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The process of large-scale change is difficult in any organizationalseuand this is
particularly true in the field of education. This qualitative study investibtite change process
used by five high schools in eastern Pennsylvania while initiating, implergeand sustaining a
large-scale change from traditional to block scheduling. This study lodks emtire large-scale
change process from inception through evaluation. Through the lens of the laegehscae to
block scheduling, the researcher analyzed change in five schools with siemlagraphics to
determine whether similarities existed in the change process and wintihelrchange can be
linked to a specific model of change.

This study, conducted using a three interview protocol (Seidman, 1998), was guided by
one primary research question: What is the process used by high schools to pEmeimpahd
sustain large-scale change? Three research sub-questions supported tigegpaston: 1)

What was the impetus for change to block scheduling?; 2) What process was useddtsidhe di
to plan and implement the change to block scheduling?; and 3) How has the change to block
scheduling been sustained by the district? The participants interviewed incheded f
superintendents, five high school principals and twenty classroom teachers who wdinked at

participating schools during the transition to block scheduling.



Several common characteristics were identified which contributed to thesstidc
implementation of a large-scale change initiative. These include theoorefa committee to
plan and implement the change, involvement of stakeholders, and the use of professional
development to support the change. A major implication of this study is the idemtifioathe
importance of effective leadership during the change process.

It was found that the impetus for change involved an organizational leader witbra visi
for change. One interesting finding was that though all five schools were sutoessf
implementing the change, very little has been done to help sustain the change. @otieary
research in the literature, this study found that ongoing professional developmenéssential

to sustaining large-scale change.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The process of large-scale change is difficult in any organizationalstuand this is
particularly true in education. Marzano, Waters and McNulty (2005) stated that three of
constants within K-12 education is that someone is always trying to changedeé tlse
publication ofA Nationat Riskin 1983, government agencies and leaders of American business
have applied tremendous pressure for educational change. The lack of sulu$tangias over
the past several decades has led to more calls for accountability throwdgrditeed testing and
No Child Left Behindegislation (U.S. Department of Education, 2002). Quite often educational
changes are implemented in response to some mandate but quickly lose their fervo

Carr (2009) stated that in order for a people-intensive business like education to
successfully implement change, administrators must win over the hearts, mindshandrbef
their employees. The often overlooked key concept is the notion of changing behavior. Once
the novelty of a change wears off, people tend to revert to the behaviors thdttheite
throughout their careers. Fullan, Hill and Crevola (2006) suggested that schoul oéen fails
because the implemented changes are too superficial. Rarely do chaitigege ithfe classroom.

In order for schools to change, the behavior and strategies used by teadedaasroom
must also change. Unfortunately, the process of change encounters many impositgsobsta
One major issue is the problem of self-preservation within the school settirep dbénge is
resisted because it threatens to modify deeply engrained processes ocegrabithout
understanding and embracing the need for change, stakeholders will predipiadsy it

(Christensen, Aaron and Clark, 2005).



What is Large-scale Change?

Large-scale change can be defined as very complex school and syseeohande
requiring major changes in the roles of teachers, principals, and schools.gv&@e &
Vandenberghe, 1986). Such comprehensive changes involve an intricate processlignd usua
take three to five years to implement. This process generally involvedeayst plan, budgeted
resources to support on-site training, policies that address implementation aaoliettteon of
data to measure the impact of the change (Hall & Hord, 2001).

Models of Change

When studying the process used to plan, implement and sustain large-scaleitisange
important to identify models of change that have been successfully used to guicedss.pr
Those planning to initiate change rely on these classic change models to guidhéntkian.t
The following series of models are frameworks which may be used by ioraatit to implement
change.

The Change Process

Havelock and Zlotolow (1995) developed a seven stage process for change known as the
C-R-E-A-T-E-R model. This circular model of change has seven stagesralate, examine,
acquire, try, extend and renew. Each stage was assigned a number from zero to si

The care stage was assigned the number zero because it representk tiatooc
prerequisite for a change” (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, p.6). Stage one, relatedpéevittak
when the change agent focuses on building relationships and developing a collaborative
environment within the organization. During stage two, examine, the change agehegldmi
problem which needs to be changed, and conveys this need to the client. Stage three, acquire,

focuses on “seeking and finding relevant resources, which may be as divers¢asielec



print materials, people, or products” (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, p.91). The gathering of
information provides the rationale for a prospective change.

The fourth stage, try, consists of a six-step process which equates to imtpkeone
The steps in this stage include: 1) assemble and sort the relevant findingsdracquire stage;
2) derive implications from the knowledge base that affect the client sy3jayanerate a range
of solutions; 4) test feasibilities; 5) adapt solutions to the needs of the ahein) pilot test the
solution (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995, p.109-110). Stage five, extend, is designed to gain deeper
and wider acceptance for the change, while step six, renew, calls for artiemadfithe change
by stakeholders.

The process of large-scale change outlined by Havelock and Zlotolow (1995hs@ntai
series of steps which may be used by school systems to plan, implement and sgstacala
changes. The researcher will investigate the process used by thehbeéssncluded in this
study to determine whether or not they follow this model of change.

Systematic Change

The change model developed by Reigeluth and Garfinkle (1994) suggests that a
fundamental change in one aspect of an educational system requires fuatdlah@ges in
other aspects in order for the change to be successful (Reigeluth & Garfinkle, TA4)
comprehensive change model is divided into four sections: theory, models, components and
examples.

The theoretical section of this approach addresses the impact of state bpdliogan
systematic change, the role of collaboration, the need for a process ofienadnd the need for
a directed approach to systematic change (Reigeluth & Garfinkle, 1994) eddrelsection of

the systematic change model looked at four specific models or examples wfadistiesign.



The third section identified key components of educational systems which inpgi@ehatic or
large-scale change. These components include state school finance formutasiafteince of
local school board politics. The final section of this model looked at three sucesshples
of systematic change. These examples demonstrated how districts \eeieeddad! with the
complexities inherent in large-scale change. Key conditions werefiddnthich are viewed as
necessary if a change is to be sustained over time. These conditions inclucheca casion,
developing an implementation plan, obtaining support from all stakeholders and providing an
effective means of communication to keep stakeholders informed throughout the proces
(Reigeluth & Garfinkle, 1994).
Conditions of Change

Ely (1990) was the first researcher to emphasize the role of environmamdions on
the change process. Beginning with his study of change in libraries conducted in 19¢ame be
to identify a series of factors that can enhance or inhibit change. Ely’siedatahange model
identifies eight conditions that contribute to the adoption and implementation of edatati
changes. These conditions include: “dissatisfaction with the status quo; knowiddgella
exist; resources are available; time is available; rewards or imesm@xist for participants;
participation is expected and encouraged; commitment by those who are involved andeevide
of leadership” (Ely, 1990 p. 300-302).
Concerns Based Adoption Model

Hall and Hord (1987) developed the Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) of
educational change. This model has four basic components: stages of concerof lese)|
innovation configurations and intervention taxonomy. The stages of concern component

classifies attitudes and feeling of individuals as they go through the chaaly& Hord, 1987,



p. 60). The levels of use component addresses whether the innovation or change is being used
and to what extent. The third component of the CBAM model is innovation configurations. This
component addresses the variation in the innovation from one user to another. The final
component, intervention taxonomy, deals with the role of the change facilitator in the
implementation process. The facilitator has the responsibility of monitbrenghange process
and using the conceptual framework provided by the model to help guide the prockss (Hal
Hord, 1987).

In summary, there are many models of change discussed in the literature avhiogh ¢
used as foundation for large-scale change in schools. The four models discussditaratbie
review contain features present in the change processes used by thiedolse sluded in this
study.

School Change

School systems seem to be in a constant state of change, yet they seem unsial@to s
change (Fullan, 1993). The mentality that “we have always done it that way, sharige” is
pervasive in education. The culture in a typical school is generally supportivestétine quo
and is resistant to change. Betts (1992) addressed this phenomenon by sudggéesigols
are “pattern maintenance” institutions that are proud of stability, and &tatioas where
change is resisted. Fullan (2005) stated that when faced with change sedigimerevert to
learned behavior. In essence, it is less stressful to resist changesharegpouse it.

Gallagher, Bagin and Moore (2005) pointed out that the rate of acceptance oftragiwvasiis
also a variable that must be considered. They stressed that even the best innovédibif ita

is not properly implemented.



The concept of large-scale change is not new to education, yet many scholatbargue
these changes are simply cosmetic and lack substance (Sarason, 1990). Cuban €1€90) lab
these changes, designed to fix the existing educational programs by changing swme of
components, first order changes. These changes attempt to improve the curmenbgyste
addressing deficiencies in policies and procedures. First order changesdesigiatd to
change the overall structure of an organization. Second order changes@reditstransform
the existing structure of an organization. A large-scale change, suchnasvinéo block
scheduling, would be examples of second order change, because the change sulstantially
the way the organization functions (Cuban, 1990).

In discussing the roadblocks to organizational change, Bolman and Deal (198) stat
that major organizational change generates four categories of conasinit &ffects
individuals' ability to feel effective, valued and in control. People esserttiatiyme inert
unless they are properly trained and motivated to accept the change. Secoreddidnapts
existing roles and relationships, producing confusion and uncertainty. Third, and posstbly mos
significantly, change creates conflict between those who benefit frechange and those who
do not. While this conflict is often based on individual perception, it can significantlyrhivele
success of an initiative. Finally, change causes loss of meaning for padpkereceiving end
of the change (Bolman & Deal, 1997, p. 339).

When studying change in the context of public education, it is important to understand
that, while the goals and expectations have evolved, the organization of schoolsiceArasr
remained relatively stagnant for decades. Methods of organization that goverchioovs sire
designed, how teachers design instruction and how administrators allocateeg$awve

become the Achilles heel of school reform movements (Christensen, Aaron,k&Z0@5).



Sergiovanni (2000) suggested that educational reform tends to favor process over sublgance
highlighted that schools are rewarded for aligning with state-standardsrémingeg well on
standardized tests. This approach advocates changing teaching methodsdke thfe

performing well on the assessment, a short-term goal.

The cookie-cutter model of American school systems needs a systemiortraatsin.
Society no longer tolerates the notion that some students will not receive titye @fusducation
to which they are entitled. Christensen, Aaron and Clark (2005) observed that thewpiidy
achieve systematic transformational change is to scrap the curremh sysd start from scratch.
Hargreaves and Shirley (2008) argued that education policy is undergoing a global
transformation and the United States is not catching on. They metaphoridaltytktd the
United States is not only losing, but it is not even playing the right game.

Given the propensity for change in education outlined above, it is important to understand
the underlying current which leads to change. This study looks at the entresdatg change
process from inception through evaluation. Through the lens of the large-scale tthhlogk
scheduling, the researcher analyzed change in five schools with similar dphiogito
determine whether similarities existed in the change process and wintihelrchange can be
linked to a specific model of change.

The Impetus for Educational Reform

Educational reform has often been a reaction to some political or economic event. The
classic example of this was the push for new math and science initiativesrigltbw Soviet
launch of Sputnik in 1957 (Goodson, 2001). The technological world today places greater
demands on schools than ever before. School systems must train students for jobs thatdo not y

exist. Educational reform has historically been a very slow and difficult gro¢éswever, the



pace of technological innovation has compelled educators to change this tradjtpoakh in
order to provide students with the skills necessary to survive in theeRtury workforce.

An important consideration in any study of educational change is the attitudelérs,
students and the community with regard to the change. Fullan (1991) stated thas tehohe
receive positive feedback about their performance demonstrate a goeateitment to the
change. Without such recognition, teachers often become apathetic and megneggdeirnout.
When describing student attitudes toward change, Fullan wrote that they coulddugizad as
indifference, confusion, temporary escape from boredom and heightened engageme
Community attitudes toward a change initiative generally lead to oneeef &lctions. These
include pressure on the administration to implement change, opposition to the changieyor apa
(Fullan, 1991).

Christensen, Aaron and Clark (2005) pointed out that, while America spends more money
on education than any other nation in the world, Americans still underachieve in ntigay cr
areas as indicated by standardized test scores. They suggestadddsdfsl school reform
requires more than just adding resources. Simply put, adding computers, textbookss semthe
classroom space does not close the achievement gap. School budgets are under esueg-increa
scrutiny due to America’s current economic climate (Christensen, et al.. 2808 if school
leaders believed increasing expenditures would solve educational problems, sudbraisolut
not practical. This is particularly true in Pennsylvania due to budgetangtiests imposed by
Act 1 (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2006). If continual increases in expEndre
not the answer, perhaps school leaders need to reflect on the change prdicessridge to

create significant, measurable improvement in public schools.



Over the years, many large-scale changes have been attempted in schoelssuSbras
the movement to middle schools and the concept of creating a school within a school, have been
successful, while others have gone by the wayside. Currently manysstatesusing on
accountability-based reforms. These tend to measure improvement by lookirdeat st
performance on standardized testing. Another popular trend in education is the movement
toward school choice. The advent of the internet and the creation of the cyber school option
have made this an attractive option to some.

The philosophical change from junior high schools to middle schools is a good example
of successful change in the American educational system. This change providedke \pdint
of comparison. In 1987 the Carnegie Council on Adolescent Development (CCAD) ereated
task force to study educational approaches used with 10 to 15-year-old studentsal3loé g
this task force included improving educational opportunities and promoting healthy
development. In its concluding repoFyrning Pointsthe CCAD determined that the existing
curriculum and organizational structure did not meet the intellectual, emotional emeérsonal
needs of adolescent3urning Pointdisted eight essential principles for improving middle grade
education (CCAD, 1989, p. 32).

According to Jackson and Davis (2000), few reports on education have been as widely
read aslurningPoints They explained the popularity and success of this report in terms of the
process that was used to develop it. The task force, headed by leaders withegrigity in
the field of education, conducted extensive research on best practices and prowvaidach set
of recommendations to improve instruction at the middle level. In short, the procgss/ ke

CCAD was critical to the success of the middle school reform movement.



In the past several decades, no reform in education has made as profound an impact on
the usage of time in American secondary schools as the movement toward block scheduling
(Veal & Flinders, 2001). Many varieties of alternative schedules I@pesaged since the mid
1980s, and implementation of block scheduling has become common in many areas of the
nation. The traditional high school schedule, consisting of five or six acadensiesctaseting
for 40-50 minutes each day, evolved from recommendations made by the National Education
Association’s Committee of Ten in 1892 (Gorman, 1971).

High schools continued to use this format until the advent of flexible modular scheduling
(FMS) in the late 1960s. Goldman (1983) estimated that 15% of American high schools
employed FMS during the late 60s and early 70s. Although both teachers and students
reportedly preferred FMS when compared to traditional schedules, parents and dgmmuni
members were less supportive. Schools did not show noticeable improvement in student
achievement under FMS. As a result, most schools reverted to traditional scheyltiiadabe
1970s (Goldman, 1983). Yet, many schools recently changed their scheduling format af favor
block scheduling. The unanswered question is, “Why?” Very little researth exexplain the
reasons for creating a fundamental change in the high school schedule.

The reportPrisoners of Timgpublished by the National Education Commission on Time
and Learning (1994), has been an influential document in the shaping of educational
philosophies across the nation. In the report, the commission criticized thidimgeva
educational philosophy described as holding time constant and insisting thahiegeayid
everyone should adapt. Statements indicated that educators tend to pay mooe &itbos
schedules, bells and vacations than to student achievement. In most instances, soldaol cale

years lasted about ten months or 180 days, and the average length of a class period was 51

10



minutes (1994). The study concluded that in terms of time, schools remained Bgsentia
stagnant while the world around them evolved dramatically.

Prisoners of Timés significant to this study in that the first of the eight recommendations
made by the commission suggested that schools be reinvented around learning, not time. As a
result, research began to focus on how students learn. Teaching methodology besatnad a
focus. These themes were not necessarily tied to an arbitrary timedsanees customary. The
recommendations put forth in the study compelled many schools to rethink thesdyeesialing
formats and spawned a tremendous amount of new educational research dealing with the

effectiveness of various scheduling techniques.

The Need for Change in Scheduling

The primary purpose of the block scheduling format is to provide longer “blocks” of time
for instruction. In a traditional schedule, classes meet anywhere from 40 to 66swaah day.
In block scheduling, classes meet for 80 to 120 minutes. Block scheduling can be imglemente
in several ways in order to fit the dynamics or needs of a school. Most schoal$arsatk
scheduling in an alternate-day approach or a 4x4 plan. In the 4x4 model of block scheduling,
students receive instruction in four classes every day for about 90 minutéscolbese meets
only for a semester. During the second semester, the student receivessnravtirslate of
courses. The alternate-day or A/B model uses extended time periodschittiass meeting
every other day for the entire year (Rettig & Canady, 1996).

According to Rettig and Canady (1999), approximately 30% of Americaismdacy
schools use some form of block scheduling. Hottenstein (1999) pointed out that the school
administrator’s goal for configuring the schedule should be to devise a systemnedts the

needs of all students. The researcher points out that the rationale for atiodifaf any existing
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schedule should be the desire to improve student achievement; merely respondingdtssantre
reason to change. Educators must consider the strengths and weaknesses etlccatonal
systems before they seek to implement change.

Rettig and Canady (1999) contend that the majority of teachers, parents, sindents
administrators who have experience with block scheduling prefer it as a schedodiah
Following an initial learning curve, all parties appear to adjust well téotineat. They also
pointed out that in nearly every instance where block scheduling was implementigtindisc
referrals declined by 25%—-50% on average. As one would expect, the number of cless tardi
dropped off substantially in block scheduling due to the fact that students changedfelasses
times per day. Evidence also consistently indicated improvement in student axemnewden
instructional time increased.

One of the most rational arguments for block scheduling is that students will have more
time on task and that teachers are essentially forced to vary instructidghatiolegy for such a
large block of time (Canady & Rettig, 1996). In evaluating scheduling modalfast to “look
before we leap.” A plethora of research exists on the topic of scheduling modets:dtipane
can become hopelessly trapped in the quagmire of the aforementioned research if mofpurpos
studying the topic of time and scheduling exists within the district. The gbstheduling
research need to be identified and then relevant research can be used to implergent cha
Difficulty arises when research is used to validate a change even thougkdahech is totally
unrelated to the situation under study. Having the research data to support chapgeasmim
but only if the data, in fact, drives the change process.

Perhaps the most ambitious attempt to ascertain which scheduling formattvasiteel

to a particular school occurred in a mid-western high school in 1997. The student population
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consisted of three groups. One group followed a traditional pattern with six periogoa&la

group worked on a 4x4 block and the third group had a combination of both types. During the
three-year trial period, research was collected on teaching methods, opstfoniteflection,
teacher-student rapport and anxiety levels. Teachers in this study repart@drificant

changes, both of which are commonly linked to block scheduling. The first changed noted was
an increase in the variety of instruction, specifically more student-eentestruction. Teachers
also reported improved student-teacher relationships as a result of the. clmaadedition to

these benefits, some teachers reported significant challenges suatedreguent use of

handouts and increased pace of instruction (Veal & Flinders, 2001).

Effective leadership strategies are the key to successful implermargéblock
scheduling. Change is typically met with some anxiety and, of course, sostenmesi
Hottenstein (1999) provided an interesting perspective when he developed hisp'secgie
for success” (p. 23). He argued that the entire organization must see the neadderasid
must be actively involved in the change process. Stakeholders need to feel ownehshipeof t
scheduling format. This will obviously help to gain popular support. Selection of the proper
schedule for each school is another important ingredient in Hottenstein’s redipetioSer
development of a scheduling model that meets the specific needs of the schoemelgxtital.
Scheduling plans can then be further shaped and molded by the administration @synecess
Clear guidelines need to be enumerated to the instructional staff with regdédsroom
expectations.

Statement of the Problem
Throughout the history of American education, one of the few constants that can be

identified is change. American high schools in particular seem to be in a cotetanf s
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change, yet often the purpose of a change is not clearly articulated. WHhyodtssuitiate
large-scale change? How do they plan and implement large-scale chargyes®e lthese
large-scale changes sustained? These are the fundamental questions¢haisiresearch
study. According to Daggett (2004) it is not an exaggeration to suggest that motiéseaied
technological innovations will occur in the next few years than have occurred astied
centuries. If this is true, how will the American high school change to keep pace?

One way to study change is to focus on a particular situation involving large-scale
change. Since block scheduling is one of the major changes to occur in the Eats2@ yas
the vehicle through which large-scale change was studied. In inviesjigétty school districts
chose to initiate block scheduling, the researcher uncovered generalizedaliaig telthe
overall impetus for change. The issues addressed in this study wesehadols switched to
block scheduling and how they evaluated its success. The change process withgwgaool
examined through the lens of block scheduling. Research on block scheduling inclidies a w
range of topics, often centering on student achievement or methods of instructioeveame
substantial void in the research concerns the impetus for switching to block soipedlbck
scheduling provides educators with the opportunity to spend more time activelyngngag

students in the learning process (Irmsher, 1996, Pryzblick, 2009).

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the process used by schools to plan,
implement and sustain large-scale change within a school system. Usihgutige to block
scheduling as a lens, this study attempted to identify the forces that agftLkemge-scale
change, the change process and sustainability of change in the high school. Theeresearc

interviewed teachers, principals, and superintendents who worked in five schooisfiltesl
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block scheduling. Participants in the study worked in the respective schools aithigetim
change to block scheduling occurred. The interview questions explored both the rédionale
change and the perception of subjects with regard to the success of block schethihingeir

schools.

Research Questions

This study utilized the Three Interview Series Protocol (Seidman, 1998)rfdipp€). The
primary research question used to guide this study was:

What is the process used by high schools to plan, implement and

sustain large-scale change?
Three sub-questions were used to gather data related to the primargtregestion. The sub-
guestions used in this study were:

1. What was the impetus for change to block scheduling?

2. What process was used by the district to plan and implement the

change to block scheduling?

3. How has the change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?

Methodology
A qualitative methodology was employed to conduct the research for this study, whic
was considered exploratory and descriptive in nature. The researcher utihaedaated
approach to gather the data from teachers, superintendents, and principals who vibeked at
participating schools during the transition to block scheduling. The researahess#tkthese
personal interviews for data collection. The principals from each school whalwectly

involved in the change process were interviewed as a part of this study. Thegalsrinere

15



asked to provide a list of teachers who were actively involved in the change to blatklische
These teachers were also asked to participate in this study.
Significance of the Study

This study was meant to fill a void in the research regarding largeeatge and
delineated why schools initiate change, how they implemented change and hge isha
sustained. Given that schools are in a constant state of change, it is importantdtanddee
elements of large-scale change and insure that schools are using an effecéss.pr
Furthermore, as part of evaluating how change was sustained, the resegptdred the
methods used by schools to evaluate the success of this change, for example, whetthagée
was made to improve student achievement, improve the school climate, or for agasber r

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) described the role of various stakeholders in thee chang
process. They asserted that the school principal was the most significanbpgrén the
change process. They also indicated that, in order to ensure support from the tdaehenust
be actively involved in the change process from the inception. This study was designed t
ascertain who initiated the change in each case, who was involved in the change, and what
impact this had on the success of the scheduling switch.

The use of professional development is an important aspect to consider when studying
the process used by schools to plan, implement, and sustain large-scale changent/h ess
goal of this study was to ascertain the degree to which teacher parti¢gepteperly trained to
teach in a block scheduling format. The researcher gathered this informatiogufestions
related to professional development and preparation within the included schools. Theesespons

of participants interviewed in the study led to an evaluation of the preparations noade {bhre
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change and an analysis of the perceptions of the participants with redsgdstactess or failure

of the implementation process.

Definition of Terms
A/B block schedulingan alternate day block-scheduling format; students are enrolled in eight
courses; courses meet every other day for 90-120 minutes for the entire sahool ye
Block scheduling:a scheduling format in which students enroll in four courses that meet for
approximately 90—-120 minutes. Teachers teach three classes per dagy&R=thady, 1995).
Carnegie Unit Measure of a students’ credit toward graduation based on the amount of time
spent in class.
Copernican Plan classes are taught in longer periods (90 minutes, two hours, or four hours per
day), meeting for only part of the school year (Carroll, 1994).
Four by Four (4 x 4) block scheduling block scheduling model that offers four classes daily
and four classes per semester; classes meet every day for appyx@@afi20 minutes.
Large-scale changevery complex school and system-wide changes requiring major changes in
the roles of teachers, principals, and schools. (Van Den Berg & Vandenberghe, 1986).
Professional Developmerthose processes and activities designed to enhance the professional
knowledge, skills, and attitudes of educators so that they might, in turn, improve the leéarning
students (Guskey, 2000)
Traditional scheduling a scheduling format in which students enroll in six, seven or eight
classes every day, varying in length from 40—60 minutes; teachers teachdexeh classes per

day (Rettig & Canady, 1995).
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Limitations of the Study

There are several limitations of this study that are worth consiolerafi specific
weakness of this study was the small sample size. This study is limitsdtapte of five high
schools in eastern Pennsylvania. The results of this study document the procegshsss b
five schools to plan, implement and evaluate large-scale change. The smait alimbe
participants (five superintendents, five principals and 20 teachers) maliésult to generalize
this data to any other population.

