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A Compariscn of Locus of Control in

Open and Traditional Elementary Programs

Proponents of open educaticn have made various claims about the
effectiveness of "open" pfagramg; The stress in these claims has
usually been put on affective rather than cegnitive growth (Owen,
Froman & Calchera, 13?4). Various educational criticas (Holt, 1964;
Rohl, 1969; Silberman, 1970) have asserted that "traditional"” educa-
tional approaches stifle emotional and affective gtéwth and have called
for the implementation of programs such as 'open" programs to help re-
medy this matter.

Several writers (Aldrich, 1972; Owen et al., 1974) have noted
that, in spite of all chat has been written about "open" education and
of iﬁs promise for improved affective grnéth; very little research has
been conducted to establish the validity of such a claim. Reschly and
Sabers (1974) have noted the strong similarities between the progres-
tion. They note that one of the »aroblems which lead to the decline of
the progressive movement was failure to document claims for broad so-
eial and affective influences upon children. It seems, then, that re-
search .into the effects of "open' education upon various areas e

_ i
affective growth is much ﬁeedédl

Locus of control (Rotter, 1966) refers to a generalized belief
that one's destiny is in his/her hands (internal locus), or controlled

by some outgside force (external locus). As seen by many of its critics,
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traditional education coerces atudents into behaving as directed by the
teacher. In contrast, philosophically open programs encourage students
to assum= more active roles; to initiate, plan and undertake projects
independently; to participate in self evaluation; and to make signifi-
cant choic¢es about the style and pace of 1E5rﬁiﬁg{ it would seem that
the increased student responsibility in an "open''setting would result in
a more internalized locus of control. The purpose of the present study
was to test the validity of this hypothesis.

Procedures

Following Rotter's original locus of control work a number of scales
designed to assess children's locus of control were dgvelgpéd. A recent
study by Reimanis (1973) indicated that the presently available instru-
ments each tap somewhat different aspects of locus of confrol and shpuld

not be considered as interchangeable. Since the prSEHt‘sEudy wWAS Ccon-—

lected for use was a revision of the Intellectual Achievement Responsibility

(IAR) Quegtionnaire (Crandall, Katkovsky & Crandall, 1965). Inspection

of items onbthe various children's locus of control scales indicated
that the IAR was the only one oriented solely toward assessing locus of
control for academic endeavors.

he IAR i1s composed of 34 fnrced-choice items of the type:

(]

When you do well on a test at school, is 1t more
likely to be . . .

a. because you studied for it, or
_b. because the test was especially easy?
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The 34 items on the scale were designed to sample an equal number
of positive and negative events. Thus, the IAR provides an I+ score
which indicates Ehé child's belief in internal responsibility for su~-
cesses and an I~ score which indicates her/his belijef in internal re-
sponsibilicy for failures.

Since the present study was to involve third through sixth graders,
a somewhat shorter instrument which would not tax the limits of the sub-
jects' attention span was deemed desirable. As a result a revised in-
strument containing 22 items was developed. Because some of the items
on the IAR dealt with topics that are foreign to "open' achools, some of
the 22 items on the revised scale are slight rewordings of original items;
e.z., substituring "project” for the original "test" in the item that
appears as item 1 on the revised scale. The 12 items not included on tha
revised scale were considered inappropriate for a number of reasons; e.g.,
they involved concepts such as 'passing to the next grade," involved words
believed to be unfamilar, or involved non-academic situatilons such as
playing cards or checkers. The 227 items vere also selected so that half
assessed responsibility for successes and half responsibility for failures.

A copy of the 22 item instrument is contained in the Appendix. Each
jtem has been marked as to which response was scored as the internal re-
sponse and whether the item was scored as part of the positive or nega-

tive subscale.




The Sample

The Ss utilized for the present study were enrolled in three schools
in the Minneapolis Public Schools. One of the experimental schools (de-
signated in this paper as Open School) was selected because it had just
begun operation as an "open' school at the outset of the study. Students
enrolled in an “open" program that operated as an option within another
school comprised the second experimental group (designated as Open Pro-
gram). The "open" program in the school had been in operation for one
year but had just undergone EE;ansian‘sa that about half of the Ss were
in their first year in the pregram. The control group was comprised of
students enrnlled in a "traditional" school.

The Minneapolis Public Schools has developed a system gfzeducaticnal
alternatives which allows most elementary students and their families to
choose their school from among two or more philosophically different op-
tions. Consequently, the Ss enrolled in the schools included in the
present study were there because they and their family deemed that the
most desirable of the available options.

