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ABSTRACT 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine 

whether attendance, academic achievement, school climate, 

student stress, and teacher burnout improved in an inner 

city, predominantly African American high school after the 

implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule. Data concerning 

student academic achievement and absenteeism in 14 

classrooms were gathered from the school's Annual 

Scholastic Reports. Data concerning the instructional 

practices of eight teachers were gathered through the 

teacher version of the Instructional Practices Survey and 

compared to a student version of the Instructional 

Practices Survey to determine whether student perception of 

instructional practices coincided with the teachers' 

perceptions. Classroom climate was examined by 

administering the Classroom Environment Survey to seven 

teachers and 130 of their students. Student stress levels 

were examined from the results of the School Situation 

Survey returned by 106 students. The Maslach Burnout 

Inventory was used to gather data concerning the burnout 

levels of 13 teachers. 

This study found that increases in grade point average 

and decreases in absenteeism were not achieved after three 

years of block scheduling. Instructional practices of the 

teachers involved in this study did not change 

significantly. School climate, student stress levels, and 

teacher burnout were found to be in the average range. 

xiv 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

A twenty-year crisis concerning the confidence of the 

American public in their schools began when A Nation at Risk 

(Gardner, 1983) warned of a "rising tide of mediocrity" in 

the American educational system. In Prisoners of Time, the 

National Education Commission on Time and Learning (1994) 

stated that the public perception of the quality of education 

was not favorable. The Commission pointed to a 1993 Gallup 

Poll in which only 19% of the respondents gave the American 

educational system an A or a B. Twenty-one percent gave the 

educational system a D or an F. Similarly, in a 1993 poll by 

Parade magazine, the. Commission found that 63% of the 

respondents rated the American educational system as fair or 

poor. Data exist that refute the basis of the attacks on 

today's education system and indicate that today's 

educational crisis is manufactured and based on a 

disinformation campaign, usually focused on SAT scores, 

intended to attack American schools (Berliner & Biddle, 1995; 

Bracey, 1995; Bracey, 2002). Berliner and Biddle, as well as 

Bracey, provided an abundance of data to show that SAT scores 

over the years were not as bad as the 11 disinformation 

campaign" would have us believe. Even if the 11 disinformation 

campaign" was true, Wadsworth (1998) pointed out that the 

public was concerned with the idea of metal detectors at 
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school doors, students hanging out in the parking lot instead 

of in classrooms, and the sales clerks that lacked the skills 

to count change. 

The 32nd Annual Phi Delta Kappa/Gallup Poll showed that 

pubic dissatisfaction with schools was based on a myth (Rose 

& Gallup, 2000; Wadsworth & Johnson, 2001). The results 

showed an all time high in satisfaction. Seven in 10 parents 

graded the school their oldest child attended as an A or B. 

Fifty nine percent of respondents believed reforming the 

existing system was better than finding an alternative 

system. Similar results were found in the 33rd Annual Phi 

Delta Kappa poll (Rose & Gallup, 2001). The Sixth Phi Delta 

Kappa poll of teachers found that 64% of teachers rated the 

public schools as A orB (Langdon & Vesper, 2000). 

Whatever the cause, real or manufactured, the public was 

losing confidence in.public education (Dworkin, 1987) and 

this loss of confidence had brought about a loss of parental 

respect for the profession, the lack of which forced teachers 

to rely less on their classroom authority and more on their 

classroom influence in order to gain compliance from 

students. Teachers who can gain compliance through use of 

their authority are less likely to become exhausted from 

stress than teachers who must use their influence to gain 

compliance (Dworkin, 1987). Perhaps this trend will reverse 

if the public regains confidence in the public schools, as 

the later polls suggest. 

Headline writers love to write about educational 

failures (Berliner & Biddle, 1998), and politicians use 
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educational failures to shift the responsibility of blame, 

but the schools that have received the failure label have to 

accept it. Teachers, administrators and students then must 

find ways to improve, especially when improvement is 

mandated, yet not funded, by state legislatures. 

Some American schools are labeled as 11 failing." Myers 

and Goldstein (1997) question the meaning of the term 

failing. Just what is a failing school? Myers and Goldstein 

(1997) claimed that failure, in some form or another, exists 

in all educational systems. They asked whether the problem 

was one of failing schools or failing systems. Defining the 

concept of a failing school is difficult at best when, quite 

often, the term, 11 failure" is also used to mean 

11 ineffective." Myers and Goldstein (1997) have pointed out 

that a school that may be effective for white middle-class 

girls may be ineffective for black working-class girls. The 

term 11 troubled" was preferred by Myers and Goldstein. 

Troubled schools do have different characteristics and often 

are troubled for different reasons. It is therefore difficult 

to identify specific characteristics of troubled schools and 

even more difficult to prescribe specific remedies. 

Myers and Goldstein broke troubled schools into three 

categories, each describing different school climates or 

learning environments. ~~striving" schools were those 

characterized as troubled, but in which the administration 

and faculty were determined to improve the school. ~~swaying" 

schools were those that were characterized as 11 touch and go" 

as to whether the school would survive, let alone improve. 
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11 Sliding" schools were identified as those that were in a 

seemingly never ending downward spiral. In the sliding 

schools, attempts were made to improve the school by 

improving student disaffection and behavior, both of which 

are part of a school's climate and culture. The faculties 

were often found to be cynical of new attempts at 

improvement, especially after previous attempts were made 

inconsistently and done in a haphazard method. Such a school 

climate (environment) must surely have an effect on the 

stress levels of students, teachers and administrators. 

Educators have long recognized the importance of school 

climate as a determinant of student success (Miller, 2000; 

Moos, 1979; Sanacore, 2000). Administrative choices and 

decisions concerning policies also have an impact on the 

school environment. Norton (1984) wrote that a school's 

environment sets the tone for the school's approach to 

meeting stated goals and resolving problems. He also stated 

that effective communication fosters a good school climate by 

building trust, mutual respect and clarity of function. 

Climate sets the conditions for creativity as well as 

determining the attitudes toward personal growth. Norton 

(1984) argued that a school's environment served a crucial 

role in determining what the school is and what it might 

become. 

Improving school environment has been approached through 

a variety of reforms. Reform efforts have taken into account 

the public's perception, according to opinion surveys, of 

today's high schools. This perception includes the problems 
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of poor attendance, low academic achievement, poor school 

climate and negative stress levels for students and teachers 

(National Education Commission of Time and Learning, 1994; 

Rose & Gallup, 2000; Rose & Gallup, 2001). One effort to 

improve schools involved the implementation of block 

scheduling. Despite the fact that various states have already 

implemented block scheduling in many of their high schools, 

there are just as many school boards who remain reluctant to 

do so because they are not sure the proclaimed benefits of 

block scheduling actually do occur. 

Purpose of the Study 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine whether 

attendance, academic achievement, school climate, student 

stress, and teacher burnout improved in an inner city, 

predominantly African American high school after the 

implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule. The proponents of 

block scheduling have claimed that with this type of 

schedule, improvements can be made in all of the variables 

listed above. These variables were studied as they were used 

by the general public to determine the success of a school. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The research questions for this study were the 

following: 

1. Did grade point averages (GPAs) change after the 

implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

2. Did student absentee percentages (APs) change after 

the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

3. What were the instructional practices during block 
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scheduling? 

4. How did teachers and students perceive school climate 

in the 4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the Classroom 

Environment Survey? 

5. What were the student stress levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule as measured by the School Situation Survey? 

6. What were the teacher burnout levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory? 

The following hypotheses guided this study: 

1. A comparison of pre and post 4 x 4 block scheduling 

will show a statistically significant improvement in student 

grade point averages. 

2. Student absentee percentages (APs) will show a 

statistically significant decrease after implementation of 

block scheduling. 

3. Teachers' instructional practice will change in order 

to accommodate the additional class time. 

4. School climate will provide a supportive and 

organized structure for teaching and learning when compared 

to the norm group of the Classroom Environment Survey. 

5. Stress levels of students will fall into the low to 

medium range based on the norms of the School Situation 

Survey after the implementation of block scheduling. 

6. Burnout levels of teachers will be at the low to 

average levels as determined by the Maslach Burnout Inventory 

after the implementation of block scheduling. 

Definition of Terms 

1. Block scheduling. A system of class scheduling in 



which fewer classes are taken (four in this study) per 

semester but are taken for a longer duration (90 minutes 

in this study) per day. A traditional year-long course was 

completed in one semester using block scheduling. 

2. Four-by-four Block Schedule. A block schedule in 

which students will take four courses in semester one and 

four different courses for semester two. Normally only two 

academic core classes are taken in a semester. 

7 

3. Seven period day. The traditional schedule in which 

classes are 50 minutes in length and last the entire 180 day 

school year. 

4. School Attendance. The number of days a student was 

officially present for class. Attendance was calculated from 

the Annual Scholastic Report based on roll taken by teachers 

in each class on a daily basis. Attendance was recorded in 

the form of an absence percentage. 

5. Absentee Percentage (AP). Since a student attends a 

block schedule for only 90 days instead of the usual 180 days 

of the traditional seven period day, attendance was put in 

percentage form for comparison. Twenty days absent on the 

traditional schedule would not be the same as twenty days 

absent on a block schedule. Twenty days absent on the 

traditional schedule is 20/180 or 11.1% absence. Twenty days 

on the block schedule is 20/90 or 22.2% absence. This 

technique permitted a more logical method for comparison of 

attendance between the two different schedules. 

6. Academic Achievement. For the purpose of this study 

academic achievement was measured by computing the grade 



point averages (GPAs) for the students in each teachers' 

classroom. 

7. Grade point average (GPA). For the purpose of this 

study, grade point average was determined by averaging the 

grades earned by all students in a given class period for a 

particular teacher for a specified school year. 

8 

8. Classroom Environment. The comprehensive structure of 

a school made up of culture, physical appearance, 

organizational structure, social relationships, and 

individual behaviors. This concept was measured using the 

Classroom Environment Survey. 

9. Stress. A complex pattern of reactions to real or 

perceived threats (stressors) to one's sense of well-being 

that motivates adjustment (responses) in order to avoid high 

levels of anxiety. Student stress was measured using the 

School Situation Sur¥ey and teacher burnout was measured 

using the Maslach Burnout Inventory. 

10. Stress Levels. Stress levels refer to the numerical 

results of the participating students perception of stress as 

indicated on the School Situation Survey. The survey manual 

includes scale averages (g = 1607) by grade level cluster for 

determining stress levels of the respondents. 

11. Teacher Burnout. Burnout is a syndrome of emotional 

exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal 

accomplishment that can occur among individuals who work with 

people in some capacity. 

12. Instructional Practice. The actual methods and 

strategies that teachers used in the classroom teaching their 
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lessons, for example, the use of lecture or the Paideia 

method. 

9 

13. Paideia Instruction. A teaching method based on the 

work of Mortimer Adler using the Socratic method. Paideia 

methodology educates by asking instead of telling, combining 

didactic instruction with academic coaching and seminar 

discussions (Adler, 1977). 

Significance of the Study 

The results of this study will add to the knowledge base 

of the effects of block scheduling on absenteeism, academic 

achievement, school climate, student stress and teacher 

burnout. The findings can be used by schools in determining 

whether or not to implement block scheduling for the purpose 

of improving absenteeism, academic achievement, school 

climate, or for lowering teacher/student stress levels. 

Limitations and Delimitations of the Study 

This study assessed the results of a 4 x 4 block 

schedule at one large, urban high school. Due to the nature 

of the sample and due to the type of data collected, care 

must be taken when generalizing the study's results. No data 

relative to school climate, student stress, and teacher 

burnout were collected before the implementation of the 4 x 4 

block schedule. It was therefore not possible to determine 

whether block scheduling improved or impaired the previous 

levels of school climate, student stress or teacher burnout. 

These variables, however, were examined, and their current 

levels were used as an indicator of what to expect during the 

implementation period of block scheduling. Data for academic 



achievement and absenteeism were collected before and after 

the implementation of block scheduling. 

The small sample size is a limitation of the study. 

10 

Sixteen teachers, 28% of the faculty, were asked to 

participate in the study concerning academic achievement and 

absenteeism. These sixteen teachers were chosen because they 

were at the study site before and after the implementation of 

block scheduling. Fourteen teachers, 25% of the faculty, 

agreed to participate in this part of the study. Of these 14 

teachers, only eight, 14% of faculty, returned the 

Instructional Practices Survey. 

The examination of school climate included data returned 

from 12% of the faculty and 10.5% of the student body. One 

hundred six students, 8.6% of the student body, returned the 

School Situation Survey forms. The Maslach Burnout Survey was 

distributed to 25% o~ the faculty. Of these 14 teachers, 13 

returned the survey forms. 

The study was limited to one high school because of the 

lack of availability of high school block scheduling in the 

district. There were no high schools in the district using 

block scheduling during the 1993-1994 school year. Two high 

schools implemented block scheduling for the 1995-1996 school 

year. The teachers selected for the study had been at the 

school during the entire 1993-1998 period. The study of grade 

point averages and attendance included the same 14 teachers 

in the two-year period before block and the second and third 

years after block was implemented. Although every teacher did 

not have the same course schedule every year, most taught a 



sufficient number of the same courses in order to make a 

valid comparison for the purpose of examining changes. The 

Instructional Practices Survey was used to determine if the 

instructional practices used by the teachers had changed 

since the conversion to the 4 x 4 block schedule. 

Organization of the Study 

1 1 

Chapter One is an introduction which presents the 

background of the study, the purpose of the study, research 

questions and hypotheses, and the significance of the study. 

This chapter began with a view of public education by the 

general public as reported in several studies. The public 

view tends to demonstrate a dissatisfaction with the current 

trends in education. Block scheduling was presented as an 

alternative, not a panacea, to the current woes in our 

educational system. 

Chapter Two reviews the literature related to block 

scheduling and the dependent variables being studied. This 

chapter examines reasons for examining ways to improve 

education as well as some of the flaws that may be built into 

the current use of time in our schools today. The concept of 

the 4 x 4 schedule is examined as a possible method to better 

use time in our schools. The philosophy of the 4 x 4 block is 

discussed in terms of what it is supposed to do as well as 

what its opponents claimed would not happen with its 

implementation. This chapter also examines the claims that 

the 4 x 4 block would do harm in the field of mathematics. 

Mathematics instructors are one of the most vocal groups who 

speak out against the use of block scheduling. School climate 
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and the effects of stress in the school are also reviewed. 

Chapter Three discusses the research design and 

methodology. Included in this chapter are the procedures and 

methods of conducting the study, as well as the research 

questions and hypotheses. The research instruments used in 

the study are discussed relative to their reliability and 

validity. A description of the population and sample is 

included in the chapter along with a description of how the 

data were collected and analyzed. The limitations and 

delimitations of the study close the Chapter. 

Chapter Four is a presentation of the analysis of the 

data and the findings. 

Chapter Five examines the results and findings and 

discusses several implications of the study. 

The study also contains appendices which include letters 

sent to the study si~e faculty and copies of the instruments 

used in the study . 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction 
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The past twelve years have witnessed many attempts at 

reforming the educational system, some of which included 

year-round-school, longer school days, and even a longer 

school year. Berliner and Biddle (1995) have argued that most 

school reform did not work because it was attempting to fix a 

nonexistent problem. If one examined schools as individual 

entities, one could see that many schools have room for 

improvement. Berliner and Biddle (1995) and Bracey (2002) may 

be correct in asserting that American schools are not as bad 

as the public is being led to believe. However, a school does 

not have to be sick in order to get better. Efforts at 

improvement are necessary for some schools. The problem lies 

in deciding what actually needs to be 11 fixed." A flaw in the 

use of time is one area that has been examined as a way to 

improve schools. 

The 4 x 4 Block Schedule 

Harold Howe (1993) claimed the typical school day, which 

is usually divided into periods of forty to fifty minutes in 

length, handicapped teachers and students. Howe (1993) found 

the typical class period of most secondary schools often 

allowed teachers to do little more than get a lesson started 

before it was time to change classes, not allowing teachers 

the necessary time to develop a lesson and follow up with an 
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adequate student/teacher discussion. Teachers have claimed 

that block scheduling permitted them time to conduct 

activities more efficiently (Shortt & Thayer, 1998-1999), 

which improved student performance. Howe went further in 

stating that taking the student out of the classroom usually 

infringed upon the time from another teacher's class, thereby 

decreasing possible engaged time in other classes. Seifert 

and Beck (1984) found that only 28 minutes of each 55 minute 

period in secondary schools were used for instruction. 

Karweit's study (1976) pointed out that it was not 

necessarily the fault of the school or teachers that time was 

misused. The problem was simply part of the nature of group 

instruction as well as the multiple goals of schools. Karweit 

(1976) also maintained that the nature of young learners sets 

limits on how much of the school day can be used for 

instruction. These c9ncepts support Howe's statement that 

secondary teachers barely get a lesson started when it is 

time to leave. 

Proponents of block scheduling have claimed that a 

logical way to handle the reforming of school time is to 

implement a form of block scheduling (Canady & Hotchkiss, 

1984; Canady & Rettig, 1993; Dougherty, 1998; Gifford & 

Stanley, 1999; Marshak, 2000; Robbins, Gregory, & Herndon, 

2000). Merely changing the daily schedule, however, will not 

guarantee an improvement in student attendance or academic 

achievement (Marshak, 2000; Rettig, 1999). Quality 

instructional strategies must be used. By dividing the high 

school day into four blocks of time ranging from 90 to 120 
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minutes each (4 x 4 block) daily time-on-task can be 

increased, if the additional time is consumed with quality 

instruction. Researchers have claimed the block-scheduled 

classroom has allowed teachers to implement practices that 

resulted in student outcomes exceeding those of the 

traditional classroom (Shortt & Thayer, 1998-1999). Block 

scheduling created a situation in which old teaching methods 

might not work, but it should not be assumed that new methods 

would be implemented (Canady & Rettig, 1993; King, Clements, 

Enns, Lockerbie, & warren, 1975; Marshak, 2000; Oneil 1995). 

The block schedule did, however, provide opportunities for 

students to earn even more credits than possible with the 

seven period day (Canady & Rettig, 1993; Gifford & Stanley, 

1999; Veal & Schreiber, 1999). Each 18-week semester 

permitted students to take four different classes, bringing 

the total credits for the year to eight. The longer class 

periods in block scheduling have the potential to increase 

the time available for learning without increasing the length 

of the school year or the school day and with no additional 

demands on the school budget. Part of the time saved came by 

eliminating the start, stop, start that occurred when classes 

change. After the extended class started, which took no more 

time than a short class, the students were there for a longer 

period. 

Canady and Rettig (1993) and Rettig and Canady (1996) 

claimed the 4 x 4 block was relatively easy to implement, but 

using the additional class time with varied, high quality 

activities was a must. As for remediation time for students 
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who need additional help, there were block schedules that 

have it built in. Canady and Rettig (1993) advocated the use 

of a schedule that had days blocked in a 75-15-75-15 scheme. 

The schedule still had the usual 180-day school year. An 

entire course was taught in 75 days, with fewer but longer 

class periods each day. The 15-day session was used for 

remediation or for enrichment activities. 

The 4 x 4 block also gave the teacher more time for out 

of class activities which often required time from other 

classes. Out of class activities, on the block schedule, take 

time away from only one other academic subject. 

In the typical 4 x 4 block schedule, a student would 

take two core academic classes and two elective classes per 

semester. If the two academic courses were paired properly, 

such as social studies classes paired with language arts 

classes and math cla~ses paired with science classes, 

interdisciplinary planning could connect the disciplines and 

not take time from either academic class (Canady & Rettig, 

1993; Marshak, 2000; Robbins, et al. 2000). 

Block Scheduling and Time 

The concept of time seemed to be recognized as critical 

to education and was, no doubt, important in the educational 

process as studies of time-on-task have shown. Time was one 

of the variables that was relatively fixed but, unlike 

socioeconomic status, a variable that could be controlled and 

manipulated by teachers (Karweit & Slavin, 1981; Robbins et 

al. 2000; wang, 1979) and also by educational systems with 

very little added expense. In Prisoners of Time (1994), the 
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National Education Commission on Time and Learning found that 

one of the problems in education today was a design flaw in 

the use of time. This flaw was described by Howe (1993) when 

he referred to our educational system as a uprocrustean bed." 

Just as Procrustes' main concern was that everyone fit the 

same bed, educators' concerns revolved around fitting all 

students into the same time schedule. The school or classroom 

schedule often did not allow for the fact that different 

students required different amounts of time for learning. An 

example of Howe's Procrustean bed in education was when at 

least half of the students in a class were reading below 

grade level, but were reading from the same book as those 

that were on grade level (Stewart, 1990). 

wang (1979) and Robbins et al.(2000) maintained that in 

order for educational systems to provide every child with an 

equal opportunity fo~ success in school, an adequate amount 

of time must be made available for students and teachers. 

Wang was not saying that students need to be grouped by 

ability in order to give the 11 Slow learner" more time as the 

more adept students move on. John Goodlad (1984), in A Place 

Called School, stated that the continuation of grouping 

should have been abolished by law so that those who were ill­

informed would refrain from using the practice. Canady and 

Reina (1993) stated that tracking and the curricular and 

instructional inequalities that go with it may actually 

foster mediocrity in the classroom experiences of most 

children, especially the experiences of poor, black and 

Hispanic students. There were ways, however, in which time 
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could be scheduled for remediation while assuring that 

students who do not need remediation were not held back. 

According to Canady and Rettig (1993), Marshak, (2000), and 

Robbins et al. (2000), a system of block scheduling, 

specifically the 4 x 4 schedule, could provide for 

remediation time, provided proper instructional practices 

were in place. 
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Wang (1979) believed that teachers could increase 

learning by increasing motivation. Perseverance was related 

to motivation as a factor in the degree of learning. One 

would assume that if teachers increased a student's 

willingness to persist at a task, shorter learning time would 

result. According to Millman, Bieger, Klag and Pine (1983), 

that assumption may be incorrect. Millman, et al. (1983) 

found that J. B. Carroll (1963) was correct when he stated 

that even when the p~rseverance level was increased, students 

who were already willing to persevere to the extent needed 

for learning a task would not alter their degree of learning 

nor the time needed for learning. When disregarding the 

perseverance factor, time became even more important. Karweit 

(1976) and Robbins, et al. (2000) felt that many educators 

simply misunderstood the research on time and therefore they 

concluded that more time equals more learning, even though 

the research relating opportunity time (days and hours) to 

achievement did not support that approach. When many school 

districts increased the time allotted for education in an 

attempt to improve academic achievement, they worked in terms 

of more courses. An example of increasing time was the number 
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of districts that have increased high school class schedules 

from a six-period-day to a seven period-day. was this better 

use of time? The philosophy of the seven period day warranted 

examination. If students were not doing well in six periods 

per day, how would increasing the schedule to include a 

seventh period be of any benefit? This type of reform fell 

into the category of "doing the same old thing, but expecting 

different results." 

Improving educational systems through longer school 

days, longer school years, and by adding a seventh period to 

student schedules has been rationalized by many districts. 

Some states have attempted to improve education by increasing 

the number of credits required for graduation. The seven 

period day appeared to have been made for this reform. 

Students were given the opportunity to acquire at least three 

more credits, over tnree years, without an increase in the 

length of the school day or the school year. In actuality, 

the seven period day did not increase time-on-task; it merely 

added "more of the same." This reform, however, has not 

provided the desired improvements. The seventh period may 

actually have increased the workload that was not being met. 

Time appears to be one of the most important variables 

in the search for improvement. The problem was one of finding 

a way to use time to its maximum potential for improving the 

educational system. When time was used well in schools, not 

only did school climate improve, but the opportunity for 

learning increased as well (Robbins, et al. 2000; Shortt & 

Thayer, 1998-1999). The previously mentioned reforms have 
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been aimed at improvement, but have missed the target. 

Students were being asked to do too much in terms of course 

load. A seven-period day provided the extra courses for 

meeting increased graduation requirements, but it also 

increased student responsibility by increasing their already 

full workload, which may also have increased student stress 

levels. Proponents of block scheduling have claimed that it 

has provided a way to relieve the student workload, increase 

class time, improve attendance, decrease discipline problems 

and at the same time earn one more credit per year than the 

seven period day permitted (Buckman 1995; Canady & Reina, 

1993; Canady & Rettig, 1993, 2001; Conti-D'Antonio, 

Bertrando, & Eisenberger, 1998; Marshak, 2000). 