A further limitation is the fact that participants in this study had an aeeB81.75 years
of experience in education. This fact make it impossible to generalizesthts i@ this study to
educators with varying levels of experience. Another limitation of this ssutiye fact that all of
the participating superintendents are retired. This may have limitedkitioeuwledge of the
current climate within the schools related to the change under study.

Although participants were asked to share whether or not data were collected tbeshow
results of the change, no such data were collected by the researcher nopditi¢hpants offer
evidence of the actual data they said was collected. The use of a documenprevess may
have yielded additional data concerning the outcome of the change.

The difficulty participants may have had in accurately recallingiBpeletails pertaining
to the change to block scheduling is a further limitation of this study. The schdalged in
this study underwent the change to block scheduling between 1995 and 1999. This substantial
time lapse may have limited the ability of participants to recatliBpéacts during the interview

process.
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Chapter Summary

This qualitative study investigated the process of large-scale €laed in educational
settings. Large-scale change is a very complex school and systeicharage, which requires
major changes in the roles of teachers, principals, and schools. When studyingéiss psed
by schools to plan, implement and sustain large-scale change, it is important teamaders
models of change, which have proven to be successful guides.

There are four models of change which identify important elements of the change
process. The C-R-E-A-T-O-R model (Havelock & Zlotolow, 1995) is a circular hedddange
which contains seven stages. The Systematic Change model (Reigeluthnkl&ak994) is a
comprehensive change model with four components. The Conditions of Change model (Ely,
1990) emphasized the role of environmental conditions on change. Finally, the Concerns Based
Adoption Model (Hall & Hord, 1987) identified four basic components of the change process.
The critical commonalities of these models included the importance of caltendrelationship
building, the significance of leadership in the change process and the existaehogical and
sequential change process.

The concept of change is a constant theme in education, yet a void existsterdha i
which explains why schools initiate large-scale change. One commoredhgrigmented in
schools during the past twenty-five years was the move to a block scheduling yzdtter than
a traditional schedule. Very little research exists that addressesigfipelarge-scale change in
schools.

The purpose of this study was to investigate the process used by schools to plan,

implement and sustain large-scale change within a school system. This/pesearch
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guestion was answered using data collected using the Three Interview B@tiocol (Seidman,
1998). Data were gathered during interviews which addressed three research sobsques
1. What was the impetus for change to block scheduling?
2. What process was used by the district to plan and implement the
change to block scheduling?
3. How has the change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?
This study fills a void in the literature by investigating why five Pernvasyh high schools

initiated the large-scale change to block scheduling.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Educational change in America has a history of never-ending reforms and innavations
Fullan (1993) suggested that since the 1960s attempting to implement change haghbegn fi
an uphill battle, and too often educational leaders have been disappointed by the lack of
measurable improvement. Although change occurs so frequently in educationtat fails
accomplish little more than breaking the surface and deep systemieshbagare needed have
not been accomplished (Fullan, Hill, & Crevola, 2006).

The purpose of this study was to investigate how schools plan, implement and sustain
large-scale change. Using the change to block scheduling as a lensidhislattified the
forces that influenced the change, the process and sustainability, dditiotral to block
scheduling. In this chapter, literature was reviewed that related to theola$naf change and
block scheduling. The chapter begins with a review of literature and reseaechshadies that
explore principles of change. The research on principles of change is divided inttothimpl
sections: (a) school change, (b) implementing change, (c) resistecitanige and (d) sustaining
change. The second chapter also contains a review of the literature on blockisghédus
review includes research which is presented in the following sectionsigagt on instruction,
(b) impact on school climate, (c) impact on student achievement and (d) impact on student-

teacher interaction. Finally, the second chapter concludes with a chapterrgumma

21



Principles of Change

Research on educational change clearly defines change as a processyaot @gukan,
1982; Hall & Hord, 1987; Hall, Wallace, & Dosset, 1973). In their report on site-basstbdec
making (SBDM), Hall and Galluzzo (1991) stated that both policymakers and educators
continually ignore this point. This leads to increased frustration for both groups aadure f
of change initiatives. Betts (1992) suggested that one reason for this lack ahBabshange is
that public education has developed “pattern maintenance” (p. 38). He described schools a
stable institutions where change goes against what is known and valued. le dbseimability
to affect change is due to the successes of the past.

Two significant research studies related to the topic of change were thepieset of
the Concerns Based Adoption Model (CBAM) in the 1970s (Hall & Rutherford, 1975) and the
Rand Change Agent study (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977). The CBAM model was the product
of ten-year study conducted at the Research Center for Teacher Educationraveéngity of
Texas at Austin. The goal of this federally funded study was to gatherdaiztlae school
improvement process. The CBAM research team developed tools for measurieptiffe
aspects of the change process. One research instrument developed thsaeglearch is the
Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) (Hall, George & Rutherford, 1998)esEaechers
piloted a questionnaire consisting of 195 items with teachers and college faenibens in
1974. They then used the data collected from the 359 returned questionnaires to develop the
final, 35 item SoCQ. This instrument measured a subject’s reactions, feelihgiiaides
toward a change. The most significant concept in the CBAM model is the contiait in
order to affect successful change, the attitudes and perceptions of thostedyyethe change

must be considered (Hall & Hord, 2001).
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Based on longitudinal data gathered over a period of more than 30 years afvddalr
and Hord (2001) identified 12 principles of change. These change principles provideaptedic
patterns that can be anticipated when change is attempted in an organizetioggal $he
principles identified by Hall and Hord are:

1. Change is a process, not an event.

2. There are significant differences in what is entailed in development and

implementation of an innovation.

3. An organization does not change until the individuals within it change.

4. Innovations come in different sizes.

5. Interventions are the actions and events that are key to the success

of the change process.

6. Although both top-down and bottom-up change can work, a

horizontal perspective is best.

7. Administrator leadership is essential to long-term change success.

8. Mandates can work.

9. The school is the primary unit for change.

10. Facilitating change is a team effort.

11. Appropriate interventions reduce the challenges of change.

12. The context of the school influences the process of change.

These principles formed the foundation for the research questions and intervetiarguhat
guided this study.

The second systematic study of educational change was the Rand Changeuyent S

(1975). The study, conducted by the Rand Corporation, was a national study of foulyfederal
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funded programs intended to introduce and support innovation in schools. The four programs
studied were: Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title Ill, InnovRatojects;
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title VII, Bilingual Projeacts;ational Education
Act, 1968 Amendments, Part D, Exemplary Programs; and the Right-to-Readr®rofnough
the four programs were substantially different, they each sought to seranlhspread
educational innovation. The four-year, two-phase study looked at 293 local projects funded by
these four programs in 18 states. Each of these projects was in its last olasixyear of
federal funding. The survey, conducted for Rand by the National Opinion Researah Cente
included personal interviews with 1,735 school personnel. The first phase of the research
examined four federal change agent programs and addressed issues raidtatiadio and
implementation of these projects. The second phase of the research examined whatihappe
local projects when the federal funding stopped. The projects included resutteigderal
policies developed in the late 60s and early 70s. These projects representedsigaificant
federal attempts to stimulate change in local educational practices. ahbdestidy found that
while federal policies prompted local change, successful implementatiamoivggaranteed,
especially when federal funding stopped. A receptive local institutionalgseths also
necessary for effective implementation. One finding of this study wag th@&xceedingly
difficult for policy to change practice (Berman & McLaughlin,1977).

The CBAM study and the Rand Agent Study are significant in that they laid the
groundwork for future research on change. Though they studied different eleméetslodnge
process, each concluded that change is a process, not an event. Successful change involves

active participation and the support of effective leadership. In addition, the organinatt be
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in a state of readiness in order for successful change to occur. The Ranchgtadycular,
stressed the importance of continued support to insure that the change will ilegusta
School Change

According to scholarly work by Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991), educationaehban
be categorized into first-order change and second-order changeoréf@sthanges seek to
improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and quality of existing practideite second-order
change seeks to alter the fundamental structure of the organization. They cortgnibtia
initiating change, consideration must be given to how the prospective chdhige wviewed by
administrators, teachers, students and parents. If they are to "contptiebdig picture,” they
must first understand their views in conjunction with the organizational and institutotais
that govern change within schools.

Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) conducted a longitudinal study on the subject of
educational change over time. The researchers retrospectivelyedweta from eight
secondary schools in the United States and Canada over a three-decade time period. Thi
intensive qualitative methodology relied heavily on interviews with teachdradministrators
who had worked in the schools. Researchers interviewed three cohorts of teacherd who ha
worked in the schools in the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. There was a deliberate overlap of
membership to establish historical continuity and depth in the samples. The total ntimber
teachers included was 26. Principals and at least one assistant principdsaverea/iewed.
The interviews were semi-structured around a core of eight questions, which sigreede¢o
allow for maximum rapport and authentic response. Each interview lasted one to two hours
Questions focused on working relationships with colleagues, practices of teandin

experiences with externally imposed change. The researchers triaddbkt data with
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observations and document reviews which included minutes of meetings, missionrgigteme
evaluation reports, memo and proposals for change. They concluded that educationakchange i
shaped by large-scale economic and demographic shifts that produce five charsyeTbese

forces are identified as waves of reform, changing student demographsbgytganerations,
leadership succession, and school inter-relations. The concept of teachefayeneers to

the demographic forces that influence and shape teachers. The idea of schoslbtnes

suggests that schools affect one another across space and time. Schools ingeegaplic
regions or with similar demographics are constantly being compared to eacloftédmemn a
competitive manner.

In summary, the research on school change indicates that schools seem to bdyconstant
changing, yet have difficulty sustaining change. Fullan and Stiegel{k#l), categorized
educational change as either first-order or second-order. First-batggecfocuses on
improving the existing infrastructure while second-order change seeksrtthalfundamental
structure of the organization. When considering large-scale change, suffio@s need to be
cognizant of potential roadblocks. According to Bolman & Deal (1997) organizativenade
generates four categories of concern, which impact an individual's abilityftorpesffectively.
Finally, Hargreaves & Goodson (2006) concluded that educational change is shépge-by
scale economic and demographic shifts that produce five change forces. Hdregeforces
include waves of reform, changing student demographics, teacher generadidersHip
succession, and school inter-relations.

Implementing Change
Studies have documented that change often fails due to problems during implementat

as opposed to the context of the proposed change (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Fullan &
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Stiegelbauer, 1991; Louis & Miles, 1990; Sarason, 1971). Huberman and Miles (1984)
identified several factors that were likely to contribute to achievingesstul implementation.
Among these were degree of preparedness for change, provision of resources, msenean
ongoing in-service training, team meetings, administrative support and aceedernal
consultants. Louis and Miles (1990) labeled communication problems, lack of dtaff ski
disagreement over activities, ambitious project plans, resources, s&figlaent, and time
constraints as major reasons innovations fail during the implementation phase.

One example of successful implementation of change was studied by Holland (2002).
Researchers gathered ethnographic data from eight Chicago scho@s d8month period.
They then used a multi-methodological approach, which included both qualitative and
guantitative components. To be included in the study a school had to have been purposefully
created in response to the reform movement and: 1) be intentionally small (100-350 in
elementary schools and 500 in secondary schools); 2) have a vision; 3) have contiguous space; 4)
have a stable teaching staff; and 5) have students who attended the school overyealtpl
Researchers conducted 76 interviews with principals, directors, ledbteateachers and
external partners. Additionally, they conducted 36 focus groups of staff and staaehnts
conducted approximately 137 observations. The purpose of the study was to demonstrate how
intentionally small schools create a positive learning environment for raczadky
disadvantaged students. The data were analyzed to evaluate the level of scluy@nmapt.
The researcher concluded that collegial trust and collaboration were intgactans in the
implementation of change. This collaboration included creating a partnership in@uwgtt

parents. This was accomplished, in part, by establishing meeting timeemitdie regularly
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scheduled school day. School visits by the researchers also revealed thahfamlbigrs in
small schools believed they had a voice in school wide decisions.

Another study that looked at change over time related to a transition to block sapedul
took place in 1994. The faculty of Louisa May Alcott High School instituted block schgdulin
as a major reform. Fisher (2000) conducted interviews with teachers at@d\eot five-year
period during implementation (1995-1999). School leaders clearly emphasized teache
participation in the reform process and professional development was connestdy @ the
reform. Fisher indicated that in a school of 1,920 students, discipline referralsdjroppe
suspensions decreased and math scores improved. He concluded, based on an analysis of the
interviews, that lasting school change required attention to four factorarealshsion, effective
leadership, professional development and critical friends. The move to block sthedhsi
based on the vision of the school and the initiative was collaboratively developed. sHislaér’
factor, critical friends, referred to individuals outside of the school who could bedras
provide honest feedback concerning the reforms. In this case, teachers aléletmped
partnerships with faculty members at San Diego State University in ordantéegdback.

Hall and Galluzzo (1991) conducted another early study of the implementation process
This study explored the change process through the lens of school-based decisngn-fiadi
researchers looked at four major areas of research on change: percegttamsapt concerns,
principals and patterns of change. The researchers concluded that peoplesopsrabout an
innovation often determine how quickly the change is adopted. If they see the change a
compatible with their present practices, the transition becomes less corilexise, the
implementation process must take into account the concerns of those being afféloted by

change. For the change to be successful, ongoing support and training is necdddsamngh
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the principal will also experience concerns about the innovation, how well he/she esltiness
concerns of the teachers is critical to successful change. In discussengspat change it is
pointed out that it is often difficult to conceptualize someone else’s ideas and enpkaem as
originally planned (Hall & Galluzzo, 1991).

In a more recent study, one funded by the Rockafeller Foundation, Jennings, et al (2007)
looked at the implementation of changes prompted by accountability. The reseasdtean
embedded case study to look at how four school districts responded to accountabilgg.polici
Two of the four school districts selected were among the largest in the natiohe arnder two
were moderate in size. The schools were located in different geographic @dizmsountry.
Data collection took place during 16 days using a series of three interviewsctSuigkided
superintendents, school board members, and district administrative personneldyhe st
concluded that school districts have been abdicating their responsibility temsy reform.
The researchers suggested that the ubiquity of change, frequent changesntesuieaits and
the desire for short-term gains have stymied systemic changes in dnioafss

Many research studies have documented that change often fails due to prdiniem
implementation (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977; Fullan & Stiegelbauer, 1991; Louis &sMil
1990; Sarason, 1971). Three studies point to the need for collaboration with stakeholders as an
important component in the successful implementation of large-scale cliastggr,(2000;

Hall& Galluzzo, 1991; Holland, 2002). Two studies concluded that leadership plays@eey
in implementation (Fisher, 2000; Jennings, et al, 2007). One study indicated that change
initiatives fail if leadership changes (Jennings, et al, 2007). Two studeepanted out the
value of ongoing professional development as a factor in successful impleareafathange

initiatives (Fisher, 2000; Huberman & Miles, 1984). Taken together, the literstiggests that
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multiple factors may contribute to the successful implementation of laatge dtanges.
Resistance to Change

Once a prospective change has been announced, a fair amount of resistance can be
anticipated. This resistance can and will come from many groups includtiets, students
and parents. Some people will never support change, but most can be swayed in favor of the
change if they understand that it is needed. Williamson and Blackburn (2010¢depait
people resist change for two reasons: they do not see the value of the change, or tlbay quest
whether or not they will be personally successful with the change. They conteleddeas can
overcome resistance to change by identifying clear objectives and con&iangiyng
conversation on the desired outcomes.

According to Zimmerman (2006), principals need to understand that although resistanc
to change may make them uncomfortable, it is not always a bad thing. Teacheidsiena
experiences or frames of reference, have logical reasons to resge clf@ne important
characteristic for educational leaders to develop if they wish to gain suppsysfemic changes
is trust (Duke, 2004; Kotter, 1996). Collins (2001) suggested that in building trust, leaders hold
themselves accountable for problems and share the credit with others for.success

Olsen and Sexton (2009) conducted a qualitative study of the reform climate of
Hawthorne High School located in Southern California. During the time of the study
Hawthorne was engaged in a myriad of reforms including adoption of profesgiarmahg
communities, implementing curricular maps and the adoption of block scheduling. The school
was also going through an accreditation review by the Western Assod@ti®chools and
Colleges. They conducted their research through the lens of threat rigidityhr&serigidity

hypothesis suggests that an external threat leads to restriction in indorpr@cessing and
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constriction of control that leads to rigidity in response. A series of thie®iews was
conducted with six selected teachers during the fall, winter and spring oRR065-These
hour-long semi-structured interviews were audio taped by the researchergiewnfgotocols
focused on uncovering teachers’ personal and professional backgrounds; past and present
education practice; perspectives on teaching, policy reforms and carkser yakbcument
review of federal, state, district and school reports was also conducted. Tlhgapohthe
school twice declined requests to be interviewed as a part of the study. Hrelregestions
guiding the study were twofold: (1) How does the school’'s reform climagetaéfachers? and,
(2) How do these teachers, in turn, affect the school’s reform climate? $€¢scdsiring the
interviews demonstrated teacher frustration and resistance to chandg,dagg® threat
rigidity. While the study was being conducted, a group of 20 teachers not connehtedttaly
led a revolt against the building principal. The researchers concluded that-tevopressure
to change created resistance and created a dysfunctional climatetabiia.

Hall and Hord (2001) took another approach in explaining resistance to change. Thei
research focused on the stages of concern that an individual passes through dunizuggine c
process. This concern begins with an awareness of the impending change anly ¢ratiisa
as the change becomes more and more imminent. They suggested that school leaders should
monitor stages of concern of all participants throughout the change procedstisestha
concerns can be addressed.

Hashimoto and Abbott (1996) conducted a case study at Timberline High School in
northeastern Washington State. The school is located in an urban, low to middle income
working class neighborhood. The high school had 90 faculty members whose average age wa

40 at the time of the study. The student population consisted of 1,553, 60% of whom qualified
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for free and reduced lunch. The population of Timberline was highly transient and fe28%a
of the students went on to college. The purpose of the study was to observe the conHict whic
developed during a school restructuring effort. Researchers collectddodatbservations and
interviews with five foreign language teachers and two English-Secangdage (ESL)

teachers. The faculty members reported resentment about the division of respoasibitig
faculty, conflict between factions within the faculty and fear of unempéoymThe researchers
made two general conclusions based on the data. First, despite initiahoesitiaulty

supported restructuring once they viewed it as necessary. Second, some behagtbasiew
resistance may actually have been false perceptions by participaresciminge.

In summary, resistance to change can be overcome through effectivelgaders
(Williamson & Blackburn, 2010; Zimmerman, 2006; Collins, 2001). Studies also pointed out the
value of ongoing professional development as a factor in successful impleomeotathange
initiatives. Research also demonstrates that ongoing professional demelapmecessary for
the change to be successful (Hall& Galluzzo, 1991; Fisher, 2000).

Sustaining Change

Perhaps the most significant weakness in the educational change procteséslure
of schools to sustain changes once they have been implemented. Studies on educatgmal cha
indicate that schools which are successful in implementing and sustainimg dhakd a
capacity for leadership within their organizations (Lambert, 2003). In wes®g, if the
leadership responsible for the change initiative leaves, the change thatahgyaned can
quickly disappear. In essence, the effectiveness of leaders can be judigein alyility to
implement policies and changes that endure after they leave their position of @fluenc

Hargreaves and Fink (2003) stated that leadership is the key to reform. $hegete
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sustainable improvement as contributing to the growth and good of everyone, inste&etioffos
the fortunes of a few at the expense of the rest.

Moffett (2000) summarized 20 years of educational research on managing chénige a
role of professional development. She noted that instructional leaders must develop a school
culture that supports change and strengthens communication, builds relationships acelsenha
long-term professional development programs. Schools must provide continued gunthnce a
support throughout the implementation process. Generally it takes about sifoyeiats: to
emerge that can serve as evidence as to whether or not a change in instiuctaticals,
curriculum, or student learning has been successful.

leadership. The significance of leadership in the change process is a common
topic of research studies on change. One conclusion of the Rand Change Ageniosthyly (
previously discussed was that the principal was the key to both implementing amdrsps&aw
changes. Berman and McLaughlin (1977) cite principal turnover as a majontiea the failure
of innovations in schools.

Leadership style is another factor which can determine the successi@ ¢hih change
initiative. Hall, Rutherford, Hord and Huling (1984) identified three specifiagadacilitator
styles: initiators, managers, and responder. Initiators are defined as\vitioslear long-range
policies and goals. Decisions are made based on these goals and initiatoygleginve
expectations through frequent interactions with their teachers. Managers prewdsupgort
to facilitate an innovation. Managers support central office initiativegjdlittle more to help
an innovation succeed. Responders are those leaders who maintain their focus on running the
school and afford others the opportunity to take leadership roles in connection with the

prospective change. Responders typically solicit feedback from stakehsldarsnaking
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decisions and tend not to make decisions based on long-term goals. The researclelexicon
that successful implementation of innovations occurred in schools where the prfinthiezal
initiator model.

While Hall, et al., (1984) focused on the importance of leadership style in dfecti
successful change, additional researchers attempted to delineatess phocugh which
successful change could occur. Kotter (1996) stated that major changes often do mot happe
easily for a number of reasons. He developed an eight-step process fangrtitiptdown
transformation. The eight steps are:

1. Establishing a Sense of Urgency

2. Creating a Guiding Coalition

3. Developing a Vision and Strategy

4. Communicating the Change Vision

5. Empowering Broad-Based Action

6. Generating Short-Term Wins

7. Consolidating Gains and Producing More Change

8. Anchoring New Approaches in the Culture
(Kotter, 1996, p. 21)

The use of collaboration during the change process has been a highly effetingue
in promoting educational change. Kanter (1983) stated that innovations were much more
successful in collaborative, cooperative, team-oriented environments. Atteropésge that
were forced upon the existing culture tended to meet with failure. Changirchtie sulture to
one of collaboration among professional educators was essential to eféetingd change and

educational improvement (Fullan, Bennett, & Rolheiser-Senneft, 1990; Joyce & VMt{86).
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The principal of a school is certainly its most visible leader. He/she mdkeimportant
individual in determining whether the culture of the school will be receptive to echalati
change. When principals pay attention to particular initiatives, there wallgoeater degree of
implementation in the classroom (Fullan & Miles, 1992). EImore (2002) emphasizedetiof r
the principal in creating unity within the school community with regard to chaHgesuggested
that principals move toward a goal of distributed leadership whereby theyrefam
responsibilities with teachers and other stakeholders within the school commuretyser bf
distributed leadership during the reform process empowers members of the schrnahdgm
including teachers and other stakeholders. This methodology serves to capitalize on the
strengths of many individuals within the school community and fosters a sensé.of trus,
the possibility that complex change will be sustained is enhanced (Gronn, 2002).

Williams (2009) studied the role of leadership capacity in sustaining lastiogls
improvement. This study began in the fall of 2007 and included a sample of 12 teachers who
had just enrolled in school administrative programs along with 11 principal interns. All
participants worked in different schools within the Washington State Public Schsi@ssy
The survey instrument used was adapted from the Building Leadership CapachypaisS
(Lambert, 1998). The instrument was emailed to the participants for comnplé&iieven
teachers in the graduate program and nine principal interns completed and réieisweddys.
The survey instrument contains five broad factors, each of which has statestedintg to it.
The factors include: 1) broad-based, skillful participation in the work of leadershngu)y-
based use of information to inform shared decisions and practice, 30 roles and regpEmsibili
that reflect broad involvement and collaboration, 4) reflective practice and iforoaata norm,

and 5) high student achievement. Data received from the survey were recordedcase alata
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from individuals. Responses were grouped based on the five factors listed aboventa obtai
score for each factor. Scores were then entered into the Statisticajétmk3ocial Science
(SPSS) for analysis. The researcher concluded that to sustain meaningfstiagctheange,
perceptions of what leadership means must be broadened.

Finnigan and Stewart (2009) used case study methodology to study the impact of
leadership on the change process in 10 low-performing elementary schools iroCHibag
researchers conducted 331 semi-structured interviews and focus groups Wihsteac
administrators and external partners over a two-year period. Reseassgtedoaument reviews
and observations to triangulate the findings. Using transformational legdasshilens, this
study specifically focused on how principals responded to accountability pofticdedar to
bring about successful change. One critical finding uncovered by this stadihata
transformational leadership was extremely rare in the low-perforrohgpss included in the
study. They noted that more effective principals provided support for teacklegstablished
collaborative environments within their schools. Their success was linked toahlksashent
of trust between the faculty and the administration. The previous studies all sdppeneed
for strong transformational leadership during the change process. Another bhthigystudy
was that meaningful professional development is a significant factor airsngteducational
change.

Educational leadership is the key to successful, sustained change in schodler faror
educational organizations to weather the storm that is created when change isthr@pos
visionary leader must emerge to guide the process. Fullan and Stiegell®@igndentified a
successful leader as one with vision, passion and the necessary communicdlsaos ski

convince people that a change is warranted.
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professional development. There is a consensus among experts in the field of education
that the purpose of professional development is to better equip teachers to meetlithef
students and thereby increase student achievement (Calabrese, Sheppard, Hanaimeale, &
Nance, 2006; Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 1999; Peixotto & Fager, 1998; Spring, 2002).
According to the National Staff Development Council (NSCD) (1995) professionalogenent
is defined as "high quality ongoing training programs with intensive followndsapport, as
well as growth-promoting processes" (p.1).