Administration Pracedures

W

The revised IAR scale was group administered by the author or on
of two assistants. During the administration, th; classroom teacher
usually stayed in the rear of the room working on something at his/her
desk or performed saée other task so as to remain uninvolved with the
assessment. For several groups the administration took place outside
the regular classroom because not all students in the room were subjects;

e.g., in rooms containing second and third graders.
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Preliminary research by Crandall, Katkovsky & Crandall (1964) indi-
cated that some third, fourth and fifth grade students we?e nct able ko
read well enough to take the IAR in written form. To minimize possible
bias due~to reading ability, examiners in the present study read each
item and the accompanying responses as the Ss fﬁlluwed along on their
copy. Ss then marked their response choice and the examiner, after scan-
ning the room to see that most Ss had had time to respond, read the mnext
item and responses.

The instructions read by the examiner informed Ss that:

There are no right or wrangvanswe:s to these questions

and no one except myself will see your answers so please
answer according to what you think.
Students were then asked to listen as each question and the possible an-

swers were read-and to choose the answer "that best describes what hap-

pens to you or how you feel."

Results

For each item, Ss were allotted one point if they chos# the response
indicating they accepted responsibility for the event (internal response)
and zero points if they chose the exgetﬁal response. Thus, for both the
I+ aqd I- subscales, the greater the score the greater the subject's be-
iief that s/he is responsible for his/her successes (I+) or failures (1)
Each subscale contained 11 items so the maximum possible score on either
scale was 11.

Tables 1-4 present tihe means and standard deviations of the I+ and

I- scores for each of the four grade levels included in the gtudy. The
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results in the tables are based on only those S5s for whom both pre and

post test scores were available.

Insert Tables 1-4 about here

A Group X Sex analysis of variance was performed separately for the
I+ and I- pretest scores at each grade level. The results of these
analyvses failed to reveal any significant differences.

A Group x Sex x Trials repeated-measures analysis of variance was
performed separately for the I+ and I~ scores at each grade level. For
the I+ score these analyses indicated only one significant difference
(p < .05). This was a significant group x sex x trials interaction at
grade 5.

Analyses of the I~ scores indicated three significant differences
(p < .05):

At grade 4 there was a significant trials main effect with
the mean scores indicating a decrease from fall to spring.

At grade 6 significant interactions existed for group x sex
and group X trials.

i ion

]
4]

cus

‘Three questions ptavidé@ the major foci for the analyses performed

in the present study: <

1. Do "open" programs tend to attract students with a
greater sense of intermal responsibllity for their
achievement successes and failures than "traditional"
programs?

2. Do students in '"open' programs increasingly accept

responsibility for their achievement successes and
failures?

8
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3. 1If students in "open" programs increasingly accept
responsibility for their achievement successes and
failures, do they do so at a different rate than
students in "traditional" programs?

With regard to the first question, the absence of significant dif-
ferences when Group x Sex analyses of vsfianzé>ﬁe:e performed on the
pretest scores indicates that the students enrolled in '"open' programs
did not initially possess a greater sense of internal responsibility for
their achievement successes and fallures as compared to students enrolled
in a “Eraditional" program.

Only those Ss for whom pre and pést data was available were included
in these analyses. Twenty percent of the Ss pretested in the Open School
and Traditlional School and 37 percent of those pretested in the Open
Program were not ingluded in the analysaé because they were not present
at posttesting. It is possible that had the analyses of pretest scores
included all Ss for whom pre data was available, some significant dif-
ferences might have been found.

As far as student's sense of responsibility for achievement succes-
ses (I+) 1s concerned, the lack of any trials main effects in the Group
¥ Sex x Trials analyses indicates that the Ss involved in the present
study did not come to accept greater responsibility over the year's time.
The lack of significant group main effects also indicates that whatever
changes did occur from fall to spring did not differ from "open' to
"traditional." However, graphical analysis of the significant group x
sex x trials interaction (Figure 1.) at grade 5 indicated that the mean
score for girls in the Open Program decreased from fall to spring while

it increased for girls in the other two groups. For boys, the graphical
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analysis (Figure 1.) indi: :tes that the mean score for those in the two
"open" groups increased from fall to spring but decreased for boys in

the Traditional School.

Insert Figure 1 about here

Group x Sex x Trials analyses of the I- scores indicated a signifi-
cant trials main effect at grade 4 with the mean score decreasing from
fall to spring. This indicates that the fourth grade students in the
present study accepted less responsibility for thelr achievement fallures
at the end of the school year than they did at the beginning. The lack

of an accompanying group main effect indicates that the decrease which
occurred did not differ significantly according to whether the Ss were
in the "open" or "traditional' groups. Graphical analysis (Figure 2.)
of the significant group x trials interaction at grade six indicates that

the mean score for students in the Open School decreased from fall to

spring while it increased for the other two groups.