Increasing time in school. The issue concerning time did 

not appear to be the number of years of schooling, nor was it 

the number of days in a school year, it was the actual amount 

of time in school and the way it was used. Fredrick and 

Walberg (1980) cited the study by Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, 

McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld and York (1966) in which the time 

variables, including hours of homework and attendance rate 

accounted for only 4 percent of the variance in achievement 

gain by black students and 1.5 percent of the variance in 

achievement gain for white students. The Coleman study found 

the frequency of homework, days in session, part-day 

attendance and length of academic day to have even less 

influence in predicting academic outcome, making the results 

of schooling questionable. Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974) 

disputed the Coleman study by suggesting that educators 



should not have been asking if there were any effects of 

schooling, but rather should have been asking how effective 

schooling really was. 
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Karweit and Slavin (1981) and Robbins et al. (2000) 

believed the variable of time needed for learning was an 

important variable missing in much of the research. Gettinger 

(1989) agreed and added that the amount of time a learner 

needed for learning was largely dependent on what was taking 

place in terms of instructional presentation and the quality 

of instruction. 

The way time was used in the classroom appeared to be a 

major factor in the amount of learning that would take place. 

Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974) claimed a 24 percent increase 

in schooling would increase the average gain in reading 

comprehension by two thirds and math achievement and verbal 

skills by one third •. Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974), by 

extrapolation, projected that increases in the length of the 

school year, or in the attendance rate or in the length of 

the school day could each show an increase in student 

performance. Karweit (1976), in a reanalysis of both the 

Coleman and the Wiley studies, found them both suspect. In 

reevaluation of the Coleman study, Karweit found that school 

policies and sample differences, rather than time, may have 

accounted for differences in achievement. This finding was 

reflected in the work of other researchers (Conti-D'Antonio, 

et al. 1998; Smith, 2000). 

Increased class time and the block schedule. Karweit and 

Slavin (1981) believed that an individual's learning time was 
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dependent upon his/her engaged time with the material. 

Engaged time was dependent upon such factors as interest in 

the material, aptitude for the subject, and presentation 

methods used by the teacher. When considering instructional 

presentation and student interest as factors determining 

engaged time, lengthening the class period as suggested by 

Rettig and Canady (1996, 2001) and others would have required 

teachers to use a variety of presentation methods in order to 

maintain student interest and still be able to advance 

adequately through a lesson. A 4 x 4 block schedule that has 

students taking only two core academic classes per semester, 

but for longer class periods, provides more time for 

discussion and lesson development (Gifford & Stanley, 1999). 

Seifert and Beck (1984) found a significant positive 

relationship between achievement gain and teacher 

lecture/discussion strategy as compared to achievement gain 

and a seat work strategy. The secondary schedule used by most 

schools minimizes student discussions and as Howe (1993) 

pointed out, that was what Goodlad (1984) said made school 

dull, the teacher does all of the talking. A longer class 

period allowed the teacher to develop a lesson more 

thoroughly and not infringe upon time allotted for other 

courses. A longer class period also allowed more time for 

lesson development through a combination of seat work and 

discussion. 

School programs rob learning time. Absenteeism was not 

the only factor robbing schools of learning time. Karweit and 

Slavin (1981) stated that non-academic programs and/or 
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competing academic programs take school time also. An example 

of this encroachment on time was band rehearsals that occur 

during the regular school day or pull-out programs that take 

students away from the classroom. These academic intrusions 

were considered to be legitimate in most schools. Gettinger 

(1989) cited research that substantiated the idea that the 

degree of learning would be lower if adequate teaching was 

not provided or if students could not devote a sufficient 

amount of time for learning. How time was taken away did not 

matter; the fact that students were off task was what was 

important. Time needed for learning must be adequate or 

learning will suffer (Conti-D'Antonio, et al. 1998; Marshak, 

2000, Nichols, 2000; Rettig & Canady, 2001; Smith, 2000). 

Student Achievement 

Time was not the only area of gain with the 

implementation of block scheduling. Since the block schedule 

reduced the number of courses for which students prepared 

homework, it also reduced a source of stress (Blom, Cheney, & 

Snoddy, 1986) by allowing more concentration in fewer areas 

of study which could improve daily attendance and grade point 

average (Buckman, 1995; Hackman, 1995). Student grades have 

been found to improve in most schools that have implemented 

the block schedule; some schools, however, have reported no 

change in grades (Williams, 1999). Gifford and Stanley (1999) 

and Nichols (2000) found significant gains in the number of 

students failing two or more classes and claimed that the 

block schedule may have been harmful, particularly for 

students who were already struggling. It was noted that 



bn 

24 

grades may not reflect an increase in learning, especially in 

the cases where students covered less material in block 

scheduled programs (Kramer, 1997). 

Hinman (1992) found that implementation of block 

scheduling in an English speaking middle school in Puerto 

Rico resulted in fewer discipline referrals, which 

contributed to higher student achievement. Attendance and 

discipline were related to achievement in that both were 

factors that increased time-on-task and influenced higher 

student achievement. Farber and Finn (2000) found that 

student engagement in classwork, time-on-task, to be an 

essential element for student achievement. 

Most research findings do not point to success. 

Schrieber, veal, Flinders, and Churchill (2001) conducted a 

study of two independent cohorts of tenth grade students in a 

mid-western high schQol. The high school used a combination 

of schedules, including a traditional schedule, a block 

schedule, and a hybrid schedule. These researchers found that 

the type of schedule was not an influential factor in male or 

female student achievement. Similarly, Lawrence and McPherson 

(2000) found that student scores on the North Carolina End­

of-Course tests for Algebra I, Biology, English I, and u.s. 

History were consistently higher before block scheduling 

than during the two years following block scheduling. 

Creamean and Horvath (2000) found block scheduling strategies 

that resulted in effective instructional practices, time 

management, staff development and an opportunity for 

innovation, showed an increase in attendance, a decrease in 
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discipline problems, but no significant change in percentage 

of grade distribution. 

All of these studies directly relate to the present 

study examined block scheduling or one of the variables 

related to block scheduling. Some studies identified 

improvement in achievement related to block scheduling. Other 

research failed to identify differences. Clearly, more 

research on block scheduling and student achievement is 

needed. In addition, further study is needed of other factors 

related to block scheduling including student attendance and 

absenteeism. 

Attendance and Absenteeism 

The literature revealed academic achievement suffered 

when students or teachers were absent. Karweit (1976) found 

that an increase in the length of the school year resulted in 

an increase in absenteeism. Karweit found the effect of 

attendance on achievement to be quite strong, but in other 

studies attendance did not account for much of the variance. 

It appeared that increasing student attendance and better use 

of time would be of great benefit. Block scheduling was 

reported to decrease absenteeism and discipline problems, 

both of which infringed upon time-on-task (Canady & Rettig, 

1993; Rettig & Canady, 2001). In a study of block scheduling 

in two high schools, Buckman (1995) found that daily 

attendance and GPA improved. Buckman also found an 

improvement in the school climate in terms of safety, 

success, involvement, commitment, interpersonal relationships 

and satisfaction. Canady and Hotchkiss (1984) also found that 
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using block scheduling increased the time-on-task by 

improving student attendance rates and was done without an 

increase in budget. Studies conducted with students in grades 

third to sixth, sixth to eighth, and ninth to twelfth, found 

that the number of days present, number of unexcused 

absences, tardiness and dropouts had the most significant 

effects on achievement. One study also found that five 

additional tardies or absences resulted in about half a month 

less academic growth for twelfth grade students. It was also 

found that tardiness affected the high achiever more than the 

average achiever (Frederick & Walberg, 1980). Overall, it can 

be concluded that block scheduling may improve attendance. 

The Cost Factor of Increasing the School Year 

Increasing class time is not just a matter of 

lengthening the school year or the school day. The cost of 

such a change must be considered. Lengthening the school year 

or the school day requires an increase in the school budget. 

Wiley and Harnischfeger (1974) demonstrated this cost factor 

by pointing out that attendance rates varied widely from 

state to state. Iowa, for example, had an average school year 

of 180 days and an Average Daily Attendance (ADA) rate of 

94.5%. Missouri had an average school year of 174 days and an 

ADA of 84%. Iowa students received an average of 16.4% more 

schooling than Missouri students. Wiley and Harnischfeger 

calculated Missouri would have to spend $135 million dollars 

to lengthen the school year and raise ADA so that students 

would receive the same amount of schooling as those in Iowa. 

It was not likely that many states would spend the additional 
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funds to increase schooling time. Simply altering the way the 

school day was divided, however, was within the current 

school budget constraints of most American high schools 

(Canady & Rettig, 1993; Carroll, 1994; Nichols, 2000; Rettig 

& Canady, 2001). Therefore, block scheduling is an attractive 

option to many school leaders. 

The 4 x 4 Block and Mathematics 

Canady and Rettig (1993) stated that mathematics 

teachers were consistently among the major opponents of block 

scheduling, the complaint being that block scheduling did not 

allow time for proper dissemination of math concepts. Math 

teachers often believed their curriculum would not fit well 

into long blocks of time and were often no more than tolerant 

of the block schedule (Gilkey & Hunt, 1998; Kramer, 1997). 

They believed that too much was compressed into too little 

time. Their beliefs were supported by Lawrence and McPherson 

(2000), who found that students taking Algebra I on a block 

schedule had consistently higher failure rates than Algebra I 

students on a traditional schedule. 

One factor in low standardized test mathematics scores 

may have been attributable to the way time was allotted for 

mathematics study. Schools may not be scheduling mathematics 

instructional time wisely, even under current scheduling 

practices. Karweit and Slavin (1981) found that the time 

scheduled weekly for the study of math ranged from 240 to 300 

minutes. This meant that over a 36 week period (one school 

year) some students were scheduled for 36 hours less math 

than other students in the same district. 
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When Karweit and Slavin (1981) examined the actual time 

spent on math, the weekly time ranged from 176 to 308 

minutes, which meant that some students received 79 fewer 

hours of math than other students. A high school using the 

typical 4 x 4 block schedule would have 90 minute classes for 

an 18 week period. This schedule permitted 450 minutes of 

mathematics per week which was 8100 minutes for an entire 

course. Traditional six-period day schedules had students in 

classes for 300 minutes per week for 36 weeks which amounted 

to 10,800 minutes per course. Even though students taking 

mathematics classes had more time in math class per week, 

they had to cover more material during that time, if indeed 

teachers covered the same amount of materials covered on a 

traditional schedule. This was the situation that led to the 

claims in the Kramer study (1997) that mathematics did not 

fit well into long blocks of time. 

A study by veal and Schreiber (1999) supported the view 

of teachers that mathematics and long blocks of time do not 

go together. Veal and Schreiber (1999) claimed that block 

scheduling was good for students who wanted to take more 

mathematics classes and obtain more credits, but it did 

little to enhance their understanding of mathematical 

concepts. This finding was corroborated in a study by Cobb, 

Abate, and Baker (1999) who found that students taking 

mathematics on a 4 x 4 block schedule scored significantly 

lower on standardized tests than did students using a 

traditional school schedule. 

Many studies examined how schools allotted time for 
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mathematics, but few considered teacher competence and 

instructional mode in determining how the available time was 

actually utilized for instruction (Karweit & Slavin, 1981). 

No matter how time was scheduled, competent teachers and 

effective methodology have to be considered (Gilkey & Hunt, 

1998). 

School Climate and Student Achievement 

The classroom's psychological environment, or climate, 

was found to make a difference in student achievement and 

motivation (Black, 2001; Fyans & Maehr, 1997; Hoy & Sabo, 

1998; Miller, 2000). The social climate of a school is made 

up of the norms, beliefs, and attitudes evidenced in the 

conditions, events, and practices of a school (Kelley, 1980). 

In making the above statement, Kelley claimed climate 

referred to the normative conditions which were relatively 

enduring over time and it was these conditions that 

distinguished one climate from another. Any single 

environmental climate may have its own patterns, practices, 

and conditions which could improve satisfaction and 

accomplishment, while, at the same time, have patterns, 

practices, and conditions that frustrated satisfaction and 

accomplishment. Differing values and perceptions held by 

different individuals and groups as to what has meaning and 

value would indicate there would be differences in 

determining what climate conditions or outcomes were 

important. If difficulty existed in determining what was or 

was not important in a social climate, could it be as 

difficult to determine what aspects of a school climate 
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affected student achievement? 

In a 1973 study, Brookover, Gigliotti, Henderson, and 

Schneider identified four student factors that accounted for 

the differences in levels of school achievement. These four 

factors were (a) student perceptions of the present 

evaluation-expectations of uothers" (parents, teachers, and 

friends); (b) student perceptions of the future evaluations­

expectations of uothers" (parents, teachers, and friends); 

(c) student perceptions about the level of feelings of 

futility (sense of control); and (d) student perceptions of 

those academic norms stressing academic achievement in their 

school system. Six teacher factors were identified. These 

were (a) teacher present evaluations-expectations of their 

students; (b) teacher future evaluations-expectations of 

their students; (c) teacher perceptions of parent-student 

push for education achievement; (d) teacher-reported push of 

individual students; (e) teacher satisfaction; and (f) 

teacher perceptions of the social system belief in student 

improvability. It was also found that a low sense of futility 

existed in schools that had high teacher evaluation­

expectations. Findings from studies by Pierce (1994) and 

Pellerin (2000) supported those by Brookover, et al. (1973). 

Both studies found that schools with a lower student-reported 

sense of futility also had a more positive student perception 

of academic norms stressing achievement. A teacher who showed 

care, respect, and physical closeness decreased the feeling 

of futility and increased the student's sense of security and 

safety, which helped to increase the student's level of 
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academic achievement. Also, when teachers felt good about 

teaching, student performance improved (Black, 2001). 
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High expectations appeared to be an important factor in 

achievement. Teachers with low expectations for students 

helped to create poor students and were making failure a 

self-fulfilling prophecy. Teachers perceived as caregivers 

showing warmth and friendliness helped students to have more 

confidence in themselves which, indirectly, led to higher 

academic achievement (Hatchman & Rolland, 2001; Juarez, 

2001). A case in point was the Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) 

study where teachers were told they had academic bloomers 

when, in fact, they did not, and academic performance 

improved. The teacher could also contribute to this scenario 

negatively by unknowingly making negative connotations 

concerning student abilities, as easily as restricting 

academic material or even reducing the instructional time 

(Juarez, 2001). Teachers who taught fewer students on a daily 

basis developed and maintained more personalized environments 

for their students, which led to better school climate and 

higher academic achievement. Several studies have 

demonstrated that when block scheduling reduced the number of 

students a teacher taught on a daily basis, typically in the 

80-90 range instead of 150 or more, school climate and 

student achievement in some courses improved (Queen, 

Algozzine, & Eaddy, 1997; Shore, 1995; Stader, 2001). 

The research showed that school environment was 

important in determining a school's effectiveness. Schools in 

which the ~~normative condition" did not support learning, 
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where students felt they could not master the social system, 

and in which they perceived that teachers did not care 

whether they succeeded or not, had the lowest school 

achievement levels (Brookover, et al. 1973; Miller, 2000). 

Stress in Schools 

High levels of stress affect teachers just as schools 

with poor classroom climates affect students (Kyriacou, 

2001). Teaching has been described as a low-commitment 

occupation. Many teachers choose their careers late, they 

enter and exit the profession throughout the life cycle, and 

many combine teaching with second jobs (Conley & Cooper, 

1991). It seemed, though, that today's urban schools with the 

high dropout rates, poor attendance, and low achievement were 

in need of teachers with an especially high commitment to 

teaching. Teachers who worked in large urban school systems 

either left the job·early or suffered from extreme levels of 

burnout (Henderson & Henderson, 1996). Abel and Sewell (1999) 

found greater stress levels in urban school teachers than in 

rural school teachers. Sources of stress, such as student 

misbehavior, maintaining class discipline, completing 

paperwork, and the lack of time to spend with individual 

students were just as stressing for rural teachers as they 

were for urban teachers. The high stress levels found in 

urban teachers came from poor working conditions, such as 

overcrowded classrooms, shortage of supplies, and sparsely 

distributed funds. Regardless of where burnout originated, it 

was a very devastating deterrent to successful teaching in 

any classroom (Byrne, 1998; Kyriacou, 2001; Murray-Harvey, 



33 

Slee, Lawson, Silins, Banifield, & Russel, 2000). 

There is a normal stress level in any school. These 

stress levels come from the everyday tasks that need to be 

completed, including the acquisition of new information and 

learning new skills, paper work, mandated testing, and are 

not necessarily unhealthy. Stress is a necessary part of life 

and when properly managed, could provide the challenge for 

living (D'Aurora & Fimian, 1988; Murray-Harvey, et al. 2000; 

Torsheim & Wold, 2001) and teaching. According to some 

researchers, unhealthy levels of stress have created problems 

and have eroded the effectiveness of schools (Hollingsworth, 

1996; Kyriacou, 2001; Lutz & Maddirala, 1990). Excessive 

stress in the classroom has presented a problem because it 

has impeded the teaching/learning process (Murray-Harvey, et 

al. 2000; Swick, 1987). High levels of stress have had 

negative effects on teacher physiology and have created high 

levels of sociopsychological anxiety in groups. Swick (1987) 

stated that disruptive and aggressive behavior patterns 

increased anxiety levels of everyone in the profession. High 

levels of negative stress patterns created a school burnout 

cycle in which students and teachers spent a lot of their 

energy on conflicts that raise levels of anxiety. 

Teachers and students bring psychological stress from 

outside sources into the classroom (Amen & Reglin, 1992; 

Kyriacou, 2001). Stressors from outside sources are usually 

beyond the control of school personnel. Stress from within 

the school may or may not be within the control of school 

personnel. Sources of stress from within the school include 
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teacher behavior, academic pressures, classroom organization, 

curriculum focus, student relationships, enforcing dress 

codes (Swick, 1987), supervising the cafeteria, the various 

forms of paperwork and testing, and a lack of empowerment by 

teachers (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). Kyriacou (1989, 2001) added 

poor student motivation, student discipline, time pressures, 

poor working conditions, low status, and conflicts with 

colleagues to the list of stressors for teachers. The ever 

increasing amount of paper work associated with increased 

class sizes also caused stress among teachers (Jenkins & 

Calhoun, 1991). 

Canaday and Rettig (1993, 2001) make the claim that 

implementing a form of block scheduling will reduce student 

stress levels. There may be a relationship of reduced stress 

and the use of block scheduling since it does seem logical 

that taking fewer classes would reduce academic stress, but 

no empirical research showing that relationship is available. 

Chapter Summary 

In the past decade the public school system in this 

country has fallen prey to attacks by politicians, parents, 

and educators who seem to have lost confidence in their 

schools. Many plans and innovations have been implemented in 

an effort to improve the public school system. One of the 

plans for improvement that has become popular over the last 

few years is the 4 x 4 block schedule. This 4 x 4 block 

schedule trend has become popular in some school districts, 

but remains untested in many others. The block schedule 

operates on the idea that 11 less is more." Students take 
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fewer classes at any given time, but the classes last longer. 

The supporters of block scheduling maintain that the 4 x 4 

block allowed teachers to develop lessons more thoroughly and 

actually accomplish more than when using the previous six or 

seven period day. 

The 4 x 4 block schedule, however, does not come without 

opposition. Math, foreign language, and band teachers usually 

oppose block scheduling. Teachers on 4 x 4 block schedules 

must teach their subject matter in one half of a school year, 

creating the claim from math and foreign language teachers 

that too much material must be compressed into too little 

time. They are not referring to the length of a class period, 

but to the length of the course itself, because a 4 x 4 block 

schedule supported classes only half of the year. Math and 

foreign language teachers argued that the 4 x 4 block 

schedule did not give students time to learn and work with a 

major concept before the next major concept had to be 

presented. They claimed to need a full year to properly teach 

their courses. They felt part of their curriculum had to be 

omitted. Band directors claimed that block scheduling would 

decrease the number of children taking band. Since a course 

only lasts half a year, in order for students to take band 

all year long, they would end up with eight credits in band. 

Many schools using the 4 x 4 block not only did this but 

encouraged it. 

The proponents of the 4 x 4 block schedule claimed that 

studies showed an increase in academic performance, an 

increase in student attendance, a decrease in student 
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discipline problems, and could cite research to support their 

views. Few teachers would oppose the possibility of such 

improvements in their classrooms. There are studies, however, 

that have shown no improvements in the above areas. 

The research on the 4 x 4 block schedule included many 

studies concerning academic achievement, absenteeism and 

discipline. There appeared to be a shortage of research 

concerning the change in school environment after the 

implementation of 4 x 4 block scheduling. Research shows that 

stress, regardless of the cause, could be a detriment to job 

performance. There is a need for research to determine if 

implementing the 4 X 4 plan will reduce the stress levels in 

teachers and students. 

This chapter provided a review of the literature and 

previous studies of 4 x 4 block scheduling. The next chapter 

will focus on research design and methodology. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Design of the Study 

This decision-oriented study was designed to provide a 

summative evaluation of the outcomes resulting from the 4 x 4 

block schedule in an urban high school. Summative evaluations 

determine the effectiveness of a program and can be conducted 

when a program is fully developed (McMillan and Schumacher, 

2001). 

Of the different types of decision-oriented evaluation 

studies (needs assessment, program and input, implementation, 

process, outcome and product), the design of this study is 

based on both process and outcome. McMillan and Schumacher, 

(2001) described them this way: 

Process evaluation provides information on the relative 
success of the various components of the program and the 
extent to which the objectives and products are 
achieved. The evaluator collects data that will lead to 
immediate program improvement. Data collection may 
require testing procedures and other methods. This kind 
of evaluation could also focus on the impact of program 
or other processes or programs. Process evaluation 
results in program modification. 
Outcome or product evaluation assesses the extent to 
which objectives were achieved. The data obtained 
include objective-based evaluation and other information 
from earlier evaluations. Previous information explains 
why the objectives were or were not achieved, and it 
helps the decision-maker to eliminate, modify, retain, 
or expand the program for wider use. The general worth 
of the program is determined by the way the outcomes it 
produces relate to the decisions regarding program 
certification and adoption (p.537). 

Consequently, this study focused on (a) "relative 
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successes" of 4 x 4 block scheduling relative to student 

attendance, student achievement, school climate, student 

stress, and teacher burnout, (b) the extent to which a 4 x 4 

block schedule positively influenced these four variables, 

and (c) the general worth of 4 x 4 block scheduling at the 

study site. Specifically, an ex-post facto design was used to 

examine academic achievement, absenteeism, and instructional 

practices. Academic achievement and student absenteeism data 

came from one source, Annual Scholastic Reports, which all 

schools receive at the end of a school year. Data concerning 

teacher instructional practices were examined after 

questionnaires were administered to students and teachers. 

The data from student instructional questionnaires were used 

to compare student perceptions of instructional practices 

with those of teachers. Questionnaires and surveys were also 

administered for the·purpose of evaluating school climate, 

student stress, and teacher burnout levels. 

The data collection steps in this study included: (a) 

examining academic achievement and absenteeism of students 

using grade audit reports from the 1993 to 1998 school years, 

(b) administering the Instructional Practices Survey (IPS)to 

students and teachers to see how instructional practices had 

changed, (c) surveying students and teachers using the 

Classroom Environment Survey (CES) to evaluate perceptions of 

school climate, (d) administering the School Situation Survey 

(SSS) to students in order to evaluate their stress levels, 

(e) measuring teacher burnout through use of the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory (MBI), and (f) interviewing teachers as to 



their beliefs about the decision to implement block 

scheduling. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The research questions for this study were the 

following: 

1. Did grade point averages (GPAs) change after the 

implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 
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2. Did student absentee percentages (APs) change after 

the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

3. What were the instructional practices during block 

scheduling? 

4. How did teachers and students perceive school climate 

in the 4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the Classroom 

Environment Survey? 

5. What were the student stress levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule as me~sured by the School Situation Survey? 

6. What were the teacher burnout levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory? 

The following hypotheses guided this study: 

1. A comparison of pre and post 4 x 4 block scheduling 

will show a statistically significant improvement in student 

grade point averages. 

2. Student absentee percentages (APs) will show a 

statistically significant decrease after implementation of 

block scheduling. 

3. Teachers' instructional practice will change in order 

to accommodate the additional class time. 

4. School climate will provide a supportive and 
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organized structure for teaching and learning when compared 

to the norm group of the Classroom Environment Survey. 

5. Stress levels of students will fall into the low to 

medium range based on the norms of the School Situation 

Survey after the implementation of block scheduling. 

