
ABSTRACT 

TRILLING, P. F. ,4 survev of lead ohvsical education teachers' perce~tions of 
fhe im~act of block schedulina on curriculum and instruction. MS in Exercise 
and Sport Science-Pedagogy, August 1997, 86 pp. (J. Steffen) 

Physical education teachers (N = 81) in public and private secondary level 
educational institutions in Wisconsin were surveyed to determine perceptions of 
the impact of block scheduling on curriculum and instruction. The survey 
consisted of 5 demographic variables, 14 five-point Likert-type scale 
statements, and an optional part consisting of 4 open-ended questions. A 
response rate of 73% (n = 59) was obtained; 85% (n = 39) for all 3 parts of the 
survey, 3% (n = 2) for the first 2 parts, while 31% (n = 18) returned it i~lcomplete. 
Zero-order correlation tests were performed between the Likert-type scale 
statements and demographic variables. Results indicated that the relationship 
between PE teachers changing their instructional methods and length of class 
periods was significant (p e .047), as was the relationship between PE teachers 
introducing more in-depth content and length of class periods (Q c .045). All 
other relationships were not significant (Q s .05). 
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CHAPTER l 

INTRODUCTION 

Professional literature of the past five years reflects an increased interest 

in the current trend toward implementing concepts of block scheduling in high 

schools throughout the nation. Historically, secondary schools in the U.S. have 

used a standard 40 to 60 minute class period, with six, seven, or eight period 

days. Cawelti (1994) reported that 15% of high school principals responding to 

a survey, planned to adapt a block schedule which implements fewer, but 

longer, class periods. This trend toward overhauling the traditional Carnegie 

Standard found in most high schools is on the agenda for many school boards 

and administrators. Also known as intensive time scheduling (ITS), block 

scheduling often mandates change across the erlrlie curriculum, thus promoting 

restructuring in all academic disciplines. 

Some typical models of ITS include alternate day block, 4x4 semester 

plan, Copernican Plan, and trimester plan (Canady & Rettig, 1995; Carroll, 

1990). The extended time blocks vary in length from one prcgram to the next, 

so school districts have devised various styles to best suit the needs of their 

communities, school administrators, teachers, and most importantly, the 

students. According to Claxton and Bryant (1996), "block schedules are not 

uniform, but they all have a common goal-tc allow students to spend greater 

periods of time concentrating on fewer subjects during any one day" (p. 48). A 

standard model used by many schools is the four-block schedule in which 

students are enrolled in four 90-minute courses for an entire semester. The 

extended class periods allow for individualized teacher interaction with 
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students and provide for numerous opportunities that do not exist with the 

traditional Carnegie Standard. 

Need for Study 

The need for research on block scheduling becomes evident in the 

multidiscipline field of physical education, when professionals analyze the 

tremendous effect restructuring has on the academic area. Opinions vary in 

regards to where and how physical education fits into the concepts of block 

scheduling, but Canady and Rettig (1993) suggested that physical education 

and other related disciplines be given equal block times with other core areas. 

On the other end of the spectrum however, educational reform movements of 

the past have not always been generous to the discipline of physical educa!ion. 

It has often been left out of the mainstream, required to justify its existence. 

Claxton and Bryant (1996) asserted that the future for physical education in the 

revised schedule format may vary from school to school. Physical education 

programs that have excellent credentials and reputations may be fully 

integrated into the restructuring plans, while less reputable programs may get a 

skinny (see definitions section) or may even be eliminated. A community's 

philosophy could determine the existence andlor future of physical education 

for many who iniplement the concepts of block scheduling. Physical education 

could either be on the brink of disaster in school districts that downsize their 

programs, or have golden opportunities when given equal block time. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to focus on physical education teachers at 

the high school level in Wisconsin. The study examined data of 

leadlchairpersons' perceptions of the impact block scheduling has on the 

curriculum, teachers, and students, at the secondary level area of physical 

education. Research such as this may demonstrate that ITS has significant 



implications on physical educators' approach to instruction. There appears to 

be a continued need for research in this area to be shared with other physical 

education teachers to assist them with the process of instituting a personal 

restructuring plan of their own when block scheduling is mandated in their high 

schools. 

Statement of the Problem 

This research project attempted to answer the following question: I! the 

trend toward implementing block scheduling continues to grow, how will it affect 

physical educators at the high school level? 

Hvpotheses 

The following null hypotheses were formulated for this study and tested 

at the .05 level of confidence: 

1. There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about learning opportunities in the cognitive domain under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 

2. There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about learning opportunities to develop psychomotor skills under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 

3. There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about learning opportunities in the affective domain under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 

4. There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about change in instructional methods under a block scheduling format 

as it relates to demographic variables. 

5. There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about change in student assessment under a block scheduling format as 

it relates to demographic variables. 
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There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about greater opportunity to use instructional resources under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about spending more time preparing for classes under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about the ability to meet differing readiness levels among stud en!^ under 

a block scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about student enjoyment under a block scheduli~g format as it relates to 

demographic variables. 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about staff member involvement in curricular decision making under a 

block scheduling format as i t  relates to demographic variables. 

There will be no significant difference betwsen subjects' perceptions 

about staff members knowing students better under a block scheduling 

format as it relates to demographic variables. 

There will be no significant difference between subjec!sl perceptions 

about faculty members giving increased individual attention to students 

under a block scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 

There will be no sigr~ificant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about more in-depth content being presented under a block scheduling 

fcrmat as it relates to demographic variables. 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about meeting the needs of students in physical education under a 

block scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. 



Assum~tiong 

The following assumptions were made in this study: 

1. All subjects returning tile survey were leadlchairpers~ns of their 

school's physical education department. 

2. All secondary level schools currently on block scheduling in 

Wisconsin were represented on the lists sent to the researcher by Dr. 

Charles Larson of the University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire, and the 

Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. 

3. The 81 lead/chairpersons surveyed had thorough knowledge 

about their respective school's physical education curriculum, and 

their staff's teaching behaviors. 

4. The 81 leadlchairpersons surveyed represented the beliefs of their 

respective school's physical education staff members. 

5. Physical education departments were included with the 

implementation of block scheduling at the schools being surveyed. 

Limitations 

The limitations of the study were: 

1. The 81 schools that are currently under a form of block scheduling as 

stated in the lists sent to the researcher in January and February of 1997. 

2. The researcher had no control over individual differences such as strong 

beliefs for or against block scheduling. 

Delimitations 

The delimitation of the study was that the 81 subjects surveyed 

represented the beliefs, opinions, and philosophies of each respective physical 

education teacher in the school's department. 



Definitions 

Rlock Scheduling - at least part of the daily schedule is organized into larger 

blocks of time (more than 60 minutes, for example) to allow flexibility for varied 

instructional activities (Larson, 1996). 

Carneaie Unit - credits earned for the number of minutes a class is in session 

during an academic semester or year (Huff, 1995). 

pemoaraphia - five variables (i.e., grade levels, number of sections per day, 

number of years school has been in block scheduling, average number of 

students per class, and length of classes) used in the questionnaire instrument 

to determine characteristics of the schools used in the study. 

Skinny - a session or class period in a block scheduling plan that does not get 

lengthened (Day, 1995). 



CHAPTER ll 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In 1995, Edwards stated that "to educate every student to compete in. 

today's global economy, high schools need the efficiency and flexibility of a 

four-period day and semester-length courses" (p. 25). Such statements are 

important as administrators, teachers, school board members, and students 

prepare for the wave of restructuring schedules in our nation's secondary level 

educational institutions. Many high schools still cling to bell schedules that 

have existed for decades (Schoenstein, 1995). These traditional six, seven and 

eight-period days award "Carnegie Units for the number of minutes a class is in 

session during an academic semester or year" (Huff, 1995, p. 19). In the past 5 

years, there has been increasing evidence to suggest that high schools across 

the country are restructuring schedules. In a 1994 nationwide survey, Cawelti 

found that 39% of high schools had fully implemented block schedules or 

intended to do so that year. 

According to Canady and Rettig (1993), "the traditional ... schedule found 

in most American high schools is being subjected to intense scrutiny. 

Structures that were once thought to be unchangeable are beginning to 

undergo revision" (p. 310). Major proposals for restructuring "...virtually all basic 

systems within a high school" (Carroll, 1990, p. 358) started in the 1980s when 

personnel in schools began questioning their effectiveness in regard to the use 

of time during the school day (Francka & Lindsey, 1995). During that era of 

school reform, "A Nation at Risk became the educational document of the 
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decade" (Newman, 1990, p. 236). Ten years later when the National Education 

Commission on Time and Learning (1994) produced Prisoners of Time, it was 

suggested that high school reformers place an emphasis on restructuring ''the 

traditional assembly line method of scheduling students into six or seven 5C -CQ 

minute classes" (Geismar & Pullease, 1996, p. 95). Secondary level schools 

across the U.S. have since experimented or implemented various block 

schedule arrangements to better serve students' educational needs. 

Positive reform movements at the secondary level can rejuvenate our 

nation's high school educators. This issue was recently addressed and is 

clearly stated in a current report by Adams and Salvaterra (1 996): 

The practice of education in the United States is being restructured with 
the intensity of a divine mission. Traditional bureaucratic structures are 
giving way to site-based management. Mastery learning is making the 
Carnegie credit for time spent in school an obsolete concept. Authentic 
assessment and collaborative learning are practices that are seen in 
thousands of classrooms, replacing objective test and classroom 
lectures, mainstays of American education for many decades. The 
zealous push for these changes is aimed at providing students with 
the knowledge, skills, and attitudes deemed necessary for making critical 
life choices. To accommodate these changes, schools are redefining 
their view of the way time should be managed within the school day. The 
time framework that is becoming the structure of choice is the block or 
extended time schedule (p. 1). 

Scheduling 

"Scheduling has long been the Procrustean bed into which all instruction 

must fit" (Boarman & Kirkpatrick, 1995, p. 42). Various strategies have been 

implemented by administrators to relieve the problems associated with the 

juggling of high school students' scheduling, but little has been accomplished to 

assist them. "When it comes to dividing up the school day and assigning 

students to classes, so many things can go wrong at so many different levels" 

(Jones, 1995, p. 15). 



I The Carneaie Standard Unit 

"For most of the twentieth century our view of time and learning has been 

shaped by the Carnegie Standard" (Kruse & Kruse, 1995, p. 2). Students are 

assigned to six, seven, or eight daily classes for the duration of the 180-day 

school year with little or no deviation from those schedules. According to 

Buckman, King, and Ryan (1995), students would then have to report to six, 

seven, or eight "bosses" every 40-50 minutes. They also would have to adjust 

to various rules and regulations, teaching styles, and classroom environments 

(Geismar & Pullease, 1996) where "the content in each of the courses is often 

disconnected from other disciplines" (Buckman et al., 1995). Teachers are 

responsible for 150-200 students every day in the Carnegie Standard 

(Edwards, 1993; Geismar & Pullease, 1996; O'Neil, 1995; Wilson, 1995). 