Insert Figure 2 about here

There are, of course, a number of possible explanations for the

cantly greater internalized locus of control for achievement events.
Some of the possible e¢xplanations follow:

Locus of control is already well developed by grade 3 so
that 1f the true effects of '"open" education on locus of
control are to be discovered, research must be focused on
younger children.

An eight month period from pre to posttesting is not suf-
ficient time for the "open'" programs to affect locus of

control.
10



The paper and pencil instrument utilized does not truly
assess locus of control for achievement events.

No measures of program implementation were obtained so
there 1s no assurance that the "open" programs utilized
were truly “open” or that they differed from the “tradi-
tional" program.

“iOpen’' education cannot be expected to produce differences

on such measures as locus of control because different
processes do not produce different results,

Conclusion

indicates that students in the '"open" programs did not acquire a greater
sense of internal control for achlevement successes or failures than
students in a "traditional® program. Additionally, the lack of consis-
tent main effects for sex indicates that acquisition of a sense of in-

ternal control of achievement sucecesses or fallures is not related to

status on that independent variable.
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Hhen yau do well on a praject ab schacl is it more llke;y tQ ba W;g;v
1+ :a. because you warked hard on it, or =

";;E_p hecause 1t was espg ] 1y eﬁay?

'i.égl When yau have trauble uﬂdEPEtandlng someth;ng in SGhGal ;' 1t usuaily

a._because 1t waSﬁ't explalned clearly3 or

Lf  I- b. because you dldn't llsten carefulLy§
:5132A Suppose yaur parents Say yau ara dg;ng well 1n scha 1. "+Is' th
‘ happen - : L

_ b. beeause thgy are in a gaod m@gd? TJi‘T

T guppﬂse ygu dld better than usual on Somethlng at schngl.~ Héﬁldfitjgréﬁablf?
o haPPEﬂ : : Y - _ , e T A T S

I+ - a. begause ycu tr;ed harderg or

_b. beeause Sameane'helped you?—

‘.

. .

R T

'5- If ygu golve a puﬁéle qﬂickl&1ris

a. because it wasn't a very hard puzsle, or

I+ b. be;ause you worked on 1t carefully?

6. Suppase you study to bEGOme a teacherg scléntlst or dgctar and ygu fall- e
Do you think this wauLd happen - e SR

I _a. bécauSE . you dldn'ﬁ work hgrd EnDugh or

"'b. because yau needed same help, and ather Pegplg dldn‘t glve it to yﬂu?" '

;?_ When you learn something qulckly in uchcol, is ;t usually

v I+ a. be;agse you paid close attentlong'o:

;b_ because it was explained éxtfabcarefﬁlly? -

8. Whéﬂ you flﬂd it hard to wark arlthmetlc or math prablems at sch@al -is- 1t

I- jg_ because yDu dldn‘t prePare wall enough beforé y@u trled thém, or

bf’becauSE the teacherisuggéstéd problemsfthat were to hard?
7-9,v When yﬂu farget sameth;ng yOu heard in elassglis ii"
. a.. because the teacher dldn't e;plaln it very well;" Gr 7

‘}b 'bacause yéu d;dn t try very hard to_remember? O




When yeu dan't do well én a prcject et schaal 1; lt
q_y;g- becausa-the pr@ject was es p i lly hard or  t¥5J 
’ .zzi;p;kbégausa'yau dldn‘t.wcrk hafd enéugh @n'ip?
rﬁ;‘l;-_ If peaple thlnk you're brlght or clevar,nls‘itV"

_d. becauge they happen to 11&5 yau, or

I+ b; because yau usually art_that way?

:t12,_ Suppose you dcn't da as well as usual on gométhiﬁg at Scﬁﬁél; 'Wau;d'tﬁié i
prabably happen t N - , ‘ ‘x o s : - . L.

i* a. bacause you weren‘t as careful as usual, or
b because Samebcdy bothered yau and kept y@u from warklng?

13. Suppnse you- are sh@w;ng a fr;end hcw to play a game and he has traublefia:>”
- with it. Would that happen : : S T

vaj because he wasn't able to understand haw tg play, @r “i]f,
I- b; because ynu cauldn't expla;n 1t well? 7

-1k When you f;nd it easy to wark arlthmétlc cr math problems at schagl ‘is ;t b

a. bpsause thé teachér suggested prablems that WEFE 55pecially Easy, orA

_I+-:p; because ynu praparad wall befara yau trled fhem?v

15 When yau remember Something ycu heard 1n class, is 1t usualky ’  S

I+ a. becausa you tr;ed hard to. Téﬂéﬁbéf; or

b. béeéuée,the teaeh&f explalned it wall?

