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Abstract

The purpose of this field study was to determine
whether or not there were differences in instructional
strategies among high school teachers of mathematics,
science, social studies, and language arts teachers who
teach under the block versus traditional school schedule.
Subjects completed a survey adapted from Jenkins, Queen,
and Algozzine (2002) pertaining to preferences for, use of,
and training with respect to various instructional
strategies.

Data analysis revealed no significant

differences in use of or preference for specific
instructional strategies.

Conclusions were that

instructional strategies of block schedule teachers were no
different than those of traditional schedule teachers.

Chapter I

Introduction

According to the National Commission on Time and
Learning, teachers do not have enough time to teach
critical information to students under the traditional
school schedule (Arnold, 2002).

In recent years block

scheduling has emerged as an alternative method of time
management in the education of students in grades 9 through
12.

The traditional school schedule consists of one 45 to

55 minute block of time each day for each subject area.
Advocates for educational reform argued that the task of
teaching students the required subject matter on such a
schedule often proved difficult.

As a result, many

administrators in public school districts across the United
States have implemented the block schedule format to
structure the school day.

In contrast to the traditional

school schedule, the block schedule format utilizes a 90 to
100 minute block of time per day for each course.

Block

schedules are usually implemented as the 4 X 4 block
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sche dule or the A/B block schedule (Arnold, 2002).

The 4 X

4 schedule usually consists of four 90 minute classes for
90 days

(or first semester) and four different 90 minute

classes for the remaining 90 days
school year.

(second semester) in a

The A/B block schedule consists of four 90

minutes classes on alternating days.

Each schedule type

allows students to take up to eight courses during the
school year.

Although the two former descriptions are

general forms of the block schedule, many variations exist
(Bottge, Gugerty,

Serlin,

& Moon, 2003).

Definition of Terms
Block Schedule: the structure of the school day consisting
of 4 individual 90 to 100 minute classes taught daily or on
alternating days.

Block(s):

reference to individual class periods under the

block school schedule.

Cooperative Learning: students working together
(collaborating) on projects or tasks in pairs, groups, or
teams.

This strategy fosters development of interpersonal

skills, responsibility, and teamwork.
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Discovery Learning: students engage in research type
activities to gather information about a topic.

Students

then share the information with their peers once they have
verified their findings.

Traditional Schedule:

the structure of the school day

consisting of 6 to 8 courses taught in 45 to 55 minute
segments daily.

Single{s):

reference to individual class periods under the

traditional school schedule.

Hybrid:

a variation of the block schedule consisting of a

combination of singles and blocks.

Pacing:

The restructuring of curriculum to accommodate

longer class periods in the block schedule.

Problem Statement
Research has shown that although classes were longer,
block teachers maintained the traditional strategy of
direct lec tu re instruction (Jenkins, Queen,

&

Algozzine,
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2002).

This practice is less conducive to learning than

use of varied strategies in this type of schedule (Santos
and Rettig, 1999; Fitzgerald, 1996; Hackman and Schmitt,
1997; Day et al., 1996). Some studies reported that block
scheduling had no effect on students' academic achievement
(Arnold, 2002; Bottge et al, 2003).

Continued emphasis on

lecture could contribute to the result that block
scheduling had no effect on student achievement.
et al

Jenkins

(2002) suggest one problem was that teachers under

the block schedule did not receive proper relevant training
prior to teaching in that format.

The implication is that

teachers are not using the variety in instructional
strategies block scheduling permits.

Further, curricular

pacing has been neglected when teachers did not receive
proper training pertaining to teaching under the block
schedule.

If teachers did not realign their curricular

schedule as a result of longer class periods, they might
have fallen behind in their teaching.

The result is that

students don ' t get the exposure to required relevant
subject matter necessary for success in subsequent courses.
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Pu r pose of the Study
The purpose of this field study is to determine
whether there is a difference in instructional strategies
among teachers of core academic subjects under block versus
traditional school schedules.

The types of instructional

strategies teachers implement have a direct effect on
students' academic experiences, which in turn, affect
acade mic achievement.

With the progress of education

reform, many effective Best Practice techniques have
e merged (Zemelman, Daniels, Hyde, 1998).

Some Best

Practice techniques require a move away from direct
ins t ruction or lecture-a move that has often been met with
resistance from veteran teachers (Jen kins et al, 2002).
The a n alysis for reasons f or similarity in instructional
strategies of teachers under the block versus traditional
school schedule may explain why block schedules reportedly
do not enhance students' academic achievement.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
In researching the block schedule and its impact on
s tu den t a c ademic achievement, questions pertaining to types
o f i n s t ructional strategies were raised.

"Is there a

d iff e r enc e i n ins tr ucti onal stra tegies among teachers under
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the block versus traditional school schedule?"

Some

courses better lend themselves to varied instructional
strategies; thus, the question may not be relevant to
subjects such as music, physical education, or other
specialty courses (e.g. Horne Economics, Wood Shop, etc.).
Hence, the specific question addressed focuses on
differences in instructional strategies among teachers of
core academic subjects.

The research questions for this

study were:
1. Is there a significant difference in
instructional strategies among teachers of high
school mathematics under the block versus
traditional school schedule?

2. Is there a significant difference in
instructional strategies among teachers of high
school science under the block versus traditional
school schedule?

3. Is there a significant difference in
instructional strategies among teachers of high
school Language Arts under the block versus
traditional school schedule?

7

4. Is there a sign ificant dif f erence i n
i n str u c t i o nal s t ra t eg i es amo ng teachers of high
scho ol So c i al Studies under th e block versus
t r a dit i onal school schedul e?

5 . Is th e re a d omi n a n t mode o f ins t ru ct io n in
core s ubj e ct hig h s chool c l a ss rooms?

6 . Does pro f ess ional developme nt imp act t he use
of d i ve r se inst ru ctional strategie s in cla ssrooms
of teachers under the block schedule?

7 . Does profess i onal development impact the u se of
diverse instructional strategies in clas s rooms o f
teachers under the traditiona l schedule ?

Another important questi o n is " What is the mo s t commonly
reported method of instruction in high school core a c ad emi c
subjects? "

Th ese re s earch questions lead to t he fol lowing

null h ypotheses :
1 . There is no significant difference i n
instructi o na l strategies a mo ng high schoo l
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teachers of Mathematics under the block versus
traditional school schedule.

2. There is no significant difference in
instructional strategies among high school
teachers of Science under the block versus
traditional school schedule.

3. There is no significant difference in
instructional strategies among high school
teachers of English/Language arts under the
block versus traditional school schedule.

4. There is no significant difference in
instructional strategies among h i gh school
teachers of Social Studies under the block
versus traditional school schedule.

5. There is no significant difference in
teachers' preference for instructional
strategies.

9

6. There is no instructional strategy that is
most commonly utilized by high school teachers
of core academic subjects under the block
versus traditional school schedule.

7. There is no significant difference in training
versus use of varied instructional strategies
for block or traditional schedule teachers.

Limitations
The research conducted surveyed Math, Science, Social
Studies, and English/Language Arts teachers in five high
schools in Middle Tennessee.

Three of the schools operate

under the block schedule and two schools operate under the
traditional schedule.
anticipated.

The result was a smaller sample than

Because of the small sample size, the results

may not be generalized.
The research instrument was obtained from researchers
who conducted a study similar to this study (Jenkins et al,
20 0 2) .

One adjustment made to the instrument was the

add ition o f a question pertaining to responding teachers'
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certification status.

A copy of the modified research

instrument is located in appendix C of this study.

Assumptions
It was assumed that the teachers were on staff at
respective schools (i.e. not substitute teachers), and the
specified teachers completed their own surveys.

It was

also assumed that integrity was employed in the responses
to the questions on the research instrument.

Chapter 2

Review of Literature

The Block Schedule Defined
There are two general types of block schedules.

They

are the 4 X 4 block and the A/B block schedule (Irmsher,
1995).

The 4 X 4 schedule is structured such th at four 90

minute classes meet every day for 90 days (or one
semester).

The following semester, four different 90

minute classes meet each day , thereby allowing students to
earn 8 Carnegie units per year.

This is more than the

typical 6 to 7 units per year under the traditional school
schedule .

The A/B schedule is structured such that four 90

minute classes meet on alternating days for the entire
school year.

This type of block schedule also allows

students the opportunity to earn 8 units in one school
year.