Researchers (Carroll, 1990; Kruse & Kruse, 1995) suggested that the 

master schedule in most U.S. high schools has not changed over the last 50 

years. From the rural one-room school house to the urban school, some reform 

movement always occurs, yet Shortt and Thayer (1995) believed that the 

traditional Carnegie Standard drives the scheduling practices of school 

administrators. In 1995, Kruse and Kruse described the Carnegie Standard: 

The Carnegie Standard has its roots in the industrial standardization 
reforms of the early twentieth century that were led by people such as 
Frederick Winslow Taylor, who engaged in time studies of U.S. factory 
workers to improve their efficiency ... The Carnegie Commission used 
similar concepts ... As a result, a factory-like system of education 
evolved from the view that learning was a form of production in which 
teachers were expected to create a quantifiable product in a given 
amount. Secondary school buildings are constructed very much like a 
factory, with isolated work stations ... commonly found among high school 
staff (p. 2-3). 

The Chanae 

As suggested by Francka and Lindsey (1995), and Laurie (1994), the 

1980s brought about some serious questioning in regard to schools 
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restructuring their daily schedule to find more effective uses of the existing 

school day. In A Nation at Risk (1983), the National Commission on Excellence 

in Education noted that 'time spent in the classroom and on homework is often 

used ineffectively" (p. 21). Francka and Lindsey (1995) further suggested that 

the limitations of the traditional 40-50 minute period are numerous. Short time 

blocks do not allow students to engage in problem-solving skills or develop a 

higher level of thinking (Raebeck & Beegle, 1988)' "probe, integrate and 

conceptualize knowledge" (Ryan, 1996, p. 65), provide for student-directed 

activities (Shortt & Thayer, 1995), or "allow students to concentrate on their work 

for longer stretches without being interrupted by a bell" (Sommerfeld, 1996, 

p. 9). Short time blocks seem to hurt students academically because they have 

"too many courses, homework assignments, or tests to juggle" (Francka & 

Lindsey, 1995, p. 21). Jones (1995) suggested that the traditional schedule 

presents problems during passing periods because of the opportunity for 

misbehavior. According to O'Neil (1995), staff members found the shorter 

traditional class periods unproductive because *with 125 or more students to 

teach, teachers struggle to learn pupils' strengths and weaknesses and to 

provide individual attention" (p. 11). Cooper (1996) and Day (1995) contended 

that this is especially noticeable in the areas of ;he sciences where a "hurry up" 

atmosphere is promoted during lab activities and where limited student-teacher 

interaction is provided in the courses. 

Although "schools have not changed the1 basic organization over the 

last 25 years, even though their staffs may haw doubled in that time" (Canady, 

1990, p. 34), the publishing of A Nation at Risk in 1983 helped shake up the 

educational field throughout the country at all levels. Leadership and guidance 

was infused from various individuals, but change in the structure of the school 

day came "with the publication of The Copernican Plan: Restructurina thg 



American Hiah School by Joseph Carroll in 1983" (Jones, 1995, p. 15). In 

1990, Carroll further addressed the need for change and what influenced his 

Copernican Plan: 

The mid-1980s found most of this county's high schools ... responding to 
severe criticism leveled at secondary schools by several national reports. 
Criticism grew during the 1960s and 1970s and crested in 1983 with the 
publication of A Nation at Risk. The reports recognize how essential our 
high schools are to the ...q uality of our work force, and thus to our future. 
The reports ... ask our high schools to meet the higher standards 
necessary for national survival in a competitive world. The Copernican 
Plan proposes major restructuring of virtually all the basic systems within 
a high school, but the fundamental change-the Copernican change-is the 
change in schedule (p. 358-359). 

The interest or appeal to reform or even dump the traditional Carnegie 

Standard was not a revolutionary concept in which Carroll alone believed. 

O'Neil (1995) found that during the 1960s and 1970s, up to 15% of oirr nation's 

high schools experimented with some form of flexible scheduling. The flexible 

schedule ideologies were popular with the reform of middle schools during the 

1980s (Kruse & Kruse, 1995) because of the push for an interdisciplinary 

approach in education. 

Prior to the report Prisoners of Time (1994) by the National Education 

Commission of Time and Learning, mariy middle and high school curriculums 

were being revised to meet the needs and demands of both learners and 

teachers who strived for more time. Cawelti (1995) estimated "that 10-15 % of 

the nation's high schools are involved in significant restructuring efforts" (p. 5). 

Czaja and McGee (1995), suggested that the considerable amount of press that 

block scheduling has received contains descriptions of both what it is and what 

it can do to individual high school scheduling changes. 

Block Schedulinq 

Block scheduling, which is referred to as 4x4, concentrated curriculum 

plan, semester plan, etc., is a reorganization of school time. The concept of 
- 



ITS is becoming increasingly popular and being adapted by high schools 

across the nation. Although there are variations during implementation, the 

predominant pattern is for students to take four courses each semester in 

90-minute blocks for a total of eight per year. This replaces the traditional 

scheduling pattern of six or seven year-long courses in 45 to 55-minute class 

periods. In exploring the flexibility of block scheduling, decision-makers have 

adapted various implementation strategies to best suit the needs of 

administrators, staff members, and students. Researchers (Canady & Rettig, 

1993; Carroll, 1990; Francka & Lindsey, 1995; Geismar & Pullease, 1996; 

Jones, 1995) have recommended different styles of concentrated curriculum 

plans. "The scheduling options multiply when schools combine different block 

modifications with different ways of dividing up the school year" (Jones, 1995, 

p.17). 

Four-Block Scheduling 

Also referred to as 4x4 block and accelerated block, "in 4-block 

scheduling, the general accepted concept is that students enroll in four courses" 

(Francka & Lindsey, 1995, p. 23) that last anywhere from 85 to 100 minutes 

(Jones, 1995). Students take four classes (or four credits) for the semester (two 

terms) which allows them to receive eight credits by the end of the year. In 

some schools, this could mean that students have the opportunity to take up to 

four additional courses during their time in high school. 

Alternatina Dav Scheduling 

The alternating day scheduling model is often called AIB or eight-block 

"because students attend eight blocks of classes over a two-day period (Jones, 

1995, p. 17). Length of classes are similar to that of four-block, "but classes 

meet every other day, four on day 'A' and four on day '0' (Sommerfeld, 1996, 

p. 9). Pupils may enroll in eight classes each semester and "at the conclusion 
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of the semester, students receive the standard 112 credit in each course for a 

total of four credits each semester" (Francka & Lindsey, 1995, p. 23). 

Modified 

This scheme allows schools to vary in some degree between block and 

the traditional Carnegie Standard. At some schools one may see a block 

method four days a week, and the "traditional seven or eight-period day that 

allows electives on Fridays" (Jones, 1995, p. 17). 

75-75-30 Plan 

This plan is designed to meet the needs of ninth-grade students having 

difficulty with the transition from middle school to high school. According to 

Canady and Rettig (1993), "the school year is divided into three blocks-two 

75-day terms (fall and winter) and a 30-day spring term" (p. 31 1). Typically, 

students would take three longer block periods of up to 120 minutes and a 

48-minute period which would be attended throughout the school year. 

Trimester Model 

Under this plan, "the school year is divided into three 12-week terms. All 

academic and most elective courses meet for a 125-minute block daily for the 

trimester" (Geismar & Pullease, 1996, p. 7). Some electives may meet fcr 

shorter daily sessions throughout the entire year. 

Advantaaes 

In order to effectively prepare students for productive futures, educational 

institutions need to continue to respond to the changes in society. Edwards 

(1993) believed that the development and advances of our world's global 

economy has made education "the most challenging aspect of this new age to 

successfully educate every student for a meaningful future" (p. 17). The power 

of administrators to become innovative schedulers allow them to restructure 

elements of educational reform. According to Cawelti (1995), in its simplest 



form, "restructuring means redesigning the various components of a system to 

produce better results" (p. 16). 

School Climate 

Buckman et al. (1995), defined school climate as "the enduring 

characteristics that describe the psychological character of a school, 

distinguishes it from other schools, and influence the behavior of teachers and 

students and the psychological 'feel' that teachers and students have for the 

school" (p. 13). Longer periods of time tend to promote a more personalized 

environment which changes the mood in the school. A positive school climate 

often makes the difference in improving learning opportunities, while gaining 

closer ties between faculty atid students. 

A noticeable advantage restructuring has on the school climate is a 

slower atmosphere within the school facilities. O'Neil (1995) suggested that the 

traditional high school schedule promotes students to rush from class to class in 

a 5 minute passing time, thus contributing to a stressful climate. Under a block 
I 

scheduling plan, students are given up to 15 minutes passing time. "One result 

of the block schedule has been a calmer place, fewer fights, less vandalism-just 

a slowed down pace" (O'Neil, 1995, p. 14). 

Students 

A variety of advantages for students exist with the implementation of 

block scheduling. According to Edwards (1993), "fewer classes permit students 

I to devote more time and energy to mastering these subjects without adding to 

their total study time" (p. 78). As a high school in Madison, Wisconsin prepared 

for the 4x4 restructuring process, they further expanded on this concept: 

With fewer courses to focus on in a given time period and the expanded 
class time, students will have the opportunity to be involved in more 
in-depth study of the material. This in-depth study will greatly facilitate 
the student's ability to comprehend, process, apply, and relate the 
material. It should also help students to more fully recognize the 
relevancy of the material being studied, as well as create relationships 



between various subject areas. The block schedule would allow 
students to accelerate through courses within a particular discipline, to 
retake classes in which they have struggled or failed in the same year, or 
to catch up if they have academically fallen behind in specific discipline 
areas. In essence, it helps students to learn at their own speed (p. 3-4). 

Block scheduling "provides the potential for meeting the needs of various 

learners and for monitoring student learning (Ryan, 1996, p. 64). Although 

students are siill responsible for mastering the material associated with each 

class, juggling the rigors of carrying eight classes no longer exists under the 

concentrated curriculum format. 

Teachers 

One major advantage for teachers under the block scheduling plan is the 

reduction of student load per term (Bruckner, 1996; Edwards, 1393; O'Neil, 

1995). "With the elimination of two teaching periods, teachers work with 

three-fifths as many students, and have no more than three preparations" 

(Edwards, 1993, p. 79). Although a block scheduling plan requires that 

teachers adjust some of their instructional strategies and teaching behavior 

(Shortt & Thayer, 1995), "teachers have more planning time each day (90 

minutes as opposed to 55 minutes)" (Day, Ivanov, & Binkley, 1996, p. 26). 

Disadvantaaes 

According to Jones (1995), "block scheduling is so new that researchers 

haven't had time to measure its long-term success, and the early results are 

mixed (p. 16). It is reasonable to justify that parents have become 

apprehensive about changing something that has been solidly established in 

the educational field (i.e., the Carnegie Standard). Children used as guinea 

pigs to test a fad concerns educators as well. Czaja and McGee (1995) warn 

those who are ready to jump on the block scheduling bandwagon "to take time 

to reflect and dialogue to ensure that it fits the needs of all their students, reflects 



the values of their community and uses well the resources available" (p. 37). 