Guskey (2000) defined professional development as activities designed toeenhanc
professional knowledge, skills and attitudes so that they might, in turn, improve thedear
students (p.16). He identified four principles that appear as common threads infgliccess
professional development programs. These principles included: 1) clear foeasrond and
learners; 2) an emphasis on individual and organizational change; 3) small chadgddyga
grand vision; and 4) ongoing professional development that is procedurally embedded.
Traditional professional development often fails to meet the standards benftrtse
definitions.

Kelleher (2003) defined traditional professional development as, "...activitbsas
teacher workshops and faculty meetings with guest speakers; often atdigsinted
experiences that do not necessarily have any observable effect on edupali®i).( Such
professional development was isolated; the teachers often gaineddiletias to how to
implement the knowledge into the classroom. Hargreaves and Fullan (1996) suggesthhat muc
professional development is fragmentary in nature, rushed in its implicatidiis@down in its
imposition. This model ignores the specific needs of individuals and conveys a orits sitte f

approach.
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Similarly, Sparks (2004) described traditional professional development asoftbuil
mandates, scripted teaching, and careful monitoring for compliance (p. 304). Hdstlgges
this type of professional development may be effective for novice teablérsshould not be
the standard for all teachers. Sparks recommends professional developmennhaducages
teachers to use data to drive decision making, engage in discussions on educstiesaind
instructional practices, and develop collegiality. Speck and Knipe (2001) teal)¢jest
traditional professional development was not an effective means of improvingimsir They
contend that professional development should involve sustained research, reflectysis ahal
data, and collaborative planning.

While there appears to be a consensus that traditional professional develgpmoént i
effective in the change process, there is no one clear prescription for what madééssional
develop will help to sustain change ( Fullan, 1991; Lieberman & Wood, 2001; Schmoker, 2006;
Tallerico, 2005). However, some experts (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 1999; Gordon, 2004;
Guskey, 2004; Spring, 2002) argue that some common threads can be found in good professional
development which promotes sustained change. These experts agree thatsbaalklsze
involved in planning, reflecting and modeling best practices. They contend that good
professional development uses a model of implementation which is easily put ctioepaad
can be evaluated for its effectiveness. Such a model will become embeddéititinimedized
over time.

Murphy (2005) suggests that professional development is most effective wdhkmd-
term in nature and employs frequent learning sessions for teachers. Heglmee other
important considerations which help to enhance the effectiveness of profedsialapment.

These points of emphasis include a trusting context for learning where sachéee to try
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new ideas, a tendency for the organization to focus on growth rather than on deficartties
reflective practices among teachers. Tallerico (2005) stated that gdedsional development
focuses on content knowledge, collective participation [collaboration] use of actaenkp
strategies, coherence and duration. This reference to the duration of profetsieigment
has particular relevance to this study.

Teachers involved in implementing any innovation tend to struggle with how to manage
new responsibilities in their already busy schedules. Participants need toimpaced by
detailed planning to prepare teachers for their new roles (Brown, 1990). In ordeange in
schools to be successful, ample professional development needs to be provided as a part of the
overall plan. Too often innovations fail because they are not supported beyond the
implementation stage. The growing consensus among educators is that professional
development for teachers and administrators lies at the center of educatiomal(Falk, 2001).

Glickman (1993) suggests that in order to successfully implement a largeslsaabe, a
three-phase plan for professional development should be employed. The first phase involve
explaining and modeling the expected behavior. He contends that the faculty mustamalder
the new practice and how instruction will be impacted. The second phase of Gliclaan's
involves providing the necessary time for faculty to apply the change, recaibbadkeand
collaborate with each other. This might occur during a pilot study, which would be conducted
prior to full implementation. The final phase is full implementation. During this ghase
faculty should have time to collaborate and modify their practices based oedbadk they
receive.

Fullan (2001) stated that "It is one of life's great ironies: schools are lusirgess of

teaching and learning, yet they are terrible at learning from eaah dthleey ever discover how
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to do this, their future is assured” (p. 92). Raemer (2000) stated that, for innovatiehs to la
teachers must have current data and professional development for new skillpaangom
changed roles and teaching practice. Fullan (1993) further suggests thagitaktb conclude
that the culture of a school will dictate whether the climate is open orargsis change. This
being the case, he suggests that the climate of the school should be a factormg planni
professonal development which is associated with an impending change. d &16€6) refers
to this concept when discussing the need for a nurturing environment for change. He contends
that such environments are characterized by shared understanding, cleaed setfiool
improvement targets, and clear communication of the goals and objectivd®byIsaders. In
creating a positive climate for change, it is important for leadensderstand the emotional
impact of change on those who will be affected by the change.

People generally go through five stages when considering a new idea or chargge. The
stages include awareness, interest, evaluation, trial and adoption. One commothagas
change is not sustained is that staff development ends at the awarenesssrsitsge. \When
teachers are provided with the opportunity to interact and discuss the initiativege charore
likely to be successful and sustainable (Carr, 2009). In essence, leadecsmmeiso the
realization that they cannot rely on traditional professional developmenicpsatdifurther
change. Merely sending teachers to workshops and conferences is not enough. True
instructional leaders must be inspired to change the environment to which tracrexigeaill
return. A climate that is conducive to sharing and learning is essenhal ¢tbange process.
According to Hargreaves and Fullan (1998) there are several key componeihtamghic
necessary if professional development is to be effective during the changsspratiey

contend that teachers must have a voice in both the change process and the planning of
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professional development. Teachers should also have the opportunity to provide feedback
during the change process and should receive continued support following the implementati
a change.

Sparks (1994) identified three significant themes that seem to guide professiona
development. Though this work is over twenty-five years old, the themes of crsugis-
education, systems thinking and constructivism are remarkably relevant todaytsfeven
educational initiatives determine success or failure based on student perfoomance
standardized tests. In light §b Child Left Behind2002), all educators must recognize the
need for results-driven professional development. Systems-thinking impliakilibeto
understand how all parts of a system influence each other. Professional develophmeiatr@at
teaches professionals to see the whole picture when it comes to change. Thetnosistheme
of professional development suggests that knowledge is obtained by building a basbaathe
through a trickle-down process. Constructivism encourages a collaborative apprtech t
change process (Sparks, 1994).

Two of the major components of the primary research questions guiding this rtudy a
understand how schools implement and sustain large-scale change. One areated/bgtiha
researcher was how professional development was used throughout the change pinecess. T
included inquiries about how and when professional development was used. During the
interview process, participants were asked questions relating to profésleeal@pment. These
included:

1) What is effective professional development for you?

2) What ways has professional development impacted you?

3) What supports are in place to ensure that teachers are trained to teach on the block?
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The researcher was interested to know whether professional development wpasréamim
factor during the implementation of the large-scale change to block scheduling ethe mdr
not professional development helped to sustain the change. Two studies reviewed by the
researcher address these issues.

Supovitz, et al (2000), conducted a longitudinal study of professional development in the
context of Ohio’s systematic reform of mathematics and science. Tlseofdlais systematic
reform initiative, called Discovery, were to enhance teacher’s knowlgdgmence and
mathematics and improve their use of inquiry methods of instruction. Discoverigsgomal
development institutes consisted of intensive six week summer sessions which ema&t
contact hours. Following the summer institutes, Discovery teachers continuedive re
professional development in the form of electronic chats, periodic newsl|etteasiaual two
day conferences in the years following their intensive summer experience

Discovery teachers were surveyed between 1992 and 1995. Surveys asked teachers about
their attitudes, beliefs, and inquiry-based teaching practices. The sumgadesigned to
determine whether or not classroom instructional practices had changenavei he sample
used in this study consisted of 1,475 Ohio teachers who participated in Discovergipnaies
development activities between 1993 and 1995. Participants were surveyed again eqébrsprin
up to three years. The researchers found that the attitudes, preparation, &wlqiract
participants showed statistically significant gains from before susimmer professional
development to the following spring. These gains were sustained in theghrgeeyiod
following the intensive professional development.

In another study focusing on the impact of professional development, Wade (1984)

conducted a meta-analysis of research on teacher in-service progithmearly 1980’s. This
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analysis drew data from 91 journal articles all of which were qualitatuee of the research
guestions guiding this meta-analysis was: Do the effects of trainingagayunction of duration
of training? Wade identified 28 variables which were grouped into eight catefgodescribe
the studies. One of these eight categories was duration. Findings indicatesémaice
teacher education programs reported in the literature were moderatetivefféVade also
concluded that there was no significant effect of the length of the in-s@raigeams, which
ranged from a few hours to more than 30 hours (Wade, 1984).

In a series of case studies conducted by Little (2001) information wasegth
specifically related to professional development and school reform. She usestyaofari
methods to collect data including observations, interviews surveys, document rawceasdio
and videotaped records of teacher interactions. Little concluded that teach#msebanain
areas of concern about professional development, which often determined whethadthey
positive or negative attitude toward change. These areas of concern wefieddasit1) the
potential to enhance or threaten the intellectual, moral and emotional satsfadithe
classroom; 2) the potential to unite or divide colleagues; and 3) the potential to consume
teachers' private lives and strain family relationships. Littlelodied that a link must exist
between the proposed change and professional development designed to satisfy thelindividua
needs of teachers.

In summary, sustaining change is a difficult problem which has been explored and
discussed on many levels. The inability to sustain change is a significant proltexnfield of
education. The research and theoretical constructs included in this chaper sentral
common themes. The studies and literature reviewed here suggest thated#adership and

ongoing professional development are essential elements in the changs.piidoey further

43



suggest that traditional professional development does not work (Guskey, 2000; Kelleher, 2003;
Sparks, 2004). Some experts (Darling-Hammond & Sykes, 1999; Gordon, 2004; Guskey, 2004;
Spring, 2002) argue that some common threads can be found in good professional development
which promotes sustained change. They contend that good professional development uses a
model of implementation which is easily put into practice and can be evaluated for
effectiveness.

Schools which are successful in implementing and sustaining change are allé o bui
capacity for leadership within their organizations (Lambert, 2003). Redulise Rand Change
Act study indicate that the school principal was the key to both implementing andiagsta
educational change (Rand Corporation, 1975). The significance of leadership in thmeduca
change process is further supported by the work of Moffett (2000). In order tesudge
navigate the change process, leaders need to develop collaborative envirornthantseir
schools (Elmore, 2002; Finnigan & Stewart, 2009). These leaders must also develop
characteristics such as passion, communications skills and vision, which @eabl® tconvince
stakeholders that change is warranted (Fullan& Stiegelbauer, 1991).

A second key component which helps schools successfully implement and sustain change
is ongoing professional development. Research suggests that current methddasgof li
professional development to implemented changes remain ineffective (Fullan, 208f&)erRa
(2000) stated that, for innovations to last, teachers must have professional develdpiment
clear from the research that effective leadership and ongoing proféssuabpment are

important features of successful change.
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Block Scheduling

Block scheduling is the most significant change in education to emerge since 1980.
According to the National Center for Educational Statistics, 34.5% of Americaic pigh
schools used block scheduling in the 2003—2004 school year (U.S. Department of Education,
National Center for Educational Statistics, 2004). The percentage of schools inNRenasy
using the block was just slightly higher at 36.7%. The highest incidence of block schedding
found in the District of Columbia schools (65.8%) and the lowest incidence was in North Dakota
(11.7%). This section of the literature review includes research relatgdinop@ct on
instruction, (b) impact on school climate, (c) impact on student achievente(d)ampact on
student-teacher interaction.

The issue of how schools allocate time has been a popular topic for educational
researchers in recent years. The Report of the National Education Commissiaoreandi
Learning (1994) suggested that schools are more or less controlled by clockieaddrs. This
report was the product of a nine member commission created by Congress to study the
relationship between time and learning in the nation’s schools. Data wereeddtireugh site
visits to 19 schools and interviews with over 150 teachers, administrators, parertglantss
The report concluded that five major points concerning time must be addressed. Among these
points are the intrusion of non-academic activities, the fixed clock/calesdar end the fact
that educators report that they do not have enough time to do their jobs properly. mgctordi
Rossmiller, (1983) a typical school year of 1,080 hours may result in as few as 364 hiooes of t
on task, after deducting time for non-instructional activities, procedursitesiand

absenteeism.
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Although the fundamental concepts found in block scheduling can be traced to the
modular scheduling movement of the 1960s and 70s, the genesis of the contemporary model is
found in Carroll’'s Copernican Plan (1990). Carroll, a former superintendent, contended that his
plan could change secondary schools as fundamentally as Copernicus’s discdeeeid $hed
perception of the universe. He claimed that, following successful implenoentdtihe plan in
the Masconomet Regional School District in Massachusetts, dramatic impragsem&saching
and learning were evident. He therefore concluded that the Copernican plan wasareich m
effective than traditional approaches to scheduling. Carroll (1990) also founditigga us
“Copernican Plan,” which lengthened classes to 90, 110 and sometimes 200 minutes enabled
schools to reduce class size and increase course offerings. He concludeththatght schools
he studied, teacher workload decreased and student performance improved. Taaghers
three rather than five classes and cut the number of students they were béspomisi half.

The number of credits or Carnegie units that a student could conceivably eamomo2d to 32.
Additionally, Carroll noted improved student attendance, a decrease in suspensions and dropout
rates, and an increase in the number of credits generally earned on av&rggented out that

study halls were eliminated and passing time between classes declirthaBand

Kirkpatrick (1995) reported that traffic in school buildings was reduced by 40% hiasmigiag

to block scheduling, thus reducing the number of disciplinary infractions encountered by the
administration.

The goal of block scheduling is to provide extended time for classroom instruction. As
schools began to move toward block scheduling throughout the 1990s, two popular formats
emerged. The 4 x 4 block schedule entails classes that meet for 90 minutes eacbmay f

semester. This format allows students to take four classes each seiméstperto eight classes
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per year. This results in an increase of two Carnegie units over the traddymsal Teachers

in the 4 x 4 block teach three classes per day and have about 90 students at any giuan time
this model, balancing students’ schedules must be considered so that all of thi daticses

are not offered during the same semester (Queen & Isenhour, 1998).

Research on block scheduling identifies an impressive list of perceived agbsanta
general studies demonstrate that students spend more time on task and thatishsgpgnmtenore
meaningfully. The amount of instructional time naturally increases on the blttekngaecause
less time is spent on procedures, routines, and directions (Rettig & Canady, 1995).tHaue t
fact that student-teacher ratios are reduced, a better rapport develops likenee Active
learning is encouraged, and teachers significantly vary their methodsro€iimst. Teachers
inevitably gain more preparation time on the block schedule, and students tend to focus on only
three or four subjects during any given semester. Finally, the opportunity tmegtrgds of
instruction and provide hands-on/interactive learning has an impact on studentraehieve
Impact on Instruction

Significant research suggests that time is not efficiently utilized ierAan high
schools. In 1984 the National Commission on Excellence in Education pubAisiation At
Risk. This report questioned how time was allocated, used and accounted for in schools.
Educators opposed attempts to lengthen the school day or the school year. The point of the
research was to determine if school time was, in fact, used inefficientlgmities (1983)
reported that only about 60% of the school day was actually available for instructioran G
and Knoll (1983) were even more pessimistic: they suggested that less than&@0%vefage
day was devoted to instruction. Justiz (1984) reported that one hour of instructional time was

lost each day in each classroom due to administrative functions and routine taskseaaat
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initiating a class period. Karweit (1985) reported that students engaged in predweetiemic
activities only 38% of the school day. The study of instructional strategiddysdassroom
teachers is often linked to the rationale for changing scheduling formatgsesSgagcher’s study
analyzed whether instructional strategies impacted the decision to addpsdheduling.

One of the primary measurements for the success of block scheduling is #eetdegr
which teachers vary their instructional strategies. Block schedulingignee to provide the
opportunity to engage students in a myriad of activities and techniques that would seHeswi
limited by instructional time. The thought of simply expanding classroomréscto 90 minutes
is not appealing to any of the interested parties. Given the limited attentioro$géudents,
teachers are encouraged to provide a wide variety of activities in the 9@ rniock.
(Hackmann, 1995). Cunningham and Nogle (1996) identified warm-up games, cooperative
learning groups, large group discussions, interactive lectures/discussemtggohing, guided
practice, discovery methods, creative projects and the use of games ded psappropriate
instructional strategies for block scheduling.

One of the most rational arguments for block scheduling is that students will have more
time on task and that teachers will be essentially forced to vary instrugnetiabdology, given
such a large block of time. Extensive research discussed below supports these cla

Bryant and Bryant (2000) studied lesson designs in social studies classebe bilogk
schedule. They agreed with Rettig and Canady (1996) that the time afforded inchledilisg
was conducive to interactive teaching strategies, student projects aneth&Hi contention
was that, unless methodology did, in fact, change, block scheduling was nothing more than a
alternative way to manage time. The researchers’ goal was to develop aonsdeldl studies

educators working on the block that incorporated the overall instructional goals devsidpbed b
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National Council for the Social Studies in 1994. This model is a scholarly attenugpirtect
content goals with instructional strategies during expanded periods of timengAtre
recommendations are that teachers limit lecture sessions to twenty naindtést they employ
meaningful activities to facilitate student learning throughout the lessatk Btheduling
clearly permits social studies teachers to expand on traditional methodsuaftiostwithin

their classrooms.

Jenkins, Queen, and Algozzine (2002) surveyed 2,000 teachers working in both block
schedule systems or traditional systems. The goal of their studyp Watetmine whether
teachers on the block schedule use instructional techniques that differ fromdeache
traditional schedules. North Carolina educators responded to the survey on a fivakeoint L
scale. Their results contradicted the contention that teachers using edklsty reduce their
reliance on the lecture method. Results indicated that the opinions of block schedahegstea
with regard to the appropriateness and use of instructional strategiesdditterdérom their
traditional counterparts.

Additional studies also bring into question whether instructional time is used more
efficiently in block scheduling. Seifert and Beck (1984) conducted a studgeydéiar Algebra
students in five Texas high schools. They used classroom observations of 60 students to stud
the relationship between time on task and learning. They concluded that instruaattostads
accounted for only 28 minutes (54.2%) of each 55-minute class period in a traditional model
While conceding that instructional time is lost due to procedures, routines and itespt a
traditional plan, quality instructional time is cut in half when using a block schedule

According to Rettig and Canady (1995), traditional scheduling patternadarge

situation in which time is wasted and teachers are limited in terms ofrthirational

49



possibilities. Teachers initially report apprehension at the thought ofrigeoini90 minutes
because the traditional lecture method does not work well when overused in block scheduling.
However, the added time afforded by block scheduling allows teachers terditiée their
instruction and employ diverse instructional strategies to meet the ndéé# students.
Carroll (1994) suggested that a more efficient time structure would gedybetter results in
less time.

Veal and Flinders (2001) conducted a study of block scheduling at South Springfield
High School, a large 9-12 high school located in the Midwest. The student population consisted
of 1,800, most of whom were white. A plan was adopted for a modified block schedule which
was to be implemented over a three year period. The student body was divided into three
groups. One group was assigned to a traditional schedule, one to a 4X4 block schedule and one
to a hybrid of both block and traditional. Qualitative data were collected using-pdint
Likert scale. Parents, teachers and students responded to surveys. Resesmdheecher
interviews, classroom observations and document reviews to gather data. Theyténed the
data into spreadsheets for analysis using SPSS statistical softwamdiAg to data collected
from teachers, changes in four areas emerged: 1) methods of teaching, &)rigofor
reflection, 3) student-teacher rapport, and 4) levels of anxiety. Of the studentsdiblodka
schedules, 45% claimed that their teachers changed teaching methods, wtik6of those
students operating on a traditional model within the same school felt that wayntStudeys
indicated that methodologies varied and included a wide array of activitieden® in this
study also noted improved student/teacher rapport. This was attributed to ihclaiase

contacts for extended periods of time.
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Research conducted at three high schools in Lincoln County, North Carolina &y, Que
Algozzine, and Eaddy (1997) used direct observation, surveys and teacher interviempite c
a list of the top five positive and negative components of the 4x4 block. The major purpose of
this research was to evaluate the effects of the implementation of block satedRdisearchers
collected data over a two-year period. Seventy to eighty percent of poadests reported that
block scheduling was successful and indicated a desire to have the program cdrtimue
positive list included greater flexibility in classroom instruction, longanping periods for
teachers, greater variety of course offerings for students, one or sgsqociparations per
semester and more time each day for in-depth study. The negative peroagipimstudy were
loss of retention from one level of a course to the next, too much independent study needed
outside of class, difficulty with student transfers from schools not using the 4x4, imoded
numbers of new electives offered and too much lecturing still occurring in tiseodas

One in-depth study of instructional strategies conducted by Benton-Kupper (1999)
collected data from three high school English teachers during their se@maf yeaching in a
block format. The subjects were purposely selected due to their experience tittolo&tand
traditional scheduling. This qualitative multiple case study used persongienteiand
classroom observations to gather data. The researcher gathered dosucteatssyllabi,
lesson plans and assignment handouts from each participant, and reviewed them to hip valida
the interview data. The findings suggested that, on a block schedule, greater opp®eNIsted
to employ instructional strategies that actively engaged students inrthi@dgarocess.

Teachers claimed that they achieved greater depth in presentingptiteint. Additionally,

more time existed for discussions and project-oriented activities. Benton+K1908)
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reported that the lecture method was used “sparingly,” and that much moreasaedicated to
small group activities that allowed students the opportunity to think criticallynalegpendently.

Adams and Salvaterra (1998) conducted in-depth personal interviews with 674eacher
four block-scheduled high schools in Pennsylvania. The schools were a public rural jumior hig
school, an urban parochial senior high school, a public suburban high school and a public small
town high school. Interview questions investigated the curricular and pedagsitgctd
created by block scheduling as well as the effect of block scheduling on studemisraf va
ability levels. Interviewers asked teachers specifically how thegedltheir instructional
practices as a result of the change to block scheduling. The researchardembtizht in spite of
the broad organizational change, individuals did not necessarily alter their insi@uptactices.
They also concluded that a key to success was staff development that was.ongoing

In Summary, proponents of block scheduling often point to changes in instructional
strategies as a positive outcome. However, the aforementioned resedieh tatradict that
assertion. Only one of the six research-based studies included in thisigbpayts the claim
that teachers vary their instructional strategies when teaching in a blocktelsidsers in the
other five studies reported that they did not substantially alter their instraicstrategies when
they changed from traditional scheduling to block scheduling.

The study of instructional strategies used by teachers is often linked &titimale for
changing scheduling format. This research provides some insight into why dolo&dls
change their scheduling format. Some researchers (Bryant & Bryant,20fins et. al, 2002;
Rettig & Canady, 1996) determined that teachers vary their methodologycsigthy when
provided with extended blocks of time. Findings also suggest that the diversityudtiosial

strategies leads to more active engagement among students (Benton-Kupper, 660§ tie
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desire to change instructional practices is often cited as a catalysafae; the studies
reviewed here do not indicate that teachers substantially alter thaictisirwhen they switch
to block scheduling.

Impact on School Climate

School climate issues are also a major concern when schools switch to block sgheduli
Initially, stress levels increase for teachers until they learn howectigkly plan for larger
blocks of time. Over time, the school environment under a block-scheduling model is less
stressful for both teachers and students (Canady & Rettig, 1996; Kramer, 199M<$d$95).
The most compelling arguments to date for switching to block scheduling relaée to t
improvement in school climate. If the goals of implementation are to reduce stuateht
teachers’ workloads and decrease disciplinary issues, the evidence.iRetég and Canady
(1995) claimed that administrators often favor the block design becauseidisyigsues
diminish and the scheduling process is more flexible. It is also clear, howeveuntkas
appropriate and continual staff development programs are implemented, the Isloiftk
scheduling will not be very successful (Rettig & Canady, 1996).

Rettig and Canady (1999) contended that the majority of teachers, parentsssandent
administrators favor block scheduling. Following an initial learning curl/padies appear to
adjust well to the format. They also pointed out that in nearly every instance bbek
scheduling was implemented, discipline referrals declined by 25-50% on avesagee ¥would
expect, the number of class tardies also dropped off substantially in block schedulioghdue t
fact that students switched between classes less times each day.

In summary, school climate issues are often cited as a reason why sch@ués timéti

change to block scheduling. Studies indicate that school climate concerns, disclipirary
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infractions, improve significantly once block scheduling is implemented (C&naditig, 1996;
Kramer, 1997; Sessoms, 1995).
Impact on Student Achievement

The preponderance of research on the effectiveness of block scheduling tletie wi
topic of student achievement. If one of the major purposes for the existence of sfmols i
students to achieve their academic potential, then the issue of how various agheddlels
impact achievement is important. Research in this area is inconclusive.didgdar some
studies, student achievement does not improve when schools implement any form of block
scheduling. According to other studies, student achievement does improve when schools
implement block scheduling.

As a means of measuring the impact of block scheduling on achievement, Arnold (2002)
compared the scores of eleventh-grade students in both scheduling models usingrgndeRi
Publishing Company’s (1986) Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP). The popsilati
selected were 155 Virginia high schools. Analysis of the data indicated that thering
implementation year of block scheduling scores increased slightly. Thjshgavever, was
negated by a predictable decline in (TAP) scores during the second yeard’Acoaklusion
stated that using block scheduling does not increase overall student achievemestiesdnhga
(TAP) mean scale scores.

