


To the Graduate Council: 

1 am submitting herewith a Field Study written by Robbin Johnston entitled "The Effects 
of Block Scheduling on Instrumental Music Programs in Tennessee" . I have examined 
the final copy of this field study for form and content and recommend that it be accepted 
in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Education Specialist, with a 
major in Administration and Supervision. 

We have read this Field Study 
and recommend its acceptance -

Major Professor 

Accepted for the Council: 

{)k;Lth ~ . 
Dean of the Graduate School 



ST A TEMENT OF PERMISSION TO USE 

In presenting this field study in partial fulfillment of the requirements for and 

Ed. S. Degree at Austin Peay State University, I agree that the Library shall make it 

avail able to borrowers under rules of the Library . Brief quotations from this field study 

are allowable without special permission , provided that accurate acknowledgement of the 

source is made. 

Permission for extensive quotation from or reproduction of this field study may be 

oranted by my major professor, or in his absence, by the Head of Interlibrary Services 
0 

when, in the opinion of either, the proposed use of the material is for scholarly purposes. 

Any copying or use of the material in this field study for financial gain shall not be 

allowed without my written permission. 



THE EFFECTS OF BLOCK SCHEDULING ON INSTRUMENT AL MUSIC 

PROGRAMS IN TENNESSEE 

A Field Study 

Presented for the 

Education Specialist 

Degree 

Austin Peay State University 

Robbin L. Johnston 

July 2006 



DEDICATION 

This thesis is dedicated to the memory of my father , 

Beauford R. Gibbons 

who instilled in me the importance of hard work 

and 

the value of education in all of our lives. 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to extend my heartfelt thanks to Anna Kniazewycz at the Tennessee 

State Department of Education for her unending support and patience throughout this 

study. Without her willingness to provide data and information, this study would not 

have been possible . 

Further thanks to Dr. Donald Luck for his guidance and statistical support, and to 

Dr. Carlette Hardin and Dr. Al Williams for their willingness to mentor me throughout 

my study at Austin Peay . 

Special thanks to my colleague and friend , Janice Cook - I could not have 

completed this project or degree without her unwavering support. 

Finally, thank you to my husband, Jeff, my mother , Irene, and children, Chris, 

Jessica Greo and Amanda for sacrificino time with your wife, dau 0°hter , and mother for 
, b' ' b 

the precious hours necessary to complete this project. For my children - may you value 

your ability to continue to learn throughout your lives as much as I love and value each of 

you. 

111 



ABSTRACT 

Scheduling is one of many strategies educators investigate in an attempt to 

provide a more positive environment in which to teach and learn. In order to assess 

possible effects of block scheduling, this study focuses on instrumental music program 

scheduling and enrollment in Tennessee from 2002 through 2006. 

Analyses support that the type of schedule observed does effect the participation 

of students in instrumental music programs in Tennessee . However , additional results 

show no statistically significant difference between the size of school and type of 

schedule . The mixed results of this study support the necessity of continued research 

regarding scheduling and other important issues affecting music education in the state of 

Tennessee . 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 

Importance of the Problem 

With the mandates of prog h · 
rams sue as No Child Left Behind, the past decade in 

our nation has seen much of the emphasis in education shift to those areas of the 

curriculum that are the subject of high stakes testing. As educators, we are constantly 

searching for ways to motivate students, improve test scores , and increase graduation 

rates . All areas of the curriculum are under greater scrutiny than in the past. 

Unfortunately, as various methods of reform have been researched and implemented , 

music programs have often suffered budget shortfalls, program cuts , reduction in music 

faculty, elimination of courses, and scheduling conflicts. 

In today's competitive society, it is important to maintain quality performance arts 

programs at the high school level. These programs provide students with creative 

opportunities that foster enhanced self-esteem, positive self-worth, and a motivated work 

ethi c. As well as encouraging intrinsic qualities in the emotional development of students , 

these activities often provide excellent post-secondary scholarship opportunities. The 

scheduling of these classes during the school day has consistently provided a challenge 

for administrators, teachers and students. 

Statement of the Problem 

Class scheduling can greatly affect the success or failure of the performing arts at 

the hi gh school level. In the past decade , block scheduling has been implemented in many 

h I · h f T e s ·,nce this implementation , directors of instrumental sc oo s in t e state o ennesse . 
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music programs report that they h · 
ave experienced problems in participation and the 

retention of students in their programs . 

Purpose of the Study 

This study investigated the effects of block scheduling on participation and the 

retention of students in high school instrumental music ensembles throughout the state of 

Tennessee. 

Significance of the Study 

Flexible scheduling in American public schools has been studied in depth during 

the past ten years. Most of the available research shows that block schedulino has 
0 

provided mixed results throughout our nation , depending upon the socio economic status, 

region , size of school, and participant's attitudes. Often music, arts, math, and foreign 

languages courses experience problems in student retention of learning and sequential 

participation in the block format. Since scheduling has such deep ramifications on student 

participation in high school performance groups, it is important to determine whether the 

drop in membership reported by instrumental music directors is a direct result of the 

implementation of block scheduling in these schools. 

Research Questions 

I . Has block scheduling affected the number of students participating in the school's 

instrumental music programs between the fall and spring block semesters? 

2 D h · f h I (small medium or large) on block scheduling reflect a . oes t e size o sc oo , , 

. . 11 . .fi nt difference in the participation of students in the stat1st1ca y s1gm 1ca 

instrumental music programs in Tennessee? 



3. Does the type of schedule (tr ct· · 1 a 1t1ona or block) reflect a statistically significant 

difference in the participatio f t d . . no s u ents in the instrumental music programs in 

Tennessee? 

Hypotheses 

1. Block scheduling has had no effect on the participation of students between the 

fall and spring block semesters in high school instrumental music programs in 

Tennessee. 

3 

2. The size of school (small, medium , large) on block scheduling has had no effect 

on the participation of students in instrumental music programs in Tennessee. 

3. The type of schedule observed has had no effect on the participation of students in 

instrumental music programs in Tennessee. 

Limitations 

I. This study was limited to schools that had reported four successive years (2002 -

2006) of complete information regarding total school enrollment and instrumental 

class enrollment to the Tennessee State Department of Education. 

2. Schools may use different variations of block scheduling. 

3. School rezoning that may affect program numbers was not considered. 

4 . Change of teacher and/or instrumental music staff was not considered. 

Assumptions 

1. All instrumental ensemble directors were certified and highly qualified music 

educators . 

T 
State Department of Education was correct. 

2. Data reported by the ennessee 



Definitions of Terms 

Block Scheduling - organizes the school day into fewer, but longer, class periods to 

all ow flexibility for instructional activities (Northeast, 1998) . 
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Ensemble - any combination of students involved in an instrumental music endeavor. 

Instrumental music program - band and orchestra programs at the 9 through 12 level. 

Participation - student enrollment in an instrumental music class as reported by schools 

to the Tennessee State Department of Education. 

Retention - the percentage of the school's total student enrollment in instrumental music 

that remains stable or shows growth throughout the duration of the study. 

Traditional schedule - students enrolled in six or seven class periods per day throughout 

the entire school year, earning one half credit per semester per class. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

American high schools use cla h d 1· ss sc e u mg as a means of organizing curriculum 

and its delivery and controlling student interactions. Scheduling is a form of time 

management that enables educational programs to be realized , restrained , or restricted. 

