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reflected today in the debate between "cpen® e¢Bucaticn prcgrams and
"traditional" education programs. This paper, based on data .from
7,361 studénts in elementary and secopdary open and traditicnal
schools, examimes the rele of school authcrity structures in the
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between schools than did infcrmal aspects, such as the teachers®
classroom decision-making styles. However, the fcrmal aspects .
facilitate the small differences in informal aspects found Letween
schools. Also, the forfal authority relaticrs are found to have a;
small effect on nonacademic student outcomes such as self-reliance
and attitudes toward schoel, while the informal authority relations
shqy a such stronger effect. (Authors)
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- . and organi%ation.

i
1

~ The -€enter GOZRS'%hraggb three programs to aéh%gyeAigs objectives.

Thé Pﬁli;?{Studiés'iﬁ $chcalkDéséggégatién'pfcgfam applies the bséic

theaties of social nrgaﬂfiatlan df schools to study Ehe ;ﬁtéfﬂal condi

igns éf‘degegteggied szhaols ghe 52351b111ty af SlEErnaElVE desegrega=

) Eian'paliéies? and the iﬁteftéléti@n of SEhﬂ@l desegregation with other
! ‘ .

lequlty issues such aé lﬁg and Jﬂb desegregation. The School Qrganhza-
tion pfogfsm is Eurtégtlyicancéfned with authéfiEYiEDﬂthl structures,

Jiéskfsgf;gtﬁfgé, reward systems, and peer group processes in schools.
V?It bésfpfcduzéd a }%tge;séale study of ;ﬁe effects of open schools, has
devgiapgd the Teémsiéameséraurnament (TGT)jinstructia;al process for
Eeaghinéiva:iags suﬁjects in elamentary'ané gsecondary .schools, and has

produced a computerized system for school-wide attendance.monitoring.
' i [ . =

The School Process and Career Development program is studying transitions
. !
from high school to post seﬁéndafy institutions and the fclé-gf schooling

’

‘outgomes .
o ¥

This report, prepared by the School Organization Program, identifies

‘formal and ipformal dimensions of school authority structures and‘discusses .

n

their effects on student development.
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el : _ Abstract

: 7 | ) . | o
“The debate about appropriate student-teacher authority relations. in
schools has persisted at least since the movement for '"progressive éduca-

tion" in the 1920's, and is ¥eflected today in the dgﬁaté between ''Open"
: : , T ORhE e

9

education programs and 'traditional" education programs. ‘This paper,

o K H o S . . . )
based on data from 7361 students in elementary and secondary open and
’ . 4 : .

+
L4

traditional schools, examines the role of school aﬂthgfiéy structures in

of the authority structures. Formal aspects, such as individualization of

instruction and contr student assignments, differed much more between

schools than did ih

"y

formal aspects, such és the teachers’ Glé%éféémidééisiﬂn-
makingrétyleé. ‘However, the f@%mal éspé:ts fé@ilitéte the small differén§e§
in inférmal aspects found between schools. ‘Alsa,gthg f;rﬁal suthgtiﬁy rela-
‘tinns are found to bave a sméll effect on nagsgadéﬁic student outcomes

such ES‘SEifffEIiEEQE and atfitudes toward school, while the informal

- authority relations show a much stronger effect.

i
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Introduction

The authority relationship between school teachers-and students has
frequently been the/object of reform movements in education. Educational

theorists and practitioners have contested issues of school authority
‘ X ) 3 = N = i ] ) j s E - "
- relations at least since the movement for "progressive education" in the-

1920's (Cremin, 1961). While there may be a long-term historical trend to®
{ .
increase student prerogatives in school decisions, ‘each change seems-

to be followed by comntérpressures. At one time there will be movement -

. . . 3 ) -
towards minimizing school regulations and maximizing student involvement ,

in decisions. Then the pendulum will swing in the direction of strictdr
uniform standards and stronger teacher control of student behavior.

In recent years, there have been several rgfafm mDGEéEﬂESQCOECEfnéd
" ‘ -
with the controls on students, %egarding both nonacademie and academic
beha¥ior. 1In the 196?'53;§t the height of student demonstrations in h;éh
échaol, there was an emphasis on students' political and é@zial rights in
R aF
nonacademic school affairs. From the 1ate!196515 through the cufrgnt

decade, there has also been renewed attention to how authority is struc-

'\ .
tured to control student'acadgmic behaviors. Contemporary schools that take
different positions on duthority-control issues may be represented by

. \ I o
those emphasizing ''open' learning environments compared to those suppor-

e

ting ""traditional™ or "back tdfbﬁgégs” programs. But the debate.about «
B : N r

the appropriate _student-teacher authority relations in schools remains
i
unresolved and is likely to continue ‘among educational practitioners and

/

theorists. - , g s
To learn more about school authority structures in the learning pro-

cesg, we undertook a study in 1973 and 1974 of open and traditional schools

.