Information related to student achievement is often clouded by what is acapaiyed
in the research. Thomas (2001) cited numerous studies that indicated no measurable
improvement in achievement when moving to block scheduling. She also pointed out that some
results are misleading. One Florida study (Buckman, King & Ryan, 1995) indibates#1€6 of

Florida students earned higher grade point averages under block scheduling. Thomas
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emphasized that, while that may indicate success, one must look deeper. The saaiscstud
pointed out that 45% of students had a decline in their GPAs when moving to the block model.

Queen and Isenhour (1998) contended that a 4 x 4 block is advantageous to students with
lower achievement records. They stated that this model provides students with the dgportuni
to repeat a failed course during the second semester. In essence, the cindeatsive
remediation or take the course over without losing a year.

Evidence supports the claim that students on the block schedule perform better
academically than those on traditional patterns. Knight, De Leon & Smith (¢88fared the
academic performance of students on the block schedule with that of students on traditional
schedules. This study collected data using surveys, focus groups and docuraersst revi
Participants included 400 students, 10 teachers and 14 parents in a suburban high sawbol locat
in the southwestern part of the United States. The researchers concluded thtg stuttee
block schedule performed better on semester exams and in terms of overall gdjdssnehts
were made for prior academic performance. Researchers employedexpeasnental
comparison of groups and collected quantitative and qualitative data. Students lagis teac
participated in a pilot program of block scheduling.

Deuel provided further evidence to support the contention that students achieve at a
higher level on the block system (1999). Her study dealt with urban schools in Browarg, Count
Florida. In Broward, ten schools used block scheduling while thirteen used atadtven-
period day. Deuel found that students in the block-scheduled schools received more A’s and
fewer C’s, D’s, and F’'s and achieved higher grades in advanced mathematg=ssc This
study also validated the claim that teachers and counselors perceive blattkisghmodels as

more successful than their counterparts in traditionally run schools. Additiobaligl found
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that student behavior greatly improved in block scheduling. About one-third of the teachers
noticed improvements in student attendance, promptness, and general behavior in their
classrooms as well as throughout the school.

Gruber and Onwuegbuzie (2001) conducted a study on student achievement in Georgia.
They speculated that there was a difference in academic performance ofsstudéx4 block
versus traditional patterns as measured by grade point average andrtjia B School
Graduation Test (GHSGT). Participants included 115 high school students on the block schedule
and 146 students on traditional schedules. Though their sample is admittedly small, the data
showed that no positive advantage existed for students receiving block instruction.eln som
areas, block scheduling had a slightly negative impact on academic performamneasaired by
the (GHSGT).

Researchers Pliska, Harmston and Hackman (2001) at lowa State Unisisity
conducted research on the relationship between block scheduling and academiocnacttieve
The study explored the relationship between scheduling formats and ACT corsposie
This study is noteworthy not only for the conclusions garnered, but also for the giee of
population included in the study: 38,089 seniors in 568 public high schools in Illinois and lowa
were included. The schools included 351 on traditional schedules, 161 on an alternating block
schedule, and 56 on a 4x4 model. The researchers concluded that scheduling type does not
accurately predict ACT composite scores at the high school level (Pliskastdar &
Hackman, 2001).

York (1997) found no significant difference between tenth-grade reading, mattemati
and writing scores of Texas students on block scheduling and the scores of tensttglaats

with traditional schedules. He studied the performance of students in 1,186 public high schools
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on the Texas Assessment of Academic Skills. In a similar study, the Glanmfina Department
of Public Instruction (1998) compared student performance in the context of theestatet
year testing program. Again, no significant difference in scores couldribeitad to a
particular scheduling model.

In summary, research on whether or not student achievement is positively impacted b
block scheduling is inconclusive. The research-based studies reviewed ictibis @ evenly
split on the topic. Some studies showed moderate improvement in measures such as GPA and
standardized test scores, while others showed little or no change.

Impact on Student-Teacher Interaction

Traditional scheduling methods require teachers and students to work at a hegtic pa
creating an impersonal atmosphere (Rettig & Canady, 1995). O’Neil (1995) spiiost
arguing that teaching more than 125 students in five to seven periods each day didaot affor
teachers the opportunity to identify the respective strengths and weaknebsasstfidents.
Furthermore, such a schedule reduced the opportunity for teachers to provide inditedtiahat
to their students.

Skrobarcek (1997) reported that students received more individual attention in a block
scheduling format. He stated that 75% of students reported that teachers weretibtgively
vary instructional strategies in extended blocks of time. Queen, Algozzine and(EQ€dy
asserted that teachers in block scheduling spent 70% of their classroom @g@gisgudents in
interactive instruction. They based their data on surveys completed by teatseats and
parents from three high schools in Lincoln County, North Carolina. The major purpose of the
research was to evaluate the overall effects of implementing a 4x4 block schgdahi. The

surveys included questions concerning the use of time, ability to complete tloteexumurse of
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study, academic achievement of students and classroom management. Thetplalisbed that
84% of teachers said they were better able to vary instruction on the block $yesteom t
traditional schedules.

Bryant & Bryant (2000) discussed lesson designs in social studies alagsgshe block
model. They agreed with Rettig and Canady (1996) that the time afforded in dheckubng
was conducive to interactive teaching strategies and student projects. Tdrmiocnnwas that
unless methodology did in fact change, block scheduling was nothing more than athaterna
way to manage time. Their goal was to develop a model for social studiesoesl tizait
incorporated the overall instructional goals advocated by the National CaurttiefSocial
Studies in 1994. This model was a scholarly attempt to connect content goals withiamstruct
strategies in expanded periods of time. Among the recommendations werecthertstéenit
lecture sessions to twenty minutes and that they employ meaningfuliestigifacilitate student
learning throughout the lesson. Block scheduling clearly permits teachepataleon
traditional methods of instruction within their classrooms.

In summary, studies which compare teacher-student interaction on traditional versus
block scheduling suggest that students receive more individual attention in block scheduled
classes. Block scheduling reduces the number of students each teacher ishtespoasd
allows them greater opportunity to interact on a personal level.

Chapter Summary

A review of the literature on school change suggests that schools seem to belgonstant

changing, yet are unable to sustain change. Resistance to change is siewedj@ obstacle

that needs to be overcome if schools are to successfully change instrucacheépy
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curriculum and improve student achievement. Educational reform needs to besgsigmust
have the support of the stakeholders who will be affected by any significant change

Educational leadership is considered the key ingredient in the successful praress.
Visionary leaders must use their communications skills to convince teachergsgard other
stakeholders that change is warranted. They must seek the input of these ilsdividnaure
that everyone is on board with the prospective change and develop relationshipstéinat f
climate of trust. This collaborative approach will provide the best recipedoess.

Once change has been implemented, appropriate professional developmentad tequi
provide the best opportunity for the change to endure. This professional development should
strive to promote systemic thinking among professional staff members sbehaire able to
demonstrate success in a results-driven environment.

The most critical question to address when studying change is how it will beedsta
Leaders must create an environment that ensures that, if they exit thearpasitinges they
initiated will continue. This can be accomplished through the creation of a caliabarlimate
that emphasizes good communication and is anchored by a strong system ofoprafessi
development.

A review of the literature on block scheduling revealed that it has become aasingly
popular alternative to the traditional scheduling format used in secondary schbs
movement became especially popular in the 1990s, but traces its roots to the concept of modular
scheduling found in the 1960s and 70s. The increased block of time is typically implemented in
one of two formats: the 4x4 block, or the A/B plan. In the 4x4 students take three or fous course
per semester for 90 minutes each day. The A/B block allows courses to rum atigeacet

every other day. These options can allow students to increase the number ofhaedidst
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earn while reducing their daily workload. Additionally, teachers can intestithalf as many
students and thus get to know them on a more personal level.

Research also suggests that the move to block scheduling can relieve thby typatic
pace of education. Teachers, students and administrators all report that orsdtdictie is lost
due to routine tasks and transitioning from period to period. The number of transitions is
reduced by 50% when shifting to the block.

In addition to providing more time on task, block scheduling has many other stated
advantages. Research shows that teachers in block scheduling reduce the# oeli@cture in
favor of more hands-on instructional strategies. The increased use of coopeaatirey|
student projects and other strategies allows teachers to more actively gagagieidents in the
learning process. Teachers also have the added advantages of fewer studenmsgier and
additional preparation time during the school day.

Critics of block scheduling contend that no substantial difference between student
achievement in a block schedule can be proven when compared to achievement within the
traditional scheduling system. Studies show that, while a slight increadeameanent usually
appears in the implementation year, that effect is not perpetuated. Evidendealy shows
that student performance on standardized tests such as the ACT, or statexs@rioigh stakes
testing,” shows no noticeable difference contingent upon the student’s scheduling model.

The transition from traditional scheduling to block scheduling is another resepicioft
interest. Studies focus on the need for strong leadership as well as input fstakediblder
groups. In order to successfully traverse from one scheduling model to anothast avb
years of study and training are usually recommended. Staff developmentas twriensure that

teachers are well versed in how to productively use the expanded time for instruti®staff
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development needs to continue following implementation so that feedback can bedgatldere

adjustments made where necessary.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to investigate how schools plan, implement and sustain
large-scale changes. Using the change to block scheduling as a lens, yhidesttied the
forces that influenced the large-scale change, the process and sugigifraln traditional to
block scheduling. This research study explored the factors involved in planningmieming
and sustaining large-scale change in schools and specifically, whas fect@chools to change
from traditional to block scheduling and how the success of that change is elaly#te
districts. In this chapter the methodology for conducting the study is describedhdpter is
divided into the following sections: (a) general perspective, (b) reseaeshaqns, (c) research
design, (d) setting, (e) population, (f) interview protocol, (g) data anal$isuétworthiness, (i)
limitations of the study, (j) protection of human subjects, and (k) chapter summary.

General Perspective

Though much research exists on the topics of both change and block scheduling, very
little addresses the impetus for the change to this scheduling method. A voidngg¢aislissue
exists in the currently extant research, which the researcher atiietmfite

The purpose of this study was to ascertain why schools decided to adopt block
scheduling, how they implemented the change and how they sustained the chartgaurrgiats
literature on block scheduling addresses one of two main topics: the advantages of block
scheduling over traditional scheduling and the effect of block scheduling on academ
performance. This study scrutinized the change process used by five biedkisd high
schools located in Pennsylvania. Sub-questions were used to collect data reletqubtodived
goals that led to the change as well as perceptions regarding thesafdbesimplementation

process. Using the change to block scheduling as an example, this researgerstualyed
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insight regarding how schools implemented large-scale change and howdtaegexl the
change.

In order to gain a global perspective on the issues that led to the adoption of block
scheduling, the researcher viewed the topic through a number of different pasicipamtg the
transition to block scheduling as an example, this qualitative study collectefiiladatteachers,
principals and superintendents to determine how participants perceived tge phacess
within their district.

Research Questions

This study utilized the Three Interview Series Protocol (Seidman, 1998), (Apgendikhe
primary research question which guided the study was:

What is the process used by high schools to plan, implement and

sustain large-scale change?
The three research sub-questions used to guide this study were:

1. What was the impetus for change to block scheduling?

2. What process was used by the district to plan and implement the

change to block scheduling?

3. How has the change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?

Research Design
The researcher conducted this study using a qualitative case study methoddieg
researcher gathered data from personal interviews, which were conductex] ando-taped
and transcribed. Initially, the researcher created interview questiortsy avpanel of experts
approved. Leedy and Ormrod (2001) described qualitative research as a wayeasirgnsw

guestions about the complex nature of a phenomenon in order to understand it from the
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participants’ point of view. Creswell (2003) stated that qualitative reseaecplisratory and
that it is used in instances when the variables and theory are unknown. Given the lack of
previous inquiry about schools’ reasons for changing to block scheduling, this method of
research seemed most appropriate.

Interviews

An interview is a method of collecting data in which the researcher askeanenkee to
respond to a series of open-ended questions. This method may be employed in faface-to-
setting, over the telephone, or through e-mail. Interviews are not designedrtdhgiegesponses
“yes” or “no,” but rather to gain narrative descriptions or explanations of an effnasdéd on
personal experience (Stake, 1995). Advantages of using interviews include thehersea
ability to control the line of questioning and ask follow-up questions for the purpose of
clarification (Creswell, 2001). The interview questions provided a frameworkdougsion, but
the researcher encouraged participants to interject their own thoughts ancegieding the
change process as well.

A notable disadvantage of conducting interviews is the tendency toward reséssher
Leedy and Ormrod (2001) indicated that good researchers must be good listespmndBats
must be allowed to choose their own words to express their thoughts and ideas. Thevartervie
must also refrain from displaying any emotions that might influence theigwer This can be
accomplished by making a conscious effort not to indicate agreement or discord with the

responses provided.
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Setting

This study took place in five block-scheduled high sthooeastern Pennsylvania. The

researcher selected schools based on similar demogdgatnacteristics, accessibility, and their

ability to sustain the change to block scheduling for amuim of ten years. All five schools

selected are 9—12 public high schools located in ed3@msylvania. None of the schools

included are classified as urban schools.

School A is a high school which has a student populatidyl57. They have a graduation
rate of 85%. The student ethnicity is 95% white, and 1 @&lagible for free or reduced
lunch.

School B is a high school which has a student populatié8af They have a graduation
rate of 94%. The student ethnicity is 98% white and 18#eo$tudents are eligible for
free or reduced lunch.

School C is a high school which has a student populatidfbdft. They have a graduation
rate of 93%. The student ethnicity is 79% white, and 15#eo$tudent body are eligible
for free or reduced lunch.

School D is a high school which has a student populafiéi5. They have a graduation
rate of 96%. The student ethnicity is 96% white, and 6%eo$tudents are eligible for
free or reduced lunch.

School E is a high school which has a student popolafi®43. They have a graduation
rate of 92%. The student ethnicity is 96% white, and 20#%eo$tudents are eligible for

free or reduced lunch. (National Center for Educationsfta).
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The researcher was able to gain access through pecsotatt with individuals currently
employed within the school districts. The researchéallyl contacted the superintendent
(Appendix A) of each school district to obtain permisgim conduct the study.

Then, the researcher obtained permission to includeseacol in the study through telephone and
e-mail correspondence with the principals and supedetds of each school.
Population

The researcher utilized the purposeful sampling technique when selectingaats for
this study. The principal of each patrticipating school was asked to provaletdll English,
mathematics, science and social studies teachers who worked at the school whangbeac
block scheduling took place. The researcher emailed an invitation to particigegestndy to
all qualifying teachers after securing an email address list fierbuilding principal. The
researcher then randomly selected three to five teachers from each schadaipafgin the
study. The researcher also interviewed individuals who served as principalpandtendent at
the time of the change in order to gain an administrative perspective of tigeechathe
principal and/or superintendent currently in office were not involved in the implenoantat
process from the beginning, the researcher made every attempt to contacrarehinbhe
predecessor who attended that process. Each participant responded to the samers@wf int

guestions. (Appendix C)

Interview Protocol
The research design included involving each participant in three in-depth intervieals. E
interview lasted 25 to 50 minutes. All participants received a consent fpe(dix B) that
outlined the purpose of the study and delineated how the interview information would be used

(Creswell, 1998). The researcher asked participants for permissiovetthlea interviews
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audio- taped and informed them that the tapes would be secured in a locked cabinet to which

only the researcher would have access. All interviews took place faaeetaid on a one-to-

one basis. The goal of this in-depth, phenomenologically-based interview stivatute have

the participants reconstruct their experiences within the topic under Seidiyn@an, 1998, p.

15). During the first interview, the researcher obtained demographic informbtahthe

individual and his or her role within the school. This interview helped to develop a rapport with

the subject and put him/her at ease. The questions in the first interview did teotor ¢thee

research questions but rather to the life experiences of the individual subjea.qlibssons

placed the participant’s experience in context (p. 17) and developed a level of thest i

interview relationship. The following questions were used during the firsviexer

1.

2.

Please summarize your educational background.

What types of educational changes have you been part of during your teackarg c
What is you personal view concerning major educational change and the process that
is most effective?

Do you believe good communication prevails within your school? How do you
perceive the role of leadership in a high school setting?

What is effective professional development for you? What ways has professional
development impacted you??

How would you describe the level of collaboration between teachers and

administrators within your school?

The second interview focused on specific details of the person’s experieated telthe

topic of study. This time the researcher asked the participant to provids detaik the topic

under investigation. The researcher utilized the following questions during the seteowvie\w
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in order to gather data concerning the research sub-questions: What wasetus for the
change to block scheduling? What process was used by the school district to plan ameirnpl
the change to block scheduling?
1. What criteria, research, learning theory, were used to determine the naed for
schedule change?
2. What input did teachers have in the decision to change to block scheduling? Was the
change to block scheduling designed to address particular needs?
3. Describe the steps or process in the change to block scheduling?
4. What problems were encountered during the change process and how were they
addressed?
5. How would you describe the climate at your school toward the concept of change and
how professional development impacts the school climate?
6. Who prompted the change to block scheduling and what stakeholders were involved
in the decision making process?
The final interview provided the participants with an opportunity to reflect on their
respective roles in the change process and provided insight into how successfei¢bereg
the change to have been. The focus of this round of interviews was to put the two previous
interviews in context and provide meaning to the data. The researcher used thadollow
guestions during the third interview to gather data concerning the research stibngiow
has the change to block scheduling been sustained?
1. How did block scheduling change students as learners?
2. Describe how teachers use block scheduling today. Is it different than timalorig

model? How?
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3. Do you feel that block scheduling has been successful? In what ways?
4. What information has been collected to measure the success of block scheduling?
How is block scheduling sustained at your school?
5. What supports are in place to ensure that teachers are trained to teach on the block?
6. How has the climate of the school changed since the implementation of block
scheduling?

These interview questions were developed by the researcher and were @ppeoveers
of the dissertation committee based on the format dictated by Seidmaa'mtareiew series.
The development of the questions was driven by themes connected to change, whield emerg
during the literature review. These themes identified common threads which reebded t
explored through the development of specific interview questions. Strands of questiens w
developed to address these themes which included professional development and tycadliediali
the importance of leadership in implementing and sustaining change. Each questamtlys dir
linked to one of the three research sub-questions, which are themselves linked o the ma
research question guiding this study. The questions were submitted to al mefp@ntain the
field of block scheduling and the change to block scheduling. This expert spent 15s\ears a
professor in the College of Education at James Madison University. Followirgfirgsnent as
Professor Emeritus in 2006, he founded School Scheduling Associates, LLC. He has worked a
a consultant for scheduling with over 750 school districts. The questions wereeckg this
expert to determine whether they will yield data which will help the relseadraw conclusions
as to why schools changed from traditional to block schedules, how the change is inggdement

and how the change is sustained. The ability to gather relevant data ustngugstsons will
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help the researcher fill the void in the research with regards to why schtiale ilsirge-scale
change.
Data Analysis

After having the interviews transcribed verbatim from audio recordingsesiearcher
validated the data by providing each participant with a copy of the transuoriptihis/her
review. Feedback obtained from the participants guaranteed the accutaeyafa. At the
conclusion of the interview process, the researcher coded the transcriptsractmtide
experience categories identified in the three-interview protocol. Tlaangser conducted a
content analysis of key words and phrases as well as other concepts thatl¢hatngere
considered relevant to the research questions. The key words and phrasezeatatzoand
identify common themes that appear throughout the interview process. Commos theme
emerged in the interpretation of the change process within each school.

Trustworthiness

Validity of the responses improved by using the three-interview protocam8e
(1998) stated that validity is achieved in this process by establishing tlextcohparticipants’
experience during the first interview, allowing the participants to recostetails of their
experience during the second interview and encouraging reflection during thiattiview. |If
a participant’s responses appeared substantially different within or &&relsson similar topics
throughout the three interviews, those responses were declared invalid and wereiched imc
the study. Through the use of the three interview series, the intervieiterkgow the
participants on a deeper level than if there had been only one interaction. This enabled the
researcher to derive greater meaning from the responses provided duringogectiial

interview.
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The researcher triangulated the data in the form of interview responses itoorder
validate the results. Triangulation refers to the use of multiple sourcesafailaction to
support a hypothesis or theory (Leedy & Ormrod, 2001). The use of triangulation helps to
ensure accurate conclusions. This triangulation involved a comparison of resp@rsesiasl
by the teachers, principals and superintendents, allowing the reseanctge tcompletely
understand the change process in each school. Each of these three groups providedta differ
perspective on the change process due to experience and position.

Limitations of the Study

This study focused on a sample of five high schools in northeastern Pennsylvania. The
results of this study documented the process for changing to block schedulingas well
perceptions regarding the success or failure of the scheduling designteiNptavas made to
explore the impact of years of experience or other external factors orstits.re

A further limitation included the potential inability of participants to adelyaecollect
details pertaining to the change. This limitation resulted from the amount ohttneats passed

since the advent of block scheduling in the selected schools.

Protection of Human Subjects
The use of interviews to gather data for this study necessitated the useaof $ubjects.
Prior to the beginning of the study, the researcher obtained approval fromtitoéidngl
Review Board of East Stroudsburg University. Then, the researcher ssttietihe
superintendents of each of the participating districts (Appendix A) to obtaingsesmto
conduct the study within their districts. Each individual participating in arviete also signed
a letter of informed consent (Appendix B). This form outlined the purpose of the research,

explained any risks, and ensured confidentiality. The researcher used no perdentiying
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information during the interviews so as to ensure the confidentiality of the subjdsts no
personal relationship or connection existed between the researcher and arpadicipants
involved in the study.
Chapter Summary

This chapter outlines the methodology that the researcher used to colleotr daita f
gualitative research study. This was a qualitative case study that intedpaiseries of
personal interviews with teachers, principals, and superintendents who workell @t tecfive
included schools during the change to block scheduling. Demographic information appeared
with regard to the five schools selected for study. Individuals selected fasiorcin the study
were those with a specific connection to the change process. Each participeipapeatin a
series of three interviews. The first interview attempted to obtain peemalgraphic
information as well as gain some insight into the climate of the school systehich the
individual works. The second interview addressed the first research sulpquéstny was the
change to block scheduling initiated?” The final interview gathered infaxmedlated to the
second research sub-question, “How is the success of block scheduling evaluated by the
district?” Information concerning the protection of human subjects alsoraope&dhin this

chapter.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA AND ANALYSIS

This study examined the change process in five Pennsylvania high schools through the
lens of block scheduling. Data were collected from interviews that were ceddundhe fall of
2010. The researcher focused on the experiences of teachers, building admsastchtantral
office administrators throughout the process. The purpose of this study was tigated¢ke
process used by schools to plan, implement and sustain large-scale change&s This
accomplished by investigating what factors led schools to change to block schaddlimgw is
the impact of that change evaluated by the districts.

Chapter four presents the results of the analysis of data collectedhtiineugterview
process. The researcher developed an interview guide based on the researchamakestibn
guestions which guided the study. This guide was used to gather data from twerssidaeh
building administrators and five central office administrators.

This study utilized the Three Interview Series Protocol (Seidman, 1998e(Aix C).
Results in this chapter are reported by research sub-question. The prgeargheuestion
used to guide this study was:

What is the process used by high schools to plan, implement and

sustain large-scale change?
Three sub-questions were used to gather data related to the research qubkstsub-Juestions
used in this study were:

1. What was the impetus for change to block scheduling?
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2. What process was used by the district to plan and implement the
change to block scheduling?
3. How has the change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?
A stenographer was employed to transcribe the interviews from digitatinegs. Participants
were asked to check their individual transcripts for accuracy. The reseteheategorized
responses by research question and triangulated the data. The resultshafybis appear in
this chapter. Chapter four is divided into the following sections: (a) partisipg@ytparticipant
schools, (c) interview environment, (d) discussion format, (e) sub-question 1, (f) estipqL2,
(g) sub-question 3, and (h) chapter summary.
Participants
The participants in this study included teachers, building administratorgatidl office
administrators from five high schools located in northeastern Pennsylvania. tisligaauts
worked in one of the five school districts during the transition from traditional to block
scheduling. All teachers included in this study are presently employée Isame district in the
same capacity. Only one of the principals included in this study is still in hggk#ion. One
principal included in this study is currently a superintendent and the other threipada have
retired from public education. All five of the superintendents interviewed for tldy bave
retired from public education. All participation in this study was voluntary, and e&atigaant

signed an informed consent document (Appendix B) prior to being interviewed by thehesea
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Participating Schools

The schools included in this study were:

School A is a high school which has a student populatidyl57. They have a graduation
rate of 85%. The student ethnicity is 95% white, and 1/&@&lgible for free or reduced
lunch.

School B is a high school which has a student populatié8af They have a graduation
rate of 94%. The student ethnicity is 98% white and 18#eo$tudents are eligible for
free or reduced lunch.

School C is a high school which has a student populatidfbdft. They have a graduation
rate of 93%. The student ethnicity is 79% white, and 15#eo$tudent body are eligible
for free or reduced lunch.

School D is a high school which has a student populafiéi5. They have a graduation
rate of 96%. The student ethnicity is 96% white, and 6%eo$tudents are eligible for
free or reduced lunch.

