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following results were tahulated: (1) open schocls ranked high in the
index of open classroos sethods and personalized curriculoe, while
traditional schocls ranked high in the index of traditional claasroos
sethods and prescribed curriculus; (§) teachers® ucrk var scre :
routine in traditional gchools than in cgen £chccle; (3) teachers in
open schools had such qreater particiration in strategic and work
decisions: () teachers in both Schools report¢d a general lack of
close supervisory ccntrol, but traditicral s£chccls had a greater
eaphasis on rules and procedures; and {5) freguency cf attendance at
cossittee seetings and contacts with staff were sigpificantly greater
at open schools. In conclusion, it iz fcund that thd two types of
schools do tend to differ, both in terss of their techniques and the
dearee of uniforesity of the tecachers® scrk. (Anthor/RI)

N

v
- ......i.................;.............l..........}*...........'.....i..

* Ranrbductions suprlied by EDRS are the best that can be sade »

* fros. the original.dccusent, *
ttttttt.#.tttt‘t ttttttﬁttt.ttttttt.t“.t‘.ttt. sh e tt.tttttttttttttttttt




ORGANIZATIONAL CONSEQUENCES OF OPEN
AND TRADIT1ONAL EDUCATIONAL TECKNIQUES

Brian C. Aldrich
University of Minnesota
September 10, 1973

L T N T F N T F o ORI

U OEPART Mt OF MEay Th SATE AL AT T AN D e
OUCHTIONEwiLFang
WATIOMAL test Tty OF h - L)

LOUCaTion Srin 0 /:’J{I"r Ch

ML DTLUEE MY mal MEFN REPACG )

[ E:" FXATY v A4 RECFWED FROM

e

.l oy

FUSDN D SOLANI?ATION OB G h.

OO NS v O OR Oy Tar Teal FOOLATION AL S E LI e
STATED N NOT MECEFSTARILY BEPAE CuLBEMATIN, CERTEN Lt Ak
AT O Ly LT AT T YRR TR P I Y 4 o e, . " A . -
D AN DTN CR PO Y STREAS O EME Lt T

QD018869




-

Since Lhe basic task charactcr\stlcs, i.e., pedagoglcal techleuqs. )

of an ogen.school differ from those of a traditlonal school, It 1sg

reasonable to assume that the organl£§tional structure of ;he two types’

of schools will differ. .Educatlonal researchers have compared the

di fferences in educational technigues in the-two types of schools, but

., very 'tittle research attention has been given to di fferences In thelr

«soctal structure, éBmmun!caElon patterns and declslon making processes.

The present paper discusses the effects that differences In education;{
techniques have for éhe formal_ofganlzatlon of two elementary s;homds.
one traditional and the otherf an open school. :

[l L

\ -

Prior Studies

%

A

( Students in an openlschool are supposed to be related to ;he edQca-
tional prosess on the basis of Iﬁdiv!dual interests and needs, rather |
- than on age.or grade rank. bité;;ture on the oﬁen schoo! concept N
" ' lemdhasizés a personalized curriculum for the student, with the Indivi-
dual's unique interc;ts‘anq abilitles as the focal point of the learning ‘
. process.(trary. 1971; Silberman, 1971).W The‘assumptioﬁ Is that this
creates a tow leve} of unlformity lﬁ the.organization's tasks. Work with
students upder ;hese conditions takg§ on an open-ended character. A
uniform sct of operating procedures are difficuit ta aﬁply. elther to
partlcular groups of individual students, or across the various teaching
roles in the school. Research on other‘;ybes of organizations suggests-
- that this lack of a unlforntmethod of carrying out teaching respOﬂsiblil- '
ties shoutd have direct cansﬁsuences for the structure and process of '

the school as a who[e. - ] ) . o gl
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Burns and Statker (1961) found two types of fITW$ In their study of
. i
Innovation In British industriatl organl;atlons. Oﬁaltype, which they

characterized as *mechanlstic', was organized arounli p stable sot of work
g:
qondltlops. The other tdentified as "organlc ) Was organIch to handle

‘. ‘ conditlons of change. Theemechanistic firms, thelrlﬂbsaarch‘shouqd. were

characterized by a ;1gld breakdown of dutles Into funktlonal SPCCIalties,-
had precise defln!tibﬁg of du;les; responsibllities ;Ld power, and a
‘wel) developed command Ihlerarchy t‘hrough which lnfo?rﬁ:;ﬁ!tion filtered up

. and declislons.and Instructlons, down. These firms ;Ié the traditional "
‘mode} of a bureaugracy. The other typé' of - firm, tﬂet"organic";.uas
:cbaracteriiid as more adaptlvc.-ulth jobs Vacking In fﬁrmal definitlon,

. and communicatlons Up and down the hierdrchy more in the nature of consul -

v

tatlon than of the passing up of tpformation and the geceiving of orders.