When modifications are made to either type of block

schedule, the result is what is known as a Hybrid schedule
(B o arman and Kirkpatrick, 1995).

Many variations of block
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schedules exist.

One other type of alternative schedule is

that of a block schedule with five classes meeting for 70
minutes for twelve weeks at a time.

This schedule is

organized around a trimester calendar as opposed to the
semester calendar.

Pros and Cons of the Block versus Traditional Schedule

The block schedule has been in existence since the
1980s (Jenkins et al., 2002).

In response to the release

of A Nation at Risk, education reformers advocated the
block schedule as a way to manage time and allow for
variation in instructional strategies.

One other effect of

block schedules is reduction in student misbehavior and
indirectly, absence from school.

As a result, the block

schedule has become increasingly common in middle and high
schools nationwide (Kennedy and Witcher, 1998).
Reports discussing positive aspects of the block
schedule include more opportunities for students to engage
in active learning, reduction in make -up work after missing
school, fewer absences, improved discipline overall, and
lower failure and dropout rates (Bottge et. al., 2003) .
Researchers report that the block schedule allows students
to focus on fewer classes daily (Shortt

&

Thayer, 1999),
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and that students ha v e higher academic achievement (Hess et
al, 1999).

This finding contradicts those in another

research study.

Bottge et al reported that there was no

significant difference in students' academic achievement
when those on the block were compared to those on the
traditional school schedule.

However, the limitations

reported could have contributed to the contradictory
findings because the research included one school and that
particular school operated under a radically modified
hybrid block schedule.
When Wilson and Stokes (2000) studied students'
perceptions of the effectiveness of block scheduling versus
traditional schedule.

They found that students'

perceptions of effectiveness were related to the variety of
teaching strategies used in block schedule classes (Wilson
and Stokes, 2000).

Students and teachers report higher

teaching and learning efficacy when a variety of
instructional strategies are used.

One reported reason for

teacher efficacy was contact with fewer students and fewer
classes to prepare for each day (Irmsher, 1995).

Students

also have fewer classes to juggle under the 4 X 4 block
schedule.

The daily load under the 4 X 4 schedule is

lig ht er, but under the A/B schedule, students ultimately
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juggle 8 classes for the entire school year.

However,

transition time between classes i's cut tremendously and th· e
overall school climate is better , as the re are f ewer
opportunities to release hundreds, even thousands of
students into the hallways between classes .

Fewer

opportunities for contact present fewer instances for
interpersonal conflict (Hackmann, 1995, and Shortt and
Thayer, 1999).

Students' Academic Achievement
Research findings regarding the effectiveness of the
block versus traditional school schedule with regard to
student achievement have shown no advantage of one schedule
over the other (Bottge et al, 2003).

However, one item

these research reports failed to show was the existence of
differences in instructional strategies used by teachers in
comparisons of block versus traditional class sessions.
Jenkins , Queen and Algozzine (2002) report that little
research exists on the use of varied instructional
strategies under traditional and block schedule high
schools.

Several other research studies report that block

scheduling has no effect on student achievement (Arnold,
2002 ; Bottge et . al., 2003; Hess, Wronkovich , & Robinson,
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1999) ·

However, one problem with the study conducted by

Hess et al. was that students had a choice of whether or
not they wanted to attend school in the block schedule
format, and if so, there were several variations of block
scheduling employed at one time, in the same school.

The

major problem was that students had a choice, which could
ultimately have affected the results of the research;
however, the outcome was there was no change in academic
performance regardless of schedule.

This common finding

has led some administrators to return to traditional school
schedules (Rettig & Canady, 2003).

Rettig and Canady

attributed the "change back" to concerns such as a) flawed
decision-making processes to adopt the block schedule, b)
poor preparation for teaching in the block, c) unclear
goals, and d)

lack of rigorous formal evaluation.

Teacher Development and Training
Queen, Algozzine, and Isenhour reported, " ... success in
the block is a direct result of paced, interactive
teaching"

(1999, pg. 1).

In their report, they also stated

that teachers who would not or could not use more effective
instructional strategies wou l d either lecture for an entire
90 minutes or le c ture for the traditi o nal thirty to forty
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minutes and allow students to d
th

e re st of th e class period.

o homework or nothing for
Such practices present major

problems with block scheduling and prompt the need for
inquiry into why and how often they occur.

Several

references advocating the use of block schedules reiterate
that professional development is necessary so that teachers
are able to employ new instructional and assessment
strategies (Wyatt, 1996; Hackman, 1995; Staunton, 1997;
Hackman & Schmitt, 1997; Fitzgerald, 1996; Santos, 1999;
Craven, 2001; Queen et al., 1999; Jenkins, et al., 2002).
Research suggests that professional development be
ongoing with reference to block scheduling (Day et al.,
1996; Hackmann, 1995).

One study reports that teachers who

received no professional development still adjusted their
instructional strategies to those better suited under a
block schedule (Wyatt, 1996).

The reason given for this

adaptation was the belief that lecture instruction would
perpetuate the failure of the block schedule.

Teachers in

the study by Wyatt "felt their way through the dark" (1996,
para 4) during the pilot year of block scheduling and found
that a minimum of three activities per block was a good way
to keep students engaged and enhance the "total learning
experience."

17

Diversity in Instructional Strategies

A st udy done by Arnold (2002) reports that the block
schedule gave teachers the benefit of fewer students to
teach each day,

fewer classes to prepare for, and more

opportunities to use a variety of instructional strategies.
This study also examined the differences in instructional
strategies between teachers on the block versus traditional
school schedule.

The revelation was that there was a

negligible difference in teachers' instructional strategies
under each structure.

This finding which was confirmed in

the study by Jenkins et al (2002) provides insight for the
lack of statistically significant differences in academic
achievement of students on the block versus traditional
school schedule.

The basis of this result is the major

concept being studied here.

Time Management
Block schedules allow students more opportunities to
complete graduation requirements.

Under the 4X4 or A/B

block schedule, students can take up to eight different
courses in one school year.
schedule is that if students
the previous semester,

One benefit of the 4X4
need to retake a course from

they can repeat the course the
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following semester and still be on track to

graduate with

their class.
One concern mentioned in a study by Guskey and Kifer
(1994), was the AP course dilemma.

Teachers who teach AP

courses were concerned about students taking them in the
Fall because the AP exam is only offered in the Spring;
there was concern that students would forget what they
learned in the Fall and subsequently compromise their
ability to pass the AP exam in the spring.

This was only a

concern for those students on the 4 X 4 block schedule.
Hansen et al.

(2000)

presented a plan for scheduling AP

classes in the 4 X 4 block schedule in an effort to
alleviate the concerns some teachers had.

Having taught

under the block schedule for six years at the time of the
report, the researchers propose that students take required
pre-AP courses, take AP courses only in the spring, and
plan such that AP courses are taken over th e course
and 12 th grades.

Of

11 th

The researchers report a 33% increase in

overall pass rate for AP exams using such a schedule.
Another concern regarding the former block type
schedule is that classes such as band, chorus, or foreign
languages meet only one semester of the year.

One study

indicates that teachers feel that the block schedule is not
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conducive to student succe

ss art, music, and foreign

language courses (Phillips, 19 99 ).
suitable alternative in light

0

The A/B schedule is a

f th

e latter concern.

Under

this type of schedule, students meet for each course
throughout the school year.

Summary

Some positive aspects of the block schedule are
improved school climate, fewer transitions between classes,
reduced absentee and dropout rates, and opportunities for
varied instructional strategies (Jenkins et al., 2002).
These aspects are some of the reasons administrators cited
in favor of switching to the block schedule.

However,

professional development is necessary to support positive
experiences and growth under the new schedule.
In order to maintain effective instruction under
the block schedule, teachers must adapt their teaching
strategies to fit the needs of block-length classes (Wyatt,
1996).

Guidance to aid teachers with this adaptation in

the way of professional development is of utmo 5t
importance.

Adaptation may be met with some resistance, as

some veteran teachers may have t

0

have been teaching for severa l yea

rewrite many lessons they
rs (Jenkins et al, 2002).
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Some useful professional dev 1
e opment activities include inservice training, an in-house block schedule

expert, pacing

guidance, curricular realignment, consulting with outside
sources, brain st orming, and evaluation of success on the
block schedule (Hackmann , 1995; Wyatt, 1996).

