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CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION

American schools have been going through a transformation. The “Nation at
Risk” report indicated that American schools were losing students at both ends of the
intelligence spectrum. Students in the upper quartile were bored and under-challegend
while students in the lower quartile were not being served and falling through the cracks.
In addition, schools were criticized for merely covering material and not producing in-
depth inquiry into specific study areas. The “Nation at Risk” report also informed the
American public in brief but dramatic terms:
If an unfriendly power had attempted to impose on America the mediocre
educational performance that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act
of War. As it stands, we have allowed this to happen to ourselves. We have even
squandered the gains in achievement made in the wake of the Sputnik challenge.
Moreover, we have dismantled essential support systems, which helped make
those gains possible. We have, in effect, been committing an act of unthinking,
unilateral educational disarmament.” (National Commission of Excellence in
Education, 1983. p.5) '
The Commission advanced the following recommendations: 1) Graduation
requirements should be strengthened so that all students establish a foundation in five
new basics: English, math, science, social studies, and computer science, 2) Schools and

colleges should adopt higher and measurable standards for academic performance, 3) The

amount of time students spend engaged in learning should be significantly increased, and



4) The teaching profession should be strengthened through higher standards for
preparation and professional growth (National Commission of Excellence in Education,
1983). |

With the world changing at an extremely fast pace, education has been
transformed by a technological revqlution and the development of a global economy
(Edwards, 1993). With an ever-changing society, both our teachers and students must be
prepared for the 21st Century. Over the past few years, restructuring the high school day
has received considerable attention across the country. This effort is a consequence of
recent changes of graduation requirements and a response to the search for a time
arrangement that best benefits student achievement‘ and career exploration (Smith &

McNelis, 1996).

~One of the changes which has received increased emphasis in recent times is
block scheduling. What is block scheduling, and who does it help? Block scheduling is
the transition from 45-50 minute classes to 85-90 minute classes. Block scheduling does
not change the curriculum, but extends the amount of time‘spent on the subject matter,
plus allowing the teacher to use a variety of teaching methods. This idea offers a
challenge to teachers to become mére creative and to be better prepared in the delivery of
lesson materials. According to Cawalti (1994), the main advantages of block scheduling
include: (1) It allows students to accumulate the credits they need for graduation through
four periods of 90 minute duration; (2) It affords the flexibility needed to provide
appropriate instruction for a student body with diverse needs; (3) It reduces the number
of students seen by teachers; (4) It enables teachers to get to know their students better;

(5) It affords teachers more time for class preparation; (6) It allows a teacher to vary
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instructional activities and (7) enables students to work on projects or seek additional
help,” (p. 23).

In the block schedule, students take four classes per day rather than the traditional
seven period days. According to teachers from Wasson High School in Colorado
Springs, Colorado, a 4x4 block schedule allows teachers to focﬁs on core learning and
omit less challenging materials from the curriculum (Wilson, 1995). Block scheduling is
not a new concept; it has been around for several years. Block scheduling originated in
Canada before being introduced into the Unifed States. In Canada, the concept of block
scheduling was widely accepted. The advantage of block scheduling allows teachers to
concentrate more on tﬁe education of individual students. This is a key to providing
higher quality instruction and improved étudent performaﬁce. The block schedule cuts
by almost half, the number of students a teacher may have, thereby allowing a teacher
more one-on-one time with individual students.

Other reasons for changing to block scheduling is to actively engage students in
learning activities from start to finish during a class period and to offer additional
options. Instead of lecturing for 90 minutes, teachers are encouraged to break up the
class period with meaningful learning activities. With the trénsformation to block
scheduling, students have the opportunity to take eight classes per year rather than the
traditional six or seven. This allows each student four additional elective options over a
four-year period of high school education.

In addition to the advantage of more efficient and innovative use of instructional
time, other frequently noted advantages of block scheduling included in the 4x4 plan are

,(Cawalti, 1994): 1) improved student/teacher morale, 2) improved attendance, 3)



decreased failure and drop-out rates, 4) fewer preparations and additional planning time
for teachers, 5) reduced administrative time for teachers who teach fewer students per
day, 6) and more interaction and professional growth for teachers, thus expanding
opportunities for teaming and interdisciplinary education.

The Agricultural Education program has its own unique problems, and is one
example of a subject matter area that would benefit from a block schedule. While no
system is free of challenges or capable of curing every ill, the block schedule is helping
agricultural education programs increase enrollment, broaden student diversity, extend.
program offerings, enhance student success, and actually make teaching more fun (FFA
Advisors Making a Difference, 1997). If Agricultural Education instructors embrace
these chénges as a way to make agricultural education a more marketable opportunity for
students, they will begin to see a positive transformation in their program and envision
new opportunities for their agricultural education students.

The influence of block scheduling in Oklahoma secondary schools is a relatively
new concept. Will these changes positively or negatively affect Agricultural Education
programs? Agricultural Education programs, like many electives in secondary schools,
have experienced many changes over the past few yearsv. As the needs of educating
America’s youth change, so must Agricultural Education programs be willing to change.
Innovative programs are searching for improvement in both classroom teaching and
delivery methods, more time on task for student projects, more emphasis on curriculum
K alignment and integratiqn of core materials. Many programs currently on the traditional

schedule are entertaining the idea of transitioning to a form of the block schedule.



Statement of the Problem

The number of Oklahoma s_econdary schools making the transition to a block
schedule as a form of scheduling, is on the rise. These changes suggest the need to study
the perceptions of Agricultural Education instructors throughout the state. So far, there
have been a limited number of studies concerning scheduling alfematives as they relate to
Agn'culturél Education programs. This study proposes to examine the consequences of
block scheduling on Agricultural Education programs and explore strategies for
Agricultural Education instructors as they make the transition to block scheduling. This
study will provide information to assist instructors in planning and preparing for changes

to improve Agricultural Education programs.
Background of the Problem

According to Salvaterra and Adams (1998) as many as 50 percent of the high
schools in America are on a block schedule. Therefore, since block scheduling has
become an integral format for American secondary schools, it is important to study the
perceptions and attitudes of agri_culiural educators on a block schedule. By studying
successful agricultural educators on a block schedule, decision makers in secondary
schools can enhance their implementation strategies.

Becky Meyer, agricultural instructor at E1k Mound High Schéol, Elk Mound,
Wisconsin, speaks of the block schedule in this way, “I think the block schedule allows a
lof more real-world experience.” She explained that “the extra class time allows you to

extend the classroom beyond the walls of the school.” Mrs. Meyer also believes it allows



her to be more creative in both curricula development and presentation (FFA Advisors
Making a Difference, 1998. p. 6).

In retrospect, Derek Hallum of Lone Grove High School Lone Grove, Oklahoma,
expresses a different view when he stated; “It’s not for me, it’s not what I think is best for
my students.” Hallum was expressing his concerns for not having the opportunity to see
his students on a daily basis throughout the school year (FFA Advisors Making a
Difference, 1998. p.6). He notes that, “ even though the schedule opéned up more
elective opportunities overall, the only students who have enough latitude in their
schedules to take agriculture both semesters are students wh‘o don’t participate in sports

or any other extra-curricular activity” (FFA Advisor, 1998. p.6).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine Oklahoma Agricultural Education
teachers’ perceptions of block scheduling and to examine its effects on secondary

Agricultural Education programs in the state.

Objectives of the Study
To accomplish the purpose, the following research objectives were established:
(1) to determine Agricultural Education teachers’ attitudes toward block scheduling, (2)
‘to determine perceived impact of instructional strategies in an Agricultural Education
program, (3) to determine the perceived impact of block scheduling on the Supervised
Agricultural Experience program at the local schools, and (4) to determine the impact of
a straight 4X4 block or an alternate A/B block schedule on enrollment in secondary

Agricultural Education programs.



Significance of the Study

The significance of this study will be for Agricultural Education instructors,
secondary school administrators, district program specialists, Oklahoma Department of
Career and Technology Education, and school administrators as they make the transition
to block scheduling. Change is difficult for any educational entity. However, if quality
information is made available to educational leaders and state educational agencies, the
transition can be made easier. Furthermore, with information being made available to all
parties involved in changing from a traditional school scﬁedule to a block schedule fewer

mistakes will be made because participants are better informed.
Assumptions

For the purpose of this study, the following assumptions were made: 1) that all
responses by instructors and interviewers were honest and true, and 2) that this study
would not be applicable to agricultural education programs that are in a traditional

schedule.
Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study the follpwing definitions were ﬁsed as they define
different components of this study:

4x4 Block — A straight four period schedule based on the term format. Each class
meets for one term and there are four classes per day (Appendix C).

AB or Alternating Block — This schedule allows classes to run concurrently for an

entire year. Classes are scheduled for 90 minutes and meet every other day (Appendix C).



Core Classes — These classes consist of the core classes as designated by the
Oklahoma State Department of Education Graduation Requirements. They include
English, Math, Social Studies, and Science.

Elective Courses — Courses that are not included in the definition of a core class.

Such as: Vocal Music, Athletics, Art, Agricultural Education, and Instrumental Music.
Block Period — One class period consists of 85 — 90 minutes.
Semester — 18-week period in which students traditionally complete one-half of
the school year.

Traditional Schedule — Classes scheduled for 45-50 minutes per period and

normally six to seven periods per day.

Summary

According to Carroll (1994), transition to a block schedule is necessary. Mr.
Carroll asserts that, “continuing to rely on the traditional Carnegie structure raises the
question of professional malpractice in high schools,” p.105. Block scheduling does not
replace the curriculum involved in any program. The block schedule merely transfgrms
the delivery method for the instructor and allows for more time on task for the students in
that they are provided the opportunity to complete a full laboratory experience from start
to finish. Under a traditional schedule, this is not possible due to time constraints.

Students are the main reason to consider changing the traditional format of
scheduling. If students can increase their achievement levels under block scheduling,
then an important function of secondary schools will have been achieved.

Goals for the student in a block schedule include: 1) improved academic success.



2) exposure to a variety of teaching and learning modes, 3) increased opportunity to
experience more in-depth learning, 4) fewer classes to prepare for each day, 5) reduced
stress for the students, and ‘6) declined dropout rate resulting in an increased graduation
rate.

Agricultural Education programs have had to undergo major transformations over
the past few years. As graduation and technology requirements have increased, so has
the emphasis on student learning. Very few students stay on the family farm at the
completion of their high school career; thereby forcing Agricultural Education instructors
to réthink their methods of instructional delivery and course offerings. Block schedules
are only a piece in the larger puzzle of guaranteeing student success.

This study was developed to assist in informing Agricultural Education
instructors as their schools prepare to move to a form of block scheduling. In addition,
the study was designed to assist those schools currently on a block schedule and

struggling with delivery methods or other problems that have risen from the transition.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

The purpose of this chapter was to provide a framework from current literature
available on block scheduling. A compilation of journal articles, dissertations,
publications, ERIC doéuments, and books was utilized to provide a broad spectrum of the
review of literature for this study. To provide a comprehensive review, Chapter Il was
divided into the following sections: (1) Introduction, (2) Historical Overview,

(3) Background of Agricultural Education and Traditional Scheduling, (4) Scheduling
Initiatives and the Creation of a Quality Learning Environment through Block

Scheduling, and (5) Summary.
Historical Overview

Recommendations from the National Education Commission on Time and
Learning (1994) report.show that learning goals should be fixed and time should become
a flexible resource for change. The structure of the six seven or period day has remained
for almost seventy-five years. The public high school has not changed its most basic
organization or structure - the time frame in which it operates or‘ functions. Basically,

the system was to establish equality of learning with seat time. The concept of acquiring:

10
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knowledge is based on seat time in a 50-minute period. According to Willis (1993),
teachers reported obstacles in the areas of cooperative-learning anci hands-on activities in
the traditional 45 to 50-minute class.

The National Association of Secondary Principals (NASSP) working with the
Carnegie Foundation for Advancement of Teaching stated in their 1996 report, Breaking
Ranks: Changing and American Institution, ;‘the manner in which a high school
organizes itself and the ways in which it uses time create a framework that affects almost
everything about teaching and learning in school” (p. 44).

The manner in which time is ﬁtilized in Ameripan high schools has received much

- research and attention over the last quarter of the century. Bloom (1974) stated, “The
measures of time have properties that are almost impossible to secure in our conventional
measures of academic achievement: a quality of units, an absolute zero, and clear and
unambiguous comparisons of individuals™ (p. 683-684).