School scheduling , as we know it in the 20 th century , can be traced to the 1910 proposal 

by the Carnegie Foundation of a curriculum based on 120 hours of student attendance in 

any given subject matter as a measure of the worth of a high school credit. This time 

measure of academic progress was called the Carnegie Unit. This became the structural 

component on which schools organized curriculum and its delivery. Following this plan, 

everyday schedules were devised where classes meet 4 or 5 times per week, for 40 to 60 

minutes, for 36 to 40 weeks (Pisapia & Westfall, 1997). 

Many observers feel that the traditional every-day single period schedule centered 

on Carnegie Units restricts teaching strategies , flexible grouping , individualized 

instruction , and independent study. Proponents of flexible scheduling feel that the 

traditional schedule has outlived its usefulness in modern high schools. Several ideas 

have been propagated as alternative means of time management of the curriculum, 

particularly at the high school level (Pisapia & Westfall, 1997)-

In 1959, J. Lloyd Trump of the Oregon Department of Education proposed 

I. . . h ct· . I h. h school schedule in favor of classes of varying lengths , 
e 1mmatmg t e tra 1t1ona 1g 

· . • d f the students . In the Trump Plan, classes would 
according to the mstruct1onal nee s o 

. . 
00 

. te lab and a 20-minute help session each week. 
consist of a 40-minute lecture , l -minu 
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Oth er classes would be held for short • . 
penods of 20 or 30 minutes. This plan was known 

as fl ex ible modular scheduling or FMS (K h 
ien olz, Segall & Yellin , 2003). Teachers 

using thi s design would be encoura d • . 
ge to experiment with a variety of instructional 

strategies (Queen, 2000). 

Experimentation with sched I b . . 
u es egan m earnest m the late 1960' s and early 

I 970 ' s as flexible modular schedules began to be implemented in American high schools 

(Pisapia & Westfall, 1997; Queen, 2000). Problems with varying the length of these 

modules and unscheduled time blocks led to teachers having difficulties tailoring their 

teaching practices and increased student discipline issues. These issues eventually 

brought about the demise of the movement for that time (Pisapia & Westfall, 1997). 

The 1984 report, The Nation at Risk, found that American students were 

academically lagging behind their counterparts in several other industrialized nations 

(Queen , 2000). The report recommended that the school year be lengthened, graduation 

requirements raised, and advocated the addition of required foreign language , elective 

courses, and technology. The initial recommendations of the report called for increases in 

the length of school day and school year. Opponents of this idea argued that only 60% of 

the school day was currently used for actual instruction. Flexible scheduling began to be 

explored again as a means of using the time available in the school day more efficiently . 

In order to accomplish the goals outlined in the report, it would be necessary to study and 

adjust how time was used and accounted for in America 's schools (Pisapia & Westfall, 

1997). This report hastened an era where education has focused on the restructuring of 

school s, including their schedules, as a central way of seeking improvement (Queen, 

2000) . 
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In I 994. the National Educatio C . . . n omm1ss1on on Time and Learning concluded , 

•·Learning in America is a prisoner of time" Th c · · • . • e omm1ss1on continued their comment, 

For the paSt l50 years, American public schools have held time constant and let 

learning vary· The rule, only rarely voiced, is simple: learn what you can in the 

time we make available. It should surprise no one that some bright , hard-working 

students do reasonably well. Everyone - from the typical student to the dropout -

runs into trouble. Time is the learning' s warden. (p. 71) 

The most recent advocacy of seeking to enhance learning through time management can 

be found in the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act (Metzker, 2003) . 

Why "Block?" 

A plethora of information exists on flexible scheduling in American schools. 

Many reasons have been explored as the catalyst for this change. Following A Nation At 

Risk in 1984, schools have explored many versions of flexible scheduling. Researchers 

(Northeast, 1998), have noted the following advantages of block scheduling: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Improved teaching and learning 

Student ability to better focus attention 

Fraomentation reduced - classroom management simplified 
0 

Individualized pacing 

More course offerings 

. nal relationships between teachers and students 
Stronger interperso 

Teachers have more time for collaboration 

Achievement levels increase 

d rehension improve 
Student attitudes an comp 



• 

• 

• 

• 

Standardized test score . . s maintained 

Pace of school relaxes f - ewer class changes 

Improvement in student discipline 

Additional fundi 
ng unnecessary (textbooks and materials) 

The most obvious benefit of block sch d I' . . . 
e u mg is m the increase of daily 

instructional time and the decrease of the nu b f 1 m er O c asses each day, both for students 

and teachers (Northeast, 1998). Fewer textbooks a · d f . re require or each subject area, as a 

smaller number of students are enrolled in each class pe t Th 1 r semes er. e ower 

teacher/pupil ratio is considered to be one of the most positive aspects of block 

scheduling (McCoy, I 998; Rettig & Canady , 2003). 
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Many case studies exist that support the implementation of block scheduling. In 

the Evans study (2002), three school districts were evaluated and found to experience 

many positive outcomes from the implementation of block scheduling. As well as the 

attributes discussed above, students were found to score higher on Advanced Placement 

tests, the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), and the High School Proficiency Test (HSPT) 

given by the sate. Average daily student attendance had increased. Although school 

suspensions remained stable , these systems experienced a significant decrease of about 

50 percent in the number of after school detentions after the implementation of block 

scheduling. Earlier studies by McCoy (I 998) and Deuel (1999), conducted in a variety of 

socio economic areas, yielded similar findings. A more recent study conducted in East 

Tennessee (Griffin & Nicholson, 2002), also reflected positive outcomes supporting the 

· • h. h h Is sharing similar socio economic and 
continuation of block scheduling at two ig sc 00 

cultural characteristics. 
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Di ffe rent models of block sch d r . 
e u mg provide distinct advantages. Each revolves 

around the effective and innovative u f . 
se o extended time in the classroom as a key 

mechani sm for change (Northeast 1998) y . . 
, . anat1ons of the 4 X 4 block schedule have 

been made to include greater opportunities t b 
o etter meet student needs and teacher 

concerns . The A /B Block schedule 75/75/30 I h . 
' Pan, t e Trimester Plan , and the inclusion 

of ' skinnies' are modifications that have been e I db 
xp ore Y educators as a means of 

alleviating the concerns of a standardized block sch d I (R · & 
e u e ett1g Canady , 2003). 

Available research consistently echoes the theme that the b f"t f bl k · ene I s o oc scheduling 

extend into far reaching areas of school climate academ1·cs h · t · f · , , uman m eract1on, unction 

and structure , resources , time and space (Creamean & Horvath, 2000). 

Why " Not Block?" 

Research has found that merely changing the amount of time students spend in 

class through block scheduling does not guarantee school success (Queen , 2000) . The 

success or failure of the current block scheduling movement largely depends on teachers' 

abilities to adapt instruction to the longer instructional period (Rettig & Canady, 2003). 

Without appropriate changes in instructional practices and the effective use of class time , 

block scheduling has not proven any more successful than traditional scheduling (Queen , 

2000). Concerns have persisted with the implementation of block scheduling in several 

areas . Researchers have documented faculty resistance to changing teaching styles to 

· h d )" t addressin° the concerns of special 
accommodate the longer class penods , sc e u mg no 0 

d f · language classes and perhaps most 
areas such as music, at-risk students, an oreign ' 

. . gf I rofessiona1 development for teachers . As a 
importantl y, a continued lack of meamn u P 

. . . has arisen to support the idea that some 
result of these deficiencies , additional evidence 
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segments of the student population ar . . e expenencmg a . 
sense of disengagement from each 

other. Rather than drawing students cl 
oser to the mandates of "No Child Left Behind," it 

appears that the gap between at-risk students and . 
their college preparatory counterparts 

may be widening under the block schedul f 
e ormat (Corley, 2001). Problems that have 

been associated with block scheduling include: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Difficulty in scheduling music a d Ad n vanced Placement classes 

Content retention 

Overuse of lectures and study halls 

Class time may drop 

Transferring can be problematic 

Absences are difficult to make up (Northeast, 1998) 

Ample case studies also exist that document problems related to block scheduling . 