Francka and Lindsey (1995) further suggested that unless there was some 

consensus reached by the staff, major restructuring of the traditional Carnegie 

Standard should not be undertaken. 

Probably the biggest flaw associated with block scheduling that has yet 

to be corrected is that of extensive student absences (Czaja & McGee, 1995; 

Francka & Lindsey, 1995; Kissler, 1995). Kissler (1995) believed that "any 

significant illness can lead to such a great loss of course material that a student 

may find it impossible to catch up" (p. 10). A staff member who is ill, or takes 

professional leave, may also add to the problems associated with extensive 

absences which arise. The in-depth teaching which is supposed to occur would 

be significantly hampered (Czaja & McGee, 1995), while one-on-one 

relationships between teachers and students could be damaged. According to 

Brett (1996), the "substitute teacher must be prepared to teach a substantially 

more difficult and significant lesson" (p. 78-79). 

Although researchers (Buckman et al., 1995; Edwards, 1995; Salvaterra 

& Adams, 1996; Schoenstein, 1995) have shown that students' academic 

performances have increased with the implementation of intensive scheduling, 

some schools have actually seen the high school's failure rate go up (Jones, 

1995). Although extended classes may offer the student increased contact with 

teachers, slower students might see the content as being presented at double 

speed through the block term (Brett, 1996). Czaja and McGee (1995) 

emphasized their concerns about this matter: 

Another concern is the slow learner and shortened number of days 
between the time a concept is first introduced and the day of 
demonstrating mastery of that concept. Some believe slow learners are 
certain to have difficulty, not only with the minimal calender time, but also 
with the amount of information to be assimilated. Related to this is the 
whole topic of inclusion. Are inclusion and block scheduling compatible 
so that this form of restructuring is beneficial to all students? Teachers 



recently interviewed in some schools with block scheduling indicated that 
this was a particularly valid concern for them (p. 38). 

According to Alam and Seick (1 994), "the primary concern expressed by 

parents was related to time lag between student's successive exposure to 

content areas" (p. 732). It is reasonable to anticipate that students may see 

extensive breaks between discipline areas, thus wondering if they will be able 

to pick up where they left off. As expressed in some of the research (Claxton & 

Bryant, 1996; Jones, 1995), instructors of foreign languages, physical 

education, band, etc., worry about those significant breaks because of the need 

for continuity within those content areas. 

Staff Develo~ment 

Cawelti (1995) stated that "changes involve training for teachers and 

their leaders in developing new skills" (p. 15). It is evident that staff 

development and planning are keys to successful implementation of block 

scheduling. Although school districts vary in their approaches toward 

developing staff members when restructuring schedules, Tanner, Canady and 

Rettig (1995) suggested that there is a "need to provide professional 

development time for teachers during regular school hours without sending the 

students home" (p. 14). In the report Prisoners of Time, the National Education 

Commission on Time and Learning (1994) further expanded on those ideas by 

stating that "the last thing districts should encourage is sending children home 

to provide time for teachers' professional days. We will never have truly 

effective schools while teachers' needs are met at the expense of students' 

learning time" (p. 36). 

Soli.* authors (Buckman et al., 1995; Geismar & Pullease, 1996) 

suggested that ownership be included in the decision to change. "Schools that 

have changed schedules successfully have done so, almost invariably, with the 
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blessing of their teachers" (Shortt & Thayer, 1995, p. 60). By using this learning 

practice, theoretical background of extended classes and goals of the school 

can be thoroughly discussed and reviewed. According to Brett (1996), "teacher 

development workshops are crucial for all teachers regardless of the number of 

years they have spent in the classroom" (p. 78). Researchers (Francka & 

Lindsey, 1995; Geisrnar & Pullease, 1996; Jones, 1995; Kissler, 1995) contend 

that the traditional lecture method of some teachers would have to be reviewed 
I during staff development. In a study conducted by Geismar and Pullease 

I (1996), results showed that "some teachers continued to rely on the 

; traditionallworksheet method for the first weeks of the first trimester" (p. 100). 
I 

/ Although some instructional traits of the Carnegie Standard would flow over into 
I 
i block scheduling when implemented, a consultant for the Texas Department of 
i 
i Education reminded readers that "90 minutes can be very, very long for any 

[ subject. Imagine a teacher giving endless notes on an overhead 

1 projector" (Smith. 1996. p. 40). 

1 In some school districts, Jones (1995) asserted that teacher unions may 

approach the scheduling changes a bit more cautiously than overzealous 

administrators. Teachers feel strongly about proper inservice and staff 

development. This was evident in her description of a Wisconsin high school: 

In Wisconsin, teachers at a public forum agreed that the block schedule 
looked good on paper, but they didn't trust their district to come up with 
the funding for the staff development programs they'd need to help them 
learn to use the longer class periods effectively (p. 16). 

Huff (1995) stated that "research has demonstrated that lecturing is the 

least effecti.de form of instruction that teachers can use" (p. 20). With this in 

mind, it is essential that instructional methodology change for block scheduling 

to succeed. Although Smith (1996) questioned the ability to make 90-minute 

lessons exciting when 45-minute lessons were not, Huff (1995) believed that 

I 
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"the opportunity to advance the curriculum is limited only by the imagination of 

the instructor" (p. 21). "Teachers are encouraged to allow students to move 

around at some point during the SO-minute class" (Wilson, 1995, p. 65). This 

can be achieved through various cooperative learning strategies (Perreault & 

Isaacson, 1996; Vr lsnn, 1995). 

"The move to block scheduling rrlust include teacher inservice" (Francka 

& Lindsey, 1995, p. 22). Academic pacing should be promoted as teachers 

distribute information during longer sessions. Use of different teaching 

behaviors will allow instructors the "opportunity to teach concepts they had 
' 

never had time to teach in the past" (Shortt & Thayer, 1995, p. 57). Although 

one instructor believed that "moving to an intensive time schedule created a 

workload that he had not experienced since his first year of teaching" 

(Salvaterra & Adams, 1995, p. 35), proper staff development would decrease 

the anxiety that many teachers face with the restructuring process. Alam and 

Seick (1994) believed that over time, teachers do overcome the growing pains 

associated with the change and eventually adapt to the extended blocks of time. 

Tanner et al. (1995), suggested that a proper approach during staff 

development "will send a clear signal to teachers that the learning process is 

valued for both teachers and students" (p. 19). 

Physical Education 

Boarman and Kirkpatrick (1995) concluded "that longer mods should be 

created only for those classes that clearly benefit from the extended time" 

(p. 42-43). It is not uncommon that during the restructuring process, teachers 

curiously wait to see whether or not their discipline will be included in the block 

scheduling implementation. The effects of ITS on physical education have not 

yet thoroughly been examined. Claxton and Bryant (1996) suggested that since 

the block scheduling format offers extended class periods of up to 120 minutes, 
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there is "sufficient time to address the cognitive, affective, psychomotor, and 

fitness learning domains identified as the foundations of physical education" 

( P  49). 

Coanitive Domain 

In 1956, Bloom devised "an educational taxonomy which classifies the 

behaviors that students can be expected to demonstrate after learning. The 

cognitive domain includes knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, 

synthesis, and evaluation" (Harrison & Blakemore, 1992, p. 114). With longer 

class periods, teachers have potential to incorporate the levels of behavior in an 

appropriate and sequential fashion. Knowledge of rules and strategies, 

comprehension of the benefits of exercise, and the application of movement 

principles all can be further elaborated with additional minutes in physical 

education. If physical education is to be accorded equal standing with 

mathematics, science, and english during the restructuring of a school's master 

schedule, then the cognitive domain must be addressed during the creation of 

unit blueprints (Canady & Rettig.1993). 

Affective Domain 

In 1964, Bloom and his associates devised a taxonomy for the affective 

; domain which "has been widely accepted, although rarely implemented in 

i physical education" (Harrison & Blakemore. 1992. p. 114). The affective 
I 
1 domain includes receiving, responding, valuing, organization, and 

characterization. Singer and Dick (1974) further expanded on Bloom's work 

1 with the social domain which is concerned wi!h the adjustment of personal skills 

I and social interaction. The development of sportsmanship, honesty, 
f 

1 cooperation, and self-actualization have long been associated with other goals 



takes time, the extended periods in the block schedule configuration 

would provide that time. 

Psvchomotor Domain 

Jewett and Mullan (1971) introduced a psychomotor taxonomy which 

was later reformulated by Bressan (1987) "into a model to aid teachers in 

designing and sequencing psychomotor learning experiences" (Harrison & 

Blakemore, 1992, p. 114). Bressan's movement processing paradigm included 

skill construction, skill stabilization, and skill differentiation. Skill development 

has often been the primary focus of physical education. To further develop and 

fine tune skills so that students become competent in many movement forms, 

more skill practice time is needed. An extended class period would allow 

teachers to further dilate in all directions of student skill acquisition. 

Fitness Learnina Domain 

Siedentop, Mand, and Taggert (1986) identified health fitness, physical 

fitness, and motor fitness as three different types of fitness models in physical 

I 
education. Although each form provides its own justifications for 

implementation in the physical education curriculum, sufficient time to address 

the many concepts associated with each is essential. With the fitness model as 

a four year process for many secondary level schools, the ability to apply what 

1 is learned can be accomplished. Claxton and Bryant (1996) suggested the 

following in regard to fitness components and the physical education discipline: 

A daily physical education block allows students to spend three days a 
week on aerobic conditioning and two days a week on strength training. 
The extended period provides enough time for a meaningful workout 
while still allowing time to meet other objectives (p. 49). 

Summary 

Prior to the educational concept of block scheduling, teachers sometimes 

found themselves under immense pressure to accomplish the impossible in 

I 
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less than 1 hour time frames. Students look at small segments of instruction as 

unrelated fragments with little or no continuity between what is learned in one 

class, with that in another. Although block scheduling is not a panacea, schools 

that have implemented the restructuring process properly, have found 

numerous advantages over the traditional Carnegie Standard. The pitfalls of a 

concentrated curriculum may be numerous if administration rushes into it 

without a proper plan. It seems imperative to provide faculty members, parents, 

and students with orientation programs to acquaint them with the restructuring 

process. Without their support, the transition from traditional scheduling to block 

could be problematic. 

It is unlikely that all schools adapting the various forms of block 

scheduling will agree on the same implementation process. Opinions vary 

whether all content areas should be granted equal standing in the restructuring 

of a master schedule. If physical education is included, teachers should 

prepare themselves for a change unlike that seen before in their discipline. 

New approaches toward grading, assessment, and school policies regarding 

the changing of clothing for activity sessions may have to evaluated. The 

physical education curriculum may also have to be assessed by the faculty to 

determine if it offers appropriate units, scope, sequence, and diversity to meet 

the increasingly growing demands of students today. 

