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whose information was reported on these particular charts were all deemed as likely to fail 

GHSGT assessments as first time test takers. The subject area of the greatest concern for 

students, teachers, administrators, was mathematics, yet in each academic year, the mathematics 

scores were very high (>89% each year).  The English scores were also high (>70% each year.) 

Although test scores were only used to indicate performance of students, the students on the 

Schedule Two scheduling format performed well on standard achievement using the year-long 

modified block schedule. Although the passing percentages and numbers were higher than 

expected, the researcher does not claim that the intervention schedule was the reason for the 

students’ performance.  

Qualitative Data Summary 

 The qualitative data were derived from a set of open-ended interviews from 2010-2011 

Schedule Two students, and content area teachers in the study. Interviews were conducted in 

order to determine the perceptions of this schedule. The interviews provided rich data, revealing 

various levels of awareness of the program- from teachers not aware of its existence, to those 

with intimate knowledge of details of its operations.  Initially, meanings statements were 

extracted from the student and teachers transcriptions. The preliminary meaningful statements 

were then re-examined to form deeper levels of meanings (Ge, Lubin, & Zhang, 2010; Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990) and categorized by theme. The researcher then engaged in the process of selective 

coding, in which statements were placed into like groupings and identified a classification title 

for each group of dominant perceptions extracted from the data. Figure 8 shows common 
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perceptions between students and teachers. 

 

Figure 8. Shared perceptions from student and teacher interviews.  

 Students that were interviewed, for the most part, were very pleased with their academic 

progress and attributed the year-long schedule to aiding in their success in passing standardized 

test during their primary attempt.  The majority of the students would take other such classes and 

or recommend that other students in need of remediation take them as a tool to remediate 

deficiencies. The three categories that emerged from student perceptions included: the benefits of 

the year-long schedule, the confusion of the A/B schedule, and the behavior and immaturity 

problems encountered in the Schedule Two classes. Additionally, students expressed some 

varied perceptions about their selection for the program.  

 

 

Found yearlong beneficial for remediating 
academic deficits/preparing students for 

standardizing testing 

S1, S2, S3, S4, S5 

 T1, T2,T3,T4,T5,T6,T7,T8 

 

13/14 participants 

 

 

 

Found creation of  a class based on academic 
needs results in increase of behavior 

problems  

S2,S3,S5,S6 

T5,T7,T8 

 

7/14 participants 

 

Cited A/B schedule as a major disadvantage 
in yearlong schedule format  

S2,S3,S5,S6 

T4,T7, T8 

 

7/14 participants 

 

 

 

 

Would take or teach other year long classes 

S1, S3, S4, S5 

T8 

 

 5/8 participants 

 

 

 

Shared Perceptions 
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 Teachers that were interviewed, seemed, for the most part, to prefer the Schedule Two 

format as a way to fulfill the needs of students in need of remediation to that of the 4x4 block.  

Although very few of the teachers admitted to wanting to teach or continue teaching on the year-

long modified block schedule, most of the teachers interviewed agreed it was an improved 

experience for students. The four categories that emerged from teacher perceptions included: 

A/B schedule confusion, Schedule Two selection process dissatisfaction, behavior and 

immaturity issues with the Schedule Two students, and the overall benefits of the year-long 

classes for students in need of remediation. 

 

Chapter Summary 

 

 This chapter discussed data results and themes that emerged during quantitative and 

qualitative data analysis. The data revealed three concepts for students and four core concepts 

relevant to teachers regarding their perceptions of a modified block scheduling program.  A table 

of formulated statements was provided for both students and teachers in order to provide insight 

regarding the origins of the concepts. The researcher felt this was necessary to accurately portray 

the students’ and teachers’ overall perceptions, a couple of which, including scheduling 

confusion, and behavior/immaturity issues, were very similar. The themes that were revealed by 

the data substantiated statements from many of the students and teachers in order to give a true 

sense of the experience. These findings drive the conclusions and implications that will be 

discussed in Chapter 5 of the study. Chapter 5 will introduce the conclusions made by the 

researcher and discuss implications of the findings for educational leaders in the future. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

 The purpose of this case study was to explore the impact of a scheduling intervention on 

the academic achievement of students identified as in need of remediation in the content areas of 

English and mathematics and to determine the perception of key informants about the modified 

schedule (Schedule Two).  A review of literature found implementation of the block schedule to 

be both an effective method of educational reform and a relevant factor in student scheduling in 

English and mathematics, however, researchers are still divided on whether block scheduling 

helps students in need of remediation. Scores from the 2008-2011 school years on the Georgia 

High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) in English and mathematics were retrieved in order to 

determine the performance of students involved in the modified schedule.  Additionally, students 

who followed Schedule Two and teachers who taught in the content areas involved in the study- 

both those directly and indirectly involved with the modified schedule- were interviewed to 

determine a comprehensive perception of the intervention block schedule. This chapter will 

examine the findings and conclusions of the study by emphasizing the central points and 

implications for administrators, educators, and educational reformists.  

