DISC (I) was 

administered to teachers in each of the schools. The mean score 

obtained from teachers in the ''open" school iws 20.18 and from the 

traditional school 11.27. The stanclard deviations were 1.30 ancl 2.17 

respectively. The researchers also report that the distribution of 
7 

scores from the schools clid not overlap. 

After revision, the Dimensions of Schooling (II) was aclministered 

to LfL;9 teachers in thirty schools. The school~, were varied a,; to thei1· 

architectural type; eighteen were traditional, six were open, and six 

were a combination of traditional and open architecture. It was found 

that teachers from schools which had an open architectural design 

reported that their programs were more open than did teachers from schools 

6Rrn,s E. Traub, Joel Weiss, C. H. Fisher, and Don Htrnella, 
"Closure on Openness: Describing and Quantifying Open Education," 
Interchange 3 (1972): 69-84. 

7Ibid., p. 80. 
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w:i.th a tradi_t·ional architectural design (no resultc; are given for ,:cliouls ,i:rth 

the mixed design). Although the difference in the means is small (1.40, 

t = 5.0(J) it :~s sign:i_f.icani: at the 0.01 Je,,el. Traub, Weiss, Fisher, and 

Husella indi.cate, " ••• it appears that open architecture may have a 

small effect in the direction of making n school program more open tban 
9 

the program of a comparable school of tradiUonal architecture." 

The one aspect of education which harJ been placed under i::om;tan1.: 

scrutiny by both educators and lay people has been student achievement. 

Opponents of open education question whether or not the informal atmosphere 

of an open school, with the many options available to children, ir, condu,;ive 

to the acquisition of basic skills. Advocates of open education claim that 

children can and do l'.?!arn as much, or rnore, in an op,~n school a<; they dr) 

in traditional settings. 
10 

'Che Plowden Report gave credence to tric open educ a t:i on rnrJvew~rd: 

i_,1 Great Britain, and contains research results whi_ch compare f;tudent 

achievement in open and traditional British Schools. In a ccoss-

sec tiona 1 s tucly of pupi b in junior scboo lf; (ages 7-11), four tes u, 

(reading, English, mechanical arithmetic, and problem arithmetic) were 

used to compare students from the two types of schools. After analyzing 

the teut results the committee reported: 

••. A straight comparison between f,tn~arnecl and non-streamed r;chool,; 
sho,1ed [:hat pupih; in the streamed sd10olr; lwci c;ligli!:ly higher 1n~a!! 
r;cores on the attainment tests. The difference were greatc:r th,~ 
mo re the tef; t reflected "t rac1 it :iomll" pr. a c t.i. c1~; 

mechanical arithmetic ancl srna]l,~st for read:ing. 

8 1b:i.rJ. 
9Ibid, 

they ~Jer(:! lar6'~:; t- for 
1l 

10
central Acbir;rJry Council for Education, Cld ldren ancl The.LL· Prin,aq, 

Schools2 vols. (London, England: Her Majesty's Stationary Office, 1967). 
11

Ibid.,,vol. .,p. 589; Streamed ,;chools arc ,,c!ioob in \1ld.cil 
rtudent:-1 have been grrJupcd into clac:sef: Ly abili t:y. i'Jon-::t:rearni:!d 1:,:\1,lol 

more c1o::cly follow ~h'.: op2n education progrc1111. 
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Caution i:-: urgecl by the Plowden Cmum.i.i~r:2c, ho,ve,1et·, in pli=.ici.r,3 

coo much ernpha,;iE; on l:boc;e result:0 • They iwlicate four rea~:ons for d:tl::; 

caution: 

1) Although 1J1ey attemptecJ to rJr"!velop l:ecJI::-.: \rnLcll favored nei.d12J'.' 

the tcacli 1:ional noropen ,;cl10ol, the/ LeUe·1e that Uic~ te::t:,; 

were Lia,;ed :'.n favor of the traditional school. 

2) Although sowe of the dif.Eerences ,Jere statir'.:tically ::i.g1d.Eiconr.:; 
the'.~e differences usually amounted l:o no more than 2 or 3 
more right answers on a test having 30-~0 items. 

3) Children from non-streamed schools tend to be slow starters, 
but tend to catch up with traditional students by the time 
they finish elementary school. 

4) No control was made for social class or teacher attitude 
and beliefs. Once these factors are controlled, the differ­
ences may diminish or disappear.12 

Although cognitive development is an essential feature of the 

program of open schools, the affective grouth of children i~: also an ex-

tremely important aspect. Proponents of open education contend that 

children should enjoy school. Results of attempts at investigating 

some of these affective variables in their relationship to op,~n educat.irJn 

are not entirely consistent. 
1J 

Ruedi and West compared the self-concept of forty-eight fourth, 

fifth, and sixth grade children from two schools, one open and one 

l:raclitional. The children tJere matched on the basis of grade and 
J.!: 

13tanforcl Achievement Hord Heaning scores, and adminis terecl Go rel on'~; 

"Hm,, I See Myself Scale". The researchers hypothesjzed that r,t:udenr:,: 

13
Jane Ruedi, and Charles K. WeE,t, ''Pupil Se1f-Concept in an 

'Open' and in a 'Traditional' School"(Docum2;1t Resume, Univen;it:y of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1973). 

Ji': 'l'I . . £- h. 1e cr1.ter:1_on or mate J.ng \Jai; tha 1: the ficoref, for each pair 
br~ ,Ji thj_n O. 5 gracle lc:ve lf; of each other. 
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from the open school ~ould score significantly higher in composite self-concept 

and in each of the factors which contribute to the composite score (autonomy, 

i nterpei:-sona 1 adequacy, academic adequacy, and teacher-school) . The 

data was analyzed using the Mann-Whitney Test for Two Independent Samples. 

Of the twenty comparisons, sixteen were in the predicted direct:i on. 

Hmiever, only one comparison was significant (the teacher-school factor, 

combined for a 11 grades). This led the rer-earchers to cone lude that 

students in the open school vi.ewed teachers and :c,chool more favorably 
15 

than did students in the traditional school. 
16 

Kohler studied three hundred sixteen children between the ages 

of nine and twelve in six private, suburban, upper-middle class schools 

in Connecticut. The objectives of Kohler's study were to: 1) determine 

if differences in self-concept exist between children experiencing ov~n 

education and those experiencing traditional education, 2) determine 

if differences in self-concept exist between males and femalei, e:q)erLencing 

open and traditional programs, 3) determine if differences in self­

concept of children exist within a set of open schools and within a set 

of traditional schools, and L:.) determine if a relationship exists bct1veen 

the rated degree of openness of a school and the measured self-concept 
17 

of the students. 

The Walberg-Thomas Observation Scale was used to determine the degree 

of openness of the schools and the Sears Self-Concept Inventory used to 

15Ruedi and West, p. 10. 

l. 6Terence Kohl,!r, "A Comparison of (Jpen and Tradi tjom1l Efh1caU.on: 
Conditionf: t:bat Promote Self Concept," paper presented at tbe Amer.i.c.:rn 
Educational Research Association Annual Meeting, 1973. 

17 t . d 3 In ., p. . 



rnear:ure tb(~ cbilcLcenr.:' E:elf-conceIJt. Three of the :;choo]f; oere opr~r1 

and 1:hre.r~ tradit:ional as measured by the 1-valbc~rg-Thorna[; Sca1e. 

Kohler found no significant differencr~ beti,een children exper-

iencing open and traditional education :in any of the f;ix ''areas' of 

self-concept identified by the Sears Self-Concept Inventory. Pearson 

and '~ach of the s'i;, 2c:iL, c,[ self-concept wore ah:o found J:o Le 11on­
rn 

d gnificant. 

r, cor"? 

r,r· 111;:1l.e 0• i.l' t:rar.!it5 .. onal sr~hool.s. There \J:~rc ~10 differenc,es bet,Jeec1 

fr:~rnale~: from the open f;chools and fernalei; fr,Jrn tlv::! tradiU_rjrial · r.:l1 

20 
Bleier, Grovernan, Kuntz, c1nd Mue l l,er cornparc'!cJ i:be 11 vm[oc1,1:i ng 

b 1c:ha'1;or1 ')f stucl:;nr:c: :i.n t,Jo third grade clasE:es from a public elementary 

school in the Boston area. In all, thirty-~ix students participated in 

the s tucly. The two classes were comparable in age, sex distribution, 

29 

I.Q., SES, and ethnic background. In addition, results of the Metropolitan 

Achievement Test aclministerecl six weeks before the study revealed no 

significant differences bi::tween the clas,.r~~;. One:~ <)f th"' c] elf:' ro,irn•·. ,10:; 

organized along traditional lines in which children \vere c1J1.owed Utde 

freedom or choice of movement, and participated in basically the same 

academic and nonacademic activities. The other clciss \Jas organizer] in 

accordance with vJhat was reported as open educaUon prr~cepU:. Th~ cl1f],Jr::.,r! 

18 
I bid., p. 7. 

] ') . ·1 1 • d Ul. • 

20 
Nark JJleier, Howard Groveman, Nancy Kuntz, and Ethvard Mueller, 

11 A Cornpari.son of Yielcling to Influence in Open and Traditioncil Clac:sroorn~; ," 
Childhood Educ2tion 49 (October, 1972): 45-50. 
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and the teacher set individual goals, instruction was individualized, 

children were encouraged to work together and to help each other, they 

were free to choose any of the materials in the room they wished, and were 
21. 

given the freedom to set their own pace. 

TvJo months before the end of the schoo1 year a general knouledge 

test with items of varying difficulty was administered to students in both 

classes. Each item on the test had a response circled in pencil. The 

children were told that the test had been given to sixth graders recently 

to see how many questions they could answer; and the sixth graders bad not 

followed directions. The third grade children were told to ignore the 

sixth grade responses. Every effort was made to insure that the 

atmosphere was relaxed and the children free from test anxiety. In 

addition the third grade children were asked to rate each item as being 

an ''easy one" or "hard one". Within these categories of easy and hard, 

four response types were then possible: 1) a correct response to each 

question that also conformed to the "suggestion", 2) a correct response 

to each question that did not conform to the "suggestion", 3) an incorrr.~ct: 

response to each question but one that conformed t:o the "suggest.ion", and 

11) an incorrect response to each question tbat did not conform to t:rF2 

"suggestion". It iwf; e::pected that children from the oper, and tc,1dir:j,_nrc1l 

classeP iJOuld ansi1,2r correctly an equal nurnbr~r of questions, but that 

30 

children from the traditional class would have a greater nwnber of incorrect: 

conforming responses on the hard items. 

Differences between the groups were tested by means oft tesLs. 

The researchers found that the only significant difference between the 

? l 
~ ·1 bid . , p. tf 5. 

. I 
. I;; 
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I' 
I I ,. · r.1 
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classes was in the mean numbers of incorrect, conforming responses to the 

difficult item:;, with the traditional clac:s gi.v:i.ng many more ~;uch respow;es 
22 

(t = 2.lf:, p<0.05). The authorc; conclude that; 

.• open class children were more likely to follow their 
hunches rather than adopt the response of a chi1cl from a higher 
grade ..• These children appeared to ha1e more canfi.chncc in 
thr~ic mm a1J:I.lity !:o do a c.1:ifficuJ:: ta,;k i_:ha,1 did i:i:-aclitiona.l 
clas:-:; children. • . 23 

Another area in Hhich advocate[; of open cducatjon cla:i.rn or,en 

i;choolf; are E:uperior is in 1.:hr~ area of the dc~veloprnr~nt of rer:ponsiblc, 

indep,1ndent behavior on the part of s tudenL;. In an open program it L: 

claimed Uiat controls on behavior are developed uithin the :;tudent, 
2L: 

diminishing the need for close adult supervision of all activity. 
25 

In an investigation of this premise, Goldupp con~ucted a study 

of eight Head Start Classrooms in Lincoln, llebraf;ka. The purpo,;e of 

the ,:tudy ,ms to d.i.sco,,er "pattern c;h.ift,; 1
', or ·i_nc:Ident.~; of inapprr1p:d_n1:.c" 

beha 11ior on the part of c;tu<lentf, when classroom teacherc; \v'~re prec,ent, 

absent, or had returned from a short absence. The classroom~ un~er 

Jwrer,tigation were r:;i~: clar;srooHn; 1-1hicl1 util:ized the Tucson Early 

Education Hodel (TEEM) curriculum, and twJ classroom,; using locally 

developed more tradi t.i ona l curricula. The im; trurnent ul:i Uz 1,!d in the 

.,:tudy was the Clar:sroom Attitude Obf;r~PJation Schedule, developed 1:,y 

Goldupp. Utilizing this instrument, observations were made during free 

2 ? 
-11 -· d 

J l • ' p. !.r7. 

23. b.cl I J_ • ' p. 50. 

2!.1 
Heather S. DoorJ, Summary of Research on Open Educati,)n (Arlington, 

Virginia: EducaU.•JnaJ. RecJearcb Service, Inc. 1974), p.5. 

25 
Ocea Goh1upp, 'An Investigation o[ Indepencl<~nt Child Deha·ri.rH Ll, 

the Open Clasr:r•:>om: The Claf;Groom A1:U.tude Ok;cr•,a1:ion Schedule (CAO/,\ 11 

(T 1-1c:-:r>n, Arizona; Arizona UnJ.ven;ity Cenl<~r for Erlucal:ional Rec;earcli ;:incl 
Development), 1972. 

,, ' 



32 

26 
choice li1Qe :in all cla,;~:i.·ooms in thrc~e .c;epa:rate uniU: of twelve~ mi1.1ute,· each. 

During each twelve minute interval the observer macle a clockwise scan of the 

room every two minutes, recording and counting the location of children 

and adults in the room, ancl the activities they were engaged in. In 

addition, instances of disruptive or in.napropriate behavior were noted. 

During the first twelve minute interval the teacher is present in the 

classroom. For the second interval she is absent, and for the third 

interval she has returned. 

Goldupp used a 2 x 3 analysis of variance to compare type of 

class and phase of observation. She found that incidence of inappropciate 

behavior increased significantly in the traditional classroom during the 

"teacher absent" phase. During the teacher prer;ent phases there ,-Ja,; no 
27 

significant difference between the two types of classes. This 1.ed he.c 

to conclude that: 

... The evidence is fairly conclusive that in some of thef,e 
classes, particularly the comparison (traditional) and low 
rated TEEM classroom, controls come largely from the teacher, 
and not from controls internalized by the cbi1clren or from 
the activities t.hemselves and the e:;:tenl: that children finc.1 
'-1 t"c,f • n· 2?, L]Cm Sa lu yLnb. • • • -

The role of the administrator is also seen as being different 
29 

in an open school. Drummond studied thQ leadership function of the 

26rbid., p. 6. Goldupp indicates that the free choice time in 
TEEM classrooms carries the greatest overlap into the open classroom concept. 

2 \bid., p. 2!: .. 

28rbicl., p. 25. TEEM classrooms were also rated by experts on the 
extent they practiced the stated objectives of the program. Low rated 
TEEM classrooms were found to be similar co traditional classrooms. 

29 
T. Darrell Drummond, "A Study of the Autonomy Assumed and Ezerd.sed 

by Headteachers in Selected British P.rirnary Schools." Doctoral 
dif;sertation, University of Maryland, 197L~). 
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British headteacher in twenty-one British primary schools over a three 

year period. In structured interviews with each headteacher, Drummond 

attempted to ascertain the "degree of autonomy assumed and exercised by 

33 

the headteacher in the management of the primary school and in the direction 
30 

of its' instructional program." The schools that were surveyed 

represented seven educational authorities, in both rural and urban 

communities. All of the schools included in the survey were considered 

to be in the top third of the primary schools in Great Britain in terms 
31 

of quality, as designated by t~e Plowden Report. 

The questionnaire consisted of eleven questions designed to elicit 

responses which describe certain dimensions of the headteacher's autonomy. 

Among the dimensions investigated were: 1) the perception of the headteacher 

as to the degree of his autonomy, 2) how this autonomy is employed in 
32 

relation to the teaching staff, and 3) controls that exist on his autonomy. 

It was found that the headteachers saw themselves as being the 

major determiner of the curriculum of the school, claimed full control over 

staff selection, and claimed a great deal of the responsibility for staff 
33 

development. In terms of the internal functions and affairs of the 

school, the headteachers unanimously indicated they had complete and 

absolute autonomy. Drummond cites a sampling of the responses to this 

question: 

••• our degree of autonomy is frightening -- but I'd fight to 
the end to keep it .•• absolutej4' Ultimately, in the final 
crunch, what I say goes •..• 

30ibid., p. 2. 31 
Ibid., p. 3. 

32
Ibid., p. l~. 

3'3 
Ibid., p. ll5. 

34 
Ibid., p. 64. 



Although the headteacher perceives himself as having complete 

autonomy, Drummond points out, the head must delegate more and more of 

his day to day responsibilities to the classroom teachers if he is to 
35 

remain an active headteacher and not merely an administrator. This staff 

involvement, which is seen as important, does not in any way supersede the 

final decision-making responsibilities of the headteacher. This fact 

becomes obvious from other responses cited by Drummond • 

. Totally (autonomous); no doubt about it. Of course, I can 
leave some decision-making to staff, particularly where they 
share the same commitments to the children as I do .•• The 
head is captain of the ship, really. I reserve the right to 
make all decisions. There's got to be staff involvement, of 
course, but there's no argument on fundamental issues. 36 

In his conclusion, Drummond sees the British headteacher, in 

his exercise of discretionary power, as being a "benevolent autocract 11
•
37 

In summary, in this section a selection of research on open education 

was reviewed. The variables studied in their relationship to open 

education were the following: socio-economic level, size of student body, 

school architecture, achievement, student attitude and behavior, and 

the role of the administrator. Architecture was found to have a small, 

but significant, effect in the direction of making a school program 

more open than traditional architecture. It was found that there is a 

possibility of a curvilinear relationship between degree of openness and 

socio-economic level and student body size. The research showed no 

significant differences in achievement between students in open schools 

and students in traditional schools as measured by standardized achievement 

tests. When student self-concept was investigated results were mixed. 

One study found males in open schools to have a higher self-concept and 

35 
Ibid., p. 66. 

36 
Ibid., p. 67. 37 

Ibid., p. 112. 
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another found that children from open schools viewed teachers and schools 

in a more favorable light. It was found that students from open schools 

tended to exhibit more pen,ona l ly reE: pons i b le behavior, had more confidence 

in their ability, and exhibited more autonomy. Finally, in an in"1eE:t:LgaLiou 

of the role of the head teacher in the Bri Lic;h prililary ,;cboo 1, it ,nir: found 

that they see themselves, primarily, as benevolent autocrats. 

Organizational Effectiveness 

A selection of studies is reviewed in this section which are con-

cerned with the nF~asurement of organizational effectiveneE:Ei and the 

relationship between effectiveness and various organizational variables. 

Arnong the variables under inveE:tigation were: productivity, intra­

organizational strain, organizational flexibility, total control, member 

consensus, communication, and supportive behavior on the part of management. 

Additional studjes are reviewed in which the Organizati0nal Status 

Survey ,1ar; used to asf:e:c;s perceived effect:i1en,:;::;,c.:: of the public :-cllO'll,·, 

a <' ,, to clisco 11er relationr-,bip~: br:'!t\1een perce-J,;ed effectivene,:,; and 

size of the student body, age and experience of principals, and type of 

im;tructional r~trategy employed in the school. 

The assessrnent of organizational performance, u~:ing multiple 

r.w:'!ar;ure,; of eff(:'!cUverv:'!s,-;, has received li.ttle attent]on in the literature 

on organi.za tions. Researchers, in E; tudying organize tio1rn, appear to con-

centrate on relatively narrow aspects of functioning. Emphasis is pl.ace~ 

on ind5vidual characteristics of organizations (span of control, bureaucratic 

,: 1:ructure, level of dec:l.sion-tnaldng), the cliaraci:erir'tic,; of i.ndiv:Ldua1,: 

:i.n organizat:ions (',alues, rnoti-;aUorrn, morale), or on limited a::::pecU: ,,f 

Uir:'! re la tfon:-;hip be ti,een the organize tion and it I s envi.ronrncnt (rc:;rrnrcc 

acqu:ifd_t:ion, rate of re~:por,_<;e to changing r~ondi.U_on,;). "\-Jhen meaf:1Jre 0: 0[ 

or·ganizational effeci:i'Jr2n1~r;s are required a,; correl.atei; of the~;e charac-
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terir: tics, the tendency has ueen to use rather gloria 1 and E'j n~;ular meauuc,2:: 

r)[ pr~rformanc,~ ~;uch as amount produced or relati'Te si:ancJ:i.ng uithin a 

pa r1:icular indui; try. Few researchers have seriously c:oncernr~d the1n:~ 121·•..7,:~:. 

:Jith inve::t_igating the mulU.-cliu1en'.:ional nature-" of organizational pe.cfor-

1<1a ncE~. 

38 
In addressing hi.rm:elf to this problem, Likert has uti 1.i.Z'.:!d i:lL.-

Profile of Organizational Charactr~rif:tics Instrument (see chapter on·::, 

pag,~ 5) j n numerour: sturJ]_-2s a tternpU.ng to clr~Line the rJin1ew:;ir>n::: of 

organ:i.zational efEect::_,eness and the relationdi:i.p of effect:i.•1en2r;:; 1:0 

various organizational variables, or leadership skills. One such study 

was conducted between 1962 and 1964 involving an apparel company. In 

1962, the company, although second in volume in the industry had been 

unprofitable in terms of economic criteria for several years preceding 

the study. As measured by the Organizational Characteristics instrumc:nl:, 

the company was categorized in System I (defined as Exploitive-Authoritative 

by Likert). Changes 11ere made in the management practices of the company 

which were designed to reflect practices characteristic of System IV 

organizations (defined as Participative-Group by Likert). The instrument 

was again aclministered to elflployees after t1Jo years. The resultc; of the 

second survey indicated that the changes were successful and that the company 

could be characterized as being in system IV. This movement of the company 

tmvard Syf:tem IV was accompanied by changes in !:he company's economic 

picture. According to Likert: 

••. Average earnings of piece rate workers increased by nearly 30% 
total manufacturing costs decreased by about 20%. Turnover 
dropped to half of its former level. Length of employee training was 
substantially reduced. Interviews re fleeted 'mr; tly more fr:i.1.>nd 1~, 
attitudes tcmard the cor,1pany. The image of the company in the 
community changed, and the organization began to chow a prof:i. ~. . 