In Lawrence and McPherson (2000), researchers were surprised by findings that students 

taking the North Carolina End of Course tests mean scores on the traditional schedule 

were consistently higher than the mean scores on the block schedule . Although classroom 

grades did adequately reflect student success on these tests , the standardized tests did not 

show the same statistically significant findings expected by the researchers. 

McCoy and Taylor (2000) found very little difference in standardized testing after 

the implementation of block scheduling and that attendance actually worsened in the 

district they researched . Newman and Trenta (2002) conducted a four-year longitudinal 

study in a small mid-western city using only hard data items such as grade point averages 

· Th found that many variables beyond 
and attendance that revealed a mixed outcome . ey 
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the schedul e itself were more influential in the success or f .1 f h . . a, ure o t e 1mplementat1on of 

block scheduling. 

Little research exists as to the impact of blocks h d 1· ·f d c e u mg on g, te and talented 

students . Previous studies indicate that students functioning at a high level typically 

continue to do so regard1ess of scheduling. Schultz (2000) found that gifted students often 

expressed the concern that block scheduling was wasting more instructional time. 

Problems with adequate professional development in block scheduling as a whole and the 

curricular differentiation and means of alternative assessment required to adequately 

address the gifted learner were cited as the source of most concerns. 

Schools that ultimately decide to depart from the block scheduling philosophy 

have been found to struggle with one or more of the following issues: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Use of a flawed decision-making process to adopt a block schedule 

Poor preparation for teaching in the block - insufficient staff development 

Unclear goals, over promising or not meeting promises made 

Poor scheduling decisions in the adoption phase 

Budgetary concerns - more teachers are necessary 

. f I evaluation of the effects of scheduling (Rettig & 
Lack of ngorous orma 

Canady, 2003) 

f ·mplementation opinions are mixed 
. . . h n after years o 1 ' 

Many studies indicate t at eve 
h d !"no reform initiative. Kenney (2003) 

regarding the effectiveness of the block sc e u 
1 0 

b
. County in Brewton , Alabama: 

. . d t of Escam ia 
interviewed the district supennten en 
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At the time, that was the th· 
mg to do. Everybody was doin . " 

. . th g, it, says Powell now 
entenng his 39 year in edu t· " . ' ca ton . Give stud 

. . ents more classes, more electives , 

more opportunities-it was a big d 1 . ea at the time Th . . . · ey put tt m with great 

expectations, but like I said itJ· t d"d , , us t n t pan o t " F u · or starters, he says, "I find it 

hard to believe that all your teach ers are teachin 93 · g minutes a class period . I just 

don't think you have that many teach h ers w o can do that." Instead many teachers 

used the additional minutes as busy f h ime, e contends (p. 21) . 

Initial ideas of a less stressful work en · vironment were not founded . Teachers 

found that maintaining a fast-paced environment "th t d f · w1 s u ents or l 00 minutes left them 

harried and overloaded. Due to the longer class time great rt · · f · , er oppo unities or proJects 

existed; however , many teachers indicated that they did not cover as much material on 

the block as they did in a traditional schedule (Kenney , 2003). 

Music Education On The Block 

Prior to the implementation of block scheduling, it is imperative that scheduling 

concerns be addressed in depth and a plan devised to accommodate music classes. 

Anything short of adequate planning sets up an atmosphere of uncertainty that contributes 

to a negative transition to block scheduling particularly for the at-risk students , music , 

fo reign language and JROTC programs (Rettig & Canady , 2003 ; Corley , 2001 ; 

Hassenfl ug , 1999). In 1996, Rettig and Canady stated that teachers of performing arts 

programs , particularly band instructors , feared that limiting instruction to one semester 

could hurt the quality of ensemble performance. 

I
. music education include that these schools 

Positive effects of block schedu mg on 
. . d xtra time is avail able during the regular 

have more opportunities for guided practice , an e 



13 

schoo l day fo r skill enhancement in . 
music art and . 

, , vocational classes . Field trips to 
locations close to the school can be t k . . 

a en m a single · d w· 
perIO · 1th longer class time 

rehearsals for music ensembles outside f h ' 
o t e school day can be minimized . Many band 

teachers have noted improved quality wh d 
en stu ents with serious musical interests are 

enrolled in the program for the entire year (Queen, 2(X)()) . 

When surveyed , band orchestra d h 
' ' an c orus teachers were most satisfied with the 

seven period schedule, and least satisfied with th · · d 
e six peno and semester block 

schedules (Pisapia & Westfall, 1997) . Many factors led t th· · d · · o 1s att.Jtu e, including the 

propensity of class conflicts with single offerings of foreign language and Advanced 

Placement courses in block scheduling. Although block scheduling provides the 

appearance of increased elective opportunities , block scheduling actually decreases the 

number of electives available to music students (Hall, 1992; Phillips , 1999). 

Music educators prefer to maintain a full year curricular schedule in order to 

maintain the integrity of their performance ensembles. Thi s can become problematic for 

students in a 4 X 4 block schedule . Pursuing this format would result in students earning 

two credits per year, or twenty-five percent of a student ' s Carnegie Units in a single 

performance ensemble over the course of four years of high school (Blocher & Miles , 

1996; Stanley & Gifford , 1998; Phillips , 1999; Mowen , 2004). This is a major concern 

fo r parents , administrators , teachers, and students , and may actually serve to prevent 

· h rforming or visual arts class during a 
some students from enrolling 10 more t an one pe 

h d I" the possibility exists that there may 
single year (Phillips , 1999) . Under block sc e u mg , 

. rf incr ensemble each semester. Research by 
be a complete turnover of students 10 a pe orm 0 

h d cline in student enrollment in 
Hall ( 1992), Blocker & Miles (I 996) documents t e e 
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these classes under the 4 X 4 block syst S em . tudents wh d 0 rop out for one semester 
rarely return due to finding other interests and h 

t e subsequent loss of skills during the 

time not attending the ensemble (Phillips, 1999)_ 

Summary of Literature Review 

The debate on the allocation of time in A · 
mencan school curriculum has been a 

focus of research for the past fifty years. From Cam · U -
eg,e nits , to the Trump Plan , and 

finally sparked by A Nation at Risk, the battle for the perfect schedule still permeates 

curriculum and school reform. All research indicates that scheduling greatly affects the 

success or failure of many programs in the school curriculum (Kienholz, Segall, & 

Yellin , 2003; Queen , 2000). The success or failure of block scheduling should be judged 

in relationship to student achievement - the culmination of events over a period of time 

rather than a simple series of short-term findings (Stader & DeSpain, 1999). Many case 

studies reflect a strong correlation between positive attitudes, school climate, and the 

successful implementation of block scheduling. Although these variables are very 

important, the hard data reflected in numerous case studies do not support the same view 

of block scheduling as an education panacea (Newman & Trenta, 2002). 