 

Overview of Findings  

The study employed a case study design consisting of analyzing test scores for 

descriptive trend purposes, paired with the use of open-ended interview questions designed to 

elicit perception of teachers and students on the impact of the modified block schedule. 
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Numerical data for this study were derived from the results of the GHSGT for the 2008-2009, 

2009-2010, and 2010-2011 school years, in English and mathematics, for the student participants 

identified in the study. The scores were analyzed to provide a snapshot of how students identified 

as being in need of remediation in the content areas of English and mathematics performed on 

the standardized GHSGT.   

After synthesizing the collected data, four main concepts arose, each of which was 

explored in Chapter 4. The students voiced perceptions about beliefs about Schedule Two 

student performance scores, problems with scheduling confusion, issues resulting from student 

behavior/immaturity, and perceptions of student achievement. The Schedule One and Schedule 

Two teachers voiced perceptions about schedule confusion, the selection process, behavior 

issues, and the benefits of the year-long class for students in need of remediation.  

Data formed the basis for the researcher’s conclusions and implications. Research 

findings will now be discussed.  

 

Discussion of Research Findings 

 The findings of this study should be evaluated with caution by readers. The findings 

presented merely reflect the perceptions of the six students and eight teachers who were 

interviewed in one public secondary school in the state of Georgia. The findings may or may not 

be reflective of the perceptions of modified block scheduling formats in other similar secondary 

schools in the country. The researcher believes that the size and isolated setting of Schedule Two 

may have uniquely contributed to the response rates and results. Additionally, the interviews 

were conducted at the end of the school year. There was a full year separating when the students 
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and teachers attended and/or taught Schedule Two, and when they were interviewed about their 

perceptions of Schedule Two. This space may have affected the outcome of the study.  Also, 

only the 2010-2011 students were interviewed. No interviews for the 2008-2009 or the 2009-

2010 Schedule Two students were conducted, due to the fact that these students had already 

matriculated.  

 Reforms are nothing new to education. The institution we know as public school has 

continued to evolve since its conception over 200 years ago (Knesting, 2007).  What began with 

one room school houses, where students and teachers brought in coal to keep the room warm, 

which produced students well versed in Biblical studies, has evolved into to the modern day 

schoolrooms, which divide students between elementary, middle and high school levels. In 

current educational environments, even the youngest students are using some form of technology 

on a daily basis.  Within the last fifty years, a variety of educational reforms have been geared to 

the improvement of American students on standardized achievement (Gardner, 2004).  School 

systems, administrators, teachers are on a constant mission to find ways to improve test scores.  

On the high school level, many experiments on the operations of school have been centered on 

the rescheduling of instruction.  In a desperate attempt to find a solution to the problem of low 

standardized scores, a large portion of school systems shifted from six or seven daily periods of 

instruction with students taking classes for the duration of an entire school year to the block 

scheduling format, where students take four classes for the duration of one semester each 

(Canady, 1995).  The school in this study has operated exclusively on the 4x4 block plan for over 

a decade; however during the scope of this study, which included the 2008-09, 2009-2010, and 
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2011 school years, a modified scheduling format was in operation to meet the academic needs of 

students in need of remediation. 

 

 Schedule Two Student Performance. 

 The overall performance scores obtained by Schedule Two students on their English and 

mathematics GHSGT were better than expected based upon prior standardized test results. The 

percentage of Schedule Two students passing the English and mathematics portions of the 

GHSGT remained over 70% for the duration of the modified block schedule. In fact, during the 

final year of the modified year-long block schedule, the percentage of passing students exceeded 

90% on both the English and mathematics portions of the test. With the exception of an 

exceedingly high mathematics score (95.8%) during the initial year of the Schedule Two class,  

the passing rates of the students taking the class grew steadily up to over 90%.  These data 

indicated that the students were successful in achieving their goals- achievement and academic 

success on the GHSGT. Considering that these students were classified for placement in the 

Schedule Two class based upon failure to pass previous standardized tests, this level of personal 

and group achievement is noteworthy.  