6. Burnout levels of teachers will be at the low to 

average levels as determined by the Maslach Burnout Inventory 

after the implementation of block scheduling. 

Methodology 

In this section of the dissertation, the procedures used 

to execute the study will be explained relative to (a) the 

population and sample, (b)instrumentation,(c) collection of 

the data, and (d) analysis procedures. 

Population and Sample 

The site selected for this study was an urban, inner 

city high school wit~ 1,228 students in grades 9 through 12. 

At the beginning of the study, the student body consisted of 

971 (79.1%) African American students and 227 (20.9%) white 

students. The composition of the student body was relatively 

stable. 

The faculty of the study site consisted of 20 (31.2%) 

African American and 44 (68.8%) white teachers. Table 1 shows 

the population and sample size used in each area of the 

study. The teachers used in one part of the study were not 

necessarily used in other parts of the study, however, the 

teachers who participated in the Instructional Practices 

Survey were also involved in the examination of GPA. 
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Table 1. 

Population and Samples Selected for the study 

Population Sample Percentage 

Student Body 

Instructional 
Practices Survey ( s) 1228 480 39.0% 

Classroom Environment 
Survey (S) 1228 200 16.0% 

School Situation 
Survey 1228 200 16.0% 

School Faculty 

Teacher's Grade 
Point Average 64 16 25.0% 

Instructional 
Practices Survey ( T) 64 16 25.0% 

Classroom Environment 
Survey (T) 64 10 15.6% 

Maslach Burnout 
Inventory 64 20 31.2% 

Interviews 64 14 21.8% 

s denotes student T denotes teacher 

Teachers selected for the evaluation of grade point 

average were selected at random from faculty members that had 

been at the school for the window period, 1993-1994 through 

1996-1997. Teachers for this part of the study were from the 

language arts, social studies, mathematics, science, and 

exceptional student education departments. 

Instrumentation 

This study used six instruments to measure instructional 

practice (teacher and student versions), classroom 
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environment (teacher and student versions), student stress, 

and teacher burnout. Table 2 shows the overall return rate 

and usable number of surveys that were returned. It should be 

TABLE 2. 

Overall Return Rate and Usable Surveys 

Surveys Surveys % usable % of Surveys 
Survey Dist. Returned Returned Surveys Usable 

IPS ( T) 16 9 56 8 89 

IPS (S) 480 209 44 201 96 

CES ( T) 10 7 70 7 100 

CES (S) 200 132 66 130 98 

sss 200 114 57 106 93 

MBI 20 14 70 13 93 

Total 926 485 52 466 96 

s denotes student T denotes teacher 

noted that the Instructional Practices Survey (S), Classroom 

Environment Survey (S), and the School Situation Survey were 

to be completed by students, but the surveys were sent to 

teachers. When a teacher chose not to participate in the 

study, the return rate for the student version, as well as 

the teacher version of the survey, was reduced. 

Validity and reliability of instruments. The 

Instructional Practices Survey (IPS) was developed by the 

researcher for this study to determine if instructional 

practices had changed after the implementation of block 

scheduling at the study site. One goal of implementing the 
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4 x 4 schedule was to train the faculty in ways to better use 

class periods that were 35 minutes longer than the previous 

class periods of 55 minutes. During the year prior to the 

implementation of block scheduling, the study site faculty 

were trained in the use of the Paideia Method, computers for 

instruction, and cooperative learning. The IPS was developed 

to provide a measure of those methods as well as other 

instructional strategies commonly used by teachers. The 

survey has one form for teachers and one form for students. 

Except for perspectives (i.e., teacher or student) the survey 

items are identical. 

The IPS consisted of 44 items concerning instructional 

practices of teachers. Fifteen items related to strategies of 

Paideia, five items related to cooperative learning, two 

items concerning the use of computers, 10 items associated 

with the top 10 teac~ing strategies, five items relate to 

common teaching methods, and seven items related to higher 

order thinking skills. The IPS for teachers and for students 

can be found in Appendices B and c. 

Content validity of the Instructional Practices Survey 

was established by taking items and constructs from experts 

in their fields of instructional practice as well as from 

research on instructional practices used in teaching. Sixteen 

items on the IPS were designed to address the Paideia Method. 

These items were based on a questionnaire developed by Dr. 

Robert Brazil, principal at Sullivan High School in Chicago 

(Brazil, 1987). After receiving extensive training in the 

Paideia Method, Dr. Brazil decided to implement the Paideia 
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Method at Sullivan High School. His questionnaire was 

designed to assess classroom instructional practices before 

and after the implementation of the Paideia Method at 

Sullivan High School. In addition, items for the IPS were 

taken from Holden and Bunte (1995), who described the use of 

the Paideia Method in their classrooms. 

The five IPS items concerning cooperative learning were 

based on what cooperative learning is and isn't from research 

on cooperative learning (Borstein, 1995; James, 1989; Johnson 

& Johnson, 1989-1990; Slavin, 1987). 

Survey items were used to determine the utilization of 

teaching strategies that Hootstein (1995) identified as the 

top ten motivational strategies used by teachers. 

The seven remaining survey items were designed to 

determine the utilization of Higher Order Thinking Skills 

were based on the research of McCartney & Schrag (1990), 

Newman (1990a, 1990b), Onosko (1990), and Stevenson (1990). 

The IPS(T) was pilot tested for reliability using 

randomly selected teachers from a nearby high school. Thirty 

teachers, all with a minimum of five years teaching 

experience, were asked to complete the IPS(T). Twenty 

teachers completed and returned the IPS(T). Reliability, 

using the split-half method was .93. The student version of 

the IPS(S) was pilot tested by administering the survey to 

100 students in the same school where the teacher version was 

tested. Four randomly selected teachers were asked to 

administer the IPS(S) to twenty-five of their students. These 

100 students represented grades 9 through 12. Eighty-five 
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students responded by returning the survey. Using the split­

half method, the instrument's reliability was .85. 

School climate was measured by having randomly selected 

teachers and their students complete the Classroom 

Environment Survey (Trickett & Moos, 1995). The CES is a 90 

item questionnaire with nine social climate subscales. Test­

retest reliability of individual scores on the nine subscales 

were obtained on 52 students in four classrooms. The students 

took the CES twice over a six week period. Reliability ranged 

from a low of .72 on the Rule Clarity subscale to a high of 

.90 on the Innovation subscale. Construct validity was 

examined by conducting interviews with teachers in 38 classes 

representatively sampled from two suburban schools. Data were 

obtained over a one month period on the amount of free class 

time and on the frequency with which student suggested topics 

were discussed. The CES authors also monitored the use of 

special materials and teaching aids. They also objectively 

identified methods of reward and punishment (Tricket & Moos, 

1995). 

Teacher burnout was measured using the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory-Educators Survey (MBI-ES). The MBI-ES was adapted 

from the MBI-HSS by changing the word ~~recipient" to 

11 Student". Maslach, Jackson, and Leiter (1996) estimated the 

internal consistency of the Maslach Burnout Inventory - Human 

Services Survey (MBI-HSS) using Cronbach's coefficient alpha 

(g = 1316). The reliability coefficients for the subscales 

were: .90 for Emotional Exhaustion, .79 for 

Depersonalization, and .71 for Personal Accomplishment. 
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Reliability data were also gathered using a test-retest 

method. Earlier studies by Jackson, Schwab and Schuler 

(1986), who used a sample of 248 teachers and a one year 

interval between tests, found the following test-retest 

reliabilities: .60 for Emotional Exhaustion, .54 for 

Depersonalization, and .57 for Personal Accomplishment. A 

study by Lee and Ashforth (1993), found test-retest 

correlations of .74, .72, and .65 respectively for the three 

subscales, after an eight month interval. A study by Leiter 

(1990) found test-retest coefficients of .59, .50, and .63 on 

a six month interval. Leiter and Durup (1996) found test­

retest reliability coefficients of .75, .64, and .62, 

respectively, for a three month interval. There appeared to 

be a high degree of consistency within each subscale that did 

not diminish significantly from a period of three months to 

one year. 

Convergent validity of the MBI-HSS was demonstrated in 

several ways. First, individual MBI-HSS scores were 

correlated with behavioral ratings made independently by 

someone who knew the individual well, such as a spouse or co­

worker. Second, MBI-HSS scores were correlated with the 

presence of certain job characteristics that were expected to 

contribute to experienced burnout. Earlier studies by 

Iwanicki and Schwab (1981) and Gold (1984) used the three 

subscale structure of what became the MBI-ES. The Iwanicki 

and Schwab study found reliability, using Cronbach alpha 

estimates of .90 for Emotional Exhaustion, to be .76 for 

Depersonalization, and .76 for Personal Accomplishment. 
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reliability coefficients. 
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The School Situation Survey (SSS) is a 34-item 

instrument designed to assess school related stress in 

students in grade 4 - 12. The sss consists of seven scores, 

four measure 11 SOurces" of stress and three measure 

~~manifestations" of stress. Internal reliability of the seven 

measures ranged from .68 to .80 (g = 7,036). Test-retest 

reliability of .71 was determined over a three week period 

using a sample of seventh to ninth grade students (g = 621). 

Content validity was established by examining relevant 

literature and discussion with groups of students, parents, 

educators and specialists. Construct validity was established 

by factor analysis of 56 items with 907 students. Another 

factor analysis was ~one with 1,111 students. Seven factors 

were found to replicate the original constructs. The factors 

identified as sources of stress were teacher interactions, 

academic stress, peer interactions, and academic self­

concept. Three factors showing manifestations of stress were 

emotional, behavioral, and physiological reactions. These 

seven factors and their 34 items constitute the SSS (Helms & 

Gable, 1989). 

Collection of the Data 

The data for this study concerning instructional 

practices, classroom environment, student stress and teacher 

burnout were gathered using questionnaires. The data for 

determining teacher grade point averages and attendance were 



b 

48 

taken from the Annual Scholastic Report, yearly audit sheets 

provided by the school system at the end of each school year. 

The Annual Scholastic Reports showed the letter grade and the 

number of absences for each student in the class for all 

teachers in the school. A problem arose in locating Annual 

Scholastic Reports for the first year of block scheduling. 

Since the Annual Scholastic Reports are quite bulky, saving 

them from past years was not a high priority at the study 

site. Data from the Annual Scholastic Reports for the first 

year of block scheduling were not available. However, data 

from the second and third years of block scheduling were 

available. 

Teacher grade point average data were collected for each 

of the teachers involved in the study. Their GPA for two 

years before block scheduling and GPA for two years during 

block scheduling were analyzed for statistical differences. 

These data were examined to determine whether students' grade 

point average by teacher changed significantly after the 

implementation of the 4 x 4 block schedule. 

During the third year following the implementation of 4 

x 4 scheduling, the School Situation Survey was provided, by 

the researcher, to 10 teachers who were asked to have 20 of 

their students complete the survey. The Classroom Environment 

Survey was similarly given to 14 teachers and 200 students. 

Twenty members of the faculty were asked to complete the 

Maslach Burnout Inventory. 

Changes in instructional practice were examined by 

administering the Instructional Practices Survey to teachers 
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to determine their teaching practices before and two years 

after the implementation of block scheduling. Teachers were 

instructed, through professional development workshops, on 

how to use the Paideia Method, cooperative learning and 

computers prior to the implementation of block scheduling. 

Students in the classes of teachers selected for the study 

completed a similar survey in an attempt to determine if 

these instructional approaches were used in the classrooms. 

After three years of 4 x 4 block scheduling, fourteen 

teachers were interviewed in order to obtain data concerning 

their perceptions of the study site following the 

implementation of block scheduling as well as their 

perceptions of block scheduling itself. These teachers were 

chosen at random based on the location of their school 

mailboxes. Mailboxes were numbered in order and numbers from 

a table of random numbers were selected. The mailboxes that 

matched the order of random numbers were the teachers chosen 

for interviews. The interviews were very informal and were 

held in the teachers' classroom after school hours. The 

interview followed the list of nine questions found in 

Appendix I. Data was collected by hand in note form for each 

question asked. 

Near the end of the third year of block scheduling, the 

Instructional Practice Survey (IPS), was administered to 

teachers selected to participate in the study who had been at 

the study site during the window period from 1993-1998. Their 

students were selected for administration of the student 

version of the IPS(S). The IPS(T) results served two 
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purposes. First, the results were compared with the results 

of the IPS(S) version to see if the students agreed with what 

the teacher believed was happening concerning classroom 

instructional practices. Second, teacher results were used to 

determine whether instructional practices had changed since 

the implementation of block scheduling. 

During the last grading period of the third year on 4 x 

4 block scheduling, ten teachers and twenty of their students 

were asked to complete the Classroom Environment Survey. 

Twenty teachers were asked to complete the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory. These teachers were selected at random by the 

alphabetical position of their names in the cabinet for 

teacher mailboxes. Two lists of numbers were selected from a 

random number table. The surveys were then put into the 

mailboxes of the teachers according to the numbers selected. 

The first mailbox starting with the top left was designated 

number one. The box below it was number two. This method was 

used until all of the surveys were distributed among the 

teachers. Some teachers were asked to do both surveys and 

some teachers were asked to do no surveys. 

Student stress was measured using Helm's and Gable's 

(1989) School Situation Survey (SSS). This instrument was 

administered to 200 students by asking ten teachers to 

conduct the survey in their classes. 

Analysis Procedures 

Grade point average data were analyzed using the 

Macintosh version of MyStat statistical program. Data were 

first analyzed by comparing the GPA means derived from the 
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traditional schedule (seven period day) with the GPA means 

after the implementation of the 4 x 4 block schedule. 

Independent t-tests were used to determine if any of the 

differences in means were statistically significant. The 

results of the t-tests were interpreted to ascertain if there 

was a difference between pre- and post-block grade point 

averages. 

Descriptive data, in the form of frequencies and means, 

from the surveys on instructional practices, stress, 

classroom environment, and teacher burnout were analyzed to 

evaluate stress levels and school climate. 

As previously stated, fourteen teachers, six male and 

eight female, were interviewed in their classrooms after 

school hours in order to obtain their perspectives on block 

scheduling. Teacher responses to nine structured questions 

found in Appendix I were hand recorded. Responses were 

separated and categorized by question. Responses to each 

question were then arranged according to major themes and 

patterns. Conclusions were then drawn from the patterns and 

themes of teacher responses to individual questions. 

Table 3 shows the methods of data collection and 

analysis for all variables examined in the study . 
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Table 3. 

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis 

Data Population Collection Analysis 

Academic All Annual Descriptive Data 
Achievement Students Scholastic Independent T-test 

Report 

Absenteeism All Annual Descriptive Data 
Students Scholastic Independent T-test 

Report 

Instructional Random Survey Descriptive Data 
Practices Selection, (IPS) 

14 teachers 

School Random Survey Descriptive Data 
Climate Selection, (CET) 

10 teachers 

Student 200 students Survey (SSS) Descriptive Data 
Stress of randomly 

selected 
teachers 

Teacher 20 randomly Survey (MBI) Descriptive Data 
Burnout selected 

teachers 

Teacher 14 randomly Interviews Data reduced & 
Satisfaction selected organized by 

teachers patterns & themes 

Chapter Sununary 

This study examined the impact of block scheduling at an 

urban secondary school. The focus of the study was on six 

variables - grade point average, absenteeism, instructional 

practices, school climate, stress levels, teacher burnout, 

and teacher satisfaction with block scheduling. 

Academic achievement and absenteeism data were obtained 

from the end of the year Annual Scholastic Reports for those 
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teachers who participated in the study. 

Four valid and reliable instruments were used to collect 

data on four variables - instructional practices, school 

climate, stress levels, and teacher burnout. The 

Instructional Practices Survey was used to determine if 

teacher instructional methods changed after the 

implementation of block scheduling. Data from a student 

version of the survey were analyzed and compared to the post­

block data from the teacher survey. School climate was 

examined by administering Classroom Environment Survey to 

teachers and students. Student stress data were obtained from 

the School Situation Survey. The Maslach Burnout Inventory 

was used to measure and evaluate burnout among participating 

teachers. Teachers were interviewed to find if they were 

satisfied with the implementation of block scheduling. 

This chapter focused on the statistical tests that were 

conducted to determine the impact of the 4 x 4 block schedule 

at an urban secondary high school. The next chapter will 

present an analysis of the data collected during the study. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 
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The purpose of this study was to conduct an evaluation 

of the impact of 4 x 4 block scheduling at an urban high 

school in northeast Florida. Block scheduling at the study 

site was evaluated in terms of changes in academic 

achievement, absenteeism, teacher instructional practices, 

and student attendance. The study also examined school 

climate, stress levels of students, as well as teacher 

burnout levels. The following research questions formed the 

basis for the study: 

1. Did grade point averages (GPAs) change after the 

implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

2. Did student absentee percentages (APs) change after 

the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

3. Have instructional practices changed since the 

implementation of block scheduling? 

4. How did teachers and students at the study site 

perceive school climate in the 4 x 4 block schedule? 

5. What were the student stress levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule? 

6. What were the teacher burnout levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule? 

Table 4 shows a breakdown of the population that 

provided the data for this study. Fourteen teachers 



participated in the study of GPA, AP, and instructional 

practices, however only eight of the fourteen teachers 

returned data on their instructional practices. 
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Eight teachers participated in the Classroom Environment 

Survey. One of those eight teachers did not return the 

teacher survey. CES results include data from eight classes, 

but only seven teachers. 

The results of the School Situation Survey were based on 

data gathered from eight teachers and 106 of their students. 

The portion of the study concerning teacher burnout came from 

the fourteen teachers who returned their Maslach Inventory. 

These fourteen teachers were not the same teachers who 

participated in the study of GPA and AP. 

The data for this study covered the period of time from 

1993- 1998. This period included the two school years (1993-

1994 and 1994-1995) ~efore the implementation of block 

scheduling and will be referred to as Year 1 and Year 2, or 

pre-block when used in combination. Data were not available 

for the first year following the implementation of block 

scheduling. These data were missing from the schools records. 

The second and third years (1996-1997 and 1997-1998) 

following the implementation of block scheduling were 

examined in order to detect any changes in the variables 

being studied. The second and third years following the use 

of block scheduling are referred to as Year 3 and Year 4 

individually or as post-block when referred to in 

combination. 
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Table 4. 

Research population used in the study of block scheduling 

GPA & AP 

Math 

Social Studies 

Exceptional 
Special Education 

English 

Science 

Total 

Number of 
Teachers 

4 

2 

2 

2 

4 

14 

Instructional Practices Survey 

Math 

Social Studies 

ESE 

English 

Science 

Total 

Classroom 
Environment Survey 

School Situation Survey 

Grade 9 

Grade 10-12 

Total 

Maslach Burnout 

3 

1 

1 

1 

2 

8 

1 

7 

8 

14 

Pre-block 
Students 

792 

506 

211 

385 

849 

2,743 

aone teacher did not return teacher survey. 

Post-block 
Students 

610 

227 

168 

288 

653 

1,946 

80 

21 

8 

25 

37 

171 

130 

43 

63 

106 
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An ex-post facto design was used to examine academic 

achievement, absenteeism, and instructional practices. 

Academic achievement and student absenteeism data came from 

one source, Annual Scholastic Reports, which all schools 

receive at the end of a school year. Data concerning teacher 

instructional practices were examined after questionnaires 

were administered to students and teachers. The data from 

student instructional questionnaires were used to describe 

student and teacher perceptions of instructional practices. 

Questionnaires and surveys were also administered for the 

purpose of evaluating school climate, student stress, and 

teacher burnout levels. 

Academic Achievement Findings 

Grade Point Averages for Math Teachers 

Math Teacher 1. Table 5 shows the GPA for all of the 

classes taught by Ma~h Teacher 1. The research hypotheses for 

GPA stated there would be no change in GPA after the 

implementation of block scheduling. All statistics used an 

alpha level of .05. The GPA for all of Math Teacher 1's 

classes taught during the study period shows the pre-block 

mean GPA to be 1.30. Math Teacher 1's post-block GPA fell to 

1.24. An independent two-tailed t-test found this decline not 

to be statistically significant, i (325) =.444, 2 =.658. 

Math teacher 2. The data for Math Teacher 2 came from 

186 pre-block students and 177 post-block students, as shown 

in Table 5. The pre-block GPA for all classes taught was 

1.06. The post-block GPA fell to .86. This decline was not 

found to be a statistically significant change, i (361) = 
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1.67, 2 = .096. 

Math Teacher 3. Data for Math Teacher 3 also showed a 

decline in GPA for the pre-block and post-block periods. 

Table 5 indicates GPA decreased from 1.38 to 1.22. Results of 

a two-tailed independent t-test found this decline not to be 

statistically significant, i (277) = 1.455, 2 = .147. 

Table 5. 

Grade Point Averages for Math Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

Math Teacher 1 

n 93 76 169 82 76 158 

Mean GPA 1.28 1.32 1.30 1.12 1.37 1.24 -0.06 

Math Teacher 2 

n 76 110 186 94 83 177 

Mean GPA 0.86 1.20 1.06 1.02 0.69 0.86 -0.20* 

Teacher 2 (Algebra I) 

n 10 10 94 93 177 

Mean GPA 1.70 1.70 1.02 0.69 0.86 -0.84* 

Math Teacher 3 

n 74 117 191 44 44 88 

Mean GPA 1.57 1.27 1.38 1.36 1.07 1.22 -0.16 

Teacher 4 

n 120 126 246 80 107 187 

Mean GPA 1.96 1.95 1.95 1.16 1.22 1.19 -0.76* 

*Significant difference at 2 < .05 
:~ 
I' 

I 
t~ 
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Math Teacher 4 . Table 5 indicates that Math Teacher 4 

had results similar to the other three teachers in the study. 

Overall GPA for pre-block courses decreased from 1.95 to 1.19 

for post-block GPA. An independent t-test with alpha at .OS, 

showed this to be a statistically significant change, ~ (431) 

= -6.433, 2 < .0005, d = -.60. 

Grade Point Averages for Social Studies Teachers 

Social Studies Teacher 1. Students of Social Studies 

Teacher 1 made no improvement in GPA as shown in Table 6. 

The overall GPA for all classes taught by Social Studies 

Teacher 1 actually decreased from 1.81 to 1.63. This overall 

decrease was not found to be a statistically significant 

change, ~ ( 328) = 1.223, 2 =.221, at the .05 level. In 

American History, a slight increase in GPA was not found to 

be a statistically significant change, ~ (130) =.413, 2 = 

.680. 

Social Studies Teacher 2. The data for Social Studies 

Teacher 2 show that the pre-block and post-block GPAs were 

identical at 1.86. 

Table 6. 

Grade Point Averages for Social Studies Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

Social Studies Teacher 1 

n 118 101 219 65 46 111 

Mean GPA 1.76 1.87 1.81 1.49 1.83 1.63 -0.18 

(table continues) 
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Table 6.(Continued) 

Grade Point Averages for Social Studies Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Yl Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

Social Studies Teacher 1 

n 143 144 287 51 65 116 

Mean GPA 1.68 2.05 1.86 1.82 1.89 1.86 0 

*Significant difference at 2 < .05 

In summary, the results for Social Studies were mixed. 

for the two teachers involved with the study. Social Studies 

Teacher 1 showed a slight drop, .18, in GPA. Social Studies 

Teacher 2 showed no change in GPA. 

Grade Point Averages for Exceptional Student Education (ESE) 

Teachers 

ESE Teacher 1. ESE teachers seemed to show consistent 

results in terms of GPA. Table 7 shows that the GPA for all 

classes taught by ESE Teacher 1 increased from 1.65 during 

the pre-block period to 1.89 in the post-block period. This 

increase, however, was not found to be a statistically 

significant increase, i (172) = 1.13, 2 = .261. 

ESE Teacher 2. Table 7 indicates that courses taught by 

ESE Teacher 2 showed very little change in GPA from the pre­

block period to the post-block period. This teacher's GPA 

went from 1.61 to 1.54, which was not a statistically 

significant change, i (203) = .334, 2 = .739. 
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Table 7. 

Grade Point Averages for ESE Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

ESE Teacher 1 

n 58 46 104 28 42 70 

Mean GPA 1.86 1.39 1.65 1.94 1.83 1.89 +0.24 

ESE Teacher 2 

n 49 58 107 21 77 98 

Mean GPA 1.59 1.62 1.61 3.24 1.08 1.54 -0.07 

*Significant difference at 2< .OS 

Grade Point Average for English Teachers 

English Teacher 1. Table 8 shows that overall GPA in 

English Teacher 1's courses decreased slightly from 1.40 to 

1.37, which was not~ statistically significant change, t 

(214) = .223, 2 = .830. 