One study

states that " ... teachers of block classes have found that
block scheduling has forced them to become better
teachers ... "

(Wyatt, 1996, para 9).

The reason was they had

to plan instruction which often included two or more
activity transitions, whereas before teaching under the
block schedule, little planning was necessary.
Professional development designed to influence planning
increases the likelihood of better instruction (Wyatt,
1996).

Better instruction is likely to result in better

student perf~rmance.
Improved student achievement is the ultimate goal of
education, and switching to the block schedule has been
advocated as one way to achieve this goal (Jenkins et al,
2002; Rettig and Canady, 2003).

However, simply adjusting

allotted time for teaching subject matter does not directly
erformance (Rettig and Canady,
relate to improved Student P
2003, Arnold,

2000 and Bottge et al., 2 oo 3 ) ·

of the curriculum

Realignment

·s necessary, as well as improving

l
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methods of engaging std
u ents in th e learning process.
studies report that std t
u en
d ifferent whether th

S'

Some

academic achievement was no

ey were on the block or traditional

schedule, however, lack of improved performance is better
than reduction in performance (Pi'sapi'a an d Westfall, 1997).
Block teachers are encouraged to use a variety
·
of
instructional strategies such as integration of technology,
think-pair-share, cooperative group work, use of games, and
other active learning activities (Gilkey and Hunt, 1998).
Students report more effective learning experiences as a
result of varied instructional strategies (Wilson and
Stokes, 2000).

A concern regarding the block schedule is

that students in AP courses do not benefit from it;
however,

Del Hansen et al (2000) reported that the overall

pass rate for AP exams increased by 33 % from implementation
of the block schedule to the present, at a particular high
school.

Improved student achievement can result from

adopting the block schedule when adoption is accompanied by
modified instructional strategies.
If instructional strategies are not modified , the
result is "longer periods of less effective brainantagonistic instruction" ( Fitzgerald, 1996 ' para l) ·
key to effective instruction
Longer lecture is not t h e

22

under the block schedule.

Switching from a traditional to

block schedule should be accompanied by professional
development, which in turn can lead to improved
instructional practices and,
achievement.

indirectly, improved student

Chapter 3

Methodology

Ov erview
This study examines preferences for , training
·
in, and
use of various instructional practices of teachers who
teach under block and traditional school schedules.
Discussion also includes the presence of dominant
instructional strategies, professional development received
pertaining to teaching and learning under the block
schedule structure, and knowledge or use of various
instructional strategies.

Participants were asked to

provide relevant information by completing a survey
previously used in a similar study by Jenkins et al (2002)
conducted in North Carolina.

This study is a loose

replication of the former study and as such can contribute
to the validity of the previous study (Patten, 2004) ·
Also, the fact that a similar study has been completed
previously reinforces the significance of the

st

udy

·
·
1 s tr ategies used by block or
concerning varied instructiona
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traditional teachers.
inf o rmation will an

Collection and analysis of this

swer the research questions with regard

t o difference in instructional strateg1·es

among teachers

under the block versus traditional school schedule.

Research Design
The nature of this field study was non-e xperimental.
Due to restrictions on resources, a sample of high school
mathematics,

science, social studies, and language arts

teachers were asked to participate in the study.

The

Director of schools for the participating county in Middle
Tennessee was contacted concerning the request to survey
block and traditional schedule teachers with regard to this
study.

Upon approval,

surveys were mailed to the five

schools and a self-addressed stamped envelope was provided
for the respondents to return completed surveys.
Respondents included 35 teachers who teach under the block
schedule and 18 teachers who teach under the traditional
school schedule.
Due to a small number of respondents from each of the
ma th,
ar e as,

science, language arts, and social studies subject
the l a nguage ar t s

and socia l studies teachers were

combi n e d and the math and science t eachers were c omb i ned
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int o two respective categories to
the chi-square test.

Th

d
accommo ate the use of

l
e samp e of block teachers includes

1 6 l anguage arts and social studies, and 19 math and
science.

The sample of traditional schedule teachers

inc l udes 9 language arts and social studies and 9 math and
science teachers.

Research Instrument
The research instrument, created by E. Jenkins (2002),
was used in a similar study conducted in North Carolina.
It contains a list describing thirteen different
instructional strategies.

The strategies are as follows:

•

Cooperative Learning

•

Small Groups/Structured Pairs

•

Discovery Learning

•

Direct Instruction/Lecture

•

Simulation/Games/Role Playing

•

Student Peer Coaching/Peer Tutoring

•

Audiovisual Experiences

•

Techn o logy Assistance

•

Projects

•

Soc rat i c Seminars
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•

Integrated/Thematic Teaching

•

Graphing Calculators

•

Student-Led Parent Conferences

The r e are five sections, four of which pertain to teachers'
use of, preference for, and professional development in
each of the strategies listed above.

They are:

A. Levels of Use of Specific Instructional Practices
B.

Preference for Use of Specific Instructional
Practices

c.

Training in Specific Instructional Practices

o.

Specific Practices:

Helpfulness and Staff

Development
E. Teaching Experience/Workload.
Within each category, participants rated each strategy
using a Likert-type scale.

Each category used different

, d'ica ted responses.
terminology for in
Category A - Levels
Practices - are:
•

Never

•

Very Seldom

•

Se ldom

•

Of t en

Of

The responses for

Use of Specific Instructional
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•

Very Often

Responses for Category
B - Preference f
Instructional Practi'ces
•

Not Appropriate

•

Appropriate

•

Well-Suited

or Use of Specific

- are:

Responses for Category C - Training i'n

Specific

Instructional Practices_ are:
•

None

•

Awareness

•

Some

■

Extensive

Responses for Category D - Speci' fi'c prac t·ices: Helpfulness
and Staff Development - are:

•

Not Helpful

■

Helpful

■

Essential

Category E - Teaching Experience/Workload asked questions
pertaining to certification, length of time in profession,
current number of class and planning periods, and committee
i nvo lvement.

The entire survey consists o f 52 items.
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procedure
Wl' th permission from eac h school principal, surveys
were mailed to respective schools to be completed and
returned via US mail in a self-addressed stamped envelope.
Included on the survey document was a letter of informed
consent.

Completion and return of the survey constituted

informed consent.

Upon return of all surveys data was

statistically analyzed the researcher.

Chapter 4

Data Analysis

Overview
Data analysis was completed using the Chi-square twoway test of independence to accommodate the two stratified
samples

(Patten, 2004).

The information obtained was of

the nominal level, and as such, the chi-square test was
most relevant for statistical analysis in this study.

The

samples were stratified in that some of the respondents
teach under the traditional schedule and the remaining
respondents teach under the block schedule.
The data tables display the comparison between block
and traditional teacher statistics side by side.

Items

addressed include the level of significance of the
differences in instructional strategies among teachers
under the block versus traditional school schedu l e, whether
·
· h
f
nee to use of various
training was received wit re ere
.
si· gnificance of differences in
instructional strategies,
·rect instruction among block
the use of lecture-sty 1 e d i
ver sus trad i tional teachers,

and whether any particular
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instructional strategy

was used most by bl oc k versus

tr a ditional teachers.

Results

The chi-square two

-way teS t of independence was used

to analyze the data obtai

ne

d f

rom the teacher surveys.

Empirical frequencies were compared with theoretical
frequencies pertaining to block versus traditional teacher
training in, use of, and preference for various
instructional strategies.

The theoretical frequencies were

based on the null hypotheses "there is no significant
difference in instructional strategies of block versus
traditional teachers of high school mathematics, science,
social studies, or language arts," respectively.

Two

additional null hypotheses were '"there is no dominant
strategy for instruction among block versus traditional
teachers," and "training has no effect on teacher use of
instructional strategies."

In using the chi-square

othesis was rejected if
statistical analysis, the nu 11 hyp
the p was less than .05 for this st udy.
There were 53 (N

=

53)

total respondents from two

h traditional school
public high schools operating u nd er t e
operating under the
blic high schoo 1 s
schedule, and three Pu

31

block schedule in a county in

middle Tennessee.

of combining the language arts and
and the math and science teachers
data was still lacking in se

In spite

social studies teachers

' a sufficient amount of

vera 1 comparable categories.