School E is a high school which has a student popol&ti843. They have a graduation
rate of 92%. The student ethnicity is 96% white, and 20#%eo$tudents are eligible for

free or reduced lunch. (National Center for Educationsftat, 2009).

The researcher made initial contact with the current building principathtshool through

telephone and email correspondence. During each of these conversations, thleeresea

determined whether there were a minimum of 3-5 subjects available to inclustihtot in the

study. Once verbal consent was granted by each of the five principals, onlyvamenofvas

the principal of that school during the transition to block scheduling, the reseatepaioned

each district superintendent to ask for verbal consent to conduct the study. Onceovesduat ¢
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was granted by all five superintendents, a formal letter of consent vilasl teaeach
superintendent. These consent letters were signed and returned to thaee¢dppendix A).

These five schools were selected on the basis of sidalapgraphics and the fact that each
has operated using block scheduling for at least ten yeamnisBion to include each school in the
study was then obtained in writing by the researchieutih correspondence with the
superintendents of each school district (Appendix Aortter to protect the anonymity of the
subjects, each school was randomly assigned a latterqugh E) by the researcher. Specific
subjects are referenced throughout this chapter usiodel system. The identity of individual
subjects is known only to the researcher. Each teaché&ewdentified by a number and the
school designated letter (e.g. Teacher A-1, TeacheM@agher E-4) while each principal and
superintendent will be identified only by the designateabol letter (e.g. Principal A,
Superintendent D).

Following the transcription of the data the researawestified common themes for each
research question. The format used to report thisidttdle research question, the identified
themes and a discussion of the interview responses pddwdedividual participants.

Interview Environment

Interviews were scheduled at each school with the help of the building principals and
their secretaries. Teacher interviews took place in a private room in orchesutre e
confidentiality. Building principals scheduled teacher interviews in order to prevbstantial
disruption to the educational process within the school. These were typically heldojusi pr
the start of the school day or during preparation periods. Interviews with attatois were
conducted in their private offices at their convenience. The length of th@emieranged from

25 to 40 minutes.
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Denzin and Lincoln (2000) emphasized the importance of developing trust and rapport
between the researcher and the participants. The researcher weat tengths to establish a
rapport and alleviate any anxiety felt by the participants. For examfgeyiews were
conducted at the schools or in private offices in order to create a non-threateniogreat.

Every attempt was made by the researcher to ensure the comfort oftitipards. Prior to
initiating each interview, the researcher reviewed the purpose of theemteand assured the
participants that only the researcher and paid stenographer would listen wotdedelialogue.
Participants were informed that following transcription the digital dkogs of each interview
would be erased. The researcher further explained that no findings would benstiassty
administrative personnel within the participating districts and that no igiegtiferminology
would be used within the text of the dissertation.

Discussion Format

For each of the three research questions a discussion follows. This discussios include
specific participants’ responses as well as analysis by the reseaf@ita were collected for
each research question using two sub questions in each of the three interviewsreThese a
reported sequentially. All data gathered for sub-question #1 are reported fronewmiene,
followed by data gathered from interview two and interview three. This fasnoged for each
subsequent research question. Responses are also organized by school to make thhem easie
track. The basic pattern used is to provide the response of the superintendent, folltveed by
principal’s response and then concluding with teacher responses. In some snigtance

responses of the superintendent and principal are identical and are reported as such.

Specific quotations are used throughout chapter four to provide critical insight.
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Sub-Question 1

What was the impetus for the change to block scheduling?
Sub-question 1, Interview 1

The following section contains data gathered during the first interview with ea
participant. The researchers asked two specific questions related to stibrglieluring this
interview. Participant responses to the first question are summarized in Tatlgijsv
followed by a brief discussion of responses to the second question

The first interview with each participant began with the inquiry, “Pleasensuize your
educational background.” This question was designed to put the interviewee at ease and to
gather demographic information about the participants. Table 1 indicatesttbipaatrcodes
used throughout this study, the position held by each participant at the time of th®trémsi
block scheduling and the number of years each worked in the field of education. The
superintendents included in this study had an average of 35.6 years of experignuecijheds
had an average of 35.4 years of experience and the teachers had an averagarefo?28 ye

experience.
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Table 1

Participant Codes, Position and Years of Experience

Participant Position Years
Code Experience
S-A Superintendent 35
P-A Principal 34
A-1 Math teacher 33
A-2 Social Studies teacher 33
A-3 Chemistry teacher 38
A-4 Earth Science teacher 15
A-5 Earth Science teacher 12
S-B Superintendent 35
P-B Principal 36
B-1 Math teacher 26
B-2 Biology teacher 23
B-3 English teacher 29
B-4 English teacher 33
S-C Superintendent 35
P-C Principal 35
C-1 Social Studies teacher 40
C-2 Math teacher 33
C-3 Math teacher 24
S-D Superintendent 35
P-D Principal 34
D-1 Social Studies teacher 29
D-2 Social Studies teacher 32
D-3 Special Education teache 26
D-4 Guidance Counselor 29
S-E Superintendent 38
P-E Principal 34
E-1 English teacher 19
E-2 Social Studies teacher 18
E-3 Science teacher 34
E-4 Social Studies teacher 34
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The participant codes identified in column 1 of Table 1 were developed by the hes¢arc
protect the anonymity of the participants. Each school included in the study was randoml
assigned a letter designation from A-E. The prefix “S” is used to identggrintendents, the
prefix “P” is used to identify principals and a letter followed by a number irefiGateacher
participant. For example S-E refers to the superintendent of School E, Bré\teethe principal
of School A and C-1, C-2 and C-3 would refer to teachers from School C.

The second topic in each initial interview was, “What types of educational chzenges
you been a part of during your teaching career?” The purpose of this question wakdo get t
participants thinking about the concept of change and to uncover their personas fesliag
the change process. This foundation establishes a foundation which can be usethiater i
interview process to gather specific data related to the change to block sahe@iven the
average years of experience of the participants, the responses to thmnquesti extremely
varied. Principals and superintendents referenced such things as TELLS maimedvaaleter,
Charlotte Danielson, outcomes based education, state standards, cooperating deariNo
Child Left Behind. Teachers also recalled each of the items cited bghrtheistrators. In
addition they mentioned such things as the open concept, humanistic change, middle schools,
reading apprenticeship, modern math and teaming. Teacher D-2 stated:

I'm in my 33% year. | have seen everything that has come down the pike. The whole

process has come full circle. It has been recycled and we have done it agaemdt

like we are always changing something, but at least they keep staff dpgngkat we

are doing. (personal communication, December 16, 2010)
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Sub-question 1, Interview 2
During the second interview participants were asked more specific aqusestiout the
details of the change process. Having established a rapport with the padjdtpaas possible
to rely on their experiences to uncover details about the change processpddéstigere asked:
“What criteria, research, learning theory, were used to determine a neextfmdalle change?”
Participants were also asked: What input did teachers have in the daezisi@mtje to block
scheduling?”
When asked about the level of input teachers had in the decision to change from a
traditional to a block schedule, Teacher C-2 responded “We were told it was cdranegyas
no discussion.” Teacher C-2 could not recall any research or learning thatowas used to
determine the need for a change. Superintendent C reported that the changeaveasfoni
several reasons. The most significant reason was the goal of increasiangtional time or time
on task. Another advantage the superintendent cited was the fact that students would only be
required to study for four classes rather than six or seven. The superintertddrthsiia
It made more sense. Kids only had to study for four classes. Students told me that
would better prepare them for the longer classes they would have in college. In the
37 minute periods we had, | think we had eight of them, teachers spent several
minutes taking attendance and getting started and there is always a@nat the
end. We were probably lucky if we were getting 25-28 minutes of instructi@tsolt
worked out better for vo-tech, transporting them and such. (personal communication,
February 2, 2011)
The concept of using a block or intensive schedule was first introduced by the Assistant

Superintendent of School District C who was responsible for the implementatiomioficim.
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That individual brought the idea from an out-of-state school district where he/she Wiadglye
worked. Superintendent C did concede that the decision to move to block scheduling was a top-
down decision. The superintendent stated, “In some ways it was top-down. | ddhthet¢ca
we had a committee per se. |did talk to teachers. It was a small plaas.ohw first name
basis with most of the teachers.”
School D seems to have employed the most comprehensive change procegsesdcom
to the other schools included in this study. According to Principal D a yearly resedgsment
is conducted to determine what issues need to be addressed within the building. All four
teachers interviewed from School D verified the practice of completirgamal needs
assessment. The topic of scheduling emerged as a major concern on one of those surveys.
Principal D recalled “There was a club period that most kids, faculty, fdetilwas a waste of
time. Second thing is we felt we wanted to increase instructional time.” Tiogpatialso
recalled that they hoped to eliminate study halls and reduce disciplinamnaletes a result of
the change to block scheduling. Principal D stated:
Another issue was we felt that kids were leaving us with about 24 courses in an eight-
period day on average with study halls. We said we think we should increase that.
So we went to 32, all kids leave here with 32 classes. We want more instructional
time between teachers and kids. | know there is some research that sayslistudy ha
are not a bad thing. The reality is our grip on it was it was wasting a lotef ti
(personal communication, December 12, 2010)
All teachers in School D confirmed that a needs assessment was conducted thed tha
reasons for the intended change were clearly enumerated prior to the.chaagher D-2

recalled that the biggest reason the change was initiated was to redydeadigjdvhich were
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perceived as a “Big negative in the schedule.” Teachers D-3 and D-4detait the building
principal led the change process. Both indicated that the primary reasondbatige was to
increase instructional time for students.

Superintendent E advocated the change in order to increase instructional time and
eliminate study halls from the schedule. All four teachers at School E cedftimat the
decision to change to block scheduling was made by the superintendent.

Participants were also asked during the second interview whether sehatlenput into
the decision to change to block scheduling and whether the change to block scheasiling w
designed to address particular needs. At School A, four of the five teachetdhsttitbey had
some input in the decision. Both the superintendent and principal of School A stated that
teachers were consulted about the prospective change, but the decision waalylmadd by
the administration. Teacher A-1 stated “Yes, we had input in the decision. Wéyaaited to
doit.” In contrast, Teacher A-3 stated that “| felt the faculty wasypnetich ignored. We
actually voted not to do it.” Due to the obvious discrepancy in these responses follow-up
guestions were asked during the final interview to obtain clarification congeire vote.
Teachers A-2, A-4 and Principal A all recall that the faculty voted in favdreofthiange. The
only reference to a negative vote came from Teacher A-3. Teacher A-2 stat¥dethaok a
faculty vote which sometimes doesn’t mean a whole lot. We took a faculty vote bdwause
wanted to sell it that way.”

At School B, all participants stated that teachers had input in the decision to tthange
block scheduling. Principal B stated that “It was important that the tedeftquart of the
decision making process. We tried to involve them in all aspects of the proceaslieTB-1

stated that:
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| think ultimately we voted. We voted to do it. He/she spent a hard time building
consensus. He/she really did what he/she had to do. He/she wanted to do it a year
sooner than we actually did it, but understood that we needed another year. (personal
communication, December 15, 2010)

Teacher B-2 also recalled a faculty vote on the proposed change. He/she stated:
Yeah we did have a vote. We talked about it. There were people who were not real
happy about the change, there were people who wanted the change, and there were
people kind of in between. Every department was really thinking about how their
process of teaching was going to change and different departments aratdiffere
know for science we were pretty happy with the change. It kind of fit right into our
way of teaching. It really made things easier. | know for other depadntevas a
bit more difficult. (personal communication, December 15, 2010)

Participants from School C reported that teachers did not have input into the decision t
change to block scheduling. Superintendent C stated “I spoke with teachers, but sheoe wa
formal input into the decision. They did not vote on it.” Principal C affirmed that tesadite
not have input in the decision making process. He/she stated that “the decision wlg basica
top-down. There were some casual conversations, but nothing more than that.” When asked if
teachers had input into the decision to change Teacher C-1 stated, "We hadleenplittin
that decision; it was a done deal. We were made to think we did, but in reality we dichabt. T
was a very large opinion held by most of the faculty.” Teachers C-2 and C-3 bathtistate
teachers were told about the change and we in no way involved in the actual decisangt ¢

At School D the principal stated that there was a great deal of teacher ifpuaciual

decision to change to block scheduling. He/she stated:
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In this district when you mess around with programs people get pretty excited. We
tried to involve people. We had guidance counselors, special educators, a music
educator, and a secretary. We also had kid input and, obviously, parent input. Once
we thought we could satisfy most of the concerns is when we moved forward.

(personal communication, December 16, 2010)

Superintendent D said that teachers were encouraged to get involved throughoutetse proc

“They were invited to be on committees and their input was valued.” Teacher @d: stat

We had a huge amount of input in the decision. We are the ones who are in the
trenches, the ones that work with kids. We need the input. They [administrators]
actually drive it. | mean they decide we’re going to start looking atgehdut we're
the ones who have to implement it and mold it so it fits what we want to do. More
importantly, we need to make sure it fits the needs of our kids and our community.

(personal communication, December 16, 2010)

Teacher D-3 said that teachers had a lot of input in the decision at the timberT2akalso

recalled teachers having substantial input in the decision to change to bladklischeHe/she

said:

| think quite a bit [of input]. We really had many meetings on many differentleve
Certainly department chairs, also interdepartmental. The principalemageod.

He/she really worked with each individual group to troubleshoot and anticipate what
our concerns were. We then had larger group interaction to hear what other people
had to say. Actually, that support carried into the beginning chunk of the

inauguration of block scheduling. (personal communication, December 16, 2010)
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According to the superintendent of School E, the decision to change to block scheduling
involved substantial teacher input. He/she described the decision making process as
collaborative. The principal of School E remembered surveying the facultyetonile¢ whether
they were in favor of a change to block scheduling. While he/she does not recalicthe exa
results of that survey, he/she did say that the math department was opposed tagéhe chan
Teachers from School E confirmed that the decision to change to block scheddliagopa
down initiative prompted by the superintendent. All four teachers interviewaleckthat the
faculty was surveyed about the prospect of changing to block scheduling, yefetigeyever
informed about the results of the survey. Though none of the teachers interviewed from School
E was a math teacher, it was clear that the greatest opposition to block isgheaiule from that
department. Teacher E-2 stated:

My department was in favor of the change, but obviously the math people really stuck
out. They were really opposed to it. They had a lot of concerns about course
sequencing and things like that. The science people loved it because they could do
labs on any day. It actually made it easier for them to plan. (personal commomicat
January 19, 2011)
Teachers at School E remembered having a great deal of input in the prodesggef but not
necessarily in the decision to change. Teacher E-2 said there was noitgadies far as
whether we will make the change. He/she said it was “More like what do you thinks itow i
going? We provided more feedback after implementation.” Teachers E-1, E-3aaltl E-
reflected upon the role of the committee once the decision to change was made, &thiero te
remembered being a part of the actual decision to change to block scheduliciger Eea

stated:
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Teachers did not get involved in the decision to make the change. These major
reforms seem to be dictated by the administration. They need to establisimgoals a
then meet those goals. Each time you have a new regime, you get chartge. Tha
basically what happened. (personal communication, February 28, 2011)
Superintendent E remembered that a substantial amount of research was cooducted t
demonstrate a need for a scheduling change. Part of this data gatherasg preclved a staff
survey. Based on this survey and other research gathered by administrators, tbeaneed f
scheduling change was identified as necessary. Superintendent E sumrharreaddns for
changing in the following manner:
First of all to get into subject matter more in depth and to give kids a chance to
assimilate. The longer time period also gives teachers a better opportuedgtio t
content in depth. As a teacher you were able to get kids into more differentesctivit
and use more modalities. It fit more into the pattern of the way we know kids learn.
The longer time enabled teachers to be much more flexible in how they delivered
their instruction. (personal communication, December 22, 2010)
Sub-question 1, Interview 3
During the third interview session participants were asked to reflect upon anengnef
their experiences with this change. They were asked: “How did block stigeduange
students as learners?” and “Describe how teachers use block schedulingttiiffeday as
compared with the original model?” These questions generated veryiveflesponses.
Participants discussed the emotional impact of the change on themselvesrastddbats.
Superintendents and principals all agreed that student learning was impacigubitive

manner. Fifteen of the twenty teacher participants made positive comniigntsgard to how
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block scheduling changed students as learners. Superintendent C lauded the benefits of the

longer period of time for instruction afforded by block scheduling. He/she stated:
| think student learning changed substantially. You had the benefit of longer blocks
of instructional time combined with the fact that students only had four classes to
focus on. The depth of learning improved almost overnight. It made more sense
from an educational standpoint to do this. When | spoke to graduates who returned,
many said block scheduling helped prepare them for college. (personal
communication, February 1, 2011)

Four of the five teachers who felt student learning was negatively imgactddck
scheduling were mathematics teachers. Teacher A-2, a mathenaties tendicated that the
change had a positive impact. He/she stated:

| think block scheduling allowed a couple of things to occur. It allows you some
creativity, some critical thinking. As a teacher you can work more withiatgatnd
critical thinking in the block because you have more time. | think it changesriearne
in that respect. As opposed to the old school method of 44 minutes, where, let's face
it, by the time you take attendance and wrap up at the end, what are you getting done?
Maybe you have 30-35 minutes. You can challenge your students more in a longer
time period. There is a greater depth of understanding. (personal communication,
December 22, 2010)
Teacher D-2 emphasized the resiliency of students when discussing tleafngdaange on their
learning process. He/she stated:
Kids are kids no matter what. They don't like carrying books for eight periods and

studying for eight finals. The research said if you were to concenisatectional
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time, students learn better. The problem was if you are going to take maitscours
that are sequenced, you have to make sure they are sequenced the right wayl (persona
communication, December 16, 2010)
Teacher C-2 stated that students seemed to like block scheduling, but he/shd tredtewas
because course content was watered down. Teacher E-1 discussed the faatltragar block
of time, teachers could get to know their students better. He/she describeuairtimglprocess
as more personal. Teacher B-2 stated that there was more hands on learmirigokiptace in
block scheduling. He/she said that the longer time period allowed for much more geeperat
learning.
Sub-question 1, Summary.

In summary, responses to the first research sub-question, “What wapétesrior the
change to block scheduling?”, indicated that participants in this study hadnsiabsteperience
in the field of education. The superintendents included in this study had an average of 35.6 year
of experience, the principals had an average of 35.4 years of experience t@adlbes had an
average of 28 years of experience. During their years in education aligaents experienced
several major changes.

In each of the five schools all superintendents and principals stated thitamgni
research was done to determine the need for a scheduling change. This regelweth i
reading articles, speaking with experts and doing staff surveys. Teaclh@paait were not
generally aware of the research that went into the final decision tgeekaheduling models.
Only seven of the twenty teachers interviewed had any recollection ofateskese prior to the
decision to change to block scheduling. Sixteen of the teachers statedghatiregms a part of

the implementation process.
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Four Superintendents and four principals stated that teachers had input into tlba decis
to change to block scheduling and 16 of the 20 teachers in the study confirmed this during their
interviews. Teacher input was noticeably absent in School C where all fivepzartscstated
that teachers did not have input into the decision to change scheduling formats.

When reflecting upon the intellectual and emotional meaning of the changey#seae
great deal of consensus among the participants. Participants were asked tiwwosjdesigned
to generate reflection on their part. The first questions asked, “How did blosttudimg change
students as learners?” The second question asked participants to, “Describadn@nstuse the
block schedule today. Is it different than the original model? How?” All supedahts and
principals said that the change to block scheduling had a positive impact on studestseas. |
Fifteen of the teacher participants also stated that they perceivedoihe ioh the change on
students as a positive one. One noticeable theme was that mathematics séateluetisat the
change caused a negative impact on students as learners. This theme was aorong all
four math teachers included in the study, who represented Schools A, B and D.

Sub-Question 2
What was the process used by the school district to plan and implement the chande to bloc
scheduling?
Sub-question 2, Interview 1

During the first interview session participants were asked to share ¢nsomal views
toward educational change and the process that is most effective. The @atadolevant to
this research question indicate several common themes among the five schotd. disthile
the process employed by the districts was different, many common psastce identified.

Among these commonalities was the desire to involve stakeholders in the process,dhsite
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visits to gather data, the use of experts to deliver professional developrdeheaise of a pilot
study prior to full implementation. Interestingly, because these schootdlweugh the change
at approximately the same time, there is substantial evidence that taesdaeg informal
support network among themselves. Many participants referenced speaking wittuaddi
from other schools included in this study, visiting those schools, or using staff mdrabers
those schools to deliver professional development.

The second topic during the first interview had two parts. Participants ket as
whether they believe good communication existed in their school and how theygatbe!
role of leadership in the high school setting. Superintendents in all five schoedstktd they
believed good communication was prevalent in the high schools. Superintendent H tkatlle
there was some negativity at the high school prior to the change to block schedulingglut a
principal was appointed and the situation improved. Each of the five principals ineshadso
stated that good communication existed within their buildings. Principal B said,&Mays
have some people who are resistant and negative no matter what you do.” He/she wexnyt on to s
that the overall system of communication within the school was very good.

Teacher responses concerning communication within each school had a drefat dea
internal consistency. At School A four of the five teachers stated that gooducocation
existed within the high school. Teacher A-5 stated, “There really was a latnafignication
back and forth once the process began.” Teacher A-2 stated, “There wasdegtef dialogue
between the principal and the committee members.” Only Teacher A-3 saidunaration was
bad. He/she said that the faculty was basically ignored by the admiarstratie teachers at
School B all agreed that good communication existed with their school. They had a very

positive view of the leadership of their building and their district at the timeeatitange to
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block scheduling. Teacher B-4 said, “I think the greatest thing about the whole prasess
went through it together. | thought the way we went about it was very collaedialieachers
in School C were also united in their view about communication within their building, but in a
negative way. Teacher C-1 said, “There was never good communication during thatimahe pe
we were told how it was going to be.” Teacher C-2 also felt there was poor comimuanica
He/she said, “The administrators generally had their minds made up. There wagimot m
collaboration back then.” Teachers at School D had a very positive perspective on
communication within their building. All four teachers interviewed had positive @ntsn
Teacher D-4 said that both the superintendent and the principal were good communicators
He/she stated that the communications skills of the administrators helgellite anxiety
amongst the faculty with regard to the change. Teacher D-1 stated:
The communication that existed at that time was tremendous. We never fek like w
were in the dark. It was definitely collaborative and collegial. Not only dithave
open channels of communication, but we actually felt like our opinions were
considered. The superintendent was careful to consider the opinions of everyone as
we went through the change. | think that helped to reduce the stress we were all
feeling about making such a big change. (personal communication, December 16,
2010)
The teachers at School E all indicated that good communication existea atliosl during the
change to block scheduling. All four teacher participants indicated that conatiomilcad been
a problem, but the change in leadership at the high school had solved the problem. Teacher E-4

stated:
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| really have two separate answers to that. Things were not very good under the old
principal. We got new leadership that corresponded with our change to block
scheduling. His/her leadership style was tremendous. Talk about good
communication, we knew everything about everything. (personal communication,
December 22, 2010)

In summary, teacher participants in this study generally agreegabdtcommunication
existed within their schools. Sixteen of the 20 teachers included concurred sgtateiment.
Three of the teachers who felt their was not good communication within thewlsame from
the same school, School C.

Sub-question 2, Interview 2

During the second interview participants were asked two questions whidd relaub-
qguestion 2. Participants were asked to: Describe the steps in the procesamtjectc block
scheduling” and “What problems were encountered during the change process? amerélow
they addressed?”