 

 Scheduling Confusion. 

 Several students felt that one of the advantages of a year-long schedule was that it 

allowed instruction to be delivered at a pace that allowed re-teaching and reinforcement of 

critical concepts and skills.  Students perceived they were able to better handle academic course 

loads based upon pacing, along with other non-academic responsibilities by not having to meet 



97 

 

  

  

with their English or mathematics course each day (Canady & Retting, 1995).  Dividing the 

course load allowed for the students to be given additional time to dwell upon and digest content. 

The Schedule Two format, however, was not always noted advantageous. The disadvantage to 

this scheduling format that was most frequently cited was that of the confusion of the logistics of 

the schedule.  Students complained that they faced several situations where their uncertainty over 

which class they were supposed to be attending led to them being late to class, or be forced to 

quickly transverse the immense campus, due to arriving at the wrong class.   

 Teachers seemed to be disgruntled with the inconveniences of the scheduling format as 

well, citing that classroom preparation time was affected due to confusion about which class they 

would be teaching. By and large, most of the students and teachers found some fault with some 

aspect related to the mechanics of the scheduling format. Canady and Retting (1995) also found 

that one of the major complaints about the adoption of the block schedule revolved around 

difficulty and confusion mastering the mechanics of the block schedule.  

 Although seeming to enjoy the flexibility in planning created by the modified schedule, 

many teachers expressed frustration about the lack of knowledge, dissemination, and direction on 

the part of the administration. Schedule Two teachers cited that they felt lost and oftentimes 

isolated regarding questions of where their students should be and what class they would face on 

a given day. Not only were they uncertain about the schedule, but there were very few co-

workers with whom they could confer or who could commiserate, due to a general lack of 

awareness of the nuisances of the Schedule Two format. This problem was especially prevalent 

after a long weekend or holiday break, when answers were hard to come by, due to general 

forgetfulness of previous scheduling accommodations.  
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 Student Selection Process. 

 The student selection process was an issue with which the Schedule One and Schedule 

Two teachers perceived as being incomplete. The interviews provided rich data scores, revealing 

various levels of awareness of the program, from teachers not aware of its existence to those who 

maintained intimate knowledge of details of its operations.  Although there was a severe 

dichotomy in the level of awareness and involvement with the program, there was a general 

consensus amongst the teachers regarding the process in which students should be selected to 

participate in the Schedule Two format.  

 The format for student selection included a recommendation from former teachers based 

upon previous standard test scores. In the majority of cases, the teachers that had previously 

taught the target students were issued a list entailing possible candidates and asked to make 

suggestions based upon the submissions of the counseling and administrative staff.  Although the 

majority of the teachers interviewed agreed that this was a proficient way in which to recognize 

students at an initial level, many felt that this system of selection and choice excluded many 

factors which occurred inside the classroom and were equally crucial to student success. A 

majority of the teachers interviewed felt as though student behavior and class performance 

should be considerations in the student selection process. Choosing students solely based upon 

standardized test scores seemed to isolate students who could be aided by attendance in the 

Schedule Two format by disregarding factors critical to student success. This corroborates with 

the study by McInerney, Cheng, Mok, and Lam (2012) which found a positive correlation 

between student accountability and academic achievement. 
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 Behavior and Immaturity Issues. 

 An issue that was stressed amongst Schedule Two students was the concern about the 

conflicting personalities encountered in the classes. Additionally, a large majority of the students 

interviewed felt as though being placed in year-long classes with the same “trouble-making” 

students was a disadvantage to taking the year-long modified block schedule. Studies by 

Sutherland and Singh (2007), Kroeger and Kouche (2006), and Lee (2006), affirm these 

perceptions, positing that an explanation for the disruptive behaviors of these students lies in the 

fact that their histories of repeated failures lead them to form negative beliefs about their 

abilities.  These negative beliefs can lead them to a self-fulfilling prophecy that becomes a 

cyclical, troublesome force in the classroom (Poncy, Skinner, & Axtell, 2010; Kirchner, Sweller, 

& Clark, 2006). The purported widespread behavior issues amongst the Schedule Two students 

appeared to alter the learning environment, making it more difficult for students to remain 

focused. The perceptions attained by students and teachers on the Schedule Two format concur 

with research performed by Kauffman, Lloyd, and McGee (1989), which concluded that students 

categorized as being in need of remediation are more prone to have disruptive, oppositional, 

defiant, or aggressive behaviors, all of which make them lack the ability to consistency comply 

with the teacher’s rules, follow classroom directives, or carry out even basic instructions 

explicitly. This is precisely the type of classroom environment which the students noted in 

interviews was created by the Schedule Two format.  