Percow (1967) fonna!lzed ts distinction wlith Lls routine, non-
routlne technology pg;ad‘l/gm. He defined technology ps the manner In
. - "which trans_fgrma’fl’-ons are made In the c!i‘qnis or‘the'{m;terial worked on

N __-.—/"I ) o
by .the organization. He hypothesized that a non-rduﬂline technology,

~—

¥

i.e., one in which the characterisfics of the clien:ivaried and for
which there were no standard operating procedbres to. bring about the
: 1

" desired change In the client, made for-thigher levels of discretion, a
less hierarchlcal structure, greater tevels of lhforma? communication,

-

and fess formalized roles., In effect, he expects a stfucturc and process
o . | '

' similar to the-organic flrms that Burns and Stalker stli]died. Examples
" .-

uould include work with exotic.metals or-psvchlal’.ric cgaes. On the
other hand, he postulated that organizatlons with a routlne technology,
l.e., those in which c!lents vere percelved as baslcally similar, and

with a standard set of opcratlng procgdures to transfoqmsthcm,_wbuld have

. ros
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much m;rc‘fdnmal 66mmmn3cation patterns, more formallzed roles, lower
levels of discretion and would bo more hierarchical in structure. This
type of organization uou{d bc simllar to those characterlzed by Burns
and Stalker as mcchanist!c. Examples of work in such organizations might
irmclude produc!ng sScrews or a¥ogramed learning. ‘j

Hagc“nnd Alken (1969) ;cstcd Perrow's paradigm ip séclal service
organizat!ons and found ‘that the grcater the perceivcd routineness of
the tasks in an organtzation, the greater the tendency toward centrallza-
tion of decision maklng. the lower the tevel of staff particlpation iIn
decislong about policlés and thelr own uﬁrk, and greater formalization
of rules, Job descr!ptlonsland greater job specl%icity. lt.can be Infer-
red then, from this research on the routiness of technology, that open

schools, with their personailzed orfentatlon ‘etc., should be morc non-

routine than traditlional schools ~ith their emphasis upon thg educating

of studcntsﬁé} large groups on the basls of:age and grade level. Therefore,

we would expgct that the structure and process In the two schools should

differ.
Hypotheses ’ .
Basced upon the above rescarch we expect the following relation-

ShIpS to hoid: : -
i. open schools should have a different set of pedagoglcal techni~
ques than traditlonal schools, since the former emphasizes teaching

students on the basis of iandividual interests and needs, and the latter -

emphasi;fs the teachlng of aroups on' the basls of age and-grade levei;

2, teachers. in open schools should r?}h{\-that their work is icss

A
Kl

-

routlne than the teachers in the traditional school do, primarily Lecause
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" . ’ -
of th§ di fference In podagoglcal tech;IQues; ’ %
'3.. teachers In open schools should report greater participatlon in
declsions about thelr work and about the policies of the school than the
;eachars-ln the traditional sthool?.‘because the tasks and general 6peraf
tlton of open schools depend m;re on the development of a shared set:of
goals and oblectlves than, wupon 3 systematic diviston of dutles and

- responsibliliities;

-

P

bh. open schoods should be less formalized Im their organlzational
structuré than tradltional schools, prlmaril& because the staff In the
'former néed to be granted the latltude and’ discrﬁtlon necessary to work

with the varied lnterests and needs of indlvlduala and small groups of
F] -
students; ’

L]

5. open schoojs should evidence a greatef overall frequency of //'

communicidtion among sfaff than a traditional school, as a means of

malntaining coordination and control. ’

Hethodology

Data was coflected f§om one open school and one traditional school

.