(Epstein and McPartland, 1975, 13763,X197éb, 1977a, 1977b; HsParglEnd and.

- Epstein, 1976,'1977)3 Thi s udy 1ncluded test snd quest;annalfé data

on- 7361 students from grades 5, 6, 7 9 and 12 of 23 Elementary schoals,

10 middle sch@ols and 6 hlgh schools. Two general questlcns were ad-
dressedi- What are the defining components of the school auihérity dif-

fere zes\thst are succe ssf&ily implemented in open schools? Which student

outcomes .are affected most by changes in school authority structures? ’

~ {‘ 7 Dimensions of School Auﬁhoritv “ '
4:‘[ . . ‘ , .
The research was conducted in a rapidly growing suburban schucl
% ‘ : =
system that -had adopted a policy to implement "open education' in many

of its new and existing school buildings. Since at the time of our

study EhE?leicy had been s¢tiveiy pursued #or more than five years, the

;*&n

school systeﬁ provided a valuable research opportunity to learn which par-

. . s .
ticular school authority dimensions may be most easily changed and wHich

-

, changes may be most resistant to successful implementation.
Some obvious differences could be observed between the open schools
and Eﬁe traditional schaalg in the system. Instéed;of buildings with many
seélf-contained "egg crate'' classrooms with fixed r;ws_of seats for 20 to
30 students, the open schools utilized 1ar§e open spaces aantéining
several instructional areas ahd a large central area that accommodated
160 or more students. The moveable furniture was arranged differently

from the standard rows of de§k5 Eouné,in more traditional schools. Instead
y 7

-

MU

of a teacher conducting a single lesson for-+all from the front of the

room, there were many activities going on simultaneously and more freedom

of movement among the students in the open schools. And, you could find

&
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Eeache;sxié‘mspy of the open schools who would talk about different staff

attitudes bn the role of students in classroom decisions, or ‘about an

improved climate for student-teacher relattiofiships.

* - A

Yet it remained an important empirical question of how extensive

= =

were both the formal and informal differencésriﬁ;auth§rity>be§é§5n*thé

2 1]
various schools. We did not assume that open space architecture deter-
B i 3 s

.gfe;:;mgl éiassraorﬁ’pra;tices detérmjned the informal rélét’iéns’hipg between

teachers and stuééntsi' Instead, tﬁe fifsé,@bjécﬁive of this resegrghi
was to ‘determine the pSEEicglar'chang;s of fgrmal and infafmal strhc¥‘
tures that had!accually been implemented in the schoalst As will be )

ldeseribed below, the evidence strongly suggests that it is much easier

to change the formal organization of instruction than it is to alter the
way teachers relate. informally te their students.

{

H

Formal and informal aspects of school authority’
The distinction between formal and informal arrangements is a famil-
far one in many theories of industrial and other goal-directed organ-

, . - . . s . 4 o
izations. The formal organization of officlal regulations, roles and
purposes may be contrasted with the informal relations, attitudes and

i ;
expectations that frequently guide behavior of individual members. This

, .
study used a similar distinction between the foPmal ‘and informal aspects

of school authority structures, rather than beginniné with a single defini-
3 \ .
tion that combined both aspects. :

P - There ESVE been a variety of definitions in previous descriptions
- f
4 o _ ) )
' and research on open schools. Most of this work has focused on elemen-

O
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tary schools -and has' included both formal and informal features of class-

oo : , 9 :
room- grrangements in the definitions--of openness without questigning -which

aspects are the most significant in actual practice. Some descriptions

LI

®

af Qpén education stress the quality of Lnformal llfg 1n Ehe classronm

;and emphasize the informal climate of teaaher SEudEﬁt relations in fhe .

=

defini ‘of openness (see, for axémplé, Feathg;gﬁaner 1971' and Silber-
. + d - )
man, 1973) " Other work emphasizes the phllDSOphy or attitudes of teachers .,

B} { ' s \
toward the learning process gnd lncludes in the daf?ﬁltlén af openness

images of "child-centered education" in which teachers.are ‘prepared to
. -_ ) .
follow the natural curiosity, interests and abilities of individual stu-

~ dents (see, for example, Barth, 1972; Bussis and Chittenden, 1970; Plowden,

195?% and Weber, 1?71)i Some research QpefaggiﬁaliZEs the concept of

openness by using measures that include both the attitudes of teachers

' about the learning process and the iﬁfcrmsl relationships infthe class-

A

room, as well as descriptions of the formal arrangements.of materials, -
instructional tasks, and mff icial rules that govern classroom activities

(see, f@raexample, Walberg and Thomas, 1972; Evans,- 1972; and Tuzkmgn, et
< ' . .