 The prevalence of maladaptive behaviors was not solely a concern that was addressed by 

the students, but also by both of the Schedule Two teachers that were interviewed. The 

aforementioned classroom environment created a challenge on the part of the educator in terms 
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of facilitating standard classroom instruction and cementing the formation of positive social 

relationships. Amongst the Schedule Two teachers, there was a consensus about the difficulties 

incurred by the disruptive behaviors that were witnessed in the class, along with a sense of 

frustration about the limited range of legitimate disciplinary techniques with which the teachers 

were able to equip in a class filled with students with such a wide range of potentially disruptive 

behaviors. Behavioral issues remained a major concern and disadvantage for both groups 

interviewed.  The behavior of the Schedule Two students was perceived by the students as being 

similar to the behaviors of other students in need of remediation in the study conducted by 

Poncy, Skinner, and Axtell( 2010).  

  

 Perceptions of Achievement. 

 Students interviewed, for the most part, were exceptionally content with their academic 

progress and attributed the year-long schedule to aiding in their success in passing the GHSGT 

the first time taken.  In fact, many of the Schedule Two students performed so successfully on 

their standardized tests that they expressed an interest in taking more modified block schedules 

which combined other content areas. Because the students would be matriculating, many 

expressed willingness that recommend that other students in need of remediation take class 

which followed a modified block schedule as a tool to remediate deficiencies.  

 Likewise, both Schedule One and Schedule Two teachers expressed positive perceptions 

about the overall accomplishments of the Schedule Two class. Even those teachers with a very 

limited working knowledge of the Schedule Two format sensed an atmosphere of pride and 

achievement regarding the feats performed by the Schedule Two classes. Many of the teachers 
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that were not directly involved had witnessed Schedule Two teachers sharing positive 

commentary and/or results. Those that were unsure of the successes and/or passing percentages 

of the students expressed interest in learning about the accomplishments of the class, even across 

content areas.  

Conclusions  

 Quantitative and demographic data for the study were presented in Chapter 4. Based on 

the data presented, several conclusions were drawn about the performance of Schedule Two. 

First, the study found that Schedule Two students performed better on their GHSGT in English 

and mathematics test they had been expected to perform, based upon previous standardized 

testing scores. The results from the quantitative data suggest that the Schedule Two students 

obtained scholastic benefits after being involved in the modified block schedule. This data 

affirmed research by Lawrence and MacPherson (2000), which found that “better scheduling 

alternatives that more adequately meet the needs of students and teachers [need to be promoted] 

because the block schedule does not meet all desired outcomes” (p.182).  

 Second, the results from qualitative data revealed that the impact of the Schedule Two 

class, though only conducted on a small scale, was primarily perceived as positive. An additional 

significant conclusion revealed by the qualitative data was that the Schedule One and Schedule 

Two teachers interviewed found the student selection process for the modified block schedule to 

be incomplete. Most of the teachers were perceived to believe that the selection process should 

be more multi-faceted, taking behavior and other factors into account as opposed to strictly 

relying upon test scores. Suggestions for reconciling this problem are detailed in the 

recommendations section of this chapter.  
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 Despite indications that there were problems with the systemization of the Schedule Two 

class, both students and teachers found the year-long schedule to be conducive to student 

achievement for students in need of remediation. A majority of the students and teachers 

interviewed (93%) found that the year-long schedule was beneficial for remediating academic 

deficits and preparing students for standardized testing. The findings of this study support the 

Stanley, Spradlin, and Plucker (2007) and Trenta and Newman (2006) studies which found that 

for high school students who perform on a remedial level, the 4x4 block schedule resulted in a 

higher failure rate on standardized tests than those on other scheduling formats. 

 Third, when considering the percent of students and teachers who maintained unfavorable 

perceptions about the behavioral issues maintained by the students selected for Schedule Two 

(approximately 50%), a conclusion derived was that Schedule Two format and instructional 

procedures should be explored further to investigate how teachers can maximize instructional 

time by eliminating or reducing behavioral problems through classroom management techniques. 

