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ABSTRACT 

Since the publications of A Nation at Risk, The Copernican Plan: Restructuring 

the American High School, and Prisoners of Time, a revolution has taken place in the way 

American high schools conduct business. In the past two decades, approximately 40% of 

American high schools have converted to some form of block scheduling, and vi rtually all 

state have mandated much higher standards for student achievement. This study 

examined the effect of scheduling type on student achievement among college-preparatory 

hi gh chool seniors . 

Through a review of the professional literature, some generalizations were made 

about block scheduling. First, Grade Point Averages (GP As) rose significantly when 

schools convert ed to some form of block schedule. Second, ACT composite scores did 

not rise significantly. Third, the block schedulir.g concept appeared to support science 

curriculum more than mat h curriculum. Last. the block scheduling concept eemed to 

upport bo th language arts and ocial studies curricula. 

1 n thi s study, GPA , ACT composite score , and ACT subset cores from two 

graduating cla ses were analyzed . The 1996-97 cla completed four year on a ix-period 

da:, . chedule. and the 2002-0~ cla completed four years on a 4 x 4 block chedule. 

Tho e co res \~·ere compared th rough two-sample t te t ; the re ult hawed the 

fo ll owing First, there wa a significant ri e in GPA when the high chool converted to a 

block schedu le. Second, there was not a significant ri se in the ACT composite scores. 

Last. there wa not a significant ri e in ACT subset core in English, math, reading, and 

science. 

e\·eral recommendations were made concerning further research on the topic of 

scheduling and tudent achi evement. Those include the following : First , school officials 

hould cond uct resea rch to determine if the rise in GPAs wa related to students on the 
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block schedule taking more electi ve classes and fewer core curriculum classes; second, 

research should attempt to determjne if longer blocks of time promote hjgher student 

achievement in language arts ; and third, research should attempt to determine if longer 

blocks of time support science curriculum but not math curriculum. 
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hnportance of th e Problem 

CHAPTER I 
PROBLEM STATEME T 

The accountability issues of effective time management and enhanced student 

achievement have surfaced in the past decade as top priorities for high schools. The 

Carnegie nit , established in 1907, standardized the amount of time high school students 

must spend in class to earn one credit in a subject . Therefore, the traditional six-period 

day, in which students spent 45-55 minutes daily in a class over a period of 180 days to 

earn one credit or one Carnegie Unit, was established . The authors of A Nation at Risk 

and Prisoners of Time indicated a need for high schools to develop more effective, 

effici ent ways to manage time and to enhance student achievement . Since then, 

approximately 40% of . high schools have converted to some form of block schedule 

(Mutter, Chase, and ichol , 1997) . Even though com·er ion to the block schedule may 

appea r to be the an wer to the accountability i ue of time management and student 

achie\·ement , only the re ult of well-planned and well-executed empirical re earch can 

pro\·ide educators \\'ith a reliable compa to direct their deci ion-making. 

Prohlem 

Education of all citizens ha been a corner tone for the mai ntenance of a 

democra ti c ociety and a free enterpri e y tem. If tudent are to remain productive 

and competiti ve citizen in the global economic tern, they must be educated in the most 

o t-effe ti\·e. time-efficient chool in the world . tudies indicate the mo t important 

\ ariable to succes is the amount of time tudent pend tudying the core curriculum; 

therefore. the schedule a school follows mu t be a priori ty 

Rcla tio11sliip to rli e Proh /em 

Better understanding of the most effecti,·e. efficient way to schedule time in 

hooL is paramount in pro\·iding a \\Orld -cla education for all . student All 

~chool and communitie ha\·e their own characteri ti c . ho\\·e\'er, empirical re earch in 



one local school may provide a compass that can direct other schools when determining 

the most effective ways to schedule students to maximize achievement . The more 

empirical research schools conduct, the more effective leaders will be in guiding the 

decision-making process. 

Researc/r Questions 
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1. Among college-preparatory high school seniors who completed four years on a 

traditi onal six-period day schedule and those who completed four years on a 4 x 4 

semester block schedule, to what extent did the schedules positively or negatively affect 

final Grade Point Averages (GPAs)? 

2. Among college-preparatory high school seniors who completed four years on a 

traditi onal six-period day schedule and those who completed four years on a 4 x 4 

emester block schedule. to what extent did the schedules positively or negatively affect 

ACT composite scores? 

3. Among college-preparatory high school emor who completed four years on a 

traditional ix-period day chedule and tho e who completed four years on a 4 · 4 

semester block chedule. to what e:-..1ent did the schedule positively or negatively affect 

ACT sub et scores in Engli sh. mathematic . reading. and cience? 

Research Hypot/r esis 

College-preparatory high chool eniors \ ho completed four years on a traditional 

six-period day schedule will how no ignificant differences in their GPAs; ACT composi te 

scores. and ACT sub et score in Engli h, mathematic , reading, and science than tho e 

college-preparatory high school seniors who completed four years on a 4 x 4 semester 

block schedule . 



Definitions and Terms 

Definitions of Schedules. (Canady & Rettig, I 995, pp. 22-27) 

1. Traditional Six . Seven- or Eight-Period Day Schedule--Students typically 

participate in six classes every day, varying in length between 40 and 60 minutes. 

Teachers instruct fi ve or six of those classes. 
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2. The 4 x 4 Semester Block Schedule or Accelerated Block Schedule--Students 

enroll in four courses that meet for approximately 90 minutes every day for 90 

days Teachers teach three courses each semester. 

3. The 4 x 4 Alternating Day Block Schedule, The 4 x 4 A/B Block Schedule, or 

The 4 x 4 Day I/Day? Block Schedu!e--Rather than have classes daily, students 

and teachers meet every other day for extended time "blocks" or at different times 

during the day on a rotating basis. Teachers teach three courses each day. 

4. Trimester Quarter-On-Quarter-Off and Other Intensive Scheduling Models--

cheduling models offer shorter, more intense courses of instruction . For 

example, school operating on a trimester plan chedule tudents to take two core 

course and related subjects every 60 day . 

ner,11i1io11s <l t11s1m111e111s. 

I . ACT Assessment ( CT A e ment Technical Manual, 1997, p. 4)--

The ACT is designed to a se s high school student ' general educational - -
development and their abili ty to complete college-level wo rk . The assessment 

results are reported in a compo ite or total score and in ub et scores in English, 

mathematic . reading. and science. 

2 Grade Point Averages--Student ' Grade Point Averages are calculated by the 

Horizon Computer Management Program u ing grade from the first seven 

semesters of high chool 



Other Definitions and Terms. 

1. CoHege-Preparatocy C:urricult St d · - 1ID- - u ents are required to complete the 

following : 

English: 4 Units 

Mathematics: 3 Units (Algebra I, Algebra II , Geometry) 

Science: 3 Units ( I Physical, 1 Life, I Laboratory) 

Social Studies: 3 Units (U.S . History, Government/Economics World 
' 

History or World Geography) 

Wellness: I Unit 

Fine Arts: 1 Unit 

Foreign Language: 2 Units 
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2. Copernican Plan (Carroll , 1994, p . xi)--A fundamental change in the use of 

time, e .g . classes taught in much longer periods--90 minutes, 2 hours, or 4 hours 

per day--that meet only part of the school year--30 days, 45 days, or 90 days. 