‘al. , 1973).

&

Two general results from our reséarch help to clarify issues on
the definitions of openness by identifying the aspects of school authority

structures where s significant changes can be directly implemented, and

_the aspects where large changes are not common and occur indirectly,

£

1. Open and traditional schools differed greatly on formal organi- .

zatlansl aspects of their authority Structure, but the same schools did

not differ nearly so much on thgfigﬁ@rmsl aspects of student-teacher author-
ity relations. -
1
3 =T ¢



. ! g ; . f‘ : _
" f As part of the pracedures to define ? specific cqmﬁ@négés that )
digtiﬁguigh "Open" and "traditional" schools, we id%stifiéd thEe survey .
items a?gut clsssrogm practices that shawed‘the gpft‘ﬁ éeemegﬁ éy students
in the same schaal and the least Dverlép in IES?BEEES by ét&dénté from
Edifférént Sghaals Thls CfltEIiDn of betw e;n schﬂg%§y§ﬁlsn:e Was‘ﬁSéd'a
to learn whigh.spégific elements of ch had been mast successfully

perceptions ofrspacéfic'sghoal practices depBnded
on Ehéfﬁatticular school they attended, then these spgci§i§ ptacticeé_
ha& taken hold és a defining characteristic of open schools. Canversély,
when the distribution of student reports about a school practice was
very simiiaf igiesch séhoalj we argﬁéd that the practice was not as
successfully changed through c%e innavazi%n cfrapéﬁness, Results stow

' Ehatra measure that emphasized formal séﬁocl structu;?; properties of
Dpéﬁﬂesé has mu:hxstranger between-school difﬁerénces than other géa— :
sures of the lﬂfgrmsl classroom processes.

The features on which schools differed greatly were: individualiza-

tion of instryction (Whéthgf the teacher usually permits different igdi-

\

.

viduals or groups of students to work simultaneously on separate assign-

ments), control Df s tudent chvEfsatan and movement (whether the tEthEf
permits stﬂé%nts to talk and m@vgxfreely*smang different locations: during

—

classtime), control of syudent assignments (whether the teacher zives

students choices of alternative assignments) and fréqpenﬁy of supervision

of student assignments (whether the teacher“germits students to work on

their own for ‘extended periods of time). ‘These features are concerned

ERIC
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f’dividualized, the téacﬁ§§'sp3ﬂds(less’time holding the atégnti@n of,

S ) . . e - ‘76‘ 1 i
S . . oot - Lo f A
. : * L s ! - <
- . ) - - \\ - . — s
with the Formal structure of the cpntrol of classy ogm activities. 1In »
S— F 4

simples;‘ferm53 from the Eggcher s paqu of yiew th&gdiffetenze in

formal structure of qpén and traditional programs begins with whether a
' ~

sing§251g§gcn is to be prepa:ed fﬂf the entire EISEE that will stsrt

& = #

contént, diffigulty or dgfatiﬂh are ta be made avallable\which different

stude nf%‘%gn wafk on slmultaneausly.' When classroom actlbizles are in-

= H ]

— =

the entire ciass Ea a single.lesson and more time sssistiﬁé particular
gf@ups or individual students while other studgnts are busyﬁhith their

- ., ., Lo
tidents' point of view, this offen méans
P y

own Essignmantsgt From the s
that fewer controls are placed on their conversation and movement during

¥

class and more responsibility is given to them for choosing and organi-
= ) i
zing learhing activities without constant teacher direction and super- (;

vision.

=g Ef & ~
These differences in individualization Df program did not always
' 1 s —
' , A
correspond to. the existence of open~8pace architecture of the sghnal

&

building’, In the sample of elementary and SEcandaty“schaélsj only a
litcle more than half of the teachers in open space buildingé reported
using a predominantly individualized instructional pr@gfam,*@hilé up to

one quarter of the tgachéfs in traditional self-contaimed classrooms
repgrted using individualized methods. So while open-space biiildings
may fazilitatéﬁthe develag@gﬁc of a vafiety of instructional SpprSQhES

it is not surpris ,g to find that the afchiﬁecture’@f a school Ey no meagé

will fotfmally structure their classroom leqrnlng

i

determines how teacher



b i -
: \f 1 R " 1 ;7; \ * *:
* - 5‘7 . = . * i - h ! -~ ]
\‘ ' ! -; ’ ) * - 1 * -

! - Just as the school architecture does ‘not ﬁeterming the formal

{ - £
. instrictional prbgrsm the farmsl aspects of ind 1v}duali ation and conw

oo .. . . . ) .

trol of alassroem activities do not determine the informal social relations’
. between teachers &and-students. We did not find the same large between- =
'*;-,--g: [ 7 4; E B

"school differences on two measures Of infofmaléﬁtudenthteachefﬁrélacian;—
[ * . . : .
E . i 1. L] A

students' perceptions of teacher ekpectations and. teachers' classroom

R 4

decision-making styles. One measure which 'failed to strongly distinguish

‘the various schools was a four-item scidle of whether teachers expected
F i Py ?

nions in students' classwork, or whether
3 -

‘o
[a
.
T
e
o
i
e
[y
a8
el
L
=}
o9
-
n
a]
Ity
o
=]
P
—t
o
"U
‘I"‘I

E's reserved most of the decision- -making prtag  ives §gr them=
. we d
¢

68’ BT axtended‘décisiéndméking opportunities informally to students.