According to Robert Canady, a professor emeritus at the University of Virginia, 

avid researcher and advocate of block scheduling, "Block can be a plus, butjuSt because 
' 

· bl k correctly Everything depends 
you change the bell doesn't mean people are using oc · 

on what the teacher does in the cl ass room" (Kenney ' 2003 ' p · 4) · A general consensus 

. •t assess the needs of their students 
has formed that it is imperative that each communt Y 

k on any kind of scheduling reform 
and school thoroughly before deciding to embar up 

initiative (Kenney, 2003). 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Overview 

This research was designed to ascertain the effects bl k h d 
1
. h 

oc sc e u mg as had on 

student enrollment in public high school instrumental music programs in the state of 

Tennessee . Data provided by the Tennessee State Department's annual reports from 2002 

through 2006 was analyzed to determine whether block scheduling effected student 

participation in the instrumental programs of these schools versus the enrollment in 

similarly sized schools using traditional scheduling. Student participation was compared 

in terms of size of school (small , medium, and large) under both scheduling options in 

order to ascertain whether one type of scheduling was more or less conducive to student 

participation in instrumental music. 

Research design 

This research was non-experimental, descriptive research that compared high 

school instrumental music programs in schools that utilized block scheduling to those 

who used a traditional scheduling format. Through the use of data provided by the 

. h arch explored the possible impact of Tennessee State Department of Education , t e rese 

t . the instrumental music ensembles of block scheduling on the enrollment of studen s m 

the schools using an alternative scheduling option. 

Participants 

h I hools in the state of Tennessee who bl" high SC 00 SC This study encompassed pu ic 

offer instrumental music programs as P 
. . 1 m Based upon the state art of their curncu u . 

. .fi d as block scheduled or . h ols were ident1 ie department's information , these sc 0 
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rradi tionall y schedul ed schools. Once id .f. 

enti ied as block or . . 
. trad1t1onally scheduled the 

Parti cipating schools were grouped bas d ' 
e on the academic . 

year studied , type of schedule 
and size of school. ' 

Instrument 

A Microsoft Excel spreadsheet datab 
ase was created to delineate the information 

acquired from the Tennessee State Department f Ed . 
o ucat1on. The data was divided into 

categories for study and comparison as to the type f h d 
1 0 sc e u e observed by the school, 

the total enrollment of the school, and number of stud t 11 . 
en s enro ed in all types of high 

school instrumental music classes for each year examined. 

Procedure 

Four years of enrollment data for all Tennessee public high schools with 

instrumental music programs was collected from the Tennessee State Department of 

Education for the academic years of 2002 through 2005 . This data included each school's 

total enrollment, the type of scheduling used (block or traditional ), and the total number 

of students enrolled in instrumental music classes throughout the academic year. 

An Excel spreadsheet was used to categorize schools as traditional or block 

schools , to record the school's total enrollment, and the number of students enrolled in all 

. .d ·f· d block or traditional schools , the instrumental music classes each year. Once I ent1 ie as 

. ( 2002 2003) and the sample sorted 
schools were listed for each year to be studied ex: -

based upon the school ' s total enrollment. 

. . d schools were assigned a category 
Each sample was then divided mto th trds an 

d. nd large. The lower third were 
based on total school enrollment size: small , me JUffi , a 

. d the larvest third as large 
l . . . di h. d as medium, an o 

c ass1f1 ed as small schools , the mid et If 
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. ·hools. All owances were made fo r scho I h 
~c o s t at were ap . 

proximately the same size to be 
placed in the same group. 

Once all of the data was entered sch I h . . 
, oo s avmg me 1 omp ete or missing data for 

any of the past four years were eliminated from th d 
e stu y. Any school that changed its 

scheduling option in the past four years was elim· t d 
ma e as well. Only schools with four 

Years of complete enrollment information using a . . 
consistent schedulmg plan (block or 

traditional) were used for statistical analysis. 

After the spreadsheet was created and completed usin th · f · • 
g e m ormation provided 

by the state department , the enrollment of the instrumental music programs in each these 

schools then became the focus of the study . The overall percentage of the school enrolled 

in the instrumental music program was calculated for every school. The percentage of 

students enrolled in traditionally scheduled schools was compared to the percentage of 

students enrolled in instrumental music in block schools through many different 

ANOVAS. Enrollments were compared over a four-year period, with special focus given 

to the 2005-2006 school year. The outcome of these results allowed for the formulation 

of conclusions regarding the research questions and hypotheses of the study . 

Data Analysis Plan 

T ed to determine the statistical 
Analysis of Variances (ANOVAS) were uti 12 

. . atin in instrumental ensembles in 
relationship between the percentage of students particip g 

. . . . . o . schools using block scheduling. The 
trad1t1onal scheduling and those part1c1patmo m 

ct· or large), the type of schedule 
analysis focused on the size of school (small, me ,um , 

f the schools students enrolled in 
observed (traditional or block), and the percentage 

0 

. od 2002-2003 through 
. d over a four-year pen , 
1nstrumental music. Schools were compare 
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.2()(). _:z()()6 . nalyzing student parti cipation based u . 

pon , ts percentage of the school's 
1 enrollment and the type of schedule prov· d d h . 

101a I e t e basis for conclud· .f 
mg 1 any 

ristical differences existed between instrume t 
1 sea n a program enrollment numbers in block 

and traditionally scheduled schools. 

Block scheduling generally provides students th . 
e opportumty to earn one credit 

er semester rather than one credit annually on traditional s h d 
1
. 

0 
. 

P c e u mg. ue to this factor 
' 

beginning in 2005 , class enrollment numbers of block schools are reported to the 

Tennessee State Department each semester rather than once annually. Traditionally 

scheduled schools still report these figures in the fall of each school year. Considering 

thi s, additional ANOV AS were performed to determine if any statistically significant 

differences existed between the Fall 2005 and Spring 2006 semesters of the programs in 

block schools and the annual enrollment of those in traditionally scheduled schools. The 

enrollment percentages of students in block schools were also compared to determine if 

stati stically significant differences existed in student retention between the Fall 2005 and 

Spring 2006 semesters. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 
Data provided by the Tenne 

ssee State o 
. epartment of Education 

Placed in a Microsoft Excel databas was analyzed and 
e spreadsheet . h 

Wit the foll · . 
D. · owing criteria· I. 1stnct • 

2. Name of School 

3. Size of School 

4. Schedule Observed 

5. Total School Enrollment 

6. Instrumental Program Enrollment 

7. Percentage of School Enrolled in 1 t . ns rumental Music 

A worksheet was generated to record each of th ·1 bl e ava1 a e years of data: 

1. 2002-2003 - All Available School Data 

2. 2003-2004 - All Available School Data 

3. 2004-2005 - All Available School Data 

4. 2005-2006 - All Available School Data 

Once the database was generated for each school year and the basic data entered 

for each school with an instrumental music program, an Excel formula was generated to 

calculate the percentage of the school's total population enrolled in instrumental music. 

The spreadsheet was sorted based on total school enrollment and di vided into 

thirds in order to assign a size label to each school. Schools were then categorized as 

srna l] • . h · ·t' on the list The first third ' medium, or large schools dependmg on t elf posi ion · 

\Ve d h I t third as large schools. re efined as small the middle as medium, and t e arges 
' 
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Sc hoo ls were ca tegori zed using th c . 

e 1ollowmg 1 . 
c ass1fications rel at d 

e to the si f 
. ·!Joo l and the type of schedul e for their . ze o 

~ l, assignments to lat 
. . er worksheets and databases 

These ca tegon es are used in the tables throu h · 
g out the results of this stud y. 