''8 
.:> Rem:is Likcrt, The Human Organization: Its Management and ViJJ.ur~ 

(New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1967), pp. 29-37. 

391, "d ')o OJ_ •, p. J(J. 

') r· 
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Also addressing themselves to the problem of effectiveness, 
L,O 

Tannenbaum and Georgopoulus contend that the study of organizational 

effectiveness must deal with the question of organizational means and 

ends (the objectives of the organization being the ends, and the 

methods used to attain these objectives being the means). They 

conducted a study which involved thirty-two delivery stations within 

the United Parcel Service. Data was obtained from company records, 

on-site observation, and questionnaire responses. Three indices of 

effectiveness were obtained. The indices were: 1) station productivity 

as measured by company records of performance vis-a-vis established 

work standards; 2) intraorganizational strain, as measured by 

questionnaire responses concerning incidences of tension or conflict 

existing between organizational subgroups; and 3) organizational 

flexibility, as measured by questionnaire responses concerning the 

ability of the organization to adapt to internally and externally 
L, 1 

induced change. In addition to these indices, independent judgements 

of 11 relative overall station effectiveness" were obtained from experts 

who iwre familiar with the stations, but not directly involved in 

station operations. 

Rank-order correlations were computed between the experts' rating 

37 

of effectiveness and each of the three specific criteria of effectiveness. 

A ~-;ignificant positLve correlation was found bel:\}een :c;tation effo.cr:}'10.ne:;,; 

and station productivity (0.73) and station flexibility ~0.'.>9), and a 

significant negative correlation found between effectiveness and intra­
L:2 

organizational strain (-0.70). 

l:OBasi1 S. Georgopoulo:; and Arnot,] S. Tanr1eubaum, "A Study ()L 
Organizational Effect:Lvener:s ," American Sociological RevieiJ 32 (1957): 
5 3!: -L:O. 

L, 111,. d 
)1 • ' p. 533. 

L} 21 bid 
- . ' p. 539. 



Li 3 
S1nith and Ari, 11tilizing the same coinpany investigated the 

;;hich a person (or group or organizat:i.011 of p0;c,:r);1';) ,J,2t::::n,,;.,,,_.c; (:, .'!., 

r:ontirrnou,; unifonnii:y in exp2ctatiow;, attitudes, or behavior witli:i:·, a 

c:r..,r, tro 1 (i. c., i nfl11rcnc2) ':c::~rc:i ~:ed at a 11 levels of the organize tion 

provides the basis for the effective co-ordination of organizational ac-

tivity. This exercise of control is hypothesized to bring greater 

acceptance of jointly made decisions as well as an increased sense 

of responsibility and motivation to further the goals of the organization. 

Similarly, such motivational effects are very likely to be reflected 5n 

1nc~eased uniformity concerning the decisions and goals of the 
!: t, 

organization. It wcrn ezpected that high total control would be relat:e:d 

to organizational effectiveness. All correlations between these 

variables were found to be significant at or beyond the 0.05 level. This 

indicates, accorcllng to Smith and Ari, that higher producing stations 

r:encl to be character:l.zed by high total control, high member consensu,;, 
Lf5 

and high morale. The authors state: 

... The effects of certain patterns of control on organizational 
performance derive partially from the uniformity with req>ect to 
organizational standarcls and policies which these patterns of 

liJClagett G. Smith and Oquz N. Ari, "Organizational Control 
Structure and Member Consensus," in Arnold S. Tannenbaum, Control in 
Organizations (New York: (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1968), 
pp. lL15-165. 

LfL1 • 
1Lr5. IbJ.d., p. 

Lf5 
Ibid., p. 159. 

38 



control promote. In turn, the regularity, orderlin~ss, and 
predictability derived from such uniformity were viewed as 
being essential to the concerted acti.on underlying the highly 
effective organization ••.. Lf6 

L: 7 
Seashore and Yuchtman, studied the annual performance of seventy-

five insurance sales agencies over an eleven year period. Their purpose 

was also to investigate specific criteria indicative of organizational 

effectiveness. Using data collected from organizational records, 

seventy-six performance variables were identified, and subjected to 

factor analysis. From i:his analysis, ten factors emerged which accounted 
l18 

for approximately seventy percent of the total variance. In 1961 a 

questionnaire f;urvey Has conducted in thirty-three of the agencies. The 

39 

questionnaire was designed to measure various processes and internal states 

of the organization. The.se variables inclucl2d: l) the managers sup·· 

portiveness (a mea~nire of his preference for behav:iors tl1at are 

ego-enhancing rather thaa:1 ego-deflating for hif, subordinates); 

2) the degree of upward communication. (a measure of managerial ef£ort 

touard seeking and accepting information from his subordinates); 3) U1e 

type of power (expert or reward) a manager was ~,een to possess (a measure 

of the extent to which subordinates acceded to supervisors influence 

attempts because of the supervisors experience and knowledge or because of 

his ability to give or withold rewards); and 4) the total control of the 

agency ( a measure of the degree of control attributed to each of three 
Lr9 

hierarchical levels). The responses to the questionnaire were correl.:1ted 

with measures of performance on the ten factors in 1961 and in 19G2. 

!, 6 
'·Ibid., p. 162. 

I: 7 Stanly E. Seaehore and Ephn1im Yueh ::nwn, 1 'Fac toria J_ P,na lycd_:: of 
Organiza tiona 1 Performance,'' Adrnini_s tra ti 11e Sc:Lerice Quartcrl y 12 (Decernhel'.' 
1967): 377-395. 

fr8 Lr9 
Ih:id., p. 381. Ibid., p. 388. 
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It was found that some of the questionnaire variables are 

~ignificantly related ta some of the performance factors and not related 

to others. As an e:rnrnple, Manazers' supportiveness is related to brn;ine_s::; 

·1olurne, lJut not to maintenance costs. The rer.earc'ners point out that ,:orn::2 

D[ thef;e individual levecl ,,rariables have s:i<;ni.E:lcantly negat:L,,c relat:Lon::Jdp:: 

::rJ or0anJ_zationa l performance criteria. For ezarnple, manageria 1 

,: 1_q:iporti·1enec;r; is ac;sociatecl with lm-; avera~;e prorlucclvJ ty per ageu 1:. 

s,:'af;horr~ and Yuchtman use this as an illw,tra1:ion of the clanzer: in w:it1.~: 

a single rather than a set of performance indicators. They argue that 

if indi~iclual agent productivity had been used, alone, as a measure of 

organizational effectiveness, it would be fal,;ely concluded that 

c;upportivenerrn on the part of managers \JaS negau.,,e]y related to or;.'.,an:J.-
50 

zational effectiveness. 
51 

Bower,;, in a related i:;tucly, invesl::Lf:;a'.:ecl th2 rel.ationc3hiyi 1lcl:,1ecn 

twelve specific inclices of organizational effectiveness, a global 

a,:sei;srnenl: of organ:i.znt.i_onal effectiveness, anrJ U1e amounl: of total canLl'.'c,'l 

in an organ:i.zation. Se?en of the f;peciLLc inclices Df effectiVE!nes,; t ✓ e1~e 

deri,,ed from a £actor analyc:i.s of performance :i_111 l:Lcator:; ohta:i.nc.~d fL·orn 

r~ornpany record,;. These :i.nrJices, it is cln:i.rnec.1, are ,::i:.rni1.ar ta tho:;e 
52 

found by Seashore ancl Yuchtman. The rernain:.Lng f:i.ve \·Jere rnea,;ures of 

5011.. J 
J.Jl.( • ' p. 390. 

51 
David G. Bowers, "Organizational Control 

In Arnold S. Tannenbaum, Control in Organizations 
Hill Book Co., 1968) 

in An Irn;urance Companyr: 
(New York: McGraw-

52
see Ephraim Yuchtman, •rcontrol in an lrn;urance Company: Cause 

or Effect, "in Arnold S. Tannenbaum, Control in Organizations (Ne,J York: 
McGrm;-Hi 11 Book Company, 1968), p. 126. Yuchtman cla:!.ms that the rei-;ults 
of the correlational analysis are similar in their implicationD and that: 
differences :i.n factors Here due to factor arwly,;is technique. 
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r2mployce ~;ati:;faction (,rJth company, re 6ion.:il manager, fellmJ ageni:s, job, 

and income) derived from ques t:i_onnaire respon:;ef;. The measure of to u.1 l 

control was also obtained from questionnaire responses. Forty agencies 

r)f a major insurance company, twenty representi.n~~ the hizher ranking 

agencies and twenty representing the middle and lower ranking agencies 

were r,elected for the study. This global assef;sment of agency effect:L~1ener,s 

,;.ms made by company offic:La lr]. 

Rank-order correlations were computed between the global 

C'.r:;r:irnate of agency effecUve1wc-r: and the ,;pc~cif.ic eff,~cUvenei;::; cr:;1:er:La, 

and the perceptions of total control in the organization. StatistJcally 

significant relationships were found between the global effecti~eness 

rating and the specific indicies of; business costs (-0.44) volume of 

business (0.53), and satisfaction with regional manager (0.53), and 

fellow agents (0.8D. Total control was found to be related to all 

satisfaction measures and to two of the specific performance measures 
53 

(business costs (-0.55) and agency development factor A (-0.32). This 

lEicl Bowers to conclude that "(tJ otal control relates to overall organ-
SL: 

izat:ional effectiveness, but not to all measured aspects of it." 
55 

Friedlander and Pickle, indicate that effectiveness criteria 

must take into account the profitability of the organization, the degree 

to which it satisfies :i_t'c members, and the degrer~ to \Jllich it is of 

value to the larger society. In a study using ninety-seven small businesses, 

5 3n · t A d 1 f A f 1 uowers, 2..I?.· ,£:!;_•, p. gency eve opment ·actor .. re · eels 
development of younger men with an emphasis on low cost and high production 
Ealef~:• 

SL1 
Bowers, p. 123. 

55
Frank Friecllnncler and Hal Pickle, "Componenu, of EffecUvem:,;::: 

in Small Organizations," Adminii;trative Science Ouarterly 13 (September 
1968) : 28 9- 30 5. 
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rhey e~plored the concept of organizational effectivenes~ by studying 

i:hc, relat.iondi:Lp betueen internal and e}:ternal system effectiveness. 

Tl1r~ .internnl system was composed of organizational component.E: within the 

fornra1 boundaries of the orgnnization. The external system was composed 

of societal components in the larger environment. System effectiveness 

wJs determined by measuring the degree to which the need~; of the'.':'..! 

,~·rw1pDW..!,iU: were fulfilled i.n tl1r:dr transactiow: with tb<..! organizaU.m1. 

Tiie ,~rJ1r1punentf; i;;li:i.ch were considered relevant to the invef;tigation mere 

,:e,,en :in number: the mmer, the employees, and five societal cornponenU: 

(i-he customer, ,,1.1pplien:, crediton:, corrn11unity, arid the gr)verm,1,.1111:). 

Correlation coefficients were computed in order to explore the 

rr,!ationships among the various components. They found that in a 

moderate number of i.nstancei,, organizationi,: uere able to r.atj~:fy brJtll 

:;,,cietal needs and employee needs simultaneously. However, thoi:e 

'J.':,,, t\,o ,:oci.etal coi,1p·J,,·,:n'~'.J found most often to r~orrelate ilith asnecl:' 

·c1•-i:•f"1cl.::ir;n, ::-<:·•reral r;ign:U:icant cclatiDnnhi.ps \Jere fouricl. Financ,a11y 

uccesc:ful organ:Lzal::1.om: \Jr~re also tho,;e in which crnr,1r)yC?' '(ct'l ,·:•c,·:"i•],:c.C'-2 

mJner fulfj1lment and employee self development. Thi.f: "finding, ..• i:eern,; 

unclen:tanclable since the self-development measure reflects the employees 

fr~elings of belongingness, participation and pride in the company - a 

5G 
'.:r~n[:e of 'psychological ownership' in the organization." 

561, · d ?OO Dl ., P· __ 7;,. 
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In the discussion of the results, Friedlander and Pickle indicate 

that the findings of the study show only a moderate number of relationships 

between the degree to which the organizations were able to fulfill th~ 

needs of thr.:!ir employees, their oimer, and the ,Jocietal components • 

• • • Evidently organizations find it difficult to fulfill 
sirnult:aneously the variety of demands made upon them. Whe':11er 
the organization can concurrently fulfill all or even a major 
::;hare of the divergent demands made upon it is a provocative 
and hypothetical question •••• 57 

While research concerning multiple effectiveness criteria in business 

and industry is sparce, research of this type in schools is practically 

non-eYistent. In an attempt to rectify this problem, Goldman and Coplan 

developed the Organi,::o.tional Status Sur,ny (12hapter one, page 10) as a m'.:..,a,u; 

of measuring these criteria in a public school setting. They hage conducted 

se?eral studies utilizin3 the Organizational Status Survey in attempts 

at assessing school system effectiveness both nationally and on the local 

level. At this time, data is available on two of these studies. 

The first of these to be reported here dealt with the perceptions 

of a nationwide sample of 2,192 secondary school principals. The 

Organizational Status Survey was distributed to a sample of 3,800 principals 

throughout the country (58% were completed and returned). The purpose 

of the study was to examine the overall category means of this national 

sample; and to compare perceptions of principals of different ages, those 

with differing amounts of experience, those in buildings with differing 

enrollment, and those in buildings with differing instructional patterns, 
59 

as to the perceived effectiveness of their school system. 

57
Ibid., p. 303. 

58H::irvey Goldman and Bette Coplan, "The Measurement of Organizational 
Performance," (University of Maryland, 1972). 

59Harvey Goldman and Bette Coplan "Principals Assess Their School 
Systems," NASSP Bulleth1 390 (April, 1975):52-65. 



The secondary school principals perceived schools, in general, 

as performing "to a moderate degree" on five of the six categories described 

by the Organizational Status Survey. The performance objective which was 

rated lowest by the principals was the category Staff Development (X = 2.700) 

The researchers indicate that this low rating makes it evident that 

"few resources, in terms of either money or personnel, are invested to 
60 

improve the competencies of those employed by the system." From the 

sub-category scores, evidence indicated that a greater amount of resources 

were devoted to helping school personnel cope with problems that confronted 

-them on a daily basis (X = 2.729), than to helping them improve per-
61 

sonally or to obtain better jobs (X = 2.l~42). Thus, more resources 

(although still considered insufficient) are devoted to workshops and 

activities to help teachers cope with things such as drug problems or 

community pressures than are devoted to helping them improve themselves 

as individuals. While the researchers indicate that the former problems 

are certainly important, the tendency is to prepare personnel to "deal 

with 'yesterday's problems' and to ignore 'anticipated futures'." Goldman 

and Coplan indicate; "the result is what might be expected -- an inordinate 

amount of time is devoted to reacting to the varied pressures and circum-
62 

stances impinging on administrators and teachers. 

The researchers also found that younger principals (those in the 

30-34 age range) tended to rate their systems lower in Staff Development 

(X = 2.422) than did principals over 60 years old (X = 2.758). The 

younger principals also perceived their systems to be encouraging Indivi­

duality to a lesser extent than did older principals: (younger, X = 2.850; 
63 

older, X = 3.052). 

60 
Ibid., p. 59. 

61 
Ibid. 

62 
Ibid. 

63 
Ibid., p. 61. 



Wlir~n pdnci.paL: '¥~re compared ,1J':l"t r,;;gard trJ the length of l::,_i'k! 

1:hrjy hacl been c>.mployecl by the r:chool :;ysteE! s:Lm::la:c pal:te.cn~: <_!rne;:ged. 

l_c~r•:; r'.~~:01.1rcc1; being rJe'JOl:ed to irnprovjng the comp0l:enc:i_e,; r)f school. 

64 

t,5 

personnc 1. In addition to the obvious relatir:mship of age ancl e::p,2ri_enc0., 

the authors offer several explanations for this finding. They hypothesize 

that younger principals may be more familar with the in-service programs 

available to teachen;, ::;i.nce they arc probably not far removed from the 

classrooms themselves; olcler principals may £eel more of a commitment to 

system policies since they may have had some influence in determining 

them; or, possibly, more experienced administrators may have a more 
65 

accurate knowledge of what exists in their systems. 

When school size was used as the criterion variable principals 

of smaller schools (0-~00 students) also perceived their systems to be 

placing less emphasis on Staff Development (X := 2.530). This ua~, al,rn 

true for the Instructional Effectiveness category. In discusf:ing t!Ji,; 

finding, Goldman and Coplan, hypothesis that smaller schools tend to be 

located in rural districts and tend to have less resources to devote to 

a i,ide variety of activities, in terms of number of in-service progra11w, 
66 

and alrrn in terms of a variety of prograrnatic offerings. 

Finally, in comparing schools whose teachers worked in self-

contained cla,;sroomn ui.th tha,;e in uldch team-teaching ,-mi; pracUced, 

a c,lightly different pattern emerged. Principals of ~;choo1l; whos,~ f::r~aci1er:; 

engaged in ::earn-teaching and those who responded to the category "other" 

perceived their l.;cbool,; !:o be more effective on each of the six categor:i_cc;. 

6L, 65 
. Ibid., Ibid. 

66 

Ibid. 
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67 
These differences, however, were small. The differences were found to 

be greatest in the Instructional Effectiveness and Individuality categories. 

Although they admit that large discrepencies in sample size and small 

differences in category means make only limited inferences possible, the 

authors tentatively conclude: 

• It seems obvious that the emphasis of such schools upon 
individualized instruction, multi-level curricula, and self­
pacing should lead to a grea~8r degree of success in meeting 
the needs of students, ••. 

Preliminary data is available on one other large scale study 

involving the Organizational Status Survey. The study was carried out 

with 600 elementary school principals in the State of Maryland. While 

complete results are not available, preliminary analysis show results 
69 

similar to those from the sample of secondary school principals. 

The elementary principals perceived the schools, in general, as 

performing "to a moderate degree" on the categories described by the 

Organizational Status Survey, The performance objective which was rated 

lowest by the elementary principals was the category Staff Development 

(X = 2.800). This was also the finding with the secondary principals. In 

comparing organizational patterns (team teaching, self-contained classroom, 

and "other"), no significant differences were found in perceived effec­

tiveness. However, principals from schools in which team teaching was 

67 
Ibid., Although part of the research project, this data was 

not included in the NASSP article. Further information may be obtained 
by writing the authors. 

69 
Harvey Goldman and Bette Coplan, unpublished research, University 

of Maryland, 1974. 

1\, 



pracr::I.cerJ did perce:I.,e:_ dv":i.r schools to b,2 :;l:i_ghtly rnore effectj_ve in 

attaining the performance objectives Instructional Effectiveness, Staff 
70 

Development, and Individuality. 

In Summary, th:i.,) f;ub-:iection pro1:Ldec1 a revieH of thE~ 

research on organizational 

Tlier•_;f,>rc, any mea,;ure:· of performance mw;l:, of necec::sity, be multi_-

models exist vhich attempt to deal with these variables. These models 

generally are concernccl with measuring the extent to which organizaU.ons 

are successful in satisfying their internal and external clientele while 

accomplishing the goals of the organization, and while insuring future 

growth and survival. Rer,earch indicates that :i.t i'.; por,s:i.b1e to iclentJ Ey 

DOUF_; r;f tbe::c meaf.:ure::, and that fu]fJ.llment of all of them at any .c:pec:i.fic 

::imc :ir; rJ:i.ff:tcult. Relationships ~,ere alr;o founcl between meaE~ures of 

effecti,,eness and total organizational control, a managers supportive 

behavior, member con:-;ensw:;, increased interaction, and goal ~:etting at 

a]l level2. Research aJ.rnecl at measurin~:; c:cliooJ ::::ystern effectivenef;s 

47 

was also cited. While much of this research is incomplete, it does indicate 

that; measuring school i:y~;tern e.ffectivenes:; :U: pot,sible, there may be 

differences in effectiveness of schools with different organizational 

70 
Ibid. 



48 

c1cti•15t:i.er; de~::igncd tn contribute to their gro,1tli and r;urvival. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This chapter contains a description of the sample and the procedure 

used to 1."dent1'fy the sample. It · 1 d <l • t· f h inc u es a escr1p ion o t e instruments 

used, the data collection procedures, statistical hypotheses, and a 

summary of the statistical methods used in analyzing the data. 

Sample 

The sample for this study was comprised of teachers representing 

sixty f 
• - our elementary schools from the State of Maryland. The schools 

t.lere 1 
se ected from twelve of the twenty-four school systems within the State. 

At the time of the study there were 985 elementary schools distributed 
1 th

roughout the twenty-four systems in the State. Five schools were 

located in the smallest system and 173 schools in the largest. The 

st
udent enrollment in the State was 489,380; with 1,229 students enrolled 

in the d smallest system, and 104,290 students enrolle in the largest 

system (see Appendix c for complete enrollment data by system). 

Sample Identification 

In selecting the sample to be used in this study it was necessary 

to identify a group of schools in which the variability of program openness 

~as large enough to conduct a meaningful analysis. Specifically, it was 

-----------
1 
The school systems in the State of Maryland are organized by 

county. There are twenty-three counties in the State, each with their 
owns h . c 001 system. The City of Baltimore operates a separate school 
system. The twenty-three counties and the City of Baltimore system 
constitute the twenty-four school systems referred to in this study. 
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50 

necessary to ensure that an adequate number of schools with a high degree 

num er of "open" of program openness were i·ncluded. It was felt that the b 

programs 1·n the 1 · f h 1 11 popu ation o sc oo s was too sma to ensure that an 

adequate number would be included if random sampling procedures were 

undertaken, For this reason the researcher decided to rely on judgements 

of a g roup of "experts" who were familiar with the schools to identify 

en programs in existence. It was felt that the necessity for having II Op II 

a sample of "open" schools sufficiently large for analysis outweighed the 

constraints imposed by the lack of random sampling of schools. This 

lack of randomization prevents statistical generalizations to schools 

0ther than those in the study. 