, ¥

The comparison was striking: betweeu measures of the for 1 and
informal aspects of school authority,:in terms of their between=school
variance. At the secondary level, the average between-school variance

Es -

for Ehg measure of formal openness of ;ﬁégggﬁagl program (36 percent)

1)

was more than ten times as large as for the scale of teacher expectation

and more than five times as large as for a scale of teacher decision

;3
[aW

were fou

m
e

making style. Similar, though less dramatic differ

This means that, while stu de t reports
. —

ness depended strongly upon the parti-

the same was not nearly-:so true for their

T
o]

Tt appears that in implementing open education it was possible

O
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was natgga;y to change teachers'’ attlgu&es abDLt*tthr domimant rale

¢ B, e i I 3 . ..
the auth@fity in informal gﬂcaungéﬁs: There were te achers- located in
éeveri school whq regu 'authaflgyiyith g tuder
] w0 -
- who did not. Because iﬁi,*;;' uthority relatluns may -
. - . ) 7 - ~ - 7' ‘;‘};
‘well established pEfSDﬁallty‘j agts or educstl nal philosophies of indi-
vidual teachers, it may be very diffic 1t to tr
.ie% = R 7_, ’ k
to establish a distinctive style of idformal tea cherhstud it _relations
o«
throughout a school. On the other hand, changes in the formal organiza-
tion of instruction from traditional single-lesson classes to numerous
- ‘f', ) . . é )
simultaneous activities appgar to be more easily instituﬁéd"in schobls,
» lf .
A

and these changes can at least alter the frequency and extent of. teachers’,

students where strict controls are applied*)

m
b)’T
£
IS8
r
T
D]

conts

[

These results should not be read to say there were no effects at

L]

organizational differences of schools.
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‘There is convincing avidence that there are some facilitat g
. \ ‘ '
effects of the openness of the ngSFl instructional program on tea-=
. 7 . N 7
chers' informal expe tafions for student behavior. ~Using items {;em the
+ . - - \ \
same measure on which we reported a 11 between-schdol variance, we
& .
examinetl whether the formal structure of openness is related to specific
kinds of teacher expectations. Students were asked about their teachers'
- ¢ )

eﬁpeéisﬁigns on the following fout behav ors: ''Students should listen

ave unusual, imaginative

mﬂ%ﬂj

nd clean; énd students should

peak out with opinions.” Students were asked to-rate each behavior on
= {l
scale from 'very important" to '"net at all important' to their teachers.

s

Even though student fatln s across the sample were positively correlated
15 £ mp p ely

iV

for all pair® of these four item ichers who were seen to have high

o
i~
e

]

==te

i .
expectations on one behavior were also generally reported high on other
behaviors--an inte ESElDé set of relationships was found with the formal

open school measure. Students in more’.open schools at ‘all grade levels

consistently report less teacher emphasis on strict following of direc-
E

and expression of students' opinions. These relationships were small

but statistiecally signi gnt and consistent across all grades in our

' S
sample. The results that the open school organization facilitates
the development of teacher-student relations that deemphasize uniformity
and reward originality and self-expression. Some teachers who wish to

foster student individuality may find the open structure more enabling

than traditional classroom structures, and other teachers may come to

-
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structional programs.

' %1 teacher-st
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erences betwaen schools on this measure were very small in compari-

= o i s
structure of openness, teacher decision- *

of open versus traditional gchools. We found thﬁsa times as much dif-
ference in between -school classroom decision-makihg style (6 percent)
as there was for an exac%ly ﬁérallel measure of parents' dec;s;@nimakinén

ales were based on student perceptions,
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and 7, where within-school digtinctions . between openne
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ware important. . These results: ggest that teachers who may find it

ograms to establish an-infor-
¥

* finds that a teacher may be limited in the kinds of studenﬁ_behavi@r

o
m

i 1g e R
more traditional single-lesson

: 7 , ¢
and responses he or s%f.encguragés’by th
i

method of inSErUﬁCiDﬂi since that structure requires more teacher control
= B

and uniformity in treatment of students. He describes how the same

depending upon the formal organization of instruction.