The process of restructuring a school schedule into a block configuration 

is not an easy one. The decision-making should be cohesively made by all 

those affected by the change. Laying the groundwork while establishing a solid 

foundation for the block schedule movement may take years, yet the benefits of 

providing a smooth transition would be evident. There are no simple strategies 

or solutions when restructuring takes place. Many questions specific to the 

school environment can only be answered after that change has occurred. Like 



many educational reform movements of the past, the willingness of those so 

closely associated with the change; that is, teachers, will determine the fate of 

the block scheduling movement. 



CHAPTER Ill 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Subject Selection 

Subjects surveyed were the physical education chairpersons (N = 81) in 

Wisconsin public and private high schools which currently instruct under the 

block scheduling format. The criteria for selecting these individuals to 

participate in data collection was based on lists acquired from two resources. 

The Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction supplied the researcher with a 

list in September of 1996 of 59 public high schools which use a form of block 

scheduling. Dr. Charles Larson, Assistant Dean, University of Wisconsin-Eau 

Claire, Education Outreach, provided the researcher with a list in January of 

1997 of 69 private and public high schools which use a form of block 

scheduling. This list was compiled in September, 1996, when a study of 462 

public and private high schools in Wisconsin was conducted to determine 

interest in block scheduling. Three-hundred and fifteen (68%) responses were 

received from that study. The subject selection for this research project was 

formed by combining the two lists while taking into consideration a list overlap. 

To represent all geographical areas of the state, those schools surveyed fell 

under one of 12 regions as used by the Cooperative Educational Service 

Agencies (CESA's) in Wisconsin. All regions had at least one high school 

currently using a block scheduling or ITS model. Size of school population was 

not taken into consideration. 
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Methods and Procedures 

On 18 February 1997, a block scheduling survey was sent via U.S. mail 

to the high school principals who were requested to have their lead physical 

education faculty respond to the survey regarding their perceptions of block 

scheduling on physical education. No surveys were sent to support staff 

(teacher aids, interns, student teachers, etc.). The surveys were mailed to the 

physical education chairpersons by the University of Wisconsin-La Crosse 

Department of Exercise and Sport Science. Returned surveys were sent to the 

Wisconsin Association of Health, Physical Education, Recreation, and Dance 

(WAHPERD). This was done for two reasons: 1) credence would be added to 

the study if physical educators knew that both the university and WAHPERD 

supported and were interested in the study, and 2) the WAHPERD financed the 

postage and assisted in the mailing and handling of the survey. 

A cover letter (see Appendix A) explaining the study, and explicit 

instructions for proper completion of the questionnaire (see Appendix B), were 

sent to the subjects being surveyed. Attached to the cover letter and 

questionnaire was an optional part of the survey (see Appendix C). Teachers 

were invited to share block scheduling ideas, opinions, beliefs and anecdotes 

relating to their experiences with block scheduling. Completed surveys were 

returned by a self-addressed stamped envelope via U.S. mail. All cover letters 

had a 2-week return notice on them. On 7 March 1997, a follow-up letter (see 

Appendix D) and another survey were sent to the subjects being surveyed. This 

letter also gave subjects the opportunity to gain access to the results of the 

study. No self-addressed envelope was included in the second mailing. The 

optional part of the survey was left attached. The researcher categorized and 

reported the open-ended questions. 



Jnstrumentatiorl 

A review of literature revealed that Adams and Salvaterra (1996) 

surveyed "teachers perceptions of how intensive time scheduling (ITS) affected 

five areas of teacher instructional behavior" (p. 23). Little of the research or 

findings discussed specificity as it relates to the content area of physical 

education. In order to measure instructional behaviors of the physical 

education discipline of secondary teachers under block scheduling, the 

researcher created a survey instrument which asked questions of 

leadlchairperson's perceptions using the block schedule. 

The instrument was first reviewed in-house by knowledgeable educators 

who were asked to openly review and comment on the survey for readability 

and face validity. Knowledgeable educators were defined as individuals having 

an understanding about the general concepts in the area of block scheduling 
! 

/ (e.g., through professional research, readings, etc.). Advice and comments 

were used to revise the survey. To assess reliability and identify problems in 

structure and content of the questions, the instrument was pilot tested at a local 

high school whose district has used block scheduling at the secondary level in 

the discipline of physical education for 3 years. Minor changes to the survey 

were made as a result of the pilot test. 

The final version of the survey was designed in three sections. In the first 

section, five demographic variables were obtained: grade levels, number of 

sections per day, number of years the school has been in block scheduling, 

average number of students per class, and the time length of the class sections. 

The second section of the survey consisted of 14 questions. Those 

questions dealt with physical education chairpersons' perceptions of the impact 

block scheduling has on their curriculum, teachers, students, etc., at the 

secondary level area of physical education. Respondents were instructed to 

j 
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approximate their perception of the statement by circling the corresponding 

item. The items were rated using the following bpoint Likert scale: 

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Undecided 

4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly Agree 

The third section of the survey included four open-ended questions 

where respondents were asked to provide additional comments regarding their 

perceptions of block scheduling and physical education. Respondents were 

also encouraged to share their block scheduling ideas, opinions, beliefs, and so 

forth, relating to their experiences with block scheduling and physical education 

on a separate sheet of paper. 

u i s t i c a l  Treatmen1 

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 7.0, 

1996, was used to analyze the data separately using zero-order correlations as 

they related to the demographic variables. A content analysis was used for the 

open-ended questions of the survey. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

introduction 

Of the 81 surveys sent to lead physical education teachers, 59 (73%) 

responded. Of those 59 respondents, 39 (66%) completed all three parts of the 

questionnaire, while two (3%) chose only to give the demographic information 

and complete the 14 Likert-type scale statements. An additional 18 (31%) 

returned the survey incomplete. Of those 18, three indicated that they have no 

form of block scheduling in their high school, two reported that the school is 

going to a full block configuration for the following school year, one noted that 

they have a modified block schedule implemented, and 12 left the 

questionnaire blank. The remainder of this section reflects the responses from 

the lead high school physical education teachers whose programs instruct 

under the block scheduling format (n = 41). 

Characteristics of the Schools 

Five demographic variables: number of years school has been in block 

scheduling, number of sections per day, length of classes, average number of 

students per class, and grade levels, were obtained in the first section of the 

questionnaire. 

Years in Block Scheduling 

Respondents were asked to reveal the number of years the school had 

been in block scheduling (see Table 1). Twenty (49%) respondents indicated 

that they were in their first year of block scheduling. Sixteen (39%) respondents 

reported that they were in their second or third year of implementation, while 
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five (12%) of the respondents had been in a block schedule configuration for 

more than 5 years. More than three-fourths (76%) of the schools were in either 

their first or second year of block scheduling. 

Table 1. Years School Has Been in Block Scheduling (n = 41) 

Years n % 

Sections 

Respondents were asked to reveal the number of sections the school 

had per day (see Table 2). Twenty-three (56%) indicated that they had four 

sections per day. Five (12%) respondents had two sections per day. Two (5%) 

of the schools had five and six sections per day respectively. The remaining 

two (5%) respondents noted that they had implemented a modified form of block 

scheduling which consisted of two 90-minute block sessions and four skinnies 

(i.e., half-block sessions). The majority of the schools (56%) had four sections 

per day. 
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Table 2. Number of Sections Per Day (n = 41) 

Sections n YO 
- 

Modified 2 

2 5 

Lenath 

Respondents were asked to reveal the length of their classes at the 

school (see Table 3). Twenty (49%) indicated that they had 90-minute class 

periods. Fourteen (34%) respondents reported that their class periods ranged 

from 80-89 minutes. Four (10%) of the schools had classes that lasted longer 

than 90 minutes. One (2%) respondent reported class sessions lasting 70 

minutes. The remaining two (5%) had a combination of block sections and 

skinnies. The majority of the schools (83%) had class periods that ranged 

between 80-90 minutes in time. 

Class Size 

Respondents were asked to reveal the average number of students per 

class (see Table 4). Sixteen (39%) indicated that they had an average of 

20-24 students per section. Twelve (29%) respondents reported that they had 

an average of 30 students per section. Ten (24%) respondents noted they had 

between 25-29 students per section. Three (8%) respondents combined to 
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Table 3. Length of Classes (n = 41) 

Minutes n % 

90 + 
Modified 

-- 

Table 4. Average Number of Students Per Class (n = 41) 

Students n 70 

Less than 20 1 

20-24 16 

30 12 29 

More than 30 2 5 
- 

report having either less than 20 or more than 30 students in each section. 

Grade Levels 

Respondents were asked to reveal the grade levels taught at the school 

(see Table 5). Thirty (73%) indicated that they taught in a 9-12 grade level 



school system. Seven (17%) respondents reported that they had grade levels 

from 7-12. Two (5%) respondents noted the incorporation of a 6-12 grade level 

school system. The remaining two (5%) respondents had a K-12 and 5-12 

grade level system respectively. 

Table 5. Grade Levels (n = 41) 

Grade n YO 
.- . 

Survev Statements 

Respondents were asked to give their perception of the statement, "Block 

scheduling allows the students to have greater learning opportunities in the 

cognitive domain than under traditional scheduling" (see Table 6). A scale of 

one to five was used, five being strongly agree and one being strongly 

disagree. Twenty (49%) respondents agreed with the statement while 13 (32%) 

strongly agreed. Eight (19%) respondents chose either undecided or disagree. 

More than three-fourths (81%) of the lead physical education teachers had 

positive perceptions about learning opportunities in the cognitive domain under 

a block scheduling format. 
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Table 6. Learning Opportunities In the Cognitive Domain (n = 41) 

Answer n % 

Strongly Agree 13 

Agree 20 

Undecided 7 

Disagree 1 

Strongly Disagree 0 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Block scheduling allows the students to have 

greater learning opportunities to develop psychomotor skills than under 

traditional scheduling" (see Table 7). Eighteen (44%) strongly agreed with the 

statement while an additional 17 (41%) agreed. Six (15%) respondents chose 

either undecided or disagree. More than three-fourths (85%) of the lead 

physical education teachers had positive perceptions about learning 

opportunities to-develop psychomotor skills under block scheduling format. 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Block scheduling allows the students to have 

greater learning opportunities in the affective domain than under traditional 

scheduling" (see Table 8). Twenty-two (54%) respondents agreed while an 

additional 11 (27%) strongly agreed. Eight (20%) respondents chose either 

undecided or disagree. More than three-fourths (81%) of the lead physical 

education teachers had positive perceptions about learning opportunities in the 

affective domain under a block scheduling format. 
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Table 7. Learning Opportunities to Develop Psychomotor Skills (n = 41) 

Answer n YO 

Strongly Agree 18 44 

Agree 17 41 

Undecided 4 10 

Disagree 2 5 

Strongly Disagree 0 0 

Table 8. Learning Opportunities in the Affective Domain (n = 41) 

Answer n YO 

Strongly Agree 11 27 

Agree 

Undecided 

Disagree 2 5 

Strongly Disagree 0 0 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

percepiion of the statement, "Block scheduling has caused teachers to change 

their instructional methods" (see Table 9). Eighteen (44%) respondents 

strongly agreed with the statement while an additional 15 (37%) agreed. Eight 

(19%) respondents chose either undecided or disagree. More than 
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three-fourths (81%) of the lee4 physical education teachers perceived a 

change in instructional methods under a block scheduling format. 