The impact of these behavior problems might be more far-reaching than originally anticipated. 

According to several studies, existence of behavioral issues in the classroom affects task-

mastery, creativity, altruism, overt cooperation, and problem-solving in the classroom, especially 

in remedial students (Geisthardt, Brotherson, & Cook, 2002; Orsmond, Krauss, & Seltzer, 2004; 

Freeman & Kasari, 1998; Buysse, Goldman, & Skinner, 2002). Thus, an average of 10% of the 

general student population suffers from behavioral symptoms which are prevalent enough to 

cause problems in the classroom, (not significant enough to be labeled as behavior disorder) 

while still requiring interventions outside of the classroom environment (Adelman & Taylor, 

2002). The Schedule Two class was perceived to be an unbalanced mixture of students who 
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needed more individualized attention than the Schedule Two teacher could give, especially when 

faced with a plethora of students who were equally in need of support.  

 Despite indications that there were problems with the systemization of the Schedule Two 

class, both students and teachers found the year-long schedule to be conducive to student 

achievement for students in need of remediation. A majority of the students and teachers 

interviewed (93%) found that the year-long schedule was beneficial for remediating academic 

deficits and preparing students for standardized testing. The findings of this study support the 

Stanley, Spradlin, and Plucker (2007) and Trenta and Newman (2006) studies which found that 

for high school students in need of remediation, the 4x4 block schedule resulted in a higher 

failure rate on standardized tests than those on other scheduling formats.   

 Fourth, secondary school administrators should continue considering ways in which to 

improve upon the selection and logistics of Schedule Two. Furthermore, they should ensure that 

all stakeholders—students, teachers, parents, administrators, and community organizations—are 

involved in investigating, planning, designing, implementing, evaluating, and supporting the 

alternative scheduling formats, particularly for students identified as being in need of 

remediation. This conclusion was based upon the overall perceptions of the modified block 

schedule by 2010-2011 Schedule Two students, Schedule One teachers, and Schedule Two 

teachers.   

 

Implications 

 The implications of this case study have implications for principals, superintendents, and 

boards of education. Throughout the case study, the research sought to determine the impact of a 
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modified schedule on the standardized achievement of students identified in the study and to 

examine the perception of students and teachers of the operation of the schedule.  The 

perceptions surrounding the Schedule Two classes were, for the most part, positive and 

instructive. Those teachers and students that made suggestions for adjustments to the format of 

the class did so with the intention of improving the current format as opposed to attempting to 

overhaul and refurbish the program. One of the major elements of dissatisfaction revolved 

around the physical schedule of the class.  

 Scheduling of classes is one aspect of the educational system that can be easily 

manipulated.  This is very important as educators and school systems are being placed on a 

constant vigil to ensure that each child makes at least minimal passing scores on standardized 

tests.  Although much research has been conducted on the effects of block scheduling on 

students, very little research, if any, has been conducted on variations of the block scheduling 

format on the performance of students in need of remedial instruction.  The open-ended 

interviews from former students on Schedule Two and content area teachers in the study were 

important, because, their perceptions of the schedule and how it operated will be a factor in 

determining whether or not this scheduling format should continue to operate at the school. 

Based upon the conclusions that were made, further research should be pursued that expands 

knowledge on intervention strategies and scheduling reform that are designed to meet the needs 

of students identified as being in need of remediation. These efforts will ensure that the voices of 

students, teachers, and administrators are being considered when addressing the unique needs of 

the individuals being considered to undertake modified scheduling formats. This study draws 

attention to the fact that the criteria being used to select student participants inadequately shuns 
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considerations that seem to be essential indicators of student engagement and achievement. In 

other words, students are not being chosen for their participation in the modified block schedule 

in an effective and all-inclusive manner. Because there are several factors which must be 

considered in determining student success and achievement in the classroom, administrators 

cannot hope to gain a truly complete grouping of all the students that could benefit from a 

program simply by selecting students for alternative programs like the Schedule Two 

intervention class based solely upon previous standardized test scores.  