imensions of s:h@gl authority -in open and tra-

Our results on the d
J
dirional elementary and secondary arized as follows,
The major changes| that are imple s concern the formal,
% * 7 "g,,f =
R %@" . 5 Ty e N : -
aspeéts of the program: individualization, ¢gntrol of conversation and

movement, control of student assignments and supervision of assignments.
Informal aspects of teacher-student relationships, which may;a;;éufun:_
. i A
e

\ tion of the distribution of teacher personaliti

osophies, are not nearly so easily changed. Nevertheless, the formal
N , , a .
\structure does appear to have a-small but gnifi effect on the

mone emphasis to student originality and involve students more frequently
\ ’ ]
| ) i
in t?g classroom detision=making if@cegb ; .
2}
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.+ The nex& objective of tRis study was to examineégffécts of school
authority differences, both gffects of the formal program differences

that most clearly distinggishad the open and traditional school struc-

’ . e - e P ; |t L o
tures, and effects of the differences in informal student-teacher -author-
. T _— B - ,A‘ ' ) i ]
ity relations that frequently existed within both open and traditional

school stkuctures.

&
Effects on Student Quibcomes

A variety of student outcomes were studied for possible effects

from diffarénggs of the formal and informal- organization of authority in

. schools. The outcomes included (1) students' academic development, as

g

ity scales, and (3) student attitudes toward school and school coping

kill

3

L]

1]

The analyses of the effects of school differencés on these outcomes con-

trolled statistically on differences of student background, so that the

Lr]

bl

whuld be taken into account. The familygbackground controls included

socio=-economic status and family authority relations, as well as race,

sex, and ability.

The results can be summarized ‘for three questions about éeffetts on

[

student outcomes: What ar

. ) ! ;
What are the effects of differences in informal processes of authority

anis?  Does

relations, which may exist in both open and traditional pro
the size or direction of school effects depend upon the type of family

T

the effects of the formal program of openness?

as measured by indices of student satisfaction and school behaviors.



environment that a student has experienced?
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‘academic outcomes and student attitudes but not f@r éﬂadémlﬁ outcomes .
£s

However, even the effects for non-academic outcomes and student a;tituﬁgs

ademic performance, several extended analyses of

tudent performance on standard-

4]

A
school openness and

zed tests failed to reveal sizeable or consistent effects. Students'
standardized achievement Sé@ es on ITBS achievement tests in grades 5,

12 were stu U;lngr;unventlunﬂl analyses of the immediate impact
of opennes ievement, the degree of openness of the instruc-

tion progr less than two percent of the variance in test
scores and the direttion of the relationship was inconsistent across four
grades (positive ih some grades and negative in others). These inconsis-

tant details of the relationship between openness and achievement. Ex-

tended analyses showed no or larl' trends of achievement scores due to

-
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subjects within schools is differentially related to a;hlevément Dn ‘thdse
* subjects, and no evide ce that openness interacts with any her varlable

included in the school effects model in censistent or 1nterpretqble”WSysi

Similarly, open school attendance had no consistent significant
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aspirations. A measure of students'

That is, the results do not suggest that the achievement of CEEES;T SUb-
g%@ups of students is more posit
eéu;apiohg The conclusitn most
méﬁtatﬁ and secondary levels, st
" performance on st ?1dard1 zed ;ghi
ding open schools. .

lans was analyzed for the secondary school sample, and failed

o

to show aﬂy consistent p ositive or negative differences that were related

type of school program.

Studj

1

ferent for one outgome measure == student se f reliance. Thi

This scale has important pf@p&rgresraf reliability and validity: it

discriminates among 1nd1v1dualjiwho were named by peers and teachers

F | N

ality development, the picture was somewhat dif-
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self-reliance as argtndgnt becomes older. With fam mily and individual

characteristics held constant, students in more open schools have sligh

higher self-reliance svores. [t must be stated that the size of the
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e ffect at each grade level is

ive as the consistency of
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the positive direction of efféc s. In two years of data collection,

o

.at every graﬂe level, there is a small, pDSlthE impact of openness on

studént'self eliance.

‘Other general student personality measures --- self-esteem and cont

Several indices were used to measure stude@t attitudes and scheol

Qéﬁiﬁgwskilgg!' The Quality of School Life scale is a multidiménsignal
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and reactions to teachers (Epstein and McPartland, 1976a). In many

[

escriptive accounts of open schools, mainly at the early elementary

i
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level, students are described as appearing happier in open
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However, to consider the statistical accuracy of the .observati
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at the secondary level, this re-

hools on student satisfaction in

The present rese rch yields one very consistent result -- student

in more open schools are significantly more positive in their evaluati
f 3 :

of their teachers than students in more traditional schools. 1In grade

5, 6 and 7, this is true when we examine particular subject classrooms
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in every test conducted in