Table 9. Change of Instructional Methods (n = 41) 

Answer n % 
p- 

Strongly Agree 18 

Agree 15 

Undecided 3 

Disagree 5 

Strongly Disagree 0 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Block scheduling has caused teachers to assess 

students' knowledge, skills and attitudes differently than under traditional 

scheduling" (see Table 10). Fourteen (34%) respondents agreed with the 

statement while an additional six (15%) strongly agreed. Twelve (29%) 

respondents disagreed with the statement while eight (20%) were undecided. 

About one-half (49%) of the lead physical education teachers perceived a 

change in student assessment under a block scheduling format. 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Longer periods of planning time allow teachers the 

opportunity to search instructional resources for additional learnilig activities" 

(see Table 11). Twenty (49%) respondents agreed with the statement while an 



Table 10. Change in Student Assessment (n = 41) 

Answer n % 

Strongly Agree 6 15 

Agree 14 34 

Undecided 8 20 

Disagree 12 2 9 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 

Table 11. Use of Instructional Resources (n = 41) 

Answer n % 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 
I 

Undecided 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 

additional eight (20%) strongly agreed. Six (15%) respondents disagreed 

while another six (15%) of the respondents were undecided. One (2%) 

respondent strongly disagreed with the statement. More than two-thirds (69%) 

of the lead physical education teachers perceived a greater opportunity to use 

instructional resources under a block scheduling format. 



On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, 'Teachers in block scheduling spend more time 

preparing for classes than under traditional scheduling" (see Table 12). 

Twenty-five (61%) respondents agreed with the statement. Six (15%) 

respondents disagreed while an additional seven (17%) were undecided. 

Three (7%) respondents chose either strongly agree or strongly disagree. 

Two-thirds (66%) of the lead physical education teachers perceived a need for 

increased preparation time under a block scheduling format. 

Table 12. Preparation for Classes (n = 41 ) 

Answer n YO 

Strongly Agree 2 5 

Agree 2 5 61 

Undecided 7 

Disagree 6 

Strongly Disagree 1 

On the same &point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Block scheduling allows teachers to better meet 

the needs of students at differing levels of ability or readiness as compared with 

traditional scheduling" (see Table 13). Twenty-two (54%) respondents agreed 

with the statement while an additional eight (20%) strongly agreed. Eleven 

) respondents chose either undecided or disagree. Almost three-fourths 

(74%) of the lead physical education teachers perceived an increased ability to 
I 



meet differing readiness levels among students under a block scheduling 

format. 

Table 13. Meeting Students' Readiness Levels (n = 41) 

Answer 

Strongly Agree 8 

Agree 22 

Undecided 6 

Disagree 5 

Strongly Disagree 0 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Students seem to enjoy longer periods of 

instruction" (see Table 14). Twenty (49%) respondents agreed with the 

statement while an additional nine (22%) strongly agreed. Three (7%) 

respondents chose either disagree or strongly disagree. Nine (22%) 

respondents were undecided. Almost three-fourths (71%) of the lead physical 

education teachers perceived that students enjoy the block scheduling format. 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Block scheduling allows teachers to have a voice 

in pianning, changing, and implementing curricular content" (see Table 15). 

Nineteen (46%) respondents agreed with the statement while nine (22%) 

strongly agreed. Six (15%) respondents disagreed while seven (17%) were 

undecided. More than two-thirds (68%) of the lead physical education 



Table 14. Students and Longer Periods (n = 41) 
- -  

Answer 

Strongly Agree 9 22 

Agree 20 49 

Undecided 9 22 

Disagree 2 5 

Strongly Disagree 1 2 

Table 15. Teachers and Curriculum Content (n = 41) 

Answer n YO 
-- - 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Undecided 7 17 

Disagree 6 15 

Strongly Disagree 0 0 

teachers perceived the involvement of staff members in curriculum 

decision making. 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Teachers using block scheduling (longer periods) 

know their students better than under traditional scheduling" (see Table 16). 
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Fifteen (37%) respondents agreed with the statement while an additional 10 

(24%) strongly agreed. Six (15%) respondents were undecided while 10 (24%) 

chose either disagree or strong!y disagree. Almost two-thirds (61%) of the lead 

physical education teachers perceived that staff members know students better 

under a block scheduling format. 

Table 16. Knowledge of Students (n = 41) 

Answer n YO 

Strongly Agree 10 

Agree 15 

Undecided 6 

Disagree 8 

Strongly Disagree 2 

On the same &point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Block scheduling allows teachers to give students 

increased individual attention as compared with traditional scheduling" (see 

Table 17). Twenty-four (59%) respondents agreed with the statement while an 

additional 10 (24%) strongly agreed. Four (10%) respondents were undecided 

while three (7%) disagreed. More than three-fourths (83%) of the lead physical 

education teachers perceived that faculty members gave increased individual 

attention to students under a block scheduling format. 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

statement, "Block scheduling has caused teachers to 



Table 17. Students Receiving Increased Individual Attention (n = 41) 

Answer 
- - 

Strongly Agree 10 

Agree 24 

Undecided 4 

Disagree 3 

Strongly Disagree 0 

introduce more in-depth content than under traditional scheduling" (see Table 

18). Twenty-four (59%) agreed with the statement while an additional eight 

(20%) strongly agreed. Five (12%) respondents were undecided while four 

(10%) disagreed. More than three fourths (79%) of the lead physical teachers 

perceived that more in-depth content is presented under a block scheduling 

format. 

On the same 5-point scale, respondents were asked to give their 

perception of the statement, "Overall, block scheduling is superior to traditional 

scheduling with regard to meeting the needs of students in physical education" 

(see Table 19). Eighteen (44%) respondents agreed with the statement while 

an additional 13 (32%) strongly agreed. Seven (17%) were undecided while 

three (7%) disagreed. More than three-fourths (76%) of the lead physical 

education teachers perceived that students' needs in physical education were 

better met under a block scheduling format. 
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Table 18. More In-depth Content Being Introduced (n = 41) 

Answer n 01 
10 

Strongly Agree 8 

Agree 24 

Undecided 5 

Disagree 4 

Strongly Disagree 0 

Table 19. Superior in Meeting Students' Needs (n = 41) 

Answer n 9'0 

Strongly Agree 13 32 

Agree 

Undecided 

Disagree 3 7 

Strongly Disagree 0 0 

O~en-Ended Questions 

Respondents were asked to provide comments regarding their 

perceptions of block scheduling and physical education as they related to four 

open-ended questions. Quantitatively, of the completed surveys returned, 96% 

(n = 39) supplied information on the optional portion. Findings from the four 

-- =-A- 
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respective questions were categorized (see Table 20), and answers were 

reported accordingly (see Appendix G). 

Respondents were asked, "What has your school done to prepare 

students and teachers for longer class periods in physical education7 Fifteen 

(38%) respondents stated that their school had done nothing to prepare them 

for the block schedule configuration. Twelve (31%) stated that inservices were 

used, two (5%) visited schools already in the block configuration, while an 

additional seven (18%) used both inservices and visitations. Three (8%) 

respondents stated that their school used a combination of strategies to prepare 

both teachers and students. About two-thirds (62%) of the lead physical 

education teachers perceived that their schools used some strategy to prepare 

teachers for longer class periods. Ninety-two percent of the schools did nothing 

to prepare students. 

Respondents were asked, "Has the role of physical education in your 

school changed under block scheduling? If so, has it been a positive or 

negative change"? Seventeen (43%) respondents stated that the role of 

physical education has not changed under block scheduling, while an 

additional seven (18%) stated that the change has been negative. Twelve 

(31%) respondents stated that the change has been positive and three (8%) 

believed the change to have been both positive and negative. About 

two-thirds (61%) of the lead physical education teachers perceived that the role 

of physical education has either changed in a negative direction or not changed 

at all under a block scheduling format. 

Respondents were asked, "Has your physical education curric~ilum 

changed in practice since the implementation of block scheduling at your 

school? If yes, have the changes been beneficial"? Twenty-eight (72%) lead 

physical education teachers perceived that beneficial changes in practice have 
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Table 20. Categorized Open-Ended Questions (n = 39) 

Question and category n % 

Preparing Teachers and Students 

Nothing 15 38 

Inservice 12 3 1 

School visits 2 5 

lnservice and school visits 7 18 

Combination 3 8 

Role Change in Discipline 

N 0 

Yes (+) 

Yes (-) 

Com bination 3 8 

Curriculum Change 

Yes 

N 0 

Staff Preference of Block Scheduling 
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occurred in the curriculum since the implementation of block scheduling. 

Eleven (28%) perceived that no change in practice occurred. 

Respondents were asked, "From your viewpoint, dcres the physical 

education staff prefer black scheduling? Why or why not"? Thirty (77%) lead 

physical education teachers perceived that their staff preferred block 

scheduling. Five (13%) perceived that they did not, whi!e an additional four 

(10%) perceived their staff to have split preferences. 

Results of Null Hvpotheses Analvsis 

The hypotheses in this research study were analyzed separately using a 

zero-order correlation as they related to the demographic variables. All 

hypotheses were tested at the .05 level of significance. Each nu!l hypothesis is 

stated, followed by the decision. 

Null Hv~othesis One 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about learning opportunities in the cognitive domain under a block scheduling 

format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed to reject the 

null hypothesis. 

Null Hv~othesis TWQ 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about learning opportunities to develop psychomotor skills under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed 

to reject the null hypothesis. 

Null Hvpothesis Three 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about learning opportunities in the affective domain under a block scheduling 

format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed to reject the 

null hypothesis. 



Null Hvoothesis Four 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about change in instructional methods under a block scheduling format as it 

relates to demographic variables. The researcher rejected the null hypothesis. 

Null Hvoothesis Five 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about change in student assessment under a block scheduling format as it 

relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed to reject the null 

hypothesis. 

Null Hvoothesis Six 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about greater opportunity to use instruction resources under a block scheduling 

format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed to reject the 

null hypothesis. 

Null Hvoothesis Seven 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about spending more time preparing for classes under a block scheduling 

format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed to reject the 

null hypothesis. 

Null Hvoothesis Eiaht 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about the ability to meet differing readiness levels among students under a 

block scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher 

I failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

! Null Hvoothesis Nine 
i 
L There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions i 

about student enjoyment under a block scheduling format as it relates to t 
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demographic variables. The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

Null Hvpothesis Ten 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about staff member involvement in curricular decision-making under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demogrs?hic variables. The researcher failed 

to reject the null hypothesis. 