Students are enrolled in significantly fewer classes each day, and teachers deal with 

significantly fewer classes and students each day . The purpose of that schedule 

change is to create a classroom environment that fosters vastly improved 

relationships between teachers and students and much more manageable work 

loads for teachers and students . In theory, improved teacher and student 

relationships and more manageable work loads should result in more successful 

schools. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions were made for this research: 

I . The samples from the traditional six-period day schedule and the samples from 

the 4 x 4 semester block schedule had the same curriculum backgrounds. 

Only college-preparatory students were chosen because they were required 

to complete four units of English, three units of math, three units of science, 



three units of social studies, one unit of wellness, one unit of fine arts, and two 

units of the same foreign language. 

2. The methods chosen to measure student achievement were valid and 

reliable: the ACT Assessment, composite and subset scores, and final GPAs. 

3. The research was free from the Hawthorne and Halo effects because only 

students ' permanent records were examined to collect the data. 

4. Al l research articles that were analyzed for the literature review were 

examined fo r use of reliable research methods. 

Limitations 

The foll owing limitations were considered for this research: 

1. The samples in this study were limited to college-preparatory senjors from 

only one public high school in a Southeastern state. 

2. Grade Point Averages from one school may not be calculated in the same way 

as another school, thus making generalizations questionable. 

3. When attempti ng to generalize from this study, samples chosen fo r other 

stud ies may not have completed the same core curriculum. 

4 A sample of approximately 400 homogeneous seniors fro m a large, ru ral high 

school in the Southeast may not generalize to diverse, large, urban high 

schools. 

Delimitations 

The fo llowina delimitations were considered fo r this research : 
~ 

J. This sampl e was taken from only one ru ral high school in the Southeast. 

, This sample was limited only to college-preparatory students. 

Preriew 

To reach the goal of contributing to the literature on time management and 

enhanced tudent achievement in high schools, a comparative research study was 

5 
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conducted. Amo ng coll ege-preparatory high school seniors who completed four years on 

a traditi onal six-period day schedule and those who completed four years on a 4 x 4 

semester block schedule, to what extent did the schedules positively or negatively affect 

student achjevement? After the result s were analyzed, information surfaced that will help 

schools make better decisions concerning the accountability issues of time management 

and student achievement . 



CHAPTER 11 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Questions of th e Past Two Decades 

What is the relationship between time and learning? Will changes in the traditional 

time structures of the U.S. high school make a significant difference in student 

achievement? Will holding students to higher standards make a significant difference? 

Many educators and re earchers have pondered those questions, especially in the past two 

decades . In their attempts to identify the variables that truly make a significant difference 

in student achievement , researchers have begun to publish their findings . In this study, the 

re ea rcher answered tho e questions by conducting a comparative study that examined the 

effect of scheduling type on tudent achievement among college-preparatory high school 

ernors. 

Indicators of Risk 

During the pa t two decade , two government publications, A ation at Risk 

( 19 3) and Prisoners of rime ( 1994 ). have become the catal t for reform in econdary 

education . Two more recent ource of information de erve mention. The o Child Left 

Behind ct of 200 I adds accountability to chool for achieving and maintaining higher 

tandard (Office of Elementary and econdary Education, 2003) . Also, information 

relea ed by the 1ational e ment of Educational Progre s is serving a a cataly t for 

tudent to achieve at higher levels academically (Ro en hine, 2003) . 

ln1 98 1the ecretary of education created the ational Commission on 

xcellence in Education and directed it to report on the quality of education in the nited 

tate . In 19 3 the commi ion published its report in A ation at Risk: The Imperative 

fur Educational Reform . In 199 1 the ational Education Commis ion on Time and 

Leaming was a ked to report on the relationship between time and learning in .s. 



schools In 1994 the Commission on Time and Learning published its findings in 

Prisoners of Time . 

Quotations from the two publications, such as those listed below, have been used 

to highlight the risks that now exist for publicly educated students in the United States. 
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"If an unfriendly power had attempted to impose on America the mediocre 

educatio nal performance that exists, we might have viewed it as an act of war" (A Nation 

a l Ri -k, 1983, p. 5) . 

"Time is the mi ssing element in our great national debate about learning and the 

need for higher standards for all students. Our schools ... are prisoners of time, captives 

of the school clock and calendar. We have been asking the impossible of our 

students--that they learn as much as their foreign peers whi le spending only half as much 

time in core academic subjects" (Prisoners of Time, 1994, p. 7) . 

The report on excell ence in educat ion contained 13 indicators of risk . At least 10 

of the 13 indicators related to low academic achievement among high school and college 

bound tudents . A brief summary follows : 

1. Compared with foreign students on 19 test , . students never achieved 

the highest core . 

2. Complaints by co ll ege, business, and military leaders indicated deficiencies in 

reading, wri ting, spelling, mathematics, science, and problem-solving 

(A Nation at Risk, 1983) . 

Change Initiatives 

Two import ant initiatives developed in secondary education as a result of the 

commi sions' reports . First , high schools throughout the United States began to develop 

tandards, especially in the core curriculum, that all students were required to meet 

d h. h h I began to analyze the schedules students (Prisoners of fon e, I 994 ). Secon , 1g sc oo s 

· d ffic · ently and to experiment with follo,ved, to realize that time must be use more e 1 1 
, 



schedules that had been purported to result in higher student achievement (A Nation at 

Hisk, 1983). 

The Copernican Plan: A Challenge for Change 

9 

One important change initiative began in 1989 with the Copernican Plan--a 

landmark pilot program that analyzed the relationship between high school schedule type 

and student achievement. The Copernican Plan challenged the traditional schedule, based 

on the Carnegie Unit, in which students enrolled in five or six classes tauoht for 45-55 
0 

minutes a day for 1 80 days . All classes, even laboratory science, were scheduled for 

45-55 minutes a day . The Copernican Plan, named by Joseph Carroll--author of The 

Copernican Plan Evaluated (1994), called for a fundamental change in the use of time at 

the high school level. The plan also recommended classes be taught in larger periods or 

blocks--90 minutes, 2 hours, or 4 hours per day--in which students would meet for only 

part of the 180 days--possibly 90, 60, 45 , or 30 days . Educators considered the 

Copernican Plan a success. As a result , block scheduling became a popular way to 

initiate change at the secondary level (The Copernican Plan Evaluated, 1994). 

Canady and Rettig ( 1995), prolific writers on the subject of block scheduling, 

Ii ted benefits of the block compiled by Calwelti (1994) . Those benefits listed below 

should enhance student achievement . The block schedule: 

1. Increases length of class periods 

2 . Enables teachers to use a variety of instructional approaches 

3 . Decreases the number of class changes 

4. Saves time 

5. Limits number of preparations for teachers 

6 . Provides opportunity for interdisciplinary teaching 

7. Decreases number of students taught each day 

8. lncreases planning time for teachers 

9 Helps teachers develop closer relationships with students 



I 0. Provides opportunities for project work 

I I . Provides additional opportunities for teachers to help students 

When Carroll 's Copernican Plan-- hi h · w c compared student ach1evement in schools 

on block schedules with student achievement in sch 1 d' · oo s on tra 1t1onal schedules--was 

evaluated by a team of qualified professors from Ha d u · · h fi · rvar ruvers1ty, t e ndmgs were 

reported as follows: After examining 33 comparisons of students' performance data, 27 

favored the Copernican Plan, one showed no change, and five favored the traditional 

schedule (Carroll , 1994). 