“America has not always maintained such a rigid high school schedule. Prior to
1892 and the work of the National Association’s Committee of Ten, high schools many
times operated on a schedule that offered subjects on two,. three, or four-day per week

- schedules (Canady, Rettig, 1995, p.13).” On the national initiative that was set off by the
Committee of Ten’s recommendations, America’s schools adopted the system of
scheduling that we presently exercisev.‘ The “Carnegie Unit” was born out of the
recommendations of this committee. They stated that, “every high school should center

* the work of each student on five or six academic areas in each of the four high school

years” (p.114). This initiative led to schedules becoming standardized as Boyer indicated

in his summary of the Carnegie Foundations findings:
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The Carnegie Foundation proposed a standard unit to measure high school work
based on time. A total of 120 hours in one subject-meeting 4 or 5 times a week,
for 40 to 60 minutes, for 36 to 40 weeks each year-earns for the student one

“unit” of high school credit. “The Carnegie Unit,” became a convenient,

mechanical way to measure academic progress throughout the country. And, to

this day, this bookkeeping device is the basis on which the school day, and indeed
the entire curriculum is organized. And at some schools, adding the Carnegie

units seems to be the main objective. (Boyer, 1983b, p. 60)

According to Goodlad (1984), the traditional schedule limits the amount of
individualized learning activities, remediation, and enrichment activities. Goodlad
(1984) also had concerns about the amount of quality laboratory time that can be devoted
to students under a traditional schedule. In 1994, the National Commission on Time and
Learning also expressed a concern warning schools to focus more on learning and not
just time. This concept leads to the argument of breadth versus depth in the learning
experience. Opponents of the block schedule argue that seat time is lost when schools
are on a block schedule. Queen (2000), indicated that there has been no significant
negative effect on academic achievement based on loss of seat time. According to York
(1997), there was no statistical difference in 10® grade mathematics, reading, and writing
scores between schools on a traditional schedule as compared to the schools on a block
schedule.

Carroll indicated (1994), achievement of changes in time or any other changes in
our high schools depends upon fundamental changes in our use of time. As we enter into

a new century of the American education system, we must continue to look for more

efficient and effective uses of time in our educational system.



Background of Agricultural Education and

Traditional Scheduling

Newcomb (1986) addressing an audience of Agricultural Education leaders issued
this challenge:

A profession grows or dies, it changes or it faces atrophy, stagnation, and slow

demise. These clearly cannot be viable options. The profession must become the

hotbed of experimentation in education, not the guardians of the tombs of bygone

success. (Newcomb, 1986)

As trends in traditional schedules and curriculum offerings begin to transition,
Newcomb’s challenge holds true for all secondary schools and their flexibility in meeting
the needs of students. More course offerings become paramount for maintaining
enrollment numbers, wivth block scheduling. With less than three percent of the
population of the United States involved in production agriculture (Burton, 1986) it
becomes obvious that Agricultural Education programs must prepare to face the future.

Herring and Norris (1987) stressed the need for semester courses that would allow
for more specialization in areas of Agricultural Education. Under a block schedule, more
courses can be offered in semester blocks which allow for a more specialized plan of
study for secondary agricultural students. Newcomb and McCracken (1985) supported
this notion by determining that semester block offerings iﬁ grades nine and ten will
provide a more oppoﬁunity for a basic understanding of agricultural science.

In a study by Risenberg and Lierman (1990), two factors were identified as

having the most limiting effects on Agricultural Education enrollment: 1) scheduling

conflicts, and 2) competition and attitudes toward agricultural education.
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Moore, Kirby, and Becton (1997), indicated that student enrollment numbérs in
Agricultural Education classes increased after schools implemented the block schedule in
North Carolina. The study also indicated that even though enrollment numbers
increased, membership in FFA did not (Moore, ¢t al. 1997)? In Mansfield, Texas a
change to block scheduling broughi an increase in Agricultural Education enrollment
from 200 to 300 students in just five years (FFA Advisors Making a Difference, 1997).

John Sharber a téacher in Sapulpa, Oklaho‘ma stated, “both enrollment and
attendance are setting school records since an alternative block schedule was
implemented at Sapulpa High School just three years ago” (FFA Advisors Making a
Difference 1997. p.B). Marshall Stewart, North Carolina State Agricultural Education
Coordinator stated, “Our ultimate goal in Agricultural Education should be increased
access to students” (FFA Advisors Making a Difference, 1997 p.B).

In Oklahoma, enrollment numbers have decreased frqrﬁ 26,329 students enrolled
in 1996-97 to 23,700 in 1999-00 (Department of Career and Technology Education, 00).
These numbers would indicate a decline in Agricultural Education enrollment in the State
of Oklahoma. Much of this decrease in enrollment is due to changes in graduation
requirements that were implemented with H.B. 1759 (1999). However, a slight decline
had already begun prior to the implementation of H.B. 1759 (1999). According to
Hoover and Scanlon (1988), in 1976 enrollment in Agricultural Education programs was
at an all time high of 697,000 students. However, by 1988 “there had been a decrease of
27 percent to 509,000,” (p.2). Knight (1987) identified several factors for this declining
enrollment. One of those factors included (Knight 1987) the rise in academic

requirements coupled with the competition in scheduling vocational courses.



Scheduling Initiatives and the Creation of a Quality

Learning Environment through Block Scheduling

According to Field, (1995), Nicholas Copemicus’ (1473-1543) was from Poland.
Copernicus theory in 1513 said the sun (not the earth) was the center of the universe.
This theory was widely challenged due to its challenge on the traditional theory and
current trends. Joseph M. Carroll (1987) developed the Copernican plan to challenge the
current trends in our educational system as it related to time and learning.. The origin was
a quiet experiment in the mid 1960’s by Carroll while serving as an assistant
superintendent in the District of Columbia Public School system (Carroll, 1987). Carroll
in his Copernican Plan stated:

Virtually every high school in this nation can decrease its average class size by

twenty percent; increase its course offerings or number of sections by twenty

percent, reduce the total number of students with which a teacher must deal by
sixty to eighty percent, provide students with regularly scheduled seminars
dealing with complex issues, establish a flexible, productive instructional
environment which will allow the introduction of effective mastery learning as
well as most of the other improved practices recommended by instructional and
more effective school research, get students to master about twenty-five to thirty
percent more information in addition to what they learn in the seminars, and do

all of this within approximately present levels of funding. (Carroll, 1987.p.1)

With these goals in mind, the Copernican Plan has evolved into a trend sweeping
the country as schools scramble to meet class size requirements, increased graduation
requirements, and additional course offerings. It is estimated since its inception the
Copemican Plan, or block schedule, has been implemented in more than 50 percent of the
high schools in the United States (Rettig & Canady, 1996).

According to Carroll (1994), “the time the classroom teacher now spends on

preparing for five classes can be spent on planning for small groups or even for
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individual students within a single class,” (p.30). In addition, Carroll (1994) indicated
that the heart and soul of more individualized instruction is more effective.

The most common forms of block scheduling are the Alternate Day Schedule and
the 4X4 Semester Plan (Rettig & Canady, 1996). Under the alternate plan students will
meet each of their classes for 80 to ‘120 minutes every other day throughout the school
year. Alternate day schedules are generally referred to as A/B Schedule.

Under the 4X4 plan, students meet for 80 to 90 minutes in four different courses
for one semester. Each semester would then constitute a full year course of study under a
traditional schedule. Opponents of the Block Schedule, especially the 4X4 plan, argue
that cﬁrriculum is being “dumbed down” because less time is spent per source (Rettig &
Canady, 1996). Others criticize this schedule because of the lapse of time from course to
course which some say would be as much as thirteen months (DRET, Georgia, 1998).

V Canady and Rettig (1995) contended, “in our conservative estimates, an alternate
day schedule results in an annual increase of 1170 minutes per year (the equivalent of 23
50 minute periods) of “quality instruction time”’ for each block course in comparison to
courses in every day schedules, (p.37).

Quality instruction‘tirne was defined by Canady and Rettig (1995) as “nominal
minutes in a period or block minus the nufnber of minutes lost to procedures, routines,
and interruptions,” (p.38). In addition, Seifert and Beck (1984) finalized in their study
that 27 minutes of lost instructional time every period because of class openings,
closings, and various interruptions.

According to Canady and Rettig (1995) alternate day schedules permits

concentrated work in specialized programs. “Vocational schools, schools for the gifted or
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talented, and cooperative education programs typically offer half-day programs,” (p. 41).
Schools would have the opportunity to spend one full day in elective courses and one full
day in core related courses. In addition, A/B schedules provide several benefits for
students, teachers, and administrators. According to Canady and Rettig (1995). * these
programs are relatively easy to implement, with fewer concerns brought forth from
teachers and parents than several of the other block schedule plans,” (p. 66).
Réstructuring of the traditional schedule can bring about fundamental changes in
expectations, content, and learning experiences provided in the curriculum (Cawalti,
1994). According to the Georgia Department of Education and the DRET report, the
following benefits of the block schedule include:
a) increased daily instructional time and a decrease in the number of subjects
which enable a student to concentrate on just four subjects at a time, b) more
depth than breadth as opposed to a traditional schedule of six or seven periods,
c) greater opportunity for credits to be earned on a yearly basis, eight credits as
opposed to six or seven under a traditional schedule, d) students who fail a course
have more opportunities to regain their graduation pace, e) teachers see fewer
students on a daily basis, f) fewer textbooks may be required, g) students involved
in extra-curricular activities find the decreased load a major benefit, h) more time
for teacher-student interaction on subject matter, a more active approach rather
than passive, 1) more time for labs and advanced topics with motivated students,

j) more time for teacher preparation, and k) less time lost in the halls between

classes results in fewer discipline problems (1998), p.4).

Cawalti (1994) provided the report concerning High School Restructuring: A
National Study. In this study an overall pictuie of the American high school was
developed. Cawalti (1994) identified five major components of restructuring: “1)
curriculum/teaching, 2) school organization, 3) community outreach, 4) technology, and

5) monetary incentives” (p. 8, 18, 29, 36, & 43). Inclusive in each of these components

were 36 specific indicators of restructuring the American high school. Block scheduling
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was one of the seven primary indicators discussed as a tool for restructuring. Cawalti
(1 994) suggested in his report that at least part of the school day be designated for a
block of time larger than the traditional 60 minute period.

According to Salvaterra and Adams (1998), the block schedule is even more
valuable in the process of improving the teaching and learning process that goes on in the
classroom. In addition, improving these opportunities are outlined as 1) integrating
learning among subject areas, 2) meeting the individual needs of students, 3) engaging
students in critical thinking through a focus on in-depth and authentic learning activities,
4) collaborative learning among students, and 5) whole-task completion within the
framework of a single period (Adams & Salvaterra, 1997: Canady, 1995; Carroll, 1994;
Salvaterra & Adams, 1996). Furthermore, Salvaterra and Adams (1997) concluded that
teachers must begin to change their teaching methods from traditional lecturing, reading,
and assigning homework. This transition needs to be more focused on collaborative
activities in the classroom. More emphasis on changing learning activities in the
classroom on a regular basis leads to a more successful classroom. According to the
Georgia Department of Education (1998), for these basic changes to occur in an
individual classroom an organization must support changes in policy and provide quality
professional development for staff. In addition, changes in resource allocation, technical
assistance, and cultural components must be addressed (Georgia Department of
Education, 1998). For instance, Pisapia and Westfall (1997) indicated, “Alternative
schedules have shown an improvement in schoolwide discipline énd do improve student
grades. If there is a belief that more student involvement in their learning and more in-

depth learning is the standard, they do positively influence those features of teaching and



19

learning” (p. 28). It is further recommended, by Pisapia and Westfall (i997) “that
decision makers should come to a consensus on what théy wish to accomplish, what type
of educational delivery system they want to support, and then select the scheduling
model with features that will advance their goals” (p. 29).

Canady and Rettig (1993) suggested that alternate models of instrubtion are
essential for teaching success on a block schedule: a) cooperative learning, b) inquiry, ¢)
group discussion, d) concept development, e) role-playing, and f) seminars. All of these
are applicable to any classroom as successful fno_dels for instruction. The concern under
a traditional schedule is the amount of time availaBle to lead a student through several
different instructional strategies. Hottenstein (1998) contended, “Flexible time use is a
powerful catalyst that helps place teachers and students in better teaching and learning
environments. Longer blocks of time provide more flexibility for different instructional
strategies that will accommodate a variety of learning styles,” (p.12). In addition,
Edwards (1999) asserted that teachers may become more motivated in applying different
instructional strategies if longer extended periods are available for instruction.' Short é.nd
Thayer (1995) theorized that a traditional schedule discouraged different learning
strategies and focused more on a teacher-centered methodology. Accofding to Queen
(2000), teachers should develop lessons that will change student activities every 10 - 15
minutes. Queen declares, “In most cases a teacher should use a mi‘nimum of three

instructional strategies during any class period” (p. 221).