Table 8. 

Grade Point Averages for English Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

English Teacher 1 

n 47 47 94 78 44 122 

Mean GPA 1.57 1.23 1.4 1.37 1.36 1.37 -0.03 

English Teacher 2 

n 153 138 291 67 99 166 

Mean GPA 2.08 2.12 2.10 1.73 1.92 1.70 -0.40* 

*Significant difference at 2 < .OS 
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English Teacher 2. The overall GPA for English Teacher 2 

decreased from 2.1 to 1.70, as shown in Table 8. The decrease 

in GPA was found to be statistically significant, i (455) = 

3.689, Q < O.OOOS,d = .36. 

Grade Point Averages for Science Teachers 

Science Teacher 1. Table 9 shows that Science Teacher 1 

had nearly the same overall GPA during both periods of study. 

The pre-block GPA was 1.30 while the post-block GPA was 1.29. 

Science Teacher 2. Table 9 shows that the overall GPA 

for Science Teacher 2 made a slight increase from 1.65 to 

1.71, which was not a statistically significant increase. 

Science Teacher 3. Table 9 indicates a drop in overall 

GPA for Science Teacher 3. The pre-block GPA of 1.62 fell to 

1.27. This drop was found to be statistically significant, 

t (377) = 3.029, Q = .003, d = .31. 

Science Teacher 4. Table 9 shows that Science Teacher 

4's overall GPA for the period of study decreased from 1.78 

to 1.36. A two-tailed independent t-test found this drop in 

GPA to be statistically significant, i (427) = 3.005, Q = 
.003, d = .29. 
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Table 9. 

Grade Point Averages for Science Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

Science Teacher 1 

n 88 112 200 74 59 133 

Mean GPA 1.51 1.34 1.30 1.15 1.48 1.29 -0.01 

Science Teacher 2 

n 59 114 203 80 78 158 

Mean GPA 1.62 1.68 1.66 1.91 1.50 1.71 -0.05 

Science Teacher 3 

n 126 92 218 79 82 161 

Mean GPA 1.70 1.50 1.62 1.23 1.32 1.27 -0.35* 

Science Teacher 4 

n 93 135 228 102 99 201 

Mean GPA 1.77 1.48 1.78 1.66 1.06 1.36 -0.42* 

*Significant difference at 2 < .05 

In summary, the data for all math teachers in the study 

show decreases in GPA. The decreases ranged from a scant .06 

to a high of .76. 

The results for the two social studies teachers found 

one teacher with a .18 drop in overall GPA. The other social 

studies teachers had no change in overall GPA. 

The ESE teachers in the study showed small changes, 

which were not statistically significant, in their overall 

GPAs. Grade point average for one teacher increased from 1.65 

to 1.89 while the other fell from 1.61 to 1.54. 
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The data for the two English teachers show a decrease in 

the overall GPA of their courses. The decrease for English 

Teacher 1 was only .03. The GPA decrease for English Teacher 

2 was statistically significant. 

The data for the science teachers indicate that their 

GPAs all decreased. Science Teachers 1 and 2 had decreases 

that ranged from .01 to .OS, both of which were statistically 

insignificant. Science Teachers 3, and 4 had statistically 

significant GPA decreases ranging from .35 to .45. 

Absenteeism 

Absentee Percentages for Math Teachers 

Math Teacher 1. Table 10 shows the AP for all of the 

classes taught by Math Teacher 1. The research hypotheses for 

AP stated there would be no change in AP after the 4 x 4 

block scheduling was implemented. Absentee percentage for the 

pre-block period was·15.3%. Post-block absenteeism increased 

to 18%, which was not a significant increase, 

t (325) = -1.68, 2 = .092. 

Math Teacher 2. Absenteeism for all classes taught by 

Math Teacher 2 increased from 21.10% to 27.70%. This increase 

in absenteeism was found to be statistically significant, 

t (361)= -3.294, 2 = .001, d = -.17. 

Math Teacher 3. Table 6 indicates AP for all courses 

taught by this teacher increased from 11.30 during the pre­

block period to 16.30 during the post-block period. This 

increase in absentee percentage was found to be significant, 

~ (277) = -2.984, 2 = .003,d = -.38. 
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Table 10. 

Absentee Percentage for Math Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

Math Teacher 1 

n 93 76 169 82 76 1S8 

Mean AP 1S.60 1S.30 1S.OO 16.SO 19.60 18.00 +2.70 

Math Teacher 2 

n 76 110 186 94 83 117 

Mean AP 23.SO 19.40 21.10 24.SO 31.90 27.70 +6.60* 

Math Teacher 3 

n 74 117 191 44 44 88 

Mean AP 11.30 11.30 11.30 1S.SO 17.00 16.30 +S.OO* 

Math Teacher 4 

n 120 126 246 80 107 187 

Mean AP 18.02 . 13.S1 1S.71 23.S1 21.79 22.S2 +6.81* 

*Significant difference at 2 < .OS 

Math Teacher 4. Table 10 indicates that absenteeism 

increased for Math Teacher 4 also. An independent t-test, 

with alpha at .OS, found the rise in absenteeism for all 

classes, from 1S.71% to 22.S2% to be statistically 

significant, i (431) = -4.SS, 2 < .OOOS, d = -.42). 

Absentee Percentages for Social Studies Teachers 

Social Studies Teacher 1. Two social studies teachers 

participated in the study. Table 11 shows there was an 

overall increase of absenteeism for the classes taught by 

Social Studies Teacher 1. This increase, 17.93% to 18.66%, 
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was not found to be statistically significant, t (328) = 

.373, Q = .710. 

Social Studies Teacher 2. Table 11 shows absenteeism 
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increased from 18.62% to 27.43%. Using an independent t-test, 

the increase was found to be significant, ~ (401) = 4.144, Q 

< 0.0005, d = .45. 

Table 11. 

Absentee Percentage for Social Studies Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Yl Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

Social Studies Teacher 1 

n 118 101 219 65 46 111 

Mean AP 18 . 7 8 16 . 9 4 1 7 . 9 3 18 . 8 3 18 . 41 18 • 6 6 +0.73 

Social Studies Teacher 2 

n 143 .144 287 51 65 116 

Mean AP 21 • 31 15 . 9 5 19 . 6 2 2 9 . 9 5 2 5 . 4 2 2 7 . 4 3 +7.81* 

*Significant difference at Q < .OS. 

Absentee Percentages for Exceptional Student Education (ESE) 

Teachers 

ESE Teacher 1. Table 12 shows that absenteeism for ESE 

Teacher 1 increased from 26.55% to 32.62%. This increase was 

not found to be significant,~ (172) = 1.78, Q = .076. 

ESE Teacher 2. Table 12 indicates the absentee rate 

during the pre-block years was 23.12%. The post-block 

absentee rate rose to 32.69%, which was a statistically 

significant increase, ~ (203) = 3.280, Q = .001, d = 46 . 
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Table 12. 

Absentee Percentages for ESE Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

ESE Teacher 1 

n 58 46 104 28 42 70 

Mean AP 25.69 27.57 26.52 34.09 31.64 32.62 +10.10 

ESE Teacher 2 

n 49 58 107 21 77 98 

Mean AP 26.91 27.92 27.44 32.89 47.78 37.14 +9.70* 

*Significant difference at 2 < .05 

Absentee Percentages for English Teachers 

English Teacher 1. Table 13 shows the overall absentee 

percentage for this teacher rose from 18.82% to 24.07%, which 

was found to be a sigQificant change, t (214) = 2.068, 2 = 
.040, d = .27. 

English Teacher 2. The overall AP for English Teacher 2 

rose from 13.20 during pre-block to 23.16 after the 

implementation of the block schedule. This increase in 

absenteeism was found to be significant, t (455) = 6.712, 2 < 

.0005, d = .65. 

1,!·~1!': :I 
i' 
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Table 13. 

Absentee Percentage for English Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

English Teacher 1 

n 47 47 94 78 44 122 

Mean AP 18.68 18.97 18.82 26.51 19.75 24.07 +5.25* 

English Teacher 2 

n 153 138 291 67 99 166 

Mean AP 14.79 11.45 13.20 20.28 25.11 23.16 +9.96* 

*Significant difference at 2 < .05 

Absentee Percentages for Science Teachers 

Science Teacher 1. Table 14 shows that Science Teacher 1 

had an increase in absenteeism from 18.82% to 29.18% for all 

classes overall. This increase was statistically significant, 

t (331) = 5.115, 2 < 0.0005, d =57. 

Science Teacher 2. Table 14 shows that the overall 

absentee rate for Science Teacher 2 increased from 14.65% to 

16.90%. This increase in absenteeism was not found to be a 

statistically significant increase. 

Science Teacher 3. The data for Science Teacher 3, shown 

in Table 14, indicate that overall absenteeism for courses 

taught by Science Teacher 3 increased from 14.54% to 20.82%, 

which was found to be statistically significant, t (377) = 

3.806, 2 <0.0005, d = .40. The absentee rates for Biology I 

(Honors) and Chemistry I courses, 9.07% and 9.04%, were well 

below the pre-block overall mean of 14.54 %. 
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Science Teacher 4. Table 14 shows that Science Teacher 

4's overall absentee rate increased from 20.05% during the 

pre-block period to 25.00% during the post-block period. This 

increase was found to be significant, i (427) = 2.580, Q = 
.010, d = .25. 

Table 14. 

Absentee Percentages for Science Teachers 

Pre-block Post-block 

Y1 Y2 Total Y3 Y4 Total Change 

Science Teacher 1 

n 88 112 200 74 59 133 

Mean AP 18.00 19.47 18.82 29.99 28.17 29.18 +10.36* 

Science Teacher 2 

n 89 114 203 80 78 158 

Mean AP 17.20 .12.66 14.65 17.17 16.62 16.90 +2.25 

Science Teacher 3 

n 126 92 218 79 82 161 

Mean AP 14.14 15.10 14.54 19.63 21.97 20.82 +6.28* 

Science Teacher 4 

n 93 135 228 102 88 201 

Mean AP 17 . 58 21 . 7 5 2 0 . 0 5 2 4 . 19 2 5 . 8 4 2 5 . 0 0 +4 . 9 5 * 

*Significant difference at Q < .05 

In summary, absenteeism increased for all four math 

teachers in the study. Not one math course that was taught 

during the pre- and post-block period showed a decrease in 

absenteeism. Absenteeism for both social studies teachers 

increased, also. One teacher had a slight .73% increase while 



70 

the other had a rather substantial increase of 8.81%. 

Two ESE teachers were included in this part of the 

study. Both teachers' courses showed an increase in 

absenteeism. ESE Teacher 1 had absenteeism increase by 6.5% 

and ESE Teacher 2 had an increase in absenteeism of 6.1%. 

Data from two English teachers show a significant 

increase in absentee rates overall. 

The Science data for absenteeism indicate that all four 

science teachers had an increase in absenteeism in their pre 

and post-block courses. The increases for three of these 

teachers were statistically significant. 

Instructional Practices 

The fourteen teachers whose classes were included in the 

study of GPA and absenteeism were asked to complete an 

Instructional Practices Survey for themselves and to have one 

of their classes to oo so also. The Instructional Practices 

Survey for teachers and students can be found in Appendices B 

and c. Eight teachers returned the survey. For comparison 

purposes, those teachers were Math Teachers 1, 2, and 4, 

Social Studies Teacher 1, Exceptional Student Education 

Teacher 2, English Teacher 4, and Science Teachers 1 and 4. 

The instructional practices of the teachers involved in 

the study were measured using the Instructional Practices 

Survey (IPS). The IPS consisted of 44 items related to 

strategies of Paideia (15), cooperative learning (5), 

computers (2), the top 10 teaching strategies (10), five 

common teaching methods (5), and higher order thinking skills 

( 7 ) • 
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Teacher and student responses ranged from 1 to 5. A 

response of 1 indicated the teacher unever" used that 

practice, 2 shows the practice was used ~rarely' and 3 

indicated the practice was used usometimes." Four indicated 

that a practice was used umost of the time" and a 5 indicated 

a practice was used 11 always. " 

Math teacher 1. Table 15 shows that, overall, Math 

Teacher 1 made small changes in methodology after 

implementing block scheduling, but none of the changes appear 

to be dramatic changes. After block scheduling was 

implemented, this teacher used the Paideia method slightly 

more often. Student IPS results show that they perceive 

Paideia was used somewhat less than what the teacher claimed. 

Cooperative learning was used more often after the change to 

block scheduling. Use of the top ten strategies remained at 

less than urarely." The use of the common methods remained in 

use umost of the time." The use of higher order thinking 

methods increased in usage to more than usome of the time." 

There was not a great difference between the teacher's 

perception of methodology used and that of the students. 

Table 15. 

Instructional Practices Data for Math Teacher 1 

Method 

Pa1de1a 

Subscale 
Mean 01) 

Teacher 
Pre- Post-
Block Block 

2.93 3.26 

Student 
Perception 

n = 28 

3.12 

(table continues) 



Table 15. (table continued) 

Instructional Practices Data for Math Teacher 1 

Method Teacher 
Pre- Post-
Block Block 

Cooperative Learning 
Subscale 
Mean (M) 1.40 

Computers 

Subscale 
Mean (M) 1.50 

Top Ten Strategies 
Subscale 
Mean (M) 1.40 

Common Methods 

Subscale 
Mean (M) 4.00 

Higher Order Thinking 

Subscale 
Mean (M) 2.85 

2.20 

1.00 

1.40 

4.00 

3.43 

Student 
Perception 

n = 28 

2.14 

1.26 

1.62 

3.69 

3.41 

Math teacher 2. Table 16 shows that the instructional 
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practices of Math Teacher 2 changed very little after the 

implementation of block scheduling. The students of this 

teacher appear to agree with the teachers perception of the 

methodology being used. The use of cooperative learning 

increased from 11 never" to ~~rarely." Cooperative learning was 

one of the areas in which teachers were trained prior to 

implementing the block schedule. High order thinking skills 

remained in use, but only less than ~~sometimes." 
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Table 16. 

Instructional Practices Data for Math Teacher 2 

Method Teacher Student 
Pre- Post- Perception 
Block Block n = 23 

Paideia 
Subscale 
Mean (!1) 3.00 3.06 2.47 

Cooperative Learning 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 1.00 2.00 2.09 

Computers 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 1.00 1.00 1.36 

Top Ten Strategies 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 1.00 1.00 1.50 

Common Methods 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 2.80 2.60 2.87 

Higher Order Thinking 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 2.71 2.71 2.62 

Math teacher 4. Table 17 shows the results of the 

Instructional Practices Survey for Math Teacher 4. This 

teacher made some increases in the use of the methods on the 

survey, but claimed to be using Paideia and cooperative 

learning more than ~~sometimes" before using block scheduling. 

The common methods and higher order thinking were used 

11 always" and ~~most of the time" respectively. 

The frequency of the use of Paideia, cooperative 
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learning, common methods, and higher order thinking claimed 

by Math Teacher 4 were not supported by student data. Teacher 

and students were closest in agreement only in the use of 

computers. 

Table 17. 

Instructional Practices Data for Math Teacher 4 

Method Teacher 
Pre- Post-
Block Block 

Paideia 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 3.53 

Cooperative Learning 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Computers 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Top Ten Strategies 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Common Methods 

Subscale 
Means (!1) 

3.60 

1.00 

1.00 

5.00 

Higher Order Thinking 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 4.0 

4.00 

4.20 

3.00 

1.60 

5.00 

4.43 

Student 
Perception 

n = 29 

2.64 

2.58 

3.26 

2.02 

2.86 

2.89 
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Social Studies Teacher 1. Table 18 shows data compiled 

for Social Studies Teacher 1. The use of Paideia and 

cooperative learning increased. The use of computers and the 

common methods were the only methodologies that did not show 

an increase in usage. The use of the common methods actually 

decreased. The use of higher order thinking increased beyond 

11 most of the time", although students felt it was used only 

more than ~~sometimes." 

Table 18. 

Instructional Practices Data for Social Studies Teacher 1 

Method 

Paideia 
Subscale 
Mean 01) 

Teacher 
Pre- Post-
Block Block 

3.26 4.00 

Cooperative Learning· 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 2.40 3.20 

Computers 
Subscale 
Mean ( !1) 1.00 1.00 

Top Ten Strategies 
Subscale 
Mean (!1) 1.50 1.80 

Common Methods 
Subscale 
Mean (!1) 4.40 3.00 

Higher Order Thinking 
Subscale 
Mean (!1) 4.00 4.57 

Student 
Perception 

n = 21 

3.45 

3.51 

1.31 

2.07 

2.86 

3.63 



ESE Teacher 2. Table 19 shows data gathered from ESE 

Teacher 2. The student information came from a Science and 

Employability Skills class for Special Education students. 

Eight students and ESE Teacher 2 were surveyed. 

Table 19. 

Instructional Practices Data for ESE Teacher 2 

Method Teacher 
Pre- Post-
Block Block 

Paideia 

Subscale 
Mean 01) 3.47 

Cooperative Learning 

Subscale 
Mean 01) 

Computers 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Top Ten Strategies 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Corrunon Methods 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

3.40 

1.00 

2.90 

3.40 

Higher Order Thinking 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 3.71 

3.67 

3.60 

1.00 

3.40 

3.80 

3.85 

Student 
Perception 

n = 8 

3.00 

2.80 

1.06 

2.38 

3.40 

3.30 

The data show that increases were made in all of the 
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methodologies surveyed except computers. Computers were not 



available for the classes of ESE Teacher 2, therefore no 

change was indicated. Student survey results supported the 

responses of the teacher. 
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This teacher reported to use the top ten strategies more 

than 11 Sometimes" after block scheduling was implemented, but 

students felt they were used less than 11 Sometimes." Higher 

order thinking and the common methods were used more than 

11 Sometimes" before block scheduling and both increased 

slightly after the start of block scheduling. 

English teacher 4. Table 20 shows data compiled from the 

Instructional Practice Survey completed by English Teacher 4. 

Student data came from the returned surveys of twenty-five 

9th grade students taking English I. 

The instructional practices of English Teacher 4 changed 

very little after the implementation of block scheduling. 

This lack of change appears to be due to the high amount of 

use of the surveyed practices even before block scheduling. 

According to English Teacher 4, Paideia methodology was 

used quite often before and after implementing block 

scheduling. The students appear to agree that instructional 

practices of Paideia were in use after the implementation of 

block scheduling. 

English Teacher 4 did not change instructional practice 

concerning cooperative learning. The students reported, 

however, that cooperative learning was used more often than 

did the teacher. 

The teacher did not use computers. A note on the teacher 

survey stated that there were not enough computers for 



classes of 38 and 39 students to use them. Student data 

support the teacher's response of using no computers. 

Table 20. 

Instructional Practices Data for English Teacher 4 

Method Teacher 
Pre- Post-
Block Block 

Paideia 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 4.06 

Cooperative Learning 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Computer 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Top Ten Strategies 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

Conunon Methods 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 

3.20 

1.5 

2.60 

4.20 

Higher Order Thinking 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 4.42 

4.13 

3.20 

1.0 

2.70 

4.20 

4.42 

Student 
Perception 

.!! = 8 

4.22 

3.79 

1.00 

3.34 

4.04 

4.05 
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According to English Teacher 4, the top ten strategies 

were used more than 11 rarely" but less than 11 Sometimes." 

Student responses showed the top ten strategies to used more 

than ~~sometimes." 
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This English teacher indicated no changes in the use of 

the common methods listed on the survey. The common methods 

were used more than 11 most of the time", although students 

reported slightly less use of these methods. 

Survey results indicated that English Teacher 4 used 

higher order thinking more than ~~most of the time" before and 

after the implementation of block scheduling. 

Science teacher 1. Table 21 shows Instructional Practice 

Survey results for Science Teacher 1. The class surveyed was 

an Earth Science class. Fifteen students returned survey 

forms. Of those 15 students, most were 9th graders, but there 

were some of all grades in the class. 

Results of the Instructional Practice Survey indicated 

that Science Teacher 1 made more use of Paideia methodology. 

after the implementation of block. The students agreed that 

Paideia was used, but not to the extent claimed by the 

teacher. 

Science Teacher 1 increased the use of cooperative 

learning to 11 most of the time", although students felt it was 

used less often. 

This science teacher made no changes concerning the use 

of computers. Computers were used just more than 11 Sometimes" 

before and after implementing block scheduling. Students were 

in agreement with the teacher concerning the use of 

computers. 

This teacher increased the use of the top ten strategies 

subscale. Students felt these methods were used less often 

than what the teacher indicated. 



Table 21. 

Instructional Practices Data for Science Teacher 1 

Method Teacher 
Pre- Post-
Block Block 

Paideia 

Subscale 
Mean (~) 

Cooperative Learning 

Subscale 
Mean (~) 

Computer 

Subscale 
Means (~) 

Top Ten Strategies 
Subscale 
Means (~) 

Corrunon Methods 

Subscale 
Means (~) 

3.80 

3.80 

3.50 

3.20 

2.40 

Higher Order Thinking 

Subscale 
Means (~) 4.57 

3.93 

4.00 

3.50 

3.70 

2.40 

4.57 

Student 
Perception 

n = 15 

3.44 

3.49 

3.43 

3.26 

2.76 

3.77 
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An examination of the survey results concerning the use of 

common methods for this teacher indicated no change after the 

implementation of block scheduling. Students reported 

slightly more use of the common methods than did the teacher. 

In the area of higher order thinking, Science Teacher 1 

made no changes in instruction. The subscale mean was 4.57, 

which is more than 11 most of the time." The students reported 

higher order thinking skills to be used only more than 
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11 Sometimes." 

Science teacher 4. Table 22 shows Instructional Practice 

Survey results for Science Teacher 4. The class surveyed was 

a Biology class made up of 15 ninth graders and 7 tenth 

graders. 

Science Teacher 4 used all of the surveyed subscales, 

except for computer use, less often after the implementation 

of block scheduling. Computers were not used before or after 

block scheduling. 

Teacher and students were in agreement concerning the 

amount of Paideia methods used. Both reported Paideia in use 

only slightly more than 11 Sometimes". 

Science Teacher 4 used cooperative learning to some 

degree before scheduling. After the implementation of block 

scheduling, cooperative learning was 11 never" used for 

instruction, accordipg to this teacher. Students reported 

cooperative learning techniques to be used, but only a 

slightly more than ~~rarely." Cooperative learning was one of 

the areas of training provided for teachers before starting 

block scheduling. 

This science teacher claimed to use the top ten 

strategies less than ~~rarely", but the students thought these 

methods were used more than 11 rarely." 

Science Teacher 4 indicated a decrease in the use of the 

common methods. The decrease went from mean of 3.40 to 3.20 

for this subscale. The students reported a subscale mean of 

3.47. 
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Table 22. 

Instructional Practices Data for Science Teacher 

Method Teacher 
Pre-
Block 

Paideia 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 3.47 

Cooperative Learning 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 2.40 

Computer 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 1.00 

Top Ten Strategies 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 2.50 

Common Methods 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 3.40 

Higher Order Thinking 

Subscale 
Mean (!1) 4.57 

Student 
Post- Perception 
Block n = 22 

3.20 3.21 

1.00 2.25 

1.00 1.50 

1.80 2.29 

3.20 3.47 

4.57 3.36 

82 

4 

Higher order thinking methodology was an area where 

Science Teacher 4 made no changes. The subscale mean remained 

at 4.57. Student data indicate a subscale mean of 3.36, which 

means they feel higher order thinking skills are used less 

than the teacher indicates. 

Summary of IPS results. Eight teachers participated in 

the examination of instructional practices. The Instructional 

Practices Survey was divided into six subscale methods of 
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Paideia, cooperative learning, computers, top ten strategies, 

common methods, and higher order thinking. Teachers and 

students were asked to rate the usage of the different items 

in each subscale as 1 (never), 2 (rarely), 3 (sometimes), 4 

(most of the time) and 5 (always). The entire Instructional 

Practices Survey is shown in Appendix B. 

The Instructional Practices Survey contained six 

subscales and was completed by eight teachers, for a total of 

48 areas that could show change. Teacher instructional 

practices increased in 25 of the areas, decreased in eight of 

the areas, and remained the same in 15 areas. The school 

faculty received training in the use of Paideia, classroom 

computers, and cooperative learning prior to the 

implementation of block scheduling. The IPS results found 

increases in the use Paideia and cooperative learning. The 

use of computers did-not increase after the implementation of 

the block schedule, except for one teacher. 