1. Small Block Scheduled Schools 
== SB 

2. Medium Block Scheduled Schools 
MB 

,., 
Large Block Scheduled Schools ., . 

== LB 

4. All Block Scheduled Schools 
== AB 

5. Small Traditionally Scheduled Schools 
ST 

6. Medium Traditionally Scheduled Schools MT 

7. Large Traditionally Scheduled Schools == LT 

8. All Traditionally Scheduled Schools AT 

Once schools were defined by size, the database was sorted to group all block­

scheduled schools and traditionally scheduled schools together by size. The database then 

listed the schools in separate groups based upon the type of schedule and size of school. 

After all of the data was entered and sorted based on size of school and type of 

schedule, separate worksheets were generated to delineate the data. Additional databases 

were designed to reflect the data by school year: 

1. 2002-2003 - All Schools Sorted Size/Schedule 

2. 2003-2004 - All Schools Sorted Size/Schedule 

3. 2004-2005 - All Schools Sorted Size/Schedule 

4. 2005-2006 - All Schools Sorted Size/Schedule 

A . . d . t two new worksheets : 
t thi s point, all of the data was consohdate 10 0 

1. All Block Schools 2002-2005 
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The information was set up horizontall 
Y so that all four 

years of each school's dat 
be \' iewed and managed on the same line. a could 

Grouped in this manner it was ob . 
' v1ous that data . . 

. was missing or incomplete for 
severa l schools. Through this process it w 1 . 

, as a so determined that some schools had 

chanaed scheduling format in the past four N 
o years . ew wo k h r s eets were designed to 

incl ude onl y those schools that had complete d t fi 
a a or all four years and had only used one 

kind of schedule - either block or traditional. 

Once the school s with incomplete or conflict' o d • . 111
b ata were eliminated, additional 

worksheets were generated to reflect the following compari sons: 

I . Block Schools Fall 2005 versus Spring 2006 

2. Traditional 2005/2006 versus Spring Block 2006 

The primary demographics used for the schools included in the study are 

summari zed by yea r in Tables 1.1 through 1.4. Each table shows the number of each type 

of school that was included in the study, the total enrollment, the average enrollment, the 

total enrollment of all of those instrumental music programs, the average enro llment, and 

the mean percentage of students enrolled in the programs of those schools during the 

school year li sted. 

The total public school enrollment of the state of Tennessee fo r the 2oo2-2oo3 

1 h 1 
c d to be eJi oible fo r inclusion in thi s study based 

was 958,496 students. Tota sc oo s 1oun b 

208 · 99 block and 109 tradit ional 
on the data reported from the state department were ' 

blic schools included in thi s 
schools. Of the total number of students in Tennessee pu 

. d ·na the 2002-2003 school year. 
S\udy, 18,25 0 pai1icipated in instrumental music un b 



s111 :111 traditionall y cheduled school 1 
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s 1ad the largest mea 
. II . . . n percenta f 

toial ent o mentpart1c1patmginth · . · geo theschool' 
eu mstrumental . s 

music programs d . 
school year. The demographic data of the . unng the 2002-2003 

schools mcluded . h 
• . 111 t e stud fr 

2003 school year 1s mcluded in Table l. l Y om the 2002-

Table I.I 

Schoo f Information 2002-2003 

- Number Type Total Average 
of of School 

Total Average 

School Schools Enrollment 
School Instrumental 

Mean % of 

Enrollment 
Instrumental Total 

Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment 

SB 32 15829 495 1338 42 0.0842 

MB 45 43031 956 4049 90 0.0931 

LB 22 34709 1578 2970 135 0.0828 

AB 99 93569 1010 8357 89 0.0867 

ST 34 16006 471 1789 53 0.1110 

MT 32 28370 887 2589 81 0.0941 

LT 43 66672 1551 5515 128 0.0824 

AT 109 111048 969 9893 87 0.0958 

The total public school enrollment of the state of Tennessee grew 14,674, (+1.5%) 

from the 2002-2003 school year to 973,170 students for the 2003-2004 school year. Of 

the total number of students in Tennessee public schools included in this study (208; 99 

block and I 09 traditional), 18,246 participated in instrumental music during the 2003-

2004 school year. This number showed a net enrollment loss from 2002-2003 of only 4 

students; a loss of 15 in the block schools and a gain of 11 students in the programs 

trad itional scheduled schools. Small traditionally scheduled schools still maintained the 



l: ir~ L·~t 11 1c;1 11 percentage of the choo l 's t 23 
otal enrollment p .. 

. art1c1patin . . 

11
, trunicnta l music programs during th 2 g 1n their 

i . e 003-2004 school 
. d f year. Table I 2 

dc:niograph1 c ata o the schools includ d . · shows the 
e 111 the study from the 2002-20 

Table 1. 2 o3 school year. 

School Information 2003-2004 

1j"pe Number 
of of 

School Schools 

Total Average 
School School 

Enrollment Enrollment 

Total 
I t Average Mean % of 
ns rumental Instrumental Total 
Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment 

SB 32 15687 490 1262 39 0.0798 
MB 45 42891 953 3980 88 0.0918 

LB 22 35276 1603 3100 141 0.0858 

AB 99 93854 1016 8342 90 0.0858 

ST 34 16160 475 1635 48 0.1021 

MT 32 29268 915 2765 86 0.0993 

LT 43 66554 1548 5504 128 0.0830 

AT 109 111982 1000 9904 89 0.0897 

The total public school enrollment of the state of Tennessee grew 476 students 

from the 2003-2004 school year to 973,626 for the 2004-2005 school year. Of the total 

number of students in Tennessee public schools included in this study (208; 99 block and 

I09 trnditi onal) , 20,447 students participated in instrumental music during the 2oo4-2oo5 

school year. This number showed an enrollment growth of 2201 total students (I0.
76

%); 

1233 in the block schools and 968 in the traditionally scheduled schools. Small 

trad it" . ercenta 0 e of the 
ionall y schedul ed schools still maintamed the largeSt mean P 

0 

Schoo], . . . 1 usic proarams during the 
total enrollment participating 111 their mstrumenta m 

0 
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- e ium block and . 

. medium tradit' 
coniparab le mean pe1 centages in th 100 

10
nal schools 1 

e 1/o range -.JOI9 an aso had 

1 
· d f d · 1009 res · 

dcmograp 11c ata o the schools incl d . pect1vely. The 
u ed m the 

. study from the 2004-2 
included in Table 1.3. 005 school year is 

Table 1.3 

School Information 2004-2005 

T ype Number Total Average 
of of School School 

Total Average 

School Schools Enrollment Enrollment 
Instrumental Instrumental 

Mean % of 

Enrollment 
Total 

Enrollment Enrollment 

SB 32 16541 517 1443 45 0.0862 

MB 45 45549 1012 4678 104 0. 1019 

LB 22 37773 1717 3454 157 0.0896 

AB 99 99863 1082 9575 102 0.0926 

ST 34 16690 491 1813 53 0.1073 

MT 32 31739 992 3110 97 0. 1009 

LT 43 69695 1621 5949 138 0.0846 

AT 109 11 8124 1062 10872 100 0.0947 

The total public school enrollment of the state of Tennessee grew 2948 students 

from the 2004-2005 school year to 976,574 for the 2005-2006 school year. Of the total 

number of students in Tennessee public schools included in this study (208 ; 99 block and 

109 traditional), 18,860 students participated in instrumental music during the 2005-2006 

school year. This number reflected an enrollment loss of 1587 tota l students (-8.4%); 873 

in the block schools and 714 in the traditionally scheduled schools. Small traditionally 

sched l d t e of the school' s total 
u e schools still maintained the largest mean percen ag 



11 ncnt parti cipating in th eir instrnmental musi 
c11n1 i c programs during the 2005-2006 

1 )·car. In 2004-2005, medium block and mediu t ct · . 
,l·hon m ra It1onal schools had d 
· POMe 

Percentages in the I 0% range, comparable to the 
11 n1f:lil enro ment averages of small 

tradi tionall y scheduled schools . With the enrollment losses of 2005-2006, these 
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entaaes return to their previous averages closer to 83/c Th d . 
perc o ' o. e emograph1c data of the 

hools included in the study from the 2004-2005 school year is included in Tab! I 4 
SC e .. 