Summary

Secondary schools face tremendous pressure and many of the challenges of our
educational system. Block scheduling is a trend that has swept through schools in some
form or fashion over the last ten years. Schools in Oklahoma have long maintained
outstanding agricultural education programs. Today these programs face the challenge of
maintaining student enrollment numbers, high school graduation requirements, and the-
redesigning of courses to meet the needs of the students. Block scheduling may serve as
a catalyst in this transition. However, without proper planning é.nd continuous
professional developmént, block scheduling will fail just as many other trends in
education have failed. Block scheduling is not a cure-all for secondary education issues.
The benefits of more course offerings, lower dropout rates, decreased.discipline problems
and an increase in student attendance, are only a few of the examples of the advantage
offered by block scheduling.

According to Queen (2000), evéry effort should be made to include all
stakeholders in the decision making process including the board of education, students, -
teachers, parents, administrators, and community organizations. In any effort that is
made to restructure or redefine how schools are operated, all stakeholder input s
essential to the success of that organization. Inaddition, Beams (1998) states, “High
schools have been the gateways to the future for our young people,” (p.24).

As schools transition to new methods of instructional delivery and flexible
scheduling, the student must remain the focus of attention. The public school system is

under constant scrutiny for better test scores and more college graduates. Change is good



if it will benefit student learning. Schools should not be afraid to embrace change, nor
should they be too aggressive to jump on a bandwagon without first doing the proper

research and foundation building that will assist in being successful.



CHAPTER I

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of block séheduling on

agricultural education programs and to determine the agricultural education teachers’

perceptions of block scheduling.

To achieve the purpose of the study, the researcher established the following

objectives:

1.

(O8]

To determiné Agricultural Education teachers’ attitudes toward block
scheduling.

To determine the perceived impact of block scheduling on instructional
strategies in Agricultural Education programs.

To determine the perceived impact of block scheduling on the Supervised
Agricultural Experience programs.

To determine the impact of a straight 4X4 block or an alternate A/B block

schedule on enrollment in Agricultural Education programs.

This chapter outlined and described the procedures used to conduct this study.

They were established according to the purpose and objectives outlined above. The -

following procedures were established to conduct this study.
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1. Determine the study population.

2. Design an instrument for data collection.

(98]

Develop procedures for effective data collection.

4. Select methods for data analysis.
- Study Population

The population consisted of all agricultural educators teaching on a block

-schedule in the State of Oklahoma. Th; agricultural educators were surveyed and
interviewed with the goal of obtaining information to fulfill the vpurposve and the
objecﬁves of the study. A list of these agricultural educators was obtained from the state
office of the Career and Technology Department. Names and addresses 51 Agricultural
Educators were contained in the list. Telephone numbers and work sites were obtained
from the Oklahoma Directory of Education (1999). Five Agricultural Educators were
selected from the survey information to be interviewed based on the following:

1) demographics-size of the school and program, 2) agricultural Education supervisory
district, and 3) approval or disapproval of the block schedule.

Upon submittal, thé Oklahoma State University Institutional Review Board
approved the instrument. A copy of the instrument can be found in Appendix A. Federal
regulations and Oklahoma State University policy require review and approval of all
reséarch sfudies that involve human subjects before investigators can begin their
research. The Oklahoma State University office of University Research Services and the
Institutional Review Board conduct this review to protect the rights and welfare of

human subjects involved in biomedical and behavioral research. In compliance with the
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aforementioned policy, this study received the proper surveillance and was granted

permission to continue under approved numbers OSU AG-00-053 (Appendix B).
Development of the Instrument

The questionnaire that was developed for the survey was a two-part design to
provide initial information related to the objectives of the study. Part One of the
questionnaire contained ten items related to demographics. Part Two of the questionnaire
contained thiI:teen items related to three objeetives of the study. Six questions sought to
determine the perceptions of agricultural educators concerning the block schedule. Two
questions pertained to fhe staff development and in-service preparation of Agricultural
Educators during the transition to block schedule. Two questions were included to
identify if there had been an improvement in instructional strategies in the agricultural
classroom. One question was inciuded to defermine if enrollment had increased in the
Agricultural Education courses. One question focused on student SAE’s and the impact
on the SAE experience. Finally, one question focused on the Agricultural Education
instructor’s involvement in the implementation process.

A qﬁalitative interview process was used to provide in-depth information to
supplement the broader information from the survey. The decision to use the qualitative
interview was made because the holistic approach to studying the phenomenon in
question would be the most effective method. Rubin & Rubin (1995) identify three
major components of interviewing for ascertaining data:

1. Interviews are an intentional way of learning about people’s feelings,

thoughts, and experiences '

interviews are held between strangers as well as among acquaintances
qualitative interviews are guided by the researcher. (p.2)

[V IS ]
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The interview process coupled with the survey instrument allowed the research to
determine the perceptions and feelings of agricultural educators in State of Oklahoma.
Key (1997), suggested that the foll'owing ﬁve levels of protocol be used during the
interview process:

1. The researcher should control his or her reactions; avoid responses that would
imply bias. ‘

2. Choose an interview environment that is comfortable and conducive to the

interview process.

The researcher should avoid “yes” or “no” questions. The researcher should

be flexible in his or her approach to the informants.

4. The researcher should consider to what degree the interview question is
“recursive.” As applied to interviewing, what has been said in an interview is
used to determine or define further questioning. (p.124)

L2

According to Glaser & Strauss (1967), interviews help explain what is happening
in the terms of those involved in the simatiQn. In addition, McCracken (1988) suggested
that interviews allow the respondents to tell their story in their own terms. Glaser &
Strauss (1967) went on to say that the interviewees have the ability to talk back and
explain their points, not only from an academic perspective, but also for practical

implications.
Data Collection

To obtain demographic inforrnation, schedule formats, and attitudes of
agricultural educators, a survey was mailed to the entire population of agricultural
educators whose programs were on a block schedule. The instrument was designed to
" elicit short answers to specific questions that related to the stated objectives. In the
development of the instrument, related literature and instruments were used. Instruments

from previous studies were used as a guide to design the survey (Moore, 1997).
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The final format of the instrument was completed January 18, 2000. At the time
of completion of the instrument, several colleagues had critiqued the instrument, as well
as professors in the Department of Agricultural Education, Communications, and 4-H
Youth development and the College of Education. The instrument was pilot tested with
several agricultural educators who were not a part of the study population

The first questionnaire was mailed on March 19, 2000. The collection of data
was completed on December 20, 2000, with the last of five interviews. Initially, 51
surveys were mailed to agricultural educators across the state. Each of the agricultural
educators surveyed were on a block schedule, either a 4x4 or an A/B alternating block.
Of the 51 initially surveyed, a return rate of 43 percent (22) of the respondents was
accomplished with the first mail out. A follow-up survey and letter was mailed to the
non-respondents. This effort produced an additional 20 percent (10) of the total
responses returned. Finally, direct telephone calls and electronic mail was sent to secure
the final 10 percent (6) of the respondents. The final return rate for the surveys was 75

percent (38) of those surveyed.
Framework of the Study

As block scheduling in agricultural education is a relatively new issue, the use of
this qualitativé study can be used as a springboard into more in-depth research.
Combinations of qualitative and quantitative methods were used to determine perceptions
of Agricultural Education instructors toward block scheduling. The triangulation method
was used to assist in eliminating bias relative to the qualitative nature of the study.

According to Worthen, Sanders, and Fitzpatrick (1997), when different methods are used
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and similar results can be found, it only adds to the strength of the study. The concept of
triangulation was based on the assumption that any bias can be neutralized with a
combined study (Jick, 1979). This study used multiple methods referred to as between
methods (Jick, 1979). The study method of triangulation was used to compliment and
overlap the original survey with an in-depth interview. The literature review of the
phenomenon was utilized to establish the understanding of the block scheduling concept.
This method allowed the researcher to provide the different facets of the phenomenon |
allowing these issues to emerge (Creswell, 1994). According to. Creswell (1994), this
method allowed the study to develop, wherein the first method was used sequentially to
help conduct the second method. Creswell (1994. p 177) suggested a “dominant, less
dominant” approach to the triangulation method. The major component for the study was
the qualitative interview. The less dominate component was a quantitative survey. The
literature review served as an overall guide in developing the instrument and obtaining
background informatiori regarding block scheduling.

A census of all Career and Technology Education Agricultural Education teachers
in the State of Oklahoma currently using block scheduling was conducted. The
independent' variable in this study was block scheduling. The dependent variables were
student enrollment in Agricultural Education programs, attitudes of instructors, use of
tirhe, and the effects on the local SAE program. In addition, an interview method was

used to take an in-depth look at five different programs using a block schedule.
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Credibility

The purpose of using a combined method for gathering information provided
credibility to the study. Surveying the entire population and analyzing the survey
information produced a broader study, whereas the interviews provided more in-depth
information. The survey data provided valuable information, which could be used during
the agricultural educators’ interviews. The survey questions served as a spring-board for
the more in-depth interviews that took place.

To achieve further credibility, ﬁ\}e individual intéwiews were conducted after the
initial survey. By surveying the census of the population, a broader view of agricultural
educators’ perspectives was determined.

The same questions that were on the initial survey were used in the five
interviews. Answers that were initially given on the written ‘survey were then used to
gather much more in-depth information from the interviewees. The difference between

the two methods of information gathering was the more probing nature of the interview.
Transferability

The tradition of qualitative research methods has roots in a holistic and intuitive
method of inquiry (Pearsol, 1980). Its philosophical roots lie in phenomenology, which
provides a better understanding of the phenomenon through the eyes of an individual’s
own frame of reference (Bogdan and Taylor, 1975). According to McCracken (1988),
qualitative studies are designed to “tell what people think and do, not how many of them |
think and do it,” (p.49). Using survey and interview comparisons in this qualitative study

assisted the researcher in achieving some generalizability. According to Stake (1988),



naturalistic generalization is arrived at by recognizing the similarities of objects and
issues in and out of context and by sensing the natural covariations of happenings. In this

“research, generalizability rested in the ability of the reader to generalize the findings.
Summary

The purpose of this study examined the effects of block scheduling on agricultural
education programs and determined agricultural education teachers perception of block
scheduling. By using qualitative methods of inquiry, a more in-depth look into the

phenomenon of block scheduling as it relates to agricultural education was achieved.



CHAPTER IV

DEMOGRAPHICS, SURVEY RESULTS

AND INTERVIEW RESULTS

The purpose of this chapter was to describe in detail the information that was
received through the use of an open ended survey rﬁailed to 51 Agricultural Education
instructors in the State of Oklahoma whose programs were operating on a block schedule.
In addition, it reported interviews conducted with five of the respondents in attempt to
retrieve a more in-depth view of the Agricultural Educators’ perceptions the block
schedule. The survey contained questions related to demographic and background
information of the Agricultural Education instructors. This chapter présents the
information that was collected from both the survey and the interviews (Table I.).

The survey responses were broken down into three different demographic areas.
They were déscribe‘d as rural, urban, and suburban. Each group of responses was then

identified by the four main objectives of this study. These objectives were stated as:

I. To determine Agricultural Education teachers’ attitudes toward block
scheduling.
2. To determine the perceived impact‘of block scheduling on instructional

strategies in Agricultural Education programs.



To determine‘ the perceived impact of block scheduling on the Supervised
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Agricultural Experience programs.
4. To determine the impact of a straight 4X4 block or an alternate A/B block

schedule on enrollment in Agricultural Education programs.

Demographics

"TABLE I

A SUMMARY OF THE STUDY RESPONDENTS BY
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Demographic Characteristics ‘ Range Mean
Years experience 1-31 years of experience 14.82
Age : 25-59 years of age 37.86
Number of Agricultural Educators in the program  1-3 agricultural educators 1.78
Current Enrollment 50-350 students 136.84
# of periods taught prior to a block schedule 3-6 periods 4.61
# of Years on a block Schedule 2-8 years 4.72

The mean years of experience of all agricultural educators surveyed was 14.82
years and the mean age was 37.86. The avefage enrollmeﬁt in the agricultural edﬁcation
programs was 136.84 students. Twenty-eight of the programs were on a straight 4X4
block schedule. There were block schedule schools in nineteen rural districts, twelve

suburban districts, and seven urban districts.



TABLE I

A DISTRIBUTION OF STUDY RESPONDENTS
BY LEVEL OF FORMAL EDUCATION

Level of Formal Education Frequency (N=38) Percent (%)
Bachelor of Science Degree 27 » 71.05
Master of Science Degree 11 ‘ 28.95

Total 38 100.00

Interview Results

Interviews served as the primary source of in-depth information retrieval. The
interviews were taped and transcribed for analysis. The instructors interviewed were
selected based on their responses to the initial survey. Specifically, the instructors were
chosen based on their responses to either favoring a block schedule or not favoring a
block schedule. Also taken into account were the number of students enrolled in the
program, location of the district, and demographic area in which the district was located.
Two of the districts classified themselves urban, two suburban, and one rural. There was
an average students enrollment in each program of 179.40 students. The researcher was

looking for a balanced sample to interview based on their response to the initial survey.
Personal and Professional Profiles of Interviewees

The average age of the instructors interviewed was forty-two years old. Four of
the five held Bachelors Degrees with only one holding a Masters Degree. The average

number of years experience was 15.4 years of service. All but one of the instructors had
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indicated they were on a straight 4X4 block schedule. The remaining instructors
indicated they were on an A/B block schedule. Fictitious names were given to each

instructor to be used throughout the remainder of the study.