Five teachers increased their use of the top ten 

strategies, but only two teachers used them more than 

~~sometimes." 

The common methods of instruction showed little increase 

in usage. All but one teacher were using these methods before 

block scheduling. Two teachers used the common methods ~~most 

of the time" and one used them 11 always." 

Survey results indicate little change in the subscale of 

higher order thinking. This was due to the fact that most of 

the teachers were already using the higher order thinking 

methods before beginning the use of the block schedule. 
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School Climate 

School Climate was evaluated using the Classroom 

Environment Scale developed by Tricket and Moos (1995). 

Kelley (1980) stated that social climate in a classroom to be 

the norms, beliefs, and attitudes that are evidenced in the 

condition, events and practices of a school. Any school or 

any classroom may have its own patterns and conditions that 

will affect learning in positive or perhaps negative ways. 

Brookover, Gigliotti, Henderson, and Schneider (1973) 

identified four student factors that accounted for the 

differences in levels of school achievement. These four 

factors were (1) student perceptions of the present 

evaluation-expectations of uothers" (parents, teachers, and 

friends); (2) student perceptions of the future evaluations­

expectations of uothers" (parents, teachers, and friends); 

(3) student perceptions about the level of feelings of 

futility (sense of control); and (4) student perceptions of 

those academic norms stressing academic achievement in their 

school system. Six teacher factors were identified. These 

were (1) teacher present evaluations-expectations of their 

students; (2) teacher future evaluations-expectations of 

their students; (3) teacher perceptions of parent-student 

push for education achievement; (4) teacher-reported push of 

individual students; (5) teacher satisfaction; and (6) 

teacher perceptions of the social system belief in student 

improbability. 

The Classroom Environment Scale contains three 

subscales: (1) relationship dimensions, (2) personal 
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growth/Goal Orientation dimensions, and (3) system 

maintenance and change dimensions. The dimension of 

relationship has three subscales. The subscales are described 

in Table 23. The subscales of the CES seem to fit fairly well 

with the variables identified by Brookover, Gigliotti, 

Henderson, and Schneider (1973). 

Table 23. 

CES Subscales and Descriptions 

Relationship Dimension 

1. Involvement- the extent to which students are 
attentive and interested in class 
activities, participate in 
discussions, and do additional work 
on their own. 

2. Affiliation- the friendship students feels for 
each other, as expressed by getting 
to know each other, helping each 
other work with homework, and 
enjoying working together. 

3. Teacher Support -
the help and friendship the teacher 
shows toward students; how much the 
teacher talks openly with students, 
trusts them, and is interested in 
their ideas. 

Personal Growth/Goal Orientation 

4. Task Orientation-
the emphasis on completing planned 
activities and staying on the subject 
matter. 

5. Competition - how much students compete with each 
other for grades and recognition and 
how hard it is to achieve good 
grades. 

(table continues) 



86 

Table 23. (continued) 

CES Subscales and Descriptions 

System Maintenance and Change Dimensions 

6. Order and Organization - the emphasis on students 
behaving in an orderly and polite 
manner and on the organization of 
assignments and activities. 

7. Rule clarity- the emphasis on establishing and 
following a clear set of rules and 
on students knowing what the 
consequences will be if they do not 
follow them; the extent to which the 
teacher is consistent in dealing 
with students who break rules. 

8. Teacher Control - how strict the teacher is in 
enforcing the rules, the severity of 
punishment for rule infractions, and 
how much students get into trouble 
in the class. 

9. Innovation - how much students contribute to 
planning classroom activities, and 
the extent to which the teacher 
uses new techniques and encourages 
creative thinking. 

Classroom Environment Survey - Teachers & Students. 

Table 24 shows a summary of the CES results for all the 

students and teachers involved in the study of classroom 

environment. The students rated their classes as above the 

norm in all but three areas. Those areas were Affiliation, 

Teacher Support, and Innovation. Even though these three 

subscales were below average, on the standard scales, they 

were still very near the norm. 

The teachers rated the classrooms above average in only 

three areas, Task Orientation, Competition, and Rule Clarity. 
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The areas, though, were still very near the average on the 

standard scale. The lowest scale score for the teachers was 

44 in the area of Innovation, which would seem to be a 

reflection on themselves and their methods of teaching. 

The teachers felt their students were adequately on task 

and oriented and that the rules were made clear, which may 

have accounted for their high rating in teacher control. 

Table 24. 

CES Form R Means and Standard Scores Students & Teachers 

aRaw Score Means bstandard Score Means 

Students Teacher Students Teacher 
(!! = 130) (!! = 7) 

Involvement 5.4 6.0 51 47 

Affiliation 6.4 7.0 49 49 

Teacher Support. 6.4 7.7 48 49 

Task 
Orientation 6.8 7.9 53 54 

Competition 5.4 6.0 51 51 

Order and 
Organization 5.9 5.9 so 46 

Rule Clarity 6.9 9.3 57 56 

Teacher 
Control 5.2 6.6 59 63 

Innovation 4.8 3.9 49 44 

aNorm = 5. bNorm = so. 
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Stress in the School Environment 

Students spend one-third of their waking hours in 

school, thereby making school a significant part of their 

lives. Certain aspects of school can cause stress, tension, 

or anxiety and comes from situations that threaten the self­

esteem, security and safety of students (Helms & Gable, 

1989). Everyone connected to a school brings stress into the 

classroom. Students and teachers both bring stress to school. 

sources of stress that come from outside the school are often 

out of the control of the school. The sources of stress 

within the school, however, may or may not be controllable by 

school personnel. Regardless of whether the stress can be 

controlled or not, it could be harmful to the learning and 

teaching process. How parents and teachers help students cope 

with stress could make a difference in the self-esteem of the 

student which, in turn, could affect the academic performance 

of students (Swick, 1987). Many of the results stemming from 

stress are considered to be poor behavior in the school 

setting. Students who are having a hard time dealing with 

stress often become inattentive in class, sarcastic, and lash 

out in some way at their teachers and peers. Some students 

may even exhibit physical ailments such as headaches and 

fatigue. The sources of stress, if determined, may be able to 

be corrected or at least dealt with in some way (Helms & 

Gable, 1989). 

The School Situation Survey (SSS) was designed to help 

determine sources of stress within the school. The sss is 

comprised of two scales, the sources of stress and the 
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manifestations of stress. The sources of stress are further 

divided into four subscales, teacher interaction, academic 

stress, peer interaction, and academic self-concept. The 

manifestations of stress are divided into three subscales 

measuring emotional, behavioral and physiological reactions 

to stress. Students responded to school situations described 

in the survey by indicating the regularity (i.e., 1 =Never, 

2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Often, and 5 =Always) the 

situations apply to them. 

Two hundred SSS forms were distributed to ten teachers 

for administration in their classroom. Six teachers returned 

106 (53%) usable surveys taken by students in grades nine 

through twelve. The results were examined by grade level and 

by gender in each grade level. Students in grade nine have a 

different set of norms than do students in grades ten through 

twelve. The categorization of SSS scores by grade-level 

cluster can be found in Appendices G and H. 

School Situation Survey for 9th grade. Table 25 shows 

the results of the SSS for 9th grade students. The teacher 

interaction subscale assesses the student's perception of 

their teachers' attitudes toward them. The participating 9th 

grade student scores fell into the upper medium range of 

stress from teacher interactions. Stress from teacher 

interactions for male and female students was also in the 

upper medium range of stress. 

The 9th graders, as a group, fell into the lower level 

of the medium range for stress caused by academic pressures. 

This finding held true for male and female 9th graders. 
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Table 25 indicates that stress from peer interactions 

for 9th graders, as a group, was in the top of the medium 

range. Their mean score was 2.18, with 2.33 being the top of 

the medium range. The scores in this category was in the 

upper medium range for 9th graders when broken down by 

gender. 

The sss scores in academic self-concept for the 9th 

grade were 2.45 in the medium range of 2.25 to 3.00. Academic 

self-concept for males was 2.26. The medium range for males 

began at 2.25. The female medium stress range for Academic 

Self-Concept was 2.25 to 3.00. The 9th grade females had a 

mean score of 2.56, which placed their stress level, in 

this area, a little higher than that of 9th grade males. 

The sss results for emotional manifestations of stress 

for 9th graders fell into the middle medium range of scores. 

This level held true.for males and females. 

The average scores for the behavioral manifestations of 

stress were at the top of the medium level for 9th graders. 

When broken down by gender, behavioral manifestations were 

still at the upper medium level for male and female. 

The 9th grade averages for the psychological 

manifestations of stress were in the middle of the medium 

range for the group as well as for male and female students. 

School Situation Survey for lOth - 12th grade. The lOth 

- 12th grade students seemed to handle the stress of school 

better than the 9th graders. Table 25 shows that stress from 

teacher interaction for these students was 2.23, which was at 

the lower medium level. Breaking the scores down by gender 
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Table 25. 

Mean Results of the School Situation Survey for Grades 9 and 

10 - 12 

Scale 

Sources of Stress 

Teacher Interactions 

Academic Stress 

Peer Interactions 

Academic Self-concept 

Manifestations of Stress 

Emotional 

Behavioral 

Physiological 

Scale 

Sources of Stress 

Teacher Interactions 

Academic Stress 

Peer Interactions 

Academic Self-concept 

Manifestations of Stress 

Emotional 

Behavioral 

Physiological 

Total 
n = 43 

2.53 

2.98 

2.18 

2.45 

2.40 

2.27 

2.64 

Grade 9 

Male 
n = 16 

2.51 

2.88 

2.24 

2.26 

2.48 

2.36 

2.44 

Grades 10 -

Total 
n = 63 

2.23 

2.83 

2.16 

2.27 

2.12 

1.93 

2.29 

Male 
n = 22 

2.28 

2.76 

2.20 

2.11 

2.15 

1.91 

1.98 

12 

Female 
n = 27 

2.54 

3.04 

2.15 

2.56 

2.35 

2.22 

2.75 

Female 
n = 41 

2.21 

2.87 

2.13 

2.35 

2.10 

1.00 

2.48 
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found similar results, lower medium levels of stress. Similar 

results were found concerning academic stress. The lOth -

12th grade students were still in the lower medium level 

regardless of gender. 

The stress levels from peer interaction were higher for 

the lOth - 12th graders. The average was in the very high 

portion of the medium level of stress. This level held true 

regardless of gender. The stress from academic self-concept 

for the group of the lOth - 12th grade group was barely into 

the medium range. Breaking these results down by gender, 

found male students at the upper level of the low stress 

range and female students at about a very low level of the 

medium range. 

The emotional manifestations of stress for the lOth -

12th grade group were just into the medium stress level. Male 

students were in the.medium level, but higher than the 

overall group. Female students were at the upper low to low 

medium level, indicating a lower level of the emotional 

manifestations of stress. 

The behavioral manifestations of stress fell into the 

middle of the medium stress level when broken down as a group 

and when broken down by gender. The results of the SSS found 

similar levels of the psychological manifestations of stress. 

In summary, 9th grade students showed higher stress 

levels than did their lOth - 12th grade counterparts. Even 

so, the stress levels of all students were in the middle to 

upper range of the medium level as indicated by the sss. The 

only exception to this finding was the stress level of lOth -
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12th grade females in the area of manifestations of stress. 

Their stress results were in the upper range of the low 

level. 

Burnout Within the Faculty at the Study Site 

Burnout is brought on by emotional exhaustion, 

depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment that 

occurs among those who work with people. Teachers certainly 

fall into that category. Today's teachers are expected to 

perform duties that go well beyond the normal duties of what 

was once expected of them in the classroom. No longer are 

they just a teacher, in many instances they are parent, 

disciplinarian, policeman and teacher. Being asked to do more 

and more with less support can easily lead to a drain of 

one's emotional well being. Depersonalization is another 

characteristic of the burned out teacher. A negative attitude 

may develop toward students. Students may come to be seen as 

the cause of any problems within the classroom or perhaps 

even deserving of their lack of academic skills. The burned 

out teacher often exhibits a reduced sense of personal 

accomplishment. The teacher in this position tends to 

evaluate themselves negatively, especially in terms of their 

work with students. The feeling of unhappiness with 

themselves and a dissatisfaction with accomplishments in the 

classroom are signs of the burned out teacher. 

Maslach Burnout Inventory results. Table 26 shows the 

results of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) based on the 

forms returned by 13 teachers. All teachers did not complete 

the demographics portion of the survey. Of those that did, 
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two were male and ten were female. Only two of the teachers 

were African American. The average age of the teachers was 

42.6 years. The range in years of teaching experience was one 

year to 30 years. The average years of teaching experience 

was 11.6. Five of the teachers had earned Masters Degrees, 

while the others held Bachelor Degrees. Only one teacher 

taught more than 100 students daily. Seven teachers 

had student loads that fell in the 76 - 100 per day range. 

Four teachers reported that they taught less than 50 students 

on a daily basis. 

Table 26 shows that five teachers rated themselves as 

11 high" in one or more areas of the MBI. All five of these 

teachers had high ratings in the area of Emotional 

Exhaustion. The years of experience of these five teachers 

were 30, 28, 18, 6, and 1. Teacher 13, teaching in her first 

year, recorded high scores in all levels of burnout. The 18 

and 6 year teachers were high only in the area of Emotional 

Exhaustion. Teacher 6 not only was high in Emotional 

Exhaustion, but also in Depersonalization of students. 

Teacher 3, with 30 years of experience, was high in Emotional 

Exhaustion as well as Personal Accomplishment. 

In summary, even though five teachers did have scores 

that were high in one or more area of the MBI, as a group 

these teachers were average in the Emotional Exhaustion part 

of the survey. Their mean score was 21.07. Average for this 

area ranged from 17-26. The mean score for Depersonalization 

was 7.46, which fell into the low burnout range of 0- 8. The 

low range for Personal Accomplishment is 37+. The mean score 
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for the thirteen teachers was 39.08. 

Table 26. 

Maslach Burnout Inventory Results for Teachers 1 - 13 

Teachers 1 - 7 

T1 T2 T3 T4 T5 T6 T7 

Gender M F F F F F 

Ethnic B w w w w B 

Age 31 45 53 43 50 56 

Exper 3 4 30 5 3 28 6 

Subject ss Bus Eng ss ss ss Health 

Degree. Ba Ba M M M M Ba 

Grade 9 9 12 11 11 10 9 

aclass Load 3 2 3 1 4 3 1 

bErnotion. 
Exhaus. 11 11 28 14 22 28 29 

L A H L A H H 

Coeperson. 9 3 13 0 13 18 5 
L L A L A H L 

dpersonal 
Accomp. 37 35 28 43 41 39 36 

L A H L L L A 

Teachers 8 - 13 

T8 T9 T10 T11 T12 T13 

Gender F F F F M F 

Ethnic w w w w w w 

Age 44 55 23 46 23 

(table continues) 
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Table 26. (continued) 

Maslach Burnout Inventor~ Results for Teacher 1 - 13 

Teachers 8 - 13 

T8 T9 TlO Tll T12 Tl3 

Exper 22 18 13 1 18 1 

Subject Math Eng ss voc Bus 

Degree. M Ba Ba Ba Ba Ba 

Grade 10 10 9 11 10 9 

aclass Load 3 3 1 3 3 1 

bEmotion. 
Exhaus. 14 16 10 15 35 35 

L L L L H H 

Cneperson. 7 1 1 2 9 16 
L L L L A H 

dpersonal 
Accomp. 40 43 41 46 40 28 

L L· L L L H 

aclass Load - 1 = <50, 2 = 51 - 75, 3 = 76 100, 4 = >100 

bEmotional Exhaustion 

High 27+ 

Average 17 - 26 

Low 0 - 13 

cnepersonalization 

High 14+ 

Average 9 - 13 

Low 0 - 8 

dpersonal Accomplishment 

High 0 - 30 

Average 31 - 36 

Low 37+ 
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Qualitative Analysis of Faculty Perspectives on Block 

Scheduling 

Fourteen members of the school's faculty were asked for 

their perspectives on block scheduling. A structured 

interview protocol was followed. The structured questions can 

be found in Appendix I. 

All fourteen teachers claimed that block scheduling was 

beneficial for them. When asked how they liked block 

scheduling, all teachers liked it, but two said they 11 loved" 

it. One teacher explained that she was assigned to the school 

at the beginning of the implementation period, had received 

no prior training, but loved block scheduling anyway. The 

teachers all agreed they had more time to complete lessons. 

An English teacher liked block because the longer class 

periods permitted completion of many literature assignments, 

such as short stories, in one class period. Another teacher 

liked block because more time was available to help with 

struggling students and to check for comprehension. One 

teacher felt the school day was less ~~rushed" and having only 

three classes to teach was somewhat relaxing as compared to 

the traditional schedule. Another teacher felt there was more 

planning time and lessons could be developed more fully. 

All fourteen of these teachers felt block scheduling was 

beneficial for their students, as well. Their reasoning was 

that lessons could be completed in class without 

interruption, there were fewer classes to contend with, fewer 

books to deal with, and students had more time to receive 

individual help when necessary. 
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When asked if block scheduling had met the expectations 

they were given before implementation, most of the teachers 

felt that it had. The only area that block scheduling seemed 

to not meet expectations was in the area of class loads. Two 

teachers said the faculty was promised class loads in the 

range of 25-30, but 35-40 became reality in some classes. 

They felt this many students was too many to teach in one 

class on any kind of schedule, but block made it easier than 

the traditional schedule they had abandoned. Not one of the 

teachers said they would care to return to the six-period 

day. The additional time for planning and teaching was the 

common reason. One teacher just stated that teaching three 

classes is better than teaching five classes anytime. 

One of the reasons for implementing block scheduling was 

students could earn more credits toward graduation. Florida 

requires 24 credits to graduate. On the six period day, four 

years of high school equals 24 credits. Block scheduling 

permitted students to earn 8 credits per year, which meant 

students could conceivably have 24 credits upon completing 

their 11th grade year. Teachers were asked if this created 

problems in the classroom because students in some cases 

felt that they did not need the class for graduation. One 

group of teachers said it was a problem. One of these 

teachers said the same problem existed on the traditional 

schedule, though, and they would just have to deal with it. 

Other teachers said they did not have a problem with it 

because students chose the class as an elective and wanted to 

be there. Other teachers felt that by increasing the GPA for 
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graduation to 2.0, the Department of Education eliminated 

some of the problem. Students could not afford to fail a 

class just because they did not need the credit. They do need 

the 2.0 GPA for graduation. Teachers of required courses 

appeared to be the teachers who saw no problem with students 

feeling they did not need the course credit. 

Band directors were one of the groups who were 

traditionally anti-block scheduling, claiming the block 

schedule harmed their program because students, quite often, 

do not take band both semesters of the school year. Students 

taking band both semesters of the year, on a block schedule, 

would earn eight credits in band by the time they completed 

high school. Students not taking band the whole year do not 

learn to perform as well as those who do take band all year. 

The teachers were asked if they felt block scheduling had 

caused a hardship for some students, such as those in the 

band or chorus. The band director did not participate in this 

part of the study. The teachers who did, however, either 

stated a flat out 11 no" or said they were not sure, because 

they were not involved with either of those areas. One 

teacher did mention that the needs of the forty members of 

the band should not dictate what the rest of the school did. 

Another teacher felt block scheduling did cause a hardship 

for band and chorus, but would not elaborate. Forty band 

members in a school of 1300 students does not seem like a 

large band. Perhaps block scheduling has had an adverse 

affect on the band. 

When asked if adjusting to block scheduling had been 
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easy, 13 teachers said yes. The fourteenth teacher said it 

was not easy, but gave no further comment. The thirteen who 

stated they had no problem adapting gave several reasons, the 

most common being that it was easy to plan two or three mini­

lessons for the longer class. Two teachers felt the training 

they had received prior to implementation prepared them quite 

adequately for moving to the block schedule. One teacher, 

whose class included a lab, said adapting was not a problem 

for her or her students, the additional time in the lab made 

it possible to finish projects. 

When asked what advice they would give to a school 

considering changing to block scheduling, typical responses 

were 11 GO for it!," 11 Try it, you'll like it!," and 11 DO it or 

be a looser!" One teacher's advice was to visit a school 

already on block scheduling and talk with the teachers there. 

Another teacher advi~ed to get 11all the training" you can. 

These teachers felt one needed to have an open mind and have 

a positive outlook because the benefits out weigh the 

negatives. 

In summary, the teachers who participated in this part 

of the study were in favor of block scheduling. Several 

teachers did point out that all of their expectations were 

not met, especially in the area of class size. The main 

reason given for liking the block schedule was more time to 

start and complete lessons. Several teachers also claimed 

they were able to give more individual attention to students 

who needed it. Not one of the teachers wanted to return to 

the traditional six period day. 
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Chapter Sununary 

Organized around six general research questions, this 

study evaluated the impact of block scheduling at a large 

urban high school. A question by question summary of the 

findings is presented below and shown in Table 35. 
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Question 1. Did grade point averages (GPAs) change after 

the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? The goal of 

improving the academic achievement of students, as measured 

by class grade point averages, was not reached. Fourteen 

teachers participated in this part of the study. Although 

there were several instances where individual course GPAs did 

increase slightly, there were no statistically significant 

increases. Only two teachers, ESE Teacher 1 and Science 

Teacher 2, showed on increase in mean GPA of all of the 

classes during the post-block period. The GPA increase was 

not statistically significant for either teacher. All other 

teachers showed decreases in GPA. Math Teacher 4, English 

Teacher 2, Science Teacher 3, and Science Teacher 4 all had 

significant decreases in GPA. 

Question 2. Did student absentee percentages (APs) 

change after the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

The goal of reducing absenteeism by implementing block 

scheduling was not reached. Not one of the fourteen teachers 

studied showed an decrease in mean absentee percentage for 

their classes after the move to block scheduling. Eleven 

teachers had increases in absentee percentages that were 

statistically significant. 

Question 3. What were the instructional practices during 
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block scheduling? According to teachers surveyed, 

instructional practices were changed. These changes, however, 

were not always substantiated by the student version of the 

IPS. The Instructional Practices Survey (IPS), which 

consisted of six subscales, was used to examine the teaching 

methods used by eight teachers during the pre-block period 

and the post-block period. With eight teachers and six 

subscales, there were 48 points where changes could be 

measured. These eight teachers claimed increases in 25 

subscale means. Of these 25 increases, student subscale means 

were significantly lower six times. Three of the 

discrepancies were with Math Teacher 4 and two of the 

discrepancies were with ESE Teacher 2. 

There were eight instances where teachers showed a 

decrease in subscale means on the IPS. In three of these 

subscales, the students reported an increase in usage. 

There were 15 instances where teachers showed no change 

in a subscale mean. Teacher and student results were in 

agreement 10 times. Twice students indicated an increase and 

three times students indicated a decrease. 

The subscale that exhibited the greatest number of 

statistical differences was the use of higher order thinking. 

Four teachers claimed increases and four teachers claimed no 

change. Students indicated less use of higher order thinking 

for five teachers. There was no statistically significant 

difference in four of the five instances. 

Question 4. How did teachers and students perceive 

school climate in the 4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the 
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Classroom Environment Survey? The Classroom Environment Scale 

(CES) was used to evaluate school climate after the 

implementation of block scheduling. The CES is made up three 

subscales which are divided into 9 dimensions. Eight teachers 

and 130 of their students returned survey forms. The standard 

score norm for the CES was 50. Students rated school climate 

at or above the norm in six of the dimensions. The other 

three dimensions had scores of 48, 49, and 49. Teachers rated 

school climate above the norm in only four dimensions. The 

other five dimension scores ranged from 44 to 49. The lowest 

rated dimension by teachers was in the area of innovation. 

Based on these findings, teachers and students find school 

climate acceptable. 

Question 5. What were the student stress levels in the 4 

x 4 block schedule as measured by the School Situation 

Survey? Student stress was evaluated with School Situation 

Survey (SSS). The stress levels of all grades surveyed fell 

into the medium level of stress. 

Question 6. What were the teacher burnout levels in the 

4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory? Five of the 13 teachers surveyed showed some signs 

of burnout in one or more area of the MBI. The group of 

teachers were average in the subscale Emotional Exhaustion 

and below average in the subscales Depersonalization and 

Personal Accomplishment. 
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Table 27. 