In g.large m!dwgstern city.” S)ze of school, nelghborhood composition and '
characteristics of students were matched as closely as wa; possible In a

single s;hool djﬁtrict. Bo!h schoots had pupils Tn kindergarten through
’ .
the sixth grade, and each had ten regular classroom t achers. The open N

school had been in operatidh- for ‘about seven months whdn the study took

plagc..‘Prlor to that it had bqen a traditional school. When it became

an open School, students from a much laﬁger area vere allowed to attend
. y ) . . .
_that school if they wished. "The majority of the teachérs in the open - 4,//r :

. . ¥ -
school had taught in.the same school prior to It being changed. «4’/
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{\ in poth schools a thirteen page questlionnalre was sent *o all full

time teachers, to professional staf?;members who worked twenty hours a

week or more In the ;cﬁooi, apd to all aldes. There was 3 one hundred

percent response rate in the .two comparison schools. Data from a't ful -
time staff and aides from three schools was -used; in the development of

the pedagogical factors, inciuding a iargcr. continuous progress pnlmary'
school. \
: 14

Heasures

-

Maasurement of techﬁiyucs

Thé pedagogicél dlffgafnce;'betwcen the odén‘éﬁd the tradis;onal
school were measured, by a,}et of Ith;'designed td allow teachers to
Indlcate the way In which they carried out their teaching activities.

- These lkem; were construc;ed on the basls of the then a%:f¥ab!c litera~
ture on oﬁen schocis.(qusis [ 3 C{ttendcn. ISfO; Sitberman, 197t1}.

Using en or;ﬁogoﬁaf‘faCtar.rotatlon procedure and foflowiqg Ha man;s
(1967) summary o Thurstone's dcclslon rules for detérminlng the tgems

o

loading on each fact r, we gcnerafed four factors frnm the normat iy - dls-

4

trjfute ms on the- questlonnalre.

-

-~

The factors and the [tfems.loading on each are as follows:
i. open classroom methads

a. curriéulum is personaiized for individuals or groups;

b. subjects are taught In integrated units; b

-
Y

t» teachers interact with individual stuqénts in small groups;
. ‘ L -
d. first hand experience§ used to disseminate knowledge here.

pcr‘Pnalized currfculum

ai teachers and students select learning materials to be used

- here: ' . -
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o

#

b. tcacw and parents aé'lect !l.urning materfals to be used

& here,

3. traditional claisroom methods

a. curriculum 1s prescribed for all students;
b. teachers interact with students In large groups or classes;

c.  texts are used primarily to disséminate knowledge.

-

. oprescribed curriculym .
(:eachcrs and admlnistrators se®ct learning materials to be

used here;
b. dffferent subjects are faugh; In separate unlts.
An index was constructed forvcach of these factors by averaging the scores

. recelved by each teachier.

participation in decision making

The iterks in these measures were obtained:“ffrpm-a battery of nine

- -

#

questions about the extent of participation in_ia{kéis kinds of. organiza-

tionai decision;.. Two indc;lces were constructed b’a.séd upon previous u.se
' of these items (Alken_ and Hage, |9$8). \These_he[e'par_t!clpe;tlon in
/s-'tratcg!c orl total 6rg§niz'.tior;al decistons, ﬁf(,tainln‘g to such things
. S as settln§ policies, promotions, adoption of new |;.rograrrts'. etc. , :.-.iqd

_“ﬁqrticlpatlcm ln work de'clsions; N as staff training, revlewing"»!ork
.‘-. * -

pcrformance._and '__dgte rmining methods or work. Again,_ an index was ton-

/' ‘ .‘ &tructed for each measure by averaging each teacher's %core. - =«
. - - v .

"

- . Formalization -

- I

- The formalization measures were obtained from a long battery of
{ . .

. questions asked of staff members.about, their school. ‘!;hese'factors wete

oA

0o
O L




«-7- .

orginal ty derived by Hage and .\ken (‘539)- The fau" factors are (a)
sﬁbervlsqry control, or the degree to which actlon on day“t;-day work
acti:&fies have to be' referred to someone higher up before actlon can
;e taken; (b).ru!es and procedures Indicating the extent to which
ga;eral rutes had to be adgn:red to and arganigatldna! operating proce-

dures 1..,owed; (c) Job speciflcity, Indicating how clearly job respoasi-

bliities were defined; and (d) job codiflcatlon, or the degree to which

memuerns of fhe org Iz)tlon c?uPd do thelr jow [n thelr own way. Again,

Indexes Jhre formed of the ftems on each factor, and ava}aged for each

respondent .

Routineness

‘Routineness was measured by o flve item scaie developed by Hage and
A}ken (1969) . The items were designed to measure the amount of var{ation

in the tasks of organization members. An Index was constructed for each

teacher,

r

Communlcation . . ®

Freguency. of com@unlcation was measured by asking the teachers In

b

each school how often they particlpat;d in fommlttee meetings In the

school, how frequéntly they conferred with other teachers and profes-

sional staff, excluding thé printcpatl, and how freqdent!y they conferred

with the princlpal abodt their work.