Research Findings 

Call for Further Research 

Evidence from such reports as A atio,1 at Risk, Prisoners of Time, and The 

Copernican Plan indicated that U.S. high schools must continue the initiatives of meeting 

hi gh standards and using time effectively. Some motivation for establishing new standards 

and using time more efficiently have come from unfavorable comparisons of U. S. and 

fore ign students ' academic achievement. U S. students spent approximately 1,460 hours 

during four years of high school tudying core academics. In contrast, Japanese students 

spent 3,170 hours, French students spent 3,280 hours. and German students spent 3,520 

hour (Prisoners of Time, 1994). 

After examining available data, most authors called for further research on time 

and learning. Both large, comprehensive studies and small, limited studies indicated the 

need for extensive, empirical research. For example, Piska, Harmston, and Hackmann 

(200 I) correlated ACT composite scores in 568 Iowa and Illinois public high schools that 

followed some form of block or traditional schedules. They concluded that scheduling 

type did not enhance the ability to explain variations in ACT composite scores at the high 

school level. They called for further analysis of data from individual schools to identify 

time and instructional variables that wi ll predict more closely high student achievement. In 

II h d Fl h ( 1997) examined teacher and student attitudes toward 
a sma er researc stu y, etc er · 
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the effectiveness of block scheduling ins· s h · 
ix out eastern high schools . He found that 75% 

of both groups favored block schedules over traditional schedules. He called for a 

comprehensive study comparing t d hi · s u ent ac evement after high schools had been on block 

schedules four years 

Research on Academic Achievement 

Grade Point Averages 

ichols (2000) published a report in which he analyzed longitudinal student data 

from six Midwestern urban high schools. Three schools used an alternating day block-8 

schedule, two schools used a 4 x 4 block schedule, and one school used a traditional 

six-period day/5 5-rrunute class schedule. ichols (2000) found that the percentage of 

students earni ng higher GP As went up after the conversion to block schedules. However, 

the percentage of students earning hjgher GP As also rose in the school using the 

traditional schedule. Even though student achievement determined by GPAs did not 

indicate a significant difference in the two schedules, Nichol (2000) concluded that 

proper planning and documentation of chool effectiveness and student success were the 

key to the continued ucces of school-improvement initiatives. 

Deuel ( 1999) inve tigated the effects of block scheduling on a large, urban school 

district in Florida. The re earch contrasted, on key indicators of student achievement, I 0 

hi oh chools usino block schedules and 13 hjgh schools using seven-period rotator ::, ::, 

schedules . In schools wi th block scheduling, a significant increase in As earned and a 

significant decrease in Cs, Os, and Fs earned were noted . Deuel (1999) concluded that the 

school district experienced enough benefits fro m block scheduling that it expected to 

observe important , long-term improvements in student achievement as well as behavior. 

Snyder ( 1992) analyzed the two-year outcomes of a moderate-sized high school in 

Aiwola Indiana that converted to a 4 x 4 block schedule. Schoolwide GPAs went up 
::, , , 

· · bl k h d le Snyder found improvements in many 1grnficantly after the change to a oc sc e u · 



other areas of the high school after the conversion, but he concluded the schedule was 

simply the vehicle that allowed improvements in teaching strategies. 
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Williams ( 1999) investigated the effects of block scheduling on the GP As of 

approximately 200 students in a rural high school in West Virginia. The GP As of 

ninth-graders on a traditional seven-period day schedule were correlated with their GP As 

as tenth-graders on a 4 x 4 block schedule. The results showed no significant differences 

in the students' GP As. Williams (1999) concluded that researchers should study academic 

achievement and other benefits that support block scheduling. Student benefits included 

fewer classes each term, opportunities to take more classes, and reduced stress. 

Trenta and ewman (2001) examined the relationship between block scheduling 

and cumu lative GPAs of tudents in a small Midwestern town. Even though GPAs rose 

under the block schedule, the difference was not significant . However, a significant 

difference in the subject-area grades of students was noted . Trenta and ewman (2001) 

concluded the significant, positive relationship of the subject-area grades gave credibility 

to the inference that block scheduling influenced academic success in high school. 

In the research analyzed above, two high chools were in large, urban areas; one 

wa in a moderate-sized community; and two were in mall , rural towns. Regardless of 

high school size or location, it appeared academic gains had been made when schools 

corwerted to block schedule However, gains had not been so significant that other 

variables should be ignored . 

A CT Composite Scores 

Pi ska, Harmston. and Hackmann (200 I) correlated ACT composite scores of 

38.089 seniors in 568 public high schools in Iowa and Illinois. The study examined the 

4 4 ter block eight-block alternating relation hip between three schedule types-- x semes , 

· I ACT composite score for the 4 x 4 block day, and traditional eight-penod day. T 1e mean 

· · d h ols was 21 . 13 , and the eight-period schools was 21 .36, the eight-block alternatmg ay c 0 

The mean composite-score differences between schedule types day school was 21 .28 . 
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were negligible. Piska's et al. (2001) conclusion rec d d h k fu ommen e t e eys to success I 

implementation of a block schedule included understa d' th h · I · n mg e c ange process, mvo vmg 

stakeholders, and providing professional development O h · · · I h d n c angmg mstruct1ona met o s. 

Trenta and ewman (2001) investigated the relationship between block scheduling 

and ACT composite scores at a small high school in the Midwest. The authors found no 

significant relationship between a block schedule and ACT composite scores. Trenta and 

Newman (2001) concluded that students on the block and students on the traditional 

schedule appeared to do equally well according to most achievement indicators. 

However, students on the block schedule showed significant achievement in their 

academic subjects . 

Lare, Jablonski , and Salvaterra (2002) investigated the 4 x 4 block schedule' s 

effectiveness in promoting continuous improvement in student achievement , compared 

with the traditional seven-period day schedule. The study took place in a small school in 

the Western United States . Composite scores from the ACT Assessment were used as 

one ource to measure student performance. Composite cores rose somewhat after the 

con\'ersion to the 4 x 4 block schedule. Lare et al. (2002) uggested that the overall 

program improved significantly. Also, the witch to the block schedule had been effective, 

e\'en though no sizable improvement in student performance on standardized assessments 

was noted . 

Snyder ( 1992) described a two-year study of block scheduling at a high school in 

Indiana. The study compared the results of ACT composite scores and other standardized 

as e sment scores before and after implementation of block scheduling. Snyder ( 1992) 

found that significantly improved ACT scores indicated improved learning on the block­

scheduling format . One conclusion presented by Snyder ( 1992) included the 4 x 4 block 

I hi. h · oved teachino methods had been chedule was only the means throug 1 w c 1mpr => 

implemented 
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1 n a report conducted by the Texas Education Agency ( 1999), the relationship 

between block scheduling and overall student performance was examined . One of the 

measures of overall student performance was the number of students who took the ACT 

and/or SAT examinations. The highest participation rate (66 .9%) came from the high 

schools on the NB alternating-day block schedule, and the lowest participation rate 

( 6 1 . 0%) came from the high schools on the accelerated block schedule. The Texas ( 1999) 

study concluded it seemed to matter more how effecti vely students and teachers engaged 

in the teaching and learning process than the particular type of schedule followed . 