Summary of the Findings of the Study 

Question 1 - Grade Point Average 

14 Teachers 2 teachers improved (not significantly) 

12 teachers decreased (4 significantly) 

Question 2 - Student Absentee Percentage (AP) 

14 Teachers NO teacher's AP decreased 

14 teacher's AP increased (11 significantly) 

Question 3 - Instructional Practicesa 

8 teachers returned IPS (T) Survey 25 increasesb 

8 decreases 

15 no changes 

Question 4 - Classroom Environment (CES) 

8 teachers - 130 students 

Student 

Subscale 

Involvement 

Meanc Range 

51 42 - 66 

Affiliation 49 34 - 63 

Teacher 
Support 48 41 - 62 

Task 
Orientation 53 47 - 55 

Competition 51 37 - 57 

Order & 
Organization 50 44 - 62 

Rule Clarity 57 47 - 67 

Teacher Control 59 45 - 60 

Innovation 49 42 - 57 

Teachers 

Meanc Range 

47 36 - 55 

49 40 - 57 

49 38 - 56 

54 47 - 63 

51 38 - 65 

46 39 - 63 

56 51 - 60 

63 47 - 73 

44 34 - 56 

(table continues) 
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Table 27. (continued) 

Summary of the Findings of the Study 

Question 5 - Student Stress 

43 - Grade 9 students 

School Situation Survey 

Medium range on all 7 subscales 

63 - Grade 10 - 12 students Medium range on 6 subscales 

Question 6 - Teacher Burnout 

13 teachers returned 
Maslach Burnout Inventory 

Low range on 1 subscale 

(3 subscales) 1 teacher high on 3 subscales 

2 teachers high on 2 subscales 

5 teachers high on 1 subscale 

8 teachers average to low 

on all subscales 

a48 chances to show change (6 subscales x 8 teachers). 

bstudents were statistically lower for 2 teachers on 6 

subscales. 

CNorm equals SO. 

In conclusion, the goals of improving academic 

achievement and student absenteeism were not realized through 

the implementation of block scheduling. There were some 

changes in the instructional practices of teachers. Teachers 

used 25 methods more often after block scheduling and 15 

methods of presenting instructional materials were used less 
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often. 

Even though academic achievement and absenteeism did not 

improve, student stress, classroom environment, and teacher 

burnout were found to be at acceptable levels, in the middle 

range based on the norms of the surveys involved. The Maslach 

Burnout Inventory found only five of 13 teachers surveyed 

showed any sign of burnout. Of those five teachers, only two 

scored high in two of the three subscales on the MBI and one 

scored high in all three subscales. 

The 14 teachers who participated in the interviews were 

very much in favor of block scheduling. Not one of them would 

be willing to go back to the six-period day. They liked the 

extra time for completing lessons and labs. All 14 made it 

clear that preparation and training were key to being able to 

successfully implement the block schedule. These teachers 

also recommended block scheduling for other schools. 

While this chapter focused on the treatment and analysis 

of the data, the next chapter will summarize the study, 

present several conclusions, and end with some 

recommendations for educational policymakers and researchers. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Chapter Five includes three parts: A summary, 

conclusions, and recommendations. 

Summary 

Review of the Study 
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Block scheduling has been seen as one method for 

improving education. Some educational change agents claim 

that the view of public education held by many Americans is 

not a favorable one. A Nation at Risk (Gardner, 1983) warned 

that our educational system was headed toward mediocrity. 

Gallop Polls and polls by Phi Delta Kappa found that a large 

segment of the American public believe schools are not as 

effective as they should be. On the other hand, Berliner and 

Biddle (1995) claim the educational crisis is manufactured 

and blown out of proportion. Other researchers such as Gerald 

Bracy (1995, 2002) have found support for the views of 

Berliner and Biddle. 

In many parts of the nation, block scheduling has been 

implemented as a way to better utilize time in the classroom. 

The 4 x 4 block schedule is reported to increase class time, 

therefore increasing time on task. Canaday and Rettig (1996) 

and Canady and Rettig (2001) explain how block scheduling can 

also provide more time for remediation, if necessary. 
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Block scheduling, especially the 4 x 4 block, reduces 

the number of courses a student takes in any one grading 

period. Blom, Cheney, and Snoddy (1986) and Kyriacou (2001) 

maintain that fewer courses will reduce the amount of stress 

facing students, which can improve attitudes and academic 

success. Kyriacou (2001) also claims poor student motivation, 

poor discipline, and poor working conditions detract from 

learning and many of those problems in the schools are caused 

by stress. Lowering stress will therefore improve learning. 

The principal of the study site decided to implement 

block scheduling because of the claims that it improved 

academic achievement and attendance, as well as school 

climate and teacher and student stress levels. 

Block scheduling has not been found to always improve 

grades. Bateson (1990) found that science in all-year courses 

outperformed student~ in semester block schedule courses. 

Buckman (1995) found that block scheduling helped improve 

school attendance, but not grades. Wasson, Colorado School 

District found that the number of honor roll students 

increased but standardized test scores decreased after 

implementing block scheduling (Mell, 1996). Schreiber, Veal, 

Flinders, and Churchill (2001) found no benefits of block 

scheduling over the six period traditional schedule in terms 

of grade point averages. 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the impact of 

block scheduling at the study site to find if it did indeed 

bring improvement in the areas of academic achievement, 

attendance, school climate, and stress levels of teachers and 



students. Seven research questions and hypotheses were 

developed for the study. 
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Academic achievement and student absenteeism were 

examined through data collected from each school's Annual 

Audit List. The methodology used by teachers before and after 

the implementation of block scheduling was examined by 

administering the Instructional Practices Survey to teachers 

and students. School climate was examined by administering 

the Classroom Environment Scale to teachers and students. 

Student stress was evaluated by having students complete the 

School Situation Survey. Burnout among the faculty was 

evaluated by administering the Maslach Burnout Inventory. To 

determine the satisfaction of the faculty with block 

scheduling, faculty members were interviewed using a 

structured interview protocol. 

Research Questions. The research questions for this 

study were as follows: 

1. Did grade point averages (GPAs) change after the 

implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

2. Did student absentee percentages (APs) change after 

the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

3. What were the instructional practices during block 

scheduling? 

4. How did teachers and students perceive school climate 

in the 4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the Classroom 

Environment Survey? 

5. What were the student stress levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule as measured by the School Situation Survey? 
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6. What were the teacher burnout levels in the 4 x 4 

block schedule as measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory? 

Research Hypotheses. The following hypotheses were 

developed as guides for this study: 

1. A comparison of pre and post 4 x 4 block scheduling 

will show a statistically significant improvement in student 

grade point average. 

2. Student absentee percentage (AP) will show a 

statistically significant decrease after implementation of 

block scheduling. 

3. Teachers' instructional practice will change in order 

to accommodate the additional class time. 

4. School climate will provide a supportive and 

organized structure for teaching and learning when compared 

to the norm group of the Classroom Environment Survey? 

5. Stress level~ of students will fall into the low to 

medium range based on the norms of the School Situation 

Survey after the implementation of block scheduling. 

6. Burnout levels of teachers will be at the low to 

average levels as determined by the Maslach Burnout Inventory 

after the implementation of block scheduling. 

Summary of Findings 

The findings of this evaluation study are presented in 

the following sections. Each research question is answered 

and the findings for each hypothesis is discussed. 

Research Questions Answered 

Question One - Did grade point averages (GPAs) change 

after the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? Teacher 
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grade point average did not improve after the implementation 

of block scheduling, except in seven individual classes. None 

of the teachers in this part of the study showed an increase 

in their total GPA. 

Question Two - Did student absentee percentages (APs) 

change after the implementation of a 4 x 4 block schedule? 

The absentee percentage did not improve for any teacher in 

the study. In only the one World History Honors class did the 

absentee percentage improve. 

Question Three - What were the instructional practices 

during block scheduling? The Instructional Practices Survey 

did show changes in teaching methodology. However, the 

changes indicated by teachers were not substantiated by 

student results on the IPS in six cases. Most instructional 

methods changes, whether they increased or decreased, were 

substantiated by student data. 

Question Four - How did teachers and students perceive 

school climate in the 4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the 

Classroom Environment Survey? The data collected from the 

Classroom Environment Scale indicates that the school climate 

is at or near the standard score for the CES. This is true 

for students and teachers, although teachers appear to be 

slightly more critical of school climate. 

Question Five - What were the student stress levels in 

the 4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the School Situation 

Survey? After having students complete the School Situation 

Survey, it was found that the study site students were in the 

11 medium" range for stress. The 9th graders exhibited a higher 
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stress level than did the 10th-12th graders. 

Question Six - What were the teacher burnout levels in 

the 4 x 4 block schedule as measured by the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory? Thirteen teachers completed the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory. Five teachers showed some symptoms of burnout in 

various subscales of the MBI; however, only one teacher 

scored uhigh" in all subscales of the inventory. 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis One - A comparison of pre and post 4 x 4 

block scheduling will show a statistically significant 

improvement in student grade point averages. Hypothesis One 

was not supported by the data. Grade Point Averages for 

classes of the teachers involved in the study did not improve 

following the implementation of the 4x4 block schedule. A few 

cases were found where several teachers had a class that did 

improve, but overall, Grade Point Averages did not improve 

with block scheduling. 

Hypothesis Two - Student absentee percentages (APs) will 

show a statistically significant decrease after 

implementation of block scheduling. Hypothesis Two was not 

supported by the data. The absentee rates of the teachers in 

this study did not improve following the implementation of a 

4x4 block schedule. Absenteeism at the study site actually 

worsened for the teachers involved in the study. 

Hypothesis Three- Teachers' instructional practice will 

change in order to accommodate the additional class time. The 

reliability of data to support Hypothesis Three is 

questionable. Overall, there were no major changes made in 



113 

the presentation of instruction. This should not be 

interpreted to mean the methods used on the survey were not 

in use. Several teachers made few changes because they 

claimed most of the methods were in use before starting the 

block schedule. One teacher indicated no change and another 

teacher actually indicated less use of the methods after 

starting block scheduling. This was true even for methods in 

which the faculty received specific training prior to block 

scheduling. When teachers did indicate an increase in a 

particular method, it was not substantiated by the students, 

which is not uncommon. It does, however, raise question as to 

whether the instructional practices were as the teachers say 

they were. 

Hypothesis Four - School climate will provide a 

supportive and organized structure for teaching and learning 

when compared to the.norm group of the Classroom Environment 

Survey. Hypothesis four was supported by the data. The 

Classroom Environment Survey revealed all but three teachers 

above the norm in all categories. The data revealed only one 

teacher to be below the norm in all categories of the survey. 

Two teachers were below the norm in two categories. 

Hypothesis Five - Stress levels of students will fall 

into the low to medium range based on the norms of the School 

Situation Survey after the implementation of block 

scheduling. Hypothesis Five was supported by the data. 

Student stress levels were in the low to medium range 

according to the School Situation Survey. These levels are 

acceptable by the standards for the School Situation Survey 
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was based. Since the stress levels prior to implementation of 

block scheduling were not measured, it cannot be assumed that 

the move to block scheduling has reduced stress. Based on 

these results, however, it appears that the block scheduling 

has done no harm in the area of stress. 

Hypothesis Six - Burnout levels of teachers will be at 

the low to average levels as determined by the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory, after the implementation of block 

scheduling. Data were found to support Hypothesis Six. The 

MBI data revealed only one teacher in the nhigh" burnout 

range. Four other teachers were in the nhigh" range in one 

area of the survey. Since burnout was not measured before the 

beginning block scheduling, it cannot be stated that the high 

scores were due to block scheduling. It should also be noted 

that the low scores cannot be attributed to block scheduling 

either. It does appe~r, though, that block scheduling has not 

been harmful, overall, to the stress levels of the teachers 

involved in the MBI portion of this study. 

Conclusions 

The principal of the study site stated, in a an 

interview before the study began, that his purpose for 

implementing block scheduling was to improve academic 

achievement, reduce absenteeism, and to reduce stress among 

students and teachers. The proponents of block scheduling 

have made claims that those goals were attainable through 

implementation of the 4 x 4 block schedule. However, the 

results of this study indicate that block scheduling did not 

improve academic achievement. The grades of fourteen 
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teachers, approximately 25% of the faculty, were examined for 

changes in their students' academic achievement. Student 

academic achievement for thirteen teachers actually 

decreased, four of which were significant, as evidenced by 

lower grade averages in their classes. The only teacher whose 

students' grade averages increased was an ESE teacher and the 

changes were not statistically significant. Even though this 

teacher's GPA improved, overall absenteeism increased by 6%. 

The desire to reduce absenteeism with block scheduling 

was not realized. The total days absent in a course did 

decrease, but that was because a course lasted one-half as 

many days on the block schedule as it would on the 

traditional schedule. When the days absent were changed to 

percentages, absenteeism increased in most cases. A Social 

Studies teacher's absenteeism rates decreased in American 

History, World History (Honors), and World Geography. 

However, eight teachers' class absenteeism rates increased by 

as much as 10%. 

When considering implementing a block schedule, the 

experts argue that a change in instructional practice should 

occur. Teachers at the study site received training in 

Paideia, cooperative learning, and the use of computers. 

Results of the Instructional Practices Survey, which had 44 

items concerning teaching methods, indicated that very little 

change took place in teaching methodology. The results given 

by several teachers indicated they used few of the methods 

before or after block scheduling. All teachers claimed to be 

using the Paideia and cooperative learning methods at least 
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11 Some of the time" before block scheduling, therefore, little 

change was shown by their survey responses. All teachers did 

indicate changes in a few areas. Surveys showing some 

increases in the use of Paideia, cooperative learning, and 

the other methods on the survey seems to be realistic. No one 

uses all of the methods. In the instances where teachers 

claimed an increase in the use of a particular methodology, 

the student version of the IPS did not support the teachers 

post-block claim of an increase in the use of that particular 

method. 

Based on the results of the Instructional Practices 

Survey, there were no major changes in instructional 

practice. But this may not be the sole reason for the 

decrease in academic achievement. Increases in absenteeism 

are partly to blame for the low grades. No matter what 

instructional practice a teacher uses, if students are not 

present, learning will not take place. 

The Classroom Environment Survey was used to assess the 

learning climate within classrooms. The teachers in this part 

of the study seemed to fair very well. Eight teachers 

participated. Only one teacher was rated below the norm in 

all categories. The other teachers were all near or above the 

norm. Two of the most common areas in which students (and 

some teachers themselves) rated below the norm were 

Innovation and Teacher Support. If students can recognize a 

lack of innovation, their teachers are apparently using the 

same instructional methods regularly. Several teachers rated 

themselves low in Innovation. 



Since the CES was not administered before block 

scheduling, it is not known what effect the new schedule 

actually had on classroom environment. It does appear that 

the 4 x 4 block schedule did no harm to school environment. 
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The School Situation Survey (SSS) was used to assess the 

stress levels of students. Results for the SSS are divided 

into low, medium, and high levels of stress. The sss results 

revealed that all areas of the survey were rated in the 

medium stress level, with two exceptions. These exceptions 

indicated low stress levels for 10th-12th grades males in 

their academic self concept as a source of stress and low 

stress levels 10th-12th females in their emotional 

manifestations of stress. 

Stress was not measured before implementing block 

scheduling, therefore the new schedule may not have 

contributed to reduced stress levels. The student stress 

levels were in the medium range and appeared to be normal 

after two years of block scheduling. It is confusing, 

however, that absenteeism increased and Grade Point Averages 

went down, but, students do not seem to be under high amounts 

of stress. 

The Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) assessed burnout in 

13 teachers. Eight of these teachers were rated at low or 

average in every phase of the MBI. Five teachers scored high 

stress levels in Emotional Exhaustion. Age and years of 

experience appear to be the common denominator for teachers 

who scored high in Exhaustion. The only exception to this 

finding was a 23 year-old female in her first year of 
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teaching. The implementation of block scheduling may not be 

the blame for burnout in this case. If block scheduling were 

the cause, then younger teachers with less experience may 

have exhibited higher levels of burnout. A beginning teacher 

may exhibit burnout simply because of all the stress and 

requirements resulting from being in the first year and 

having to complete the requirements of the Beginning Teacher 

Program. 

The teachers at the study site seem to be pleased with 

the implementation of block scheduling. Of those who 

responded to a questionnaire, none was displeased with block 

scheduling, overall. Some expressed dissatisfaction with the 

fact that all of the promises that were made to implement 

block scheduling were not kept. For instance, class sizes 

were not as low as they were told they would be. It was noted 

that some teachers taught only two courses per semester so 

that they could perform other duties necessary to the day-to­

day management of the school. When this occurred students 

were placed in other classes which meant larger class sizes 

for those teachers. On a positive note, however, not one 

teacher was willing to switch from the block schedule to the 

traditional six-period day. 

In summary, the proponents of block scheduling claim 

that it can improve academic achievement and absentee rates. 

This study found the opposite. Grade point averages for all 

but one teacher decreased and student absenteeism for all 

teachers studied increased. 

Block scheduling has been reported to improve student 
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and teacher stress. This study found student and teacher 

stress to be at acceptable levels based on results and norms 

of the School Situation Survey and the Maslach Burnout 

Inventory. These surveys were administered after implementing 

block scheduling, therefore the true effects of block 

scheduling on stress at the study site are not known. 

Block scheduling literature shows that teachers like the 

block schedule. This was found to be true at the study site. 

Teachers were not satisfied with every aspect of block 

scheduling, but not one of those surveyed wanted to return to 

the traditional schedule. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations for Educational Policy Makers 

High schools need to examine very closely what they want 

to achieve when deciding to implement block scheduling. Many 

schools that have implemented block scheduling claim to have 

done so in order to increase academic achievement, reduce 

absenteeism, and to reduce stress. The results of this study 

indicate that block scheduling neither increased academic 

achievement, nor reduced absenteeism. According to the 

results of this study, the solution to improving grades and 

absenteeism may have to be found in another school reform 

approach and not just changing the schedule of a school. 

However, Shortt and Thayer (1997) have indicated that the 

first years of block scheduling could be demanding on 

teachers and students and may account for lower academic 

achievement when first implementing the block schedule. 

Consequently, when schools boards formulate policies to 



regulate school schedules, they should understand that 

positive effects resulting from a fully implemented block 

schedule may take several years to materialize. 
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A high school wishing to experience the benefits 

articulated by block scheduling proponents may want to 

consider a configuration different from the 4 x 4 block 

schedule. When fully implemented, however, block scheduling 

does make it possible for students to earn more credits. 

Thirty-two credits can be earned as opposed to only 24 on the 

traditional schedule. This means students can have more 

electives and can take more Advanced Placement and Honors 

courses in preparation for college. The 4 x 4 block schedule 

also reduces the number of courses a teacher teaches per 

semester. Even though teachers teach fewer courses per 

semester, it cannot be guaranteed that class size will 

decrease. Interviews-with teachers found that the faculty was 

told a benefit of block scheduling was lower class sizes. 

The teachers at the study site appear to be satisfied 

with their role in the block schedule. A high teacher 

satisfaction rating of the school schedule may translate into 

higher teacher job satisfaction, but, in this case, it did 

not translate into higher academic achievement and it does 

not mean there will be lower absentee rates for students. 

In summary, policy makers and school administrators 

considering a move to block scheduling must be sure of the 

goals they wish to achieve. Implementing a block schedule for 

the purpose of improving academic achievement and lowering 

absentee rates may not be successful from the very beginning. 
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It may take time to see the desired improvements. If, 

however, the goal is to create a schedule that most teachers 

will find satisfactory and one that will provide students 

with opportunity to take a greater variety of courses, thus 

earning more credits for graduation, the improvement can be 

seen almost immediately. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

A large number of studies have been conducted on block 

scheduling, with mixed results as to its success. Future 

studies may want to pay closer attention to individual 

students as opposed to mean results of entire classes. A 

study of this nature may find block scheduling to be 

beneficial or detrimental to students who are at various 

academic levels. If it were determined that one group 

benefited from the block schedule, but another group did not, 

it may be advisable to implement a block schedule on the 

basis of lessons learned from successful group. 

Researchers who examine teacher instructional practices 

may want to actually visit classrooms on a regular basis or, 

at least, look at teacher lesson plans. Using a survey to 

determine instructional practices has its limitations. 

Teachers know what should be happening and can respond 

accordingly, but that does not mean they actually do what 

they say. 

In order to determine the effects of block scheduling on 

student and teacher stress, true experimental studies or 

evaluative assessment should be conducted before, during, and 

after implementation. Interviews with students may reveal why 
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there is only medium stress levels in a school where academic 

achievement is declining and absenteeism is increasing. 

Researchers will need to find schools that are considering 

the block schedule and begin the research and evaluation 

processes before block scheduling is implemented. Measuring 

teacher stress and burnout at the school before and after 

implementation may reveal more than just surveying a group of 

teachers after the fact. 

As we progress through the 21st century, school 

reformers need to focus on initiatives that provide 

measurable and verifiable results in student achievement. 

While block scheduling has yielded mixed results over the 

years, it may still be one approach to improving schooling 

that could help school leaders and teachers in their 

continuing struggle to help students learn. Accountability in 

education will remain at the forefront of education reform. 

While not comprehensive, this study may provide some insight 

into some of the factors that define a well-planned and 

implemented block schedule, and in so doing provide another 

view of what it means to be truly accountable. 
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Letter to (the study site) Faculty 

TO: Faculty Member 

FROM: Paul Montgomery 

RE: Research on Block Scheduling 

DATE: Feb. 15, 1998 

I am in the process of evaluating certain aspects of school life after 

the implementation of block scheduling. I am inviting the entire 

faculty to participate in some, but not all aspects of the research. 

All faculty members will have the opportunity to complete the Maslach 

Burnout Inventory and selected faculty members, and their students, will 

be asked to complete three other surveys: 

Instructional Practices Survey 
(teacher & students -44 items, approx. 20 
minutes) 

School Situation Survey 
(students only - 34 items, approx. 10 minutes) 

Classroom Environment Survey 
(teacher and students - 90 items, approx. 25-35 
minutes) 

At no time will I enter a classroom, ask to look at lesson plans, or 

disturb a class in any way, other than having the teacher administer the 

surveys. The research period will be during the month of March. This 

will allow each teacher to have a one week period for each survey to be 

completed and returned. 

You have my assurance that absolutely NO ONE will have access to 

materials returned to me. NO ONE will be able to put teacher names with 

results. Materials will be delivered through teacher mailboxes and 

returned to me through school mail. The overall results of the research 

will be made available to anyone who wants it, but no names will ever be 

included in the final treatment of data. 

Paul Montgomery 
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Intructional Practice Survey (Teacher) 

Directions: 
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1.) Complete this IPS (T) yourself, it is marked 1 Teacher'. You 
will actually be doing the survey twice, once for upre-block" 
and once for 11 after implementation". Responses will go on the 
same sheet. 

2.) Have one of your classes complete the IPS (S). 

3.) Have each student doing the survey bubble in their grade, 
gender, and race at the top of the survey. DIRECTIONS are 
printed on the student answer form. 

4.) When you have collected all of the IPS answer sheets, place 
them in the envelope and drop it in the school mail. The 
survey statements can go in the trash. I would like to have 
the results back before Spring Break if possible. 

1. I encourage the students to share their ideas in class. 

2. I expect students to ask questions about the topics of 
study. 

3. I expect students to answer other students questions as 
a way of maintaining class discussions. 

4. I give special help to individual students who need it. 

5. I provide practice on new material before assigning it 
for homework. 

6. I enjoy teaching. 

7. I seat the class in a circle for discussions. 

8. I allow students to lead discussions. 

9. I use discussions as a method of teaching. 

10. I schedule discussions of controversial topics as a way 
of learning the process of problem solving. 

11. I put comments on student papers in order to show 
students how to improve their work. 

12. I use real life experiences to demonstrate the value of 
lessons the class. 



13. I ask my students to explain how they arrived at their 
answers. 

14. I want my students to state their opinions. 

15. I use a variety of teaching methods. 

16. I use students working in small groups as a method of 
instruction. 

17. I give members of a group 11 the same" grade for the 
completed product when working on a group assignment. 

18. I assign group activities in order to promote peer 
interaction. 

19. I have students, working in groups, quiz and prepare 
each other for competition with other groups. 
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20. I instruct all students, while working in small groups, 
to participate in decision making,contribute to the 
assignment and to voice their opinions. 

21. I use a computer lab to enhance classroom instruction. 

22. I individualize lessons according to student need by use 
of computerized instruction. 

23. I use the expertise of guest speakers from the community 
to speak to students as a way ofenhancing the lessons. 

24. I use field trips as a source of information to enhance 
lessons and learning. 

25. I have students view video tapes in order to get a 
better understanding of the lesson being taught. 

26. I assign students projects in order to add a hands on 
approach to the unit being studied. 

27. I make assignments requiring students to write a research 
report using of a library as a source of information. 

28. I make assignments for which students are required to 
complete a written or an oral report after having read a 
book for class. 