éubjéit classrooms and at the school level, At the high school level,

where the variation in the openness of the schpol program is greatest,
students in more open schools also report more general satisfaction wi

school. and, at both the elementary ai!!;ec@ndafy levels, duration of

atténqiﬂce in open schools has positive effects on student evaluation
y

R

v

’lsfs:tﬁai Wlth gqhanl commi tment t§Xclasswafk;
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of teachers and school in general. However, they are no consistent

The effects of openness of school programs were not pre t for
some other school coping skills measured in this study. There are no
? -

~r
T
pu
i)
M
[ad
Lo}
Tl
o
)
[ni
.
o
]
(2]
o
b
e
[
ot
b
[a
[a]
]
o
Lt
[w]
1)
furm
i
[
[}
lg)
b
b
]
—
[
T
[
r
P
or
T
j=p
g
h‘“
']
H-
.
iy
el
[
[
o}
fre]

as an '"ideal' student). The measure of school-ad jus tment

of disciplinary incisents) did present some interesting patterns. Stu-

dents in more open programs report being reprimanded in class more fre-
B
. ‘ . .
quently for a variety of disciplinary reasons, especially in grades 6
‘ ¥ .
' ffe ce

ahd 7. At the high-school level, there was no significant di
in adjustment between students in open and traditional schools.. In

addition, analyses of
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students with initia linary problems learn to adjust in the open

schools; students with ad justment problems one year had fewer problems

\
the next year in more open schools, while in tradlt'@ﬁ 1 schools more
, .
+ of the same students continuéd to hgfe discipline problems both years
In gEﬂEfil;;Whilé some selected student outcomes were consistently
‘ formal structure of school op 55,
arge Thus, the formal aspects of
moét easily implemented in schools,
s
ificqnt but small impact on certain non-academic and attitu=
The next phase of our study of educational effects éxaminfé?the
effects of the informal teacher-student authority rélatianships'that
~ f . /
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vary significantly within both open insfructional program schools and
) *
traditional schools. The second general result about effects comes from

these analyses.

2. Informal au:hqgity,fgiatians in_schools are strong caﬁ%ela;es

L]
i =t
w

. o o
tudent outcomes, especially of non-academic outcomes. %

earlier research in schools suggests that the way teach§ﬁs

: '

Some

“exert authority in the classroom can sgﬁé:t the debelopment of some
. i s ’ . . . P 7 E
student coping skills (for ‘example, Lewin, Lippitt and White, 1939).

Cg 7 7 )
Similarly, many years -of family research have shown that authority rela-
: &

tionships between parents and children in the home can have important

consequences for child development (see, for example, Béuﬁgiﬂdj 1975;

&

Elder, 1968; Hoffman and aaffmsn, 1964) . Our research developed parallel

. i
measures of teacher-student and parent-child' informal authority relation-

academic outcomes.

ure of school

In contrast to the weak effects of the formal strue
programs on student outcomes, both the informal teacher-ktudent and
=)

parent-child authority relationships were found to be much more 'strongly

udent outcomes even after

J

tudent

[¥]

rr
i
L]

related to all ' socio=economic
status is taken inmto aceount. In addition to the scale of teacher deci-

sion-making style,/we developed a corresponding scale of parent decision-

medsures of informal authority relationships with the

Ty
A

making style, a

child; student scores on both scales are positively related to most of

the student outcome measures. In particular, net of other factors,

ion-making scale scores were

ignificantly and posi-

Ly
0

teacher-student deci
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tively related to the measures of student self-reliance and to all me:

N,

sures of school attitudes Edﬁkgépiﬁg skills, including student satis-

faction, school adjustment, low 5EhDDl anxiety, and prosocial task-rela-

ted behaviors. And, net of other factors, the parent-child decisiog-

making scale ores were significantly and positively related to these ¥

i

same outcome measures and other personality outcomes as well. These

patterns were equivalent for males and, females at all grade levels in
P »

~elementary, middle and high schools. 1In addition, two patterns of the

A

m
LAF.’A

results of analyses provide some indications of the complicated causal

processes that link informal authority relationships to student develop=*

‘fﬁént;‘ ® 3

“irst, the results suggest that student-adult informal authority

L]

a

relationships are more important than students' sagiaiec@nD%iQ backgroun

xample
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rmance on standardized tests and in ex- .,

[

students' educational aspirations, student scores

teacher-student and parept-child decision-making
. .

style showed that these practices were especially important influences

on personality and. attitudinal outcomes,

inform al autharlty relstlonshlps
¥rating controls on youngs at home
'

or school, but must reflect the ways in wHich authority is communicated

and decisions are made, A fourteen- ltEm scale of the number of rulj

in the home (level of regulation) was used in this study in addition”