In January, 1974, a list of ten characteristics of "open education" 

Program was compiled. These characteristics were taken from the literature 

on open education and had been used as a basis for the development of the 

Dimen · d ) sions of Schooling instrument (see Appen ix A• 
In January and 

February, 1974, this list was given to professors and supervisors of student 

teachers from Copin, Towson, and Salisbury State College, and the Baltimore 

and College Park campuses of the University of Maryland. Each of those 

\-1ho was asked to respond had weekly contact with elementary schools 

Within the State and were familiar with open education programs. Nineteen 

agreed to participate. 

th ose schools which, in their opinion, were practicing open education. 

These nineteen "experts" were asked to identify 

Fif ty-e1· ght 1 f th twe t f r t · · schools representing twe ve o e n y- ou coun ies in 

the state were identified in this manner. 
They were then asked to indicate , 

for each of the schools identified, whether that school exhibited each 

char acteristic on the list "to a great extent," to an "average amount," 

or" very little." Each of the rated characteristics was given a numerical 

value f " i h ) d rom one to three ("to a great extent was g ven at ree, an an 

fl 
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overall score computed for each school by summing the ratings given on 

all ten characteristics. The fifty-eight schools were then ranked in 

descending order on their overall openness score. It was felt that this 

ranking would provide a listing of open programs that were in existence, 

and provide a base from which to draw schools for the final sample. 

Permission was then requested from school systems to contact 

schools within each system for inclusion in the study. Of the twelve 

represented in the list of schools, our indicated they would not systems f 

allow research efforts from outside of the system during the period of the 

study. A fifth system indicated that, due to certain internal problems, 

only 1 se ected schools would be asked to participate. 
The remaining 

syS t ems that were contacted indicated that schools and teachers would be 

allowed h to participate on a voluntary basis. Twenty-tree schools of the 

1 ty-eight identified remained for possible inclusion in the study. Of f"f 

this twenty-three, twenty-two agreed to participate. 

Fourteen additional "open" schools were identified by faculty 

members at the college of Education, College Park campus of the University 

of Maryland. The faculty members were familiar with schools in the area 

8nd With open education programs, The principal of each of these schools 

had agreed to discuss, with the researcher, possible participation of his 

school in the d stu y. 
This process resulted in the inclusion of schools 

With 'd .. 1 
ent1f1ed open programs which were overlooked during the initial 

identification procedure. It was felt that these schools would substitute 

for schools which were lost as a result of school system regulations. It 

a so felt that because of the small number of schools which were Was 1 

ident'f• 1 
1ed, the rating sheet would serve no further purpose. For this 

reaso h n t e faculty members were not asked to complete one for the schools 

they identified. 
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An attempt was made to control for socio-economic effects. 

Where possible, the two closest schools, geographically, to the identified 

"open" schools were asked to participate. It was possible to match nine­

teen of the twenty-two open schools with at least one school in close 

geographic proximity. The final forty-five schools were selected in 

this manner. 

Instrumentation 

Two instruments were utilized in this study. The first instrument 

is a thirty item teacher questionnaire designed to measure the degree of 

program openness of a school. This questionnaire, The Dimensions of 

Schooling (DISC IV), was developed by Traub, Weiss, Fisher and Musella, 
2 

from the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education. Each of the 

thirty items briefly defines a dimension or aspect of school life and 

is followed by a set of alternatives. Each alternative represents a 

point along a continuum from "most open" to "least open". The teacher 

is asked to respond by assigning the highest rank to the alternative that 

applies to "most students most of the time" and the lowest rank to the 

alternative that applies to "only a few students for very little time." 

No rank is assigned to those alternatives that do not apply to a particular 

teacher's situation. Teachers may respond to as many or as few of the 

alternatives as are appropriate. This procedure, developed by the authors, 

is called a "limited ranking" procedure. Items in the questionnaire are 

classified into two major groupings. In the first grouping are items 

which are concerned with a general dimension of the school (they cut across 

2 
Ross E. Traub, Joel Weiss, C. W. Fisher, and Don Musella, "Closure 

on Openness: Describing and Quantifying Open Educa ti.on," Interchange 3 
(1972): 69-84. 
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all teaching and learning situations). The second group of items deal with 

specific dimensions of a teacher's class. Within this group of items, 

provision is made for teachers to respond to each item in reference to 

more than one subject matter area. The rationale for this procedure is 

that the authors feel certain subject matter areas may have more inherent 

structure than others (e.g., math and science as opposed to social studies) 
3 

and, consequently, should be treated differently. By treating each of 

these areas separately they feel a more accurate description of the 

practices of each school can be obtained. A copy of the instrument may 

be found in Appendix A. The scoring system for this instrument is based 

upon a set of option weights and rank weights. Since the limited ranking 

scoring procedure is a complicated one, discussion is omitted here. The 

procedure is explained in detail, however, in Appendix A. 

The second instrument that was utilized is a sixty-three item 

questionnaire, The Organizational Status Survey, which is designed to 

measure the "quality of performance manifested by the public schools" 
4 

relative to six performance objectives. Each item is a statement 

designed to reflect a single characteristic of a school system. Re 

spondents are asked to indicate the degree (on a four-option Likert 

Scale) to which the statement is characteristic of the school system 

in which they are employed. A copy of the instrument may be found in 

Appendix A. The six performance objectives which the Organizational 

Status Survey is designed to measure are: 

1) Public Interest - A measure of the degree to which the 
public is perceived as being satisfied with the public 
schools. 

3rbid., p. 78. 

4 
Harvey Goldman and Bette Coplan, "The Measurement of Organizational 

Performance," University of Maryland, 1972, p. 3. 
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2) 

3) 

4) 

Organizational Rationality - A measure of the degree 
to which the formal and informal rules of the schools 
are perceived as being rational and contributing to 
the accomplishment of organizational goals. 

Administrative Rationality - A measure of the degree 
to which the behaviors of administrators are perceived as 
contributing to the accomplishment of school system 
goals. 

Instructional Effectiveness - A measure of the extent 
to which students are perceived as being adequately 
educated (academically, socially, vocationally) and 
the extent to which the instructional staff is perceived 
as contributing to that education. 

5) Staff Development - A measure of the extent to which 
a school system is perceived as investing resources to 
improve the competencies of its personnel. 

6) Individuality - A measure of the degree to which personnel 
perceive themselves as being permitted to deviate from 
existing rules and policies when such action is considered 
necessary. 

Demographic Information - The demographic information requested 

from each respondent included the following personal information: 1) sex, 

2) age, 3) total number of years respondent has worked for the school 

system, and 4) length of time respondent has been in his/her present 

position. Also, information was also collected on the instructional 

pattern of the school. Data relative to socio-economic status and school 

enrollment was obtained from the Maryland Accountability Study. 

Data Gathering Procedures 

In February and March of 1974, letters were sent to principals 

of schools identified for inclusion in the sample. The letter explained 

the purpose of the study, described the questionnaires, and asked for 

cooperation. One week after the letter had been mailed, a telephone 

call was made to each principal, The purpose of the telephone call 

was to answer any questions they might have and to provide directions 

·I 



on the procedures to be followed in each school. Each school in which the 

principal agreed to cooperate was to be sent a packet containing ten 

sets of questionnaires and a list of fifteen random numbers. During 

the phone conversation the principal was instructed to ask each teacher 

whose position on the teachers' roster corresponded to one of the random 

numbers to complete both questionnaires and return them to the school 

secretary within a week. The secretary was then to return the completed 

questionnaires and cover sheet in the stamped self-addressed envelope 

which was enclosed. The principal was also asked to assure all 

respondents that their responses would be treated confidentially. 

The Organizational Status Survey, the Dimensions of Schooling instrument, 

and return envelopes were coded to facilitate follow-up if responses were 

not received in two weeks. Telephone calls were made to schools from 

which the completed questionnaires were not returned within three weeks 

of the initial mailing. Of the eighty-one schools whose principals agreed 

to cooperate, sets of questionnaires were received from sixty-seven. Of 

these sixty-seven sets sixty-four were completed correctly. This final • 

total represents seventy-nine percent of the original sample. 

Within each of the sixty-four schools that returned questionnaires, 

the number of usable responses varied. Five of the schools in the sample 

had under ten teachers on the staff. In four of these five schools, all 

teachers completed the questionnaires. Twenty-one of the schools had 

twenty or less teachers on the staff. Of these schools, six returned 

less than 5 sets of questionnaires. This, however, represented over 

twenty percent of the staff. In table 1, the data reporting the number 

of returned questionnaires by school is presented. The table reflects 

the number of teachers in each building and the number and percent of 

teachers who responded to the questionnaires. 
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TABLE 1 

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF TEACHERS RESPONDING TO ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS SURVEY 
AND DIMENSIONS OF SCHOOLING INSTRUMENT (N-M SCHOOLS, L~66 TEACHERS) 

School Teachers in Teachers l Schoo 1 Teachers in Teachers 

56 

Number Building Responding Percent!Number Building Responding Percent 
I 

j 

1601 22 10 46% I 1036 3 3 100% 
1602 26 9 35% 1037 14 8 57% 
0303 4L. 8 18% 1038 18 8 LfLf% 
040L. 26 9 35% 10Lf0 12 3 25% 
0405 28 10 36% 1041 5 4 80% 
0L.06 26 7 27% 1042 5 5 100% 
0407 15 9 60% ,0747 41 10 25% 

I 
38 8 21% OL108 19 10 53% i 23l18 

0l.09 t. 1 9 22% :2149 13 10 77% 
0410 18 10 56% ;2351 33 10 30% 
0411 26 8 31% l 2352 27 9 33% 
0412 3L1 9 27% 0753 24 6 25% 
0413 28 9 32% 2454 21 10 L18% 
0l.lf. 25 8 32% ;2355 20 t. 20% 
0415 21 6 29% : 1756 21 10 lf8% 
1717 21 7 33% . 1757 30 7 30% 
1718 26 6 23% 2159 18 4 22% 
1719 21 7 33% 2460 19 8 42% 
1720 27 7 26% •2161 15 9 60% 
1721 23 8 35% 

1

0662 34 10 35% 
1722 26 9 35% ·2165 18 lf 22% 
1723 18 4 22% '1669 24 3 13% 
1725 30 9 30% : 1770 19 4 21% 
1726 19 7 37% ; 1672 20 6 30% 
0227 23 10 43% :1473 20 7 35% 
0228 11 6 55% 10375 42 6 ll1% 
2L.29 27 9 33% j0376 37 9 2L1% 
1630 28 9 ' 32% 0377 25 10 l10% 
1031 16 3 16% .. 0478 32 6 19% 
1032 5 5 100% :0479 35 5 15% 
1033 11 5 t.6% 

1
1680 29 10 35% 

1034 3 3 100% :0481 22 4 20% 

I 
I I 

1 ! 

I 
I: 
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Internal Consistency 

Estimates of reliability were obtained for the Dimensions 

of Schooling Instrument (IV) and for each factor on the Organizational 

Status Survey. The statistic used for this purpose was coefficient alpha, 
5 

an internal consistency estimate developed by Cronbach. The statistic 

57 

provided a measure of how well the instruments distinguished between schools 

in the sample by indicating the proportion of variance that was due to 

differences between the schools and not to random error. The estimate 

was derived for each instrument by finding item means for each 

school and computing the statistic across all schools. By computing 

coefficient alpha in this manner each school became the unit of 

analysis. 

Statistical Hypotheses and Analysis of Data 

The hypotheses relevant to the relationship between 

perceived degree of program openness and perceived attainment of per­

formance objectives are presented below. 

H:Al The linear correlation between perceived degree 
of program openness and perceived performance 
pattern of a school is zero. 

5 

null hypothesis 

alternate hypothesis 

ffo· ~ =-0 

f-1,: ~ ~ 0 

L. J. Cronbach, "Coefficient Alpha and the Internal Structure 
of Tests," Psychometrika 16 (1951): 297-33l~. 
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H:i\2 The quadratic and cubic trends of the relationship 
between perceived degree of program openness and 
perceived performance pattern of a school are not 
significant. 

null hypotheses 

alternate hypotheses ~ ; (3 > o 
\I '1. 

1-l,-i.:,6'~ > 0 

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed to measure 

the strength of the relationship for Hypothesis Al. To test the 

significance of the correlation coefficients a table of smallest 

significant r values was used, The possibility of a curvilinear 

relationship was investigated by means of polynomial regression 

equations (Hypothesis A2). 

third degree polynomial. 

The relationship was tested through a 

In testing this hypothesis the term Y. =~-:-AX 
t /-1, t-', 

represented the model of a score for simple linear regression; 

'),. 

Y =D+A X +r.l X represented the model of a score for quadratic regression; i /.7, /", l.;:..,,i.. 

.... J 
and Y.=~+~ X+A X+~X represented the model of a score for cubic 

I O f"'c f"1.,, ,✓, 

regression. The regression coefficient at each level was tested for 

significance, and was represented by the term,8: . The 1th 
J 

performance objective derived from the Organizational Status Survey 

was represented by Yi , and the degree of program openness was 

represented by X. An F ratio was computed to determine the significance 

of the variability added by each degree polynomial not accounted for 

by lower degree polynomials. 

58 

I' I 

i 
I, 

I 



The hypotheses relevant to the relationship between perceived 

attainment of performance objectives and selected demographic 

variables are presented below. 

H:Bl The linear correlation between perceived performance 
pattern and socio-economic status of a school is 
zero. 

null hypothesis 4-\(> ~ /?-:: O .,.., 

alternate hypothesis 11 • 0 ..LO H I. ry.-, -(-

H:B2 The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived performance 
pattern and socio-economic status of a 
school are not significant. 

null hypotheses " a.=o 1101 : ,.,,l-
1-\ /.1 :: 0 0)..~ /.73 

alternate hypotheses 

H:B3 The linear correlation between perceived 
performance pattern and size of student enrollment of 
a school is zero. 

null hypothesis 

alternate hypothesis 

J-t:P:::o 
D I Y-y 
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H: Bli The quadratic and cubic trends of the relationship 
between perceived performance pattern and size of 
student enrollment of a school are not significant. 

nul 1 hypotheses 

a 1 terna te hypo theres 

'-lo,: /.l=o 
Hoi: /33 ::: o 

~ I\ : /3,. > 0 

\...\ ,:a. : /33 ") 0 

H:B5 The multiple correlation between perceived performance 
pattern and socio-economic status, size of student 
enrollment, and perceived degree of program openness 
is zero. 

null hypothesis 1-\1): 'R =. 0 

alternate hypothesis \-\ \ : 'R ? 0 

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed to measure 

the strength of the relationship for hypotheses Bl and B3. The level 

of significance was determined by utilizing a statistical table which 

presents values for the smallest significant r. In addition, the 

possibility of a curvilinear relationship was investigated by means of 

polynomial regression equations (Hypotheses B2 and B4). The relationship 

was tested through a third degree polynomial. In testing these hypotheses 

the term Yt=/J
0
+p,x represented the model of a score for simple linear 

regression; Y. =(.:!+a X +a X-:a. represented the model of a score for 
l O t, l"'a. 

~ ., 
quadratic regression; and Y. = /1, + a X + /J X +a X represented the 

L o I"', P.,_ /"3 

model of a score for cubic regression. The regression coefficient at 

each level was tested for significance and was represented by the symbol~.• 

The i th performance objective derived from the Organizational Status Survey 

was represented by ~ , and the perceived degree of program openness 
I 

was represented by X. An F ratio was computed to test the significance 

of the variability added by each degree polynomial not accounted for by 

lower degree polynomials. 

60 



Hypothesis B5 was tested with a stepwise multiple regression 

equation, With each of the performance objectives designated as the 

Ctiterion 
vatiable, and socio-economic status, size of student enrollment , 

and d 
egree of program openness used as predictors. An F ratio was 

computed at each step to determine the significance of the contribution 

of each variable to the prediction of the criterion. 

The hypothesis relevant to the relationship between perceived 
degree of 

program openness and the selected demographic variables and 

to architectural design are presented below. 

H:Cl The linear correlation between perceived degree 
of program openness and socio-economic status 
is zero. 

null hypothesis 

alternate hypothesis 

H:C2 The quadratic and cubic trends of the relationship 
between perceived degree of program openness and 
socio-economic status are not significant. 

null hypotheses 

alternate hypotheses 

i-\bl : A:::: O 
801. : ;1j. = 0 

i-t,,: (3'), > 0 

H,-i.: /)1, > o 
H:C3 The linear correlation between perceived degree of 

program openness and size of student enrollment is zero. 

null hypothesis t-\
0

: Px'/ ::: 0 

alternate hypothesis H,: ~'/ j:. 0 
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ll:C4 The quadratic and cubic trends of the relationship 
between perceived degree of program openness and 
size of student enrollment are not significant. 

null hypotheses 

alternate hypotheses 

1-.\ 01 : ,B~ = o 
HOl..: /3, -= 0 

~"l: ;.3). > Q 

H,~: ~?. ) 0 
H:C5 There is no difference in perceived degree of 

program openness between schools with open, mixed, 
and traditional architectural design. 

null hypothesis H • Uo = u = ut o· m 

alternate hypothesis Ho: uo /: um f ut 

where uo =open, u = mixed, and u = traditional m t design 

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed to measure the 

strength of the relationship for Hypotheses Cl and C3. To test the significance 

of the correlation coefficients, a table of smallest significant r values 

was used. The possibility of a curvilinear relationship was investigated 

by means of polynomial regression equations (Hypotheses C2 and C4). The 

relationship was tested through a third degree polynomial. In testing 

these hypotheses the term Y. = A+ A X represented the mode 1 of a score 
(/vol", ,. 

for simple linear regression; Y.. = A +.a X +/.? X represented the model of 
l 1-0 Iv, I"' 1-

a score for quadratic regression; and A 
... J 

Y. = + R X + .a X + A X represented l I> /.,.1 l'-'1, /"3 

the model of a score for cubic regression. The regression coefficient at 

each level was tested for significance, and was represented by the symbolA.• 
J 

The perceived degree of program openness was represented by the symbol Yj. 

An F ratio was computed to determine the significance of the variability 

added by each degree polynomial not accounted for by lower degree 

polynomials. 



A one-way analysis of variance was computed to determine whether 

there 
tvere significant differences in openness scores betwe2n schoola 

"Iv] l·h d·i rf 
· - - .c ercnt arch:i. tectura 1 designs (Hypothesis C5). The significance 

of t' 
· ne Post hoc comparisons was tested by llonferroni t-tests. In all 

stati"t4c 1 d 
-u ~ a analyses, the 0.05 lev~l was the accepte level of signifiance. 

Summary 

This chapter contained a description of the population and the 

sample 1 
Se ected for this study. It also contained a description of the 

10st
rumentation, data collection procedures, statistical hypotheses, and 

the m t 
etoods used in analyzing the data. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

This chapter contains technical data relative to the instruments 
Utilized · 

1.n this study. It also contains a report of the findings with 

regard to each of h d t e hypotheses teste. 

Data Related to Instrumentation 

The internal consistency for each instrument utilized in this 
8 tudy 

Was computed using Cronbach's coefficient alpha. The mean, standard 
devia ti 

on, and internal consistency estimates for the Dimensions of Schooling 
instrument . 

is found in Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

TECHNICAL DATA RELATIVE TO DIMENSIONS OF SCHOOLING INSTRUMENT 
(N:::64) 

~-....;:::========================= 
l-1:ean 

Coefficient 
~e ------------------------------

Standard 
Deviation Alpha 

12.210 
1.840 0.904 

Coefficient alpha for the Dimensions of Schooling instrument 
obta. 

l.ned for this sample was o. 904. Traub and his associates administered 
the · 10st

rument to 449 teachers in 30 schools. Six of the schools had 
an o 

Pen space design, six had a traditional design, and eighteen were 

tePorted as 
- having a mixed architectural design. The researchers report 
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a mean of 10.370 a standard deviation of 2.240, and a coefficient alpha 
l 

of 0.810 for the entire sample. The mean score found from the sample 

65 

in this study was higher than that found by Traub and his associates. 

Coefficient alpha was also higher in th:is study. This finding provides 

further support for the reliability of the Dimensions of Schooling instrument. 

The mean, standard deviation, and internal consistency estimates 

for each factor on the Organizational Status Survey is found in Table 3. 

TABLE 3 

TECHNICAL DATA RELATIVE TO ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS SURVEY 
(N=64) 

Performance Mean Standard 
Objective Score Deviation 

Public Interest 3.026 0.279 
Organizational Rationality 2.759 0.303 
Administrative Rationality 2. 960 0. 28l; 
Instructional Effectiveness 2.950 0.277 
Staff Development 2.570 0.362 
Individuality 2.815 0.319 

Coefficient 
Alpha 

o. 943 
0.8% 
0. 9l1l; 

0.%2 
0.838 
0.498 

Coefficient alpha for the performance objective Public Interest 

obtained in this study was O. 943. The mean score on this factor was 
2 

3.026, with a standard deviation of 0.279. Goldman and Coplan, in 

their study of a national sample of secondary school principals, found a 

coefficient alpha of 0.909, a mean of 3.163, and a standard deviation 

of 0.438 for this objective. 

1Ross E. Traub, Joel Weiss, C. W. Fisher, and Don Musella, "Closure 
on Openness: Describing and Quantifying Open Education, 11 Interchange 3 
(1972): 79. 

2 Harvey Goldman and Bette Coplan, "Principals Assess Their School 
Systems, 11 NASSP Bulletin 390 (April, 1975):57. 
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Coefficient alpha obtained for the performance objective 

Organizational Rationality was 0.894. The mean score and standard deviation 

of this factor was found to be 2.759, and 0.303 respectively. The study 

conducted by Goldman and Coplan yielded a coefficient alpha of 0.804, a 
3 

mean of 3.000, and a standard deviation of 0.540 for this objective. 

For the performance objective Administrative Rationality, a 

coefficient alpha of 0.9L14 was found in this study. The mean score for 

this factor was 2.960 and the standard deviation was 0.384. In the 

national study of secondary school principals, Goldman and Coplan report 

a coefficient alpha of 0.916, a mean of 3.166, and a standard deviation 
L1 

of 0.443 for this objective. 