Table l .4 

School Information 2005-2006 

Type Number Total Average Total Average Mean % of 
of of School School Instrumental Instrumental Total 

School Schools Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment Enrollment 

SB 32 16875 527 1201 38 0.0706 

MB 45 46252 1028 4089 91 0.0885 

LB 22 38540 1752 3412 155 0.0870 

AB 99 101667 1102 8702 94 0.0820 

ST 34 17167 505 1789 53 0.1095 

MT 32 32872 IO 11 2570 80 0.0812 

LT 43 70617 1642 5799 135 0.0802 

AT 109 120656 1081 10158 92 0.0905 

f the instrumental enrollment of the . ercentages o Table 1.5 summanzes the mean P . 

h wn in companson to h I ercentages are s o schools included in the study. Block sc 00 P .fi 
b. ected to spec1 ic 

d. d Although not su ~ t ct· · c h year stu 1e · ra 1ttonal school percentages 1or eac 

. . . . ends were noted: stati stical analysis , several mterestmg tr 



• From -002-2005, in strumental en 11 ro ment avera · 
ges in the state peaked in the 

2004-2005 school year for all block d . . 
an trad1t1onally scheduled schools 

except for small traditional schools h. h ' 
' w ic posted their largest enrollment 

average in 2002. 
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• Averages showed all schools, regardless of . 
tYPe of schedule or size of school , 

experienced enrollment gains between the 2003 200 - 4 and 2004-2005 school 
years. 

• The largest difference in enrollment averages (1 970/ ) .- d · 
1 . 1 0 was 1oun m t 1e 

medium-sized traditionally scheduled schools between the 2004-2005 and 

2005-2006 school years. 

• The 2005-2006 averages generated for the small traditionally scheduled 

schools reflected that they were the only size or type of school to experience 

an enrollment gain from the 2004-2005 school year. 

• Small traditionally scheduled schools consistently reported the highest 

percentages of the school ' s population enrolled music programs . 

.- d · the proorams of small block • The lowest enrollment averages were 1oun m o 

h h 1 were considered the opposite of schools. For statistical purposes, t ese sc oo s 

1 who consistently posted the highest the small traditionally scheduled schoo s, 

ah ut the duration of the study. program enrollment averages throu 0 0 
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Tabk 1.5 

4 
·crnge Percentage of Instrumental E , II 

. , 1110 ment 

------- Mean % of Mean % of 
Type Number Total Mean% of 

of of Enrollment 
Total Total 

Mean % of 

School Schools 2005-2006 
Enrollment Enrollment 

Total 

----- 2004-2005 2003-2004 
Enrollment 
2002-2003 

SB 32 0 .0706 ---- 0.0862 0.0798 0.0842 

MB 45 0.0885 0.1019 -- 0.0918 0.093 1 

LB 22 0.0870 0.0896 0.0858 0.0828 

AB 99 0.0820 0.0926 0.0858 0.0867 

ST 34 0 . 1095 0.1073 0.1 02 1 0. 1110 

MT 32 0.0812 0 .1 009 0.0993 0.0941 

LT 43 0 .0802 0.0846 0.0830 0.0824 

AT 109 0.0905 0.0947 0.0897 0.0958 

Analys is of Results 

The instrumental enro llment percentages generated in Excel and included in these 

databases were used as the bas is for the ANOY A results of this study. Smith' Statistical 

Package software for MAC OS X was used to calculate the fo llowing statistical results. 
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The first research question and hypothesis dd 
a ressed whether block scheduling 

f ted the number of students participating in the scho 
1
, . 

at ec o s instrumental music programs 
b tween the fall and spring block semesters. Beginning in 

2005
_
2006 

. 
e , schools using 
I k scheduling report enrollment to the state in the fall a d . f 

b oc n spring o each academic 

r Four ANOV AS specific to this question were generated to test th • .fi 
yea . e s1gm 1cance of 

this question and related hypothesis . No statistical significance was found for any of the 

AN0V AS perfonned for this research question. The findings of no stat istically 

significant difference between the fall of 2005 and the spring of 2006 enrollment 

numbers in this case support accepting the null hypothesis. Table 2 illustrates the 

AN0VA comparisons that were performed and serve to va lidate the acceptance of 

Hypothesis One. 

Table 2 

Fa/12005 versus Spring 2006 Block School ANO VAS 

Type # Mean % Fall Mean % Spring 
of of Enrolled 05 Enrolled 06 

School Schools Fall 05 SD S rin 06 SD dF F Value P Value 

SB 32 .0706 .0340 .06 18 .0322 65 1.3243 .2541 

MB 45 .0885 .0621 .0754 .0579 89 1.0797 .30 16 

LB 22 .0870 .0659 .0793 .0627 43 .1600 .6912 

197 1.89 I 2 .1706 .0522 _AB 99 .0824 .0556 .0719 
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The second research question and h h . 
ypot es1s addressed wh h . 

. et er the size of school 
( rnall , medium, or large) on block scheduling fl . 
s re ected a statistically significant 

d'fference in the participation of students in th . 
I e mstrumental music programs in 

Tennessee. A variety of ANOV AS were performed t . . 
o ascertam if the size of school 

affected the student participation of the instrumental . 
music programs functioning under 

block scheduling. These ANOV AS focused on compar· th . 111g e 111strumental programs in 

block schools to similar size traditional schools from the 2002 2003 
h 

- t rough the 2005-

7006 school years. These comparisons consistently yielded no stat · t. 11 · • fi _ 1s 1ca y s1g111 1Cant 

results. Since the findings provided no statistically significant difference between schools 

related to size, the hypothesis should be accepted as true. There were no statistically 

significant differences in the participation of students in instrumental music in block 

schools related to the size of the school. Tables 3.1 through 3.4 illustrate the AN OYA 

comparisons that were performed and serve to validate the acceptance of Hypothesis 

Two. 

Table 3.1 illustrates the relationship between the instrumental enrollments of 

block schedul ed versus traditionally scheduled schools in the 2002-2003 school year 

h mparisons were explored, the based upon the size of the school. Althoug many co 

. . I d to the size of the school and 
ANOVAS perfom1ed found no statistical s1g111ficance re ate · 

schedule observed in the 2002-2003 school year. 
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' ()() ?-]003 Block versus Traditional Scho l 
1 - - o s nstrumental E /! 

nro ment ANO 

S
. # of Mean% # VAS by Size 
1ze of M 0 f Block Enrolled Block T d ean 1/o 
o I Bl ra Enrolled T 

School Schoo s ock SD Schools T d rad 
...-::---- ra SD dF 

Value Value 
F p 

small 32 .0842 .0502 34 --
Medium 45 .0931 .0586 32 -

.1110 .0995 65 1.8647 .1769 

.0941 .06 10 76 .0047 .9457 
Large 22 .0828 .0541 43 .0824 .0382 64 .00 12 .9730 

Tabl e 3.2 illustrates the relationship between th · 
e Instrumental enrollments of 

block scheduled versus traditionally scheduled schools in 2003_2004 b d . 
ase upon the size 

of the school. The ANOV AS performed found no statistical significance related to the 

size of the school and schedule observed in the 2003-2004 school year. 