Null Hypothesis Eleven 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about staf! members knowing students better under a block scheduling format 

as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed to reject the null 

hypothesis. 

Null Hv~othesis Twelve 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about faculty members giving increased individual attention to students under a 

block scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis. 

Null Hv~othesis Thirteen 

The will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions about 

more in-depth content being presented under a block scheduling format as it 

relates to demographic variables. The researcher rejected the null hypothesis. 

N l l  Hvpothesis Fourteen 

There will be no significant difference between subjects' perceptions 

about meeting the needs of students in physical education under a block 

scheduling format as it relates to demographic variables. The researcher failed 

to reject the null hypothesis. 
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Discussion 

The results of the zero-order correlation analysis as they related to the 

demographic variables are presented in Appendices E and F. The relationship 

between teachers changing their instructional methods and length of class 

periods was significant (Q c .047) at the preset alpha level of .05 (see Appendix 

E). However, the relationship between instructional methods and the other four 

demographic variables was not significant. Pearson significance of .312 (see 

Appendix F) describes a relationship between instructional methods and length 

of class periods. The researcher's findings correspond with that of Winans' 

(1997) who suggested that more opportunities exist for teachers under a block 

scheduling format. These findings indicate that if teachers are willing to change 

instructional methodology with the implementation of ITS, positive outcomes will 

occur. This is in agreement with Huff (1995) who reported that instructor 

creativity and imagination are essential if curricular advances are to be made 
I 

! with the scheduling change. 

i The relationship between teachers introducing more in-depth content 

and length of class periods was significant (Q < .045) at the preset alpha level of 

.05 (see Appendix E). However, the relationship between teachers introducing 

more in-depth content and the other four demographic variables were not 

significant. Pearson significance of -.315 describes a relationship between the 

respective variables and were representative of the sample population. These 

findings correspond with the study done by Adams and Salvaterra (1996), who 

found that innovative teachers created ways to use the longer periods to their 

fullest advantage to enhance the educational discipline. If the block scheduling 

configuration provides teachers with the opportunity to introduce more in-depth 

content, then high school physical education departments could see an 

improved rate of student proficiency and competency in movement forms. This 
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is in agreement with the physical education standards established by the 

National Association for Sport and Physical Education (1995), which suggest 

that development of movement competence and proficiency prepares students 

to participate in a wide variety of physical activity. 

Claxton and Bryant (1996) suggested that advantages across-the-board 

could be attained in the physical education discipline with increased class 

periods. Greater learning opportunities for the students in the cognitive, 

psychomotor, and affective domains seem to play a role in determining whether 

school districts reconstruct their schedules. In regards to the three domains, 

81% or more of the lead physical education teachers responded with positive 

perceptions about increased learning opportunities under each respective 

domain. What the subjects perceived becomes an important factor of this study. 

Still, there were no significant relationships between greater learning 

opportunities in the domains and length of classes, which may support 

Boarman and Kirkpatrick's (1995) contention that longerclass mods should not 

be created for all disciplines. 

Buckman et al. (1995) and Geismar and Pullease (1996) recommended 

that ownership be given to the stakeholders by including them in the 

decision-making process. Subjects perceived that teachers did have a voice in 

planning, changing, and implementing curricular content, yet 38% had no 

preparation for longer class periods in physical education. According to Brett 

(1996), preparing teachers through appropriate development workshops is 

crucial for a successful transition to occur. Any major change in a high school 

requires continued staff development initiatives. 

Bruckner (1996) listed increased planning time as one sf the advantages 

for implementing block scheduling. More than half of the subjects perceived 

that increased time was needed to prepare for fewer classes. The results can 
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be attributed to the limited amount of staff development which occurred during 

the transition to a block configuration. Furthermore, less than half of the 

subjects perceived using the longer planning times to search instructional 

resources for additional learning activities. The findings may be the result of 

limited resources available, and other duties assigned during scheduled 

planning time. 

The questionnaire also focused on the area of meeting student needs. 

According to previous literature, (Adams & Salvaterra, 1996; Alam & Seick, 

1994; Brett, 1996; Buckman et al., 1995; Geismar & Pullease, 1996; Ryan, 1996; 

Wilson, 1995), teachers are better able to offer a variety of increased services to 

the student with longer periods of instruction. The findings in this study showed 

that 61% of the subjects perceived that staff members knew their students 

better, 74% better met differing levels of student readiness, and 83% gave 

increased individual attention. These positive perceptions are contradicted by 

findings in the study which indicated less than half of the subjects perceiving a 

change in the assessment of students' knowledge, skills, and attitudes. Smith 

(1997) defined assessment as a process of gathering information which leads 

to making judgments based on findings. The results of this study are 

unexpected due to a previous study by Salvaterra and Adams (1996). Their 

findings indicated that longer periods would encourage the use of new 

assessment strategies by teachers. 

Curriculum changes during the restructuring process of a master 

schedule may occur. Data revealed that almost three-fourths of the subjects 

perceived a curriculum change in practice since the implementation of block 

scheduling. This is in agreement with Sadowski (1996) who suggested that for 

block scheduling to work, revisiting curriculum questions was necessary. No 

data were collected to determine whether curriculum guides were changed, 
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thus the findings of applying curriculum to practice versus theory may differ. 

Furthermore, a majority (61%) of the subjects perceived the role of physical 

education in their school as having a negative change or having no change at 

all. As suggested earlier, these findings may be attributed to inappropriate 

and/or lack of staff development initiatives. 

Another area investigated by the questionnaire was the subjects' 

perceptions of success with longer periods of instruction. Jones (1995) 

suggested that because block scheduling is so new, the long-term successes 

and failures have yet to be determined. The lead physical education teachers' 

perceptions in this study were positive. The results of this study showed that 

71% perceived that students seemed to enjoy the longer periods, 76% felt block 

scheduling is superior in meeting the needs of students, and 77% viewed that 

physical education staff members preferred block scheduling. These positive 

perceptions are in agreement with Schoenstein's (1995) study which found an 

increased rate of student attendance, students on the honor role, credits being 

earned, college enrollment, and average class size dropping for closer 

student-teacher interactions. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summarv and  conclusion^ 

The study of lead physical education teachers' perceptions of the impact 

of block scheduling on curriculum and instruction determined that there is a 

significant difference between teachers changing instructionai methods and 

length of class periods. Although the results of the study do not prove that 

methodology of instruction changes with the implementation of a block 

scheduling format, results indicate that there is a possible relationship between 

instructional methods of physical education teachers who move from the 

traditional Carnegie Standard to a concentrated clarriculum. This is further 

supported by the data presented in Table 9 where it was determined that 81 % 

of the lead physical educators surveyed (n = 41), perceived a change in 

instructional methods under block scheduling. The researcher concludes that a 

majority of physical education teachers' methodologies of instruction changes 

in a concentrated curriculum because it warrants it. Although it is possible to 

spread 45 minutes of material over a 90-minute block of instruction, teachers 

and students alike will find it quite boring with little or no challenges involved. 

Progressive school districts that implement the block schedule will provide 

appropriate staff development so that teachers incorporate new and dynamic 

methods to their instruction. 

There is a significant difference between teachers introducing more 

in-depth content and length of class periods. Although the results from the 

study do not prove that all physical education teachers are introducing more 
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in-depth content with the implementation of a block scheduling format, results 

indicated that there is a possible relationship between the amount of content 

being presented by physical education teachers who move from the traditional 

Carnegie Standard to a concentrated curriculum. This is further supported by 

the data presented in Table 18 where it was determined that 79% of the lead 

physical educators surveyed (n = 41), perceived that more in-depth content was 

being presented under the block scheduling format. The researcher concludes 

that a majority of physical education teachers are presenting more in-depth 

content under the concentrated curriculum simply because of the time allotted to 

them. Some teachers may struggle during the first year of implementation, yet 

with experience, they will gain better perspective on what, how in-depth, and 

how much content can be presented to the students. 

No statistical significance was found between learning domains and 

demographic variables, yet high percentages of positive perceptions (i.e., by 

strongly agreeing or agreeing with Likert-type scale statements) suggested that 

the results are important due to the position subjects hold as lead physical 

educators. What the subjects perceived becomes an important factor of this 

study. The results of the study indicated that 81% or more of the lead physical 

education teachers responded with positive perceptions about increased 

learning opportunities under the learning domains. The researcher concludes 

that with proper strategies, teachers using the longer periods create greater 

opportunities in the learning and application of knowledge, development of 

physical body and neuromuscular skills, and the acquisition of attitudes, 

appreciations, and values. 

Findings indicated that 68% of the lead physical educators perceived that 

teachers did have a voice in planning, changing, and implementing curricular 

content. This finding suggests that, although not all school districts provided 



in-depth and appropriate preparation phases during the transition from 

traditional scheduling to a concentrated curriculum, ownership to the 

stakeholders was given. Therefore, schools looking to reconstruct their master 

schedule should not only create a feeling of ownership among those involved, 

but distribute responsibilities along departmental lines so that it can be 

determined the effects block scheduling has on each respective discipline. 

The perceptions of the subjects showed that teachers in block scheduling 

spend more time preparing for classes than under traditional scheduling. The 

ability to provide more in-depth content suggests that teachers must design 

more in-depth lessons. However, this result may be rr.isleading since the block 

scheduling format allows for a longer preparation period. Extra duties during 

that period may limit faculty on-task preparation. With fewer classes to teach, 

and average class size smaller, the researcher concludes that proper staff 

development could produce more efficient preparation periods. 

Subjects' perceptions revealed that less than half of the teachers are 

assessing students' knowledge, skills, and attitudes differently under the block 

scheduling configuration. Results indicated support for giving students 

increased individual abntion and meeting the needs of students at differing 

levels of ability. This finding indicates a need to further prepare physical 

education teachers for the role of assessment in their discipline. The 

researcher concludes that real physical education classes can only be 

achieved by linking assessment to instruction and curriculum. 

Findings indicated that 61% of the subjects perceived a negative, or no 

role change in the physical education discipline since the implementation of 

block scheduling. Although 72% perceived a change in practice of their 

~*:-iculums under the block configuration, no data were collected to determine 

j i, written curriculum guides were revised or changed during the transition 1 
I 



periods. Therefore, it would be difficult to suggest a pattern or make any 

conclusions about the results. Further studies in this area may find it useful to 

focus on curriculum practice versus curriculum theory. 

The study has indicated a number of interesting findings, that, when put 

into proper perspective, can be used by all educators. The researcher believes 

that change in any professional organization can only occur with the fullest 

support of those affected by the change. It is not uncommon for individuals 

within a profession to question the validity of major restructuring if, in fact, the 

current system works. Block scheduling is not for all secondary level schools. 

For those administrators who see block scheduling as a "bandwagon" that 

needs to be jumped on, they should first thoroughly examine and research the 

advantages and disadvantages it will have on their respective institutions. 