For the performance objective Instructional Effectiveness, a 

coefficient alpha of 0.942 was found in this study. The mean score on this 

factor was found to be 2.950 with a standard deviation of 0.277. Goldman 

and Coplan report a coefficient alpha of 0.874, a mean score of 3.039, 

and a standard deviation of 0.370 for the national secondary principal 
5 

sample. 

The performance objective Staff Development yielded a 

coefficient alpha of 0.838, a mean score of 2.570 and a standard deviation 

of 0.362 in this research. The coefficient alpha for this objective in 

the study of secondary principals was found to be 0.733, the mean score 
6 

was 2.612, and the standard deviation 0.550. 

Finally, the performance objective Individuality was found to 

have a coefficient alpha of 0.498, a mean score of 2.815, and a standard 

deviation of 0.319. Goldman and Coplan report a coefficient alpha of 

5 . 
Ibid. 

6 
Ibid. 
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0.420, a mean score of 2.950, and a standard deviation of 0.602 for this 
7 

factor from the national sample of secondary school principals. 

Mean scores and standard deviations obtained from the sample of 

schools utilized in this study are similar to those found by Goldman 

and Coplan. The coefficient alpha obtained for each objective from the 

two studies are also similar. The scores reported by Goldman and Coplan 

were computed from individual principal's responses rather than mean 

responses from teachers in each building. Although the results were 

computed from a different type of sample, they indicate similar findings 

of reliability from different perspectives. This provides further support 

for the reliability of the factors representing the performance objectives 

of the Organizational Status Survey. 

Presentation of Findings Relative to Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Al, A2, Bl, B2, B3, Bli and BS were concerned with 

the relationship between perceived degree of program openness, socio­

economic status and size of student enrollment and each of the performance 

objectives measured by the Organizational Status Survey. 

Hypotheses Al: The linear correlation between perceived degree 
of program openness and perceived performance 
pattern of a school is zero. 
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In Table 4 Pearson product-moment correlations between the 

perceived degree of program openness and each of the performance objectives 

derived from the Organizational Status Survey are presented. 

TABLE 4 

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN 
DEGREE OF PROGRAM OPENNESS AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N:::64) 

Public Organizational Administrative Instructional Staff 
Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

r 0.128 
P: ns 

0.300 
0.05 

0.097 
ns 

0.125 
ns 

critical value of rat 0.05 level of significance= 0.246 

0.045 
ns 

0.353 
0.05 



... ------------·--·- ---~•-•-•··-··---· 

From Table 4 it can be observed that the correlations between 

degree of program openness and the performance objectives Organizational 

Rationality and Individuality were significant beyond the 0.05 level. 

Hypothesis A2: The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived degree 
of program openness and perceived 
performance pattern of a school are 
not significant. 

In Tables 5 and 6 the results of quadratic and cubic regression 

analyses conducted on the relationship between degree of program openness 

and each of the six performance objectives is presented. These analyses 

were conducted to ascertain whether a curvilinear relationship existed 

between program openness and any of the performance objectives. The 

data in each table reflect the variability in the relationship accounted 

for by the specific degree polynomial, but not accounted for by lower 

degree polynomials. The F ratios reflect significance tests for that 

specific degree of polynomial regression independent of the lower degrees. 

TABLE 5 

QUADRATIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEGREE 
OF PROGRAM OPENNESS AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES 

(N=64) 

Public Organizational Administrative Instructional Staff 

68 

Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

F O. 4 ll~ 
P~ ns 

0. 170 
ns 

0.373 
ns 

critical value of Fat 0.05 level= 4.000 

0.468 
ns 

0.8% 
ns 

As can be seen from Table 5, none of the F ratios were significant. 

This indicated that the quadratic trend was no better fit to the regression 

line than was the linear trend. 
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In Table 6 the results of the cubic regression analysis conducted 

between degree of program openness and each of the six performance objectives 

is presented. 

TABLE 6 

CUBIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEGREE OF PROGRAM 
OPENNESS AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N=M) 

Public Organizational Administrative Instructional Staff 
Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

F 0.133 
P£:. ns 

0.105 
ns 

0.048 
ns 

critical value of Fat 0.05 level= 4.000 

0.000 
ns 

0.445 
ns 

0.153 
ns 

As can be observed from Table 6, none of the F ratios were 

significant. This indicated that the cubic trend was no better fit to the 

regression line than either the quadratic or linear trends. 

From the tests of hypotheses Al and A2, the Pearson product­

moment correlation between degree of program openness and Organizational 

Rationality was found to be 0.300, which was significant beyond the 0.05 

level. This finding and the non-significant results obtained when higher 

order relationships were investigated indicated a positive linear re­

lationship between the degree of openness of the program of a school 

and the teachers' perception of Organiza tiona 1 Ra tiona li ty. 

It was also found that the Pearson product-moment correlation 

between degree of program openness and Individuality was 0.353, which was 

significant beyond the 0,05 level. This finding and the non-significant re­

sults obtained when higher order relationships were investigated indicated a 

positive linear relationship between the degree of openness of the program 



r 
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of a school ancl the teachers' perception of the degree of individuality 

evidenced in that school. 

Finally, the Pearson product-moment correlations between clegree 

of program openness and the remaining variables were not significant. These 

findings fail to reject the null hypotheses of no relationship between 

the degree of openness a school's program was perceived as having and the 

clegree of attainment of the performance objectives Public Interest, 

Administrative Rationality, Instructional Effectiveness, and Staff 

Development that the school was perceived as exhibiting. 

Hypothesis Bl: The linear correlation between the socio­
economic status and the perceived performance 
pattern of a school is zero. 

In Table 7 the Pearson product-moment correlations between 

the socio-economic status of a school and the performance objectives 

derived from the Organizational Status Survey are presented. 

Public 

TABLE 7 

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
STATUS AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N=64) 

Organiza tiona 1 Administrative Instructional Staff 
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Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

0.073 -0.206 -0.033 0. 0L~ 1 0. 03l~ -0. 15Li 
ns ns ns ns ns 

critical value of rat 0.05 level of significance = 0. 2L~6 

From Table 7 it can be observed that none of the correlations 

were significant. This indicated that there was no linear relationship 

between degree of program openness and degree of perceived attainment 

on the performance objectives. 

ns 



Hypothesis B2: The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between socio-economic status 
and the perceived performance pattern of a 
school are not significant. 
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The results of quadratic and cubic regression analyses conducted 

on the relationship between the variables are presented in Tables 8 and 9, 

These analyses were conducted to ascertain whether a curvilinear relationship 

existed between socio-economic status and any of the performance objectives. 

The data in each table reflect the variability in the relationship 

accounted for by the specific degree polynomial, but not accounted for 

by lower degree polynomials. The F ratios reflect significance tests for 

that specific degree polynomial independent of the lower degrees. 

TABLE 8 

QUADRATIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 
AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N=M) 

Public Organizational Administrative Instructional Staff 
Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

F 0.180 
P!:: ns 

0.079 
ns 

1.539 
ns 

critical value of Fat 0.05 level= 4.000 

o. 127 
ns 

0.156 
ns 

0.022 
ns 

From Table 8 it may be observed that none of the F ratios were 

significant. This indicated that the quadratic trend was no better fit 

to the regression line than was the linear trend. 

In Table 9 the results of the cubic regression analysis 

conducted between the socio-economic status of a school and the per-

formance objectives derived from the Organizational Status Survey is presented. 



F 
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TABLE 9 

CUBIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BE'fiIBEN SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
STATUS AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N=M) 

Public Organiza tiona 1 Administrative Instructional Staff 
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Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

0.833 0.320 0.650 0.891 0.303 1.510 
ns ns ns ns ns ns 

critical value of F at 0.05 level = 4.000 

As may be observed from Table 9 none of the F ratios were 

significant. This indicated that the cubic trend was no better fit to 

the regression line than the quadratic or linear trend. 

Tests of Hypotheses Bl and B2 indicated that none of the 

performance objectives were found to be significantly related to socio­

economic status. These findings fail to reject the null hypotheses that 

there is no relationship between the socio-economic status of a school 

and the degree of attainment of the performance objectives derived from 

the Organizational Status Survey. 

Hypothesis B3: The linear correlation between size of 
student enrollment and the perceived performance 
pattern of a school is zero. 

Pearson product-moment correlations between size of student 

enrollment and the performance objectives derived from the Organizational 

Status Survey are found in Table 10. 

' 
I• 
I 



TABLE 10 

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT 
AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N=6Lr) 

Public Organizational Administrative Instructional Staff 
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Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

r -0.079 
P ~ ns 

-0.226 
ns 

-0.215 
ns 

0.055 
ns 

0.061 
ns 

-0.374 
0.05 

F 

Critical value of rat 0.05 level= 0.246 

From Table 9 it can be observed that a significant correlation 

was found between size of student enrollment and Individuality. 

Hypothesis Bl~: The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between size of student 
enrollment and the perceived performance 
pattern of a school are not significant. 

The results of the quadratic and cubic regression analyses which 

were conducted are presented in Tables 11 and 12. The data in each 

table reflect the variability in the relationship accounted for by the 

specific degree polynomial, but not accounted for by lower degree 

polynomials. The F ratios reflect significance tests for that specific 

degree polynomial independent of the lower degrees. 

TABLE 11 

QUADRATIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SIZE OF STUDENT 
ENROLLMENT AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N=64) 

Public Organiza tiona 1 Administrative Instructional Staff 
Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

1. lQl~ 0. Olf 7 0.049 0.023 0.097 1.397 
p~ ns ns ns ns ns ns 

Critica 1 F value at 0.05 level= 4.000 
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From Table 11 it can be observed that none of the F ratios 

were significant. This indicated that the quadratic trend was no better 

the regression line than the linear trend. fit to 

In Table 12 the results of the cubic regreqsion l · - ana ysis 

conducted between size of student enrollment and the six performance 

objectives is presented. 

TABLE 12 

CUBIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT 
AND PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES (N=64) 

=. pubh.c Organizational Administrative Ins true tiona 1 Staff 
== 

Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

1.957 1.893 0.067 0.798 0.007 1.{~56 
F 
p~ ns ns ns ns ns ns 

- critical value of Fat 0.05 level - 4.000 

The F ratios presented in Table 12 are all non-significant. 

This finding indicated that this higher order polynomial provided no 

better fit to the regression line than did the quadratic or linear trend. 

From tests of Hypotheses B3 and B4 it was found that the 

Pearson product-moment correlation between size of student enrollment 

and Individuality was -0.374, which was significant beyond the 0.05 

level. This finding and the non-significant results obtained when higher 

order relationship were investigated indicated a negative linear 

relationship between the student enrollment of a school and teachers• 

perceptions of Individuality. 



The correlations between size of student enrollment and the 

remaining variables were not significant. These findings fail to reject 

the null hypotheses which specify no relationship between the size of the 

student enrollment of a school and the perceived degree of attainment 

on five of the performance objectives (Public Interest, Organizational 

Rationality, Administrative Rationality, Instructional Effectiveness, 

and Staff Development). 
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Hypothesis BS was concerned with the degree to which the 

variables size of student enrollment, socio-economic status of the school, 

and degree of program openness were predictive of the performance objectives 

derived from the Organizational Status Survey. 

Hypothesis BS: The multiple correlation between the perceived 
performance pattern of a school and size of 
student enrollment, socio-economic status and 
perceived degree of program openness is zero. 

In Table 13 the results of the stepwise multiple regression 

analysis is presented. The analysis was conducted using each of the 

performance objectives as the criterion variable, and the variables 

size of student enrollment, socio-economic status of the school, and 

degree of program openness as predictors. 



TABLE 13 

STEPWISE MULTIPLE REGRESSION SUMMARY TABLE: PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES AS CRITERION VARIABLE, 
SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT, SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS, AND DEGREE OF OPENNESS AS PREDICTORS (N = 64) 

Predicted variable Variable Added Multiple R R2 . 2 Increase in R F Ratio PS. 

Pub lie Interest 
Openness 0.128 0.016 0.016 1.036 ns 
Enrollment 0. 136 0.019 0.002 0.126 ns 
S.E.S. 0.145 0.021 0.003 0.164 ns 

Organizational Rationality 
Openness 0.300 0.090 0.090 6.117 0.05 
S.E.S. 0.435 0.189 0.099 7 .475 0.05 
Enro llrnen t 0.438 0.192 0.003 0.201 ns 

Administrative Rationality 
Enrollment 0. 215 0.046 0.046 2.995 ns 
Openness 0.218 0.048 0.002 0.097 ns 

Instructional Effectiveness 
Openness 0.125 0.016 0.016 0. 978 ns 
Enrollment o. 156 0.156 0.009 o. 540 ns 
S.E.S. 0.158 0.158 0.001 0.050 ns 

Staff Development 
Enrollment 0.062 0.004 0.004 0.237 ns 
Openness 0.089 0.008 0.004 0.255 ns 

Ind i vid ua li ty 
Enrollment 0.374 0.140 0.140 10 .086 0.05 
Openness 0.456 0.208 0.068 5 .199 0.05 
S.E.S. 0.496 0.246 0.039 3.092 ns 

Fl 62 critical value for significance at 0.05 = 4.000 
' 
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It was found that only two of the performance objectives, 

Organizational Rationality and Individuality, had significant multiple 

correlations with the predictor variables. Degree of program openness 

was found to be the best predictor of Organizational Rationality, con­

tributing approximately 9% to the total variance of the effects. Socio­

economic status was found to also contribute significantly to the 

prediction, contributing another 9%. The contribution of student 

enrollment was negligible, contributing less than 1% to the total variance. 

Size of student enrollment was found to be the best predictor of the 

performance objective Individuality, contributing 13% to the total 

variance of the effects. Degree of program openness was found to 

contribute 6%. Socio-economic status, contributed 3% to the total 

variance. The contribution of the variable socio-economic status was 

not significant. 

These findings indicated that Organizational Rationality and 

Individuality may be predicted from the variables degree of program 

openness, socio-economic status, and size of student enrollment. The 
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null hypotheses specifying no relationship between Organizational 

Rationality and the predictor variables, and Individuality and the predictor 

variables may be rejected. The finding of a lack of significance between 

the predictor variables and the remaining performance objectives (Public 

Interest, Administrative Rationality, Instructional Effectiveness, and 

Staff Development) does not allow rejection of the null hypotheses for 

these variables. 

Hypotheses Cl, C2, C3, C4, and CS were concerned with the relation­

ship between perceived degree of program openness and socio-economic 

status, size of student enrollment, and building architecture. 



Hypothesis Cl: The linear correlation between perceived 
degree of program openness and socio-economic 
status is zero. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation between the perceived 

degree of program openness exhibited by a school and the socio-economic 

status of that school is presented in Table 14. 

TABLE 14 

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEGREE OF PROGRAM 
OPENNESS AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS 

r 

0 .311 0.05 

critical value of rat 0.05 level of significance= 0.246 

The findings presented in Table14 indicate a significant rela­

tionship between degree of program openness and socio-economic status. 

Hypothesis C2: The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived degree 
of program openness and socio-economic 
status are not significant. 

The results of the quadratic regression analysis conducted on the 

variables degree of program openness and socio-economic status is presented 

in Table 15. 

TABLE 15 

QUADRATIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEGREE 
OF PROGRAM OPENNESS AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS (N=64) 

F P6 

0.322 ns 

critical value of Fat 0.05 level= 4.000 
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As can be observed from Table 15 the F ratio was not significant, 
This · 1nd icated that the quadratic trend provided no better fit to the 

regression line than the linear trend. 

In Table 16 the results of the cubic regression analysis is 

Presented. 
This analysis was conducted to further investigate the 

Possibility of a curvilinear relationship. 

TABLE 16 

CUBIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEGREE 
OF PROGRAM OPENNESS AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS (N=64) 

=-=---::====;;==========================:============= 
---- F P"-
~ 0.312 

ritica1 value of Fat 0,05 level= 4.000 
ns 

From Table 16 it may be seen that the cubic trend was not 
Sign•f• 

l. leant. This indicated that this polynomial was no better fit to the 

regression 1· d 1.ne than was the quadratic or linear tren . 

From analyses of the data for Hypotheses Cl and C2, it was 
found that the correlation between socio-economic status and degree of 

Progra 
m openness was 0.311 which was significant beyond the 0.05 level. 

The results 
of the quadratic and cubic regression equations were non-

Significant , 
Was b 0 tained 

indicating that no significant increase in explained variability 

by investigating these trends. From these findings, the null 

hypothesis 
' specifying no relationship between socio-economic status and 

degree of 
program openness, may be rejected. A positive linear relationship 

b etween the 
two variables is indic,a ted. 

8 
Walberg and Thomas found that 

Classroon1s 
in schools located in higher socio-economic areas tended to be --------8 

Cla Herbert J. Walberg and Susan c. Thomas, "Open Education: A 
Ed ssroom Validation in Great Britain and United States," American 

Ucational Research Journal 9 (1972):201. 
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more pr 
ogramatically open than classrooms in schools located in lower v • 

9 oOCl.O-
economic areas. 

Meyers and Duke found that classrooms in schools located 
in 

Upper-middle class communities tended to be more open than classrooms 
in h 

sc 
00

1s located in middle class communities. They also found, 
however th 

, at classrooms in schools located in lower middle class 

conununfties tended to be as programatically open as classrooms in upper­
tniddle cl 

· ass communities, suggesting a curvilinear relationship. The 
f· l.ndings . 

' 1.n thi,s study lend support to the Wa Iberg and Thomas find:i.ngs. 
l'hey do not 

support Meyers and Duke's finding of a curvilinear relationship. 

Hypothesis C3: The linear correlation between perceived 
degree of program openness and size of student 
enrollment is zero. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation between the variables 
degree 

of Program openness and size of student enrollment is presented 
i n Table 17. 

TABLE 17 

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN DEGREE OF' PROGRAM 
OPENNESS AND SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT (N=64) 

~·' 

-----===r==================;P~6:;===== 

~ -0.276 0.05 
ltica1 value of rat 0.05 level of significance - 0.246 

As can be seen from Table 17, the relationship between degree of 
Program 

openness and size of student enrollment was -0.276 which was 

Significant 
at the 0.05 level. 

Hypothesis C4: 

--------
The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived degree of 
program openness and size of student 
enrollment are not significant. 

:i.n D 
9
Donald A. Meyers and Daniel L, Duke, "Status in New York State," 

Mas onald A. Myer~ and Lillian Myers oeen Education Re-examined (Lexington, 
sach 

O 

' ' - ') 61 usetts: D. c. Heath and Company, 1973, P• • 

/, I 

i I 

I I 



The results of the quadratic regression equation computed to 

determine whether a curvilinear relationship existed between size of 
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student enrollment and degree of program openness is presented in Table 18. 

The data in the table reflect the variability accounted for by this specific 

degree polynomial, but not accounted for by the lower degree polynomial. The 

F ratio reflects the significance test for quadratic regression independent 

of linear regression. 

TABLE 18 

QUADRATIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEGREE OF 
PROGRAM OPENNESS AND SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT (N=64) 

F p~ 
3.677 ns 

critical value of Fat 0.05 level of significance= 4.000 

As can be seen from Table 18 the F ratio was not significant. 

This indicated that the quadratic trend provided no better fit to the 

regression line than did the linear trend. 

The results of the cubic regression analysis computed between 

degree of program openness and size of student enrollment is presented in 

Table 19. The data in the table reflect the variability accounted for by 

this specific degree polynomial, but not accounted for by lower degree 

polynomials. The F ratio reflects the significance test for cubic regression 

independent of quadratic and linear regression. 

TABLE 19 

CUBIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS ON RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DEGREE OF 
PROGRAM OPENNESS AND SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT (N=64) 

F p~ 
0.082 ns 

critical value of Fat 0.05 level of significance= 4.000 
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From Table 19 it may be observed that the F ratio was not significant. 

This indicated that the cubic trend provided no better fit to the regression 

line than did the quadratic or linear trend. 

From analysis of the data for hypotheses C3 and C4, the Pearson 

product-moment correlation between size of student enrollment and degree 

of program openness was found to be -0.276, significant at the 0.05 level. 

When the relationship was tested for curvilinearity it was found that no 

significant addition to the linear relationship was added by the quadratic 

and cubic functions. This finding indicated that there was a negative 

linear relationship between size of student enrollment and degree of 

program openness. The null hypothesis, specifying no relationship between 

the variables, may be rejected. 
10 

Meyers and Duke, in their study of elementary schools in New York 

State reported high "openness" scores for schools with small enrollments 

(83-160), lower "openness" scores for schools with enrollment in the 

middle of the scale (400-799), and high "openness" scores for schools with 

large enrollments (800-1100). The implied curvilinearity of the Myers 

and Duke findings cannot be supported as a result of this research. 

Hypothesis C5 was concerned with the relationship between perceived 

degree of program openness and the architectural design of a school. 

Hypothesis C5: There is no difference in perceived degree 
of program openness between schools with open, 
traditional, and mixed architectural design. 

The results of the analysis of variance computed to test differences 

in perceived program openness between schools with an open, traditional, 

and mixed architectural design, is presented in Table 20. 

10rbid., p. 62. 



TABLE 20 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: MEAN OPENNESS SCORES FOR SCHOOLS WITH OPEN, 
TRADITIONAL, AND MIXED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGNS 

Source df Sum of Mean F P=: 
Squares Square 

Between Groups 2 74.101 37 .050 15.8li0 0.05 
Within Groups 61 142.628 2.339 

Total 63 

As can be seen from Table 20, there were significant differences 

between the mean "openness" scores for the three types of schools. This 
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difference was significant beyond the 0.05 level. From this finding, the 

null hypothesis, which states that there will be no significant differences 

in perceived program openness between schools with different architectural 

designs, may be rejected. 

In order to ascertain which differences between the means were 

significant, post-hoc comparisons were conducted which involved all of the 

pairwise contrasts among the three sets of means. Bonferroni t-tests 

were computed for each of the contrasts. The formula for the "t" 

statistic is t = cr/@ser<!tdrc,j/nlj
1

~,. where Cr is the contrast of interest, 

MSerror is the Mean Square error from the analysis of variance, Crj is the 

contrast coefficient for each group tested, and nj the number in that group. 

The contrasts tested in this analysis and the result of the t tests computed 

on these contrasts is presented in Table 21. 