Table 3.2 

2003-2004 Block versus Traditional Schools Instrumental Enrollment ANO VAS by Size 

Size # of Mean % # of Mean% 
of Block Enrolled Block Trad Enrolled Trad F p 

School Schools Block SD Schools Trad SD df Va lue Value 

Small 32 .0799 .0453 34 .1022 .1003 65 1.3243 .254 1 

Medium 45 .0918 .0525 32 .0993 .0744 76 .2732 .6027 

Large .0830 .0359 64 .0669 .7968 
22 .0858 .0497 43 

. . h instrumental enro llments of 
Table 3.3 illustrates the relat10nsh1p between t e 

I . ?004-2005 based upon the size 
block scheduled versus traditionally scheduled schoo 5 m -

ti stical significance related to the 
of the school. The ANOV AS perfonned found no sta 

. . ?004-2005 school year. 
size of the school and schedule observed m the -
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I./- , ()()5 Block 11ers11s Traditiona l School 1 _' (// - s nstrumenta/ E fl 
nro ment ANO 

. # of Mean % # f VASbySize 
s ,ze o M o/c 

r Block Enro lled Block Trad E ean ° 0 
S I ls Bio k SD nrolled Tract School c 100 c Schools Trad 

__:::---- SD dF 
F p 

small 32 .0862 .0595 34 .1073 ---- .1198 65 .8050 .3730 
Medi um 45 .1020 .0604 32 .1009 _:.--- .0777 76 .0051 .9434 
Large 22 .0897 .0557 43 .0847 - .0428 64 .1616 .6890 

Table 3.4 illustrates the relationship between the · t 
1 ms rumenta enrollments of 

block scheduled versus traditionally scheduled schools in 2005-2006 b d . 
ase upon the size 

of the school. ANOV AS found no statistical significance related to the size of the school 

and schedu le observed in the 2005-2006 school year. 

Table 3.4 

2005-2006 Block versus Traditional Schools Instrumental Enrollment ANO VA S by Size 

Size # of Mean% # of Mean % 
of Block Enrolled Block Trad Enrolled Trad F p 

School Schools Block SD Schools Trad SD dF Va lue Value 

Smal l 32 .0706 .0340 34 .1095 .1060 65 3.9246 .0519 

Medium 45 .0885 . 0671 32 .0812 .0443 76 .33 16 .5665 

.0809 .0390 64 .2237 .6379 
_Large 22 .0870 .0659 43 
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The third resea rch ques tion and h . 
ypothes1s addressed the f"" 

. . I . e 1ects of th 
_
1 

dule (trad1t1ona 01 block) on the pa t' . . e type of 
sc ic r 1c1pat1on of stud t . 

en s 111 the instrumen 

0 1
.
3111

s in Tennessee. Block schools ge 11 ta! music 
pro= nera y p · rov1de students th e opportunity t 

e credit per semester rather than one cred·t 
O 

earn on I per year · t d' · . . 111 ra 1t1onal scheduling. 

Considering this , ANOV AS were explored t o assess any d'f"" , 1erences in enrollment 

between the annual enrollment in traditional roo 
p crams and the semester changes often 

experienced by programs on block scheduling 8 . . y companng changes in the enrollment 

percentages between block and traditionally schedul d h e sc ools between semesters, it is 

possible to assess the effects of block scheduling on the · t . 111s rumental programs m these 

schools . ANOY AS were used to assess any possible differences bet th 11 ween e enro ment 

percentages during the spring semester of the block instrumental programs to the 

enrollment percentages of the programs in traditional schools reported for the 2005/2006 

school year. 

Although many comparisons were made, two ANOY A calculations related to the 

exploration of this hypothesis returned a statistically significant response. The first result 

supported the differences found between the enrollment of programs in small block 

schools in the spring semester of 2006 and the annual enrollment numbers for small 

t d
. . . II ents were statistically 

ra itional schools in 2005-2006. The differences 111 these enro m 

• . 1 · 2006 enrollment 
significant at the p < .05 level of .0175. Small block schoo s spring 

lo . . II ditional schools 2005/2006 
sses were s1g111ficant when compared to the sma tra 

enroll . · f Hypothesis Three. 
ment. This finding supports the reJectwn ° 
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c ,•cll more 1mportant was the ANov 

A result th 
at supported the diffe 

. •• 11 the enro llment figures of all block h . rences found 
t,ct \\ LL sc ools m the . 

. . . spnng of 2006 and the 
. 11111ent 111 all trad1t1onal school program D 

cnro s or the school year of2005-2006. The 

differences in the enrollments of these programs w 
as found to be statistically significant 

the p < .05 level of .0362. The enrollment I f 
at osses o all of the block h . sc ools m the 

·ina of 2006 was significant at this level whe 
sp1 o n compared to their traditionally 

chedu led counterparts for the 2005/2006 school yea Th. . 
s r. 1s serves to provide further 

support for rejecting Hypothesis Three. Table 4 illustrates the ANOVA . 
compansons that 

were perfonned to test Hypothesis Three. 

Table 4 

ANO VAS of Type of Schedule Using Spring 2006 Block Schools versus 2005/2006 

Traditional Schools Instrumental Program Comparisons 

Mean ¾ Mean % 

Type # of Enrolled Spring # of Enrolled Annual 

of Block Spring Block Trad Annual Trad F p 

School Schools Block SD Schools Trad SD dF Value Value 

Small 32 .0618 .0322 34 .1095 .1060 65 5.9533 .0175* 

Medi um .0754 .0579 32 .0812 .0443 76 .2245 .6370 
45 

43 .0809 .0390 64 .0 161 .8993 
Large 22 .0793 .0627 

.0899 .0690 207 4.4433 .0362* 
All 99 .0719 .0522 109 

Note: *Q < .05 
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na ys1s would su . 
pport the reJection of one 

. 
1 

three null hypotheses that are the basis of th· 
ot t ,e is research. Based upon th 

e results of 
swers to the research questions , two of the thre 

11 
h 

the an e nu ypotheses would be accepted 

for thi s study: 

1 Block scheduling has had no effect on the participat" f d 
· ion ° stu ents between the 

fall and spring block semesters in high school instrument 
1 

• . 
a music programs m 

Tennessee. 

Statistical analysis would indicate that this be accepted. 

2. The size of school (small, medium, large) on block scheduling has had no effect 

on the pa1iicipation of students in instrumental music programs in Tennessee. 

Statistical analysis would indicate that this be accepted. 

3. The type of schedule observed has had no effect on the participation of students in 

instrumental music programs in Tennessee. 

Statistical analysis would support the rejection of this hypothesis. 



CHAPTER y 

DrscussroN 
Ed ucation continues to be closely .. 

scrut1111zed under the b d 
u get constraints and 

. es faced by the state of Tennessee in the tax 
1ssu past decade Consid . 