Jan was in her early 30s and has two years experience as an agricultural educator.
She was an instructor in an urban district. Jan’s initial reaction on the written survey was

positive toward a block schedule.

Mark was 1n his early fifties and has 30 years experience as an agricultural
educator. He was an instructor in an average size urban district. Mark’s initial reaction

on the written survey was positive toward a block schedule.

Dan was in his early 40s and has 18 years experience as an agricultural educator.
He was an instructor in a suburban district. Dan’s initial reaction on the written survey

was neutral toward a block schedule.

Bob was in his late 40s and has 13 years experience as an agricultural educator.
He was an instructor in a suburban district. Bob’s initial reaction on the written survey

was negative toward a block schedule.

Donna was in her late 30s and has 14 years experience as an agricultural educator.
She was an instructor in a rural district. Donna’s initial reaction on the written survey

was negative toward a block schedule.



Survey Findings
The findings in this section are reported as they related to each stated objective.

Objective One

To Determine Agricultural Education Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Block

Scheduling

TABLE III

AGRICULTURAL EDUCATORS” ATTITUDES AND
PERCEPTIONS TOWARD BLOCK SCHEDULING

Question Response %
(n=38)
Yes No Non-
Response

As an agricultural education instructor, were you 3421%  63.15% 2.63%
involved in the block schedule implementation - (13) (24) €Y
process? '

Favorable was your initial response to the block 28.94% 55.26% - 15.78%
scheduling? (11) 2 (6)
Favorable is your current attitude toward the block 52.63% 28.94%  18.42%
schedule? (20) (11) (7)
Have parents perceptions toward block scheduling 52.63%  21.05% 26.31%
been positive? (20) . (8) (10)
Is teaching the subject matter a more enjoyable 47.36% 39.47%  13.15%
experience with the block schedule? (18) (15) (5)
“Would you return to a traditional schedule, if 42.10% 52.63% 5.26%

possible? , (16) (20) (2)
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The survey indicated that there had been very little involvement from the
Agricultural Educators in the implementation of the block schedule. There were 63% of
those surveyed that were not involved in the implementation process. This could explain
why 55% of the respondents were not in favor of a block schedule. In addition, over 15%
did not indicate either a favorable or an unfavorable attitude toward the block schedule.

Current attitudes had changed to a 52% acceptance of the block schedule
However, this 52% favorable rating, coupled with 18% undecided, leaves almost a 50 —50
split in acceptance. These percentelge numbers and the pefcentages of participants
indicating they would remain on a block schedule are very closely related.

Parents’ perception had the highest percentage of undecided or other responses
with 26% showing neither a positive nor a negative opinion. There were 52% of the
agricultural educators that stated the block schedule had been positive with the parents of
students enrolled in their programs.

Forty-seven percent of the instructors indicated the subject matter was more
enjoyable to teach on a block schedule. However, with almost 40% of the respondents
indicating the subject matter was not more enjoyable to teach on a block schedule, again
there is a very close response rate of those favorable to teaching on the block schedule
and those unfavorable to teaching on the block scheduling.

Short answer responses from the survey concerning agricultural educators’

attitudes toward block scheduling are reported in Table I'V.



TABLE IV

SHORT ANSWER SURVEY RESULTS

Question

Response

As an agriculture education
instructor, were you
involved in the block
schedule implementation
process?

What was your initial
response to the block
scheduling?

What is your current attitude
toward the block schedule?

1)
2)

>

4)
5)

6)

7)

1)
2)

A

4)
5)

6)
7)

8)

1)
2)

4)
5)
6)
7)

8)

Consulted and voted.

No Input from vocational staff.

Served as a committee member

We had discussion groups & site visits.

I am serving on a committee to implement the
trimester schedule

It was a Superintendent and Board of Education
Decision. -

Just told of implementation at fall in-service.
Not in favor.

While at another school we researched the
concept and decided not to go to on a block
schedule.

I wanted the AB block schedule.

Liked it, activity classes would benefit.
Reluctant, concerned about not having students
all year.

Great.

Block scheduling allows more time to prepare
for less.

I liked it when I taught in a large school. Not
working so well in a smaller district.

Still opposed, can’t be as effective.

Good for classroom instruction hurts FFA and
SAE projects.

Don’t like it because I don’t see my students all
year.

I like parts of it.

Every other day AB may be better for FFA.

I would not want to change.

I enjoy the AB. I would not prefer the straight
block

I feel it has hurt my program. I lost quality for
quantity.



TABLE IV - Continued

Question

Response

Have parent’s perceptions’

toward Block Scheduling
been positive?

Is teaching the subject
matter a more enjoyable
experience with the block
schedule?

Would you return to a
traditional scheduie, if
possible?

1)
2

8
5)
6)

D

Yes and no, community is split.

Yes, they like 1t, there are more choices for their
children.

Yes, we telephoned more than 1,000 parents and
found a high percentage as positive.

No, attitudes have not been positive.

Yes, grades and ACT score have improved.

No, less contact with their children.

Yes, more variety of classes. I must mix
teaching styles in a 90 minute class.

Yes not time restricted.

No, it’s hard to keep the students involved for 85
minutes, especially freshman.

No, tend to be difficult to cover a years worth of
material in a semester.

Yes, to stabilize record keeping, SAE
supervision, and seasonal activities.

- No, my program would suffer, less kids, less

variety, and fewer opportunities.

Yes, to keep contact with my students all year.
No, I am just starting to feel comfortable. A
positive attitude makes it work.

No, I would like an AB block.

Interview Responses -

As an Agricultural Education Instructor, Were You Involved in the Block

Schedule Implementation Process? To What Extent? Jan was not involved in the

implementation process. She had moved to her school district after a block schedule had

already been implemented. She did comment though, that she had worked in another



district that was on a traditidnal schedule, and she much preferred the A/B block where
she is currently employed.

Mark was not positive about his involvement in the implementation process.
When asked, he merely commented, “Oh, they asked teachers about it. It is like anything
else on the block schedule; if a teacher can go to three preparations per day rather than
six, it is an easy decision for him.” There were only two on his staff that voted against
the block scheduling. He and the other agricultural educator were the two dissenting
votes.

“We were asked what we thought about it before it was implemented” was Dan’s
response. “We were never opposed to it.” Dan commented that they were willing to try.
He later stated, “It’s been all right.” ‘When asked if he had reservations, he expressed that
not only he and the other teachers, but also the state agency that oversaw their programs
had concerns. “I think that the block scheduling in this size of school is certainly not a
problem as opposed to smaller schools where they might have some concern. We have
three teachers here, so we can offer whatever we need.” He spoke of the opportunities to
offer more agricultural education courses that allowed the program to maintain students
and many times in a yearlong program.

Bob and Donna both indicated they were not involved in the implementation
process. Bob shared his s(‘:hoollhad teach‘ers involved in the process. However, he and
}the other instructor in his program were not involved. Donna was at another school when
her current district made the transition. Donna did indicate that the staff was merely told

we are going to a block schedule with no input.



What Was Your Initial] Response Toward the Block Schedule? Jan was somewhat

scared because 90 minutes or 85 minutes requires more preparation than a 50-minute
class. When she taught in a previous district, she taught on a 50-minute class schedule.
“Yes, there is a big difference in those 20 to 30 minutes with your students.” Jan stated
that, “You can’t lecture all hour, you have to be prepared; and, you have them for a longer
amount of time, but only for two or three days per week.” She commented that a teacher
must be prepared. Her exact comment was, “You can’t wing it, and it can be disastrous if
you are not willing to offer‘a variety of ways to teach to the students.” The opportunities
for laboratory classes were a real selling point for Jan. Jan has a greenhouse as a part of
her horticulture progrm, and she expr‘essed that with the block schedule there was
adequate time for an introduction, the actual laboratory, and then adequate time for
evaluation and processing. She felt that it was also great for projects_émd other activities
that are associated with the FFA program such as parliamentary procedure and other
speech activities.

‘Mark’s comments were still hinging on the fear factor associated with change.
“We were afraid that we didn’t have enough course offerings.” Mark commented that
another of his fears was “How can they implement this program, because on a system like
ours, students come in their ninth grade year, and they would not have enough courses to
offer those students throu'gho.ut their high school experience?” Mark stated that,
~ “Fortunately, our junior high didn’t go to the block schedule. They remained Von a
traditional schedule, and when ’Lhey~ came to us, they were enrolled for the entire year.”

Dan commented that initially he thought an eighty-minute class period was too

long for any student, and he had reservations for that reason.
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Bob’s concemns stemmed from the fact that he was not able to keep his students
for a full year. He felt that the personal contact in the classroom and after school
evefyday was vital to the success of an agricultural education program. “I don’t care how
good students are; you put them in the block schedule, and they are not in your class each
semester; then, they are out of sight and out of mind.” Bob added that he had a student on
a state winning poultry team. Bob was going to Oklahoma City for a poultry judging
contest and almost forgot the student because he had not seen him in two weeks. Bob
stated tﬁat, “It’s hard to maintain that one on one contact when you do not see the
students all year.”

Donna was adamantly opposed to the block schedule and still is. She did see a
positive in the schedule, especially for laboratory classes. Donna has had a tough time
adjusting. She did not feel that students were recéptive to a ninety-minute block schedule

_class.

What Is Your Current Attitude Toward the Block Schedule? Jan had \}ery few

comments on this question other thgn that she would not want to go back to a typical six
or seven périod day.

“We are adjusting,” were Mark’s comments. He was somewhat relieved that they
had been able to add courses that allowed more students to participate oh a continual
basis.

Dan was also pleased that with additional course offerings they were able to keep
more students enrolled. The teachers had the opportunity to see their students and stay in

contact with them. Many of the early apprehensions that he had felt were now gone. He
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stated that, “With a school our size, the block schedule works well.” This comment was
also referenced earlier when he said that he would have concerns if he were in a smaller
school.

Bob étated, “Schedules are a problem. You learn to deal with 1t a little bit better
so it does not become as big of a problem as it was when we started.” One of Bob’s
major concerns was the fact that he and the other agricultural educator both lost their SAE
supervision period. There was evident resentment about the coaches only teaching two
courses and then getting a preparation period before athletics. The agricultural éducators
taught three courses and then had a combined preparation/supervision period. “You
basically take on the same schedule as an English teacher,” Bob stated. “As an
Agricultural teachef I should be on the same schedule.” He expressed that he could not
go on that schedule because if he did, he would lose a class and that wbuld hurt his
program. This also severely hampered his ability to reach kids.

Donna did comment that she had seen some opportunities for students on a block
schedule. These opportunities included better laboratory settings and more opportunities
for students to gain credits. Gaining more credits was also listed as a negative because
seniors are able to graduate early, and many times, they would be gone from her program

in the spring of their senior year.

Have Parents Perceptions Toward the Bock Schedule Been Positive? Jan felt that

parents perceptions had been positive. She followed that with the comment that she had
not been at this school when the block schedule had been originally implemented. She

stated that she had heard that parents were not in favor of the schedule at first. Jan
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commented that her feelings depended on “your perception of what parents are making
the pitch.” She stated, Y“In a smaller school, I think your local population has a definite
impact on what you do.” She felt that they were a much larger district, and the local
university dictated many of their changes and pfograms. The only negative thing she
could think of was that the students don’t get to take more electives.

Mark commented that most of the parents liked the schedule. He did state, “It
becomes a problem when you miss one class period. On this schedule it’s like missing
two periods on the traditional schédule.” He did share that there was some concern when
students transfer in from another district that may not have been on a block. Thisis a
problem becauserthey cover so much more information on a block schedule, and parents
sometimes see students overwhelmed when there is a school change. “because you have
so much time and it’s just a lot of information to pick-up if you miss.” Mark did
comment, “It is almost too much to make up unless they come from a school that was on
the block.”

Dan had heard a little of both, positive and negative. “At first, like anything that
is changed, people are agéinst it. Our nature is to be against it. We heard many things

¥

like “that is ridiculous.”” The only problems that he had heard about were not agricultural
problems but more of a course offering problem. Students may have a math class in the
fall and not have mafh again until spring of the next year. “That could be an excuse too,
in my opinion.” He felt that the perception is, if the agricultural teachers support it and
make it work, then the parents are going to support it.