As a result, all traditional schedule
combined into a category referred t

respondents were

o as

"

..
traditionalu and

all block schedule respondents were combined into a
category referred to as "blocku.
In the data analysis, responses from several
instructional strategies were combined into more broad
categories to reduce repetition in reporting results.
categories emerged from a total of 12 strategies.

Four

The four

categories were cooperative learning, discovery learning,
technology integration, and direct instruction.
The cooperative learning category was comprised of the
strategies cooperative learning, small groups/structured
·
pairs,
student / peer coachi'ng, and Socratic seminars from
t h e teacher survey, par t A •

The discovery learning

category was comprised of the strategies discovery
l
·ng projects, and
learning, simulation/games/role P ayi '
integrated/thematic teaching.

The technology integration

,
audiovisual experiences,
category included the strategies
Direct
and graphing calculators.
technology assistance,
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i ns t ru c tion was the f

ourth strategy

the only one in its category.

on the survey and was

The thirteenth strategy,

parent conferences, was not used for data
study, as it is not relevant to classroom

analysis in this
instruction.

Each strategy is described in detail in the teacher survey
in appendix C.
Cooperative learning, discovery learning, and
technology integration are strategies that have emerged
recently as strategies considered compatible with
instruction in block schedule classrooms (Hackmann and
Schmitt, 1997).

The significance here is these approaches

are vastly different from the traditional lecture-style
direct instruction.
With reference to the four categories of instructional
strategies, data comparisons made are based on teacher
preference for,

use of, and professional development

pertaining to each strategy.

Few teachers indicated having

minimal or no professional development.
run to determine whether block
A chi-square test Was
re was different
teachers' professional development exposu
Block
·n the traditional schedule.
from that of teachers ].
teachers with some training

in each of the various
their counterparts, and block

strategies were compared to
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teachers with extensive training
counterparts.

In all, data

versus traditional teachers

were compared to their

comparisons pertaining to block
were as follows:

strategies," "training versus preference for

"use of
strategies,"

and "training versus use of strategies."
Additionally, each respondent was given an overall
score pertaining to the use of various instructional
strategies.

The nominal responses given for 12

instructional strategies (section A of the teacher survey)
were assigned a number from 1 to 5, with 1 being most like
direct instruction and 5 being least like direct
instruction.

For example, a question about the use of

technology given a response of 1 implies that the
respondent does not use this strategy.
For the "use" responses on the survey, never was
assigned number 1, very seldom was assigned!1umber 2 ,
often was assigned a number
seldom was assigned a number 3 ,
4 and very often was assigned a number five.
exception of direct

With the

·nstruction, all strategies are

l

Since direct
r this study.
considered nontraditiona l fo
is not feasible to score
instruction is most traditional it
strategies are
s nontraditiona 1
it in the same manner a
the possibility of skewed
scored.
To accommo d a te
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i n f ormation f or this result ,

the direct instruction
strat e g y responses were tallied i
n reverse order, such t hat
a 1 implies "least like t
raditional instructionu and a 5
implies "most like traditional instructional.u
The "overall teaching methodsu score

comparison was

used to determine whether either category of teacher uses
mo re or less direct instructional strategies than his/her
c ounterpart.
Since the questions were g1·ven numerica
· 1 value (1 5), the sum of the values for each question in the category
was used.

For example, in the cooperative learning

category, one respondent reported 2, 4, 2, and 3 for each
qu e st i on, respectively.

This respondent was then given a

score of 11 in the category of cooperative l earning.

In

determining if scores were seldom or frequent, t he possib l e
range of scores was determined and divided in half for this
cat e gor y .

Those respondents who scored 4 - 12 were

categorized as seldom and those who scored 13 - 2 0 were
categorized as frequent users of the st rategy.
discovery learning category
manner.

The

was organized in the same

logy integration
With regard to the techno

cat e gor y , the range for responses was

3 - 12 and
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respondents were categorized as

seldom users if their score

was 3 - 7 and frequent users if their score was 8 - 12.
In the comparison of use of cooperative learning
strategies, the chi - square test revealed that the
difference between the groups was not significant.

Table 1

shows the comparison of block versus traditional teachers
and the frequency of use of this strategy.

Respondents

were put into one of the level of use categories based on
their score pertaining to how often they employed a
particular strategy.

Upon completion of analysis of use of

discovery learning, technology integration, or direct
instruction strategies, no significant difference was
found.

Tables 2, 3, and 4, respectively, containing

information pertaining to this result can be found in
appendix D.
Table 1
Use of Cooperative Learning S t rategies
Teacher Type
Block

Traditional

Total

Infrequent

16

10

26

Frequent

19

8

27

Total

35

18

53
in each category •

F

he nwnber of teachers
No te : Values indicate t
than or equal to 3 . 84 .
significance , chi-square shou ld be greater
0 .4 6 , df = 1, p ~ 1.

or
Chi -square=
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Ta ble 2 shows the breakdown of the sample with
refer e nce to

th

e use of discovery learning strategies.

In

analyzing data from tables 1 and 2, the Yates Correction
for continuity was applied.

The recommended minimum for

each cell of the table is 5 and in all tables containing
one or more cells where n < 5, the Yates correction for
c o nti n uity was applied.

Tables in appendix

D

containing

this modification can be identified by an asterisk in the
table heading.

Table 2
Use of Discovery Learning Strategies
Teacher Type
Block Traditional Total

Infrequent

24.5

15.5

40

Frequent

10. 5

2.5

13

35

18

53

Total

Not e: Val ue s i ndic at e the number

0

f teachers in ea c h ca t ego ry .

Fo r

Chi- s qua r e =
t ha n or equa l to 3 . 8 4 .
s i gn ifi cance , c hi- squa re sh o u ld be grea ter
h'
con t i nuity appl i ed i nt i s
Yates' cor r e cti o n fo r
1. 67 , df = 1, p ~ . 20 .
analysi s.

. . g to preference of
In ana ly zing data perta1n1n
d'ffe r ences were
e
no significant i
st ra te gies ve rsus us,
Table 8 sh o ws this
fo u nd i n an y o f t he comparison.
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c omparison .

Results fr om the
remaining

pertaini ng to preference for

use of the identified

strategies can be found in appendix
D.
significant differences found, the null
is no significant diff erence
instructional strategies"

comparisons

Since there were no
hypothesis, "there

in teachers' prefe rence for

can not be rejected.

Ta bl e 8
Preference for Discovery Learning Strategies
Teacher Type
Block
Traditional
Total

Less preferred

12

7

19

More preferred

23

11

34

Total

35

18

53

Note : Values indicate number of teache rs in each category.

For significance,

chi -square sho u ld b e greater than or equal to 3.84. Chi-square= o.11, df
p

~

=

1,

1.

Analysis comparing training received by block versus
traditional teachers in the identified categories of
instructional strategies revealed no significant
differences.

As such, the null hypothesis "training has no

ef fect on teacher use of instructional strategies" can not
During analysis of the data, interesting
be rejected.
rel t '
pertaining to training versus
a ionships began to emerge
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use of strategies, and p

f
re erence f

or versus use of
Null hyp th
o eses pertaini'ng
to these
relationships were not pre ·
viously mentioned and will be
strategies.

added here.

They are "there is no

...
significant difference

in preference for versus use of ·
identified instructional
strategies with reference to bl

ock versus traditional

teachers," and "there is no significant difference in
training versus use of instructional strategies with
reference to block versus traditional teachers."
Respondents' categories for those comparisons were as
follows.

In preference versus use, 7 block teachers and 3

traditional schedule teachers indicated they "seldom use"
technology integration.

Respondents indicating "frequent

use" include 27 block teachers and 13 traditional schedule
Since one of the cells contained less than 5

teachers.

respondents , the Yates' correction for continuity was
applies.

If respondents scored 4 - 13 for "preference" they

were assigned to the low category, and those who scored 1420 were assigned to the high category with respect to block
versus traditional.
separately .

Low and High comparisons were done

Tables 9, 10, and 11 containing the results of

these analyses can be found in appe nd ix D.

These

39

comparisons were only made in
cases where there was
sufficient data provided.
In some comparisons, cell value was O or 1 and as
such, no comparison was made.

One comparison was frequent

usage versus level of preference for discovery learning
strategies.

In the comparison of preference versus use of

technology integration, three respondents reported usage if
there preference was in the "frequent use" category.

In

this case, a comparison was made such that level of use was
cross referenced with low preference and compared by block
versus traditional teachers.
comparison.