. . enng the requirements of 
. •riatives such as No Ch!ld Left Behind (NCLB) 
in1 and the Tennessee Basic Education 

Program (BEP), emphas is has shifted to those areas of h . 
~ t e curnculum that are the subject 

fhiah stakes testing. Scheduling is but one of ma . . 
o o ny cons1derat1ons utili zed by 

administrators and school boards in an attempt to pro ·d b . 
v1 e a etter environment in which 

to teach and learn. We are constantly searching for ways t t· . 
o mo 1vate students, improve 

test scores, and increase graduation rates. As education has pursued · h d . vanous met o s 111 

search of refonnation, music programs have suffered budget shortfalls, program cuts, 

reduction in music faculty, elimination of courses, and scheduling conflicts. In order to 

assess the effect of at least one of these strategies, alternative scheduling, thi s study has 

focused on the enrollm ent in instrumental music programs in the state of Tennessee and 

the effects of block scheduling on those classes. 

The results of this study showed no statistically significant differences between 

the enrollment in the instrumental music programs of block schools between the fa ll and 

~ the comparison of programs spring semesters of 2005-2006. This was also the case i or 

. Th e findin gs resulted in the related to the size of school on block schedulmg. es 

acceptance of the first two hypotheses of the study: 
. . t. on of students between 

1. Block scheduling has had no effect on the participa 
1 

. 

. 1 . h school instrumental music 
the fall and spring block semesters m 11g 

programs in Tennessee. 
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The difference between the enrollment f 
o all block schools in the . 

spnng and 
1ual enrollment of all traditional schools wa D 

anr s ound to be statistically significant. 

Additional statistical significance was found bet 
ween small blo k h 

c sc ools and traditional 
nail schools in the 2005-2006 academic year It . . 

sr . was mterestmg that the medium and 

Jarae schools did not show a statistical significant result· h 
0 

' owever, the small schools did 

show a very significant result of R = .0 I 75. This may bed t h s:: 
ue o t e 1act that even the loss 

of one student can be significant in smaller programs The Joss of st d t h · u en s at t e semester 

break, although pervasive in block schools, did not yield enough numbers to be 

statistically significant for the medium and large programs as groups. When combined 

together for analysis with the small schools, the total difference also yielded a statistically 

significant result of R = .0362. The results of these ANO VA analyses led to the rejection 

of Hypothesis Three: The type of schedule observed has had no effect on the participation 

of students in instrumental music programs in Tennessee. 

Although the differences in the fall and spring block enrollment numbers were not 

r f bl k hools experiencing a loss of iound to be statistically significant, the number o oc sc 

. d On! 18 schools reported 
enrollment between semesters was an interestmg tren · Y 

. . 11 scheduled schools throughout 
unchanged enrollment in the same manner as traditiona Y 

. hile 68 schools lost enrollment. the 2005-2006 school year. Thirteen programs gamed, w 
. b t the fa ct that this 

Th • · ally si 0111 ficant , u 
e enrollment numbers alone may not be stati5lic 0 

. t area for further study. 
rnany schools lost enrollment may indicate an ,mportan 
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ay account fo r th 

. . e concerns of 
. ncntal directors 111 the state that blo k many 

it1~11 u1 c scheduling is . 
. causing them t , . 

. 11 1cntal ensemble directors typi ca lly . . 0 lose kids. ' 
111 ~1111 recruit vigorously t . 

or their program 
, da ta provided by the state does not refl e t h . s; however 

the c t e gams expected. If the 
· · · number of 

dents in our state 1s n smg, why aren ' t the b 
stu num ers of students enrolled . . 

· 111 111strumental 
ic classes? Further mterpretation of this d t 

mus a a supports the idea that 
programs may 

Coup enough students each fa ll to maintain th t re e s atus quo b t th , u e enrollment losses 
from the previous spring semester are never recovered t h . 

o t e pomt that most schools can 

experience growth in the long term. If this is the case th t f 
' e ype o schedule does effect 

student participation in instrumental programs in Tennessee d 1 - a verse y. 

The enrollment game is a never-ending concern for instrume t 1 · d n a music e ucators. 

These programs face constant scrutiny, not only by parents and the community, but also 

by administrators and central office supervisors who ultimately make decisions that affect 

the fu ture of the program. Administrators often tell directors that they should maintain a 

certain percentage of the school in their programs, usually 10%. Data in this study 

refl ects that in the 2005-2006 school year only 25% of the schools in the state have that 

percentage of students participating in their instrumental ensembles. Th is fi gure has been 

simi lar fo r the past four years . The 10% figure is an excellent goal, however, those 

W. h r increasing testing mandates, 
numbers may not be realistic in today 's schools . it eve 

. . . da 's society as a whole, directors 
increasmg graduation requirements , and changes 111 to Y 

. . . the quality of their ensembles -
are now focusing more than ever before on mamtammg 

. . ositions and programs depend 
as Well as the number of students participatmg. Their p 
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\IJH,n 1 · Y, as well as q . 

. uant1ty, then closes . 
.- Jed regarding how and when these 

I 
crutiny should be 

pn1 ' tl c asses are scheduled . 
. . . tn the school d 

A final cons1derat1on discussed by . ay. 
many mstru 

mental ensemble ct · 
h I k f . irectors on bl k 

1 du le is t e ac o consistency when st d oc 
sc ie u ents are not enrolled £ . 

. or continuing block 
esters. Directors often express concerns . 

sen1 regardmg the cont' . . 
. muity of mstruction, the 

semble's perfonnance quality related to beaut f 
en . y o sound, blend, and balance, as well as 

the consistency of skill development by students on! 
Y enrolled one semester per year. 

These concerns cannot be quantified by this study· h . . 
' owever, the mcons1stencies in the 

enrollment numbers do provide insight into director co . 
ncems and challenges m providing 

a quality educational experience for all of the students in the Th program. ese concerns 

merit fu1iher qualitative study. Unlike an English or math class, individual students in 

instrumental music classes do depend upon the participation and ability of their peers in 

order to provide a quality experience for everyone. As a cooperative learning experience, 

the loss of enrollment impacts everyone in the program in many ways - aesthetically, 

financially, and administratively. Fewer teacher positions, budget cuts, and program 

eliminations are all inevitable results of dwindling enrollment numbers and negati vely 

· . . d ·t· t these losses in the future and impact music programs m our state. In or er to m1 1ga e 

. . . . . . d t I ming further scholarly provide solid evidence for its pos1t1ve effects on stu en ea , 

. . d alitative research is necessary 
research should be pursued. Additional quantitative an qu 

. . . . ducation as an important part of 
to provide continued support of the mclus1on of music e 

Tennessee's public school curriculum. 

er study regarding enrollment and 
This study has shown the need for furth h 

Little scholarl y researc 
sci d . bl lasses in schools. 1e ulmg of instrumental music ensem e c 

-
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l 
. topic. Data from this study shows trends that would · d. . 

·- on t ,is m icate problems with 
e:< l~(S 

. nd inconsistent enrollment - what is actually responsible fo th· 7 Further duhnga r 1s . 
sche 

d 
should focus on this concern, as well as other factors that may adversely affect 

5(ll y 

1 music classes and their enrollment. Once we have lost these classes in our 
. t.-,1111enta 
1J1S I"' 

. . nearly impossible to rebuild a quality program. A need exists for music 
l ols 1t 1s sc 10 ' 

become more proactive advocates for their programs. Continued research of 
educators to 

. a music education is vital to maintaining quality programs and future 
. ues a [f ect!Do 
155 

. . c the students of Tennessee and our nation. 
opportun1t1es ior 
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