Bob commented that the feeling was 50-50. Some really like it, and some don’t.

“I don’t think any parents have just really got down on the block scheduling.” Bob felt



that some of the positive incentives for going to a block schedule had not panned out.
One of those positives was a reduced ineligibility list. Bob concluded that he had not
seen this happen. He did say that it had been reduced somewhat, but not to the extent that
it was promised. Overall, he did not really see the parents’ perception as a real issue with
the block schedule.

Donﬁa mentioned that parents” perceptions had been negative. . Her comments
indicated there had been problems communicating with parents as well as students.
Donna stated that, “Communication was her real issue and this was exemplified with the

parents of students on a block schedule.”

Is Teaching the Subject Matter a More Enjovable Experience with the Blogk

Schedule? Jan felt that there was more time to present, and go into more in-depth
activities. In addition, there was more time for hands-on activities and active
involvement. “It allows us to demonstrate and allows students to participate.” Jan also
commented that there was more time for summary and evaluation. In addition, a positive
Jan commented on was theVOpportunity to meet the needs of all learners. “I am tired of all
of the traditional stigmas in agricultural educétion. We do not see as many progressive
changes in instruction.” Jan commented that change is inevitable; there was a need‘to
make the changes to promote a more positiye agricultural education program. “I feel that
we must get on the outer edge in agricultural education.” She expressed concern that
there did not seem to be much support sometimes for change from her supervising state

agency.
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Mark also commented that there was more time to go in-depth than before. He
was concerned how he could cover all the required material to get everything in during a
single semester. He stated, “Sometimes this is difficult.” Mark did comment that the
quality of the material is better now than it used to be. He had a year or two to adjust to
the new delivery method. Prior to the block schedule, he was used to teaching many
content units and not hecessarily going as in-depth. Overall, his comments concerning
the teaching on the block were positive.

When asked if he enjoyed teaching the subject matter, Dan said, “Personally, I
like seeing where I am.” He referenced this statement to his ability to introduce a lesson
and provide the agricultural experience, whether it is in the classroom, laboratory, shop,
or out on a farm site. Then there is an opportunity to bring the students back to the -
classrqom, process the information and evaluate the lesson. Dan expressed that he liked
all the kids whether they are heavily involved in FFA or just a kid that comes in and takes
an agricultural. education class. His attitude has not really changed about the students
whether it is on a block schedule or a traditional schedule. |

Bob expressed that he did not enjoy teaching the subject matter more on a block
schedule as opposed to a traditional schedule. He did not feel that the classroom
instruction was better due to the length of time that the students were in the classroom.
Bob expressed the need for having active learning activities going on in the classroom as
areal need. He stated, “If you don’t have a hands-on activity withi_n\ the hour, you waste
half of your time. He did comment that the laboratory sections were better.

Donna commented, like Bob, that the classroom experience was not more

enjoyable. However, her laboratory classes had improved. She commented that she
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enjoyed teaching on either schedule. Donna did go on and say that there was less stress
related to instruction from the vantage point of fewer preparations and longer planning

periods.

Would You Return to a Traditional Schedule If Possible? Jan’s comments on

returning to a traditional schedule were, “If I could, I would prefer not to.” “I would if
changed jQBs and that was the way they were set up.” If she had her choice, she would
prefer the A/B block. She appreciates the A/B block schedule because teachers get to
keep their stuaents all year and are still able to meet the needs of the learners in the
classroom. Jan made mention of the three-circle model, time in FFA and SAE. The A/B
‘block lends itself to meet student needs. She felt that under a block schedule the needs of
all three could be met. Jan did comment that under the straight block, you would have to
add more classes. “I know other instructors on a straight block, and they have worked to
add the needed courses to keep students all year.” She enjoys the continuity of keeping
studenté all year. She believes that the A/B provides more of an opportunity for students
to learn responsibility as they prepare for college. Jan did comment on change. She
stated, “Attitude toward change is what you make it; your perception is also a key. You
can give kids the opportunities to take a 4 x 4 curriculum.” While on a block schedule
she indicated that there is still time for electives and the core curriculum. “In our
situation, it would be impossible to go back due to busing and sharing of students from
two sites.”
“Since it is not a question, there would not be anyone in our school system return

or vote to go back.” This was Mark’s comment when asked about going back to a
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traditional schedule. “It’s one of those deals where you do what you have to do to make
the best of it.” He did see that over the long haul, the traditional schedule may allow
them to pick-up a few more students. Mark’s most significant concern was, “Are we
going to be able to keep the quality and the amount of students that we need for the
program?”’ He characterized this statement by commenting that there is “safety in
numbers.” In his two-teacher program, they must maintain the proper numbers to justify
two teachers. They were currently taking eighth graders that are pre-approved. “We stay
selective with eighth graders and take all ninth graders. Both of their instructors have a
common planning period that is scheduled for the last period of the day.

Dan stated that, “I personally doﬁ’t want to return to a traditional schedule.” His
reason was that it is very refreshing for a teacher to begin anew after Christmas. “I think
that after remembering back after years and years of teaching, it is always hard to teach
from April thru May.” Every year he had many seniors who became harder to keep
focused during this time span. The students were returning from spring break and they
are ready to get out of school. His concerns were, “T am teaching an elective class and
they are hard to get a hand on. I have had trouble with that every year.” However, he
stated that he had much more trouble with this situation when he had them from
September through May. “We were all getting tired of each other under a traditional
schedule.” He indicated that under a block schedule they have lots of fun in the
_ classroom. They utilize the technology associated with syn-farm and other activities that
were designed to spark the students interests. “I think if you come in and test my
horticulture class and evaluate them, they can demonstrate what they have learned. I

evaluate myself by what they have learned.” Quizzes are used continually to see where
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the students are, and he is willing to adjust to the needs of the students based on those
evaluations. “I don’t want the students saying this is an easy agricultural elective class.
Therefore, I try to get into their head and find out what they have learned about specific
topics like stems and roots.” Students are asked to reéall the information from prior
weeks, and then Dan knows that they are starting to gain the knowledge that is required.
“As far as block scheduling, honestly I like block scheduling and one of the benefits on a
block schedule is that you can see an end point to a class a little quicker.” He thought
that on av block schedule, teachers can accomplish what they want to accomplish. To Dan
the longer periods did not seem to drag on as rhuch. Dan did not feel that the A/B block
schedule was for him. He prefaced his comments by stating that,

I am not for the A/B at all. My opinion of the SAE and leadership

activities whether it be CDE’s, or livestock judging, my opinion of that is

going to be the responsibility of the ag teacher and the students to make

those work. Whether you are sitting in the summer time, block scheduiing,

traditional schedule, or whether it is the weekend, you are going to have to

work at those activities to make it work.
Dan felt that the students must be willing to give something up to make the activities
work.

“You know I don’t know, there are some parts, yeah I might do that.” These were
Bob’s comments when asked about returning to a traditional schedule. The major benefit
that he could see would be to have his students all year. Bob did comment that, “I think
it, (A/B block schedule), would be more beneficial to us.” Some of his concerns about

the straight block schedule were that he was on a schedule where students could go six or
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eight months without the same courses. This can cause some trouble. He stated, “We are
doing all that we can do as far as student numbers are concerned. We can’t go recruit a
Jot because we do not have the space or room. It is not a priority for the system.”

Donna commented that she would return to a traditional schedule 1f the option
were presented. Howevér, she did see the benefits of an A/B block schedule. “This
would allow me to sée my students all year long.” She also commented that she could see
more students all year and maintain that needed communication. The communication
area was a concern for Donna. She did not feel that there were adequate channeis of
communication between her students, parents, and the school district. She attributed this

problem to the straight block schedule.

Abridgement

This objective brought out the strongest feelings from the interviewees. There
were definite feelings both for and against the block schedule when attitudes were
evaluated. Two of the five were adamantly opposed to their current situations. A third
instructor was Waveﬁng on which way he stood concerning the block schedule.
However, the third did appear to be working through his situation with some reservations
for his program. The two instructors who favored the block schedule seemed to
appreciate the beneflts while working through many of the issuefs with which the others
seemed to be dealing. There was a distinct commitment from these two instructors to
make their current assignments and programs a success.

One theme that became apparent was the difference in administrative support for

the programs. The two teachers that seemed to favor their current situation appeared to
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have the needed support to produce changes. There appeared to be a lack of support from
the administration for two of the three of the agricultural educators. Issues from
communication problems to losing an extra period without compensation seemed to be
key issues in the lack of success with the block schedule in these programs. There did not
appear to be enough support with either of these instructors for the addition of more
course offerings. There would be a need for additional staff membefs in these programs

and that did not surface as an option for any of the three instructors.

Objective Two

To Determine the Perceived Impact of Block Scheduling on Instructional

Strategies in an Agricultural Education Program

TABLE V

CHANGES IN INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES IN
AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS AS
A RESULT OF BLOCK SCHEDULING

Question Response %
(n=38)
Yes No Non- -
Response
Was staff development an option for teachers in the 42.10% 44.73% 13.15%
transition from a 45-50 minute class period to a 85-90 (16) (17) (5)

minute class period? ‘
Is staff development training an ongoing benefit for 68.42% 21.05% 10.52%

faculty members in your school? (26) (&) 4)
Have active learning activities in the classroom 73.98% 13.15% 13.15%
increased since the adoption of block scheduling? (28) (5) (5)
Has the block schedule improved your laboratory 86.84% 2.63%  10.52%
classes? (33) (D) 4)
As an agricultural educator, have you incorporated - 65.78% 31.57% 2.63%

more evaluation technigues with the block schedule? (25) (12) (1)
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This objective contained five questions that focused on instructional strategies in
an agricultural education program. The surveys indicated that only 42 percent of the
instructors were provided staff development that would prepare them for the transition to
the block schedule. With only 44 percent either receiving some initial training, and 13
- percent of the respondents providing a no response or had other comments, it would
appear that staff development was not a priority. However, 68 percent of the respondents
indicated they were receiving staff development training on an annual basis.

The remaining three questions were directed at classroom strategies, speciﬁcally,.
focusing on hands-on activities, improved laboratory classes, and addition of evaluation
techniques. The responses in this section of objective two indicated the most significant
changes that were effected by the block schedule. There were 73 percent of the
respondents indicating an increase in active learning activities. In addition, 86 percent of
the respondents experienced an increase in improved laboratory classes. Sixty-five
percent of the respondents were incorporating more evaluation techniques in their
classroom activities. |

Short answer responses from the survey conceming changes in instructional
strategies in agricultural education programs as a result of block scheduling are reported

in Table VI.
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TABLE VI

SHORT ANSWER SURVEY RESULTS

Question

Response

Was staff development an option
for teachers in the transition
from a 45-50 minute class period
to a 85-90 minute class period?

[s staff development training an
ongoing benefit for faculty
members in your school?

Have active learning activities in
the classroom increased since the
adoption of block scheduling?

Has the block schedule improved
your lab classes?

As an agricultural educator, have
you incorporated more
evaluation techniques with the
block schedule?

D

id

4)
5)

6)
1y

2)

i

)

4)
5)
D

4)

1)
2)

4)

No, we adapted on our own.

Yes, many opportunities were provided.

Yes, some time management courses.

Yes, but very little.

No, I don’t remember any time being spent on
the transition to 90 minutes.

No, none dealing with such a change.

Yes, all year long, professional days, and after
school sessions.

Yes, very extensive in our district.

Yes, but staff development is just a day away
from kids. I learn nothing.

Not pertaining to block scheduling.

No, none at all:

Yes, allows for more hands-on activities.

No, you have to cover two times as much
material in each period. _ ‘
Yes, more time for “hands-on” activities,
computer activities, and on site job
experiences.

Yes, you have more time for field trips and
experiments. '

Yes, more time on projects and experiments.
Yes, much more. Because of more time when
can run a lab from start to finish.

Yes/No, students have more time but get
bored with all of the time available.

Yes, able to get more done. Very positive

- about the block schedule.

)

1)
2)

4)

Yes/No more time is only for half of the year.
No, it has stayed the same.

Yes, alternative assessments are used and
team teaching.

Yes, there is more opportunity for evaluations
to be assessed.

Yes, use more verbal evaluations.
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Interview Responses

Was Staff Development an Option for Teachers in the Transition from a 45-50

Minute Class Period to a 85-90 Minute Class Period? Jan was not in the school in which

she is currently teaching when the block schedule was implemented. Jan did comment
that, “I would say that they had quite a bit of transitional training and feedback on the
block scheaule. This was to insure the success of the schedule change.” In addition, she
did comment that her school district was heavily committed to staff development. Much
of their staff cievelopment is based on researched practices that not only complemented
the block schedule but also other prograrhs they may have. She referenced this comment
with the fact they were located in a “university community.” She attributed much of the
research coming from the university setting to assist the school district in implementing
thé best possible educational practices. Jan went on to elaborate on “horror stories’.’ the
first year. These wére due to a two-high school program trying to manipulate two
differeﬁt schedules and one school agriculture program. The location of the original high
school is where they decided to house the agripultural education program; therefore,
students from the other site had fo be bused. Jan did say that, “Without a block schedule,
we could have never madé the program work.”