Table 13 shows this

No significant difference was found upon

analysis and as such, the null hypothesis "there is no
significant difference in preference for versus use of
technology integration" cannot be rejected.
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Table 13
use of Technology v. Lo
p
w referen
Teacher Type
ce
Block Traditional
Total
Seldom Use
Frequent Use
Total

6.5

3.5

10

26.5

13.5

40

33

17

50

Note: Values indicate the number of teachers in each

category;

correction for continuity was applied to this analysis.
square should be greater than or equal to 3.8 4 .
1.

Ya tes'

N

= 50.

Yates

F
or significance, chi-

Chi-square= 0 .01, df = l , P ~

correction for continuity applied in this analysis.

With regard to training versus use of the specified
instructional strategies, the same "seldom" and "frequent"
use categories were also used.

However, the breakdown with

reference to training was such that respondents who scored
4-9 were assigned to the "little training" category and

those who scored 10-16 were assigned to the "extensive
training" category.

No comparison was made for "little

training versus use of discovery learning st rategies," as
there were only 3 respondents in the infrequent a

· 1
frequent use categories, respective Y·

nd

No comparison was

. .
versus infrequent use of
made for "extensive training
there was only 1 respondent in
technology integration," as
respectively.
each block and traditional category,

The
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comparisons made were "ext

.
ensive tr . .
aining versus level of
cooperative learning use u"
'
extensive
training versus level
of discovery learning use u
d"
'
an
extensive training versus
level of use of technology integration.u
analyses revealed a significant d'ff
l

null hypothesis "there is
training versus use of id
cannot be rejected.

None of these

erence.

As such, the

·
no significant difference in
en

t'f'
1 ied instructional strategiesu

Tables (l 4 , 15, and 16, respectively)

reporting this data and analysis can be found in appendix

D.
In a comparison of the use of direct instruction for
block versus traditional teachers, no significant
difference occurred, however, the chi-square result was
very close to the statistically significant level.
theoretical chi-square result was 3.84
empirical result was 3.20.

The

(N = 53), and the

This result was closest to the

required level of significance of any of the obtained
results.

The result was such th at the significance would

have been in favor of block teachers' use of direct
instruction.

However,

the fact remains that there was no

ined for use of this strategy
significant difference Obta
· no si·gni ficant difference
· "there is
and the null hypothesis
in block ver sus traditional

teachers' more frequent use of
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direct instruction ,"

cannot be rejected .

Table 17 in

appendi x D shows the distribution of data

for th i s

comparison.
To address the null hypothes i s,
i nstructional strategy that is

mo s

t

" the re i s no
c ommonly ut iliz e d by

high school teachers of core acade ·
b'
mi c s u Je cts under th e
blo c k versu s traditional school schedule"
, t eac h e r s' tot al
sc o r e for u s e of instructional s t rateg i es was calcul a ted
and three categories pert aining to l e ve l of va riation were
c r e a t ed .

The highes t p o ssible s core for overall

in s t ruc t ional s t rategies was 61 , indicating a high level of
va riation in instructional s t ra tegie s .

The lowest possible

score wa s 1 7, ind icating low level of variation in
inst ru ct iona l s tr a t eg i es .

With reference to overall

in str uct i o n al s trategies , t he three categories were "leaS t
var i ed (17 - 31 ) ," "somewha t var ied (32 - 46) , " and "moS t
var i ed (47 - 61) ."

Block v ers u s traditional teachers were

comp a r e d a c c ord ing to th e pre viously mentioned levels of
variat i on .

.
of chi -s quare pertaining to
Up on cal cu 1 a t i o n

t he l a tte r analys i s,

no si gn ificant difference was found

. cannot be rejected . Table
and a s su c h, the null hypot h esis
of this data and can be found
18 con ta in s th e di s t r ibution
in append i x D.

Chapter S

Conclusion

Teaching and learning under the block

schedule has

many benefits from improved school cli'mate to opportunities
for students to earn more credits toward graduation.

Among

the benefits is the opportunity for teachers to use a wide
range of instructional strategies in their classrooms.

The

objective of this study was to find out whether block
versus traditional teachers are employing diverse
instructional strategies in their classrooms.

Upon

completion of 18 chi-square calculations pertaining to
instructional strategies among block versus traditional
'fferences were found, indicating
teachers, no significant dl
could be rejected.
that none of the null hypotheses
these findings are
Contrary to what might be expected,
advocating
the argument
encouraging with reference to
implementation of the block schedule.
2003)
Rettig and Canady (

· ply changing
stated that sim

' tive change with
t ensure posi
no
the bell schedule does
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reference to the teaching

and lea

biggest pitfalls in implem

•
rning process.

One of the

t

.
en ation of th

e block schedule is
maintaining the same strate •
gies used in the traditional
schedule for a longer period oft·
ime.
lecture is one way to ensure th
schedule

(Wyatt, 1996).

e

f

A block-length

ai 1 ure of the block

Extended blocks of time create

opportunities for diversity in strateg·
f
.
ies or teaching and
learning.

In a block length class, it does not seem

appropriate to use one strategy the entire time, especially
when it is lecture.

In order to challenge the brain, it is

recommended that learning activities be varied at least
three times during the class period (Fitzgerald, 1 996).
Challenging the brain helps keep the students engaged and
keeps them actively involved in the learning process.
Movement is also recommended as it stimula t es th e flo w of
oxygen which is conducive to effective brain activity and
. turn,
in

· h er
the development of h ig

0

rder th i nking skills.

· ed learning under the
One study reported that students enJ 0 Y
learning activities did not
b loc k schedule as long as the
c o nsist of e x tended lecture or

"too much b u sy work" gi ven

.
n and Stokes, 20 00). Bus y
during the class period (Wilso
to use a bl o ckwo r k a nd lecture are not effective wa y s
stated t hat block
Some reports have
l e ngt h class period.
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scheduling alone does not •
improve std
u ent learning (Rettig
and Canady, 2003).
As a result of this
study and many
others, there is evidence to show that
adapting
instructional strategies is necessary

to effect positive

change in the teaching and learning process
2003; Cooper,
and Schmitt,

(Bottge et al.,

1996; Fitzgerald, 1996; Wyatt, 1996 ; Hackmann
1997; Hackman, 1995; Retti'g and

Canady, 2003;

Rettig and Canady, 2005; Santos, 1999; Staunton, 1997).
Under the block schedule, teachers have the opportunity to
employ a wide range of instructional strategies including
but not limited to cooperative/group work, discovery
learning ,

technology integration, or other connections with

Gardners '

theory of multiple intelligences.

Professional

development is necessary to give teachers the tools to
affect the use of such strategies.
The fact that there were no significant differences in
instructional strategies among block versus tradition
teachers in this study reveals one of two t h ings .

Either

h · instructional
block teachers have not adapted t eir
. 1
tilize the time allotted or
strategies to effective Yu
traditional teachers are

U

tilizing a variety of

equally effective under
instructional strategies th at are
the latter portion of that
the bl o ck schedule.
My hope is
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statement is true.

If not, the next task is to ensure that

block teachers receive training or professional development
to foster encouragement to use a variety of instructional
strategies.

This may not be the final solution to resolve

this issue, but it is a good starting point.

Diversity in

instructional strategies may not produce academic
improvement in and of itself, however, it will help
motivate students, which can indirectly improve their
performance
education.

(Wyatt, 1996).