TABLE 21 

CONTRASTS BETWEEN MEAN OPENNESS SCORES OF SCHOOLS WITH OPEN, 
TRADITIONAL, AND MIXED ARCHITECTURAL DESIGNS (N=64) 

Contrast Mean Openness Scores t P6 
Open - Traditional 13.877 - 11.464 5.194 0.05 
Open - Mixed 13.977 - 13. 262 1.078 ns 
Mixed - Traditional 13. 262 - ll.4M 3.206 0.05 

critical value of t at 0.05 level with 3 contrasts and 61 d.f. = 2 .L~60 
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As can be seen from Table 21, schools with an open architectural 

design were significantly different in perceived degree of program openness 

from schools with traditional architectural designs. Schools with a 

mixed architectural design were significantly different from schools 

with a traditional design. There was no difference between schools 

with an open design and schools with a mixed architectural design. 
11 

Traub, Weiss, Fisher, and Musella report a difference of l.Lf00 

between the means of six open-space and eighteen traditional schools on 

program openness. This difference was reported as being significant at 

the 0.05 level. The finding in this study supports the finding of Traub, 

Weiss, Fisher, and Musella. 

Summary 

In this chapter, technical data relative to the instruments 

utilized in this study and findings relative to each hypothesis were 

presented. In addition, a description of the statistical analyses 

conducted, and references to related research with regard to each 

hypothesis, was presented. 

11Traub, Weiss, Fisher, and Musella, p. 83. 



CHAPTER V 

REVIEW, SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter contains a review of the study and a summary and 

discussion of the findings. It also contains recommendations for further 

study. 

Review of the Study 

The problem of concern in this study was to: 1) investigate the 

relationship between the perceived degree of program openness of a school 

and perceived degree of performance objective attainment; 2) investigate 

the relationship between performance objective attainment and size of 

the student enrollment of a school; 3) investigate the relationship 

between performance objective attainment and socio-economic status of a 

school; 4) investigate the relationship between the degree of program 

openness and size of the student enrollment of a school; 5) investigate 

the relationship between the degree of program openness and socio-economic 

status of a school; 6) investigate whether the degree of program openness 

was related to the architectural design of the school; and 7) investigate 

the extent that attainment of performance objectives could be predicted 

from degree of program openness, socio-economic status, and size of 

student enrollment. 

The sample utilized in this study was comprised of sixty-four 

elementary schools representing twelve of the twenty-four school systems 

in the State of Maryland. Schools were identified by experts from 
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various colleges and universities within the State 
who were familiar 

With open education programs. 
School systems were contacted for permission 

to c arry out the study within each system. The principal of each school 

-was cont acted individually for permission to include that school and for 

ion in carrying out the study. cooperat. . 

A packet containing ten sets of questionnaires, a list of random 

numbers • and a self-addressed stamped envelope was mailed to each school 

inclusion in the sample. Two questionnaires were utilized selected for . 

in the study. 
The first was a thirty item questionnaire designed to 

e the degree of program openness of an entire school. The second measur 

sixty-three item questionnaire designed to measure perceptions about was a . 

the quality 
of performance manifested by the school in six areas; Public 

lnterest Or . Ad. . t· Rt" 1· , ganizational Rationality, m1n1stra 1ve a 1ona 1ty, 

lnst ructional Effectiveness, staff Development, and Individuality. 

The random numbers were used to select teachers to respond to the 

quest· ionnaires. Socio-economic data, and data on size of school enrollment 

0 
tained from the Maryland accountability study. Teachers were Were b 

eS
t
ed to return completed questionnaires to the secretary in each requ 

School f or mailing in the stamped, self-addressed return envelope. 

assured that their responses would be treated confidentially. 
Resp d on ents were 

Usable questionnaires were received from seventy-nine percent of the schools 

identified for inclusion in the sample. 

In order to investigate the relationship between degree of program 

openness d and each of the performance objectives, Pearson pro uct-moment 

correlat· ions were computed. 

the relationship between degree of program openness and socio-ecoOomic 

status • and degree of program openness and size of student enrollment. 

This statistic was also utilized to investigate 

! :,1 I 

i 
j ! 
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The relationship between socio-economic status and performance objective 

attainment, and between size of student enrollment and performance 

objective attainment was also investigated by use of the Pearson product­

moment correlation. In addition, for each of these investigations, 

quadratic and cubic regression analyses were carried out to determine 

whether a curvilinear relationship existed between the variables. A 

stepwise multiple regression analysis was performed in an attempt to 

determine the utility of the variables degree of program openness, socio­

economic status, and size of student enrollment for predicting the 

attainment of each of the performance objectives. Finally, a one-way 

analysis of variance and a series of Bonferroni t-tests were computed to 

determine the differences in degree of program openness of schools with 

different architectural designs. 

Summary and Discussion of Findings 

Hypothesis: Al The linear correlation between perceived 
degree of program openness and perceived 
performance pattern of a school is zero. 

Hypothesis: A2 The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived degree 
of program openness and perceived 
performance pattern of a school are 
not significant. 

A significant positive correlation was found between degree of 
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program openness and the variables Organizational Rationality and Individuality. 

The lack of significance obtained when the relationship was investigated 

for curvilinearity indicated that this relationship was linear in nature. 

From this finding it may be concluded that schools in which there is a 

high degree of program openness are also those schools in which the teachers 

perceive the organizational structure, the policies and regulations, and 



the work group norms to be facilitating the goals of the school. They 

are also schools in which teachers feel freer to deviate from existing 

rules and regulations when such deviation is deemed necessary than 

is the case in less open schools,and in which teachers feel freer to 

respond to day-to-day occurances in a flexible manner. Certain elements 

which characterize open programs,as defined in this study,may help in 

providing an explanation for these findings. In open programs there are 

opportunities for students to participate in setting objectives. These 

objectives are set for individuals rather than groups. Students are 

allowed to group themselves according to individual interests. There is 

no fixed timetable, so opportunities are available for students and 

teachers to pursue activities in which they are engaged without being 

constrained by time limits. The lack of a fixed timetable also allows 

for flexibility in choices of activities when interests or needs 

dictate. Students are afforded the opportunity to discuss behavior 

problems and to formulate rules designed to alleviate them. If necessary, 

the opportunities are available for students to deviate from these 

rules, or to change them when it is seen as necessary. The greater the 

extent that a school program exhibits these characteristics, the more 

rational in terms of goal attainment the teachers perceive the program 

to be. Also, the greater extent that these program characteristics 

are in evidence, the greater degree of individuality the teachers perceive 

there to be in the school. 
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The relationship between degree of program openness and Public Interest, 

Administrative Rationality, Instructional Effectiveness, and Staff 

Development was not found to be significant. This indicated that as 

perceived by the teachers, degree of satisfaction of the general public, 

: I 



the parents of children in the school, and the school board was not 

related to whether or not the school had an open program. It may be 

assumed that the various "publics" of the school were perceived as being 

either satisfied or dissatisfied with the school because of factors other 

than the degree of openness of the program. The way in which adminis­

trative behavior related to the attainment of school system goals was 

also not related to the degree of program openness evident in the school. 

In this regard, the behavior of the administrator may be characterized 

in a variety of ways. These include; the perceived adequacy of 

administrative decision-making, the ability of the administrator to 

communicate with personnel, the way in which the formal and informal 

rules established by the administrator contribute to goal attainment, 

and the ability of the administrator to establish educational goals 

and set priorities. From this finding and the finding of a relationship 

between program openness and Organizational Rationality, it may be 

concluded that the organizational structure, work group norms, and rules 

and regulations of "open" programs a re more ra tiona 1 in terms of goa 1 

attainment. Administrative behavior in these settings, however, is not 

necessarily perceived as being more rational. Quality of administrative 

behavior with regard to attainment of organizational goals may be high 

or low in schools with "more open" or "less open" programs. 
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No significant relationship was found between the degree of program 

openness and teachers' perception of instructional effectiveness. 

Instructional Effectiveness includes an assessment of the instructional 

program in terms of the quality of instruction provided by the teachers 

as well as the extent to which children in the program are perceived 

as learning (academically, socially, vocationally). This finding indicates 

I 
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that children in "more" open programs have access to as high a quality 

of instruction, and learn as much, as children from programs that are 

"less open". It also provides evidence which may aid in refuting claims 

of opponents of open education who contend that the informal atmosphere 

of the open classroom, with the variety of alternatives open to children 

is not conducive to the acquisition of basic skills. It also supports 

the findings of the Plowden Report which found, in terms of achievement, 

no significant differences between children in streamed and non-streamed 
1 

schools. 

Finally, it was found that the amount of resources invested by 

the school in helping personnel function more effectively was no 

different for "more open" or "less open" schools. Resource investment, 

in this context, may be viewed as investment toward the improvement 

of personnel in two areas. The first of these areas is concerned with 

helping school personnel function more effectively in their assigned jobs. 

Examples of this type of investment would include workshops devoted to 

helping teachers improve teaching skills, gain additional knowledge of 
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specific subject matter areas, or learn new classroom management techniques. 

The second area is concerned with helping personnel obtain promotions in 

the system and aiding in personal growth without regard for professional 

considerations. Examples of this type of investment would include graduate 

level courses for certification at higher levels or for developing skills 

necessary to function effectively at different levels. Also included 

are opportunities for personal development such as workshops, courses, 

activities, or released time devoted to those areas that school personnel 

1 Central Advisory Council for Education, Children and Their 
Primary Schools, 2 vols. (London, England: Her Majesty's Stationary 

Office, 1967). 



want to pursue and in which they may have a personal interest. The way 

in which schools devoted resources to these areas was found to have no 

relationship to the type of program a school had. 

Hypothesis: Bl The linear correlation between perceived 
performance pattern and socio-economic 
status of a school is zero. 

Hypothesis: B2 The quadratic and cubic trends of the relation­
ship between perceived performance pattern and 
socio-economic status of a school are not 
significant. 

The findings in this study fail to reject these hypotheses. 

Pearson product-moment correlations between the socio-economic status 

of the school and each of the performance objectives were non-significant. 

Analyses aimed at the investigation of a curvilinear trend in the data 

also proved to be non-significant. This indicates that the socio­

economic level of the parents of children in a school is not related 

to the perceived attainment of any of the performance objectives 

(Public Interest, Organizational Rationality, Administrative Rationality, 

Instructional Effectiveness, Staff Development, and Individuality). 

One possible explanation for this finding is that variation 

in performance objective attainment is not as sensitive to fluctuations 

in socio-economic status as is the variable degree of program openness. 

Another explanation of the non-significant findings is related to the 

limited variability of the variable socio-economic status. Few schools 

were included in the sample from extremely low socio-economic areas. The 

lowest average income level reported for any of the schools in the sample 

was $4,660 per year. In only one other school was the income of the 
2 

parents of the children in the school below $7,300 per year. The 

2see Appendixc·for complete socio-economic details 
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absence of schools from extremely low income areas reduces the variability 

of the variable socio-economic status. Any relationship that might exist 

between the attainment of performance objectives and low socio-economic 

status would not be found from this data. The lack of a significant 

correlation may reflect this condition. Further study is warranted 

which would investigate the relationship between socio-economic status 

and perceived performance pattern utilizing schools representing a 

greater range of socio-economic status. 

Hypothesis: B3 The linear correlation between perceived 
performance pattern and size of student 
enrollment of a school is zero. 

Hypothesis: B4 The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived performance 
pattern and size of student enrollment of 
a school are not significant. 

A significant negative correlation was found between the size 

of the student enrollment of a school and the perceived attainment of the 

performance objective Individuality. Analyses aimed at the investigation 

of a curvilinear trend in the data all proved to be non-significant. This 

finding suggests that larger schools are those in which teachers feel 

less free to deviate from the existing rules and policies of the school 

if such deviation is deemed necessary. 

A possible explanation for this decreased flexibility that 

larger schools are perceived as having may be found in looking at the 

way schools are organized for goal achievement. In smaller schools, with 

fewer teachers and children, communications are easier between levels 

of the hierarchy, there is probably more opportunity for interaction 

between all members of the school, there is less need for coordination 
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of large numbers of people and activities, and more opportunities for 

involvement of all those concerned in the decision-making process. The 
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larger schools become the more problems in coordinati'on 
occur, opportunities 

for interaction between levels in the hierarchy lessen, rules and regulations 

increase, and communication between levels in the hierarchy becomes more 

difficult. In order to alleviate problems associated with size, schools 

may be organizing in accordance with the bureaucratic model of organization 

which invests the principal with line (final) authority, and teachers with 
3 

staff (advisory) authority. Etzioni in discussing this concept, 

indicates that in professional organizations such as schools the traditional 

line and staff concepts may have to be reversed since the staff "experts" 

are carrying out the major goal activity, while the line plays a service 

role. Administrators in professional organizations are in charge of 

secondary activities; they administer the means to the major activity 

being carried out. Professionals (experts) constitute the line (major 

authority) structure. If the goals and authority structure are incompatible, 

goals may become modified to the extent that the means used to attain 

these goals become part of the goals themselves. Organizations, then, 

seek to attain means as well as goals. In reference to this possibility 

in schools, Etzioni states: 

••• In professional organizations overinfluence by the 
administration is considered a ritualization of means, 
undermining the goals for which the organization has been 
established, and endangering the conditions under which 
knowledge can be created and institutionalized •••• 4 

3
Amitai Etzioni "Aughority Structure and Organizational Effectiveness," 

Administrative Science Quarterly 4 (June, 1959): 43-67. 

4
rbid., p. 53. 



The findings from this study seem to indicate that smaller 

size schools tended to be organized less often in accord with the 

traditional bureaucratic model. Teachers tended to have more autonomy 

9~ 

over curriculum decisions and a greater degree of freedom and responsibility 

in carrying out these decisions. As school size increased, however, it 

appears that the organization became more structured, more centralized, 

and less flexible. As this occurred teachers felt more constrained by 

the rules and regulations of the organization and perceived fewer oppor­

tunities to deviate from these rules in the performance of their teaching 

duties. Also, there was an increased probability of overinfluence by the 

administration which may have resulted in the ritualization of means 

that Etzioni discussed. 

Hypothesis: BS The multiple correlation between perceived 
performance pattern and socio-economic status, 
size of student enrollment, and perceived 
degree of program openness is zero. 

The three variables, size of student enrollment, socio-economic 

status, and degree of program openness were used as predictors in an 

attempt to ascertain the feasability of their use in the prediction 

of perceived performance objective attainment. From the stepwise 

multiple regression analyses it was found that two of the performance 

objectives, Organizational Rationality and Individuality, were significantly 

related to the three variables. The best predictor of Organizational 

Rationality was found to be degree of program openness. The socio-economic 

status of the school was found to also account for a significant amount 

of the variance in the equation, and was the next best predictor of 

Organizational Rationality. The size of student enrollment accounted 

for a negligible amount of the variance, and therefore cannot be considered 

a significant predictor of Organizational Rationality. When the prediction 



of Individuality was examined, however, it was found that the best 

predictor was size of student enrollment. Degree of program openness 

was also found to make a significant contribution to the prediction. 

In this analysis, the socio-economic status of the school was found to 

contribute a negligible amount to the prediction of the performance 

objective Individuality. 

The first finding indicated that programm::.t:ically open schools 

in higher socio-economic areas provide the best prediction of a high 

95 

degree of Organizational Rationality. It was expected that degree of 

program openness would provide a significant prediction of Organizational 

Rationality because of the significant correlation between the two variables 

(see Hypotheses Cl and C2). The correlation between socio-economic 

status and Organizational Rationality, however, was not significant. 

It is possible that socio-economic status may be acting as a suppressor 

variable. A suppressor variable is a predictor variable that has a 

high correlation with another predictor variable but a low correlation 

with the criterion variable. Socio-economic status has a non-significant 

correlation with Organizational Rationality, and a significant correlation 

with degree of program openness. Socio-economic status is apparently 

increasing the predictive power of the variable program openness by 

suppressing, or correcting for, some of the unexplained variance that 

the two predictor variables have in common, but do not share with Organ:i.za­

tiona l Rationality. It is possible that a certain attitude may exist in 

higher socio-economic communities which is more accepting of innovation 

in general. This attitude may be more conducive to the implementation 

of open education programs, and therefore, offer less resistance to flexible 

organizational patterns. This attitude, common in higher socio-economic 

communities, may help "modify" the variable degree of program openness 

and make it a better predictor of Organizational Rationality. 
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The second finding indicated that schools that had smaller 

student enrollments and that were more programatically open provided the 

best prediction of the performance objective Individuality (size of student 

enrollment and Individuality are negatively correlated). In smaller 

schools, with fewer teachers and children, communications are easier between 

levels of the hierarchy, there is probably more opportunity for interaction 

between all members of the school, and less need for coordination of large 

numbers of people and activities. These conditions appear to be conducive 

to an increased amount of flexibility, and an increased feeling of freedom, 

on the part of teachers, to deviate from existing rules when it is per­

ceived as being necessary. These conditions appear to exist whether the 

school has a traditional or an open program. In schools with open 

programs this ability to deviate from existing rules and regulations 

appears to be more in evidence. This is probably due to the flexible 

nature of the program itself. This program flexibility may enhance the 

relationship between size and the degree of Individuality evidenced in the 

school. 

Hypothesis: Cl The linear correlation between perceived 
degree of program openness and socio­
economic status is zero. 

Hypothesis: C2 The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived degree of 
program openness and socio-economic status 
are not significant. 

The correlation between the socio-economic status of a school 

and the degree of program openness was found to be significant beyond 

the 0.05 level. When the relationship was tested for curvilinearity, 

a non-significant result was obtained, which indicated the existance 

of a positive linear relationship between the degree of program openness 

and the socio-economic status of the school. This finding indicated 

that the higher the socio-economic status of a school the more open the 
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program of the schoo 1 tended to be. This supports the findings of Walberg 
5 

and Thomas. They found that classrooms located in higher socio-economic 

areas tended to be more programmatically open than classrooms located in 

schools in lower socio-economic areas. It does not support, however, 
6 

the Meyers and Duke finding of high openness in both upper-middle class 

and lower middle-class communities. 

One explanation for this finding is that an open program may be 
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more expensive to operate. Open education programs call for a great 

diversity of materials and equipment, a great many trips outside of the 

school, and an increased amount of time on the part of the teacher devoted 

to planning, diagnosing, conferring, and preparing materials for children. 

These requirements call for a willingness to spend money on the part of the 

system, not only in terms of money for materials, but also to attract highly 

competent and committed teachers to the school. The argument that, in 

an open setting, many of the materials used may be teacher made, student 

made, or obtained from collections of discarded materials, and therefore, 

ought not to cost a great deal of money is a valid one only in a limited 

sense. Teacher time devoted to preparing materials tends to be quite 

expensive, both in terms of actual "man-hours" and in terms of fatigue. 

In addition, the use of more sophisticated audio-visual equipment, other 

electronic aids to teaching, and commercially prepared kits has become 

increasingly common, and increasingly more expensive. 

5 Herbert J. Walberg and Susan C, Thomas, "Open Education: A Classroom 
Validation in Great Britain and United States," American Educational Research 
Journal 9 (Spring, 1972): 205. 

6 
'Donald A. Meyers and Daniel L, Duke, "Status in New York State.,'' 

in Donald A. and Lillian Meyers, Open Education Re-Examined (Lexington, 
Massachusetts: D. c. Heath and Company, 1973), p. 61. 



Another explanation of this finding is the possibility that 

citizens in higher socio-economic communities may not be as concerned 

about the overiding importance of academic achievement as are citizens 

in lower socio-economic communities. That is not to say that the concern 
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for academic achievement is not extremely high in the higher socio-economic 

areas. Rather, there may be less emphasis placed on the school to become 

a vehicle for upward mobility, and a greater concern placed upon some 

of the non-academic qualities that open education is reported to foster 

(increased self-concept, socialization skills, increased self-awareness). 

It is also possible that people in these communities may be more so­

phisticated in terms of educational philosophy. They may better understand 

and accept alternative forms of education, and see the value of forms of 

education which differ from the traditional pattern. 

There is a third possible explanation of this finding. In 

education, innovative programs tend to be found most often in wealthier 

communities. Many newer types of programs may originate in inner city 

or lower socio-economic areas, but they tend to quickly become absorbed 

by the suburbs if they appear successful. Free schools, for example 

are a middle and upper class phenomenon. Rosenfeld, in discussing open 

schools, individually prescribed instruction , and other "educational 

re forms" indicates: 

.. . lElach innovation diffuses rapidly from its urban-technical 
point of origin to the suburban middle-class public and private 
schools whose clientele and personnel. •• know and want an 
establishment educational innovation when they see one ••• 
[innovations] • • • s~em to have found a more hos pi tab le reception 
in the suburbs •••• 

7
Gerry Rosenfeld, "Urban Education: The Establishment's Last 

Stand", in Nobuo Shimahara and Adam Scrupski eds., Social Forces and Schooling: 
An Anthropological and Sociological Perspective (New York: David McKay 
Company, 1975) ,p. 299. 



Hypothesis: C3 The linear correlation between perceived 
degree of program openness and size of 
student enrollment is zero. 

Hypothesis: C4 The quadratic and cubic trends of the 
relationship between perceived degree of 
program openness and size of student 
enrollment are not significant. 

It was found that a significant negative relationship existed 

between the size of the student enrollment and the perceived degree of 

program openness of a school. Since tests for curvilinearity were non­

significant, this relationship was determined to be linear in nature. 

As the enrollment of a school increased the perceived degree of pro­

gram openness decreased. This finding does not support the Meyers and 

Duke finding of a high degree of program openness in schools with a high 
8 

enrollment and also in schools with a low enrollment. 

Open programs, stressing the great diversity of activities, the 

highly individualized nature of the program, the flexibility of time and 

facilities use, and the amount of coordination required to meld these 

elements into a coherent and systematic program, may not be feasible in 

large schools at this time. It is entirely possible that the level of 

sophistication educators have at this time regarding the implementation 

of open education practices is not sufficiently high for successful 

implementation with large student enrollments. It is also possible 

that the extent to which educators rely on the bureaucratic model in 

organizing schools and school systems may be dysfunctional to the 

implementation of open education programs. The tendency appears to be 

for schools to become increasingly structured as size increases and to 

rely more on the traditional line-staff authority structure. As this 

8 
Meyers and Duke, p. 63. 
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happens, fewer of the important educational decisions are delegated to the 

classroom teacher. This structure becomes less viable as attempts 

are made to implement an open program which requires many of these decisions 

to be made at the level of the individual classroom. 