Mark stated, “Yes, we had-a lot of staff development. He indicated that many of
the staff members were worried that if they were having a hard time keeping students
busy for forty-five minutes, what were they going to do for ninety-minutes?” Mark stated
that his feelings were a little different. “Our deal it really worked out better because, on a

traditional schedule, our instruction would just get started when it would be time to quit,



especially in agriculture mechanics.” Mark did feel that previous to block scheduling
they had been hindered in this area because students were spending up to twenty minutes
of the period either preparing for class or cleéning up before the bell. Mark did not
indicate how much time was allotted for staff training, just that, “they had plenty.”

Dan indicated that there was not too much training when they made the transition.
“The biggest thing that we were told, and it holds true; you cannot stand and lecture for
ninety-minutes, nor éan you give questions and answers for ninety-minutes.” Teachers
were instructed to keep activities in classrooms changing during the ninety-minute period.
Dan did go on to say that, “I think that is one advantage to the agricultural education
program teachers over a regular classroom teacher.”

Dan has a shop area and a greenhouse that he was able to utilize during his class
periods. “I can do a lesson in horticulture on propagation and cutting, whether it last 30
minutes or 45 minutes and then go to the greenhouse.” Dan did indicate that he felt that
the in-service the teachers received was pertinent to successful teaching on the block
schedule.

Bob also indicated that staff development was provided. He indicated that they
had quite a bit of training while the transition in schedules was made. Bob felt that it
takes a year or two to really preparé for the transition. He indicated that there was a real
advantage to the laboratory classes and agriculturalvexperience activities. “Other than
~ some of the laboratory classes, such as agricultural mechanics, ninety percent of the time
it is a real advantage, because there is so much more that can be accomplished.” Bob also

indicated that he had access to a greenhouse for his horticulture class. “Block scheduling
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has a real advantage compared to a traditional schedule. We can make a presentaﬁon,
have the laboratory experience, clean-up, and provide closure for the class.”

Donna again indicated that there was little support from the administration. Just
as in Jan’s situation. she was not at the school site when the transition was made. She
spoke of things that she had been told by thé other teachers about how the administration

said, “This is what we are going to do,” and that is what the staff was required to follow.

Is Staff Development Training an Ongoing Benefit for Faculty Members in Your

School? Jan indicated that her school involved in a consortium called High Schools That
Work. This program provides the needed staff development that assists the faculty in
being successful. This consortium was looking at the block schedule and evaluating its
success. The focus was to determine if the district was meeting the needs of not only the
agricultural education program, but also the district. Jan stated that, “Ninth graders are
not adjusting well to the block schedule.” This problem is also a focus of staff training,
“How can we fneet the neéds of these students as they make the transition to our high
school schedule? These students are not ready for an A/B schedule that meets every other
day. If fhey make it through their freshman year; they seem to do ﬁhe.”

Mark stated that the district is still offering staff development every year. Dan
commented, “That really has not taken place.” Dan did not think that his district had
done enough as far as recommending changes in the classroom. “Maybe there is not a
problem. [ think the teachers that I know who are on block scheduling in agricultural
education programs have made the adjustments.” Dan indicated that he thought most of

the teachers he knew had realized there are problems, and they are trying to find ways to
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solve them. “The teachers with whom I am acquainted, are people in like-sized schools,
and they went on the block several years ago. These teachers have made the needed
adjustments.”

Bob indicated that they were receiving one or two sessions per year on the block
schedule. On the contrary, Donna stated that, “ No, nothing about the block schedule has
been addressed; more on anger management.”

In this next section, two of the questions were reported together. Have Active

Learning Activities in the Classroom Increased since the Adoption of the Block

Schedule? Has the Block Schedule Improved Your Laboratory Classes?

“Definitely,” was Jan’s comment. She works with her students to dévelop their
own lesson plans aﬁd then present that lesson to the class. Her students get a first hand
experience of what needs to happen in the class, especially when it coines to a full ninety-
minute class. “As a teacher, you can find out what interests the students or find an
opportunity to see what they know.” Agriculture is such a broad area Jan stated, “They
would never teach every student all that there is to know in agriculture.” Students also
have the opportunity to develop their own business and market a product. Jan felt that the
block schedule worked well with these types of activities because there was more time for
group activities and feedback from other students. Jan indicated that the teacher must
provide an introducﬁon of the subject matter, then move into an activity, and then come
back with follow-up or evaluations. She indicated that sometimes there was a struggle
within her department because her co-teacher was much more traditional and spent the
majority of the classroom experience in lecture activities. “The students really struggle

with the differences in our teaching styles.”
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Dan stated, “T think this was one of the things that hurts that question ( Have
active learning activities in the classroom increased since the adoption of the block
schedule?).” Dan was commenting vthat he had taught horticulture for many years.
However, he did not have a greenhouse in his previous years. He was able to add a
greenhouse the same year that the block schedule was implemented. “Befofe, I did not
have a greenhouse; now, I have a greenhouse that has been very beneficial.” Dan
~ indicated that he thought the block schedule period could be too long for some of his
eighth grade sections. “As studer;ts get into high school, I think an instructor will find
enough activities to make it work.”

Maik and Bob both indicated that they had seen an increase in hands-on or active
learning projects since moving to a block schedule. Mark stated, “I think it gives you a
lot more time to be creative. You can have guest speakers or more hands-on projects. In
our area, it works well.” Bob also indicated that more activities were available. “I think
it’s easier, and you can go over a new topic, then go into the laboratory or shop, and
provide the opportunity to experience a hands-on activity. That is one experience on the
block schedule that I do iike.”‘

Donna also stated, “Yes, not a lot, but some have introduced minimal activities.”
Dona was still not giving very positive feedback with ahy aspécts of the block schedule.

She did indicate that this was one of the brighter spots of having a block schedule.

As an Agricultural Educator. Have You Incorporated More Evaluation Techniques

with the Block Schedule? Jan indicated that she was heavy into evaluation. She used the

example of their school-based business the students operated. They used many different
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evaluation techniques to monitor their success. She requires the students to monitor and
evaluate their production, sales, and expenses. She also stated that, “Planning and
documentation are required in our district to develop new programs.” Students in her
class learn that there is always a process to achieve success. She also indicated that
success 1s not always tied to grades or sales. Students have many opportunities to achieve
and evaluate.

Dan indicated that he had increased opportunities to evaluate. “In the first part of
the class period, we have a current events activity in horticulture. This is a good
opportunity to get to know the students. We then go to an assignfnent from the
horticulture book.” Dan uses this activity primarily for quieting the students down and
getting them to focus on horticulture. After this introduction, there is a discussion
concerning the assignment, and there is some type of quiz given to the students. “Then
we move into the greenhoqse to provide hands-on activities.” Dan comments that this
provides another opportunity for an evaluation of what they have learned. The students
may be planting plugs, watering in the greenhouse, or fertilizing. “On a daily basis, we
| have added more opportunities to evaluate. In my grade book we will grade three
activities on a daily basis.” Dan was very emphatic about his opportunities to evaluate
his students. He indicated that due to the length of the class period this made the flow of
the class much smoother as opposed to the traditional schedule.

Mark and Donna both indicated they had not seen an increase in evaluation
techniques. Donna did go on to mention that she utilized many evaluation techniques
prior to transitioning to a block schedule. Mark had not seen any increase. Bob, on the

other hand, thought that maybe he had added a few. His comments, when asked the



58

-question were, “Yes, kind of I guess. A lot of it stays the same. It is just in a different

format.”

Objective Three

To Determine the Perceived Impact of Block Scheduling on the Supervised

Agricultural Experience Programs

TABLE VII

IMPACTS OF BLOCK SCHEDULING ON THE SAE
PROGRAM IN AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION

Question Response %
(n=38)
Positive ~ Negative Non-
Response
Since moving to a block schedule, what has 18.42% 63.15% 18.42%
been the impact on students’ SAEs? (7) (24) (7)

Objective Three looked at vthe impact on the Supervised Agricultural Experience
(SAE) as it relates to the block schedule. This area was heavily impacted in a negative
manner due to the block schedule. Many of the problems stemmed from the fact that
students were not able to be in an agricultural education class all year long. This resulted
in a negative impact on the SAE’s.

Sixty-three percent of the respondents on the survey indicated they had seen a
significant decrease in their students’ SAE projects. Eighteen percent indicated a positive |

effect and eighteen percent with no indication of an increase or a decrease. Even with a
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large percentage of respondents indicating no to this question 63% (or 24) respondents is
still a significant decrease in SAE projects.
Short answer responses from the survey concerning the perceived impact of block

scheduling on the Supervised Agricultural Experience programs are reported in Table

VIII.
TABLE VIII
SHORT ANSWER SURVEY RESULTS
Question Response
1) Declined, it is difficult to maintain an adequate

Since moving to a block SAE without regular student supervision.
schedule, what has been the 2) Agricultural Educator must find students who
impact on students’ SAE’s? are currently enrolled in other classes.

3) The number of projects has dropped.

4) More time 1s available. The number of quality
SAE’s has increased.

5) Record books are more difficult to manage.
However, with better management it can be
accomplished.

6) Harder to supervise and keep students’ interest.

7) It has increased the ability to work on
specialized SAE’s such as horticulture.

8) Zero impact, my SAE’s may even be better.

Interview Responses

Since Moving to a Block Schedule. What Has Been the Impact on Students’

SAE’s? Jan stated that, “It is getting more difficult with the addition of a greenhouse and
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the school farm.” They are trying to build a barn with the assistance of the local
university. Under the block schedule, the number of students showing cattle has increased
from one student to ten students. The program’s sheep projects have increased while the
swine projects have stayed about the same. Her program has also seen an increase in the
number of job placement students. Her school also runs a school based business that is
ran out of the agricultural building. There are seven other departments also involved in
the business. Jan commented that they are the production side, which means that
everything ultimately falls on the agricultural education department to keep the other
entities informed of what is going on. “We could easily have another teacher, if not two
more.” She prefaced that comment with, “We also need math and science teachers.”
Jan"s program includes two high schools, and they have trouble agreeing on everything.
The district will not implement anything unless both schools agree. Jan also indicatéd
that within two to three years, some of their agricultural education courses would count
for a science credit. “We have a very rigid curriculum department.” This makes it more
difficult for the addition of science courses in the agricultural education department. In
addition, Jan did conﬁment that the block schedule makes it tougher to monitor the SAE’s.
“There is a higher academic standard required to maintain under a block schedule.
Teachers have to balance the time or do_mdre scheduling.” Many of their SAE’s are job
placements; “You know, you are supposed to check on them on the job site. You may do
_ that indirectly or offhand. It is very hard since we each have 110 kids to keep track of.”
She went on to say that there are only about thirty students involved in exploratory
SAE’s. With only thirty involved in exploratory SAE’s, that means that the other eighty

are either job placement or in an_entrepreneurship. “The majority of our students are in
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job placement. So, I think it makes is more challenging.” She felt that their chall'enge
was the time factor. This was indicated by her serving two different high schools and
tryiﬁg to coordinate with two different administrations and staffs.

Mark indicated that he actually lost a few students and SAE projects due to the
block schedule. His comments centered on students taking other electives which makes it
more difficult to take an agriculture class and be involved in an SAE project. “Therefore,
we might lose them, so I don’t think the SAE’s are better, especially, in the other
instructo.r’s class where it is strictly horticulture.” “They"ll have an SAE and that class
literally changes every semester.” This causes the other instructor to bring in a
completely new group of students every semester. With this type of constraint, Mark felt
that it is somewhat difficult to maintain a strong SAE in that type of program.

Dan commented that, -

To keep your officers or any student that wants to be active in leadership

opportunities, I think that we are going to have to spread them out |

throughout the year. I think that with the time we are living in now, block
scheduling or anything regular schedule are an excuse or the main factor

that cause problems with SAE’s or leadership activities.

Dan felt the problems at his school are the jdbs and family activities that those students
have now. He did not indicate that the root of the problem was a block schedule, rather a
host of other interferences in which students are involved.

These students are busy with so many activities. I don’t think the block

scheduling has any effect on SAE’s. I feel that it is an activity promoted
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by the agricultural education instructor, whether it is a horticulture project,

horse pfoj ect, or a show project.
Dan indicated that the kids who are interested in any type of .SAE are going to be active
in it, and the agricultural instructor found a way to get them to the competition or have an
SAE project. “Therefore, I don’t think block scheduling has affected SAE’s in any way.”