 On a regular 4x4 block, which is the schedule followed by the general student populace at 

the school in this study, these students may have or may not have been scheduled for a 

mathematics class at the time of the testing. Regardless as to when students were scheduled for 

mathematics and or English classes, on the year-long schedule they would have received 105 

hours of instructional time prior to testing.  On a 4x4 block, a student may have had all 132 hours 

before testing, but classes ended in December and the test was not even attempted until late 

March.  If they were scheduled in the spring, students would have had the advantage of being in 

the content classes at time of testing, but with only 78 hours of instructional time before testing.  

For the general student populace, this may not play a major factor in whether or not the student is 

successful on a standardized achievement test. However, for students identified as in need of 

remediation, this is a factor that should not be ignored. 

 The widespread adoption of the block scheduling reform, while beneficial, still requires 

manipulation and differentiation in order to meet the needs of an exceptionally varied student 

population. Especially in the core content areas, which are prone to either culminate in or else 

serve as the core of standardized exams, educational reformers need to ensure that the benefits of 
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the traditional year-long classes are not eclipsed in an attempt to mainstream block scheduling, 

therefore short-sighting efforts to promote a “one-size fits all” solution to America’s educational 

predicament. Reformers must strive to continue to find, modify, and improve scheduling 

solutions that accompany results, positive perceptions, and critical acclaim from an invested 

public audience.  

 

Recommendations  

 Based upon the findings of the study that examined students’ and teachers’ perceptions of 

a modified block scheduling format utilized for students in need of remediation, and the review 

of literature, the following recommendations are made for future researchers, school leaders, and 

community members. 

 1. Based upon the experiences reported in the student and teacher interviews, confusion 

 about the mechanics of the year-long schedule was one of the most common 

 disadvantages of Schedule Two. Administrators could prevent isolation and 

 confusion experienced by participants by making this aspect of the program more  widely 

 known at the school site and including Schedule Two on the master schedule.  

 2. According to teacher and student transcription analysis, formation of a class based 

 upon academic remedial need resulted in more behavioral concerns than would be found 

 in a random computer-generated class. More stringent guidelines, with the 

 implementation of a behavior contract, may solve some problems reported by 

 participants.  
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 3. Based upon performances on prior standardized test scores, it appears that Schedule 

 Two students’ GHSGT scores in English and mathematics were higher than 

 expected. These initial findings support a need for more comprehensive study on year-

 long scheduling for students in need of remediation.  

 4. The holistic study of other intervention models is needed to enhance research on 

 programs that may impact students who are in need of remediation.  

 

Dissemination  
 

 This study may be useful for all individuals who are involved in supporting and  

 

enhancing education for students in need of remediation in the United States. In addition, the  

 

researcher will contribute to professional literature related to alternative scheduling formats by  

 

publishing the dissertation and writing articles about the advantages and disadvantages of  

 

modified block scheduling for students in need of remediation. The researcher plans to  

 

disseminate the findings of this study within the school district in which the study was  

 

conducted, and other venues, as found appropriate. 

 

 

Concluding Thoughts 

 This topic has been of personal interest to me since I became employed in a school with a 

4x4 block schedule in the 2004-05 school year.  During the 2007-08 school year, I was part of 

the county’s leadership academy.  The focus was to find ways to help students in need of 

remediation improve their passing capabilities on standardized achievement tests.  Focus groups 

were divided into elementary, middle, and high schools.  Each group was to come up with a list 

of three of the major problem areas and plan to address needs.   In high school, the three goals 
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were aligned with the AYP goals.  One of which was to increase passing rate of first-time test 

takers in the areas of English and mathematics. The committee recommended more instructional 

time for students in need of remediation.  In order to achieve this, principals were allowed to 

deviate from the county’s traditional 4x4 block schedule for the duration of a single block each 

day for students with the greatest need.  I was involved with this program from the ground floor 

and I wanted to know what the results of students performance would be using the scheduling 

format.  The following reflections summarize my final thoughts about the performance and 

perceptions of that program.  

 In regard to the students’ performance on standardized test scores, the numerical data of 

year-long classes yielded positive results on passing rates and percentages for the three years of 

the study.  As a whole, these rates may appear to be expected of high school students, where only 

minimal basic skills are assessed; however, the students in the study were not typical high school 

students.  These students had previously experienced failures in both content area subjects and 

on standardized testing.  Furthermore, this group had been identified as being at-risk of failing 

test and perhaps even dropping out of school.  Although not the focus of this study, several 

students enrolled on Schedule Two did drop out of school for various reasons.  In the 2009-10 

school year, 11 of the 30 students selected were withdrawn from school due to a host of reasons, 

including scenarios such as students from having to be sent to alternative schools because of 

behavior problems, to individuals facing incarceration, to young woman becoming unable to 

finish due to pregnancy. The dropout rate for Schedule Two for that year, paired with the success 

of the passing rate of the GHSGT, prompted school officials to double the number of students 
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selected for the 2010-11 school year in order to be able to justify the usage of staffing for the 

Schedule Two program. 