Statistical Analysls
\ + -
~ For fhe purponé of the study we used thé reponses of the ten full

. time classroom teachers in each school. 'The rationale for thls deciston

*
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,stantiated. On this basis it Is legitimate to-assute that there are

“ real dlfferenées in the manner In which teaching is Earried‘;ut in the two
B L ! '

LI -

g
. !
. ) !

; *

Was thatlthase teachers wg/eiiha'corc sigff In each of the schodls, and'
thelr responses would be representatlvc‘ﬁf conditlons In the school as
a whole. In qddr;lon. there que more #uxillary staff tn the open schoof.
and to tnclude all staff_of the two.scthls_gouId resultuln the comparl-
son of unequal numbers. One-way anaIys%s of vsriance was used to deter-

: \

mine differenced bhetween the\two schools irn thé quponses of the teachers.

The type of school, open or traditlonaj, was the effect varfable used to

test the hypotheses.

Results

.

The "first tagk la the analysis was to determine whether the two
types of schools actuaily differed in terms of thelr pedagogical technl-

ques. Table % shows that the two schools were significantly different at
- L
------------- Table | about here---------<-=

the .0t I%ﬁel on the four factor scales. The open school ranked high on
. - . -

both the index of open classroom @Ethod; 3nd personalized cunricutum,

Fd

whi}g‘the traditionatl school ranked high‘pn'the Index of tradi onal

classroom methods and prescribed curriculum. These results substantiated
»

.

our hypothesis that thg\two schools would differ in their pedagogical
. B 4

i+

- technjques, - ' .

The difference between the two schools fn the degree ¢f routfness
reported-bv the teachers {s shown in Table 2. The teachers in the tradi-
tibn§1 school reportedhthat their work was much more routine than did the

------ *=--=----Table 2 about here=-=<--=-=-== . ’

teachers in the open school. Therefore, the second hypothesis was sub-

-

‘. -
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schools. What, then, are fhc consequences of the;c di fferences In tech-
nique for various aspects of the structure and process of the respective
schools? . .
~ Teachers ?;“thc two schools varled considerably in the extent to .
whicﬁ_they participafcd i;.dccision making as Table 3 shows, Te;chers in
LLLEEETS Tgblc 3 about here-~-===~~=--
the opeh school partlc!pa;ea to amuch greater extent in both strategic
' ‘decisions and -in work decisions. Thus, the hypo;hesis was S5ubstantiated.
We hypothes ized thet the diffgrences in technlques would have the
effect qf creétlﬁg‘differences in the degrée of.formalization In the two
, ' schools. Namely, the éoen school, in order to maintain the 3}5cretion
and latitude of work necessary Ito orient theirltechniques to a wide

variety of student interests and needs, would develop a less formalized

organizational structute. K _ . o i
The results, shown in Table 4, wergsmixed. No significant di fference -
--------------- TabfL ﬁ(agout here----r=r=cioc=- .

- ‘ was found to exist between the twO\schoals on the index of supervisory

. cqntro! a;d job codjficétion. TeacheL? in both schools repdﬁI:;.B é:ﬁer;l

' i lack of‘;‘ose sbﬁefbisory COntrﬁI.. -~ -
" . However, ig; indexes of rules and procedures and job specificity
" _ were ﬁI?:;chqntln different between the two schools. Teachers in the

open school reported that small matters did not have to be referred to
\ : . .
someone higher up for a decision, that going through proper channels was

. . not stressed, and that written records of job performance were not kept,

Teachers in the traditional schooi reported the contrary.. In regarﬂ to

job specificity, teachers in the open school reported that there wﬁs less

i

- 11 R
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emphagis upon folfowing prescribed procedures and that there was no
qo&pleic wrltten job de;cription for their work. Again, the teachers
in the traditional school reportcd the reverse.

There are then, dlfferences in the effects of the two scts of
téchniques on organizatlona[ structure. While the two schoals did not
differ significanlty in terms of supervisory control Q;d job codification,
they did evidence differences in the emphasis on rules and procedures,

and In job specificity,

Table S5 c¢hows the results of the test of the hypothesis that open .

schools should evidence greater overall frequency of communications.

Four different aspects of communication were measured: ~umber of commit-
+ tee meetings attended, contacts with other teachers and professional

staff, frequancy of contacts with the principal, and totaj contact with

fschool staff. The results show that the frequency of attenQance at

committee meetings, and the overall number of contacts with staff was

k] -
- signlficantly greater in the open school. The presence of open school
techniques does have an effect then, upon some aspects of communication.
Discussion —
The results of the test of the general thesis that the - ructure
) and process in the open school would be different from those in a

traditional school as a consequence of differences in pedagog}cai tech-
niques, are mixed. Teachers in the open school were found to perceive
their work situation as less uniform, and they reported signi “cantly

different types .f pedagogical techniques.