That is the ultimate goal of
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a ) I s th ere a Sl. gnif icant
f high school mathema t ics
•
ng teachers O
d 1 ?
strategies amo
traditional school sche u e.
under the block versus
. .
difference in instructional
b) Is there a significant
f high school science
strategies among teacher:a~itional school schedule?
under the block verSUS t
in instructional
. .
t difference
c) Is there a significan
f high school
strategies among teachers o
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English/Language At
· ·
traditional
school r s h under th e bl ock versus
sc edule?
d) Is there a significant d ' ff
strategies among tea h i erence in instructional
c ers of high
h
Studies under the blo k
sc ool Social
schedule?
c versus traditional school
e) Does development training.
instructional strategies .
impact th e use of diverse
in classrooms of teachers
under block scheduling?
f)
Does development training impact th
f
d·
•
e use o
iverse instructional strategies in classrooms of
teachers under traditional scheduling?
2. As a result of education reform, some educators feel
that block scheduling can benefit their students' academic
achievement, however, when teachers continue to employ the
"traditional" teaching methods (i.e. direct
instruction/lecture), academic improvement is less likely
to occur.
Jenkins, Queen, and Algozzine (2002) reported
that some administrators move to block scheduling for time
management purposes.
This eliminates students' time spent
in hallways during class changes and cuts down on
discipline issues.
Some existing research pertaining to
block scheduling indicates that block scheduling does not
positively impact academic achievement (He~s, Wron~ovich,
and Robinson, 1999).
This study will examine possible
reasons academic improvement does not occur under the block
schedule.
·
d
my research sample from
3 . The population I intend to raw
.
.
.
h
O f mathematics, science,
is certified high school teac ers
t
in the Sumner c oun t Y
s oc i al studies, and Language Ar s
be eight
.
.
ee
There wi 11
sch ool system in Middle Tenness
·
der the block
.
h 00 ls operate un
schools involved.
Six sc
d
the traditi onal
schedule and two schools operate un er
sche dule.
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4. Surveys of respondents who
teachers will not be used ·
ar~ n~n-certified classroom
study .
in statistical analysis for this

s.
I hope to get approximately 100 d
respondents for this field study. No a ult male and female
children will be
approached.
6 . I, .the researcher, will first contact the Board of
Education to re~uest permission to contact each school
principal.
~ w~ll then contact each school principal and
request permission to survey all of his or her math
'
science, social
studies, and language arts teachers.'
r
will make an appointment with each school and personally
administer surveys to the consenting participants. Upon
completion of the surveys I will retrieve them. No further
participation is necessary for participants. A consent
letter appears at beginning of the survey i ndicating
teachers' rights and responsibilities pertaining to the
study .
Completion and return of the survey constitutes
informed consent.
7.
I will personally describe the study to potential
participants.
I will be the only one getting consent from
potential participants.
, 1 u de administration
8 . My research procedures inc
.
. of. a t
.
• formation pertaining o
teacher survey designed to give in
All
• their classrooms.
the teaching methods they use in
responses or short
.
re Likert sea 1 e
questions on the survey. a
.
be asked to complete the
answer .
Participants will simply
survey and return it to me.
9.

·nvolve deception.
This study does not i

'd compensation for
10.
I do not intend to provi e
participation in this study.
sychological~ legal,
P
11 . This study d oes not entail
or discomfort to subJects .
Physical , or social harm
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There are no risks inv 1
.
1 2.
'11 b
o
ved
with
th'is study. The
surveys wi
e completed and
"1
b
1
"
th
·
returned
an onymously. The
only
a e s
ey will con ta .
.
.
in is the t
the y were retrieved from (i.e. bl
ype of schedule
the subject taught by the part . . ock or traditional) and
.
icipant
Th
foreseeable risks in this study. Th'·
ere ~re no
st
information pertaining to instru t' is
udy will reveal
c ional strate ·
the block v ersus traditional schedule
. gies under
determine the type and amount of n
· 1 twill hopefully
ecessary training
teachers should get before teaching
d
un er the block
schedule as opposed to no alternative schedule t
. .
all.
ra i ning at

13. The co~fi~enti~lity_of participants will be prote cted
because their identity will not be sought. The onl
identifying information I, the researcher, would li'e with
reference to this study is the content area each s urvey
pertains to (e.g. math, science, etc.), and the type of
school schedule each survey was retrieved from .
14 . Anonymity will be maintained. Participants will not
be asked to write any identifying information, aside from
the subject they teach, on the survey or anywhere else.
The consent document will be at the beginning of the
survey .
Participants will have the option to not
partic ipate if they so desire.

15.

No data collected will relate to illegal activities.

.
Y( ) or N(o) whether the
16. Please indicate by marking
es
h f the
nt includes eac 0
attached informed consent d ocume
d 0 f Federal
following elements as required by the Co 8
Regulations: Tile 45, Part 46.1 16 ·

-

y

A statement that the st udy in vo 1 ves

--l__ an

explanation
Part icipa t ion,
_Y

of

the

duration

rocedures
a description Of the P

research ,
of

the

to be used;

subjects'
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y
A description of
any reasonably
discomforts to the subject;
foreseeable risks or

-

y

A description of any benef't
which can be reasonably
i s to th e subject or others
expected from th
(Note: compensation is not
b
.
e research;
a enef1. t)

y

A statement describing the
t
.
e_x ent, if any, to h' h
con f identiality of records d
w ic
i entifying the
b'
will be maintained;
Su Ject

y

An explanation
of whom to contact f or answers to
.
pertinent
questions
about the research an d research
.
,
.
subJects rights, and whom to contact in the e vent of
a research related injur y to the subject; (Note:
should include APIRB, PI and if applicable, studen ts'
faculty sponsor)

y

A statement that participa t ion is vo lu ntary, ref u sal
to participate will involve no penalty or loss of
benefits to which the subject is o t herwise entitled,
and the subject may discontinue participation at a n y
time without penalty or loss of benef i ts to wh ich the
subject is otherwise entitled. (Note: this statement
sh o uld be written in language at an appropriate le v el
f o r the subjects in your study ).

The following may or may not app ly your study. Please
carefully read and mark each one Y(es) or N(o) ·
N

N

N

to con t ac t in t he e ve nt
An explanation of whom
o f a research related injury to th e s ub j e c t;
ia t e alternati ve
A disclosure of appropr
t
' f any t ha t might
f treatmen, 1
'
procedures or courses o
be advantageous to the su b J' ect·'
.
re t han minimal risk, an
For research involving mo
ensation and an
h ther any comp
e xplanation as tow e
medical treatmen t s are
explanati o n as to whe th er anyd if so, wh at t hey
a v ailable if injury occurs an'
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consist of, or where furth
.
er informati· on may be
obtained;
N

A statement that the pat'
procedure may involve risks ~oi~~;ar t~eatment or
currently unforeseeable;
subJect which are

N
Anticipated circumstances und
h'
·
,
t · ·
•
er w ich the
subJ e c~ stpar ~tchipation may be terminated by the
in vestiga or wi out regard to the subJ'ect'
s consent;
N

Any additio~a~ costs to the sub j ect that may
result from participation in the research; (No t e: This
is not limited to monetary costs)

Y

The consequences of a subject's decision to
withdraw from the research and procedures for orderly
termination of participation by the subject ;

N

A statement that significant new f i ndings
developed during the course of the research which ma y
relate to the subject's willingness to continue
participation will be provided to the subject; and

Y

The approximate number of subjects in the study .

17.

This study does not involve children.

iver of the docume nta t ion of
18 . I am not requesting a Wa
inf ormed consent.
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I have read the Austin Peay State University Policies and
procedures on Human Research (00 : 002) and Research
Misconduct (99 : 013) and agr~e to abide by them . r also
ree to report to the Austin Peay Institutional Review
a;ard any unexpected events related to this study. I also
B
agr ee to receive approval before implementing any changes
in this study .

Sign

t

Faculty Supervisors Signature

Date

Date
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\,(s. Patrice T urner
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Clarksville. TN 37042

RE: Your application ree.ardin° stud y number 05 -0"4· I

•

.
-.. "
- · nstruct1onal Strate oies A
H Is
Under the Block vs. Trad1 llonal School Schedule (Dr W"th
"'
mong ig 1 chool T~achers
• 1 erspoo n)
·
De:1r Ms . Turner:
Thank you for your. recent submission . We appreciate your coope rahuon Wll· h Ihe human re~earch review
.
process
l
have
reviewed
your
request
fo
r
expedited
approval
of
the
new
stud
1·
t
d
b
Th"
._ _
.
.
Y is e a ove.
1s type of studv
qualities fo~ expedited review under FDA and NIH (Office for Protection from Research Risks) regulations . ..
Cun~ratubtio ns_1 This is to confirm that I have approved yo ur applicatio n through one calendar y~ar. You must
obta111 .consent trom all subJeqs, but signed wnnen sonsent is not required. This approval is subject 10 APSU
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TEACHER SURVEY: HIGH SCHOOL INS
·
TRUCTION