When asked, "What has your school done to prepare students and teachers for 

longer class periods in physical education", one teacher replied: 

Our staff visited three schools already in block scheduling. We had two 
schools come here for inservice sessions that also had block 
scheduling. We decided a year of inservice time for department planning 
and curricular restructuring was essential before we ourselves 
implemented block scheduling. Students, parents, and school board 
members went with us on school visitations. We were not told we were 
doing block scheduling, we researched it and chose it. 

Recommendations 

The purpose of this study was to determine through the perceptions of 

lead physical education teachers the impact block scheduling has on their 

curriculum, teachers, and students. Several important points warrant 

recommendation for further research. 

1. The overall findings of this study indicated strong support for the physical 

education discipline to be included in the block scheduling format. The 

outcomes certainly provide support for further investigation related to the 



advantages that extended periods have on physical education. Support 

shown is strong encouragement to administrators when determining 

whether their physical education department should be included in the 

block scheduling implementation process. 

2. Physical education teachers do support the inclusion of staff 

development when change is made to a concentrated curriculum. There 

was a notable difference between acceptance of the scheduling change 

between those who went through extensive professional development 

procedures, and those who received no training at all. Teachers tended 

to be more receptive to the scheduling change if they received 

advance notice and were given a sense of ownership. It is important for 

administrators to continue exploring professional development 

opportunities throughout the implementation years which encourage 

pedagogical techniques associated with the block scheduling concept. 

3. It was indicated that a drawback of block scheduling existed during the 

time students are not enrolled in physical education. If an important goal 

of this discipline is for students to lead active, healthy lifestyles, does the 

block scheduling configuration offer enough contact hours to instill basic 

principles of this goal? It is apparent, through this study, that if the block 

scheduling concept allows extended time lapses of up to a year between 

student-teacher interactions, many of the health and fitness concepts 

associated with physical education cannot be appropriately sequenced. 

it is important for high school physical educators to analyze the four-year 

time table and implications block scheduling will have on their 

curriculums, philosophies, goals, and objectives. 

4. Insight about strategies designed to prepare undergraduate level 

teachers could be evaluated in regards to teaching methods, assessment 
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strategies, content, and other aspects. If block scheduling becomes the 

trend of the future, teachers must be prepared appropriately to meet the 

increasing demands of the profession. Evaluating core requirements and 

the content associated with them may become necessary if the 

opportunities exist to expand the physical education discipline into the 

next century. 

Schools implementing the block configuration need to continue to assess 

successes and failures within respective disciplines. The analysis and 

sharing of data could create easier transitions for schools moving to 

block scheduling. 

This study should be replicated after the trend of moving to block 

scheduling has reached its peak to determine if similar perceptions 

exist. 

It may be necessary to revise the questionnaire to gather data not 

collected in this study. 

It would be important for educational agencies like the Wisconsin 

Department of Public Instruction (DPI) to keep updated lists on schools 

which move in and out of block scheduling. 

More research needs to be done at the national level to determine the 

impact block scheduling has on physical education. 

Research should be conducted that examines curriculum changes of 

theory and practice when schools move to block scheduling. 
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COVER LElTER OF SURVEY 

IF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT HAVE PHYSlCAL AS PART OF 
BLOCK SCHEDULING, THEN D a I :  COMPLETE THIS SURVEY. PLEASE 
RETURN THE BLANK SURVEY IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE. 

18 February, 1997 

My name is Paul Trilling and I am a graduate student at the University of 
Wisconsin-La Crosse and teacher at Blessed Sacrament Elementary School. I 
am collecting data about the perceived effects of block scheduling on 
secondary physical education programs. By completing this survey, your staff 
provides valuable and current data to other physical educators who are ready to 
implement block scheduling in their departments. In their continuing 
support of professional development, the Wisconsin Association of 
Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance (WAHPERD) has 
funded and assisted in the mailing and handling of this survey. 

Please forward this survey to your lead physical educator. It should take no 
more than 10 minutes to complete the first part of the survey. The open-ended 
part of the survey is optional. Consent to use the data in research is given when 
the survey is returned. All data collected will be anonymous. Please return 
the survey in the self-addressed envelope within two weeks. 

I appreciate your time and effort in completing this survey. Within a few weeks, 
a follow-up letter will be sent to you. At that time you will be given the 
opportunity to gain access to the results of the survey. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to call my thesis chairperson (Dr. Jeff Steffen) or 
m yself. 

Thanks for your time, 

Dr. Jeff Steffen 
(608)785-6535 

Paul Trilling 
(608)796-2034 
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SURVEY 

BLOCK SCHEDULING SURVEY 

IF YOUR SCHOOL DOES NOT HAVE PHYSICAL EDUCATION AS 
PART OF BLOCK SCHEDULING, THEN DO NOT COMPLETE THIS 
SURVEY. PLEASE RETURN THE BLANK SURVEY IN THE SELF- 
ADDRESSED ENVELOPE. 

Grade level(s) Number of sections per day 
Number of years school has been in block scheduling 
Average number of students per class Length of classes 

This survey is intended to get YOUR perceptions on the following items. 
Please use the scale of 1 to 5, 5 BEING STRONGLY AGREE and 1 BEING 
STRONGLY DISAGREE. Please CIRCLE your response. 

1. Block scheduling allows the students to have greater learning opportunities 
in the cognitive domain than under traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Dissgree 

2. Block scheduling allows the students to have greater learning opportunities 
to develop psychornotor skills than under traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

3. Block scheduling allows the students to have greater learning opportunities 
in the affective domain than under traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 



4. Block scheduling nas caused teachers to change their instructional methods. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

5. Block scheduling has caused teachers to assess students' knowledge, skills 
and attitudes differently than under traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

6. Longer periods of planning time allow teachers the opportunity to search 
instructional resources for additional learning activities. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

7. Teachers in block scheduling spend more time preparing for classes than 
under traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Di~agree 

8. Block scheduling allows teachers to better meet the needs of students at 
differing levels of ability or readiness as compared with traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

9. Students seem to enjoy longer periods of instruction. 
5 4 3 2 1 

Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

10. Block scheduling allows teachers to have a voice in planning, changing 
and implementing curricular content. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongiy Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

11. Teachers using block scheduling (longer periods) know their students 
better than under traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

12. Block scheduling allows teachers to give students increased individual 
attention as compared with traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 



13. Block scheduling has caused teachers to introduce more in-depth content 

than under traditional scheduling. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Disagree 

14. Overall, block scheduling is superior to traditional scheduling with regard to 
meeting the needs of students in physical education. 

5 4 3 2 1 
Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongiy Disagree 
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OPTIONAL PART OF SURVEY 

The following questions are open-ended. In the space provided or on ONE 
additional sheet of paper, please feol free to comment or record any additional 
thoughts that you have about physical education in block scheduling. 

1. What has your school done to prepare students and teachers for longer class 
periods in physical education? 

2. Has the W of physical education in your school changed undar block 
scheduling? If so, has it been a positive or negative change? 

3. Has your physical education curriculum changed in practice since the 
implementation of block scheduling at your school? If yes, have the changes 
been beneficial? 

4. From your viewpoint, does the physical education staff prefer block 
scheduling? Why or why not? 
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER 

7 March. 1997 

A few weeks ago a survey was sent to you in regards to your lead physical 
educator's perceptions on the effects of block scheduling. I appreciate your 
timely manner in returning the survey. If they have not completed the survey, 
please request that they do so, and return it as soon as possible. Again, your 
assistance is greatly appreciated. 

Results of the survey can be obtained by completing the information below. 
To keep all information anonymous, please keep this letter separate from the 
returned survey. If you have any questions or need a survey to complete, 
please feel free to call my thesis chairperson (Dr. Jeff Steffen) or myself. 

Thanks again, 

Dr. Jeff Steffen 
(608)785-6535 

Paul Trilling 
910 112 South 17th St. 
La Crosse, WI 54601 
(608)796-2034 

YES, OUR SCHOOL WOULD LIKE A COPY OF THE RESULTS OF YOUR 
SURVEY. SEND TO: 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

ZIP CODE 
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LEVELS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Demographics 

Variables Years In Sections Length Students Grade 

Cognitive .067 .099 .316 .652 .779 

Psychomotor .493 ,510 .371 .877 .450 

Affective .210 .783 .I55 .869 .732 

Instr. Meth. .I58 .098 .047* .I42 .237 

Assessment .278 .295 533 .871 .I73 

Instr. Resour. ,314 .978 ,397 .714 .605 

Prep Time ,349 .063 .895 .888 .311 

Ability Levels .064 .623 .458 .206 .710 

Enjoy .738 .802 .719 .740 .451 

Tchrs. Voice .723 .828 .653 .334 .544 

Know Stud. .779 537 ,473 .447 .462 

In. lnd. Attn. .781 .451 .525 .434 .388 

In-depth Cont. .566 .830 .045' .689 .968 

Superior ,274 .396 .458 .696 .698 
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PEARSBN CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS 

Demographics 

Variables Years In Sections Length Students Grade 

Cognitive .289 .261 -. 160 -.073 -.045 

Psychomotor ,110 .lo6 -. 143 .025 -.I21 

Affective .200 -.044 -.226 -.027 -.055 

Instr. Meth. -.467 .262 .312* -.233 -. 189 

Assessment -.I74 .I68 -.lo0 .026 -,217 

Instr. Resour. -.I61 -.004 -.I36 -.059 -.083 

Prep Time -. 150 .293 -.021 .023 .I62 

Ability Levels .292 .079 -.I19 .202 -.060 

Enjoy -.054 -.040 .058 -.053 .I21 

Tchrs. Voice -.057 .035 -.072 -.I55 -.098 

Know Stud. .045 .099 -.I15 .I22 .I18 

In. lnd. Attn. .045 .I21 -. 102 .I26 .I38 

In-depth Cont. .092 .035 -.315' .064 -.006 

Superior ,175 .I36 -.I19 .063 .062 

' Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
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REPLIES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS OF SURVEY 

1 .What has your school done to prepare students and teachers for longer 
class periods in physical education? 

Nothing 

Very little. When asked our opinion we thought 90 minutes was too long. We 
now put kids through 90 minute classes. We also were encouraged to rewrite 
our curriculum. 

Nothing for students. Teachers have had opportunities to attend seminars, 
conferences, inservice, etc. Several teachers (those opposed) have not 
attended. 

Hardly anything. 

Teacher inservice-speakers came to our school. Teacher fieldtrip-observed the 
block and interviewed at other schools. 

Teachers have attended workshops and schools using the block system. 

We could visit other schools with block scheduling. We also had inservice for 
the block schedule. 

lnservice 

lnservice for the teachers. 

lnservice 

Nothing 

Nothing 

Some inservice on implementation and different delivery styles. 

Nothing at all. 

To get educated, our school just let us go through it. 



The school itself did not do anything, but I wrote an article and published it in 
the school newspaper that gets sent out to all the households in the district. 
This article explained the intention and goals of the physical education 
department concerning block scheduling and the direction we were heading. 