School A began the process of change by forming a committee to study the value of a
scheduling change. The principal of School A stated, “I formed a committee twesityd
possibility of changing scheduling formats.” The principal and superintend&ahobl District
A both recalled that the principal was responsible for directing this coeamiRrincipal A
stated, “There were several other schools in the area doing it. | was iateattiamany other
principals to get ideas.” Teachers were included on the committee, but sbthatféieir input
was largely ignored. Teacher A-3 stated that there was a committeadbtit seas

spearheaded by the band director.”
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Teacher A-5 remembered the significance of site visits and pafessievelopment on

the process. The teacher stated:
We had a few small teams of teachers and administrators that visitedobib@ss |
don’t remember how many, but it wasn’t always the same group going to each school.
A lot of people had the chance to go on a visit, ask questions and bring back ideas. It
was really helpful to be able to talk to teachers who were actually usicigdohd get
their perspective. We also had some professional development opportunities before
we actually started (on block scheduling). Teachers from other schools mdame a
talked about how to divide the time and so on. (personal communication, December
1, 2010)

Teacher A-2 recalled, “They brought in some people at the time, | reeneambmore

cooperative learning stuff. | think that's what they needed to do.” Teacher Aed:stat
The whole thing took over a year. We had a committee; we went on visits to other
schools and there were faculty meetings here to discuss it. | think the ynafjorit
teachers were for it. We didn’t come up with the idea but | feel like our concerns
were heard. It's not like we jumped right into it or anything, but the principal
definitely wanted this. (personal communication, December 22, 2010)

The process used to initiate and implement the change to block scheduling at School B

took almost three years. The principal recalled that a substantial amouné @inil effort went

into studying the need for change before anything was actually done dntAsgtime you

propose a change, you’re going to have some opposition. We wanted to make sureetdat if w

it, we did it right.” All subjects interviewed from School District B confeuinthat they used a

collaborative process to study and implement the change. Principal B recalled:
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It was important to get buy-in from the staff. We went to great lengths to ehatre t
they were prepared. We sent groups of teachers to many different schhelaiea
that were using block. We wanted them to be prepared with the strategies they
needed to be successful in the classroom. We also brought in some individuals who
were considered to be experts. This was to provide as much professional
development as we felt was necessary. (personal communication, December 17,
2010)
Principal B stated that there was a great deal of collaboration amongp@lsna the nearby
districts that were either using block scheduling or in the process of chaodilagk. “It
always helps when you can compare ideas with others who are undergoing the safne thing
All four teachers interviewed from School B made statements supportingptioegh
nature of the change process used to implement block scheduling. Teacher B-2 said, “The
greatest thing about the whole process was we went through it togethacheT 8-4 recalled:
| was actually on the committee. | think we were three years in the pipohihis.
We visited schools. We had little groups and went to talk to the departmentsll Overa
| think that the visiting, the meetings that we had, the committees that we get up, i
was the right way to do it. Nothing felt rushed. One of the things that sold us on it
was the 86 minute block of prep time. We were told that the administration would
fight for that and they did. We had no cafe duty or study halls either; that was all
done with aides back then. (personal communication, December 15, 2010)
Teacher B-4 remembered that the principal was very much concerned witipte that the

change would have on the faculty and the students and noted, “There was presstire from
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board to do certain things, but the principal always stuck up for us.” Teacher B-3 resiember
that peer observation was also part of the implementation process:
One of the things we did that first year was we had to be in a classroom withranothe
teacher for half our prep. We didn’t have to do it all the time, | don’t remember how
often. It was good to see how other teachers were using the time. | didn't just si
there in the back of the room, but some teachers did. It didn’t always work.
Sometimes you had a Home Ec. Teacher in with a Chemistry teacher. Ubtatfe|
way the schedule worked so what could that person really do? (personal
communication, December 15, 2010)

In School District C the process used to initiate and implement change weadhe |
structured of the five schools included in this study. The superintendent, in conjunttion w
other central office administrators, led the change initiative. No commi#teéonmed to study
the need for change; however, research was used to substantiate whether the @hidnge w
accomplish the desired goals. Principal C stated, “It was a distri¢ctihéiegtive. | had some
input, but the decisions were made at a higher level.” Superintendent C justifiacktio¢ &
formal committee to guide that change process by stating:

We gathered a lot of data from other schools and felt that intensive scheduling would
help us meet our needs. It just made sense. We wanted to increase instruceonal tim
and reduce the number of classes kids were taking at any one time. It vedivealyel

small district so it was easy to get input and keep everyone informed. | wassin a fir
name basis with the teachers. | would talk to them and to the board. As | said before,

in some ways it was top-down. (personal communication, February 1, 2011)
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Though a committee was never formed, teachers in School C did recall utilizirzgntbe s
components used to implement change in the other districts. Teacher C-1 stated:
We went on visits to other schools to learn how to use the extended time. That was
really helpful. They also brought in an expert, but we didn’t get much out of that.
Probably the best thing was when teachers from other schools were brought in. They
helped more than the experts. There was talk of doing a pilot study, but the whole
thing just seemed too rushed. | think it was in about March, we were told next year
we were doing this. (personal communication, January 20, 2011)
Teacher C-2 was unaware of any formal research or process used to bringabbange and
stated, “I remember an expert from New York came in to talk about cooperatimgge” This
teacher also remembered going to visit a school in suburban Philadelphia thaingdsack
scheduling. “We were told we were going to be doing this. There was somssmoét
development done, but not enough.” Teacher C-2 further stated, “| know some teacbers wer
asked to give their opinions, but | wasn’t one of them.”

The process used to plan and implement block scheduling at School D was extremely
comprehensive. Each year the principal at School D conducts a needs assessayxenSsaff
members are asked to identify strengths and weaknesses of the currearhpragd practices by
completing a simple checklist. This needs assessment first alertethtimesération to major
concerns about the scheduling practices within the school. According to Superini2ntidre
needs assessment told us what we were doing was not working for us.” SupeririDewdeant
on to say:

The change process is the key to being successful, you must do that well. It must be

very comprehensive. We had a rather large committee which included
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administrators, teachers, aides, cafeteria workers and others. We involved the
stakeholders and not just in a superficial way. Everyone had input and that input was
valuable. | can't tell you how many times we went back and reassessedevhat w
were doing. (personal communication, February 1, 2011)
The principal of School D also lauded the process used to make changes in the district
and said, “What we’ve done here most importantly is involve the stakeholdersndibdes
our students, our parent groups and our community groups.” Principal D described the process
as proactive, recalling:
We take a lot more time on the front end of making a change, but it saves us a hell of
a lot more time on the back end making things happen. We involve those
stakeholders; the faculty, the parents, and of course, our school board. We have seen
every time there’s at least a level of involvement of all those entitieshéimge goes
pretty smooth. When we have missed those steps, we spend a hell of a lot more time
on the back end making things happen. (personal communication, December 16,
2010)
Both the principal and superintendent of School D related that the process of gatsmargihr
to determine that change was in order took over two years. During that timestatimembers
showed a reluctance to change. This anxiety existed because they did not know how to teach for
eighty minutes at a time. Principal D remembered “We did staff developmemtis of what
happens in creating successful teaching and delivery within eighty minutes.8ize of the
building was also a factor that the principal believed contributed to the suct¢ksscbhinge

process. Principal D stated, “The information flows pretty easy her&e ¥feall enough; |
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think there is a high level of collaboration.” Superintendent D stated, “Staff develop@ae
critical. This change would have been deadly if teachers simply taughtibensgy.”

As a part of the process, teachers and administrators went on site visits Scbtuts
that were using block scheduling. Teacher D-2 and Principal D both stated yhattekeamong
the faculty members who made such visits. Superintendent D also stated tihyanfaoobers
and administrators visited other schools using block scheduling to conduct observatialis. Sm
groups were sent to a number of other schools and teachers from those schools weér® invit
provide professional development for the teachers in School D. The final component of the
process was a year-long pilot program which was conducted in the year pulbr to f
implementation. According to Principal D, the pilot study involved all ninth grade stualedt
their teachers. Superintendent D, Principal D and Teacher D-2 all statéaetipilot study
identified problems, yielded valuable data, and allowed administrators to agtjast @spects of
the schedule prior to full implementation.

Teacher D-2 was the co-chairman of the restructuring committemording to this
teacher, the committee consisted of teachers from various content areassteators, and
many other interest groups. Teacher D-2 stated:

At the time, | was in the middle of my career and they made me co-chairrttan of
committee. What | liked about it was the fact that the input was actuallyedcdt
wasn’t mandated by administrators. It wasn't like a dog and pony show eitlker. Li
we’re going to bring in teachers and form a committee; we’re going togehaur
schedule and make it look like teachers had an active part. We actually did play an
active role in creating the change. In fact, we wrote it. We did the redeai

year. We did a pilot program. All along the way we had a priority list. We would
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send out a checklist to the staff members and say are you in favor of this thing or that
thing. We kept them apprised all along the way. (personal communication, Decembe
16, 2010)
Teacher D-4 remembered that the committee on restructuring provideat algal of

research to members of the staff and noted, “We were given artmhepfofessional journals to

read. They talked about different methods of teaching in the block.” Teacher Dmberad

that the professional development associated with the change all deataghing strategies.

This teacher also recalled that there was some opposition to the processlapigramong

veteran teachers. Teacher D-4 stated:
The roadblocks came from within. Some people said they had been teaching the
same way for 30 years and there is no way they were going to change. altwest
like, you know, we circled the wagons and pointed the arrows inward. We were
shooting at ourselves. What we had to do was show through the research and through
this step-by-step process that this wasn’t a bad thing. We decided to use a pilot
program to help convince them. | remember the line the principal used. He said, “the
train is leaving the station and people are going to have to get on board.” #llyou c
that a mandate, so be it. (personal communication, December 16, 2010)

Evidence gathered throughout the interview process indicated that the cesrsygtem

used to research and implement change in School D was very successful. Atigrastic

indicated that the process was collaborative. The administration was open tadisngdss

stakeholders throughout the process. An excellent system of professionapded was used

to alleviate the major concern teachers had about the change, specifically, abthéyhaauld

effectively use the eighty minute block of time. There was also signifigatdree of support
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from the superintendent. All teacher participants remembered that thensepaent used the
promise of an eighty minute preparation period as a selling point for block scheduling. The
teachers recalled that the superintendent made good on that promise in spite @fsosit®n

by members of the school board.

At School E the process of change met with a great deal of resistancglgsfrem
teachers in the mathematics department. Principal E stated, “We had a&®staince from the
math teachers.” Teachers E-1, E-2, E-3 and E-4 all stated that the most sistahce to the
prospective change to block scheduling emanated from the math departmenttic\igras
indicated that the change was top-down, initiated by the superintendent. Thegboh&chool
E described the community as small and conservative. Interestingly,ititip@rwas charged
with implementing the change, but was not the principal when the decision to change was made
One theme which definitely emerged in this district was the fact thagelemong the
leadership often led to rapid change within the school. In the case of block schetaling
superintendent made the decision and the building administration was charged witlgwatki
the logistics of the change. In spite of this top down approach, many of the common themes
which appeared in the other schools were present in School E. Teachers were suiwetged pr
the decision to change, site visits were used to gather data on instructaegies, experts
were brought in to deliver professional development and a pilot study was used puibr to f
implementation.

The principal of School E took a number of proactive steps to both involve stakeholders
and identify problems with the schedule during the implementation year. pali&ci

remembered establishing a committee which met each week. This comiitester] of
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teachers and administrators. The purpose of the committee was to addressdiresconc

identified by the practitioners. Principal E stated:
There were a number of things that were not well thought out. Teachers needed to
learn better time management. They had gone on visits to other schools, but we were
not doing enough to ensure their success in the classroom. Many were really
struggling with the extended time. Another major problem was that we didn’t have
enough courses to fill schedules. Kids were sitting in 82 minute study halls. That
was a waste of time. We needed more courses, more electives, but you can’t do that
overnight. (personal communication, December 22, 2010)

According to Principal E, professional development was the key to improving ir@traod

reducing anxiety among the teaching staff. During the second year of inmpdeior,

administrators continued to meet with each academic department on a weeklyTleashers

remembered being exposed to a great deal of research on emotional inteiggsbert and

long term memory. Principal E stated, “We focused on how teachers couldoedatdents on

a more personal level if they were with them for 82 minutes rather than 42.” #dipents

from School E recalled that after block scheduling was in place, a greaif dea and effort

was spent to address the problems and improve the process.

All teachers interviewed from School E remembered that site visitationb@ndé of
experts were important components of professional development. Two of the teachers
interviewed, E-2 and E-3, went to other local schools to observe other teaclobisoid gsing
block scheduling. All four teachers remembered a national expert on block scheduting

to the school to conduct professional development sessions.
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The final common theme present at School E was the use of a pilot study prior to full
implementation. Teachers E-2, E-3 and E-4 were directly involved in the pilot dtuthe
pilot year, teachers of science and social studies were on a block schediilineviest of the
school was on a nine period traditional schedule. Teacher E-4 stated:
The pilot year really didn’t work out too well. | think we decided to do the pilot
because of some of the resistance from other teachers and the communign We r
into a lot of problems trying to do two things at once. It was pretty clear that we
didn’t have enough courses available to do this. (personal communication, November
22, 2010)
Teachers recalled that a change in building leadership occurred followingahgepit. \When
the new principal came in, they believe the process improved significargch@r E-2 stated:
When the change in leadership occurred, which was right in the middle of
implementation, things began to change for the better. We got the professional
development that we needed and it was ongoing. One of the things we really worked
hard on were the transitions from one activity to another within the block. (personal
communication, February 28, 2011)
Teacher E-1 had similar comments regarding the change in leaderslspe Baid, “When the
new principal came in there was an entirely different philosophy. Things improved
significantly.”
Though School E incorporated many of the common themes used by the other schools,
the lack of an organized committee made the change process very diffipplsition
developed among teachers and community members, yet no formal body existedrtzhrasd

respond to concerns.
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Each school included in this study encountered some problems during the change
process. At School A the superintendent and principal both stated that there was some
opposition among a small faction of the faculty. Both remembered that the groupecbasist
veteran teachers, who did not appear to be comfortable with the idea of changpalXiatso
stated that there were some scheduling problems. These were relatedédsequescing in
areas such as mathematics and foreign languages.
The teachers at School A identified a significant number of problems theat wer
encountered throughout the change process. Teachers mentioned larger class sizes, the
elimination of elective classes, teacher resistance, and problemsamthing), student attention
spans and the inability to cover all the material as significant problenthélydfaced. Teacher
A-3 was the most vocal opponent to the change at this school. He/she stated:
The problem we ran into rather immediately is you can’t cover what yaltose
cover. There was never a time when you were able to cover everything bgmause
have to take the time to cover things in-depth. Now we were shortened down to one
semester and we had to cut even more out. So we were not able to cover the
standards set by the state. When the standards came into place we weréimgt mee
them. There is no physical way to do that. (personal communication, December 22,
2010)

Teacher A-2 described some of the problems connected to teacher planning. tdefdhe s
| think one of the initial problems was lesson planning. | think teachers had to get
ready to plan lessons more effectively. You can't just take two 45 minute lesslons an
put them together. You have to revamp your lesson plans. Just getting used to a 90

minute block versus a 45 minute period was another problem. I liked it from the
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standpoint of less class changes. There were fewer disruptions in the halls and you
could teach more effectively. It took a while for most of us to get comfortatiie
planning for that length of time. (personal communication, December 22, 2010)
Teacher A-4 focused his/her response on the students. He/she said that tbe agiantof the
students was a difficult problem that needed to be addressed. This problem waialijpsta
mitigated when teachers learned to differentiate their instructionnvitiei 90 minute block of
time.

The superintendent and principal at School B identified scheduling concerns dnadl teac
skepticism as the major problems faced during the implementation processpaPB said that
there was initial concern among the faculty, but it did not amount to anything tbia¢ heguld
call resistance. The superintendent perceived teacher apprehension as parawnfrany major
change.

The teachers at School B did not report many problems with the change to block
scheduling. Teacher B-1 stated that there were no problems and Teacher B-kaid/ae
sure that there were problems, but could not remember anything specificefMBe&hecalled
some general problems that emerged. He/she stated:

| think the faculty was skeptical at first. An 86 minute block is certainly

intimidating.. | think that what most of us feared the most was perhaps losingl staff
remember that was an issue because block scheduling could have reduced staff.
Fortunately, that did not happen. When | traveled to another school for a site visit the
number one concern for block scheduling was that it is a nightmare for makeup work.

That was initially a problem here. (personal communication, December 15, 2010)

105



Teacher B-4 remembered teachers having a difficult time adjustimgeaehing to the extended
period of time. He/she stated:
One of the things | didn’t like that my colleagues were doing was that theystié
teaching the traditional way in the block. We had teachers, who have sinea, retir
who used half of the block for homework. That really bothered me. | remember the
principal saying that just because you have 86 minutes that does not mean you should
give an 86 minute test. (personal communication, December 15, 2010)
The teachers in School B all agreed that any problems that did develop were dduyd¢hse
administration. Teacher B-4 provided an illustration of how the administrationvdgalt
problems when he/she related a story about student tardiness. Teacher B-4 said:
One minor problem that developed was that teachers would keep students on their
rooms to finish tests or assignments. When people like me complained, the issue was
addressed. | remember the principal saying something to the effectybatciduld
get kids to finish a test in 40 minutes, then they should be able to finish in 86 minutes.
The problem quickly went away. (personal communication, December 15, 2010)
At School C the superintendent stated that there was some minimal opposition to
changing scheduling formats, but nothing reached his/her level, yet the priecneamhbered
that there was significant opposition among the faculty. This difference obopillustrated
by Principal C when he/she said:
The biggest problem we faced was resistance to change. | think that happens every
time you try to make a significant change. People like the status quo. The faculty
definitely did not support our decision to change to block scheduling, at least not

initially. (personal communication, February 2, 2011)
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All three teacher participants from School C reinforced the statemedeslgahe principal with
regard to teacher anxiety or resistance. Additionally, they cited otheepr®isuich as pacing,
loss of content, lack of retention from year to year and problems with studenbatsgans.
Teacher C-1 stated:
The first problem was getting rid of Grover Cleveland. | mean what do you cut out?
The first time any teacher taught in the block it was like you were géestteacher
again. You had to learn how to pace yourself all over again. | think the second
problem for some teachers was deciding what to do to keep student interest for 90
minutes. (personal communication, January 20, 2011)
Teachers C-2 and C-3 had similar recollections about problems that emergediueichange
process. Both remembered the resistance and anxiety when they weredndébtime change.
Teacher C-2 summarized the problems when he/she said:
Speaking for myself and in general for the math teachers, the number one problem
was that we lost content. There was also a problem with the retention of content from
year to year. The last big problem | remember was dealing with the@tteptins of
teenagers. They don’t have a 90 minute attention span, it is more like 30 minutes.
(personal communication, January 20, 2011)

According to Superintendent D, problems encountered at School D during the change
process included issues with Advanced Placement courses, course sequencing anelhew to d
professional development. He/she recalled being very concerned thatdeeeteproperly
trained to teach in a 90 minute block. Superintendent D stated that if teachersnausginbé

way in the block as they had in a traditional schedule, the results would have been deadly. T
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principal of School D identified anxiety as the biggest problem that emerged duricitatige

process. Principal D said:
Probably the scariest part when you talk about change is that change lalinggs
anxiety. You give people the belief that they are supported and can be successful in
the new model. We used staff development to help with that. | think for staff, when
people feel comfortable with what they are doing, they don’t resist. (pérsona
communication, December 16, 2010)

Teachers at School D identified resistance to change, scheduling isdudearaof

change as major problems faced during the change to block scheduling. Teacheae@®-4 sta
| think it was mostly fear of the unknown; the whole fear of the change process. That
wasn't limited to just our staff. That concern also existed among our students and our
parents. Parents needed to be reassured that somebody was not going to be standing
in front of their child for an extended period of time just lecturing. Teachers got
some reassurance through the professional development process. After abmsit the fi
semester they were able to teak certain things and settle in to a pptesanél
communication, December 16, 2010)

Teacher D-1 also spoke at length about the issue of resistance. He/she said:
Some teachers were very resistant, | mean very resistant. They wobtduyghtthe
motions, but they had no real intention of implementing any instructional changes in
the classroom. Other stumbling blocks included time and money. We never had the
time to get together as a department. That would have been very helpful. (personal

communication, December 16, 2010)
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Teachers D-1, D-2 and D-3 all mentioned scheduling issues as a major pratddrddang the
implementation of block scheduling. Teacher D-3 noted that there was a signifaaetpr
with how to deliver special education service to vocational students. Teacher Ridnee
that the scheduling sequence for advanced placement courses also caused problems.
According to Superintendent E, there were no major problems during the impleomentat
process. He/she attributed this opinion to the fact that stakeholders had subsfaurttial i
throughout the change process. The Superintendent stated that the change to blogkgschedul
was a part of a larger political shift within the district. He/she stateédi@doard became more
progressive and the public welcomed the changes that were made. Princip&dEnatijréhe
perspective of the superintendent, but cautioned that he/she was not the principal during the
decision making process. He/she stated that there may have been probl&eyshieatvas not
aware of because they had been resolved by the time he/she was appointed taghéspifinc
The teachers at School E identified teacher resistance, budgetargnecanoe scheduling
conflicts as the major problems encountered during the transition to block schedulicyerTe
E-2 said that switching to block scheduling had an impact on the budget due to the need for
additional instructional materials. All four teacher participants merdisnme level of
resistance among members of the faculty. Teachers E-1 and E-4 statedriésitthaece
emanated from the mathematics department. Teachers E-1, E-2 and E-3 mentioretdrdrat
teachers were particularly opposed to the idea of changing the scheduleerEe8csaid that
the older teachers were set in their ways and preferred a 42 minute period.
In summary, four of the five schools included in this study had a logical, sequential
process in place when they initiated the large-scale change to block schedulingt £chool

C was there no evidence of a structured process. In three schools, A, B and D, desowamsit
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formed to guide the process. All schools did research and used professional development to
prepare teachers for the impending change. Other commonalities included theropyptort
conduct site visits to schools already using block scheduling and the use of expeniguct
training sessions. Some resistance to change was noted by the pastiggditularly among
mathematics teachers.

Sub-question 2, Interview 3

Participants were asked during the third interview: “Do you feel that bldwdsting
has been successful? In what ways?” The overwhelming majority of partscgtated that the
change was a success. All five superintendents and all five building prinogiakgted that
they felt the change was successful. Among the teacher participants, 19 ofaaeh20s
interviewed stated that the change to block scheduling had been a success.

At School A all but one of the teachers felt the change to block scheduling was
successful. Teacher A-1 said, “It was successful, especially witbriglel students.” Teacher
A- 4 stated:

| believe the change has been a success. | don’t know if everyone wouldtshyttha

think most would. | think the kids really like the block, though they don’t have anything

to compare it to. In my experience, you can get much more done, provided you are
organized. That's the key, knowing how to effectively plan and use the time. (personal

communication, December 22, 2010)

Teacher A-3 was very critical of the impact of the change. This teaheated that in
their subject, instructional time actually decreased. “We lost a month andad ingliruction.

My advanced placement class used to meet six periods a week. You can’'t makéatp’for t
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Participants from School B all indicated that the change to block scheduling was a
positive and successful change. The collaborative process used to plan and implement the
change at this school is still evident today in spite of several leadershigstthaghave
subsequently occurred. Principal B recalled collecting data on test gass, and discipline
referrals in order to support the claim that the change met the desired Geathers B-1, B-2,
and B-4 stated that while they never saw any data, they believed that thegbudliticonduct
studies. Teacher B-3 stated that the principal would definitely have data rdtetteneffects of
the change to block scheduling. Among the things that teachers did remember wasntiaubst
reduction in disciplinary issues and commotion in the halls. Teacher B-1 SEasaipline was
definitely better.” Teacher B-2 recalled, “There seemed to be as®pleblems and the halls
were definitely clear.” Teacher B-3 stated, “There was a lot teesnotion and things were
generally quieter after the change.”
Participants from School District C generally viewed the change to block siluedsila
positive one. The administrators who participated in this study both stated thatsstudent
benefited from the change. The superintendent described the change as “senkile.”
superintendent stated:
Once it was in place, it kind of took care of itself. | did survey students, you know,
recent graduates. They said they felt they were much better prepareddge coll
They like the longer classes and the fact that they took less subjects atené tim
would say the feedback from everyone was 98% positive. (personal communication,
February 1, 2011)

One goal the superintendent felt was not reached was a dual-enrollmenteadreetween the

school and the local community college. Superintendent C said:
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One of my goals with the extended time was to enter into an agreement under which
our students could take classes through the community college. Because of some
political issues with the board, that never developed. It would have been a nice
partnership. It was certainly in line with what we were trying to acceimp(personal
communication, February 1, 2011)

In spite of this setback, both the superintendent and the principal agreed that tisetgoals

prior to the change were accomplished.

Teachers at School C were divided when asked whether the change to block scheduling
had been a success. Teacher C-2 is a mathematics teacher. This tededeheg while most
teachers seemed to like the change, the math department was a notable exceistieacher
summarized the reasons for concern in the following manner:

Students seemed to like it, but that was because it was watered down. | clearly
remember that our SAT scores went down immediately following the chanjgest It
didn’t work well for math. There is just too much time between courses. If students
have Algebra 1 in the fall of one year and don’t get Algebra 2 until the followihg fal
they forget everything. (personal communication, January 20, 2011)
Other teachers at School C had a more positive opinion about the success of the chanke to bl
scheduling. Teacher C-1 remembered a peer observation program that took phacthduiist
several years after implementation. Teachers were required tdeisiassrooms of other
teachers and stay for the entire 90 minutes. This teacher felt that thisegpnaas very
productive. Teacher C-1 stated:
The change was very successful from my point of view. It was a very difficul

transition, like being a first year teacher again. Everyone had to stars@ratch.
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The key was learning how to use the 90 minutes. Some people never learned. We
did a lot of things to train people how to differentiate their instruction and get the
most out of the 90 minute block of time. (personal communication, January 20, 2011)
Teachers and administrators from School District D all agreed thatdhgelfrom
traditional to block scheduling was a success. The principal outlined stahistiegere
collected to measure the success of the change. Principal D stated:
We collected data on student absenteeism. We've got data on grade
distribution/grade shift. We’ve got data on faculty absence and on the number of kids
going to college. Now the question is whether all of that is directlyecktatthe
schedule or is it just the natural phenomenon of societal changes occurring. Some of
it is really hard to say is cause and effect. So we have a lot of data that shiaivs c
things improved, but a skeptic could argue that those improvements aren’t ngcessari
linked to the change. (personal communication, December 16, 2010)
Superintendent D reiterated that the major goals of the change were &s@icrgructional time
and eliminate wasteful practices such as study halls. These goaldefieitely achieved. The
superintendent has been retired for a number of years and was unable to offer inseyiiropn
the ability to sustain the change over time. The principal, however, felt thahgmgofessional
development was an area that needed improvement. It was noted that verydiatie te ensure
that new teachers are properly trained to teach using a 90 minute block of time.
All four teachers interviewed from School D indicated that in their opinion the ehang
block scheduling had been successful. Though none of the teachers interviewed teach
mathematics, they pointed to that subject as an area of concern. Several teaalledsdata

that were shared with them concerning the change. Teacher D-3 remadnita discipline
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referrals decreased slightly, but that the change was barely noticeahlehell D-2 recalled that
student attendance levels did not significantly improve with the new scheduling &orcha
teacher D-1 remembered hearing data that suggested standardized testrguoked after the
change.