you are being asked to p ar t i .
.
.
d "I
.
cipate in a
entitle
nstructional Strategies
re 7earch project
Teachers Under the Block versus Tra~o~g High School
schedule ." This study is be ing
ditional School
.
conducted b M
1 . Turner , candidate for the Ed. S d
_Y rs . Patrice
Education at Austin Peay St a te O . eg~ee in Secondary
.
niversity
Th
this study is to examine differences in t ·
. e purpose of
block versus traditional s chedule t
h eaching methods of
eac ers
It will
supplement current research on this topic .·
You are . being asked to comp l ete the foll owing
·
survey
concerning
the use of ident i fied instruction a 1 s t ra t egies
•
.
in your classroom .. Your participation by completing this
survey should require no more than fifteen minutes. This
survey wi l l be distributed to all high school teachers of
mathematics , science , social s tudies, and language arts in
yo ur school system .
There is no penalty should you decide not to participate.
Your responses will be kept completely confidential . Only
group results will be reported and your name, school, or
school system will never appear on any research document.
This research will help us learn about instructional
strategies of teachers under the block schedule and the
traditional school schedule . It will provide insight into
ways to enhance teaching skills for teachers transitioning
from traditional to block schedules . If you have
_
553
questions , please contact Mrs . Patrice Turn;~ ~~O~
You
93
8146 or Dr . Mary Lou Witherspoon at ( ~) ~ -tudy.results
5
retain the right to receive a summary O t e
upon completion of the project .
. utes informed consent to
Completion of this survey con st it
letion of the survey,
participate in this study. Upon comTp ner who will be
'
P1 ease return it to Mrs• Pa t r ice L · urfor your
time,
Present at administration . Thank you
cooper ation, and assistance .

:~i)
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classroom Instructi onal Pract ·
.
~==~7.;::-,~~:::;::--::-:;~=~~~-=.::i~c~e~s- This
our
level
of
use
of
specifi
c
int
. survey asks about (a)
Y
f
.
s ructional
.
preference _ or using each practice in
pra~tices, (b) your
course/subJect area, (c) the tra · .
your particular
ining that
h
practices, (d) the extent to which
~o~ ave had on these
in i mplementing the instructional your _training has been helpful
.
practice and ()
experience and workload. For each item
,
_e your t eaching
1
that best represents your response.
' Pease
circl e the letter

This survey
strategies:

seek s

yo ur

input

on

the

following

instructional

coope~ative Learn~ng:
Cooperative learning is a structured
practice of grouping st udent s in small mixed - ab'l't
.
i i y 1 earning
teams . The tea c her present s the group with a problem to solve or
task to perform . Students then work together to achieve a group
performance goa l score by helping one another and praising and
criticizing one another' s contributions. Assigning group goals
but maintaining indivi du al a cco untability/grading characterizes
cooperative learning .

Small groups are a less formally
structured activity, which does not require assignment of a group
goal . Students are simply assigned to small groups for the
purpose of discus s ion or for review activities.
Small Groups/Structured Pairs :

Discovery learning involves hands-on o~
experiential learning through teacher-directed problem solving
activities.

Discovery Learning:

in
a
The teac h er s t r uctures lessons
.
. th
sequential manner usually with a direct oral presentka~ion wi
,
.
'ble for note-ta ing,
the students frequently being responsi . . .
discussion, worksheets and/or drill activities.

Di rect Instruction/Lecture:

.

.

re resentation of a real e vent
P d . learning a new
in which the student is actively engage . ind kills or knowledge .
•
ly acquire s
•
b ehavior or in applying previous
. 11 act out the actions
t
to
physica
Y
.
Role playing calls for stu d en s
'f a concept. This
f
.
n or clari Y
1
o a person or obJect to ea~
tions / games .
strategy excludes computer simula
h ·ng 1 peer
. g·
Peer coac i
in cross
Student peer coaching/peer tuto~in ·th r students ei th er
t utoring involve students t ea ching O s e
.
.
h .
own c 1 as .
age grouping or within t eir

Simulation/games/role playing:

A
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Audio-Visual Experiences:
Teach'
·
·
ing content
t o all types o f au d io-visual
exper.
. b Y exposing student

CD's and tape recordings [exclud iences includi_ng films, vi'deoss,
. . .
es the use of
computer activities.
direct or indirect
Technology-assisted .
.
the use of computers to assist in th d . in st ruction involves
e elivery of instruction.

Technology Assistance:

Projects:
Teachers assign students as
'f'
·
·
peci 1c task for an
ex tended time period. Students work individuall
groups to produce a tangible product.
Y or in small

Teaching by questioning and b
d
.
.
.
. .
y con ucting
discussions
of
answers
elicited.
The
teacher
acts
a
d
.
.
.
.
s a mo erator
for the discussion, which is based on classical information
pertaining to the subject.
Socratic Seminars:

Integrated/Thematic Teaching:
This strategy merges distinctive
components of two or more disciplines in a single program of
study.
A graphing calculator is one with which a
s tudent can input equations and graph them on a screen.

Graphing Calculators:

Student-led Parent Conferences:
Teachers instruct students on
how to take a portfolio of assigned work for a specified time
period and use a rehearsed script for the purpose of conferencing
with their parents.
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Subject you teach

-------

A- Levels of Use of Specific Instructional

Practices

Please provide answers directly on th
e survey by c·ire 1 ing
.
letter o f your pre f erred response.
the
Levels of Use

Never:
I do not use this strategy in
.
my c 1 assroom
very Seldom:
I use this strategy very seldom (
·
during the course) .
e .g . once or twice
Seldom:
I use this strategy seld
(
om
e.g. once or twice during
each grading period).
often:
I use this s~rategy often (e .g. once a week) .
very Often:
I use this strategy very often (e.g. at least
_
2
3
times per week) .

Cooperative Learning

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Small
Pairs

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Discovery learning

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Direct
Instruction/Lecture

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Simulation/Games/Role
Playing

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Peer
Student
Coaching/Peer Tutoring

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Audiovisual Experiences

Very
Often

Often

Never

Seldom

Technology Assistance

Very
seldom

Very
Often

seldom

Projects

very

often

Never

Very
Often

Groups/Structured

seldom
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Socratic Seminars

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Integrated/Thematic
Teaching

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Graphing Calculators

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

student-led Parent
conferences

Never

Very
Seldom

Seldom

Often

Very
Often

Appendix

s. Preference for Using Specific

o

Instructional Practices

Level s of Pr eference

Not Appropriate:
Appropriate :
be used

I do not prefer th'
i s s trategy for my su b Ject.
'
This s trategy i s an
appropriate prac tice that can

occasionally in my subject area .

Well Suited :

Th is s trategy is we l l s u ited to my

cou r se content.

cooperative Learning

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well -Suited

Small Groups/Structured
Pairs

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well -Suited

Di scovery Learning

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well -Suited

Direct Instruction/
Lecture

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well-Suited

Simulation/Games/
Role Playing

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well-Suited

Peer Coaching/Tutoring

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well-Suited

Audiovisual Experiences

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well -Suited

Technology Assistance

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well -Suited

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well-Suited

Projects

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well-Suited

Socratic Seminars

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well-Suited

Appropriate

Well-Suited

Integrated/Thematic
Teaching
Graphing Calculators
Student-led Parent
Conferences

Not Appropriate

Not Appropriate

Appropriate

Well-Suited
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c. Traini ng in Specific Instructi onal P

.
ractices

Levels of Traininq
None : I have had no training in th'
ess·
I have h d
i s s trategy
Awaren
.
a awarene ss tra ining but ~ot
implement .
enough t o
some:
I ha v e h ad some tr a ining to t
.
mo re to become fluen t .
s art implementation but need
Extensive:
I have had e x tensive t
· •
. well .
raining in t h is strategy and
und erstan d it
cooperative Learning

No ne

Awarene ss

Some

Extens ive

Small Groups

None

Awa rene ss

Some

Exte nsive

Discovery learning

None

Aware ne s s

Some

Exte ns ive

Direct Instruction/Lecture

None

Aware ness

Some

Extens ive

Simulation/games/
role playing

None

Awa rene ss

Some

Extens ive

Peer coaching/tutoring

None

Awa reness

Some

Extensive

Audi ovisual Experiences

None

Awa reness

Some

Extensive

Technology Assistance

No ne

Awareness

Some

Extensive

Projects

No ne

Awarenes s

Some

Extensive

Socratic Semi nars

None

Aware ne s s

Some

Ex t ens ive

Integrated/
Thematic teaching

None

Awa r enes s

Some

Ex t ensive

None

Aware ne s s

Some

Extensive

Graphing Calculators
Student-led Parent
Conferences

Aware nes s

Some

Extensive

None
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.