Hypothesis: C5 There is no difference in perceived degree 
of program openness between schools with 
open, traditional and mixed architectural 
designs. 

As a result of the analysis of variance and the series of 

Bonferroni t-tests it was found that schools with open architectural 

designs were significantly more programmatically open than schools with 

traditional architectural designs. They were also more programatically 

open than schools with a mixed design, but the difference was not significant, 

however. Schools with a mixed architectural design were found to be sig­

nificantly more programmatically open than schools with a traditional design. 
9 

This supports the finding of Traub, Weiss, Fisher and Muse lla who 

report a significant difference between the means of open-space and 

traditional schools using the Dimensions of Schooling instrument. 

It seems reasonable to assume that open architectural designs, 

which provide increased opportunities for flexible use of space, would 

be more conducive to the impJementation of an open program. It also seems 

reasonable to assume that mixed architectural designs also provide 

flexibility in space utilization, although not as much flexibility as 

completely open architectural designs. This appeared to be the case 

for the schools in this study. 

9Ross E. Traub, Joel Weiss, C. W. Fisher, and Don Musella, "Closure 
on Openness: Describing and Quantifying Open Education," Interchange 3 
(1972):79. 



The findings of this study suggest several characteristics of 

schools with "open" programs. These schools tend to be located in 

higher socio-economic areas, they have relatively smaller student 

enrollments, and they tend to have an open-space or a mixed architectural 

design. These open schools are characterized as attaining the performance 

objectives derived from the Organizational Status Survey "to a moderate 

degree". They are schools in which teachers feel free to deviate from 

existing rules and regulations when it is deemed necessary to accomplish 

the goals of the school. The organizational structure, rules and regu­

lations, and work norms however, are usually perceived to be structured to 

facilitate these goals. In terms of the extent to which the Public 

Interest is satisfied, the extent to which administrative behavior is 

perceived as being rational, andthe extent to which resources are invested 

in personnel, "open" schools are characterized no differently than schools 

with "less open" programs. Finally, "open" schools are perceived to 

be attaining the performance objective Instructional Effectiveness to 

the same degree as schools with a "less open" program design. 

The findings of this study also suggest several characteristics 

of the schools in this sample. Because of the lack of randomization, no 

statistical generalizations can be made to the population of schools in 

the State of Maryland. However, the findings in this study are similar 

to those found by Goldman and Coplan in their studies of a national 

sample of secondary school principals and Maryland elementary school 
10 

principals. 

10 
Harvey Goldman and Bette Coplan, "Principals Assess Their School 

Systems", NASSP Bulletin,390 (April, 1975). See also Harvey Goldman and 
Bette Coplan, unpublished research, University of Maryland, 1974. 
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It was found that the schools in this sample were perceived as 

attaining f· ive of the six performance objectives derived from the 

ional Status Survey slightly less than "to a moderate degree". 0rganizat. 

The p f er ormance objective which was rated as receiving the least 

attention by schools was S ff D 1 (-X 2 570) 
ta eve opment = , • This objective 

is the extent to which a school system is perceived as investing resources 

to improve 
the competencies of its personnel, Thus, it appears that the 

schools . in this study tended to give less emphasis to the investment of 

resources 
devoted to helping personnel improve themselves than to other 

areas of functioning. If school systems systematically place less 

empha . sis on thi· s 1 · d f · area of function, over a ong perio o time, the 

conse quences are likely to be detrimental to the system. Lack of emphasis 
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in th· ls area indicates less attention being placed on the training and 

deve1 opment of personnel within a system, By ignoring this important human 

or, at least, placing less emphasis on it), the organization is asset ( 

Placing 1 
ess importance on developing a staff of teachers, administrators, 

ana oth 
er support personnel who are committed to the organization and who 

have 11 
th

e skills necessary to cope with problems as they arise. Likert 

has e
st

imated that, in terms of economic criteria, the value of the human 

assets 
of an organization ranges from thirty-five to eighty-five percent 

Of th e worth of the organization, 
Friedlander and pickle in their study of organizational effective-

ness . indicated that successful organizations were those in which employees 

haa confidence in management, held higher opinions of their supervisors 

ana sensed opportunities for self development. They indica tc, ". • • S elf-

develo 
pment .•• reflects the employees feelings of belongingness, participation 

(New ll:Rensis Likert The Human or anization: n's Mana ement and Value 

York: McGraw-Hill ~ook company, 1966), P• 
120

• 

Ii I 
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and p .d 
r1 e in the , 

company -- a sense of psychological ownership' in the 
Oro- • 12 

e,an:i.za tion. " 

Drummond , 
their 

teachers to participate in programs outside of the school by taking 
over th 

e teacher's class for a day, or longer if necessary. A great deal 
of em h p asis was 

in his study, found that British headteachers encouraged 

placed on teachers improving their skills through various 
types f 0 

courses or workshops which were held either in the school or by 
Various 

agencies outside of it. Drummond states, "In-service work is 
seen t 0 have 1· ts · d · I 1 · h own intrinsic an practica va ue int e personal and 
Ptofessi 13 

ona 1 growth of participating teachers." 

The investment of resources in activities designed to improve 
the 

quality of the personnel in organizations has been viewed as being 
e~treme1y 

important from the standpoint of increased organizational 
effecti Veness. Healthy organizations must continually devote adequate 
l"esources 

to the development of a well trained and dedicated work force 
if they 

expect to be able to function at a high level of effectiveness. 
!t b 

ecomes obvious from the results of this study, and the studies 

conducted 
by Goldman and Coplan that the public schools tend to place 

less 
emphasis on this area of functioning than they do to all other areas. 

Finally, the finding of different levels of performance objective 
a tta. IL, 

lnment by schools was an expected one. Friedlander and Pickle, in 
the· 

lr Study, found that in only a moderate number of instances were 
Otga . 

nizations able to satisfy both societal needs and employee needs 
Si.lllUl 
~y discussed the difficulties involved in attempting 

12 
Sma1 1 0 

Frank Friedlander and Hal Pickle, "Components of Effectiveness in 
rganizations "Administrative Science Quarterl_y 13 (September, 1968) :299. 

' 13 
Drummond, pp. 86-87. 

14 
Friedlander and Pickle, P· 303. 
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to fulfill, simultaneously, the variety of demands made upon an organization, 

and implied that concurrent fulfillment of all or even a major share of 
15 

many of these demands might not even be possible. Gross also addressed 

himself to this problem. He indicates that organizations must maintain 

an effective level of performance across a number of performance areas 

for the organization to be considered "healthy". This adequate level of 

performance would, of necessity, have to be accomplished over a 

reasonable period of time. Measurement at any given point in time might 

indicate, however, that a given organization may be realizing a high 

degree of attainment on one or more performance objective, a moderate 

degree of attainment on some of the objectives, and possibly a low degree 

on some. The findings of this study seem to substantiate these claims. 

Although differences in degree of attainment are not as great as Gross 

implied, the pattern does tend to show differential levels of attainment. 

Greatest emphasis by the schools seems to be directed toward satisfying 

the various publics of the school, administering the schools in a rational 

manner, and on the effectiveness of instruction within the institution. 

Recommendations For Further Studl 

Many additional studies relative to the degree of program openness 

and the attainment of organizational performance objectives within the 

schools are needed. Recommendations for future study include the following: 

1) That the schools identified as having an "open" program for 

purposes of this study be reassessed at specified intervals over a five 

year period to determine the stability of open programs in schools. 

15 
Bertram Gross, The Managing of Organizations, 2 vols. 

(Glencoe: The Free Press, 1964), 2:479. 
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2) That assessment of these same schools with regard to per­

formance pattern be conducted in order to determine if schools, over 

time, concentrate on different performance objectives, and to determine 

whehter any changes are associated with changes in program openness. 

3) That an investigation of the relationship between degree 

of program openness and age and years of experience of teachers be con­

ducted to discover if these demographic variables are associated with 

program openness. 

4) That an investigation of the relationship between program 

openness and age, tenure, or years of experience of principals be 

conducted to discover if these variables are associated with program 

openness. 

5) That an investigation of "open" schools that have been in 

existence for varying periods of time be conducted to determine whether 

time is a factor in the attainment of an open program, and in the 

attainment of performance objectives related to program openness. 

6) That the relationship between socio-economic status and 

performance patterns be studied in greater detail, utilizing schools 

from a greater range of socio-economic areas. 

7) That student perceptions of the degree of program openness 

and performance objective attainment be investigated and compared with 

teacher perceptions. 

Summary 

This chapter contained a review of the study and a summary 

and discussion of the findings related to each hypothesis. It also 

contained a general description of the performance patterns of the schools 

included in the study, the general characteristics of "open" schools that 

were found, and recommendations for further study. 
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ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS SURVEY 

Harvey Goldman and Bette Coplan 

University of Maryland 

College Park, Maryland 

Your responses to the statements in this instrument will contribute to a better understanding of school 

systems. Base all answers on your perceptions of the entire school district. If uncertain about how to re­

spond to a particular statement, do so according to what you believe to be true. 

Read carefully and respond to every item. 

After reading each statement, select the appropriate response on the separate answer sheet and blacke;n 

the space completely with a soft pencil. 

Please complete the personal information questions on the separate answer sheet. 

SAMPLE ITEMS 

1. Public agencies cooperate with the schools. 

2. Teachers understand the concerns of parents. 
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After reading each statement, select the appropriate response on the separate answer sheet and blacken 

the space completely with a soft pencil. 

1. The school board is satisfied with what is being accomplished by the schools. 

2. Programs are carefully evaluated. 

3. The public feels that the schools contribute to the development of enlightened citizens. 

4. Students with psychological problems receive help. 

5. Knowledgeable outsiders view this system as one which helps its personnel grow professionally. 

6. Parents are satisfied with the job being done by the schools. 

7. Decisions evolve through a rational process. 

8. The school board is satisfied with the quality of classroom teaching. 

9. There is a "communication gap" between administrators and other personnel. 

10. Formal rules limit the activities of personnel. 

11. Individuality is encouraged in this organization. 

12. Decisions are modified as conditions change. 

13. Students are being prepared to participate in a democratic society. 

14. Teachers plan cooperatively to solve problems. 

15. Graduates meet their obligations to the larger society. 

16. Morale is low because of existing policies. 

17. Administrators are satisfied with the services offered by professional staff. 

18. The public is satisfied with the curriculum. 

19. In-service programs help personnel carry out their present jobs better. 

20. In-service programs help personnel cope with existing problems. 

21. Students who complete school are academically competent. 

22. There are precise statements of what is to be accomplished. 

23. Informal rules impose constraints on staff members. 

24. The public is satisfied with the amount students learn. 

25. Alternative means of solving problems arc explored before final decisions arc made. 

26. Parents are satisfied with the quality of the schools. 

27. Formal rules limit opportunities for creativity. 

28. Administrators in this system behave consistently. 

29. Differences about organizational purposes make it difficult for teachers and administrators to com-. 
municate. 

30. Personnel are allowed latitude when carrying out their assigned functions. 
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31. The students express themselves well in writing. 

32. Decisions made are consistent with the long-range goals of the system. 

33. In-service programs are designed to help persons obtain better jobs in the district. 

34. The students have learned to use arithmetic skills well. 

35. Teachers instruct as well as you expect. 

36. Students are prepared to become intelligent voters. 

37. Explicit organizational priorities have been established. 

38. Rules in the schools limit teacher efiectiveness. 

39. Administrators search for \Vays to promote competent people. 

40. Students are helped to understand themselves. 

41. Teachers are effective in helping students learn the basic academic skills. 

42. Students with social problems receive assistance. 

43. Personnel are able to deviate from existing rules whenever necessary. 

44. Parents have confidence in the schools. 

45. Those who make policy are concerned with improving the quality of the system. 

46. Formal channels of communication are used effectively. 

47. The organization is receptive to new ideas. 

48. Students exercise self-control. 

49. It is diflicult to understand the intent of formal communications. 

50. The organization of schools for instructional purposes is rigid. 

51. Teachers receive help in coping with the changing nature of students. 

52. The public feels that its tax investment in education is well spent. 

53. The school system meets its obligations to the public. 

54. Administrators are rational decision-makers. 

55. Concern is manifested with providing the best quality of services. 

56. Pressure to conform is prevalent. 

57. Personnel devote maximum effort to their jobs. 

58. Administrators understand the problems confronting other personnel. 

59. Students nre prepared to be productive citizens. 

60. This orgnnization utilizes means that are consistent with its long-range goals. 

61. Students have learned undesirable social behaviors in school. 

62. The demand by the public for services is met. 

63. The policy-makers are intellectually astute. 
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PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS BELOW 

After reading the following rmestions, select the 
responses which best describe you. Place the response 
code numbers on the lines at the left of the items. 

--- 1. You are: 

(01) male 
(02) female 

--- 2. Please indicate your age: 

( 0 l) 20 to 24 years old ( 013) 45 to 49 years old 
( 02) 25 to 29 years old ( 07) 50 to 54 years old 
( 03) 30 to 34 yearn old ( 08) 55 to 59 years old 
(04) :35 to 39 yE>ars old (09) over 60 years old 
(05) 40 to 44 years old 

--- :t If you are located in a single school, which phrase 
bC:st indicates the predominant pattern of organi­
zation: 

( 01) sel !-contained classroom 
( 02) team- Leaching 
(03) other (please describe) ----

--~--- 4. If located in a single building, indicate the sizP 
of the student body: 

(01) 0 to 400 sh;dents (04) 1201 h l6fJ0 students 
(02) 401 to 800 students (05) lG0l to 20(J0 students 
(03) 801 to 1200 students (06) over 200() students 

--- 5. What is the t0tal number :)f year::; you have 
worked for the school syste1n: 

(01) 1 to 2 years 
( 02) 3 to 4 year;:; 
(03) 5 to 6 years 
(04) 7 to 9 years 
(05) 10 or more years 

- ----- 6. How long have you lFcen in your prL•scnt position: 

(01) 1 to 2 years 
(02) 3 to 4 years 
(03) 5 to 6 years 
(0-1) 7 to 9 years 
(05) 10 or more years 

--- 7. Indicate which of the following phrases most 
closely describ,~s your position: 

classroom teacher -
( 01) elementary ( 02) secondary 

supervisor, counselor, resource teacher, readint( 
teacher, etc. -

(03) elerm,ntary 
vice--principal 

( 05) elementary 
principal -

( 07) elementary 
central ofllce -

{ 09) staff position 

(04) 

(06) 

(O!l) 

(10) 

seconrlary 

se,~ondary 

secondary 

line position 

Copyright €) Bette Coplan nn<l Harvey Goldman }{)72 



DIMENSIONS OF SCHOOLING 
School 
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Date ------------------------- ------------Grade (s) ------------------------

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain a description of your class on a variety 
of dimensions. PLEASE RESPOND TO THE ITEMS IN TERMS OF WHAT ACTUALLY HAPPENS IN YOUR SCHOOL 
SITUATION. DO NOT RESPOND IN TERMS OF WHAT YOU THINK SHOULD HAPPEN. 

Each item contains several categories describing situations relating to one dimension 
of schooling. 

For each dimension please read all the categories before responding to that dimension. 

For each dimension, rank the categories in terms of how often they occur in your class. 
Assign the highest rank (1) to the category which occurs most often or to the most students. 
Assign the second highest rank (2) to the category which happens the next most often ••• 
and so on down to the lowest ranked category. 

Do not rank categories which do not apply to your situation or where a ranking system is 
inappropriate. 

Rank as many or as few of the categories as you feel are appropriate for describing your 
class situation. 

Items 1-6 refer to the general school situation; Items 7-30 should refer to the four main 
subject areas specified. Please respond only to subject areas which you teach. If you 
teach a subject area not listed, please write it under OTHER and respond in that column. 

("Class" in this questionnaire is defined as the group of students assigned to you at this 
time.) 

Example Item: 
Library Usage 
A. Students go to the school library 

individually whenever they wish. 
B. Students go to the school library 

individually with the permission of 
their teachers. 

c. Students go to the school library 
in groups with the supervision of 
a teacher or librarian. 

D. Students go to the school library 

3 

2 

1 

mainly outside regular school hours • .._ __ .,. 

Items 7-30 are concerned with subject matter areas. 
the subject areas that you teach. That is, rank the 
apply to your situation. This will require a column 
teach. 

The response in the example des­
cribes a situation in which the most 
frequently occurring category is "C"; 
the second most frequently occurring 
category is "B"; the third most fre­
quently occurring category is "A"; 
and "D" simply does not occur. 

Remember you may rank as few or 
as many of the categories as are 
appropriate for your situation. 

Please respond as before for each of 
categories in terms of how often they 
of ranks for each subject that you 

If you teach a subject which is not listed, respond in the column headed "other". Please 
specify the subject. 

If you use "integrated subjects" respond in the column headed "other" (and specify 
''integrated subjects" in the place provided.) 

Please note: 
,:::m BOTH SIDES 

In an effort to conserve paper and mailing costs the questionnaire is 
of each page. Please excuse this inconvenience, but it is necessary. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONSIDERATION AND FOR YOUR TIME. 

(c) Educational Evaluation Program 
The Ontario Institute for Studies in Education 

printed 



1. ASSIGNMENT OF STUDENTS TO TEACHERS. This section is 
concerned with who makes the decisions about student 
assignment to teachers. 

A. Class assignments are decided upon by students. 

B. Class assignments are decided upon by parents. 

c. Class assignments are decided upon by teachers. 

D. Class assignments are decided upon by principal 
or vice principal. 

2. TIME SCHEDULING. This section is concerned with the 
amount of time which is blocked into scheduled activi­
ties. 

,, 
_) . 

A. Fully Unscheduled: Activities (e.g. math or other 
subjects, outdoor play, work with art materials, 
etc.) are not scheduled, but occur as students' 
and/or teachers' interests dictate. 

B. Mostly Unscheduled: Activities are not scheduled 
for most of the day, but there are some activities 
(no more than 1/4 of the day) that are held at 
specific times (e.g. a French lesson given by 
a teacher who comes from outside the school or 
reading, etc.). 

c. Scheduled and Unscheduled: Approximately 1/2 the 
day is unscheduled with the other 1/2 blocked into 
scheduled activities. 

D. Mostly Scheduled: Activities are scheduled for 
most of the day (about 3/4) but the rest of the 
time is left unscheduled so that activities occur 
as students' and teachers' interests dictate. 

E. Fully scheduled: The full day is organized into 
activities that occur according to some pre-arranged 
time-table. 

FREE TIME. This section is concerned with the amount of 
time during which students are free to pursue their own 
interests. This is not the same as independent study time 
where students work on projects or assignments in a parti­
cular subject area. 

A. The entire day is available for students to pursue 
their own interests (free time). 

B. At least half the day is available as free time. 

C. One - two hours of free time are available each day. 

D. Less than one hour of free time is available each day. 

E. There is no free time available. 
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i'r. RULE-MAKING. This section is concerned with determining 
who makes the rules which govern school behavior. 

A. Rules for student conduct are made by the 
administrative staff (principal, vice principal). 

B. Rules for student conduct are made by the 
teachers. 

C. Rules for student conduct are made by the 
parents. 

D. Rules for student conduct are made by the 
students. 

j, RULE-ENFORCING. This section is concerned with determining 
uho enforces the rules governing general school behavior. 

A. Rules for student conduct are enforced by the 
administrative staff (principal, vice principal). 

B. Rules for student conduct are enforced by the 
teachers. 

c. Rules for student conduct are enforced by the 
parents. 

D. Rules for student conduct are enforced by the 
students. 

0. DEFINING GENERAL OBJECTIVES. This section is concerned with 
who specifies the general objectives, (aims, goals, philosophy, 
expected outcomes) of schooling. 

A. The objectives are defined by the administrative 
staff (i.e. the school board, central administration, 
principal). 

B. Objectives are defined by teachers. 

c. Objectives are defined by parents. 

D. Objectives are defined by students. 

E. Objectives are not defined. 

ll2 



7. STUDENTS" MOBILITY. This section is concerned with 
the amount of freedom which students have to move 
around the school on a regular basis. 

A. Students do not need the permission of the teacher 
to leave the classroom, but freely move in and out 
of the room (or area) to use the library, resource 
centre, etc. 

B. Students must ask the teacher's permission to move 
in and out of the classroom to use the library, 
resource centre, etc. but permission is usually 
given readily. 

C. Students move in and out of the classroom to use 
the library, resource centre, etc. only in special 
circumstances (i.e., with special permission) or as 
class groups. 

B. DEVELOPMENT OF MATERIALS. This section is concerned with 
the amount of personal involvement that students and teachers 
have in the development of materials for the classroom. 

A. There is little involvement of teachers and/or students 
in developing materials; i.e. most materials in use are 
ready-to-use "packages" (e.g. reading series, sets of 
math texts, computer-assisted instruction, etc.). 

B. There is some involvement of teachers and/or students in 
developing materials; i.e. most materials in use are 
things chosen by teachers, students, or others from a 
wide variety of sources in a ready-to-use form (e.g. 
books not in series, an abacus, a film, etc.). 

C. There is a great deal of involvement of teachers and/or 
students in developing materials; i.e., most materials in 
use have been developed, created or adapted by students, 
teachers and others specifically for situations which 
arose in this classroom (e.g. collections of objects for 
use in working out math problems, books, tape recordings 
or films made by students or teachers, equipment built by 
parents, etc.) 
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SELECTION OF MATERIALS. T?is section is concerned with the ·d 
involvement students have in selecting materials with whicht/J 
to work. 

A. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

students choose for themselves from all the materials 
available and may bring in materials from outside the 
classroom. 

students chose from alternatives suggested by the 
teacher. 

students are assigned materials prescribed for them 
individually• 

Student is assigned materials prescribed to members 
of his subgroup of the class. (Same materials for 
all students in the same subgroup; different 
materials for each subgroup.) 

student is assigned materials prescribed to all members 
of his class. (Same materials for all students in the 
same class). 