“I don’t really see the block schedule having a real negative impact of any kind,”
were Bob’s comments. He indicated that it was “neutral.” Bob stated that, he is not set
up with the facilities, nor does he have the personnel to see a real impact on SAE’S
regardless of the schedule. There are animal science and equine science sections taught
with an additional tWo sections of horticulture. “Just offering what we do, we have a full
class load. We woﬁld have to have another teacher to offer more courses.” Bob felt that
they could easily take on another instructor and increase not only theirlenrollment, but
also their SAE projects.

Donna indicated that she had seen a little of both positive and negative in
reference to the SAE’s. Donna also felt that parent driven projects suffer under the block
schedule. She did, however, indicate that they had seen an increase in entrepreneurship.

However, they had witnessed a decline in the traditional agricultural education.
Abridgement

According to the interviewees, this objective did not appear to be overly affected
by the block schedule. One instructor did indicate that they had witnessed a decline due
to the block schedule. This was the result of students taking other elective courses and

not being as involved in the agricultural experience. There was some indication from



another teacher or instructor that there had been some decline in the traditional
agricultural projects with an increase in other agricultural experiences.

In other comments, it appeared that there might be other issues as to why there
was a decline in SAE’s. First, comments were made about students involved in many
other activities not associated with the block schedule. Secondly, there appeared to be a
need for additional instructors in two of the programs. If more offerings were available,
and instructors were not as stretched time wise, they indicated that they might have more

participation.

Objective Four

To Determine the Impact of a Straight 4x4 Block or an Alternate A/B

Block Schedule on Enrollment in Agricultural Education Programs

TABLE IX

SUMMARY OF THE IMPACT OF BLOCK SCHEDULING
ON ENROLLMENT IN SECONDARY AGRICULTURAL
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

Increase in Enrollment since

Response (N=38)
Going to a Block Schedule ‘

Percent (%)

Yes 23 60.52

No 12 31.59

Other 3 7.89
Total 38 100.00
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According to the survey instrument, over 60 percent of those surveyed indicated

that they had seen an increase in enrollment since their program had moved to a block
~schedule. With ovef 31 percent stating there had been no increase or, even in some
instances? a decrease in enroliment.

Based on the information received from this ‘research, increases in student
enrollment in agriculturally related courses were almost a two-to-one ratio. Based on the
survey information, many of the smaller rural districts did not indicate an increase. In
fact, several indicated, just as the bne instructor that was interviewed, they had seen
reductions. This reduction in many cases was because there had been increases in
graduation requiremeﬁts and not enough agricultural eduéation classes were added to
offset the loss of students’ choices. There were more increases in enrollment with
many of the suburban and urban agricultural educators. In addition, many of these were
two teacher programs. This situation indicated there was more flexibility in these
programs.

Short answer responses from the survey concerning the impact of block

scheduling on enrollment in secondary agricultural education programs are reported in

Table X.

TABLE X



TABLE X

SHORT ANSWER SURVEY RESULTS

Question ' Response
Has enrollment in your 1) Stayed about the same. A larger number of students
program increased since are double enrolled.

going to a block schedule?  2) No, not at all.
3) Yes, enrollment numbers have doubled.
4) Yes, as much as 75 percent.
5) No, enrollment was not affected. Too many classes
are locked in without flexibility.
6) Yes, students have more flexibility in scheduling.
7) No, with new graduation requirements I look for

class numbers to decline.

Interview Results

Has Enrollment in Your Program Increased since Going to a Block Schedule?

Jan indicated that block scheduling has become very beneficial; it is hard to say what it
was before. It was a two teacher program prior to the implementation of block
scheduling. I would say in‘two years our enrollment has increésed due to adding a variety
of courses. Jan also indicated that they needed to teach progressive classes. You can’t
teach four agricultural technologies.

With most classes you have to shift your dynamics, you must change it up,

if you are offering more classes for repeat students like seniors, you must

have change methods of presentations. Typically, I have two agricultural

science classes and two Horticulture I classes.
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Again, you are getting another area in that you typically wouldn’t. Next year they are
looking at adding Horticulture I1I and adding Agriculture Power Technology III. “By
having one of each of these classes, we are trying to get more of our kids at the junior and
senior level prepared for the Career Tech Center.” Their goal is to get the students into
the fields oif study that they need. “We are trying to get them more in line with career
objectives, so that has helped.”

Dén stated that with the block schedule he had seen increases in his program
enrollment. Dan indicated that much of their program enrollment increases were due to
the ability under the leck sc;hedule to provide more eighth grade courses.

We were teaching five hours with 375 students when we incorporated

block scheduling. We teach a split block backed up to Family and

Consumer Sciences. This allows us to see more students in the program. I

think the program enrollment would have been c“omparable if we had not

gone to a split block on the eighth grade as far as the total number of

students. Now we are seeing 200 eighth graders each year. They are not

in for a full year, but we are seeing all of the eighth graders. Without a

block schedule we would not have been able to achieve this increase.

The flexibility of the block schedule is what Dan believed to cause the increases.

When Bob was asked if he had seén an increase in enrollment, he indicated that
they had. However, he also felt that there were limitations placed on some of his students
that caused him to lose some of his better students. He attributed this loss of higher-level
students due to limitations in choices in other more academically designed courses. Bob

shared that they had to make changes in their program that allowed students to enroll in
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agricultural education courses in which they would not have traditionally been enrolled.
He referenced the loss of some students “due to other interferences.”

Mark, on the other hand, indicated that his enrollment had not increased. He
shared that his problem was that they were not able to offer more courses due to the
restriction of a two-teacher program. “When we first went to the block, the State
Department did not have enough offerings for students. Now we do have more offerings.
However, to get them in class for a full year it is still very hard the way they are
scheduling.”

Donna was very criticai of the block schedule. She indicated that their numbers
had decreased by almost 40 percent. Donna is located in a small rural district where there
are a limited number of course offerings and students are required to choose other

courses. She also indicated that there had been little support from the administration to

add agricultural education courses to offset this problem.
Abridgement

All but one of the schools had seen an increase in enrollment for their respective
agricultural education programs. Two of the interviewees, Jan and Dan expressed a
positive attitude toward the block schedule and the opportunities that they had
experienced with the new program.

Contrary to the written survey Mark was not as positive about the changes. He
indicated that since they had received the support from their administration to add more

courses, they were able to keep students in some type of agricultural education program
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all year. Through his determination to keep his program alive and growing, he feit that he
had made the proper changes to sustain an exemplary program.

Bob and Donna were not at all positive about their changes when it came to
enrollment. Donna’s loss was much more significant due to the small school setting.
Bob had seen the numbers increase, but was not as impressed with the changes. The
interviewer noticed a never ceasing resentment toward the administration and the changes
that had been forced on his program. Bob indicated that he had to sacrifice “quélity for

quantity” when it came to his enrollment numbers.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of the Study

The purposé of this study was to determine Oklahoma Agricultural Education
teachers’ perceptions of block scheduling and to examine its effects on secondary

Agricultural Education programs in the state.
Objectives of the Study

In order to accomplish the purpose, the following objectives were derived:

1. To determine Agricultural Education teachers’ attitudes toward block
scheduling.

2. To determine the perceived impact of block scheduling on instructional

strategies in Agricultural Education programs.

(U3

To determine the perceived impact of block scheduling on the Supervised
Agricultural Experience programs.
4. To determine the impact of a straight 4X4 block or an alternate A/B block

schedule on enrollment in Agricultural Education programs.

69



Data Collection

To address the objectives ogtlined for this study a combination of survey and
interview methods were used. A survey instrument was utilized to obtain demographic
information, yes-no answers and short answers concerning attitudes of agricultural
educators toward block scheduling. A survey was designed and mailed to the entire
population of agricultural educators operating on a block schedule. Instruments from
pfevious studies were used as a guide to design the survey (Moore, 1997).

The study population cbnsisted of 51 agricultural éducators in the State of
Okalahoma. Ofthe 51 surveyed, 38 responded for a participation rate of 75 percent.
Twenty-eight (74 percent) of the respondents were on a straight 4x4 block schedule,
while the remaining 10 (25 percent) were either on an A/B or a modified block.

The survey was followed by a qualitative interview of five of the survey
respondents. These five instructors were selected based on specific demographics
identified from the initial survey. This criteria were: 1) sizé of the school and program,
2) Agricultural Education supervisory district, and 3) approval or disapproval of the

block schedule.

Data Analysis

A combination of quantitative and qualitative methods were used to determine

attitudes of Agricultural Education instructors toward block scheduling. The initial
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survey provided a broader scale of perceptions for the study, which could be compared to

the more in-depth perceptions obtained from the teachers interviewed. In addition, the

triangulation method was used to assist in eliminating bias related to the qualitative
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nature of the study. According to Worthen, Sanders and Fitzpatrick (1997), when
different methods are used and similar results can be found, it only adds to the strength of

the study.

Major Findings

Demographic Information

The mean age of the Agricultural Educators surveyed was 38 years of age. Ofthe
thirty-eight educators surveyed, each had an average of 137 students enrolled in their
program. The mean number of years in service as an agricultural educator was 15 years.
Eleven of the 38 respondents had completed Master of Science degrees, while the
remaining twenty-seven held a Bachelor of Science degree.

Of the survey respondents, fifteen were from the Central District, eight from the
Southwest District, nine from the Northeast District, four from the Southeast District, and
two from the Northwest District. There were nineteen districts identified as rural, twelve
suburban, and seven urban. Two of the Agricultural Educators interviewed were from a

“suburban district wﬁile two were located in an urban district and one in a rural district.
Four of those interviewed were on a straight block schedule with the remaining district

operating on an A/B block schedule.
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Objective One

To Determine Agricultural Education Teachers’ Attitudes Toward Block

Scheduling.

The perception and attitudes section of the survey revealed the strongest feelings
for or against the block schedule. Initially, fifty-five percent of the respondents indicated
they were opposed to the block schedule. This initial response shifted to fifty-three
percent agricultural instructors indicatiqg they favored the block schedule over a
traditional schedule, after experiencing the block schedule. Only forty-seven percent
indicated they enjoyed teaching their subject matter more on the block schedule. Two of
the five interviewed appeared to fully support their current schedule. One main theme
arose from the other three interviewees, who did not support the block schedule. Lack of

administrative support appeared to play a major role in their responses.

Objective Two

To Determine the Perceived Impact of Block Scheduling on Instructional

Strategies In Agricultural Education Programs.

A lack of proper training and staff development was revealed by survey
respondents (43 percent). Thirteen percent did not respond properly or had no response
to this question. There appeared to be a lack of commitment from school administrators
in offering meaningful and essential staff development. There were similar responses

from the agricultural educators who were interviewed.



The final series of incjuiries focused on classroom strategies. These strategies
included hands-on activities, improved laboratory classes, and additional evaluation
techniques. As a result, the most significant impact of the block schedule impacted the
teaching strategies of Agricultural Educators. According to those interviewed, four out
of five indicated they had adjusted their teaching styles to a more activity-based style of
instruction. Three of the five indicated they were also utilizing more evaluation

techniques in their daily instruction.

Objective Three

To Determine the Perceived Impact of Block Scheduling on the Supervised

Agricultural Experience Programs.

Survey responses indicated the block schedule had caused a negétive impact on
student SAE projects. According to survey results, twenty-four respondents had
experienced a decrease in traditional SAE projects. However, the interviews neither
supported a positive nor a negative impact. Responses from the interviewees indicated
other factors were involved in the decline of student SAE projects. Two of the five
interviewed indicated they had worked to move students toward less traditional SAE

projects. This move had resulted in incre}ased student participation in their programs.

Objective Four

To Determine the Impact of a Straight 4x4 Block or an Alternate 4/B Block

Schedule on Enrollment in Agricultural Education Programs.
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Based on the survey information twenty-three (60 percent) of the programs had an
increase in enrollment. In addition, four of the five Agricultural Educators interviewed
indicated an increase in student enrollment. One instructor interviewed had seen an
increase in enrollment their loss was due to the fact she was in a small school and more

students were forced to make choices based on the availability of courses.