S
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to the parent-child decision-making scale t@/ﬁeasure the family authority
- - — — ! ’
relationships. Although these two ‘scales were positively correlated with
R i . - . = ) = L] - '
one another®-- families with frequent child involvement in decisions
tended to have fewer rules -- the two scales.yere thén not related to
. ) ' £ ]
student outcomes in th® same direction ar degrée._ - Generally, the family
decision-making measure was a much stronger ppsitive correlate than level
. ’;\x . .
of regulation for most dtudent outcomes, especially student self-reljance,’
; ' - L v ‘ o =
school attitudes*and coping skills. Moreover, when family decision-making
. - EY -

( . '

style was statistically controlled, infrequency of faéily’rules was re-
lated negatively to some student outcomes. The féwei the rules, thé

lower the student's perceived quality of school life, school adjustment,
school-task behavior, and aspirations. This suggestg that teduéing re-
7sttizci@ns on children without the appropriate communication and decision-

making processes regarding authority issues.may have unfortunate behavioral
consequences. This finding is in keeping with other research that indi-

ocesses between parents and children are critical

L
tds]

cates the reasoning p
f’\

features of the authority relationships (Baumrind, 1970; Becker, 1&54;

E]éerg 1968). : ¢ s
In sum, we find that informal teacher-student relations have much

stronger positive effects on student development than formal organization

I

©

chool program. The indications of the camp@iéatedr

¥

of authority in a

processes linking informal authority relationships to student develop-
ment may help to explain why it has not been easy to implement successful

-

school changés on these important. informal factors.

. > = .
The final element in this study of school effects was an examina-
tion of whether certain types of students are affected differently by

[ ?
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The third general result comes from these analyses.
g v ¥ .
ns\éf ’

3. There is no.strong evidence that diffaredt ;Dmﬁinagig
g = y = = 5 = R = = ) ¥
i ’ . N

family and school environments interact to influence student outcomes.

Al
‘coping skills (See Snow, 1970

The effects of diffg:gg;ggéiﬁ~§;haélﬁgqyirgé@engs,dc ng;wseam‘ﬁgréépenﬂ

upon student sociq=€conomic status or family authority prattices.
- . TR . - J
+Both researchers and practitioners have emphasized the neetto con- .

B .

sider whether certain students would be more likely to benefit‘from a
revised school étfughéfé than other students. Although‘interaﬂﬁﬁons .
- - 7 r{?%_ 7 - o .. - ; L

have been difficult to document and replicate in educational researeh,
. “\ ) '
especially for populations of non-deviant students (Berliner and Cahen,
. ' 7 /
1973; Cronbach and Snow, 1977; Feldman and Weiler, 1976; Salomon, 1972),

there was reason to hypgthesize that effects of formal or informal school
authority structures would be different for students from particular

fémily backgrounds.

The current study exgminéa‘clcsely Whetﬁéf stuﬁents"expgrienceg
at home would make them more or less receptive to the influence of open
school practices or classroom decisiaq=making styles on particular stu-
dent outcomes. wé tefited the possibility thatagéggrugpcé of family and

- . i : . B . i *
school learézZé environments is important for school SEELSféctanméfd

[

£

nd Salomon, 1972 on 'preferential treatment.

interactions''), while incongruence is important for growth (see Hunt,

971 and Atkinson, Lens, and 0'Malley, 1976 on "disequilibrium of treat-

=t

fad

ment"). It is not difficult to imagine that students from "traditional"

families in "open' schools may be less satisfied or comfortable in an



“sﬁtiun effe ts.  In gx;ensive,aﬂélyaeg of the}intetaetign of éll family-
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’ unfamiliar eavir@nment ‘buﬁ yet may benefit mgst in develaping ‘self- E?
= s =

'Eeliancﬂ<bec se ;bey:hayeureceived less p'jﬁtieé in self—reliance st;

by=school ;nteracﬁive possib 11 lities, thére were no significant, consis-

tent or iﬂﬁéfpfetableﬂiﬁtéféttiﬂﬂs on any of the outcomes studied.. The

regultsgﬁf Eesta of i teracticn indicste that EEuﬂEﬁts did no better or

Ey
'

worée in OPEn.and tradiﬁional szha@ls bec¢ ’é ﬂf the. mstthing of.patti—

i -
3 gulat fsmily and scﬁaol experiénces iimilarly, there were no. ﬁotable

[
tgaéher—student relations and various familysanvironment :anditians.