Nothing 

Our school did nothing to prepare teachers. 

There were many inservices for the preparation. They are constantly evaluating 
the effectiveness of 4x4 scheduling. There are weekly faculty meetings that 
constantly evaluate the 4x4 scheduling. 

Teachers have attended workshops and block schedule schools were brought 
in for teacher inservice. 

lnservice days have been used to inform students and teachers about what to 
expect with the block schedule. 

Visited other schools. 

I Our staff visited three schools already in block scheduling. We had two schools 
come here for inservice sessions that also had block scheduling. We decided a I year of time for department planning and curricular restructuring was essential 

I before we ourselves implemented block scheduling. Students, parents, and 
school board members went with us on school visitations. We were not told we / were doing block scheduling, we researched it and chose it. 

a 
1 Teachers had inservice training. Students had no preparation. 

Nothing has been done to prepare teachers or students for longer class 
periods. 

One inservice on understanding different learning styles. Nothing specifically 
with the physical education curriculum. 

Nothing 

Many inservices and put teachers out in schools who had block scheduling and 
job shadowed for a day with another teacher in the field. 

Nothing 

Nothing 

Teacher workshops and school visitations. 



We talked to our students about our expectations of them in physical education 
class. Our teachers have had the opportunity to visit schools where physical 
education was taught in the block. They have also attended workshops on 
teaching in the block schedule. 

We visited another school that had implemented the block schedule before 
starting block scheduling at our school. 

Teachers had the opportunity to attend workshops during the summer and a 
school presently on the block. (We did not get enough exposure.) Students did 
not get anything at all. 

We had a summer teacher inservice session before we actually implemented 
block scheduling. The year prior to implementation, teachers visited various 
schools running block scheduling. Students were involved in prior discussions 
with teachers and administrators. We also had public forums. 

lnservice 

Nothing 

Teachers had inservice and visitations to other block schedule schools. 
Students had nothing; let them know a half of year in advance. 

lnservice sessions were offered to staff. However, not all staff participated. 
Block scheduling makes good teachers better and bad teachers worse. 

2. Has the role of physical education in your school changed under block 
scheduling? If so, has it been a positive or negative change? 

Yes, physical education is limited to only 1-9 week quarters of daily physical 
education per student. This does not encourage activity for students throughout 
the year which only adds to our out of shape American youth. 

Role? No! 

Yes, positive. We have been able to present skills and activities in more depth 
than ever before. 



Yes and no! I have been able to do some neat things with my upper class men 
like canoeing, snowshoeing, cross country skiing, and biking all in 90 minutes. 
On the downside, they only have physical education for one quarter per year 
which is not good unless if you go every other day for one semester. 

Somewhat negative since our guidance department has put students who 
cannot perform in the "academics" into physical education. Our department has 
become a dumping area for unwanted students. 

No, but it may be early to tell. 

No not really. 

Our role has changed somewhat in the fact that year-long courses, which 
account for year-long fitness, have been reduced to semester-long courses 
which account for semester-long fitness. 

It has been a positive change. With the extended time, it is easier to see 
strategies develop over the course of the game situations. The amount of actual 
activity time has increased significantly. 

Students are more willing to spend time on skill development when they know 
there will be an adequate amount of time to play. 

A little of both. We improved our program probably because the schedule 
allowed us to make positive changes. Our elective classes fill up 
immediately-most classes run max load-32 kids. Kids like to be active and 90 
minutes is enough time (finally) to see some real fitness benefits. 

Yes, in a positive way. 

It has changed for the better. I am now able to implement a longer fitness 
schedule than in the past. It also then allows for more time with the activity. 

Students choose physical education more often so our need for additional 
offerings and staff has increased. 

I have just been here a few months, but I beliove it has been a positive change 
because everyone seems very receptive to the block periods. I feel we can 
accomplish so much more. 

Positive 



It has given us the opportunity to do activities that would be hard to complete in 
a 45 minute class period. 

I think it has been positive in the fact that the students seem eager to be here 
and complain if they miss class due to snow, assemblies, etc. 

The one big difference between block and regular scheduling is the amount of 
time we have to do things. Stretching, plyometrics, agilities, more teaching of 
drills, and activity are just some of the benefits. 

I feel the longer periods are great1 The downfall may be that students only have 
nine weeks of physical education during the year in most cases. 

Yes, but they have been both positive and negative. 

The role has not changed. 

I do not think the role of physical education has changed, but I think the change 
has been positive. 

No, the role is important and necessary and continues to receive a very strong 
emphasis. 

I think it is negative because they get one semester of physical education 
instead of two, have middle and high school students together, and have a lot of 
sitting around. 

Our role has changed somewhat. It can be positive or negative depending on 
the teacher. 

Yes, I think for the most needy students it is negative. They do not have 
physical education classes daily. In many cases they can fulfill requirements for 
physical education in less than two of their four high school years. 

A negative change. 



3. Has your physical education curriculum changed in practice since the 
implementation of block scheduling at your school? If yes, have the 
changes been beneficial? 

The classes are great because we can leave the school grounds for bowling, 
swimming, softball, golf, fishing, etc. 

Yes, we can cross country ski and add similar units that are difficult in shorter 
classes. 

It is changing and should continue to do so. These changes should be 
beneficial. 

It has not changed much except for longer units. 

Yes, often additional class choice. We are finding we are short on staff 
however. 

Yes, we are implementing even more lifetime activities. 

It has changed somewhat. The changes have been beneficial. Our curriculum 
had changed about six years ago. Before the block schedule, we would go ice 
fishing for a half a day and get kids out sf class. Now they go during their 
physical education class for five to seven days. 

Yes, added some variety of units, able to travel across town to use other 
facilities. 

Yes, longer time spent on wellness issues and the development of physical 
fitness. 

I 

I Yes I 
I Now more time is spent on physical fitness activities/conditioning. We do the 
1 correct things more consistently than with the shorter class periods. 
l 
I 
! Yes, more time to work on cardiovascular fitness. We still have 45-50 minutes 

1 for the unit of the day. 
f 
$ Yes, we have increased expectations of student outcomes. 

i 
3 Slightly, I feel they have been beneficial. 
t 

This has allowed us to set up blocks into four activities. This gives the kids 
much more flexibility in picking activities they are interested in. The chenges 
have been positive. 



We are able to offer more activities, especially in the area of lifetime fitness 
activities. 

The only thing that we have changed is doing more activities away from the 
school. 

No 

Yes, I have more of a choice of activities and I can go in-depth with activities. I 
think there is more room for creativity. 

Yes, I believe so, but we are in the second year of the block schedule and do 
not know the long-term benefits. 

Yes, and they have been beneficial. 

We have been able to use outside facilities. 

We are just presently in a curriculum development year. The changes we are 
making are not entirely because of the four period day, but it is definitely helping 
us to aim towards outdoor education, ropes courses, and climbing walls. 

No, the curriculum has not changed, just the amount of activity time. 

I do not feel that our curriculum has changed that drastically due to the 
implementation of the block schedule. 

The curriculum has not changed, but the implementation of it has. 

Yes 

Do not know if the change has been positive or beneficial to the students at this 
point. 

N 0 

Not much, basically split the period into two days. 



Yes, the changes have been beneficial. 

Yes, to a degree. 

Yes 

Yes, much more open for outside campus activities like fishing, swimming, 
tennis, trap shooting, etc. 

Yes, more time on fitness and wellness in some classes which has been 
beneficial. 

4. From your viewpoint, does the physical education staff prefer block 
scheduling? Why or why not? 

Our staff is split on this issue 50150. Our facilities are not the best set up for 
block scheduling. A great deal of time is spent on set up and break down of 
equipment for each new block. The seasonal constraints of Wisconsin limits 
some students curriculum offerings if they are in quarters two or three. It does 
offer more time for individual attention and developing of the fitnesslwellness 
concepts of physical education. 

Yes, we have enough time to complete tasks outside of campus. No, we see 
each student for only nine weeks and this is not enough time to establish a 
lifetime pattern for involvement in activities. 

I am the only physical education teacher for K-12 so the block schedule can be 
frustrating at times. Would be very beneficial if I had just one level to teach. 

For some activities it is great, for others it is too long. 

Yes, they have been able to present skills and activities with more creativity. 
They have time for closure and review. 

Yes 

Yes, we $refer this type of scheduling. Longer class periods have allowed us to 
get more done without being rushed. 

Yes, because we can do more outdoor life activities. 

Yes, more time to bring activities to closure and more time for activities off 
campus. 

I thir.u so. There seems to be less stress, especially in units where we go 
cl,;side the building. More variety offered in the curriculum. 

- - 



Yes, we can accomplish so much more material and still have activity. 

Yes and no because we can go outside of the facilities yet back at school there 
are facility limitations. 

Yes, we get more time in the gymnasium which allows us to get a more 
sustained activity. 

Yes, it allows more time to get game situations started and finished with 
evaluations. 

Block scheduling is idea for teaching physical education. There is time for skill 
development and play in each period. Staff members have less problems with 
students with arrangement. Also, more time is spent on physical conditioning. 

Not one of our staff members would go back to teaching eight-period days. In 
fact, if I had to, I would probably quit teaching. Yo14 get to know students better, 
it is more relaxed, more time to "play", etc. We do a fitness segment every day, 
then set up equipment and still have time for skill development and 
tournaments. 

Yes, we do more activities that are lifetime sports related. 

Yes, it allows us to do more things. 

Yes, it allows the students adequate skill building time and game practice. 

I believe they do because there is a chance for concentrating on physical 
fitness, weight lifting, nutrition and cardiovascular endurance. Although I cannot 
speak for the other two physical education teachers, I have only heard positive 
comments. 

Yes, it is great because more time can be spent on skill learning, rules, etc. 

I feel that in the block schedule, students get enough time to work on skills, as 
well as time to play. 

Without a doubt; we can be more flexible in our offerings. 

Very much so; this has given all of us a chance to be more creative in our class 
offerings and lesson design. I really fell we can do more teaching. 

Yes, the longer periods allow adequate time for stretching, testing, and plenty of 
time for an organized game. 

Yes 
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Yes, we are not rushed to get through units and have more time to do other 
activities before the actual units. 

Yes, fitness testing is now more relevant since more time has been spent on 
conditioning. 

Yes, it gives them time to leave campus. I 
Yes, they feel they know their students better. However, we see our students 
every day for 12 weeks while in the traditional schedule we saw them for 18 
weeks. 

Yes, very much so because of less stress, and longer class periods. I 
Yes, more time to go to other facilities in the community and run tournaments. I 
Yes, more time with students while seeing fewer of them. I 
Yes, more time for instruction and practice. 

I am the physical education staff and do not like it. I 
Overall no, because some teachers are negative about everything and are 
"throw out the ball" teachers. 

Not here because we also must teach the middle school who only have the 45 
minutes. 

I am the only physical education teacher here and do not like the block 
scheduling. 