FLEXIBILITY OF ENVIRONMENT. This section is concerned 
with who makes the decisions about the arrangement and 
the setting up of the learning area. 

A. 

B. 

r~ • 

The arrangement of furniture and equipment in the 
learning area is decided upon by the administrative 
staff and doesn't change frequently. 

The arrangement of furniture and equipment in the 
learning area is decided upon and changed by the 
teachers. 

The arrangement of furniture and equipment in the 
learning area is decided upon and changed by the 
students. 
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11. LEARNING ENVIRONMENT. This section concerns the size 
of the area used by students during the school day. 

a, 
u 
i:: 
a, 

•rl 
u 

Cl) 

A. Study and other activities take place at the student's 
own desk or table. 

12. 

B. Study and other activities take place in a number of 
different places (centers) within the classroom area. 

c. Study and other activities take place in 
a number of different places (centers) 
within the school. 

D. Study and other activities take place on a fairly 
regular basis outside the school; the community 
and its institutions are incorporated into the 
learning environment. (e.g. a class is held in a 
museum or students go on a weekly nature walk or 
a few students and a teacher aide spend time 
walking around a shopping area and visiting a 
butcher, a baker, a shoemaker's shop. This does 
not refer to occasional outings or class trips). 

OTHER ADULT INVOLVEMENT. This section is concerned with 
the involvement of adults other than teachers in the 
classroom. 

A. All teaching is done by the regular classroom 
teacher and special subject teachers. 

B. Although most of the teaching is done by the 
classroom and special teachers, occasionally 
there are visitors, parents or volunteers who 
have special knowledge of a topic, or who help 
in a practical way in the classroom (e.g. a 
student's mother who is a doctor may talk to a 
class about what doctors do, or a parent may 
help decorate the classroom for a party). 

C. Although much of the teaching is done by the 
classroom and special teachers, there are regularly 
involved parents, volunteers and frequent visitors 
who are welcome in the classroom and whose in­
volvement is considered an important part of the 
learning experience. (e.g. a parent spends 
an afternoon a week at the school working with 
the students in art or a university student 
comes regularly to tutor students in math). 
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13. PEER GROUP ASSISTANCE. This section is concerned 
with the extent to which students work with other 
students on school work. 

A. Students independently seek assistance in their 
schoolwork from peers or other students; this 
is a frequent occurance in the class and is 
accepted and encouraged as a valid way of 
seeking solutions or of exploration. 

B. There is occasional student-to-student assis­
tance on a somewhat formal teacher-initiated 
basis (e.g. the teacher assigns a good reader 
to help a poorer reader or arranges for a 
tutor). 

C. Assistance always comes from the teacher. 

14. MEDIA USAGE. This section concerns the use of media as 
teaching aids in instruction. 
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A. Teachers and books are the primary media of instruction 
--------· r------ ..,, __ _ 

B. Teachers and books are augmented by media which is used r---r---t---+----~---J 
by the teacher (e.g. the teacher shows a film or plays 
a record for the class). 

c. Teachers and books are augmented by media which students 
have ready access to and use themselves (e.g. tape 
recorders or videotape equipment or records). --------

15. TEACHER FOCUS. This section concerns the size of the 
student group addressed by the teacher at one time. 

A. The teacher directs attention to the class as a 
whole. 

B. The teacher directs attention to subgroups of the 
class. 

C. The teacher directs attention to individual students. 
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16. TEACHER ROLE. This section is concerned with the role 
the teacher plays in the student's contact with what 
is being learned. 

A. The teacher acts as a resource person to whom 
students come when seeking information and 
ideas. 

B. The teacher acts as a discussion leader on 
topics initiated by the students 

C. The teacher acts as a discussion leader on 
topics of his/her choice. 

D. The teacher acts as a presenter of planned 
lessons. 

17. COOPERATIVE TEACHING. This section is concerned with 
extent to which teachers plan and teach together. 

A. Teachers plan and teach independently of 
each other. 

B. Teachers discuss and plan work together 
but teach independently. 

C. Teachers discuss, plan, and work on special 
projects together but generally maintain 
independence in regular teaching. 

D. Teachers discuss, plan and work cooperatively 
so that they function as a coordinated unit. 
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l8, STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN FOR1'fULATING APPROACHES TO LEARNING. 
This section is concerned with the extent to which 
teachers help students arrive at approaches to learning 
and problem solving. 

A. Students formulate their own methods of learning 
and solving problems (e.g. a student studying 
the Arctic independently consults several people, 
looks in the card catalogue at the library, and 
writes to the government for information). ;, 
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B. Students choose from alternative methods suggested 
by the teacher for learning and solving problems 
(e.g. a student studying the Arctic asks the 
teacher for help. The teacher suggests two books, 
a film strip and writing to the government). LI 

I 
I 
I 
I 

19, 

C. Students are assigned methods by the teacher for 
learning and solving problems (e.g. a student 
studying the Arctic is assigned the tasks of 
writing a letter to the government, reading two 
books, and viewing a filmstrip). 

.§.'J'UDENT PACING. This section is concerned with the pace 
at which the student works. 

A. The student is expected to work at a pace set 
for all members of the class. 

B. The student is expected to work at a pace set 
for the members of his subgroup of the class. 

C. The student works at a pace prescribed for him 
individually. 

D. The student sets his own pace. 
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20. ATTENDANCE. This section is concerned with students' 
physical presence at class activities. 

A. Attendance at all activities of the class is not 
required (e.g. a math lesson is scheduled; a student 
is involved in another project and chooses not to 
attend the class). · 

B. Attendance at more than half the activities of the 
class is not required (e.g. it is required that a 
student attend a reading lesson, but he may choose 
not to be present for a social studies lesson). 

C. Attendance at less than half the activities of 
the class is not required. 

D. Attendance at all the activities of the class 
is required. 
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21. INDEPENDENT STUDY TIME. This section concerns the amount 
of time available for independent study; students work by 
themselves on projects of their choice but in keeping with a, u 
the wide range objectives of the subject area (e.g. during I:: 

Ql 
a geography unit on the Middle East, a student might use •j 
his independent study time to create a paper mache relief Cl) 

map of the Sinai Penninsula). 

A. Independent study time is available as the need arises 

B. There are 1-3 hours of independent study time availabl 
weekly. 

C. There are 1/2-1 hours of independent study time 
available weekly. 

D. There is no independent study time available. 

22. SUBGROUPING CRITERIA. This section is concerned 
subgroups within the class are developed. 

A. Students group themselves according to their 

with 

own criteria (e.g. interests, friendships, etc.). 

how 

B. Students are grouped by the teacher on the basis 
of information about students' interests, aptitude, 
achievement, or social maturity. 

C. Students are grouped by the teacher on the basis 
of random assignment e.g. alphabetically, by sex 
or by size. 
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2 3. SUBGROUPING STABILITY. This item is concerned 
establishment and change in the composition of 
groups within the class. 

with 
sub-

the 

A. Subgroups within the class are established for the 
duration of a specified period of time (e.g. for 
the school year or for a term). 

B. Subgroups within the class are established and/or 
reorganized when the teacher feels it is necessary 
and/or desirable (e.g. for a new activity or when stu 
dents' interests change). 

c. Subgroups within the class are established and/or 
reorganized when students feel it is necessary and/or 
desirable (e.g. for a new activity or when students' 
interests change). 

:;,_4. AGE RANGE. This section is concerned 
of age of students in one class. 

with the range 

A. Students in the class are about the same age (except 
those who, at one time, have been either promoted or 
who have skipped a grade); age is the primary 
criterion for assigning a student to a class. 

B. Students in the class are in a two or three year 
age range; there is a semi-graded system which 
will allow, to some extent, that individual 
differences in physical, social and intellectual 
maturity will be considered in assigning students 
to a class or grade. 

C. Students in the class vary in age by more than 
three years; there is a multiage system which 
allows students with a wide variety of quali­
fications and ages to be in the same class. 
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DEFINING INSTRUCTIONAL OBJECTIVES 
with who specifies the objectives 
to each subject area. 

This section is concerned 

(tl •r-1 
•r-1 'O 
CJ ;:I 
0 .µ 

C/) C/) 0 

of schooling specific 

A. The objectives are defined by the administrative 
staff (school board, central administration, 
principal). 

B. Objectives are defined by teachers. 

c. Objectives are defined by parents. 

D. Objectives are defined by students. 

E. Objectives are not defined. 

PROMOTION TIMING. This section is concerned with when 
moves from grade to grade or from class to class occur 
(based on achievements or maturity.) 

A. Promotion decisions are made at the end of the 
school year or term. 

B. Promotion decisions are made at the end of each 
unit of study. 

c. Promotion decisions are made whenever it seems 
appropriate for the individual student. 

D. Promotion does not occur. Rather, students 
remain in a class unit or intact group for 
several years. 

EVALUATION FOCUS. This section is concerned with the 
size of the group being evaluated. 

A. Evaluation procedures are the same for all students 
in the school. 

B. Evaluation procedures are the same for all students 
in the class, but differ from class to class in the 
school. 

C. Evaluation procedures are the same for each student 
within a subgroup of the class but differ from subgroup 
to subgroup. 

D. Evaluation procedures are different for each student 
in the class. 
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28, TIMING OF EVALUATION. This section is concerned 
time(s) at which evaluation takes place. 

with the 

A. Evaluation takes place at a few specified intervals 

(e.g. the end of each term). 

- -

Jo. 

B, Evaluation takes place at more frequent intervals 

(e.g. monthly or weekly). 

C. Evaluation takes place all the time (e.g. daily). 

-

-

STUDENT ROLE IN EVALUATION. This section is concerned with 
the degree to which students plan how their evaluation is 
to take place, i.e. developing procedures, collecting and 
analyzing data, making judgements, deciding when evaluation 

takes place, etc. 

A. Students have the responsibility for planning and 
implementing evaluation procedures. 

B. Teachers have the responsibility for planning and 
implementing evaluation procedures. 

C. The administration has responsibility for 
planning and implementing evaluation procedures. 

EVALUATION PROCEDURES. This section concerns with the types 
of tests and other evaluation instruments used in student 

evaluation. 

A. No formal tests are used; evaluation is based on 
work samples and anecdotal reports. 

B. Evaluation instruments used were developed in 

l 

this classroom. 

C. Evaluation instruments used were developed 
within the school (by other teachers or in previous 

years). 
D. Standardized (commercial) instruments are used. 
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DEPARTMENT OF MEASURDlENT AND EVALUATION 

October 2S, 1971. 

Scoring System forDISC (Dimensions of Schooling) Instrument 

1. Qption--,-Jc~_Fhts: Or<lcr the options to each i tern from most open to most 
closed and weight them as follows: Assign the weight a (where a is 
one less than the number of options) to the most open option, the 
weig)1t a-1 to the second most open option, and so on. 1be most c!osed 
option receives a weight of O. 

2. Rank-wdghts: lfoir,ht the r_anks assigned by a respondent to the options 
of the item as follows: 

Rank 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

3~-option 
item 

8 

2 

1 

Weight 
4-option 5-option 

item item 

18 35 

3 4 

2- 3 

1 2 

1 

3. Compute the basic score for the item by multiplying the weight for the 
rank of one by tl1e weight for the option that wa:; assigned the rank of 
one. 

4. When more than one option to an item has been ranked, adjust the basic 
score by adding the following amount to it. 

Ad_justment = (rank-weight) x (option-weight of option 
receiving rank smaller than one 
- option-weight of option ranked one) 

5. Compute this adjustment for each additional option that was ranked and 
add each adjustment to the basic score. The result is the score for the 
item. 
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6. To cn~,ure each i-rem receive::; equal Height, divide the score.\ obtainc<l in 
step 5 by the maximum possible score for the item. This maximum depends 
on the Humber of options an item has, as is indicated: in the following 
table. 

No. of options Maximum Possible Score 

3 16 

4 54 

s 140 / 

Consider a couple of examples: 

E.G. l Option Rank 

(most) 
A (open) 2 

B l 

(most ) 
C (closed) 

Basic Score = 8 X 1 = 8 

Adjustment = 2 X (2 - 1) = 2 

Adjusted Score r.: 8 + 2 = 10 

E.G. 2 (most) 
A (open) 1 

B 
(most) 

C (closed) 2 

Basic Score = 8 x· 2 = 16 

Adjustment = 2 X (0 - 2) = - 4 

Adjusted Score = 16 - 4 = 12. 
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Different Possible Rankings 
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2 3 2 
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rankings in which option A (or Dor C) is ranked J. 
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at the number of different possible rankings increases as the 
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TEtJ CIIIIIMCTEIUSTICS OF OPEI'J EDUCATION 
{1CIIOOL RATING SHEET 

DII:.ECTIONS FOR RATHJG SHEET 

Please indicate on the top spiJces of the enclosed rating sheet the 

five most "open" elementary schools that you are faniiliar with :in tenw: of tl1c 

126 

ten cHscriptors on the side of the sheet. You do not lia";e to have :;tuclentt; :i11 the 

schrJo 1 you se lee t. Next, rate each of the schoo 1.s on the extent that each of t:hc 

ten descriptors are evidenced in the school. Give a raUng of "l" if i:har: 

dencripl:or in only minimally true about the school; a "2" if it is rnoclerai:ely 

true; and a "3" if the descriptor is an accurDte description of trw t :;clwo 1 's 

program. Note: it may be pocslhle for a school that you consider to be open to be 

/ re la t:i ve ly low or moderate on ~;ome of the pro0 rarn descriptors. Plea:;e re turn the 

( rating sheet to me at your earliest convenience. 

Thank you for your ti.rar~ and cooperation Thi.s data wi 11 aid me grca t ly 

in the completion of my clinsertation. 

Kevin J. Lyorn, 
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DESCRIPTORS 

; 
-. Stu· 

ob·oents are involved in setting 
Jectives for themselves. 

/ 

-, 'The emphasis on materials and 
act· · 
. ivities is on diversity both in th. 

, . 

. eir use and their constant 
introduction. 

The Physical environment is one 
~

7
hich can be readily modified to 

suit the situational requirements 
of an activity. 

~he structure of decision-making 
~s decentralized and directly 
involves the people affected by 
the decision. 

4

" Tliere is no fixed timetable and no 
bells to signal the time for changing 
2(:Livitics. 

"· The student is free to work at his own 
rate and is free to for.:nulate his own 
method of learning. 

Provision is made for the students to 
group themselves without regard for age 
or past accomplishment. 

0 
@ 
u 
U) 

r 

, . The teacher acts as a resource person 
c.1nd as a provider of materials, directing 
his attention to small groups of students 
0r individuals. 

,, Svaluation of student progress is made in 
a number of ,-mys: student reporting, teacher I 
o½serva tion, and work samples, with an 
absence of formal tests. 

r,. Students and teachers formulate and 
enforce rules togeather. 

l == To a minor degree 2= To a moderate degree 

I 

I 

3 =Toa large degree 
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Of:PARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

SUPERVISION AND CURRICULUM • 

Dear 

------~----'-. ------"-· -- --· '" . -·-- ---- - ·--· -····~ 

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

COLLEGE PARK 20742 

This letter is with reference to our phone conversation this morning 
concerning some data gathering I would like to do in County. 
The s~udy ~'m undertaking is statewide in nature and concerned wit\ the 
relationship between the "openness" of a school's program to educatJ_onal 
purpose. The questions under investigation are whether or not "open" school£: 
emp~asize different purposes than do traditional schools, and whether th e 
socio-economic level of the community, the size of the student bo~y, a nd . th: 
years of teacher experience is related to program "openness". Tins reqm.re., 
th

at ten teachers in each building selected complete two questionnaires, one th
at takes approximately ten minutes, the other thirty minutes to complete. 

. . . I believe this study may benefit the county in at least four ways. Fin;l:, 
le will provide feedback to the county on the extent that schools which are 
atternpting to initiate an "open" program are succeeding. Secondly, it may 
give an indication of any relationship that may exist between the socio­
economic level 0£ the community and the degree of "openness" of the school. 
!his could be extremely useful for future planning of facilities. Thi rd ly, 
dny relationship that is found between size of student body and years of 
teaching experience to degree of "openness" may also be useful for future 
~lanning in terms of staff selection and site location. Finally, the way 
in which the different types of schools emphasize the purposes of organizations 
may be useful in analyzing the results of open education within the system. 

All data collected and reported in the study will be kept completely 
:?nonymous. The school cystem, school buildings, and individual respondents 
•
7
1.II not be identified in any way except to report back to the people Jnvolved. 

Ac participation is voluntary, I would plan to contact each principal 
Personally to explain the study and ask for cooperation. 

Once the data is collected and analyzed, a copy of the results will be 
rriacJe available to the county, and to each school that participates, Also, 
th

ere will be no cost to the system as I will be contacting each principal 
DnrJ c] 1 · • :J 11 .e 1.vering anr co ecting the instrument personally. 

Enclosed is a copy of each instrument to be used, a copy of the proposed 
letter to each principa 1, and a cover letter to be included. Thank you for 
Your time and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin J. Lyow; 
Irrnt:ructor 

YJL/pml 
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UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

COLLEGE PARK 20742 
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DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION, 

SUPERVISION AND CURRICULUM March 21, 1974 

Dear 

This letter is to enlist your help in gathering data for my doctoral 
dissertation at the University of Maryland. I am studying the difference 
between "open" and traditional schools and the way the two types of schools 
fulfill certain functions in which all types of organizations engage. 
Because of the nature of the study, the measures are very broad. 

Your school has been selected by a panel of experts from Towson State 
College, Copin State, Salisbury State, and the University of Maryland as 
being an exemplary school for purposes of this study. The data that I need 
would be gathered by having ten teachers in your building fill out two 
questionnaires. One takes approximately ten minutes to complete, the other 
thirty minutes. (The teachers will be given a week to complete the instruments.) 

Exemplary schools from all over the State are being asked to participate 
in the study on a voluntary basis. The schools will not be identified either 
by school system, school building or individual respondent. Complete 
annonymity of your school and teachers is assured. If you desire, a copy of 
the results will be provided you. I will phone within the next three or 
four days to answer any further questions and to,again, ask for your co­
operation. I realize that the work load for all personnel in the schools 
is extremely heavy this time of year, but any help in this matter would 
be greatly appreciated. 

Thank you again for your consideration. 

KJL/pml 

Sincerely, 

Kevin J. Lyons 
Instructor 
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TABLE 22 

SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT AND NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
PER SCHOOL SYSTEM IN THE STATE OF MARYLAND 

Student Number of Elementary 
School System Enrollment Schools 

Allegany 8,869 29 
Anne Arundel 42,833 75 
Baltimore City 104,920 170 
Baltimore County 65,740 114 
Calvert 3,647 7 
Caroline 2,723 6 
Carroll 9,413 18 
Cecil 6,398 17 
Charles 8,327 18 
Dorchester 3,365 18 
Frederick 11,809 26 
Garrett 3,328 15 
Harford 18,677 27 
Howard 11,380 23 
Kent 1,229 5 
Montgomery 65, 700 144 
Prince George's 88,570 173 
Queen Anne's 2,099 7 
St. Mary's 6,002 17 
Somerset 2,461 13 
Talbot 2,671 8 
Washington 9,118 31 
Wicomico 7,895 17 
vJorces ter 2,206 7 

TOTAL 489,380 985 Schools 

uod-,/ 



TABLE 23 

DEGREE AND SOCIO OF PROGRAM OPENNESS, SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT, 
-ECONOMIC STATUS BY SCHOOL FOR ENTIRE SAMPLE OF SCHOOLS 

1601 
1602 
0303 
0404 
0405 
0(t06 
0407 
0408 
0409 
0410 
0411 
0412 
0413 
0414 
0415 
1717 
1718 
1719 
1720 
1621 
1722 
l723 
1725 
1726 
0227 
o228 
2429 
1630 
1031 
1032 
1033 
1034 
2036 
1037 
1038 
1040 
1041 
1042 
0747 
2348 
2149 
2351 
2352 
0753 

14.633 
11. 6 78 
9.434 

13.128 
10. 863 
16.256 
11. 397 
14.684 
15. 962 
12 .437 
12.225 
11.M-7 
12.125 
12.961 
14.030 
11.829 
12.622 
10.439 
13.441 
14.269 
11. 306 
12.090 
13.861 
12.510 
12.382 
11.300 
12.676 
12.327 
12.227 
11.868 
16.384 
12.163 
13.617 
14. 175 
13.044 
12.193 
11.547 
12.252 
11.549 
10.217 
12.629 
8.725 
7.698 

14.662 

Size of student 
Enrollment 

509 
740 

1171 
629 
643 
593 
382 
477 
836 
523 
569 
799 
624 
503 
427 
506 
659 
468 
662 
537 
601 
401 
740 
422 
341 
566 
503 
637 
362 
122 
234 

63 
55 

282 
360 

65 
89 

105 
800 
908 
306 
941 
645 
519 

socio-economic 
Status 

24151 
21028 
6396 

13005 
15227 
13865 
9959 

10229 
11555 
12850 
12546 
11408 
9646 

12080 
18141 
12070 
15505 
12368 
11935 
13643 
13600 
13571 
13235 
11068 
10768 
10738 

7122 
14983 
8098 
6064 
8083 
8309 
4660 
8340 
8339 
7300 
7145 
7145 

11297 
9131 
8201 
8144 
8892 
8811 
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Table 23 (cont'd) 

School Degree of Size of Student Socio-economic 
Number Program Openness Enrollment Status 

2454 11.337 458 7955 
2355 10. 972 596 6611 
1756 13.530 468 12895 
1757 11. 757 687 13624 
2159 11.430 266 7771 
2460 15.029 414 7242 
2161 8.881 350 8778 

662 13. 575 777 11397 
2165 8.690 366 7979 
1669 15.137 531 24106 
1770 10. 990 588 11353 
1672 14.258 l~61 16304 
1473 12.242 520 15198 

375 9.311 1173 9539 
376 10. 911 933 5553 
377 9.829 575 9076 
478 9.210 755 10629 
479 11.938 766 118ll 

1680 11.815 586 ll396 
481 ll.372 417 12085 

Socio-economic status= mean income level of parents of 
children attending school. 