After examining the fi ve articles related to ACT composite scores, it was found 

that the scores did not indicate a significant improvement in student achievement. The 

art icles were classified as fo ll ows: 

1. Three articles repo rted no significant gains. 

2 . One reported signjfi cant gains. 

3 . One reported a higher percentage of student s who took ACT and/or SAT 

examinati o ns. 

In genera l, researchers found ignificant improvement in overall school func tionjng . 

Mat/, ancl Science 

Lare Jablo nsk i and Salva terra (2002) compared ACT math and science subset 
' , 

scores of student s whose schedul es were converted fro m a seven-period day to a 4 x 4 

block The small high school was located in th e We tern United States. They found a 

mall increase in math and science scores during the second year of the block; however, 

the di ffe rences were not significant. Lare et al . (2002) concluded the study by stating that 

the number of stud ent s o n the honor ro ll had increased significantly, w hich possibly 

indicated improved student performance 

McC reary and Hau man (200 1) compared student achievement from high schools 

· · block or t ri mester schedule. Students 
1n a large urban di stn ct that fo ll owed a semester, · 

on the semester schedul e, a schedule in which classes met daily, had signi ficantly higher 
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Stanford Achievement Test (9) scores in math th 
an students on the block and trimester 

schedules . In the same study students on the blo k d . 
c an trimester schedules had 

significantly higher Stanford Achievement Test (9) · . 
scores m science. McCreary and 

Hausman (2001) gave a possible explanation for the result St d s. u ents may profit more 

from math classes that meet daily for shorter periods oft. b f • 1me ecause o the sequential 

nature of mathematics. Students may profit more from science classes that meet for 

longer periods of time, allow in-depth study and provide hands on lab t · , - ora ory experiences 

Gruber and Onwuegbuzie (2001) analyzed student achievement on the Georoia 
0 

High School Graduation Tests (GHSGT). Participants either had been on a block 

schedule or a traditional six-period day schedule. Statistical analysis showed large 

significant differences in math and science that favored the traditional schedule. Again, it 

appea red that other intervening variables should be researched to find empirical evidence 

that supports the most effective time management tools to enhance student achievement. 

The Georgia State Department of Education (2000) summarized data collected 

from GHSGT scores. At Jasper County High School the percentage of students who 

passed the GHSGT in math and science increased slightly each year after the conversion to 

block. Math scores from the Scholastic Aptitude Test increased only one year after the 

conversion to block . 

Trenta and ewman (200 1) examined the relationship between block scheduling in 

· Th core courses included math and Ohio and student performance on core courses. e 

science. The authors concluded the students ' performances on math and science since the 

. . d · ·ficant positive relationship . conversion to block schedulmg showe a sigm 1 

. b. ( 1994) studied student performance outcomes at 
Hess Wron.kov1ch and Ro mson 

' ' 

Coventry High School in Ohio. 
The researchers used the Educational Testing Service 

a block . ent on a traditional schedule vs . 
subject-area tests to compare student achievem 

. . metiy however a significant 
schedule. Results showed no significant difference 111 geo ' ' 

Hess et al (1994) recommended any 
difference in biology favored the block schedule. 
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switch to a block schedule should be tied to c · 
1 urncu ar reform; block scheduling itself 

probably would not raise student achievement. 

Lawrence and McPherson (2000) d 
compare student achievement on end-of-course 

test results in two North Carolina high schools In Alg b I d b. 1 • e ra an 10 ogy, students who 

learned under the traditional schedule scored significantly higher. Lawerence and 

McPherson (2000) concluded that block scheduling alone may not be the best long-term 

solution to enhanced student achievement at the high school level. 

The orth Carolina State Department of Public Instruction (1994) published data 

comparing gains in geometry and Algebra II of schools that had converted to block 

schedules. Thirteen of the schools had gains in geometry, and eight had losses. ine 

schools had gains in Algebra II , and twelve had losses. The study concluded that the 

conversion to block scheduling had not significantly affected end-of-course tests. The 

study reported a finding similar to Brake (2000)--that students spent less time studying 

core academics on the block. The study showed a 54% to 41 % drop in the number of 

core classes in which students enroll ed. 

Math 

Brake (2000) investigated academic achievement outcomes of students who had 

completed four years on a traditional six-period day schedule with achievement outcomes 

of students who completed four years on a block schedule. Both schools were located in 

d. · d d b th had a mixture of rural and suburban students. An analysis a me 1um-s1ze town, an o 

· · h f b th schools after converting to block showed a significant declme m the mat scores O 0 

· · fi t d crease in the amount of time 
schedules. Brake 's (2000) analysis showed a sigru can e 

d · 0 ore academic subjects 
students on the block schedules spent stu Y111o c 

Brake (2000) 

. demic core was a strong predictor of 
stated the amount of time students studied the aca 

ACT Since students on the block spent 
success on colleoe-readiness test s, such as the · 

0 

. . . ·c sub·ects and math scores dropped 
s1g111ficantly less time studymg core acaderru ~ 

that the massive move to block 
significant ly, Brake's (2000) major concern was 
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scheduling may be "putting aside core acade · . 
m.ic curnculum for student choice and 

differentiation" (p. 25) . 

Pisa pi a and Westfall ( 1 997) analyzed st d h. . 
u ent ac ievement information in five 

Virginia high schools that had converted to block schedules. 
SAT math scores increased 

in two of the five block schools after two to three h 
years on t e schedule. Again, scores on 

standardized measures did not indicate remarkable 1·m provements. 

Ten articles were reviewed from the math and science areas. The results follow: 

1 . Three reported negative results in math and science on the block schedule. 

2. Two reported negative results only in math on the block schedule. 

3. Two reported somewhat positive results in math and science on the block 

schedule. 

4. One reported positive results in math and science on the block schedule. 

5. One reported somewhat positive results only in math on the block schedule. 

6. One reported negati ve results for math and positive results for science. 

1any researchers agreed that va riables other than schedule must be identified for school 

officials to know how to maximize academic achievement in high schools. 

Language Arts and Social Studies 

Hess, Wronkovich, and Robinson ( 1994) analyzed student performance on data 

from Coventry High School in Ohio . The authors used the Educational Testing Service 

subject-area tests to compare achievement in English and world history. Results showed 

no significant difference in world hjstory; however, a significant difference in English 

favored the block . 

The orth Carolina State Department of Public Instruction ( 1994) published data 

. . . . . . 1 d U s history The schools had changed to 
111 which 1t had compared gains in English an · · · 

f h h ls had gains in Enolish I, and fifteen had losses 
block scheduling Twelve o t e sc oo 0 

d 
I 

Findings indicated the conversion to 
Ten had gains in U.S history, and fifteen ha osses 

block had no significant impact on end-of-course teSts. 
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Lawrence and McPherson (2000) analyzed t d · - s u ent achievement on end-of-course 

tests in two orth Carolina high schools on block schedules. ln English 1 and U.S . 

history, students who attended schools on traditional sched I d · •fi • u es score s1gru cantly higher. 