 Because I was an active participant in the instruction of the Schedule Two class, I was 

not surprised when, during the interview process, the disadvantages surrounding of the confusion 

of the Schedule Two operation were paramount.  I was one of many educators who could offer 

little, if any, assistance to students when they frantically presented questions about where they 

were expected to report for any given day. Additionally, I was not shocked when the 

interviewees revealed the elements of the Schedule Two schedule of which the students and 

teachers perceived as being positive.  

 What did astonish me was the focus that both students and teachers gave to the 

behavioral issues encountered in the Schedule Two class.  Students and teachers reported that 

selecting students based on academic needs, and concurrently placing these similar students in 

one class resulted in a greater number of students who exhibited immature behaviors. This 

caused a plethora of personality problems in addition, which sometimes manifested in violent 

situations.  The resulting combination often lacked in providing the peer role model that many of 

the students were accustomed to, perhaps without even realizing the need.  The idea that students 

and teachers were uncomfortable dealing with these personality conflicts lent to both groups 

expressing displeasure at being forced to stay with the same group of students or teachers for the 

duration of the school year. This perception was a disadvantage that I had not previously 

considered.  

 Another surprising result that I obtained while analyzing the interviews occurred when I 

determined the Schedule Two teachers’ perceptions of the lack of support that they wanted or 
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felt that they needed from the administration. A large majority of the teachers felt as though 

administrators should have had a minuscule, if any, part in the selection of students for the 

program. There was a general consensus that choices made by the administrators would reflect 

the students that had severe academic needs based upon their previous standardized test scores 

without taking factors such as behavior, attitude, performance and motivation to achieve into 

consideration. These factors are primarily witnessed by being familiar with the students’ internal 

classroom behavior, thus making selection of students by administrators not only partial, but 

inept.  

 Overall teachers and students felt the year-long schedule was an effective remediation 

tool.  Most of the students would take other year-long classes if offered.  On the other hand, 

although teachers thought the year-long class was overall better for students in need of 

remediation, only one of the eight, would volunteer to teach it. This is a testament to the success 

of the program, as far as in producing student achievement, while still identifying some major  

issues that still require attention and reform. From my analysis of this study, I feel as though 

administrators should continue to diligently monitor the effect of the 4x4 block schedule on the 

entire school population, at the same time selecting a variety of scheduling formats that 

individually suit the needs of their varied populations. Moreover, they should pursue alternative 

schedules from the beginning of the secondary level (i.e., middle school). Early measures to 

reach these students would prove considerably more effective. 
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APPENDIX C 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS OF SCHEDULE TWO 

1. For the past three years, a small number of selected juniors at your school agreed to participate 

in a modified block schedule for one of their four blocks of instruction.  Describe for me what, if 

anything, you know, about the operation of this intervention at your school.  

2. Students indentified to be selected to volunteer based on poor performance in English or 

mathematics classes and/or poor performance on EOCT. Do you believe that this was a 

proficient way in which to select participants? Why or why not? What alternate suggestions 

would you have to identify students for the intervention program? 

3. What benefit, if any, do you think a year-long modified block schedule would afford students 

identified as high-risk? 

4. What was your role in the modified block schedule? 

5. You were selected to teach the year-long modified block schedule for one block. What did you 

like the most about it? What did you like the least?  

6. Would you continue to volunteer to teach this year-long modified block schedule if 

approached to do so again? 
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APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR TEACHERS OF SCHEDULE ONE 

1. For the past three years, a small number of selected juniors at your school agreed to  

participate in an intervention schedule for one of their four blocks of instruction.  Describe for 

me what, if anything, you know, about the operation of this intervention at your school.  

2. Students indentified to be selected to volunteer based on poor performance in English or 

mathematics classes and/or poor performance on EOCT. Do you believe that this was a 

proficient way in which to select participants? Why or why not? What alternate suggestions 

would you have to identify students for the intervention program?   

3. What benefit, if any, do you think a year-long modified block schedule would afford students 

identified as high-risk?  