29. I make assignments which require students to act out 
historical, scientific, or literary roles as a way to 
make the course more interesting and educational. 
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30. I use games for the purpose of adding interest and 
action to make a lesson more exciting and 
understandable. 

31. I use game show formats such as Jeopardy as a way to 
increase interest and learning for students when 
reviewing lessons. 

32. I require students to use newspapers as a resource in 
order to add more 11 Value" to my lessons. 
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33. I use teacher lecture as a method of getting information 
to students. 

34. I assign worksheets to be completed as a way to learn 
information from the textbook. 

35. I write questions on the board or the overhead projector 
for students to answer as daily assignments. 

36. I use questions at the end of chapters and chapter 
sections as assignments to be completed for a grade. 

37. I assign homework as a way of reinforcing lessons 
covered in class. 

38. I design some unit lessons that provide shallow coverage 
of many topics but some units are more involved and go 
into greater depth. 

39. I design lessons.that are easily understood and follow a 
logical sequence. 

40. I allow time for students to think in order to prepare 
responses to oral questions 

41. I press individual students to justify or clarify their 
answers to questions. 

42. I show an interest in students' answers and the 
reasoning they used to reach answers and alternative 
problem solving approaches. 

43. I do not believe that all assertions and answers coming 
from authoritative sources are certain and encourage 
students to be critical of sources of information. 

44. I want the students to assume the role of questioner and 
critic when examining new material. 



INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE SURVEY (T) 

TEACHER' S NAME 

COURSE 
********************************* 

Degree of use during the 
upre-Block" school years, 
'93-'94 & '94 -'95. 

Most of 

Degree of use since 
the implementation 

ofuBlock", 
'95-'96 to present. 

Most of 
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Never Rarely Sometimes the Time Always Never Rarely Sometimes the Time Always 

1. (1) (2) 

2. (1) (2) 

3. (1) (2) 

4. (1) (2) 

5. (1) (2) 

6. (1) (2) 

7. (1) (2) 

8. (1) (2) 

9. (1) (2) 

10. (1) (2) 

11. (1) (2) 

12. (1) (2) 

13. (1) (2) 

14. (1) (2) 

15. (1) (2) 

16. (1) (2) 

17. (1) (2) 

18. (1) (2) 

19. (1) (2) 

20. (1) (2) 

21. (1) (2) 

22. (1) (2) 

23. (1) (2) 

24. (1) (2) 

25. (1) (2) 

26. (1) (2) 

27. (1) (2) 

28. (1) (2) 

29. (1) (2) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

1. (1) (2) 

2. (1) (2) 

3. (1) (2) 

4. (1) (2) 

5. (1) (2) 

6. (1) (2) 

7. (1) (2) 

8. (1) (2) 

9. (1) (2) 

10. (1) (2) 

11. (1) (2) 

12. (1) (2) 

13. (1) (2) 

14. (1) (2) 

15. (1) (2) 

16. (1) (2) 

17. (1) (2) 

18. (1) (2) 

19. (1) (2) 

20. (1) (2) 

21. (1) (2) 

22. (1) (2) 

23. (1) (2) 

24. (1) (2) 

25. (1) (2) 

26. (1) (2) 

27. (1) (2) 

28. (1) (2) 

29. (1) (2) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 3) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

( 4) 

(table continued) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 

( 5) 
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Degree of use during the Degree of use since the 
11 pre-Block" school years, implementation of 11 Block", 
1 93-'94 & 1 94 -'95. 1 95-'96 to present. 

Most of Most of 

Never Rarely Sometimes the Time Always Never Rarely Sometimes the Time Always 

30. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 30. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

31. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 31. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

32. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 32. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

33. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 33. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

34. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 34. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

35. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 35. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

36. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 36. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

37. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 37. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

38. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 38. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

39. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 39. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

40. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 40. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

41. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 41. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

42. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 42. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

43. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 43. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 

44. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 44. ( 1) ( 2) ( 3) ( 4) ( 5) 
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Appendix C 

Instructional Practice Survey (Student) 

PLEASE BUBBLE IN THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: 

Grade: ( 9) ( 10) ( 11) ( 12) Gender: ( M) (F) 

Race: Af.-Am. ( ) White ( ) Hispanic ( ) Asian () 
Other () 

DIRECTIONS: 
Read each of the survey statements and respond as to 
the frequency which you believe your teacher uses the 
described instructional practice. For example, if you 
feel a practice is used often, then you would bubble in 
the ( 5) under 110ften". 

Please remember you ARE NOT grading your teacher. 
No teacher uses all of the described methods all of 
the time. Just respond according to how often you 
feel the listed instructional practices are used. 

Some- Most of Some- Most of 
Never Rarely times the Time Always Never Rarely times the Time Always 

1. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 23. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

2. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 24. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

3. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 25. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

4. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 26. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

5. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 27. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

6. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 28. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

7. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 29. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

8. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 30. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

9. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 31. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

10. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 32. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

11. ( 1) ( 2) (3) (4) (5) 33. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

12. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 34. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

13. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 35. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

14. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 36. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

15. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 37. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

16. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 38. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

17. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 39. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

18. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 40. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

19. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 41. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

20. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 42. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

21. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 43. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

22. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 44. ( 1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 



INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICE SURVEY (Student) 

1. My teacher encourages students to share their ideas in 
class. 
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2. My teacher wants us to ask questions about the topics we 
are studying. 

3. My teacher lets me answer other students questions as a 
way of maintaining class discussions. 

4. My teacher gives special help to individual students who 
need it. 

5. My teacher provides explanations of new material before 
assigning it for homework. 

6. My teacher seems to enjoy teaching. 

7. My teacher has the class seated in a circle when 
discussions are taking place. 

8. My teacher allows students to lead discussions. 

9. My teacher uses class discussions as a teaching method. 

10. My teacher teaches problem solving skills by using 
controversial topics for which there is no one correct 
answer. 

11. My teacher puts comments on graded papers as a way to 
show students how to improve their work. 

12. My teacher uses real life experiences to demonstrate the 
value of lessons in the class. 

13. My teacher asks students to explain how they arrived at 
their answers. 

14. My teacher asks students to voice their opinions. 

15. My teacher uses of variety of different teaching methods. 

16. My teacher has students work in small groups as a method 
of instruction. 

17. My teacher gives members working in groups 11 the same" 
grade for the completed assignments. 

18. My teacher assigns group activities which help promote 
student interaction and discussion. 



19. My teacher has students, working in groups, quiz and 
prepare each other for competition with other groups. 

20. My teacher instructs students to work together as a 
group, making decisions by agreement, completing 
assignments together, and making sure all members 
contribute their suggestions. 

21. My class uses a computer lab to improve classroom 
instruction. 

22. My teacher uses computers to individualize instruction 
according to the needs of students. 
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23. My teacher uses the knowledge of guest speakers from the 
community to speak to students as a way of enhancing the 
lessons. 

24. My teacher uses field trips as a source of information to 
enhance lessons and learning. 

25. My teacher has students view video tapes in order to get 
a better understanding of the lesson being taught. 

26. My teacher assigns student projects in order to add a 
hands on approach to the unit being studied. 

27. My teacher assigns out of class research reports in order 
to add detail which can not be included in class with 
the time available. 

28. My teacher makes assignments for which students are 
required to read a book then complete a written or an 
oral report. 

29. My teacher makes assignments which require students to 
act out historical, scientific, or literary roles as a 
way to make the course more interesting and educational. 

30. My teacher uses games for the purpose of adding interest 
and action to make a lesson more exciting and 
understandable. 

31. My teacher uses 11 TV games" lessons (Jeopardy) to make 
test and unit review a more effective method of getting 
students involved in studying. 

32. My teacher assigns reports and projects based on articles 
taken from newspapers. 

33. My teacher gets information about the lesson to students 
by lecturing while students take notes. 
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34. My teacher assigns worksheets to teach information from 

the textbook. 

35. My teacher writes questions on the board or the overhead 
projector for students to answer as assignments. 

36. My teacher uses questions at the end of chapters and 
chapter sections as assignments to be completed for a 
grade. 

37. My teacher assigns homework that is collected in class 
the next day. 

38. Some lessons in this class seem to cover topics very 
lightly and some lessons seem to go into a topic in great 
depth and detail. 

39. Lessons in this class are easily understood and follow a 
logical sequence. 

40. My teacher allows time for students to think in order to 
prepare responses to oral questions. 

41. My teacher tries to get students to explain how they 
arrived at answers to questions. 

42. My teacher shows an interest in the way students use 
reasoning and problem solving skills in order to reach an 
answer. 

43. My teacher believes that answers coming from the textbook 
and other sources are not always certain and encourages 
students to create their own ideas and answers, even if 
different from the textbook. 

44. My teacher wants students to be critical thinkers and 
question material presented in class. 
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Appendix D 

Letter to Faculty Concerning School Situation Survey 

Faculty Member, 

I am in the process of gathering data for evaluating the implementation 

of the 4x4 block schedule at (the study site). I have enclosed twenty 

forms of the School Situation Survey, to be completed by students. I 

hope that you have time to get twenty of your students to complete the 

SSS, it should only take a few minutes. If a student says they did it in 

another class, please ask someone else to do it. I know your time is 

valuable and I hate to be an interruption to your procedures. For that 

reason, you have no idea how much I appreciate your help. If you do not 

have the time to have your students do the SSS, please pass it on to 

another teacher that may have the time to do so. 

I need for you to do the following: 

1.) Have twenty students complete the survey according to 
instructions on the survey itself. 

2.) Place the completed surveys in the envelope and drop in the 
school mail. 

3.) Names are not necessary on the survey, however, if you would 
like the results I will need your name in order to return your 
students' results. 

Once again, I thank you very much for the time and effort you have 

contributed. You have no idea how much I appreciate your cooperation. 

Paul Montgomery 
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Appendix E 

Letter to Faculty Concerning Classroom Environment Survey 

Faculty Member, 

Last week I put notices in teacher mail boxes that I would be asking 

some of you to help me gather data that hopefully will become part of a 

doctoral dissertation. The time for phase one is here. I hope that you 

have time to get one of your classes to complete the enclosed survey. I 

know your time is valuable and I hate to be an interruption to your 

procedures. For that reason, you have no idea how much I would 

appreciate your help. 

I need for you to do the following: 

1.) Complete a survey yourself, it is marked 1 Teacher'. 
2.) Have one of your classes complete the survey. 
3.) Have each student doing the survey put their grade and the 

subject at the top of the survey. 
4.) DIRECTIONS for completing the Classroom Environment Survey: 

Make all your marks on the separate answer sheet. If 
you think a statement is True or mostly True of your 
classroom, make an X in the box labeled T (true). If 
you think the statement is False or mostly False, make 
an X in the box labeled F (false). 

5.) When you have collected all of the CES answer sheets, place 
them in the envelope and drop it in the school mail. The 
survey statements can go in the trash. 

6.) I do not need any names, however, if you would like to see the 
results, you will need to include you name in the items 
returned. 

Once again, I thank you very much for the time and effort you 
have contributed. You are gratefully appreciated. 

Paul Montgomery 
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Appendix F 

Classroom Environment Survey 

Raw Score to Standard Score Conversion Table 

Teacher Task 
Involvrnent Affiliation Support Orientation Competition 

Raw Stdnt Tchr Stdnt Tchr Stdnt Tchr Stdnt Tchr Stdnt Tchr 
Score Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm 

10.0 76 62 79 62 70 61 73 63 88 69 

9.5 73 60 75 59 67 59 70 61 84 67 

9.0 70 59 70 57 64 56 67 59 80 65 

8.5 68 57 66 55 61 53 64 57 76 62 

8.0 65 55 62 53 58 50 60 55 72 60 

7.5 62 53 58 51 55 47 57 53 68 58 

7.0 60 51 54 49 52 44 54 51 64 56 

6.5 57 49 50 47 49 41 51 49 60 53 

6.0 54 47 46 44 46 38 48 47 56 51 

5.5 52 45 41 41 41 35 45 45 52 49 

5.0 49 44 38 40 39 32 42 46 48 47 

4.5 46 42 34 38 36 29 39 41 44 46 

4.0 44 40 29 36 33 26 36 39 40 42 

3.5 41 38 25 34 30 23 32 37 36 40 

3.0 38 36 21 31 27 20 29 35 32 38 

2.5 36 34 17 29 24 17 26 33 28 36 

2.0 33 32 13 27 21 14 23 31 24 33 

1.5 30 30 9 25 18 11 20 29 20 31 

1.0 28 29 5 23 15 8 17 27 16 29 

0.5 25 27 1 21 12 5 14 25 12 27 



136 
Classroom Environment Survey 

Raw Score to Standard Score Conversion Table 

Order and Rule Teacher 
Organization Clarity Control Innovation 

Raw Stdnt Tchr Stdnt Tchr Stdnt Tchr Stdnt Tchr 
Score Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm Norm 

10.0 72 63 79 60 88 77 79 68 

9.5 69 61 75 58 85 75 76 66 

9.0 67 59 72 55 82 73 73 64 

8.5 64 57 68 53 79 71 70 62 

8.0 61 55 65 51 76 68 67 60 

7.5 59 53 61 48 73 66 64 58 

7.0 56 51 58 46 70 64 62 56 

6.5 53 49 54 44 67 62 59 54 

6.0 51 47 51 41 64 60 56 53 

5.5 48 45 47 39 61 58 53 51 

5.0 45 43 43 37 58 55 50 49 

4.5 43 41 40 34 54 53 47 47 

4.0 40 39 36 32 51 51 44 45 

3.5 37 37 33 29 48 49 41 43 

3.0 35 35 29 27 45 47 38 41 

2.5 32 33 26 25 42 45 36 39 

2.0 29 31 22 22 39 43 33 38 

1.5 27 29 19 20 36 41 30 36 

1.0 24 27 15 28 33 38 27 34 

0.5 22 26 12 15 30 36 24 32 
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Appendix G 

School Situation Survey - 9th Grade 

Perceived stress level averages by grade-level cluster 

Total 
Scale n = 2,331 

Sources of Stress 

Teacher Interactions 
Low 
Medium 

High 
Academic Stress 

Low 
Medium 
High 

Peer Interactions 
Low 
Medium 
High 

Academic Self-concept 
Low 
Medium 

High 

1.00-1.67 

1.83-2.67 

2.83-5.00 

1.00-2.33 

2.67-4.00 

4.33-5.00 

1.00-1.33 

1.50-2.33 

2.50-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.25-3.00 

3.25-5.00 

Manifestations of Stress 

Emotional 
Low 
Medium 
High 

Behavioral 
Low 
Medium 
High 

Physiological 
Low 
Medium 
High 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.67 

2.83-5.00 

1.00-1.33 

1.50-2.33 

2.50-5.00 

1.00-1.33 

1.67-2.67 

3.00-5.00 

Male 
n = 338 

1.00-1.67 

1.83-2.67 

2.83-5.00 

1.00-2.33 

2.67-4.00 

4.33-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.33 

2.50-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.25-3.00 

3.25-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.67 

2.83-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.33 

2.50-5.00 

1.00-1.33 

1.67-2.33 

2.67-5.00 

Female 
n = 319 

1.00-1.38 

2.00-2.67 

2.83-5.00 

1.00-2.67 

3.00-4.33 

4.67-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.17 

2.33-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.25-3.00 

3.25-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.17-2.83 

3.00-5.00 

1.00-1.37 

1.50-2.17 

2.33-5.00 

1.00-1.67 

2.00-3.00 

3.33-5.00 
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Appendix H 

School Situation Survey - 10th-12th Grade 

Perceived stress level averages by grade-level cluster 

Total 

Scale n = 1,607 

Sources of Stress 

Teacher Interactions 

Low 1.00-1.83 

Medium 2.00-2.83 

High 3.00-5.00 

Academic Stress 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Peer Interactions 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Academic Self-concept 

Low 

Medium 

High 

1.00-2.33 

2.67-4.00 

4.33-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.17 

2.33-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.25-3.00 

3.25-5.00 

Manifestations of Stress 

Emotional 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Behavioral 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Physiological 

Low 

Medium 

High 

1.00-1.83 

2.00-2.83 

3.00-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.50 

2.67-5.00 

1.00-1.67 

2.00-2.67 

3.00-5.00 

Male 

n = 215 

1.00-1.83 

2.00-2.83 

3.00-5.00 

1.00-2.33 

2.67-4.00 

4.33-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.33 

2.50-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.25-3.00 

3.25-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.67 

2.83-5.00 

1.00-1.67 

1.83-2.67 

2.83-5.00 

1.00-1.33 

1.67-2.33 

2.67-5.00 

Female 

n = 176 

1.00-2.00 

2.17-2.83 

3.00-5.00 

1.00-2.67 

3.00-4.33 

4.67-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.17 

2.33-5.00 

1.00-2.25 

2.50-3.00 

3.25-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.17-3.00 

3.17-5.00 

1.00-1.50 

1.67-2.33 

2.50-5.00 

1.00-2.00 

2.33-3.00 

3.33-5.00 



Appendix I 

Structured Interview Questions 

1. Do you feel block scheduling has been beneficial to you? 

If so, in what way(s)? 

2. Do you feel block scheduling has been beneficial to your 

studens in terms of academic achievement? If so, in what 

ways? 

3. Has block scheduling met the expectations you were given 

before implementation? Examples? 

4. Would you want to revert back to a 6 period day? Why/why 

not? 
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5. Has students being able to meet most of their graduation 

requirements by th time they enter the twelfth grade been a 

problem? (i.e. - lli don't need this class?") 

6. Has the implementation of block scheduling caused a hardship 

for some of your school's programs, such as band and chorus? 

7. Has block scheduling been easy to adapt to as far as 

utilizing the additional time per class period? If not, what 

made adjusting difficult? 

8. What advice would yo give to a school considering 

implementing block scheduling? 

9. What advice would you give to teachers whose schools are 

about to implement a form of black scheduling? 



Appendix J 

Classroom Environment Survey 
Form R 

Edison J. Trickett & Rudolf H. Moos 

There are 90 statements about high school and junior high 
school classrooms on this survey. You are to decide which 
of these statements are true of your classroom and which 
are false. 

1. Students put a lot energy into what they do here. 

2. Students in this class get to know each other really well. 

3. This teacher spends very little time just talking with 
students. 

4. Almost all class time is spent on the lesson for the day. 

5. Students don't feel pressured to compete here. 

6. This is a well-organized class. 

7. There is a clear set of rules students to follow. 

8. There are very few rules to follow. 

9. New ideas are always being tried out here. 

10. Students daydream a lot in this class. 
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11. Students in this class aren't very interested in getting to 
know other students. 

12. The teacher takes a personal interest in students. 

13. Students are expected to stick to classwork in this class. 

14. Students try hard to get the best grade. 

15. Students are almost always quiet in this class. 

16. Rules in this class seem to change a lot. 

17. If a student breaks a rule in this class, he's sure to get in 
trouble. 

18. What students do in class is very different on different 
days. 

(CES continues) 



CES (continued) 

19. Students are often 11 Clockwatching" in this class. 

20. A lot of friendships have been made in this class. 

21. The teacher is more like a friend than an authority. 

22. We often spend more time discussing outside student 
activities than class-related material. 

23. Some students always try to see who can answer questions 
first. 

24. Students fool around a lot in this class. 
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25. The teacher explains what will happen if a student breaks a 
rule. 

26. The teacher is not very strict. 

27. New and different ways of teaching are not tried very often 
in this class. 

28. Most students in this class really pay attention to what the 
teacher is saying. 

29. It's easy to get a group together for a project. 

30. The teacher goes out of is way to help students. 

31. Getting a certain amount of classwork done is very important 
in this class. 

32. Students don't compete with each other here. 

33. This class is often in an uproar. 

34. The teacher explain what the rules are. 

35. Students can get in trouble with the teacher for talking when 
they're not supposed to. 

36. The teacher likes students to try unusual projects. 

37. very few students take part in class discussion or 
activities. 

38. Students enjoy working together on projects in this class. 

39. Sometimes the teacher embarrasses students for not knowing 
the right answer. 

(CES continues) 
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CES (continued) 

40. Students don't do much work in this class. 

41. A student's grade is lowered if he gets homework in late. 

42. The teacher hardly ever has to tell students to get back in 
their seats. 

43. The teacher makes of point of sticking to the rules he's 
made. 

44. Students don't always have to stick to the rules in this 
class. 

45. Students have very little to say about how class time is 
spent. 

46. A lot of students ndoodle" or pass notes. 

47. Students enjoy helping each other with homework. 

48. This teacher ntalks down" to students. 

49. we usually do as much as we set out to do. 

SO. Grades are not very important in this class. 

51. The teacher often has to tell students to calm down. 

52. Whether or not students can get away with something depends 
on how the teacher is feeling that day. 

53. Students get in trouble if they're not in their seats when 
the class is supposed to start. 

54. The teacher thinks up unusual projects for students to do. 

55. Students sometimes present something they've worked on to the 
class. 

56. Students don't have much of a chance to get to know each 
other in this class. 

57. If students want to talk about something this teacher will 
find time to do it. 

58. If a student misses class for a couple of days, it take some 
effort to catch up. 

59. Student here don't care about what grades the other students 
are getting. 

(CES continues) 
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CES (continued) 

60. Assignments are usually clear so everyone knows what to do. 

61. There are set ways of working on things. 

62. It's easier to get in trouble here than in a lot of other 
classes. 

63. Students are expected to follow set rules in doing their 
work. 

64. A lot of students seem to be only half awake during this 
class. 

65. It takes a long time to get to know everybody by his first 
name in this class. 

66. This teacher wants to know what students themselves want to 
learn about. 

67. This teacher often takes time out from the lesson plan to 
talk about other things. 

68. Students have to work for a good grade in this class. 

69. This class hardly ever starts on time. 

70. In the first few weeks the teacher explained the rules about 
what students could and could not do in this class. 

71. The teacher will put up with a good deal. 

72. Students can choose where they sit. 

73. Students sometimes do extra work on their own in this class. 

74. There are groups of students who don't get a long in class. 

75. This teacher does not trust students. 

76. This class is more a social hour than a place to learn 
something. 

77. Sometimes the class breaks up into groups to compete with 
each other. 

78. Activities in this class are clearly and carefully planned. 

79. Students aren't always sure if something is against the 
rules or not. 

(CES continues) 
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CES (continued) 

80. The teacher will kick a student out of class if he acts up. 

81. Students do the same kind of homework almost every day. 

82. Students really enjoy this class. 

83. Some students in this class don't like each other. 

84. Students have to watch what they say in this class. 

85. The teacher sticks to classwork and doesn't get sidetracked. 

86. Students usually pass even if they don't do much. 

87. Students don't interrupt the teacher when he's talking. 

88. The teacher is consistent in dealing with students who break 
the rules. 

89. When the teacher makes a rule, he means it. 

90. In this class, students are allowed to make up their own 
projects. 



Appendix K 

School Situation Survey 

Barbara Helms & Robert Gable 

Directions: 
A number of statements that students can use to describe 

themselves are listed. Please read each statement and decide 
how often it seems to describe you. for ach statement darken 
the appropriate circle to indicate your answer, using the 
following choices: 

1 = Never 2 = Rarely 3 Sometimes 4 Often 5 Always 

1. I enjoy doing thins with my classmates. 

2. A feel that some of my teachers don't like me very well. 

3. I get into fights. 

4. I feel upset. 

5. I worry about not doing well in school. 

6. I get headaches. 

7. I do well in school and get good grades. 

8. Other students make fun of me. 

9. I feel that some of my teachers expect too much of me. 

10. I talk in class when I should be quiet. 

11. I feel mixed up. 

12. I get along well with my classmates. 

13. Some of my teachers call on me when they know I am not 
prepared just to embarrass me. 

14. I pick on other students. 

15. I feel frustrated. 

16. I am afraid of getting poor grades. 

17. I feel sick to my stomach. 

18. I feel that I learn things easily. 

(SSS continues) 
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sss (continued) 

19. I am among the last to be chosen for teams. 

20. I feel that some of my teachers don't really care about what I 
think or how I feel. 

21. I yell at my classmates. 

22. I feel like crying. 

23. I enjoy talking to my classmates. 

24. I feel that my teachers treat me fairly. 

25. I talk back to my teachers. 

26. I feel nervous. 

27. I worry about taking tests. 

28. I get stomach aches. 

29. I do good work in school. 

30. I have many friends. 

31. Some of my teachers yell at me for no reason. 

32. I try to get attention by acting silly in class. 

33. I feel angry at school. 

34. School work is easy for me. 



Appendix L 

Maslach Burnout Inventory 
Educators Survey 

Educators Survey 

How often: 

0 1 

Never A few times 
a year 

or less 

Christina Maslach 
Susan Jackson 

Michael Leiter 

2 

Once a 
month 

or less 

3 

A few 
times a 

month 

4 

Once 
a 

week 

5 

A few 
times 
a week 

1. I feel emotionally drained from my work. 

2. I feel used up at the end of the workday. 

6 

Every 
day 
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3. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have 
to face another day on the job. 