The Geo rgia State Department of Education (2000) · d d fr h examme ata om t e 

GHSGT At Jasper County High School th f - , e percentage o students who passed language 

arts and writing increased approximately 8% and 9%, respectively, after the conversion to 

block. Social-studies scores did not increase. 

Gruber and Onwuebuize (2001) analyzed student achievement on the GHSGT . 

Students attended high school on either a block or a traditional six-period day schedule. 

Stati stical analysis indicated a moderate sign ificant difference in language arts, no 

significant difference in writing, and a large significant difference in social studies. The 

significant differences in language arts and social tudies favored the traditional schedule. 

!,anguage Arts 

Brake (2000) investigated performance outcome of student on block schedules 

and students on traditional six-period day schedule . He found ACT Engli sh scores 

dro pped in three of the four graduat ing cla se that were am pied. The other class 

remained equal. 

Geismar and Pull ease ( 1996) examined ACT and AT scores of tudents from 

· ·d B d And o 1 chanoed from a traditional 
Boyd Anderso n High School in Flon a. oy er 1 

::o 

. . bl k h d I Researchers fo und no significant 
e,·en-penod day schedule to a tnmester oc sc e u e. 

. . T b I cores when they compared tudents 
differences in ACT English sco res and SA ver a s 

from both schedule types 
d ACT English and reading subset 

Lare. Jablonski , and Salvaterra (200]) compare 
aed from a traditional even-period day to a 

scores of student s whose schedules were chan::, 
. . Enolish and reading core . The most 

4 :x 4 block . They foun d only a small 111crease 111 
::o . . . 

h 
. ·ficant increase in Prehnunary . c2oo')) wa t e s,grn 

mteresting result reported by Lare et al. -
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Scholastic Aptitude Test (PSA T) verbal scores 1 · h h . . ' w 11c as been marntamed since the 

conversion to block scheduling. 

Pisapia and Westfall ( 1997) analyzed stude t h. • . . n -ac 1evement mformat1on m seven 

Virginia high schools that had converted to block sch d I y b e u es. er al scores on the AT 

rose in four of the seven schools during the first yea.r of co · bl k nvers1on to oc ·. Since the 

conversion, verbal scores rose in six of the seven schools. 

When the above articles on language arts and social studies were analyzed, the 

following result were found : 

l . Six articles reported increases in language arts on the block schedule. 

2. Three articles reported increases in social studies on the block schedule. 

3. One article reported decreases in language arts on the block schedule. 

4. One article reported decrease in social tudie on the block schedule. 

5. One article reported no difference in language arts between the traditional and 

block chedule . 

6. One article reported increase in language arts on the traditional chedule. 

7. One article reported increa e in ocial tudie on the traditional chedule. 

In general_ researcher reported gains in language art kill when chool have converted 

to block schedules. The longer blocks of time appear to promote learning of the language 

an kills of \'erbal interaction, reading, and writing. 

Conclusion 
bl k cheduling and tudent achievement , a small 

After re\'iewing the literature on oc · 

amount of e,·idence had accumulated to upport some generalizations about 
th

e 

The generalizations included the following: 
relationship between the two variables 

chools have converted to block 
1. Grade Point Averages have risen when 

schedules . 

h 
ACT ha e not ri en significantly 

1 Composite cores from t e 



3. The block-scheduling concept appears to support science curriculum more 

than math curriculum. 

4 . The block-scheduling concept appears to support both language arts and 

social-studies curricula . 
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Still , issues other than scheduling must be considered hen deciding which variables are 

most likely to enhance student achievement. For example, the Texas Education Agenc 

( \ 999) repo rted that it seemed to matter more how effecti ely tudent and teachers 

engaged in the teaching and learning proces than the particular t pe of chedule folio, ed . 



CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 

Sample 

Selection Characteristics and Size 

The subjects in thi s comparative study were selected fr th d · 
om e gra uatmg classes of 

1996-97 and 2002-03 . Those seniors attended a rural, comprehensive high school located 

in a Southeastern state. The high school is located in a county with a population of 

approximately 43 ,000, an annual average household income of approximately $23 ,500, an 

average white-collar population of approximately 17%, and an average blue-collar 

population of approximately 83%. Approximately 33% of the students received free or 

reduced lunches. The high school has a relatively stable student population of 

approximately 1,600. Of those 1,600, approximately 47% attend a four-year uni ersity 

and approxi mately 5% attend a two-year technical school (Dickson County Fact Book, 

2002) 

The homogeneous cluster ample consi ted of approximately 200 college­

preparatory seniors from each of the two graduating clas e . The 1996-97 class was 

chosen because it was the last cla to complete four year on a traditional ix-period day 

schedule; the 2002-03 clas was elected becau e it wa the fir t cla to complete four 

years on a 4 x 4 seme ter block schedule. The total population of seniors--male and 

female--who completed the college-preparatory curriculum was selected as subjects. 

Safeguards 

d tudents ' records were The following safeguards were implemente to ensure 

handled confidential ly: 

1. Permission to conduct the researc 
h was obtained from the Insti tut ional 

Review Board at the university. 

. d from the County Board of 
2. Permission to col lect data was obtaine 

Educat ion . 



3. When collecting data informatio 
' n was coded to maintain student 

confidentiality. 

4. Demographic data were stratified only b d y gen er. 

5. Data were collected and stored in the sec -1 f h 
un Y o t e records room at the 

high school. 

Design , Instrumentation , and Procedures 

J)esign 
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The design for this study was comparative. The study examined the e>..ient to 

which the schedul es students followed positively or negatively affected their academic 

achievement. Academic achievement was determined by final Grade Point Averages 

(GPA ) and American College Test (ACT) composite and subset scores. The 

in\'estigation included subjects from two graduating classes. Those ubjects attended the 

same high school. One senior class completed four years on a traditional six-period day 

schedule; the other senior class completed four year on a seme ter 4 x 4 block chedule. 

In strum entation 

Students ' academic achievement data were collected from two source . The first 

source was students ' ACT com po ite and subset core . The ACT wa de igned to a se s 

high school students ' general educational development and their ability to complete 

col lege-level work . The test covered four skill area : English, mathematic , reading, and 

. d t , fi nal GPAs Students ' GPAs were c1ence reasoning The second source was stu en s 1 · 

1 t Prooram that used grades from the first 
calculated by the Horizon Computer anagemen o 

seven semesters of high school. 

Procedures for Data Collection 
I room teacher . ' experience--1 2 years as a c a 

A econdary educator with 25 years 
The educator examined each 

and 13 years as a school counselor--collected the data . 
. d. ·dual followed the college-

d , d ·ne if that in ,v, stu ent s permanent record to etermt . d 
. ed ACT composite an • was determ1n , 

preparatory curriculum . After that information 
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subset scores and GP As--stratified by gende 
r--were collected. Student identification was 

not necessary to collect the data; therefore stud nfi . . 
' ent co dentiahty was maintained. 

Statistical Procedures and Proposed Analysis 

When all data were collected the informat' 
' ion was entered into the computer for 

stat isti cal analysis . Descriptive and inferential statisti d . 
cs were use m all phases of the 

analysis. Much planning and precaution were evident in th th d 
1 

. 
e me o o ogy to provide 

ex1ernal and internal validity checks. 