16.  If you can't wo k puzzle, 15 it mara llké tc happén }f"‘ '

- I- _a. becauséryou are n@t especlallj gnod at warklng pugslesg -or

b-;bé@auSé the 1nstruct1Dﬂs weren't wrltten Glearly enaugh? ;

17, If_a’tgacherig es ycur parents a very gond repgrt abaut you, would 1t prabably:

a. because she liked you, or

If;;bé bELdﬂSE of the work you dld?

°18. When you read a SthT and can't remember mugh Df 1t3 is it usually

a. because the stary'wasn’t'wéll Hrittéﬁ;'aru,

I- b,ibecauSe you weren't. 1nterested in the storr?
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“"“19. When you read a story and remember most of it, is it usually.

R - beeause you were interested in the story, or

b. because the stary was well wrltten?

20. Suppose you became a famaus teacher, E¢1ent15t or dactar. Do yau thlnk this;~ 
would happen S

a. because other people helped you when you needed it, or.

"I+ _b. because ‘you worked very hard?

=

21. Suppose yOur parents say you aren't dalng well in your Schgal wgrk. Is th153
' likely to happen more : : : B

I- a. becausa your work isn't very gool, or -

___b. bec.use they are feellng cfanky?

'22. Suppose you're not sure abaut the answer to a questlan your teacher asks y@u~;7“
and the answer you give turns Dut to be wrang. Is it 1;kély to- happen '

____a. because she was more particular than usual, or
I- b. because you answered too quickly?



UBLE L

) _GradELS Results,  ' ;f\ . :

DO S I

© Tretest  Josttest

— . =

S
‘Pratest - Posttest

R GO R S I

Open School

Gitls

Boys

SIS BB LB

CR6T 06 B0 LD

48 22 457 127

L6 LB 68 LSS

‘(pen Prégraﬁ

| Gifls |

Bays

e L L

050 058 700 L L5 LA 1m0

RUET RV RS

 Gdels

Traditional
S+ Boys -

CoaTL a0 e Ll

L 76T LB

G LBSA N T




| b
Open Pragfam: RRTA
Bays

SRR Y0 TR Y 214 ¥ 233:’--;”}}"_[”'
Tradit anal SR e
o BDYE | 1 .”¢bgui;vi ;jﬂrQﬁg{Zlﬂl,*?;94< l-95{;r=‘

el

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
. e




TABLE 3,

Grade 5 Results -

B
‘Pretest  Postlest

L X o9

Pretest  Pogttest

- (lrls
Open School
Boys

1
16

157 L0 800 241

115 005 800 203

Lo x 9
B0 205 6.3 076

0I5 400 5.60 188

Girls |

Opén Progran
Boys

8,33 0.58 6.67 0.58

530 071 900 Ll

600 100 7,33 252

B0 A% L

i
!
i

il
Trad{tional

- Boys

a

Y

186 165 857 097

89 LI 840 10

RGN 1%

o ans

BT RN

‘}:!(}‘ -




CMBEL

Grade § Re5u1t§ o

- Pretest  Posttest

= = _I_Q' v -

- Open School

R S R AN W
o ‘8.44l;1?67v3,33u'2;05‘-.‘f

BB LM%

. Open Progran

u

BRI R

6 LN 1S

SE e

Traditinnél_ ,

0

DB L8N Ll

015 176 815 19

| Pt Rt

s he

R RT NN

Csm sl n



FIGURE

o Grade 5 I+ GroupxSexxTﬂa’ls Iﬂteractmn 1
Sex =firls Baaj Sex ﬂ% CS.:T ix
s 1 I 1Ll i Cli b

- 8,0

=
—
|
e
1
I
o=
T,

7‘-m  t vii ;7;. A irpgnkjm t I

I
|

' 55 T / T T T 5!5 s S R ij'

et R

1
ot g v
S N R O bl i, S

e e Traditod T G "Open* T Tdtionl
—Schuol———Program————5¢ho0t— —-- Schmﬂ N Proaram e SCHOOT




 ' ,. ;ﬁiEQ§Ef2€ 2;

" Grade 6 I- Group x Trials Interaction

9.¢ - S R A :
T B 1
1 HHENE Z __ , _ E

Y -

5' . 0 |
‘t;,,  '€,;Qng'i; V{ffbf Qpéh ?f:f'7‘7 Traditional . = -

1

T school T Program T school

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