4. I can easily understand how my students feel about 
things. 

5. I feel I treat some students as if they were impersonal 
objects. 

6. working with people all day is really a strain for me. 

7. I deal very effectively with the problems of my 
students. 

8. I feel burned out from my work. 

9. I feel I'm positively influencing other people's lives 
through my work. 

10. I've become more callous toward people since I took this 
job. 

11. I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally. 

12. I feel energetic. 

(MBI continues) 
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MBI (continued) 

13. I feel frustrated by my job. 

14. I feel I'm working too hard on my job. 

15. I don't really care what happens to some students. 

16. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me. 

17. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my 
students. 

18. I feel exhilarated after working closely with my 
students. 

19. I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job. 

20. I feel like I'm at the end of my rope. 

21. In my work, r deal with emotional problems very calmly. 

22. I feel students blame me for some of their problems. 



149 

REFERENCES 

Abel, M., & Sewell, J. (1999). Stress and burnout in 
rural and urban secondary school teachers. Journal of 
Educational Research, 92(5), 287-293. 

Adler, M. (1977). Reforming education: The opening of 
the American mind. New York: McMillan Publishing Company. 

Amen, J., & Reglin, G. (1992). High school seniors tell 
why they are ustressed out." The Clearing House, 66(1), 27-
29. 

Bateson, D.J. (1990). Science achievement in semester 
and all-year courses. Journal of Research in Science 
Teaching, 27(3), 233-40. 

Berliner, D., & Biddle, B. (1995). The manufactured 
crisis: Myths, frauds, and the attack on America's public 
schools. Reading, MA.: Addison-Wesley. 

Berliner, D., & Biddle, B. (1998). The lamentable 
alliance bewteen the media and school critics. In G. I. 
Maeroff (Ed.), Imaging education: The media and schools in 
America (pp. 26-45) New York: Teachers College Press, 
Columbia University. 

Black, s. (2001). Morale matters: When teachers feel 
good about their work, research shows, student acheivement 
rises. American School Board Journal, 188(1), 40-43. 

Blom, G. E., Cheney, B. D., & Snoddy, J. E. (1986). 
Stress in childhood: An intervention model for teachers and 
other professionals. New York, N.Y.: Teachers College Press. 

Borstein, J. (1995). The effects of cooperative learning 
on the attitudes and achievement of academically talented 
secondary students. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of North Florida, Jacksonville, Fl. 

Bracey, G. w. (1995). The fifth Bracey report on the 
condition of Public education. Phi Delta Kappan, 77(2), 149-
60. 

Bracey, G. w. (2002). The war against Aemrica's public 
schools. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon. 

Brazil, R. (1988). The engineering of the Paideia 
proposal: The first year, 1984-1985. Champaign, IL: School 
Design Group. 



Brookover, w., Gigliotti, R., Henderson, R., & 
Schneider, J. (1973). Elementary school environment and 
school achievement. East Lansing, MI: College of Urban 
Development, Michigan State University. 

Buckman, D. c. (1995). Block scheduling: A means to 
improve school climate. NASSP Bulletin, 79(571), 9-18. 

150 

Byrne, J. J. (1998). Teacher as hungar artist: Burnout: 
Its causes, effects and remedies. Contemporary Education, 69 
(2), 86-91. 

Canady, R., & Hotchkiss, P. (1984). School improvement 
without additional cost. Phi Delta Kappan, 66(3), 183-184. 

Canady, R., & Reina, J. (1993). Parallel block 
scheduling: An alternative structure. Principal, 72(3), 26-
29. 

Canady, R., & Rettig, M. (1993). Unlocking the lock step 
high school schedule. Phi Delta Kappan, 75(4), 310-314. 

Canady, R., & Rettig, M. (Eds.). (1996). Teaching in the 
block: Strategies for engaging active learners. Princeton, 
NJ: Eye on Education. 

Canady, R., & Rettig, M. (2001). Block scheduling: The 
key to quality learning time. Principal, 80(3), 30-34. 

Carroll, J. B. (1963). A model of school learning. 
College Record, 64, 723-733. 

Carroll, J. M. (1994). Organizing time to support 
learning. The School Administrator, 51(3), 26-28, 30-33. 

Cobb, R., Abate, s., & Baker, D. (1999). Effects on 
students of a 4 x 4 junior high school block scheduling 
program. Educational Policy Analysis Archives, 7(3), (Entire 
Issue). (Available online at http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/ v7n3. 
html.) 

Coleman, J. s., Campbell, E. Q., Hobson, c. J., 
McPartland, J., Mood, A.M., Weinfeld, F. D., & York, R. L. 
(1966). Equality of Educational Opportunity. Washington, DC: 
u. s. Government Printing Office. 

Conley, s. c., & Cooper, B.s. (Eds.) (1991). The school 
as a work environment: Implications for Reform. Boston: Allyn 
and Bacon. 



151 

Conti-D'Antonio, M., Bertrando, R., & Eisenberger, J. 
(1998). Supporting students with learning needs in the block. 
Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education. 

Creamean, s., & Horvath, R. (2000). The effectiveness of 
block scheduling. Master of Arts Research Project, St Exavier 
University. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 415 
587) 

D'Aurora, D., & Fimian, M. (1988). Dimensions of life 
and school stress experienced by young people. Psychology in 
the Schools, 25(1), 44-53. 

Dougherty, B. (1998). Policy briefing: Block scheduling 
in secondary schools. PREL Briefing Paper. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 415 587) 

Dworkin, A. G. (1987). Teacher burnout in the public 
schools: Structural causes and consequences for children. 
Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 

Farber, s. & Finn, J. (2000, April). Classroom 
organization and student behavior. Paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, New Orleans, LA. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED 449 197) 

Frederick, w. c., & Walberg, H. J. (1980). Learning as a 
function of time. Journal of Educational Research, 73, 183-
194. 

Fyans, L., & Maehr, M. (1997). uschool culture,u student 
ethnicity, and motivation. Project Report. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 327 947) 

Gardner, D. (1983). A nation at risk: The imperative for 
educational reform. Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office. 

Gettinger, M. (1989). Effects of maximizing time spent 
and minimizing time needed for learning on pupil achievement. 
American Educational Research Journal, 26(1), 73-91. 

Gifford, L., & Stanley, A. (1999). The feasibility of 
4x4 block scheduling in secondary schools: A review of the 
literature. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 429 
333) 

Gilkey, s., & Hunt, c. (1998). Teaching mathematics in 
the block. Teaching in the block series. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 461 780) 



152 

Gold, Y. (1984). The factorial validity of the Maslach 
Burnout Inventory in a sample of California elementary and 
junior high classroom teachers. Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 44, 1009-1016. 

Goodlad, J. I. (1984). A place called school: Prospects 
for the future. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co. 

Hackman, G. (1995). Improving school climate: 
Alternating-day block schedule. Schools In the Middle, 5(1), 
28-33. 

Hatchman, J., & Rolland, C. (2001, April). Student 
voices about schooling: What works for them--Its implications 
to school reform. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the American Educational Research Association, Seattle, WA. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 457 576) 

Helms, B. J., & Gable, R. K. (1989). School Situation 
Survey, Manual. Palo Alto, CA.: Consulting Psychology Press. 

Henderson, D., & Henderson, T. (1996). Texas teachers: 
Moonlighting and morale. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED 398 179) 

Hinman, E.B. (1992). Reducing discipline referrals and 
improving student satisfaction through the implementation of 
middle school practices at Ramey School. Miami, Fl: Nova 
University. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 360 
726) 

Holden, J., & Bunte, K. (1995). Activating student 
voices. The Paideia seminar in the social studies classroom. 
Social Education, 59(1), 8-10. 

Hollingsworth, P. (1996). Reading teacher burnout and 
stress. Reading Improvement, 27(3), 196-199. 

Hootstein, E. w. (1995). Motivational strategies of 
middle school social studies teachers. Social Education, 59 
(1), 23-26. 

Howe, H. (1993). Thinking about our kids. New York: Free 
Press. 

Hoy, w., & Saba, D. (1998). Quality middle schools: Open 
and healthy. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin, Press, Inc. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. ED 413 662) 

Iwanicki, E. F., & Schwab, R. L. (1981). A cross­
validational study of the Maslach Burnout Inventory. 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, 41, 1167-1174. 



153 

Jackson, s. E., Schwab, R. L., & Schuler, R. s. (1986). 
Toward an understanding of the burnout phenomenon. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, 71, 630-640. 

James, c. B. (1989). Cooperative learning in the 
classroom. The Social Studies,80(3), 98-101. 

Jenkins, s., & Calhoun, J. (1991). Teacher stress: 
Issues and intervention. Psychology in the schools, 28(1), 
60-70. 

Johnson, D., & Johnson, R. (1989-1990). Social skills 
for successful group work. Educational Leadership, 47(4), 29-
33. 

Juarez, A. (2001). Enhancing student performance through 
clasrOom motivation. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 
ED 458 298) 

Karweit, N. (1976). A reanalysis of the effect of 
quantity of schooling on achievement. Sociology of Education 
49, 236-46. 

Karweit, N. L., & Slavin, R. E. (1981). Measurement and 
modeling choices in studies of time and learning. American 
Educational Research Journal, 18, 157-171. 

Kelley, E. (1980). Improving school climate: Leadership 
techniques for principals. (ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service No. ED 202 120) 

King, A. J., Clements, J. L., Enns, J. G., Lockerbie, J. 
w., & Warren, w. K. (1975). Semestering the secondary school. 
Toronto, Ontario: Ontario Institute for Studies in 
Education. 

Kramer, s. L. (1997). What we know about block 
scheduling and its effects on math, Part I. National 
Association of Secondary School Principals, Bulletin, 81, 
(586), 18-42. 

Kyriacou, c. (1989). The nature and prevalence of 
teacher stress. In M. Cole & s. Alker (Eds.), Teaching and 
Stress (pp.27-34). Philadelphia: Open University Press. 

Kyriacou, c. (2001). Teacher stress: Directions for 
future research. Educational Review, 53(1), 27-35. 

Langdon, c., & vespr, N. (2000). The sixth Phi Delta 
Kappa poll of teachers' attitudes toward the public schools. 
Phi Delta Kappan, 81 607-611. 



154 

Lawrence, w., & McPherson, D. (2000). A comparative 
study of block scheduling and traditional scheduling on 
academic achievement. Journal of Instructional Psychology, 27 
(3), 178-82. 

Lee, R. T., & Ashforth, B. E. (1993). A longitudinal 
study of burnout among supervisors and managers: Comparisons 
between Leiter and Maslach (1988) and Golembiewski et al. 
(1986) models. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 14, 3-20. 

Leiter, M. P. (1990). The impact of family and 
organizational resources on the development of burnout: A 
longitudinal study. Human Relations, 43, 1067-1083. 

Leiter, M.P., & Durup, J. (1996). Work, home, and in­
between: A longitudianl study of spillover. Journal of 
Applied Behavioral Science, 32, 29-47. 

Lutz, F., & Maddirala, J. (1990). Stress, burnout in 
Texas tachers and reform mandated accountability. 
Educational Research Quarterly, 14(2), 11-21. 

Marshak, D. (2000). Improving teaching in the high 
school block period. Lanham, M., Scarescrow Press. 

Maslach, c., Jackson, s., & Leiter, M. (1996). Maslach 
Burnout Inventory Manual. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting 
Psychologists Press, Inc. 

McCartney, c., & Schrag, F. (1990). Departmental and 
school leadership in promoting higher-order thinking. 
Journal of Curriculum Studies, 22, 529-543. 

McMillan, J., & Schumacher, s. (2001). Research in 
education: A conceptual introduction (5th ed.). New York: 
Longman. 

Mell, K. (1996). PRESS Release. Winter/Spring. 
(Available online at http://my.execpc.com/- presswis/ block. 
html) 

Miller, s. (2000). Falling off track: How teacher­
student relationships predict early high school filure rates. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 441 907) 

Millman, J., Bieger, G. R., Klag, P. A., & Pine, c. K. 
(1983). Relation between perseverance and rate of learning: A 
test of Carroll's model of school learning. American 
Educational Research Journal, 20, 424-434. 



155 

Moos, R. (1979). Evaluating Educational Environments. 
San Francisco: Jessey-Bass Publishing, Inc. 

Murray-Harvey, R., Slee, P., Lawson, M., Silins, H., 
Banifeild, G., & Russel, A. (2000). Under stress: The 
concerns and coping strategies of teacher education students. 
European Journal of Teacher Education, 23(1), 19-35. 

Myers, K., & Goldstein, H. (1997). Failing schools or 
failing systems? In A. Hargreaves (Ed.), Rethinking 
educational change with heart and mind: 1997 Year Book 
(pp.111-127). Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and 
Curriculum Development. 

National Education Commission on Time and Learning. 
(1994). Prisoners of time (Clearinghouse No. EA025787). 
washington, DC: u.s. Government Printing Office. 

Newman, F. (1990a). Higher order thinking in teaching 
social studies: A rationale for the assessment of classroom 
thoughtfulness. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 22, 41-56. 

Newman, F. (1990b). Qualities of thoughtful social 
studies classes: An empirical profile. Journal of Curriculum 
Studies, 22, 253-275. 

Nichols, J. (2000). Scheduling reform: A longitudinal 
exploration of high school block scheduling structures. 
International Journal of Educational Reform, 9(2), 134-47. 

Norton, M.s. (1984). What's so important about school 
climate? Contemporary Education, 56(1), 43-45. 

Oneil, J. (1995). Finding time to learn. Educational 
Leadership, 53(3), 11-15. 

Onosko, J. (1990). Comparing teachers' instruction to 
promote students' thinking. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 
~ 443-461. 

Pellerin, L. (2000). Urban youth and schooling: The 
effect of schell climate on student disengagement and 
dropout. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 441 883) 

Pierce, c. (1994). Importance of classroom climate for 
at-risk learners. Journal of Educational Research, 88(1), 37-
42. 

Queen, J., Algozzine, B., and Eaddy, K. (1997). The road 
we traveled: Scheduling in the 4 X 4 block. NASSP Bulletin, 
~(588), 88-99. 



156 

Rettig, M. (1999). The effects of block scheduling. 
School Administrator, 56(3), 14-18. 

Rettig, M., & Canady, R. (1996). All around the block: 
The benefits and challenges of a non-traditional school 
schedule. School Administrator, 53(8). 8-14. 

Rettig, M., & Canady, R. (2001). Block scheduling: More 
benefits than challenges. Response to Thomas (2001). NASSP 
Bulletin, 85 (628), 78-86. 

Robbins, P., Gregory, G., & Herndon, L. (2000). Thinking 
inside the block schedule: Strategies for teaching in 
extended periods of time. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press. 

Rose, L., & Gallup, A. (2000). The 32nd annual Phi Delta 
Kappa/Gallup poll of the public's attitudes toward the public 
schools. Phi Delta Kappan, 82(1), 41-52. 

Rose, L., & Gallup, A. (2001). The 33nd annual Phi Delta 
Kappa/Gallup poll of the public's attitudes toward the public 
schools. Phi Delta Kappan, 83(1), 41-48. 

Rosenthal, R., & Jacobson, L. (1968). Pygmalion in the 
classroom; Teacher expectaions and pupils' intellectual 
development. New York: Holt, Rinehart, & Winston. 

Sanacore, J. (2000). Needed: Caring schools. A brief 
commentary. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 448 
466) 

Schreiber, J.B., Veal, W.R., Flinders, D.J., & 
Churchill, s. (2001, November 14). Second year analysis of a 
hybrid schedule high school. Education Policy Analysis 
Archives, 9(46). Retrieved November 20, 2001 from 
http://epaa.asu.edu/vpn46/. 

Seifert, E., & Beck, J. (1984). Relationships between 
task time and learning gains in secondary schools. Journal of 
Educational Research, 78(1), 5-10. 

Shore, R. (1995). How one school improved school 
climate. Educational Leadership, 52(5), 76-78. 

Shortt, T., & Thayer, Y. (1997). A vision for block 
scheduling: Where are we now? Where are we going? NASSP 
Bulletin, 81(595), 1-15. 

Shortt, T., & Thayer, Y. (1998-1999). Block scheduling 
can enhance school climate. Educational Leadership, 56 (4), 
76-81. 



Slavin, R. (1987). Developmental and motivational 
perspectives on cooperative learning: A reconciliation. 
Child Development, 58, 1161-1167. 

157 

Smith, B. (2000). Quantity matters: Annual instructional 
time in an urban school system. Educational Administration 
Quarterly, 36, 652-82. 

Stader, D. (2001). Block scheduling in small high 
schools: Perceptions from the field. Rural Educator, 22(3), 
37-41. 

Stanley, A., & Gifford, L. (1998, November). The 
feasibility of 4 x 4 block scheduling in secondary schools: A 
review of the literature. Paper presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the Mid-South Educational Research Association, 
New Orleans, 1998. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
429 333) 

Stevenson, R. (1990). Engagement and cognitive challenge 
in thoughtful social studies classes: A study of student 
perspectives. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 22(4), 329-341. 

Stewart, w. J. (1990). Secondary school imperatives for 
the 90's--Strategies to achieve reform. NASSP Bulletin, 74 
(524), 70-74. 

Sweetland, s., & Hoy, w. (2000). School characteristics 
and education outcomes: Toward an organizational model of 
student acheivement in middle schools. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 36, 703-29. 

Swick, K. (1987). Student stress: A classroom management 
system. Washington, DC: NEA Professional Library. 

Torsheim, T., & Wold, B. (2001). School-related stress, 
school support, and somatic compaints: A general population 
study. Journal of Adolescent Research, 16(3), 293-303. 

Trickett, E., & Moos, R. (1995). Classroom Environment 
Scale manual: Development, application, research. (3rd ed.) 
Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press, Inc. 

veal, w., & Schreiber, J. (1999). Block scheduling 
effects on a state mandated test of basic skills. 
Educational Policy Analysis Archives, 7 (29), (Entire Issue). 
(Available online at http://epaa.asu.edu/epaa/v7n3.html.) 

Wadsworth, D. (1998). Do media shape public perceptions 
of American schools? In G. I. Maeroff (Ed.), Imaging 
education: The media and schools in America (pp.59-68) New 



158 

York: Teachers College Press, Columbia University. 

Wadsworth, D., & Johnson, J. (2001). Demystifying five 
persistent myths: Thinking of school. American School Board 
Journal, 188(6), 24-27. 

Wang, M. c. (1979). The development of student self­
management skills: Implications for effective use of 
instruction and learning time. Educational Horizons, 57(4), 
169-174. 

Wiley, D. E., & Harnischfeger, A. (1974). Explosion of a 
myth: Quantity of schooling and exposure to instruction, 
major educational vehicles. Educational Researcher, 3, 7-12. 

Williams, L. (1999). Effect of block scheduling on grade 
point averages. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 
432 039) 



159 

VITA 

 
  

Associate in Arts April, 1968 
Edison Junior College 
Fort Myers, Florida 

Bachelor of Science June, 1971 
Secondary Education 
Valdosta State College 
Valdosta, Georgia 

Teacher September, 1972 
Andrew Jackson High School 
Jacksonville, Florida 

Master of Education June, 1975 
Secondary Education 
University of N. Florida 
Jacksonville, Florida 

Teacher August, 1986 - Present 
Ribault Senior High School 
Jacksonville, Florida 

Adjunct Instructor Fall, 1998 
University of N. Florida 
Jacksonville, Florida 


	UNF Digital Commons
	2002

	The Impact of 4 X 4 Block Scheduling at an Urban High School
	Paul Edward Montgomery
	Suggested Citation


	Title Page

	Acknowledgements

	Table of Contents

	List of Tables

	Abstract

	Chapter 1: Introduction and Background to the Study 
	Purpose of the Study
	Research Questions and Hypotheses
	Definition of Terms
	Significance of the Study
	Limitations and Delimitations of the Study
	Organization of the Study

	Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

	Introduction
	The 4 x 4 Block Schedule
	Block Scheduling and Time
	Increasing time in school
	Increased class time and the block schedule
	School programs rob learning time

	Student Achievement
	Attendance and Absenteeism
	The Cost Factor of Increasing the School Year
	The 4 x 4 Block and Mathematics
	School Climate and Student Achievement
	Stress in Schools
	Chapter Summary

	Chapter 3: Research Design and Methodology

	Design of the Study
	Research Questions and Hypotheses
	Methodology
	Population and Sample
	Instrumentation
	Validity and reliability of instruments
	Collection of the Data

	Analysis Procedures
	Chapter Summary


	Chapter 4: Presentation and Analysis of Data

	Introduction
	Academic Achievement Findings
	Grade Point Averages for Math Teachers
	Math Teacher 1
	Math Teacher 2

	Math Teacher 3
	Math Teacher 4

	Grade Point Averages for Social Studies Teachers
	Social Studies Teacher 1
	Social Studies Teacher 2


	Grade Point Averages for Exceptional Student Education (ESE)Teachers
	ESE Teacher 1
	ESE Teacher 2

	Grade Point Average for English Teachers
	English Teacher 1
	English Teacher 2

	Grade Point Averages for Science Teachers
	Science Teacher 1
	Science Teacher 2
	Science Teacher 3
	Science Teacher 4


	Absenteeism
	Absentee Percentages for Math Teachers
	Math Teacher 1
	Math Teacher 2
	Math Teacher 3
	Math Teacher 4

	Absentee Percentages for Social Studies Teachers
	Social Studies Teacher 1
	Social Studies Teacher 2

	Absentee Percentages for Exceptional Student Education (ESE)Teachers
	ESE Teacher 1
	ESE Teacher 2

	Absentee Percentages for English Teachers
	English Teacher 1
	English Teacher 2

	Absentee Percentages for Science Teachers
	Science Teacher 1
	Science Teacher 2
	Science Teacher 3
	Science Teacher 4


	Instructional Practice
	Math Teacher 1

	Math Teacher 2

	Math Teacher 4

	Social Studies Teacher 1
	ESE Teacher 2
	English Teacher 4

	Science Teacher 1

	Science Teacher 4

	Summary of IPS Results


	School Climate
	Classroom Environment Survey - Teachers & Students

	Stress in the School Environment
	School Situation Survey for 9th grade
	School Situation Survey for lOth - 12th grade

	Burnout Within the Faculty at the Study Site
	Maslach Burnout Inventory Results


	Qualitative Analysis of Faculty Perspectives on Block Scheduling

	Chapter Sununary
	Question 1
	Question 2

	Question 3

	Question 4

	Question 5
	Question 6


	Chapter 5: Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

	Summary
	Review of the Study
	Research Questions
	Research Hypotheses

	Summary of Findings
	Research Questions Answered
	Question 1

	Question 2

	Question 3

	Question 4

	Question 5

	Question 6


	Hypotheses
	Hypothesis 1

	Hypothesis 2

	Hypothesis 3

	Hypothesis 4

	Hypothesis 5

	Hypothesis 6



	Conclusions
	Recommendations
	Recommendations for Educational Policy Makers
	Recommendations for Future Research


	Appendix A: Letter to the Faculty

	Appendix B: Instructional Practice Survey (T)

	Appendix C: Instructional Practice Survey (S)

	Appendix D: Letter to Faculty Concerning School Situation Survey

	Appendix E: Letter to Faculty Concerning Classroom Environment Survey

	Appendix F: Classroom Environment Survey Raw Score to Standard Score Conversion

	Appendix G: School Situational Survey (th Grade Percieved Stress Level Averages by Grade Level Cluster

	Appendix H: School Situation Survey 10th - 12th Grade Perceived Stress Level Averages by Grade Level Cluster
	Appendix I: Structured Interview Questions

	Appendix J: Classroom Environment Survey

	Appendix K: School Situation Survey

	Appendix L: Maslach Burnout Inventory

	References