Simple and multiple relationships were analyzed usi·ng ACT · d b composite an su set 

scores as well as GP As. Means and standard deviations were calculated. Two-sample 

1 tests were performed to measure the relationship between independent and dependent 

variables. Statistical significance was determined at the .05 level. Tables and charts were 

designed to clari fy further the information that was presented in the written analysis. 

Discussion 

In summary, block scheduling has been the fastest-growing change to take place in 

U.S high school s in the past two decades. The study contributed to the literature on this 

topic by conducting research to answer the following question: Among college­

preparatory high school seruors who completed four years on a traditional six-period day 

schedule and those who completed four years on a 4 x 4 semester block schedule, to what 

extent did the schedules positively or negatively affect student achievement? 

Three limitations of this study deserve mention. First, this study used only 

I . 1 hi h chool in the Southeast. Caution should col ege-preparatory semors from one rura g s 

b . • th populations Second, when e exercised when making generahzat1ons to o er · 

. . d the core-curriculum background of 
generalizing about GP As, it would be wise to cons, er 

. d. d have the same teachers and 
the samples Third, the two groups possibly I not 

. . 1 hanoe from year to year, and 
instructional materials . Teachers and instructional matena s c 0 

, bilit to generalize among the two groups. 
those changes could affect the researcher s a Y 



Two strengths of thi s study also deserve mention. First, the samples from the 

traditional schedule and the samples from the block schedule had the same core-

24 

·culum backgrounds . Second, statistically sound generalizations were made using the 
cuff! 

ACT, a universally known college-readiness test with high reliability and validity data. 

In light of the data collected on time management and student achievement from 

this study, secondary educators should be able to read more clearly the compass that will 

aui de their decision-making in those areas. 
::, 



Areas of Comparison 

CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 

Data for this study were collected from the permanent d f 11 recor s o co ege-

preparatory seniors at a rural rugh school in a Southeastern state. Six types of scores 

were collected . Those were final GP As; ACT composite scores; and ACT subset 

scores in English , math, reading, and science. 

Once this data was collected, two-sample t tests were performed for the six types 

of scores . It appears that the schedule type a student followed did not make a significant 

difference in overall student achievement. On the six indicators of student achievement, 

there was only one area in wruch students on a block schedule performed significantly 

hi oher than students on the six-period day schedule. The other five indicators did not 
::, 

how a significant difference . Discussion, data, and charts that report the results of the 

tati stical analyses appear on the following pages. 
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Research Questions 

The first question was: Among college-preparatory high school seniors who 

completed four y ears on a traditional six-period day schedule and those who completed 

f our years on a 4 x ./ semester block schedule, to what extent did the schedules positively 

or negatively affect.final GPAs? 

To answer the first question., a two-sample t test was conducted. The mean GPA 

for seniors on the 4 x 4 schedule was 3 .264; the mean GP A for seniors on the six-period 

day schedule was 2 .810. The difference was significant (t(436) = 7.796, p<.001) . 

Table 1: Two-sample t test on Grade Point Average Grouped by Schedule 

Group I N I Mean I SD 

4 x 4 Schedule 197 3.264 0.544 

6-Period Schedule 241 2.81 0.653 

Pooled Variance: t = 7.796, df = 436, Prob= 0.000 

(A) 

Figure 1: Comparison of Means for GPA Grouped 
by Schedule 
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(B) fGPAs 
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Fagur · (B) mean scores . 
(A) t test, 
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The second queStion was: Among college-preparatory high school seniors who 

completed f our years on a traditional six-period day schedule and those who completed 

four years on a 4 x 4 semeSter block schedule, to what extent did the schedules positively 

or negatively affect ACT composite scores? 

To answer the second question, a two-sample t test was completed. The mean 

ACT composite score for the seniors on the 4 x 4 schedule was 21 .259; the mean ACT 

composite score for the seniors on the six-period day schedule was 21.162. The 

difference was not significant (t(436) = .243, p>.05). 

Table 2: Two-sample t test on ACT Composite Scores Grouped by Schedule 

Group l N I Mean I 

4 x 4 Schedule 197 21 .259 

6-Period Schedule 241 21 .162 

36 

Q) 30 -"iii 
24 0 

a. 
E 18 0 
u 

12 I-
u 
~ 6 

0 

Pooled Vari ance: t = 0.243 , df = 436, Prob= 0.808 

(A) 

Figure 2: Comparison of Means for ACT 
Composite Scores Grouped by Schedule 

6 Period Day 
4 X 4 Day 

Schedule Type 

(B) T C mposite Scores 
C arison of AC o 

F igure 2. omp (B) mean scores. 
(A) t test, 

SD 

4.004 
4.271 



28 

The third queStion was: Among college-preparatory high school seniors who 

completed four years on a traditional six-period day schedule and those who completed 

four years on a 4 x 4 semester block schedule, to what extent did the schedules positively 

or negatively affect ACT subset scores in English, mathematics, reading, and science? 

To answer the last question about ACT subset scores, two-sample t tests were 

conducted on each set of scores. First, the means for the English subset scores for seniors 

on the 4 x 4 block schedule and the six-period day schedule were, respectively, 21. 797 

and 21. 568. The difference was not significant (t(436) = .459, p> .05). 

Table 3: Two-sample t test on ACT English Subset Scores Grouped by Schedule 

Group I N I Mean I 

4 x 4 Schedule 197 21 .797 

6-Peri od Schedule 241 21 .568 

... 
G.I 
II) 

.c 
::::J 

Cl) 

.c. 
II) 

Cl 
C: 

UJ 
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u 
<t 

Pooled Variance: t = 0.459, df = 436, Prob= 0.646 

(A) 

Figure 3: Comparison of Means for ACTu~;glish 
Subset Scores Grouped by Sched 
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Second, the means for the math subset scores for seniors on the 4 x 4 block schedule and 

the six-period day schedule were, respectively, 19.822 and 19.842. The difference was 

not significant (t(436) = -.048, p>.05) . 

~ 

~ 

Table 4: Two-sample t test on ACT Math Subset Scores Grouped by Schedule 

Group I N 1 Mean I 

4 x 4 Schedule 197 19.822 

6-Period Schedule 241 19.842 

-41 
Ill 
.c 
~ 
en 
.s::. -"' ~ 
I-
(.) 
<t 

36 

30 

24 

18 

12 

6 

0 

Pooled Variance: t = -0 .048 , df = 436, Prob= 0.962 

(A) 

Figure 4: Comparison of Means for ACT Math 
Subset Scores Grouped by Schedule 
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Third, the means for the reading subset scores for seniors on a 4 x 4 block schedule and a 

six-period day schedule were, respectively, 21. 543 and 21 .660. The difference was not 

. ·ticant (t(436) = -.218, p> .05). 
s1gnt 

-
Table 5: Two-sample t test on ACT Reading Subset Scores Grouped by Schedule 

Grouo I N I Mean I SD 

4 x 4 Schedule 197 21 .543 5.524 
5.589 6-Period Schedule 241 21 .66 
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Pooled Variance: t = -0.218, df = 436, Prob= 0.827 

(A) 

Figure 5: Comparison of Means for ACT Reading 
Subset Scores Grouped by Schedule 
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Fourth, the means for the science subset scores for seniors on the 4 x 4 block schedule 

and the six-period day schedule were, respectively, 21 .152 and 21 . l 08 . The difference 

was not significant (t(436) = .113, p>.05). 