The results of analyses of interaction effects suggest that the

congruepce or incongruence of schdvl and family environments, per se,

i not a primary %gfluénce on student develcpment,,:Aithaugh there may

be pé:sgﬁél or phi]asaﬁhical :eaéons why pafents seek school szettings

for their children that "match" the fa'll’ environment, this study con-

§f impérﬁéﬁ; séF ial interaction effects found iﬂ.ccmbinations af infarmal

¢ludes that the main effects of scﬁccl and family practices that encourage

stpdent participation in decision-making at school and at home are more
. , : P

important influences than envirommental interaction effects for positive
student development. o=

Implications for Th§§2y1agd"5;acti;e

~ o . - - H 2 ¥
Research findings that contribute to educational theory may or may

not have direct implicatiohs for educational practice. That depends in

f} Tay
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large part on whether the variables identified bi research as impartant- -

for studedit dgveiameﬁt can be purposefully mani?ulaéedfthfougﬁgﬁrgcﬁ'

== x E

Eigal;ﬁdﬁésﬁianal'refarmg;
Dﬁ? study-éf adthority structures and student dévelopmeﬁteéought

¢ = L3

both Easidén;ify the types of student. outcomes that are ﬁotgﬁtiaiiywﬁésﬁ
responsive to variations in authority relationships, and to guggéét impor-
tant practical considerations for capturing this potential. - It, is here

v )

‘that the dist%nctiqﬁ between formal and informal dimensions of school

authority stfuétures is‘oftinterest.  )

In our study of effects on stﬁ@éﬁ; development, we found evidence if 

4 =

-,
T

that tﬁéﬁiyﬁpfmgl authoriéy relagiaééhipéxbetweén teagheféignd students

b

haé a strong iﬁpscﬁ on §tudent ochomés, ééfﬁiéulgriy Qﬂ>§ﬁuéénéé'"n§n-x
: acadamicicomPEEEﬁcieé and their atti;udes cawaré school. The results’
. , _
were parallel for authority rél;ti@ns at home and in Schéﬂlé both pa;enér
child dézisian=§akiﬂg pfacticifrénd teachér—student:dééision!making pro=

cesses are shown tc 1ave sizeable pasitilé relationships with students

non-academic attitudes and §ehavior, net of the students' g%&#@éconamic

-

r

status. Further research needed to develop detailed theories of the

;

{pr@zésses at work, since our studies gonfimg earlier research that com=-
N {

plicated combinations of éecisi@némakingJpattEfnS’and levels of regula-

tion are involved. and the specific causal mechanisms are not all clear.
We also found that it is possible to implement changes in the formal

aspects of a school's authority structure. Individualization of instruc-

o

tion, fewer restrictions.on student movement znd conversation, more stu-

dent choice of assignments and longer periods of student respzrsihility

for self-direction were all aspects that clearly distingﬁishe open from

-
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traditional gchools in our study. These changes had stagistigalli,sig-
f_hifiééntrﬁut small effects en students' salfireligncésgnﬂ satisfaction

LY

r——‘;—

| with school? “fot “on standafdized achievement test perfarmhnﬂe

Thgse farmaikghanges also appeared to ha?é a fagilitating‘e ffect

xr

on the=informal relationships bétween teachers and students, and enabled
some teséhgrs ;d‘reinfafcé more student self-expressio and to iﬁvcive
}stﬁdénté‘lbre deeply in classroéﬁidéeis{on-iékiﬁg p;béejées?>'iet these
fgcilitating‘effeéts did not.produce lafge é?éféllfé@ﬂtiaétévbétﬁéég
.

schools in these infgrmal aspétts of teacher-student authority re;at10ﬁ=
-

vships ’although schools Wlth cpejﬂjnstructipnal prcgrams héd siightly

@‘%
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e
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A diffgr';: teachefﬁstudgn authgfityarelatfnnships each schoglgum

had a surprigingly simllaé,representatian of teagherg who reserved most

.‘.L- '

informal authority to themselves as well as teachers who shared more pre-
. "

' rogatives and responsibilities with students.
effects from authority structures an& on tHe prospects for practical
implementation, we find that a major task remains for researchers and’

E

educators. The informal aspects of teacher-student authority relation-

&

ships appear to have strong potential for impp
outcomes, but these aspects are the most difficult to change throughout

aAfchééli Conversely, important modifications in the formal authority

e

struc . are of a scho Dl s instructional program can be instituted, but

these changes have little direct impact on student ,outcomes and a limitad
ES H'i 25
indirect role in facllltatlng ;mpartant Lnfarmal authﬁrity diménSans

To fully capltsllze on Ehe pctentlal of authority varisbles for student

&

development, work is needed to develcp ideas on a varlety of possible




o

implemented end have: impfeeeive effeete on etudente. Besearch’ ie alea? :

. ] ' % :
N needed to eve{eete a wider range ef’ﬁdueetienal experimeﬁte thet heve
"c

;urei _Basic reseereh is needed on the epeeifie causal” pfeeeeeee under-
™. lyfﬂg powerful teacher-student and perent-ehil& authority reletiﬁnehipe
‘Ee Euggest eeelegaus feeturelﬁ%het may be embedded in new ergenizetienel

forms for schools.
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