specific Practices: Helpfulness and Staff Development

0

ple
.
For each . of the following pra c t ices
·
(1) how important
you think it is
. in
. ' teach·
ase indicate
·
(2) the approximate number of rel t d st ing your classes and
you have had (if none write _a e
aff development hours
'
in a zero)

Helpfulness Scale
# of Hours

Helpful

Es sential

Help f ul

Es senti al

Discipline - speci f ic p l anning
Withi n Department s
Not He lpf ul

Helpful

Es sential

Alter n a t i v e evaluation/as s essment
Methods
Not He lpful

Helpful

Es sential

Training on how to make e f fective
use of class time
Not Helpful

Helpful

Essential

pacing Guides

Not Helpf ul

curriculum alignment/audit

Not He lpfu l

He l pfu l
Di me nsions of Learning

Essential

Not He lp f ul
Helpful

Content/Discipline specific
s taff development
Not Help fu l

Helpful

Es sential
Essential

Student learning style s /
Differentiating Instruction Not He l p f ul
technol ogy (e.g. computers,
to
acce s s
o yo u have
D
CD-ROMs
, etcadequate
) to use in support of instructi on?

NO
Yes
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E. Teaching Experience/Workload
Are you a certified teacher?
How many years have you been teaching?
' semester?
How many classes do you currently teach th is
How many course preparations do you have this year?

How are you involved in instructional decision-making in your
school?
Serve on school improvement team

YES

NO

serve as a department chairman

YES

NO

serve on an instructional planning committee

YES

NO

Serve on a SACS Committee

YES

NO

Serve on a system-wide committee

YES

NO
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Table 3
Use of Technolog y Comparison
Block
Seldom Use

Teacher Type
Traditional Total

6

5

11

Frequent Use

29

13

42

Total

35

18

53

No te: Va lues indicate number of teachers in each

o. 82 ,

df

= l, p

S: 1 .

catego r y; N = 53 , Chi-square=

For significance at the . 05 level, chi-square should be

greater than or equal t o 3 . 84.

Table 4

Training in Cooperative Learning Strategies
Teacher Type

Little Training
Extensive Training
Total

Block

Traditional

Total

1. 5

2.5

4

33.5

15.5

49

35

18

53

Note : Va l ue s ind icate number of teachers
1 . 5 7 , df

= 1, p

S: 1 .

For significance a

greater than or equa l t o 3.84 .
t his analys i s .

in each category ;

N

= 5 3 , ch·i-s quare =

t the .05 leve l, chi-square should be

Yate 's correcti?n

for continuit y applied in
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Table 5
Training in

Di s covery Le arning St rategi es
Teacher Type
Block

Little Training
Extensive Training
Total

Traditional

Total

3.5

4 .5

8

31. 5

13.5

45

35

18

53

Note : Values indicate number of teachers in e a ch category ;
2 . 09, df = 1, p ~ .20 .

N

= 53, Chi - square=

For significance at the . OS level, chi-square should be

greater than or equal to 3.84.

Yate's correction for continuity applied in

this analysis .

Tab l e 6
Tra ining in Te chno l ogy
Teacher Type
Block
Little Training
Extensive Training
Total

5.5

Traditional Total
3. 5
9

29 . 5

14.5

44

35

18

53

. N = 53, Chi - square=
Note: Val u es i ndicate number of teachers in each category ,
b
chi-square
should
e
0 . 12 , df = 1 , p ~ 1.
Fo r significance at the .05 level,
. din
continuity applie
greater than or equal to 3 • 84 · Yate 's Cor rection for

t his anal ysis.
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Table 7
preference for Cooperative Learnings ra
_
eg · es
Teacher Type
Block
Traditi onal
Total.

Less preferred

8

8

6

More preferred

27

0

37

Total

35

18

53

No te : Values i n ic
2 .63 , df •

gr

T

e number of

1 , p :S: . 20 .

e ch rs in

for sign ificanc

ch
h

at gory,
. OS l

,

C

•

ter th n or equal to 3 . 84.

ble 9
Preference fo r Tec hn olog y Integra io
e c her Typ
Block

Tradi t ion l

Total

Less preferred

8

9

27

More preferred

17

9

6

Total

35

18

No te: V lues indic te number o f
0 . 0 1 , df ,. 1, p :s: 1.

gre :e r than o r e

chers

Fo r si ni f icance a

al to 3 . 8 4 .

53
n

ac h c

egor y;

• SJ,

.

-• ,.

-squ re sho
he . 05 level, ch

d be
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Table 10
I nfrequent Use versus Preference fo C
r ooperative
Strategies
Learning
Block
Less preferred

Teacher type
Traditional

7.5

More preferred

6.5

8.5

Total

16

= 1 , p ~ 1.

14

3.5

12

10

26

Note : Va lu es indica te nwnber of tea chers in each category ;
0.81 , df

Total

N

= 26 , Chi- square=

For s i gnif i cance at the . OS level , chi-square should be

greater than o r equ al t o 3 . 84 .

Yate ' s correction f or continuity applied in

th is analysi s.

Tab l e 11
Frequent Use versu s Prefe r ence for Cooperative Learning
Strategies
Teacher Type
To tal
Block
Tra diti ona l

Less preferred

2.5

1. 5

4

More preferred

18.5

6. 5

25

21

8

29

Total

- 29 Chi-square=
,
Note : Va lue s i ndicate nwnber of tea che rs in each category; N b
chi -square should e
at the . 05 level ,
0 . 23 , df = 1, p ~ 1.
For significance
. .
applied i n
for cont1nu1ty
greater t han o r equal to 3 . 84. Yate ' s correction
this analysis .
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Table 12
Infrequent Use versus

Less preferred
More preferred
Total

Preference for Discovery
Learning
Strategies
Teacher type
Block
Traditional
Total

10

7

17

14

19

33

24

26

50

Note: Values indicate nwnber of teachers in each category; N = 50, Chi-square=
1 . 21, df = 1, p ~ 1.

For significance at the . 05 level, chi-square should be

greater than or equal to 3.84.

Table 14
Extensive Training versus Level of Use - Cooperative
Teacher Type
Block
Traditional
Total
8

6

14

Frequent Use

26

9

35

Total

34

15

49

Seldom Use

N - 50 Chi-square=
'
Note: Values indicate number of teachers in each category ;
chi-square should be
For significance at the . 05 level,
1.38, df = 1, p ~ l.

greater than or equal to 3.84.
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Table 15
Extensive Training v ersus Use - Discovery
Teacher type
Block
Traditional Total

seldom Use

13

2

15

Frequent Use

19

11

30

Total

32

13

45

Note: Values indicate number of teachers in each catego r y ;
2.65 , df = 1 , p ~ . 20 .

N

= 45 , Chi-square=

For s ignificance at the . 05 level, chi-square should be

gre ater than or equa l to 3.84.

Table 1 6

Extensive Use versus Level of Training - Technology
Teacher Type
Block
Traditional

Total

Little Training

13

8

21

Extensive Training

16

5

21

Total

29

13

42

Note: Values ind i cate number of teachers
l .0Q , df

= 1,

p ~ 1.

in each category;

N

= 51 , Chi - square=

l chi-square should be
For significance at the .0 5 leve,

gre ater than or equal to 3 . 84 .
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Table 17
Frequency of Direct/Lecture Instruction
Teacher Type
Block
Traditional
Total

Less often

1. 5

3.5

5

Very often

33 .5

14 .5

48

35

18

53

Total

Note : Values indicate number of teachers in each categor y; N = 53, Chi - square=
3 . 20 , df = 1, p

~

.10.

For significance at the . 05 level, chi -s quare should be

greater than or equal to 3.84.

Table 18
Overall Instructional Strategies
Teacher Type
Block Traditional Total
Least Varied
7
6
13
(17 - 31)
Somewhat Varied
27
37
10
(32 - 46)
Most Varied
3
1
2
( 4 7 - 61)
Total
53
35
18
Note: Va lues indicate number of teachers in each category .
parentheses are overa l l instructional strategy scores.
3.09, df = 2, p ~ . 20.

N

Numbers in
= 53, Chi-square=

For significance at the .05 level, chi-square should be

greater than or equal to 5.99.