When asked how the district has been able to sustain the change, the teachers from
School D all stated that successful use of instructional time had becomepthesiedity of the
various academic departments within the school. While recognizing the egisfdhe state
mandated mentor program, the teachers stated that little if any professiiapdeent exists
for new teachers which directly relate to how to teach in an extended periogkoftwo
teachers related that this problem is exacerbated by reduced planning ¢éacherD-1
recalled, “We used to be able to have teachers observe 90 minute periods, but now they only
have 40 minutes of prep time.” Teacher D-1 explained that over the years, poepgaraihas
been reduced and replaced with other assignments such as cafeteria dutg. ofntisisi
shortcoming, all four teachers felt the change benefited both teachers amtisstude

Administrators at School E believed that change to block scheduling had a positive
impact. The principal, who arrived during implementation, collected data to compare
standardized test scores of students on a traditional schedule to those who had bedrt@xpos
block. Though some initial increases occurred, there was no overwhelming shifieis ecer
time. The principal also recalled that disciplinary referrals wezatly reduced. This was
attributed to the reduction in the amount of time students were in the halls chelagses. The
principal conceded that collecting data was difficult due to the number of adatimestthanges

within the district.
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When asked if block scheduling has been successful the superintendent of School E

stated:
Absolutely! Our test scores shot up. We had better scores than any school in the
area. It was a wealthy district, but they were at the bottom of the baaetiything
because of the way the district was run. We had a new high school principal and
everybody embraced that. We had a new philosophy; | think there was more trust.
Teachers started to like what they were seeing in terms of change. Tlasytbe
embrace the change to block scheduling as well as other things we were doing. |
think the whole process took less than three years. (personal communication,
December 20, 2010)
He/she went on to say that a process of evaluation what put in place to determine tivbethe
change was successful and to recommend modifications where necessagyhafghié did not
recall the details of that plan, he/she remembered that evaluation was ongaihigést two or
three years.

All of the teachers from School E reported that the change to block scheduling was
successful. While teachers were critical of the process, they pointechtgesha leadership as
the primary reason that problems were resolved. It is interesting to not®tigadf the teachers
interviewed were math teachers, yet three of the four teachers wabtied the math teachers
were not happy teaching in extended time periods. For example, Teacher E-2 rfegeel wWas
some resistance to the change, mostly from math teachers.” Teachen&nribered that after
the initial pilot program and building-wide implementation, the amount of professional
development time devoted to teaching extended blocks gradually diminished. Teacher E-4

stated:
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The first few years we had departmental sessions designed to improve otitinnge

We did a lot of small group stuff and had opportunities to observe other teachers. There

was a heavy emphasis on cooperative learning and teaching us how to difeecentiat

instruction. One of the problems with this was that our schedules didn’t always match up

well. As time went by and our amount of prep time was reduced, these things sort of

went away. (personal communication, November 22, 2010)

In summary, the change to block scheduling was viewed as a success in all five
participating schools. This opinion was shared by all five superintendentge gdtihcipals,
and 16 of the 20 teacher participants.

Sub-question 2, Summary

In summary, responses to the questions related to the second research sub-question,
“What was the process used by the school district to plan and implement the chiblogé t
scheduling?”, indicated that almost all of the participants mentioned that in ordeajbr
educational changes to be effective, stakeholders must be involved in the pFuozesst the
five superintendents and four of the five principals involved in this study statediatkettaders
were involved in the change process. All five superintendents and all fiveppigstated that
good communication existed within their school. Sixteen of the 20 teachers includedtudyhe s
stated that good communication existed within their school. Three of the tedatendlsat
good communication did not exist in their school were from School C.

The process of change varied from school to school, yet there were somercomm
threads. Four of the five schools used a committee to guide the change processamiees

four schools had significant input from teachers throughout the process. In eathecase
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individual responsible for guiding the change was either the superintendent @ttiselnol
principal.

Throughout the change process, each school encountered problems. The most frequently
mentioned problems were teacher resistance, fear of change, scheduflictsa@nd loss of
instructional time. In spite of the problems which occurred, all of the superintsratel
principals included in this study stated that the change to block scheduling waess suidus
view of success was shared by all but one teacher included in the study. Adtgiorefonly
one teacher out of the 20 interviewed described the change as a failure.

The final question related to sub-question 2 asked what information was coltected t
measure the success of block scheduling. Administrators mentioned things saptoasd test
scores and reductions in disciplinary referrals. Though some teachersrstgitbdlieved data
existed, none could remember having that information shared with them by the adftronist

Sub-Question 3
How has the change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?
Sub-question 3, Interview 1

This sub-question was designed to determine how the change to block scheduling was
evaluated by each district. The researcher was particularly inttrestey data collected to
substantiate that the change had produced the desired outcomes. The five schoalsimclude
this study implemented block scheduling between 1995 and 1999. Though some modifications
have occurred over the years, each school is still currently using block schedulinger$eand
administrators from every school indicated that one of the reasons they choogketoant
block scheduling was the desire to increase instructional time for studentsrtilppats

agreed that this goal was successfully met through the change to block sgheduli
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At School A professional development opportunities continued for several years
following the change. This professional development typically involved sessions omnativepe
learning designed to help teachers efficiently utilize extended insinattime. The
administration and four of the five teachers interviewed felt that the change kasblexluling
was positive and met its intended goals. None of the teachers recalled lesergent with any
data to substantiate that the change was successful, however.

Teacher A-2 indicated some concern about the future of block scheduling at the school.
This teacher stated:

| think block was very successful when we first adopted it. Now, | think it's fading
away. And the reason | say that is | think that people, to be honest with you, are not
utilizing the minutes as effectively and efficiently as they could. 'Hevhat

happened, the older staff has gone out. I'm one of the few old-timers left, the old
regime is out, and the new regime is in. | don’t know it's necessarily their fault
because they really haven’t changed over. These new teachers come intHidlon’

they have gotten the tools that they needed to do it, the training and so forth. (personal
communication, December 22, 2010)

One major concern addressed by all four teachers interviewed at SchosltBewa
gradual erosion of teacher preparation time over the years. The teadhérs fetuction,
which occurred under different leadership, has had a detrimental effect orbiligit@
successfully manage the extended time afforded by the block. Teacher Badeithdiat he/she
taught three different courses, making it very difficult to effectivelnplall teachers at School
B also indicated that new teachers were totally unprepared to teach sulbcasbfock

scheduling. They pointed to the lack of professional development in this area as the daiase
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deficiency. Teacher B-4 stated, “They have mentors, of course, but that is ndt.efibey
need strategies to break up the time.”

Participants from School C were consistent in their responses to the questidmgega
professional development. Both the superintendent and principal of School C statedléhat whi
great deal of professional development was provided during the change process, not much was
provided after the fact. Superintendent C said, “We really did not do much in the years
following the change. As usual, it was on to something else.” Teachers from Scula&cl
the statements made by the principal and superintendent. Teacher C-2 also rechartduk of
professional development following the initial training. The teacher said wgve given an
occasional article to read, but not much else.” While Teacher C-1 lauded thsipraks
development opportunities that occurred prior to and during the change, it was also pointed out
that such opportunities do not exist for newly hired teachers. All teacherssthbd indicated
that learning to effectively utilize a 90 minute block of time was a functioneo$tate mandated
mentor program.

Participants from School D had very positive comments regarding professional
development and the level of collaboration within both the school and the district.
Superintendent D stated:

One of the things that | always thought set us apart from some other dvg&rsctise

level of collaboration between the teachers and the administration. Therdewek a

of trust that you don’t always see. Part of that, I'm sure, was due to the tagetha
were so small. Everybody knew everybody and, in a sense, that made it easier. In
terms of professional development, it was very easy to identify and meet tiseofiee

the staff. (personal communication, February 8, 2011)
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The principal of School D verified that the environment within the school was and is very
collaborative. He/she also had positive comments regarding the approach tografessi
development used by the district. Principal D stated:
When we initiated this change we did our usual needs assessment and then developed
a plan for professional development. We did staff development in terms of what
happens in creating successful teaching and delivery within 80 minutes. We needed
to focus on teaching styles and learning styles to help teachers and kids sud@ve i
minutes. (personal communication, December 16, 2010)

All four teachers interviewed from School D made positive comments congernin
collaboration within the school and the system of professional development used by both the
school and the district. Teacher D-2, who served on the change committeeylatedpke
attitude of the teacher participants with regard to both collaboration and pro#dssi
development. Teacher D-2 stated:

It was interesting, the dynamics of the committee with administratesept, how it
really was give and take. In fact, we as a committee told them we hasvtdasivn,
and we did. Sometimes there were a lot of arguments, but it definitely was
collaborative.
In regard to professional development other teachers at School D echoed thattewere
met during and immediately after the change to block scheduling occurrechefBa8 stated:
| can’t remember all of the specifics, but | do remember it [professionalagement]
all centered on teaching strategies that we needed to utilize in an 80 minude peri

We were given information on how to assess, how to use the time and on learning
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styles. Kids are different, you know. Some are visual, some are kinesthetic, and we
needed to be sensitive to that. (personal communication, December 16, 2010)
Participants from School E also believed there was good collaboration durirmatigec
process, but only after the change in principals occurred. The superintendent resdefitder
really needed that change of principals. Things really headed in the riggttah after that.”
Teachers from School E clearly indicated that collaboration improved sagilfidollowing the
change in principals. All four teacher participants made comments thettydreferred to that
change. Teacher E-4 said:
Collaboration was virtually non-existent under the previous principal. Because of
that the change to block was not as smooth as it could have been. We were in the
middle; the superintendent wanted the change, but we were not getting anghigade
at the building level. When the new principal came in, the change was like night and
day. We collaborated on everything. (personal communication, December 21, 2010)
As with the other schools in the study, little if any professional developspnbvided
to newly hired teachers at School E. They rely on their assigned mentontbdeato
effectively manage their time while teaching on a block schedule.
In summary, all participants indicated that professional development was pravided t
teachers before and during the large-scale change to block schedulingpdtasticom Schools
A, D and E indicated that professional development related to block scheduling continued f
several years following the change. One area of concern identified ygzants from each
school is the lack of professional development related to block scheduling which is provided t

new teachers.
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Sub-question 3, Interview 2
Upon reviewing the data collected regarding the impetus for change, theroleahigt
emerged was that in each of the five school districts, one individual was respasibitating
the change to block scheduling. Participants were asked, “Who prompted the change to block
scheduling and what stakeholders were involved in the decision making processi?dols 8¢
and B the building principal was responsible for initiating the change, while in s¢hobland
E it was the superintendent who inspired the change. These individuals cited menendiff
reasons as to why the change was perceived to be beneficial.
At School A, teachers and administrators agreed that the principal inthatetiange
process. Teacher A-1 recalled that the change “...definitely cameafitormistration, but |
don’t remember specifically who it was.” Teacher A-2 stated that the pringgsaresponsible
for initiating the change with the full support of the superintendent. Teacherafed #hat:
The principal at the time wanted this. We actually voted not to do it. | know
he/she probably didn’t tell you that. We voted not do it. Let’'s wait another year
and take a look at it. And instead, she went to the board and said we're on board,
let's go. Next year we had it. So she essentially lied to the board. (personal
communication, December 22, 2010)
Teacher A-4 confirmed that the principal was the guiding influence behintidhge to block
scheduling.
At School B, the principal stated that he/she was the major force in initiatichahge.
This statement was verified by the superintendent. All teachers inted/ie@m school B stated
that the principal was responsible for initiating the change. Teacher Rx3atee that the

principal was hired in part to bring block scheduling to the school. The teacher dthtduve
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it was part of his interview, one of the reasons he was hired. It was his babynaiyhaave
been hearsay.”
The motivating force behind the change to block scheduling at School C was the
superintendent. According to teacher C-1, “The Director of Curriculum anddtistriorought
the idea to the district. The superintendent then made the decision that we wgnegctoan
block scheduling.”
Superintendent D gave the credit for initiating the change to the buildingpadind he
superintendent identified several key issues that prompted the change. Thdaesugent
stated:
This was not change for the sake of change. It was not done because it was
something new and we thought we would try it. Study halls were not working for us;
they were a waste of time. We also had issues with disciplinary refandhls
tardiness. We felt that block scheduling would enable kids to take more courses and
receive more instruction. We were also moving toward a dual enrolimeetagne
with the community college. Longer blocks of time would make that a more realistic
option. (personal communication, December 27, 2010)
While the change to block scheduling did not accomplish all of these goals, the superintendent
believes that it was a positive and successful initiative.
School E changed to block scheduling as a result of a movement initiated by the
superintendent. Superintendent E and Principal E both stated that change wastdiffididte
in the district. The principal described the climate for change:
So it was a very small, conservative community. When superintendents came in and

wanted to do things that were more progressive, sometimes there wascesst the

123



community as well as the board. Most of the decisions were made from the top down

rather than cooperative. That later changed. (personal communication, De2&mbe

2010)

In summary, Participants stated that in all cases the decision to ithiederge-scale
change to block scheduling was prompted by an administrator. At Schools A, B, an&®, it w
the building principal who initiated the change, while at Schools C and E it was the
superintendent. Data from the interviews indicated that at Schools A, B anchBrgehad input
into the decision to change.

Sub-question 3, Interview 3

Throughout the third interview participants continued to share candid thoughts
concerning the overall change process. Specific questions were asked duiing ihestview
which related to sub-question 3. Participants were asked, “What supports are ito @asure
teachers are trained to teach on the block?” and “How has the climate cfidloélsas changed
since the implementation of block scheduling?”

Largely due to the fact that none of the superintendents included in this stutly iare s
the role they held during the change to block scheduling, very little data was progdedire
current professional development practices. This statement is true of therfivie principals
included as well. Only Principal D remains in his/her same position. Principadp the
following statement regarding training new teachers to use the block:

As you know, in the state of Pennsylvania, every new teacher gets a mentor. A lot of
the responsibility for teaching our new teachers to succeed in the block falls on the

mentor. Some come to us with student teaching experience on the block, some don't.
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| think that is an area we could improve upon. (personal communication, December
16, 2010)

Principal D also indicated that interview questions relating to teaching orottledrk asked

during the interview process. This allows the administration to gain some imgaght

deficiencies in this area prior to hiring a teacher.
Responses from all other administrators were vague. All indicated thdtateyo first
hand knowledge of how the training of new teachers is being currently handled tivéini
former districts.
Teacher participants did provide insight in to the level of professional development
provided to new teachers which is directly related to teaching on the block. Noneieé the f
schools included in this study has a specific program specifically ddsigineach new teachers
how to teach on the block. Like Principal D, teacher participants indicated thatrantag for
new teachers is provided by their mentor.
At School A, all four teachers indicated that new teachers were not propepfrea to
teach on the block. Teacher A-1 said, “Many new teacher leave because itystaomplich
work.” Teacher A-2 said:
We don’t do that very well. I think it is assumed that new teachers have had some
experience with block scheduling, but many have not. We need to do a better job of
that as a district. Most of what they get is from their mentor and that is not enough.
Teaching is hard enough without throwing that issue into the mix. (personal
communication, December 22, 2010)

Teachers at School B also indicated a lack of training for new teachkesare of block

scheduling. They also pointed to the mentor system. Teacher B-3 said, “Nberseget three
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days of professional development at the start of school and then they get a mensoaiait
it.”
Teachers at School C indicated that new teachers are provided with soing trai
regarding block scheduling. All three teachers interviewed indicated thatnméetp with this
process. In addition, new teachers are provided the opportunity to do peer observations. Teache
C-1 stated:
All of our new teachers have mentors and they obviously help them deal with the
large block of time. One of the best things we do is that we have them actually
observe other teachers in their department. That helps them tremendously. The
administration has been very proactive in that area.

Teachers C-2 and C-3 also mentioned peer observations as a training tool faaheasste

When asked how much professional development was provided to new teachers on the
topic of block scheduling, the teacher participants from School D had responsestsithibase
from other schools. None of the four teachers indicated that they believed ageqtessional
development was provided in this area. Teacher D-3 said, “New teachers gesraadt
departmental support, that's about it.” Teacher D-2 stated:

In my department | think we do a pretty good job of supporting new teachers,
especially in how to divide up their time on the block. There is not a formal structure
to this, but the support is there. They also each have a mentor and that is part of their
job. This is certainly an area we can improve on. (personal communication,
December 16, 2010)

The teachers at School E provided responses very similar to those gaittbeedther

schools. None of the teachers from School E indicated that the professional development for
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new teachers related top block scheduling was adequate. Teacher Eti#ddberprocess as
“...luck of the draw.” He/she said that new teachers may get a lot of assista how to teach

in the block or very little, depending on who their mentor was. Teacher E-3 responded simply,
“No.” When asked to elaborate, he/she said, “There is nothing to elaborate on, theytdon’t ge
that kind of training.”

In summary, due to the large turnover in leadership, most participants had little
knowledge of how professional development related to block scheduling is delivered in their
former schools. Only Principal D is still in his/her same administrative kdégshe stated that
while no formal professional development related to block scheduling is provided, prospective
teachers are asked about experience with block scheduling during the interviessproeacher
participants at all five schools indicated that no structured professional deeelograurrently
in place, which is related to the topic of teaching in block scheduling classrooms.

Sub-question 3, Summary

In summary, responses to questions related to the third sub-question, “How has the
change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?” demonstrated thanogoft
professional development in the change process. All superintendents and grimepadned
the significant role of professional develop in the change process. Though the methodology
varied from school to school, all participating schools provided some opportunities for their
teachers to develop strategies for teaching in a larger block of time. Respatised
throughout the interview process suggest that new teachers are not receif@agigmal
development in the area of block scheduling.

Administrators and teachers in four of the five schools included in this studgtiedii

that there was a climate in their school which was receptive to change. hTietugal fear and

127



anxiety often existed, the change process was able to succeed in alltneess No
participants indicated significant differences in the climate of their scinath they could
directly attribute to the change to block scheduling. With the exception of PringipahP of
the administrators included in this study could provide information on climate bebaydsave
not been employed in those districts for many years. Fourteen teachersanadents that
indicated that due to the passage of time, they could not accurately compéiredtesaf the
school before and after the change to block scheduling occurred.
Chapter Summary
This chapter presented the results of the analysis of the qualitatvgatlered through

personal interviews with 30 participants including 20 teachers, 5 building admorst@ad 5
central office administrators. The data from these three sourcesri@aglated and analyzed
in order to identify common themes or patterns. The interview questions were gyiitied b
primary research question:

1. What is the process used by high schools to successfully plan, implement and

sustain large-scale change?

Three research sub-questions were used to gather data related to thenesesnch question.
The sub-questions guiding this study were:

1. What was the impetus for change to block scheduling?

2. What process was used by the district to plan and implement the

change to block scheduling?
3. How has the change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?
The findings for research sub-question one indicate that in each districtea sing

individual could be identified as the catalyst for the change to block schedulingedroftthe
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districts this individual was a central office administrator, while in the athedistricts, the
building principal spearheaded the change. When the interview responses wgtdsatieal,
several common reasons for initiating the change to block scheduling weatiBade These
common themes included the desire to increase instructional time for studentsjrénéode
reduce disciplinary referrals and the desire to make more efficient useedfyt reducing study
halls.

The findings for research sub-question two demonstrated that while the preedse
plan and implement the change to block scheduling differed substantially from school t¢ school
some common themes were present. Triangulated data from all five dtnétsns that some
degree of research was conducted prior to the decision to change. In addition, fouwef the fi
schools formed committees to study the proposed change and develop plans for inpiement
These committees involved stakeholders such as teachers, community merhbelfcard
members, students, and school administrators.

Another common theme that emerged in response to research sub-question two was the
existence of professional development opportunities prior to and during the switchkto bloc
scheduling. Teachers, principals and superintendents in all districts mentioread ithpbrtant
professional development piece involved the use of site visitations. In eachmableroups of
educators from the district were sent to observe block scheduling classeseaut with
faculty members at districts already using this scheduling forntaty also indicated that
teachers experienced with block scheduling were brought in to provide professiohapboheve
prior to implementation. In three of the five districts, at least one natiopattexas brought in

to provide professional development as well. The final common theme identified wee thie
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a pilot study. This strategy was employed by three of the five distriotstpifull
implementation of block scheduling.

The findings for research question three suggest that virtually all oatheipants
viewed the change to block scheduling as a successful one. Principals andengmnrtst
universally supported change as did the majority of the teachers. Inradksliseachers
reported having little, if any knowledge of data gathered to measure ¢lo\afhess of the
change. Administrative participants did recall collecting such data arelable to cite
examples. A final common theme that emerged from the participants was the geatinalid
professional development opportunities focused on block scheduling following impléorenta
None of the participants could substantiate the existence of a formal &t skevelopment
plan to sustain block scheduling beyond the second year of implementation.

Chapter five of this study will summarize the information presented in thig atwbwill
draw conclusions from the data analysis. These conclusions will be based upoedatehres
presented in the literature and the data gathered from the personal intepnelwsted as a part
of this study. Chapter five will conclude with recommendations for further stGtapter five

will conclude with recommendations for further study.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study examined the change process in five Pennsylvania high schools through the
lens of block scheduling. Data were collected from interviews that were ceddundhe fall of
2010. The researcher focused on the experiences of teachers, building principals and
superintendents throughout the change process. The purpose of this study watigatmtes
process used by schools to plan, implement and sustain large-scale changeestyaiting
what factors led schools to change to block scheduling, the researcher wasaablgze a
particular large-scale change in terms of the overall change process.

This study presents an analysis of qualitative data collected throughetveenwt
process. The researcher developed an interview guide (Appendix C) based ondhge prim
research question and sub-questions which directed the study. This guidedvissgather
data from twenty teachers, five building principals and five superintendenéseefing five
schools located in northeastern Pennsylvania. All participants worked in one of theglfive hi
schools/districts during the transition from traditional to block scheduling. Altjmation in
this study was voluntary, and each participant signed an informed consent dodppentijx
B) prior to being interviewed by the researcher.

This study utilized the Three Interview Series Protocol (Seidman, 1998).o&hefdhis
in-depth, phenomenologically-based interview structure was to have theppatsaeconstruct
their experiences within the topic under study (Seidman, 1998, p. 15). The primargiresea
guestion which guided this study is:

What is the process used by high schools to plan, implement and

sustain large-scale change?
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The three research sub-questions used to guide this study are:

1. What was the impetus for change to block scheduling?

2. What process was used by the district to plan and implement the

change to block scheduling?

3. How has the change to block scheduling been sustained by the district?
Conclusions in this chapter are discussed by research sub-question. This chiagiy wil
present implications and limitations of this study, make recommendatiofugufor studies and
will conclude with a summary.

Sub-Question 1: What was the Impetus for Change to Block Scheduling?

The investigation into the impetus for changing to block scheduling yielded important
results regarding the origin of large-scale change in schools. Carafydiarof the interview
responses of all participants indicates the impetus for change was aldegisian by an
organizational leader. In the analysis of the impetus for change, experiemchavige, teacher
input, and impact on student learning were all considered.

During the interview process the researcher discovered that the supgknmgemcluded
in this study had a mean average of 35.6 years of experience in educatiomcipalprhad an
average of 35.4 years of experience in education and the teachers had anah28agears of
experience in education. This wealth of experience among the partic@pabted the
researcher to gather substantial data concerning educational changetichigras included in
this study reported that they participated in large-scale chaulg@lentimes throughout their
career. The variety of changes cited by the participants indicatesithanédividual had a

substantial amount of personal experience with the change process.
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Data were also gathered concerning teacher input into the decision makiegspabthe
various schools and important information was also collected with regard to how thge chan
impacted students as learners. Responses from teachers during the inimvess suggest that
they were often unaware of the impetus for change until the change process hadrbegun.
speaking with the superintendents and principals, the researcher discoveoee thiathe most
significant reasons they advocated change was to improve student learning.

Experience with Change

The individuals selected for this study had significant experience in the fipldobé
education. Largely due to their years of experience, all had experienceal frge-scale
changes within their schools. Many significant educational changes/tvenesnentioned.
These included such things as the middle school movement, differentiated iostauncti
cooperative learning. No common change experience was referencedbaytitipants, with
the exception of the change to block scheduling which is the focus of this change studgct The f
that the participants had a wealth of experience in the field of educatioibatedrsignificantly
to the success of this study. Participants were very reflective throughanitietiveew process
and provided rich responses based on their personal experiences.