I 
I 
I 

I 

Table 6: Two-safl1)1e t test on ACT Science Subset Scores Grouped by Schedule 

Grouo l N I Mean I SD 

4 x 4 Sched.lle 197 21 .152 3.732 

&-Period Sche<iJle 241 21 .108 4.350 

... 
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Pooled Variance: t = 0.113, df = 436, Prob= 0.910 

(A) 

Figure 6: Comparison of Means for ACT Science 
Subset Scores Grouped by Schedule 
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Research Hypothesis 

The research hypothesis was: C /I 
o ege-preparatory high school seniors who 

completedfo11r years 0 11 a traditional six-period d . . h d . 
ay .sc e ule wt!/ show no significant 

differences in their GPAs; ACT composite scores· a, d ACT 
· ' 

1 subset scores in English, 
mathematics, reading, and science than those college- . _ . 

p, epa, atory high school seniors 

Jl'ho completed four years 0 11 a -Ix -I semester block sched 1 II e. 

It appears that the data support the hypothesis except · f h 
m one o t e cases. The one 

e:-.:ception was the GP As; there was a significant ri se in the GP As of students on the 4 x 4 

bl ock schedule. The data showed no significant differences in the ACT composite scores, 

nor did the data show any significant differences in the ACT subset scores in English, 

math, reading, and science. 

First, a two-sample I test was conducted on GP As of both senior classes. The 

mean GPA for the seniors on the 4 x 4 schedule was 3 .264; the mean GPA for the seniors 

on the six-period day schedule was 2.810. The difference was significant (t(436) = 7.796, 

p<.00 I) . 

Second, a two-sample I test was completed on the ACT composite scores. The 

mean ACT composite score for the seniors on the 4 x 4 schedule was 21 .259; the mean 

ACT composite score for the seniors on the six-period day schedule was 21 162· The 

difference was not significant (t( 436) = .243 , p>.05). 

h t of ACT subset scores. First, 
1ext, two-sample t tests were conducted on eac se 

. the 4 x 4 block schedule and the 
the means for the Enoli sh subset scores for semors on 

0 

. . . d 21.568. The difference was not 
si:--; -penod day schedule were, respectively, 21. 797 an 
. for the math subset scores for 
ignificant (t( 436) = .459, p> .05) . Second, the means . 

. . riod day schedule were, respectively, 
en1ors on the 4 x 4 block schedule and the six-pe . d h 

. 'fi t (t(436) = -.048, p>.05). Thir ' t e 
19 822 and 19.842 . The difference was not sigru can . , ·od 

. a 4 x 4 block schedule and a six-pen 
means for the readino subset 

0 
cores for seniors on · ·ficant 

The difference was not s1gru 
da , h ? l 54.., and 21 660. ) sc edule were, respectively, - · -' · 
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18 > OS) Fourth, the means for the science subset scores for seniors on the 
(t(436) == - -2 ' p . . 

I 
k schedule and the six-period day schedule were, respectively, 21 .152 and 

4 X 4 b oc 

T
h difference was not significant (t(436) = .11 3, p>.05) . 

21 108 e 



summary 

CHAPTER y 
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND RE 

' COMMENDATIONS 

Thjs study was conducted to determine if the sch d 
. e ule type college-preparatory 

l,jgh school sernors followed made a si oruficant diffe • 
o rence m student acruevement. First 

Professional literature was examined. Through trus literat . . ' 
ure review, It was determined 

that in general , schedule type did not make a significant diffi . . 
' erence m student acruevement" , 

other variables seem to play an important role in student acrueveme t O • 
n . ne important 

variable appeared to be the quality of how teachers and students engaged in the teacrung 

and learning process. Another important variable was the amount of time students spent 

studying the core curriculum. Second, GP As, ACT composite scores, and ACT subset 

scores of the two senjor classes from a rural, comprehensive rugh school in the Southeast 

\\·ere examined. One class completed four years on a 4 x 4 block schedule, and the other 

completed four years on a six-period day schedule. The results of this exploration 

confi rmed much of the information found in the professional literature review. When 

chools converted to a block schedule, GP As usually rose. GP As for the students in this 

tudy also rose. However, other indicators of student achievement as reviewed in the 

li terature did not change significantly; neither did the ACT composite and subset scores 

fro m the students in this study. 

Discussion 

1 d t determjne if the schedule a 
The analyses within this study were comp ete O . 

. . ficant difference in acaderruc 
college-preparatory high school student followed made a sigru . . 

. . ne if a sigruficant difference eXJsted in 
ac hi evement . First , the researcher sought to deterrru . . 

. . fa sigruficant difference eXJsted in 
GP As. Second the researcher sought to determine 1 

, 

ACT composite and subset scores . 
Those areas were GP As; ACT 

Results were exarruned in six achievement areas. . 
d. and science. 

. E r sh math rea ing, 
composite scores · and ACT subset scores m ng 1 

' ' 
' 
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First, results from the literature review on GP A . . 
. . . s md1cated that regardless of hi h 

chool size or location, 1t appeared academic g . g 
s ams were made h 

. w en schools converted to 
block schedules . However, gams were not so sig •fi 

ru ,cant that other variables should be 
junored . When a two-sample I test was performed on GPA fr 
::, . . . . s om college-preparatory 
hjgh school seruors described m th1s study, a sigrufic t . . 

an nse m GP As was found when the 
school converted to a 4 x 4 block schedule. The mean GPA '-'. . 

ior the seruors on the 4 x 4 
schedule was 3 .264; the mean GPA for the seniors on the · . d 

six-peno day schedule was 

~.810. The difference was significant (t(436) = 7.796, p<. 001). This finding was 

con istent with the research findings from the literature. 

Second, the literature review on ACT composite scores indicated that the scores 

did not ri se significantly when schools switched to a block schedule. Results from the 

two-sample r test performed on ACT composite scores of college-preparatory seniors in 

this study were consistent with those found in the literature review. The mean ACT 

composite score for the seniors on the 4 x 4 schedule was 21 .259; the mean ACT 

composite score for the seniors on the six-period day schedule was 21 .162. The 

difference was not significant (t( 436) = .243 , p>.05) . 

Third the literature review on student achievement in the areas of language am , 

and social studies showed a significant rise in verbal scores when schools converted to a 

block schedule . The results of the two-sample I tests performed on ACT English and 

• · t t with the findings in the 
reading subset scores of students in this study were mconsis en 

. . for seniors on the 4 x 4 block 
lnerature review. The means for the English subset scores 

. l 21,797 and 21.568. The 
chedule and the six-period day schedule were, respective Y, 
. 5 The means for the reading subset 

difference was not significant (t( 436) = .459, p> .O ). 
. . d day schedule were, 

cores for seniors on a 4 x 4 block schedule and a six-peno 
ot si nificant (t(436) == -.218, 

respectively, 21 .543 and 21 .660. The difference was n g . . the 
. ·ficant differences m 

:> 0 . . d showed no s1gni 
p · 5). The results for the students m this stu Y 

Engli sh and readino subset scores . 
0 
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Fourth, information from the literatu . 
re review rel t d a e to math a d · 

mi xed results Some schools on block schedules h d hi n science showed 
a gher student achievem . 

and science, and others had lower student achievemen . . ent m math 
. t. Fmdmgs concluded that variables 

other than schedule make a difference in student erfi . 
p ormance m the math and . science 

areas Specific results from the two-sample 1 tests calculate 
. d on college-preparatory 

senjors ' math and science subset scores from this stud h . . 
y s owed no s1gruficant differences 

in schedule types. The means for the math subset score fi . 
s or seruors on the 4 x 4 block 

schedule and the six-period day schedule were respectively 19 822 d 
' , · an 19.842. The 

difference was not significant (t(436) = -.048 p>.05) The mea J:'. h . ' · ns 1or t e science subset 

scores for seniors on the 4 x 4 block schedule and the six-period day schedule were 
' 

respecti vely, 21 .152 and 21 . 108. The difference was not sigruficant (t( 436) = .113 , 

p>.05) 

Recommendations 

An analysis of the data indicated that further research needs to be conducted to 

determine what specific variables have the most significant impact on student acruevement. 