Conclusions

Impact on Enrollment

With such a large number of respondents indicating they had enrollment
increases, it was concluded that the block schedule does not limit élgricultural education
enrollment. However, efforts should be made to work with instructors to offer the proper
number of courses to offset those on a 4X4 block schedule. Those schools that are
operating on an A/B block schedule have the opportunity to keep their students in the
program all year long. Assistance is given to instructors on the alternate block through
scheduling leadership conferences, SAE projects, and other activities. The one teacher
programs appeared to suffer on the block schedule. It bebomes much more difficult to
schedule more classes“if there is only one instructor. Therefore, it could be concluded
that the more agricultural educators there are in a program, the easier it is to maintain

student enrollment.
. Attitudes

Agricultural educators attitudes toward the block schedule shifted from negative

in the beginning to positive after experiencing it. Originally, only twenty-nine percent
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eleven indicated they were receptive to the new schedule. However, when asked if they
would return to a traditional schedule, fifty-three percent indicated they would prefer to
reméin on the block schedule. It could be concluded that as instructors became more
familiar with the block schedule and its possibilities, the more positive they became.
Expanded possibilities were identified in the literature review chapter as 1) integrating
learning among subject areas, 2) meeting the individual needs of students, 3) engaging
students in critical thinking through a focus on in-depth and authentic learning activities,
4) collaborative learning among students, and 5) whole-task completion within the
framework of a single period (Adams& Salvaterra, 1997: Canady, 1995; Carroll, 1994;

Salvaterra & Adams, 1996).

Impact of the SAE

The impact on the SAE program had the greatest negative response from those
surveyed. Many factors associated with the block schedule could impede on the SAE
program. First, if a school is on a straight block schedule it is difficult to keeplstudenté in
the program all year. One agricultural educator interviewed stated “out of sight out of
mind.” This would be true in smaller programs that were not able to offer the adequate
number of courses to compete with other schdol programs. In addition, if schools do not
allow the agricultural program to count for at least one or two core classes, students will
be forced to choose. In several of the schools, at least one scien_ce credit could be
counted toward graduation. This assisted the Agricultural Educator to maintain contact

with their respective students.
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Classroom Instruction

The number of increased clglssroom opportunities was greatly enhanced by the
block schedule. It was concluded that as instructors became more familiar with the new
| schedule they began to utilize more varied classroom strategies. These strategies would
become necessary as instructors transitioned from 50 to 90 minute classes. The Impact
on the classroom instruction could be ;:onsidered a positive side effect of the block
schedule. The enhancement of opportunities for students 1s the basic premise for
transition to a block schedule. Attitudes and perceptions toward' change sometimes make
it difficult for educators‘ to change. However, if student achievement is our ultimate goal,

then change becomes necessary for education.
Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on survey results and information
Ireceived from the interviews. Each recommendation was correlated with the stated
objectives of this study.

I. Itis recommended that schools and Agricultural Education programs take a
hard look at what courses they can count toward high school graduation and make needed
adjustments. With the graduation requirements that are set by the Oklahoma State
Legislature and the Department of Education, students are required to make difficult
choices when elective classes were chosen. ‘While looking at the adjustments in course
offerings that were made by the larger districts involved in this study, more courses were
added to offset loss of student numbers. If additional agricultural related courses are not

offered as substitutes for core classes, such as science, then students’ fields of
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opportunity for course selection is greatly narrowed. What this research identified was
that schools with more than one instructor have more opportunity to build these types of
classes into a schedule. Smaller schools and programs must ensure the integrity of their
program by considering these changes.

2. Itisalso be recommended that more input be sought from Agricultural
Educators when a transition to a block schedule is being considered. Support for A
improvement is vital tothe success of any organization. If schools want to continue to
“think outside the box”, there must be a commitment of support for the needed changes.
Many times in education, we have avtendency to jump on “bandwagons” when it comes
to implementing change. Districts that successfully implement change and push their
levels of expectations to higher levels are districts that involve their staff, students, and
community in making administrative changes, such as block scheduling. Those that were
supportive indicated they had been involved in making the transition to a block schedule.
The instructors who were opposed initially appeared to have had very little or no
involvement. Itis very important in the process of change to seek input from all staff
members. Many times when new programs are introduced, they seem to meet with
adversity if they are issued as a directive or without consulting all of the stakeholders.

3. Better communication between Agricultural Educators, students, parents, and
school administrators will be needed if SAE programs are to be successful. The results
of the SAE question indicated one of the highest levels of negative impact in this study.
The survey indicated a high number of respondents reported a negative impact on the
SAE (63 percent). There were also a high number of respondents that showed neither a

positive nor a negative affect. In contrast, those interviewed reported little impact on the
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SAE program due to the block schedule. Three of the five instructors who were
interviewed shared other factors they felt were involved in the decline of SAE projects.

The block schedule does impede on the SAE project if other measures are not
taken to keep students on task. Students and instructors assuming only traditional
methods of SAE will have difficulty. However, two of the instructors interviewed had
overcome the changes in traditional methods by looking for new approaches to providing
the agricultural experience for their respective students. They embraced the challenges
and worked through the problems of not seeing their students on a continﬁal basis. It
should be noted that both of these programs wére at least two instructor programs. This
appears to be a significant disadvantage to a one instructor program. Programs that were
limited to only one instructor appeared to be overwhelmed with the challenge of meeting
the needs of their students. As schools look to make the transition to a block schedﬁle
the number of instructors in the agricultural education program should be considered.

The A/B block schedule should be considered as an alternative for smaller
schools or schools with one Agricultural Educator. One issue with many of the
respondents appeared to be a communication problem in the SAE program. Coupled
~ with the problem of communication was the issue of not seeing the students all year. The
A/B block schedule would allow students to bé in Agricultural Education classes every
other day throughout the entire school year.

4. More initial training before making the transition to a block schedule is
recommended. The positive effects on instructional strategies appeared to be the most
positive area of consideration in this study. However, embedded in this objective was the

issue of staff development before making the transition to a block schedule. Less than
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half of those surveyed indicated they received little or no staff development for teaching
on a 90-minute block schedule. These instructors were from schools that had
traditionally been on a six o‘r seven period day. To make a transition to a 90-minute
period from a 45 or 50 minute period requires much training and professional
development. Success of the transitjon hinged on the quality of involvement with
professional development and training.

The positive activities included improved laborétory experiences, more hands-on
teaching activities, and additional evalugtion techniques. These findings would indicate
that more opportunities for learning were taking place in these classrooms due to the
expansion of time allotted for the class periods. Also as a result, instructors who were
involving more teaching techniques in their classrooms appeared to enjoy teaching the
subject matter at a higher level. Instructors appeared to adjust and become more
acquaihted with the benefits of the block schedule and the opportunities that could be

provided due to the additional time.

Recommendations for Future Research

This study produced several recommendations that could be used for future
studies.

One of those wduld be to study more schools in rural settings concerning
opponunities for operating under a block schedule. There were many of those surveyed
in this study; however, the majority of these instructors expressed a negative perception

of the block schedule.
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In addition, future stﬁdies should address the issue of administrative support.
Many of the agricultural' educators indicated they received little administrative support
during the transition.

A closer look at the A/B block schedule should be considered as a possible
alternative for smaller schools or schools with only a one teacher program.

Finally, a recommendation should be made to study how schools could include

more core courses in their Agricultural Education program.
Implications

The focus of this study was on the perceptions and attitudes of Agricultural
Educators on a block schedule. There wéré many strong feelings, either for or against the
block schedule. Agricultural Educators should begin to look at their programs and the
possibilities that can be provided through a ﬁore flexible amount of time. This was
apparent in the amount of increased instructional strategies that were provided for the
students. The problems with the block schedule and SAE program can be overcome
through organized and efficient means of communication and planning. The A/B block
schedule could prove to be very beneficial as school districts evaluate their elective and
activity based courses. The A/B schedule would also provide a better stream of
communication in the SAE program.

Several of the interviewees indicated they were working hard to make their
programs successful. This researcher felt that they would have successful programs
regardless of the schedule. A positive attimde toward change and restructuring must be

adopted if successful programs are going to flourish. Otherwise, programs will continue -
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to do things the way they have always done. School administrators must also be willing
to provide the needed time and support for these programs. It is not the sole
responsibility of the Agricultural Educator to make a program a success. It should be a

united effort to see that students are successful.
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JEFF MILLS
PO Box 26
Leedey, OK 73654
580-488-3864
E-mail: leedev](@leedey.k12.0k.us

Dear Oklahoma Agriculture Education Teacher:

Thank you for your dedication and commitment to the students, parents, and communities of
Oklahoma. We appreciate your willingness to allow us to gather information about you and your
program. Your willingness to take a few moments of your time to provide ideas on the enclosed
questionnaire will help establish a foundation for schools either considering a Block Schedule or
currently on a Block Schedule.

The information you provide on this questionnaire will be used as part of a collective effort to
gather the perceptions of agriculture education teachers from across the state of Oklahoma and
will be used only by the researchers. There will be five schools selected from the initial
questionnaire for a further in-depth study. Questionnaires will be coded, and after completion of
the study, all confidential information will be destroyed. No information will be provided to
supervisors or employers that would be of a confidential nature. At no time in the writing of the
thesis will you or your program be identified by name.

If you have any questions concerning this research, you may contact any of the researchers at the
addresses or telephone numbers listed below, or Gay Clarkson, the Oklahoma State University
Institutional Review Board Executive Secretary at 305 Whitehurst, Oklahoma State University,
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74078, or by telephone at (405) 744-5700.

Please remember that any risk involved in this research will be minimal. Again, thank you for
taking the time to provide information, which will be very valuable for the future directions of
agriculture education programs in Okiahoma.

Sincerely,

Jeff Mills

Superintendent of Schools
Leedey Public Schools
Leedey, Oklahoma

Researchers:
Dr. James Key Mr. Jeff Mills

- Professor, OSU PO Box 26
448 Agriculture Hall Leedey, OK 73654
Oklahoma State University (580) 488-3864
Stillwater, OK 74078

(405) 744-8139
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Confidential Block Scheduling Survey
for Agricultural Educators

This survey is designed to gather some preliminary information from Oklahoma
agricultural educators concerning their perceptions on block scheduling and the effects
on the agriculture education programs in Oklahoma's secondary schools. Your thoughts
and perceptions are very important to this study and this issue. Please complete the
survey truthfully and accurately. Thank you. Your cooperation is appreciated.

Years experience as an agricultural educator Age

Agricultural Education district

The Current Total Program Enrollment is

Number of agriculture educators in your program -~ Your Highest Degree Earned
In what type of demographic area is your school?  Urban vSuburban Rural
Block Scheduling has been in your school for years.

Are you on a straight 4x4 block (please circle)? Yes NO Other

If other, what type of block schedule are you on?

How many periods per day did you teach before you went to a block schedule?

Please complete the following items answering with a yes or no then elaborating on your
answer. All questions in this section are designed to elicit a response of more than just
one-word answers. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

1. Has enrollment in your program increased since going to a block schedule? , To
what extent?

2. As an agriculture education instructor, were you involved in the block schedule
implementation process? , To what extent?

3. What was your initial response to the block scheduling?
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4. What is your current attitude toward the block schedule?

5. Since moving to a block schedule, what has been the impact on students’ SAE’s?

6. Was staff development an option for teachers in the transition from a 45-50 minute
class period to a 85-90 minute class period? To what extent?

7. Is staff development training an ongoing benefit for faculty members in your school?
To what extent?

8. Have active learning activities in the classroom increased since the adoption of block
scheduling? ' To what extent?

9. Have parent’s perceptions’ toward Block Scheduling been positive?
To what extent?

10. Has the block schedule improved your lab classes? To what extent?

11. As an agricultural educator, have you incorporated more evaluation techniques with
the block schedule? To what extent?

12. Is teaching the subject matter a more enjoyable experience with the block schedule?
To what extent?

13. Would you return to a traditional schedule, if possible? . Why?
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OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD

Date: January 18, 2000 IRB #: AG-00-053

Proposal Title: "DOES BLOCK SCHEDULING ENHANCE OR IMPEDE VOCATIONAL
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS IN OKLAHOMA"

Principal James Key

Investigator(s): Jeff Mills

Reviewed and
Processed as: Exempt

Approval Status Recommended by Reviewer(s): Approved

Signature:

o \

7y bjx

\/O'\)X/E/ January 18, 2000
Carol Olson, Director of University Research Compliance Date

Approvals are valid for one calendar year, after which time a request for continuation must be submitted.
Any modification to the research project approved by the IRB must be submitted for approval with the
advisor's signature. The IRB office MUST be notified in writing when a project is complete. Approved
projects are subject to monitoring by the IRB. Expedited and exempt projects may be reviewed by the full
Institutional Review Board.
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4x4
Term One Term Two
Period One — English Perioci One — American History
Period Two — Math Period Two - Biology
Period Three — Animal Science Period Three - Horticulture
Per_iod Four - Athletics Period Four — Computer Applications
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AB OR ALTERNATING BLOCK

Term One ’ | Term Two
Period One Period Two | Period Three Period Four
Day One — Math American History Computer App. - Athletics
Day Two — Biology Horticulture English ~ Athletics
Day Three —Math American History Computer App. Athletics
Day Four — Biology Horticulture English Athletics
Day Five — Math American Histéry Cbmputer App.  Athletics

Note: The rotation would continue the next week and continue throughout the school
year for 175 days.
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