2]
‘In the area of participatfon in decision making, there was again,

| W

i
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a ;tatlhtlcally aignifican& di fference between the ¥w0 schools In the

two arcan of ov(;r.lil school policy and work situatiors. Some dif{crenccs
were ai1so obscerved betwaen the two schools in the communicatlon process,
Ciearly there was 5ignicanb!l~,f more attendance at meetings in the open
school, and the overall frequency of communtcation with other staff was
stanificantly different.

The resuttls ;f the epnt of the hypothesls about the'consequences
for the structure of the twc '.‘Ichocls were riined, T0n two 0f the measures,
enforcement of rules and procedures, and on the specification of the job
the teachers were tg 4o, there was‘a statistically significant difference
between the twe schools. However, oh th; measurer of supervisory controi
and job codification, no such dlfferences were found,

The main conclusion of this study then, is that the two types of
schools do tend 36 differ, both in terms of thelr technigues and in the
degree of uniforaity of thelir work, The teachers in the open school
perceived therr work as far icss routine than did the teachers in the
traditional school, and they also reported very different pedagogical
technigues. And while the decision-~mnaking process was different in the
two Schools, the degree of formalization and the amount of communication

»as not as ciearly affected by the differences in techniques.

These results show that the structural and processual c0n5caah5333
of different types of educational approaches must be taken Into account
in initiating chgﬁges in schools, A%teration of basic approaches in-

volves more than just a change of classroom activities., [t affects the

social organization of the entire school.




TABLE |

Ol fferences tn Pedagogical Technigues Between Open and Troaditlonal School

Schoo)

Mean Score d.f. F P

Lack

of open glassroom methods

Open Scheot
Traditional

School

1.70 1,18 14.66 .01
2.46 >

Lack

of personallzed currlculum

Open Schoot
" Trad.:ional

" School

2,10 1,18 52.41 .00l
3.13 C

teck of traditional classroom methods
fpen School 3.45 1,18 33.43 >.OOI
Traditional School 2.20
\
Lack of prescribed curriculum
Open School 2.70 1,18 . 9,59 >.01
Traditional School

2.00(_ »




TABLE ? .

Difterences in Routlineness of Work Between Open and Traditlonal School

School Mean Score

Open Schoot
Traditional School




“ TABLE .3

leferenccs ln/thc Amount of Particlpatlon in Ducis!oq Maklng Betwean Open

- and Tradltlonal School

/

! -

Schoal Mean Sco}é d.f. F P
' \\ Lack of partlclpétlon In strategic declslons
_“\
Open School 3.27 1,18 6.10 > .05
Traditiona} School 3.74 o
Lack of participatlion in work declslions -
X ‘ ‘ '

Open S$chool . 2.90 . 1,18 7.4 > .0S

Traditiona) Schoot 3.56

4

16
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TABLE b K . .

/

Structural Differences Between the Open and Traditlonal School

Hean. Score d.f. F P

tack of supervisory control

Open School 3.20 T8 1.5k n.s.
Tradl tional School ¢ . 305

’ tack of emphasls on rules and procedures

L

Open 'School ’ 3.10 1,18 irer .0
Traditional School 2.50 -
. Emphasis on job Spec.l‘ljiclty' f -
i : .
Open School 2.60 - 1,18 9.578 .01

Traditlgnal School

i/

7

Emphasls on Job cedi flcation

Open School 'Q 2:0% | l.iB 0.948 - n.s.
Traditional School e 2.22 o




. , ' | TABLE 5

- - l -
Differencos in Rates of Communication Between Open and Traditional ‘School
- - - . , - ll‘
T
. C | .-
School ., MHean Score d.f. . Q‘F N
. T,
. ‘Atgendance at meetings per month Jj?
. ; . ) !
Open School 13.6 1,18 37.02 001
Traditlonal Schoo) 8.8 . i

Communication with teachers & professional staff

—

Open Schoo! ' ‘ - 10.0 .1,18 1.51 n.s.
Traditional School - 7.5 -

Communication with princlpal & co:r}!nator

-

R : - : : -
./'j opel"l SChOOI 2-J '.'8 o-'o NeS
Traditional School 2.5 -

Communlcation'with all staff members

Open School {

1,18 " 6.58 .05
Traditional School ' ; N

.

. o
- -
—
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