TABLE 24 

PERCEIVED PERFORMANCE PATTERN BY SCHOOL FOR ENTIRE SAMPLE OF SCHOOLS 

School Public Organizational Administrative Instructional Staff 
Number Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

1601 33.90 26.10 54.30 49.10 14. 70 05.60 
1602 33.89 26.44 55.89 47.33 12.78 14.78 
0303 29.13 26. 75 51.00 43.50 13.88 04.75 
0404 35.33 26.56 59.33 50.11 14.11 16.33 
0405 37. 60 26.40 58.00 51. 70 15.10 05. 60 
0406 38.71 34.86 65.14 55.43 15.86 06.57 
0407 35.22 28.33 59.11 50.22 15.67 06.11 
0408 31.60 26.80 53.90 4 7 .10 14.20 06.10 
0409 34.11 31.00 58.22 48.44 13.89 06.44 
0410 38.00 31.50 60.20 53.40 14.40 06. so 
0411 33.50 27.25 54.00 45.75 13.88 05.88 
0412 33.33 23.56 55.56 47.55 14.11 05.33 
0413 35.11 29.88 60.33 48. 77 15.11 05.66 
0414 34.88 28.25 59.00 49.25 14.25 06.00 
0415 32.33 28.83 55.00 47.17 13.83 06.00 
1717 34.28 23.00 51.43 45.85 11. 71 04.85 
1718 35.00 28.33 53.33 50.66 13.16 05.83 
1719 31.43 27 .oo 52.42 45.14 10.43 05.42 
1720 33.57 29.85 57.28 52.57 12.00 05.42 
1721 31.37 25.50 53.63 47.13 11.00 04.76 
1722 33.44 28.88 60.44 48.11 12.11 05.33 
1723 30.50 22.50 59.50 49.50 12.00 06.50 
1725 29.66 25.22 44.22 41.77 08.88 04.66 
1726 30.14 26.57 52.28 44.14 13.14 05.28 
0227 25.50 31.30 47 .10 41.10 10.80 05. 70 
0228 30.50 26.00 52.17 43.50 12.16 05.00 
2429 36.22 31.66 61. 66 50.55 14.11 06.66 
1630 36.00 27 .33 58.66 47 .oo 13.55 05.11 
1031 24.66 26.33 41.33 31.66 08.33 05.66 
1032 30.80 29.40 52.20 40.20 12.00 06. 60 
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Tab le 21; Cont'd 

School Public Organiza tiona 1 Administrative Instructional Staff 
Number Interest Rationality Rationality Effectiveness Development Individuality 

1033 34.60 29.00 58.40 46.40 11.60 05.60 
1034 35.66 29.00 63.33 51.66 15.00 07.00 
1036 36.66 29.66 62.33 56.66 11.66 07 .00 
1037 32.75 27.50 58.62 45.50 12.62 05.75 
1038 36.25 31.12 64.25 52.25 14. 62 05.75 
1040 31. 66 31.33 60.33 43.66 11.66 06.00 
1041 34.75 31. 75 60.50 48.50 14.25 05.75 
1042 32.00 29.00 59.25 43.25 11. 75 06.50 
0747 34. 70 32. 70 61.40 48.00 11.00 05.60 
2348 35.87 30.75 62.62 51.00 14.62 05.37 
2149 33.50 22.60 55.80 47.30 11.30 05.10 
2351 36.30 24.90 60.30 50.20 12.40 04.80 
2352 34.00 27.77 57 .44 46.11 13.22 04. 77 
0753 28.50 27.16 49.16 39.33 10.83 04.83 
2454 38.50 28.50 62.20 52.90 12.70 05. 90 
2355 35.50 29.50 60.25 so.so 16.00 05.50 
1756 31.00 27.20 52.90 44. 90 11.90 05.20 
1757 30.71 24.42 46.42 42.28 09. 71 05. 71 
2159 34.00 24.00 54.00 46.50 12.00 05.00 
2460 38.50 35.50 65.13 55.00 15. 75 07 .13 
2161 32.00 27 .44 55.44 46.11 12.33 05.11 
0662 35.00 30.00 60.40 51.70 12.30 05.80 
2165 31. 75 26.75 53.50 46.00 12.00 05.00 
1669 31.33 23.00 46.66 43.33 11.66 05.00 
1770 30.00 22.25 50.25 42.75 10.00 05.00 
1672 35.33 26.50 54.17 44.83 12.33 05.83 
1473 36.14 27.14 57.14 50.00 11.14 05. 71 
0375 31.00 23.50 58.25 52.00 12.50 05. 75 
0376 25.56 22.44 44. 77 38. 77 10.33 04.55 
0377 29. 77 24.88 49.44 42.33 12.00 05.66 
0478 33.33 23.66 54.83 45.50 13.76 05.66 
0479 27 .80 27.60 so.oo 44.20 13.80 05.80 
1680 37 .50 33.00 16.90 51.20 15.90 06.30 
0481 33.66 25.33 53.66 39.00 13.33 04.33 
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ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT LEARNING AND KNOWLEDGE 

1. ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT CHILDREN'S LEARNING 

A. Motivation 

1. Children are inately curious and will explore 
their environment without adult intervention. 

2. Exploratory behavior is self-perpetuating. 

B, Conditions for Learning 

1. The child will display natural exploratory 
behavior if he is not threatened. 

2. Confidence in self is highly related to capacity 
for learning and for making important choices 
affecting one's learning. 

3. Active exploration in a rich environment, offering 
a wide array of manipulative materials, will 
facilitate children's learning. 

4. Play is not distinguished from work as the 
predominant mode of learning in early childhood. 

5. Children have both the competence and the right 
to make significant decisions concerning their 
own learning. 

6. Children will be likely to learn if they are given 
considerable choice in the selection of the materials 
they wish to work with and in the choice of questions 
they wish to pursue with respect to those materials. 

7. Given the opportunity, children will choose to engage 
in activities which will be of high interest to them. 

8. If a child is fully involved in and is having fun 
with an activity, learning is taking place. 

C. Social Learning 

1. When two or more children are interested in exploring 
the same problem or the same materials, they will 
often choose to collaborate in some way. 

2. When a child learns something which is important to 
him, he will wish to share it with others. 
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D. Intellectual Development 

1. Concept formation proceeds very slowly. 

2. Children learn and develop intellectually 
not only at their own rate but in their own 
style. 

3. Children pass through similar stages of 
intellectual development, each in his own way 
and at his own rate and in his own time. 

4. Intellectual growth and development takes 
place through a sequence of concrete 
experiences followed by abstractions. 

5. Verbal abstractions should follow direct 
experience with objects and ideas, not 
precede them or substitute for them. 

E. Evaluation 

1. The preferred source of verification for a 
child's solution to a problem comes through 
the materials he is working with. 

2. Errors are necessarily a part of the learning 
process; they are to be expected and even 
desired, for they contain information essential 
for further learning. 

3. Those qualities of a person's learning which 
can be carefully measured are not necessarily 
the most important. 

4. Objective measures of performance may have a 
negative effect upon learning. 

5. Learning is best assessed intuitively, by 
direct observation. 

6. The best way of evaluating the effect of the 
school experience on the child is to observe 
him over a long period of time. 

7. The best measure of a child's work is his work. 

rr. ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT KNOWLEDGE 

A. The quality of being is more important than the quality 
of knowing; knowledge is a means of education, not its end. 
The final test of an education is what a man is, not what 
he knows. 
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B. 

c. 

D. 

Knowledge is a function of one's personal integration 
of experience and therefore does not fall into neatly 
separate categories or "disciplines". 

The structure of knowledge is personal and idiosyncratic; 
it is a function of the synthesis of each individual's 
experience with the world. 

Little or no knowledge exists which it is essential 
for everyone to acquire. 

E. It is possible, even likely, that an individual may 
learn and possess knowledge of a phenomenon and yet be 
unable to display it publicly. Knowledge resides with the 
knower, not in its public expression. 

137 



APPENDIX E 



13stL,--

SELECTED ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY ON RESEARCH ON OPEN-SPACE SCHOOLS 

The following section presents a brief annotated bibliography on 

selected studies which have been conducted utilizing open space schools. 

The studies reported in this section were designed to investigate the 

same, or related, variables to those reported in Chapter II. These 

studies are included in this section because they were concerned with 

an architectural substitution for the variable openness. While research 

indicates that programs in open space schools tend to be more program­

matically open than programs in conventional schools, it was not felt 

that this justified the inclusion of studies on open space schools with 

studies on open education. Since they are related, however, it was felt 

that it would be appropriate to include them in a separate section. The 

studies that follow are by no means comprehensive in nature. The bases 

on which they were selected was that they investigated variables similar 

to those presented in Chapter II. 

Brunetti, Frank A.; Cohen, Elizabeth G.; Meyer, John W.; Molnar, Sheila R. F. 
"Studies of Team Teaching in the Open Space School," Interchange 
3 (1972): 90-99. 

Report of a study which investigated teacher autonomy, influence, 
interaction, and job satisfaction; and student autonomy and observed 
activity levels in open space schools. Comparisons were made between 110 
teachers in 9 open space schools and 120 teachers in 8 traditional schools. 
It was found that teachers in open space schools; reported more interaction 
related to their work, evaluated each others work more oft~n, reported more 
influence of teachers' groups in the running of the school, did not perceive 
this influence to be at the expense of a loss of influence by other groups, 
felt a greater sense of autonomy over teaching decisions, and reported 
higher levels of job satisfaction. They also reported that children in 
open space schools were more active in task, non-task, and teacher directed 
activities. 

Broward County School Board. Evaluation of Innovative Schools: Student 
Achievement (Fort Lauderdale, Florida: Broward County School Board), 1972. 

Report of a study comparing student achievement of children in 
open plan schools and children in traditional schools. The California 
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Achievement Test of Basic Skills was used to compare students in the third, 
fifth, and eighth grades. Comparisons were also made between types of 
school, sex of student, grade level, and race. It was found that, at the 
third grade level, students from the open plan schools performed better. 
At the fifth grade level, results tended to favor students in the traditional 
school. At the eighth grade level, students from the traditional school 
also performed better with the exception of black males. Black males from 
the open plan schools tended to perform better than their counterparts from 
the traditional schools. 

Hackensack Public Schools. Overview and Evaluation of Project L.E.M.: 
Innovative Schools in Action. Hackensack, New Jersey: Hackensack 
Public Schools), 1972. 

Report of project aimed at improvement of reading and mathematics 
skills of children in one elementary school through implementation of an 
open education program. Teachers were trained in working in a non-graded, 
team teaching situation, and spent ten sessions with a psychotherapist in 
attempts to alter stereotype social attitudes and change individual 
perceptions. The physical plant was renovated to provide an open-space 
facility. Results of achievement tests given after one year, indicated 
increases in achievement that exceeded the goals set for the school. 
The gain was greatest for children initially functioning below the 40th 
percentile. 

Heimgartner, Norman Louis. A Comparative Study of Self-Concept: Open Space 
vs Self Contained Classroom. Greely, Colorado: University of 
Northern Colorado, 1972. 

Report of a study comparing changes over a one year period between 
children in an open space environment and children in a self-contained 
situation. One hundred three children from the laboratory school at the 
University of Northern Colorado were compared to one hundred thirteen 
children from a self-contained classroom school in Greely, Colorado. 
Self-Social Symbols Tasks, and the Childrens' Self-Social Constructs 
Tests were used to measure self-concept. It was found that children from 
the open space school: had greater identification with the group than 
children in self-contained classrooms; had an increase in self-esteem 
while children in the self-contained classrooms demonstrated a loss; 
did not view themselves differently in the relationship of their size to 
that of an adult, and did not identify with any one particular teacher. 

Meyers, R. E. "A Comparison of the Perception of Elementary School Children 
in Open Area and Self-Contained Classrooms in British Columbia". 
Journal of Research and Development in Education 4 (Spring, 1972): 
100-111. 

A study conducted to ascertain whether children would perceive 
their roles and the roles of their teachers differently as a result of 
their being in an open area classroom. The Ideal Teacher Checklist was 
administered to pupils in the third grade and above in open area and 
traditional elementary schools. It was found that; pupils in open areas 
were less concerned with discipline or control, were more autonomous, and 
were less concerned about fair treatment. 
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Final Report on the Office of Economic Opportunity Experiment in Educational 
Performance Contracting, by H. W. Ray, Director. Columbus, Ohio: 
Battelle Memorial Institute, March 14, 1972. 

Report of a study comparing student achievement in traditional 
schools, schools with various types of performance contracting, and an 
open school. The main portion of the study dealt with differences in 
achievement between schools utilizing different performance contracting 
programs and schools with traditional programs in eighteen selected 
school districts. An open school in Hartford, Connecticut was included 
in the study for purposes of further comparison. All schools were located 
in low income, predominately black areas, Stanford Metropolitan Achievement 
tests were used as the measures of achievement. The open school was 
found to have a greater effect than performance contracting or traditional 
programs in reading at the first grade level and math at the second and 
third grade level, and just as effective as the other programs in math at 
the first grade level, and reading at the second and third grade levels. 

York County Board of Education. A Day in The Life: Case Studies of Pupils 
in Open Plan Schools. Ontario, Canada: York County Board of Education, 
1970. 
A study reporting comparisons of student behavior in four open plan 

and three traditional elementary schools in Ontario, Canada. Case studies 
were compiled on a random sample of children from kindergarten to the 
eighth grade. Each child was observed for the entire day and overt behavior 
noted at ten minute intervals. It was found that in open plan schools 
students initiated activities on the basis of their own interests,were 
allowed to pursue activities to completion, exhibited personally responsible 
behavior, and developed questions with regard to their independent 
activities. It was also found that there was a greater amount of 
interpersonal interaction, a higher degree of accessibility to learning 
resources, and a greater degree of co-operative planning involving student­
teacher and teacher-teacher interaction. 
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SELECTED ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY ON OPEN EDUCATION 

The following annotated bibliography contains a brief selection of 

writings on open education. Included are books, articles, and collections 

of writings which represent a small sample of the writing which has been 

done in the field of open education, and which has not been referenced 

earlier in this study. The bibliography is not intended to be comprehensive 

in nature. The purpose for including this reference list is to provide 

a beginning for those interested in investigating open education. A more 

comprehensive list may be found in: Roland Barth, Open Education and the American 

School; Charles Silberman, The Open Classroom Reader; and Ewald Nyquist 

and Gene R. Hawes, Open Education: A Sourcebook for Parents and Teachers. 

Andreae, Jennifer. Open Education: ESEA TITLE I. New York: State Education 
Department, 1970. 

An account of a school districts experience in implementing an 
open education program. It includes reasons for teachers' and administrators' 
motivation for change, accounts of the experiences of teachers who converted 
to open classrooms, and descriptions of the involvement of parents. 

Ashton-Warner, Sylvia. "Spearpoint," Saturday Review: June, 1972 

Ms. Ashton-Warner presents a critique of the American system of 
education, from experiences obtained during teaching at a free school 
in Aspen, Colorado. 

Baily Stephen IC "The City as a Classroom," Speech presented at the 
annual convention, New York State Council for Open Schools. 
Buffalo New York, April 23, 1971. 

A rational is given for an open classroom school. Also, a 
description of the city as an educational resource that may be used to 
provide valuable learning experiences for children. 

Barth, Roland S., and Rathbone Charles H. A Bibliography of Open Education. 
Newton, Massachusetts: Educational Development Center, 1970. 

An annotated bibliography of 265 references. It is intended 
to be a starting point for those interested in open education. Books 
and articles, films, and periodicals are listed with complete bibliographic 
information. 
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Blackie, John. Inside the Primary School. New York: Schocken Books, 1971. 

A comprehensive overview of the primary school movement. It includes 
chapters on the different subject-matter areas. 

Brown, Mary and Precious, Norman, The Integrated Day in the Primary School. 
New York: Agathon Press, Inc., 1970. 

A detailed and practical account of open educational practices. 

Campbell, David N. A Practical Guide to the Open Classroom. Pennsylvania: 
University of Pittsburg, 1972. 

A reference which presents explicit guidlines for conducting an 
open classroom formulated from experiences in open classrooms around the 
Country, A list of over 200 activities is included which can be used 
indoors and out-of-doors. 

Evans, Judith T. Characteristics of Open Education: Results from a Classroom 
Observation Rating Scale and a Teacher Questionnaire. Newton, 
Massachusetts: Educational Development Center, 1971. 

Study using the Walberg-Thomas Scales and observation instrument to 
evaluate open education practices. A portion of the validity study on the 
Walberg-Thomas ·Scales. 

Featherstone, Joseph. Schools Where Children Learn. New York: Liveright, 
1971. 

A compilation of essays originally appearing in the New Republic 
from 1968-71. Featherstone discusses the Primary School Revolution in 
Britain, and the state of the educational profession, 

Hapgood, Marilyn. "The Open Classroom: Protect it From Its Friends". 
Saturday Review. September 18, 1971, pp. 66-75. 

A cautionary note is sounded by Ms. Hapgood. She indicates 
that American educators should not attempt to copy the British Infant 
School Model without making some adjustments to account for the cultural 
differences between the United States and Great Britain. 

Holt, John. How Children Fail. New York: Pitman Publishing Company, 
1964. 

Holt indicates that children fail, because they are afraid, 
bored, and confused. He suggests that openness in the classroom will 
help to remedy the situations which have led to the failure of children. 

Katz, Lillian G. Open-Informal Education: Recommendations for Reserach and 
Development, Final Report. Illinois: Illinois University, 1971, 

A presentation of suggestions for research and development of open 
education; including an attempt at defining open education, addressing 
issues in open education, and suggested topics for research. 



Kohl, Herbert R. The Open Classroom: A Practical Guide to a New Way of 
Teaching. New York: Review Books, 1969. 
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A description of how to create an environment for an open classroom, 
while stressing the practical aspects of teaching. 

Nyquist, Ewald B. "The Concept of Open Education." Education Digest 37 
(November, 1971): 9-12. 

A review of the history and current goals of open education. 

_________ , and Hawes, Gene R. eds., Open Education: ,a Sourcebook 
for Parents and Teachers. New York: Bantom Books, Inc., 1972. 

A reference on open education containing exerpts from the Plowden 
Report, and articles by Silberman, Dewey, Piaget, and Featherstone and 
many others. It provides an excellent summary of much of the writing 
on open education. 

Rathbone, Charles H. ed. Open Education: The Informal Classroom. New 
York: Citation Press, 1971. 

A selection of readings that examine practices and principles 
of the British Infant Schools and their American counterparts. 

Silberman, Charles E. ed. The Open Classroom Reader. New York: Random 
House, 1973. 

A collection of articles on open education. Presents underlying 
philosophical ideas as well as articles dealing with each major curriculum 
area. 

Weber, Lillian. The English Infant School and Informal Education. Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1971. 

A detailed discussion of informal education practices in British 
Infant Schools. 
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SELECTED ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY ON ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 

The following bibliography is a very brief presentation of some 

of the writings with regard to organizational effectiveness that have 

not been referenced in other parts of this study. These writings 

represent some of the bases for viewing organizations from a multidimen­

sional, systems perceptive. They are presented here in order to provide 

a begining, when used in conjunction with the references in the study, 

for those interested in studying organizational effectiveness. 

Coleman, Peter. "Organizational Effectiveness in Education: Its' 
Measurement and Enhancement." Interchange 3 (1972): Li2-52. 

A discussion of the measurement of effectiveness in educational 
organizations. Coleman sits forth a typology of educational goals, the 
feasability and desirability of the measurement of these goals, and 
some undesirable consequences which can accrue to the organization as 
a result of overemphasis on measuring only a few of these goals. He 
calls for a systems approach, using many indicators, to measure 
effectiveness in organizations. Specifically, he recommends using the 
Global Matrix of Bertram Gross as a conceptual framework for measuring 
organizational effectiveness. 

Etzioni, Ami tai. A Comparative Analysis of Complex Organizations. New 
York: The Free Press, 1961. 

Etzioni analyses various types of organizations in terms of the 
"compliance relationship 11 between the organization and those in subordinate 
positions within the organization. The compliance relationship is deter­
mined by the type of power applied to the subordinate and the type of 
involvement developed by the subordinates. Various correlates of this 
compliance relationship, supported by research, are analyzed; and 
typologies of organizations are developed. 

Hall, Francine. "The Concept of Organizational Effectiveness and the 
Educational Organization." paper presented at the American 
Educational Research Association Annual Meeting, New Orleans, 
Louisianna, 1973. 

A paper presenting a conceptual model for conceptualizing effec­
tiveness in educational organizations. Hall presents four models of 
organizational effectiveness as found in the literature. She indicates 
that in considering effectiveness of educational organizations one must . ' consider the extent to which the school is educationally effective and the 
extent to which it is effective as an organization. She argues that these 
two views are not mutually exclusive, and both must be accomodated in 
considering effectiveness of the Public Schools. 



Katz, Daniel, and Kahn, Robert L., The Social Psychology of Organizations. 
New York: John Hiley and Sons, 1966. 

Katz and Kahn set forth, in detail, the open systems model which 
is used as a conceptual framework upon which organizations may be analyzed. 
They set forth the characteristics of open systems, apply them to various 
types of organizations, and present research which is applicable to various 
aspects of the model. 

Lawrence, Paul R., and Lorsch, Jay W., Organization and Environment: 
Managing Differentiation and Integration. Homewood, Illinois: 
Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1969. 

A study concerning the relationship between the structural 
characteristics of complex organizations and the environmental conditions 
these organizations face. It is a multidimensional study, viewing 
organizations as social systems and examining the complex relationships 
among organizational structure, the economic and technological environment 
of the organization, the decision-making behavior of managers, and the 
performance of the organization. 

Schein, Edgar. Organizational Psychology. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965. 

A brief introduction to the field of Organizational Psychology. 
Schein presents the general historical trend from, what he calls, "an 
individual-oriented industrial psychology toward a group-and-systems­
oriented organizational psychology". He examines the processes of 
management, the problems associated with formal and informal groups 
within the organization, the organizations as a total system, system, and 
the concept of total system effectiveness. 
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Central Advisory Council For Education. Children and Their Primary Schools. 
2 vols. London: Her Majesty's Stationary Office, 1967. 

Dayton, C. Mi.tchell. Design of Educational Experiments. New York: McGraw­
Hill Book Company, 1970. 
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