4. How did you learn of the schedule? Was it through faculty meetings, close proximity of 

modified block schedule class, students, etc? 

5. If asked to volunteer to teach a year-long modified block schedule, would you be willing to do 

so? Why or why not? 
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APPENDIX E 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STUDENTS 

1. You were selected to participate in year-long English and mathematics classes, however the 

decision to accept placement was your own.  What factors lead you to agree to participate in this 

modified schedule?  

2. You were one out of the approximately 60 juniors chosen to participate in this year-long block 

schedule. Do you know why you were selected? (b) Explain how you were informed of the 

reason for being selected to participate. (Remember to use only titles and not specific name if 

mentioning people.) 

3. You mentioned (or did not mention) the GHSGT as the reason for your selection into the 

modified block schedule for your English and mathematics year round class. Tell me what 

benefit, if any, you feel the year-long scheduling of classes in these two subject areas produced 

for you.  

4. How did you perceive the modified block schedule? Explain by telling me what you liked 

most about schedule. Tell me what you liked least about the schedule.  Your response does not 

have to be about academics. Please elaborate on an issue(s) that you would like.  

5. If given the choice over again, would you choose to take the year-long modified block 

schedule again? Explain why or why not.  

6. If a younger sibling or friend asked your advice about whether or not to take the modified 

block schedule, what advice would give him or her? Why? 
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APPENDIX F 

GHSGT SCALE SCORES 

Table 7 

Scale scores needed for passing the GHSGT (www.doe.k12.ga.us) 

Content Area Below 

Proficiency 

Basic 

Proficiency 

Advanced 

Proficiency 

Honors 

ELA (GPS) Below 200 200 to 234 235 to 274 275 or 

above 

Mathematics (GPS) Below 200 200 to 234 235 to 284 285 or 

above 
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APPENDIX G 

REFERENCES FOR QUESTIONS AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

Table 8 

Interview Question Formulation References 

Questions for Schedule Two 

Teachers 

#2 American children trail[ed ] 

significantly behind other 

first world countries on 

standardized achievement 

The increased pace required 

by a block schedule is too 

fast and too complex for 

students who are in danger 

of school failure 

(Marshall, 

Sears & 

Shubert, 2000) 

 

 

 

(King-Sears, 

2008) 

 #3 Educational reformers 

search for ways of 

increasing student 

achievement and 

performance on basic 

standardized tests 

 Veal & 

Schriber 

(1990) 

#5 A teacher’s reach, more than 

ever, extends outside the 

classroom and new factors 

must be assessed regarding 

a child’s chances to succeed. 

Brophy (1996) 

Questions for Schedule One 

Teachers 

 

#1 Reforms have brought about 

more stringent government 

controls, higher 

performance standards, and 

more punitive testing 

measures for students 

Smyth (2006) 

 

 

#2 Block scheduling is a highly 

effective way in which to 

provide high impact 

instruction, specifically to 

the at-risk population, 

Canady & 

Hotchkiss 

(1985) 
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during the school day where 

time is focused on student 

learning and quality 

instructional time 

#5 Students for whom primary 

and secondary interventions 

prove insufficient need 

additional support 

George, White, 

& Schaffer 

(2007) 

#6 In order to develop a strong 

educational foundation, 

students need proper time 

and context 

Schmidt 

(2004) 

 

Questions for Students 

 

 

#3 Class-size reduction, 

especially implemented 

within a form of parallel 

block scheduling, produced 

a large increased in 

academic achievement 

among under-achievers, 

specially socioeconomically 

disadvantaged students 

(Leithwood et 

al., 2004) 
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APPENDIX J 

TEACHER BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEET 

 Background Information Form- Schedule One and Schedule Two Teachers 

 Please check and/or fill the appropriate line, the purpose of which is to collect  basic 

 information for the study.  

 

  Age                                                                   25-29 ____________ 

        30-40 ____________    

           40-50 ____________ 

        50-60 ____________ 

           60+ ____________ 

 

 Years of Teaching         0-5 ____________ 

 Experience        5-10 ____________ 

        10-20 ____________ 

           20+ ____________ 

 

 Years at Current School             0-5 _____________ 

         5-10 _____________ 

         10-20 ____________ 

           20+  ____________ 

 

 Area(s) of certification     ________________________ 

 

        ________________________ 

 

 Work experience outside of education (Please explain) 

 

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________ 

 