The fo ll owing recommendations are being made as a result of this study: 

1. The review of literature and the results of a two-sample t test on GP As of 

student in thi s study indicated a significant rise when schools converted to a block 

schedule It is recommended that school officials conduct research to determine if the rise 

· . . l th block schedule This is 
in GP As 1s related to students taking more elective c asses on e · 

of concern because some research indicated that the more students study the core 

curriculum, the more successful they are after high school. 
. .fi ant n·se in verbal scores . · d. t d a s1gru c 2. ln this study the review of literature m ,ca e 

' of two-sample I tests on ACT 
\\"hen schools converted to a block schedule. Results . 

. . trus research indicated no 
Eno !" h atory seruors Ill 

::i is and reading scores from college-prepar . ed 
. . . d. cated that school officials ne 

s1o n· fi . . the findm os Ill I 
::i 

I icant differences. The di screpancy m 0 

. o writing, and verbal 
to ct 1 . t more readlll.:,, 

e ermme if longer blocks of time promo e 
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interaction among students, thereby increasing st d . 
u ent achievement in the area of language 

arts 

3. In this study, the review of literature showed . . . 
llllxed findings m the areas of 

math and science. Results of two-sample r tests for st d . . 
u ents 10 this research indicated no 

sianificant differences in ACT math and science scores It · 
::) · is recommended that school 

officials conduct research to determine if student achieveme t · hi h . 
n is g er m math when 

periods are shorter but continue throughout the school year Res h h Id . 
· earc s ou explore 1f 

student achievement is higher in science when periods are longer to accommodate 

laboratory and hands-on work. 

In conclusion, the researcher will end with some statements made in Chapter I of 

thi s study. Better understanding of the most effective, efficient ways to schedule time in 

schools is paramount in providing a world-class education for all U.S . students. All 

schools and communities have their own characteristics; however, empirical research in 

one local school, like the research described in thjs paper, may provide a compass that can 

direct other school s when determirung the most effective ways to schedule students to 

maximize achievement. The more empirical research schools conduct, the more effective 

leaders will be in guiding the decision-making process. 
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' dY Bledsoe 
:·o surton Flynt 
~
1 
,cation 

~pSU sox 4545 

-Austin Peay State u . 
Institutional Revie:•

9
versity 

oard 

"= \'our application dated _March 4 , 2003 regard ing study number 03_032. 
:· · d Ing on Student Achievement Among Col lege-Preparatory H' h-S · The Eff~cts of 
~~;~ : t~te University) '9 chool Seniors (Austin 

J~3r Ms Bledsoe: 

·,ank you for your response to requests from a prior review of your appl ication fo r the new 
,:.i~ylisted above. 

:;,gr2tulation s' This is to confirm that your appl ic~tion is now ful ly approved. The protocol is 
:)o:oved throu gh one ca lendar year .. . .... This approval is subject to APSU Policies and 
>ocedures govern ing human subjects research . You may want to review th is policy which can 
:~viewed on the APS U website at: www@apsu .edu/www/computer/policy/2002.htm 

·:J are granted permission to conduct your stud y as most recently described effective 
-'T\ed:ately. The study is subject to con tin uing review on or before March 17, 2004, unless 
:~sed beiore th at date. Enclosed please fi nd the fo rms fo r reporti ng a closed study and for 
·,:.:sting approval of con tinuance . 

~=2se note that any changes to the study as approved must be promptly reported and 
'._)orJved Some changes may be approved by expedited review; others require fu ll boar~ 
.'

1:e\'/ If you have any questions at all do not hesitate to contact Lou Beasley (221-7414, fax 
.2 ·7641 : email: beas leyl@apsu .edu ) or any member of the APIRB . 

:,,,n th k earch review process. 
=·~;.·,:,i an ,You for your cooperation wi th the APIRB and the human res 

' ' shes 10 r a successfu l study! 

~ ~C:•el\1 

' ' 

_ f Approval 
F ia ure A-1. Lett er O R ·en• Boa rd 

e, • f onal ev1 .. 
Fro m th e U nivers ity In stitu 1 
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k D ou ke Dickson c 
sroo s o. f secondary Edu cat ion au nty Board of Ed . 

cror 81 7 N ucat1on 
Dire 7571 FAX (6 15) 44 1-1 3 75 orth Charl otte St 
~ :.,_:__:__---------------------.!D~i~ck~s~o;n~, T;N~3~7~~es~e~~ 

Au gust 20, 2002 

Mrs. Judy Bled soe 

1077 Hickman Road 

Son Aq ua , TN 3 702 5 

Dear Mrs . Bl edsoe: 

In re sponse to your requ est, you have bee n granted perm ission to coll ect data from permanent 

records of Dickson Co unty High Sc hool students fo r t he pu rpos e of your study. You may use the 

-,format ion in statist ical form as lon g as indivi dual stud ent 's informat ion is kept con fi dential. 

I wish you well wi th your study and am very interest ed to learn of you r results. 

S,ncerely, 

Brooks D. Du ke 

Fioure A-2. Letter of Approval. 
o d f Edu cation 

Fro m th e County Boa r 0 



GPAS AND ACT COMPOSlTE ANO SlJilSET SCORES 

SCHEDULE GENDER PATIT GPA ENGL MATTI READ 
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(1-)nta ,v c re collect e d 111u.l s toa·c d in th e , ·cco 1·d s ,-00111 u f fh c J1i~ h sc l, ou l . ) 
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scm COMl• 
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VITA 

Judy Rowland Bledsoe was born in Bruceton Te 
, nnessee, on June 9, 1954. She 

nded Hollow Rock Elementary School for grades 1-5 and ff k 
atte 1c son Elementary School 
c urades 6-8 . She graduated from Dickson High School in Ma 1972 . 
1or o Y, . The following 

S Ptember she entered Austin Peay State University and in June 1976 . 
e ' , , received the 

degree of Bachelor of Science in Secondary English and Sociology Education. She 

entered Austin Peay tate University in June, 1985 , and received a Master of Science in 

Guidance and Counseling in August, 1989 . In August, 200 1, she reentered Austin Peay 

State Uni versity to complete an Education Specialist degree with a major in 

Admini tration and Supervision . 

She taught Engli h twelve years at Charlotte Junior High School in Dickson 

County. he worked as the vocational coun elor for Dickson County ten ear . he i 

employed a a school counselor at Dickson County High chool. 
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