Teacher Input in the Decision Making Process

The researcher collected significant data regarding the role of teachke decision
making process. The interview process revealed that four superintendents anthéqalgr
believed that teachers had significant input into the actual decision to ifatigeescale change,
specifically the change to block scheduling. Sixteen of the 20 teachers includedindy
concurred with this finding, thus triangulating the data. The notable exceptios tmithimon

thread of teacher input into the decision making process was School C. Particgrarisiiool
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C all indicated that the decision to change to block scheduling was top down and thas teache
had no input in that decision. The fact that 24 of the 30 participants stated that teachgrathad i
into the decision making process lends strength to the findings. Informatimreghin
speaking to superintendents and principals suggests that in four of the five schools, though the
decision to switch scheduling models was made at the administrative levleéreeaere well
informed and hence believe they actually had input into that decision. In alllivelscthe
desired change was implemented and endured for at least twelve Jeiars even true in
School C, where the change process was least structured. Using School Caaspde, éxcan
be argued that once the decision to change was made by the administration,gbevasan
inevitable. Even had teachers resisted, as some at School C did, large-sc@ecohthstill be
implemented and sustained. This is consistent with several research stotlies, (Z001;
Williamson & Blackburn, 2010; Zimmerman, 2006) which suggest resistance tgecban be
overcome through effective leadership. Hall and Hord (2001) noted that monitoring the
concerns of teachers throughout the change process can help to alleviatescainoet the
change.

Throughout the interview process, the superintendents were particularindree a
reflective with their responses. It is important to note that all five supadents interviewed
are now retired from public education. Freedom from professional constrap@ssonal ties to
the organization seems to have enabled them to provide genuine feedback with regard to the
change process. Superintendent C addressed the political climate within sdieolse/she
said:

We made the change because it was sensible. | always did what was belst fo¥kat

happens is that when you do something right, someone else takes the credit. When
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something goes wrong, you take the blame. There was a lot of politics and | didn’t

particularly like that. (personal communication, February 14, 2011)

The literature supports the contention that although change can be implemented ajsichgvent
approach, this method is likely to increase resistance to the change.aqisgaxton (2009)
discovered this during their study of threat rigidity at Hawthorne Higio&dn California.
While the principal of the school refused to be interviewed for the study, teachesd dheir
frustration with the top down approach to change. This frustration led to resistanceladne
and the creation of a dysfunctional climate at Hawthorne High School.

In a related study, Carr (2009) found that people generally go through fies sthgn
considering a major change. These stages include awareness, inteliestipayérial and
adoption. He concluded that when teachers are provided with the opportunity to amdract
discuss initiatives, change is more likely to be successful. It appeachtwdssin this study
went through the five stages, though somewhat differently, and the changektedbleduling
was viewed as successful by the participants.

Impact on Student Learning

While reflecting on the change process during the third interview, participantsasked
to comment on how the large-scale change to block scheduling impacted studeartsess. le
This topic was an important consideration mentioned by all five superintendentsfared a
principals as a primary reason that the large-scale change to block supedadiinitiated. All
superintendents and principals stated that the change had a positive impact on siurdegt le
Several referenced data that suggested test scores improved, climegengsoved and
students were better prepared for the rigors of the longer class paagdsauld be exposed to

in college. Fifteen of the 20 teacher participants stated that they felt thes ¢bdrigck
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scheduling had a positive impact on students as learners. Four teachers wheddrggeiis
opinion were mathematics teachers and the other was a chemistry teacher.

According to data gathered throughout the interview process, participants statbd tha
impetus for a change to block scheduling was both academic and climate baseigalBPA, B,

D and E pointed to the desire to increase instructional time as a major reasencfuarge to
block scheduling. Superintendent D echoed this sentiment when he/she said:

We had kids spending a lot of time in study halls and that was viewed as quite afwaste

time. We also had a club period that most teachers, kids and families thought was a

waste of time. We wanted kids to be able to take more courses and spend more time in

academic settings. (personal communication, February 10, 2011)

The researcher concluded that participants in this study felt the changeko bl
scheduling had a positive impact on student learning. These findings are constktent wi
multiple studies on block scheduling. Veal and Flinders (2001) concluded that follbming t
change to block scheduling, student/teacher rapport improved significanttyg &et Canady
(1996) contend that administrators often favor block scheduling because disci@isuey are
reduced and school climate improves. Buckman, King and Ryan (1995) conducted a study in
Florida which provided mixed results. Although 54% of students in the study showed an
increase in grade point average after changing to block scheduling, 45% showeadea decl
Deuel (1999) conducted a study using 23 Florida high schools. She found that student
attendance and behavior improved when using block scheduling.

The second major theme which emerged concerning the impetus for change was the
desire of schools to improve climate issues. According to Principal D, datetedlie the year

following the implementation of block scheduling showed reductions in both student and teacher
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absenteeism. Principal B and Principal C both noted a reduction in disciplinarglsefe the
years following implementation.

Based on everything discussed throughout the three interview sequence, the following
conclusion can be drawn regarding the impetus for change to block scheduling. enériéd s
reasons were cited throughout the interview process, the clear impetus fge aleena decision
made by an individual leader within the organization. Once this decision was mades#ath di
developed a process which would be used to plan and implement the change. In four of the five
schools included in this study, the process used was remarkably similar. iginisndicate that
the process of implementation is more critical to success than the impetusiige.cha

Sub-Question 2: What was the Process Used by the District to Plancahmplement
the Change to Block Scheduling?

Examination of the process used by high schools to plan and implement large-scale
change showed many common threads among the five schools included in this stedlyorBas
data collected through the interview process, the researcher identifiedeimerit of
stakeholders, good communication and effective leadership as important chedieste
successful change processes. The significance of each chaiastdtibe discussed in the
following sections.

Involvement of Stakeholders

In four of the five schools included in this study, a committee was formed to plan and
implement the change to block scheduling. These committees included cdiateal of
administrators, building administrators, teachers, parents and studertisipd&tds interviewed
stated that in order for large-scale educational changes to be succtssthiplslers need to be

involved in the process. Information provided in interviews confirmed that when colliaborat
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occurred throughout the process, the transition from one scheduling model to another was
smooth. The use of collaboration during the change process is a highly effedinigue in
promoting educational change. Kanter (1983) stated that innovations were much more
successful in collaborative, cooperative, team oriented environments.

In discussing the collaborative approach used in his/her district, Superint@nskaté¢d:

In any major change or new initiative, it is not the change itself, butr tdh@rocess

which is the key to success. It is not so much what you do; it's how you do it. You can

have a great idea and great intentions, but if you don’t have a plan, you will fail eve
time. Change is a comprehensive process. You need to have a process and follow it in

order to be successful. (personal communication, February 10, 2011)

The researcher discovered that the collaborative approach used in four schodlsemade
transition to block scheduling relatively smooth, yet, interestingly, the lacklaboohtion at the
fifth school did not prohibit implementation.

Involvement of stakeholders in the change process is a critical component. The most
significant concept in Hall and Hord’s Concerns Based Adoption Model is the contention that
order to affect successful change, the attitudes and perceptions of thodednlyyatie change
must be considered (Hall & Hord, 2001). Holland (2002) concluded that collegial trust and
collaboration were important factors in the implementation of change. Onstkieholders
have been identified and committees formed, the focus shifts to communication within the
members of an organization. As noted, four schools in this study used the comratdaetsy
plan and implement change. Those committees created a constant flow of imhorimati

classroom teachers who would be impacted by the impending change.
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Communication

Good communication was another common theme cited by participants as neiwessary
the large-scale change process. All five superintendents and all fivgpplenicicluded in this
study stated that good communication existed in their school at the time of tige ¢hdlock
scheduling. Sixteen of the twenty teachers included in this study agreed that good
communication existed within their schools. Three of the teachers who imdicatehere was
not good communication within their schools were from School C. This is consistent with othe
data suggesting that the change process at School C lacked structure.

Apart from the teachers at School C, the lone teacher interviewed for thigrsitiéisit
poor communication existed within their school came from School A. Based on the dialogue
which occurred throughout the three interviews, the researcher concludeddbhaeifA-3 was
simply opposed to change. This individual consistently made statements thatooasestent
with information gathered by all other participants from School A. Exampléssahtlude the
statement that the faculty opinions were ignored and the contention that the fa@dtypebto
move to block scheduling. He/she made many references to the committeeasystewalled
visiting School E as a part of the implementation process. His/her opposition arhs lwhsed
on perceptions related to instructional time, yet they were conveyed in tivéenvieas failures
in communication.

Louis and Miles (1990) identified communication problems as a major reason
innovations fail during the implementation phase. Williamson and Blackburn (2010) iddicate
that leaders can overcome resistance to change by identifying and comimg railestr
objectives. Teachers at School C, as well as Teacher A-3, cleastedeshange within their

schools. One difference between these two schools was the fact that the Ipuifdiipgl at
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School C did not actively promote the change, while the principal of School A was a clear
proponent of the change.
Effective Leadership and Resistance to Change
A factor identified in this study as essential to the process of &mae-change was
effective leadership. In Schools A, B and D, the principal initiated the changecto bl
scheduling. In Schools C and E, it was the superintendent who initiated the change. &egardle
of who initiated the change, it was the building principal who was responsible for tlessiutc
implementation. All but one of the 30 participants interviewed in this study stateatie¢ha
change to block scheduling was an example of successful large-scale.cRasgponses
consistently pointed toward effective leadership as a reason for that success.
Teacher D-2 reflected upon the leadership style of his/her principal donersgtond
interview. He/she stated:
| think our building principal had a lot to do with the success of the change. He/she
did it in conjunction with our superintendent at the time, but the principal really had
carte blanche. We were a relatively small operation back then; weestilYau sort
of get to know his/her style, not convincing, but rather directing. He/she has his/her
way of subtle arm twisting and some teachers are intimidated by that. thabse
have been around a while and have become good friends with him/her like | have
know the drill. Back then he/she kind of eased everybody into it, but you knew
he/she was steering the boat. (personal communication, December 20, 2010)
Based on these and similar remarks, the researcher concluded that the tedgtiewsliD
clearly identified the leadership provided by the building principal as eatngason why the

large-scale change to block scheduling was successful. This is aansisitethe findings of the
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Rand Change Agent study (Rand Corporation, 1975) which determined that the princife was t
key to both implementing and sustaining new changes.

One of the major obstacles to successful large-scale change in schoelser¢
resistance to change itself. According to Hall and Hord (2001) individual$ fate impending
change pass through several stages of concern. They suggest that scheohésmbies monitor
these stages and address concerns to help alleviate anxiety andaesistashimoto and
Abbott (1996) concluded that despite initial resistance to change, faculty menyeostad it
once it became viewed as necessary. The responsibility for creatingntlaite ©f acceptance
falls on the educational leader within the building.

Elmore (2002) emphasized the role of the principal in creating unity within loelsc
community with regard to change. He suggested that principals move towarcé goal
distributed leadership whereby they share reform responsibilitiagedthers and other
stakeholders. The researcher discovered that distributed leadershipom@s@nctrait shared
by four of the principals included in this study. This conclusion was reached basedansess
provided by teachers, superintendents and by the principals themselves. As presporstd,
the building principals were the guiding force behind the change process. IoHoalss
however, the principals empowered teachers throughout the change processllifi¢nmess to
share leadership responsibilities with stakeholders enabled the principal®ofsSg&, B, D and
E to gain support for their change initiative, thus enabling a smooth transitioipBrD
stated, “Every time there is at least a level of involvement, the changprgttgssmooth.”
Teacher B-4 echoed this theme when he/she said, “The greatest thing almhgléhprocess

was we went through it together.” While the principals of Schools A, B, D anddeaable to

141



successfully guide their buildings through a change process, their lepdsydbs varied
significantly.

Leadership style is an important consideration in evaluating the succesgeddale
school change. Hall, Rutherford, Hord and Huling (1984) identified three specifigechan
facilitator styles: initiators, managers, and responders. Initiatodefireed as those with clear
long-range policies and goals. Decisions are made based on these goalsasord iconvey
their expectations through frequent interactions with their teachers. In thysBtutipals B, D
and E would clearly be identified as initiators. Data gathered from teatbenews define
these individuals as collaborative, transformational leaders who involved staksholder
throughout the change process. Managers are described as leaders who prosdepasito
facilitate an innovation, but do little else to help the innovation succeed. In thys Btuttipal
C fits the definition of a manager. The superintendent clearly initiatedhéimge, and the
principal seemed to have little invested in the process. The final facibtstey the responder,
fits Principal A. Though he/she initiated the change to block scheduling, othes|eaitéen the
district provided the guidance necessary for successful implementation.

The process used by school districts to plan and implement change had three common
characteristics: involvement of stakeholders, communication of ideas antiveffeadership.
The researcher discovered that a similar process was used in four of thédiets gt this
study. School C did not adhere to the process identified herein and is thus excluded from
discussion.

As previously reported, the decision to initiate large-scale change wasahtade
administrative level. Once that decision was made, the process of planning ardentpig

the change began. The process began in each school with the organization of eeeommit
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These committees involved important stakeholders who would be impacted by the dmange
each school the committees contained the building principal, classroom teachguglande
counselors. Some committees also included central office administratersispatudents and
support personnel. Once the committee was formed, the process of researching thd propose
change to block scheduling began. The focus of committee research wasariesspects of

block scheduling and not on change itself. Teacher A-2 served on the restructunni¢teeat
his/her school. He/she stated:

We had a real mixture on our committee. Some were veterans and some were younger

teachers. We read a lot of articles, held meetings and then reported out to the whol

faculty. It was important to keep everyone informed because we wanted to have

everyone on board. (personal communication, December 22, 2010)

Another common feature in the process was the use of experts to educate stafsmember
about the advantages of block scheduling and to provide professional development. These
experts consisted of teachers who worked using block scheduling, university psoéessanted
educational consultants. All five schools used experts to one degree or anotheauring t
planning and implementation of the change. Once teachers had received exposure to the
fundamental ideology behind the change, site visits were arranged so thafrenyzd could visit
schools currently using block scheduling. Teachers and administrators fromsS&hBpD and
E traveled to other schools to meet with teachers using block scheduling and ctasducbom
observations. These small groups then reported back to larger groups, typicédlguiya
meeting setting. Interestingly, School A conducted a site visit to Schowl Echools B and E
conducted site visits to School D. Throughout the research and planning stages, methbers of

committee regularly communicated with the building principal and other membides faiculty.
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Finally, three of the five schools (B, D and E) used a pilot study prior to fplemrentation of
the change.

As previously noted, effective leadership was the lynchpin to the successful planding
implementation of the large-scale change studied by the researchempinance of
leadership, especially at the building level cannot be overstated. In thiststadyevident that
the leadership exhibited by principals B, D and E contributed greatly to tbessuaf the change
initiative. These three leaders clearly motivated their teacherseat@d a climate within their
organization which was conducive to change. They were actively involved in evety aisihe
change process and demonstrated the ability to effectively address thefmeedy conflicting
interest groups.

Sub-Question 3: How has the Change to Block Scheduling been Sustaitgdthe District?

Examination of the data gathered during this study indicates that litie attempt was

made by the schools to ensure that the change would be sustained over time. rRarticipa
repeatedly referenced the importance of professional development to thes icheschange
process, yet following the implementation of block scheduling, professional dewloEm
noticeably absent. As referenced in sub-question 1, the decision to initiatedalgehange
came from the administration in all participating schools. Teachers in thilee sthools (A, B
and D) felt they had actual input into the decision making process. Once the decttiange
was made, all schools with the exception of School C developed a collaborative approach to
implementation. This collaboration helped to produce a positive climate in each ofcinose
schools following the change to block scheduling. One glaring weakness in the phaoegs

was the failure of any of the schools to continue structured professionabpieesit related to
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the change beyond one year. This lack of professional development is a particzéan edren
dealing with inexperienced teachers and recent graduates from college
Sustaining Change

The researcher concluded that based on the data gathered in this study, none of the
included schools developed a clearly defined plan to sustain large-scale chmasi¢e of this
concern, administrators and teachers in four of the five schools indicated tHah#ie m their
school was open and receptive to change. Despite the lack of a plan to sustain large-sca
change, each of the five schools included in this study currently remain on adsiedklsg
model, suggesting that the change has become institutionalized.

The connection between the positive climate in these schools and the successful
implementation of change is an important topic to explore. Moffett (2000) noted that
instructional leaders must develop a school culture that supports change anbestsengt
communication. Scholarly works on educational change indicate that schools which a
successful in implementing and sustaining change build a capacity forsle@adsithin their
organizations (Lambert, 2003). Hall and Hord (2001) identified 12 principles of change based
on longitudinal data gathered over a 30 year period. One of these principles vadoickistent
with the findings of this study, states that administrator leadershipestedgo long-term
change success. Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) noted that one of the primary forces which
produce large-scale change in schools is leadership succession.

Falk (2001) stated that innovations often fail because they are not supported beyond the
implementation phase. The growing consensus among educators is that professional
development is essential to successful educational reform. This study ncibdehee of a

formal professional development plan specifically tied to the large-dtafeye in the years
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following implementation, yet the change was sustained in all five schoe&lels, specifically
building principals, were able to sustain the change by other means. Orexalaate of this is
the role of principals in the selection of new teachers. Questions can be askgdrderviews
which help the leader determine the willingness of the candidates to emiaage i the
future.

Professional Development and Change

Throughout this study the researcher collected important information norgére
impact of professional development on the change process. All superintendents apdlprinci
included in this study noted the significant role of professional development ihahgec
process. Most teachers included in this study also indicated that they receigatiafgor
professional development prior to and during the implementation of the change to block
scheduling. Very little data were collected to indicate that schools usedhgrmyofessional
development as a means of sustaining this large-scale change.

Research suggests that adequate professional development is an impootaint tiaet
success of large-scale change within schools. Fisher (2000) concluded thgisietstiol change
required attention to four factors: a shared vision, effective leadershipssorfal development,
and critical friends. Hall and Galluzzo (1991) conducted a study on school-based decision
making and concluded that for change to be successful, ongoing support and training is
necessary. Finnigan and Stewart (2009) conducted a case study on the impdetsiifean
the change process. They determined that meaningful professional develo@san
important factor in sustaining educational change. Huberman and Miles (198#)ade
several factors that were likely to help achieve successful implenoentdtiarge-scale change.

Among these factors was ongoing in-service training.
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The literature clearly suggests there is a link between ongoing simfadevelopment
to successful school change, yet the schools included in the present study haesinteanag
sustain change without the benefit of structured professional developmemugktformal
professional development sessions are no longer provided, all five schools do have some
supports in place which indirectly help to sustain the change to block scheduling, which has
become institutionalized. All five schools provide mentors for new teachers. mieesers are
charged with the responsibility of helping new teachers become acclitodteziteaching
profession and assimilate into the culture of the school.

Primary Research Question: What is the Process used by High Schools to

Plan, Implement and Sustain Large-Scale Change?

Looking at the analysis of the research sub-questions enables the reseaankeset the
primary research question of how schools plan, implement and sustain largdiaogle. cThis
study suggests that high schools engage in large-scale change by: 1) havganeratonal
leader who initiates the change; 2) creative a collaborative environment canttuchange; 3)
form committees to research the implications of the change; 4) provide profedsiazlapment
at the initial stages; 5) conduct pilot studies to determine the impact dfahge; and 6) modify
aspects of the change throughout the implementation process.

A clear thread within the literature suggests that a collaborativeagpto the change
process is most desirable. All four models of change discussed in chapter emeeefe
collaboration as an essential component of large-scale change. Havelod&taluivZ1995)
touched on this concept during the initial stage of their C-R-E-A-T-O-R modelcarbestage,
which is a prerequisite for change, focuses squarely on building collabaordétienships in an

organization prior to change. Reigeluth and Garfinkle’'s (1994) model of systematiechan
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references a common vision and obtaining support from all stakeholders as ess@pialents
to sustaining change. Ely (1990) suggested that one factor which enhancelitytte ahange
is the fact that participation is both encouraged and expected. Finally, Halbesh{ld87) deal
with the collaboration theme in the stages of concern component of their Concexds Bas
Adoption Model.

This process used by four of the schools in this study to plan, implement and sustain
large-scale change is parallel to the seven stages of Havelock andWletGIR-E-A-T-O-R
model (1995). Stage zero, referred to as care, essentially provides the impeiias fa.

During this stage, someone generally perceives that something is eingr avrcould be better.
In this study, Superintendent’s C D, and E were functioning at this stage when éregcetl
the need to increase instructional time for students. This perceived need led tkploreo e
avenues of change which would improve or solve the problem.

The first stage of this process, acquire, refers to the period when the chandeamast
on building relationships and creating a collaborative environment within the orgamizkn
essence, the groundwork for change is being laid at this critical juncturehef &4 illustrated
the impact and significance of this stage when he/she stated, “The git@ateabout the whole
process was we went through it together.” Teacher A-2 recalled, “We hadgsesetd
discussed it because we had to get everybody on board.” These comments suggest that
relationship building and collaboration were present throughout the change process.

Stage two of the model, referred to as examine, challenges the chang®e adgmtify
the problem which needs to be changed and inform the stakeholders of this need. An example of
this stage from this study would be the involvement of teachers at School D in gierdeci

making process. The principal of School D began his/her dialogue about the changle to bloc
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scheduling in response to the results of a needs assessment completed bytyheltaedaculty
identified the need to increase instructional time as a major concern whicll hedde
addressed.

Stage three, referred to as acquire, focuses on finding the relevant resegesssary to
provide the rationale for a large-scale change. Throughout this studypaentscin four of the
schools commented about the research done by committees to gather inforefatiohto the
prospective change to block scheduling. Teacher D-2 stated:

We sub-divided in the committee and we went out. We actually found articles; we found

journals and different educational methods. We basically came up with our own pile of

research, analyzed it, took the data and shared it with the faculty. (personal

communication, December 16, 2010)

Participants from all five schools recalled bringing in experts in the dieblock scheduling to
provide professional development during this stage. Superintendent E said, “We brpegist ex
in to train our faculty.” Teacher C-3 stated, “We visited various schools and thesdwesople
come in and prep us on teaching in 80 minute blocks.”

The fourth stage of the model, referred to as try, is essentially the inmétioe stage.
This involves using the information gathered during the previous stages to fattidateange.
One important component of this stage referenced by Havelock and Zlotolowenssetof
pilot studies. Participants from Schools B, D, and E noted that pilot studies were te2d at
schools prior to full implementation. According to Principal D, ninth grade studenta@rityf
were used in the pilot. He/she said important data were collected which helpedtir
problems prior to full implementation. At School E teachers E-2, E-3 and E-4 were thuolve

the pilot. Teacher E-4 stated: We found out through the pilot that we needed more courses.”
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Though a pilot was not conducted at School C, the superintendent remembers talking about the
possibility of doing one.

The final stage of this model, stage five, is referred to as extend. Durirsggiipesthe
goal is to provide deeper and wider acceptance for the change. One importaatofiethtisr
stage is the need for stakeholders to evaluate the change. Throughout thisveiady se
administrators referenced the collection of data to measure theveffess of the change, but
none was provided to the researcher. Many teacher participants made vague c@ainoutnts
such data, but none could recall having seen any hard facts.

Analyzing data gathered through the interviews, the researcher detimnéour of
the schools included in this study followed a similar pattern of change. Thouglowarzduld
be identified from school to school, fundamental steps in the process identified above were
consistent.

Implications of this Study

This study was designed to identify the process used by high schools tofsllgqasas,
implement and sustain large-scale change. Findings from this study expéedeaisting
literature related to both school change and block scheduling.

This study found a high level of collaboration in four of the five schools, yet all five
succeeded in implementing and sustaining the intended change. In two of the four schools
described as collaborative, that collaboration did not extend to the actual decisiphetoeént
change. One question that emerges from these results is whether or notitpatheto the
decision making process is a necessary component for successful change to ssitwls.

Important data were collected regarding the process of change useth loy tee five

schools included in this study. In analyzing this data, the researcher was idblgity several
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common characteristics that were present during the successful img@&oreat a large-scale
change initiative. In all but one school, committees of administrators, teaphaeents, students
and other stakeholders were formed. These committees performed such tmdkerasgy and
disseminating research, arranging site visits to other schools and condgteftimgeds
assessments. Though the fifth school did not develop a committee dedicated to thes specif
change, it did employ many of the same implementation strategies sutdh\asitsi and the use
of experts to deliver professional development to the teaching staff.

This study was conducted an average of 15 years after the implementahisncbfinge
occurred. This time lapse is significant in many ways. In all five casesinistrators and
teachers generally viewed the change to block scheduling as a succas=sdas sheir
interviews. This conclusion might have been significantly different if theystede conducted
in closer proximity to the actual change. Upon reflection, most of the partictpaded to
focus on the positive impact of the change, and dismissed the problems faced dutagdfee c
process as trivial.

A major implication of this study is the identification of the importance fetcate
leadership in the change process. Schools B, D, and E had leaders that Hall, et avdu@B4)
identify as initiators. In those three schools, the change process was viewdaadly vi
seamless. All participants from those schools consistently referreddbahge process as a
collaborative endeavor that they went through together. Teachers and supertsténdeeach
of those schools indicated that it was the charismatic leadership of the builaicigadrivhich
guided the change process. At School E teachers indicated that the change inppnoipa

the implementation year was critical to the success of the changeviaitiat
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Contrary to the research in the literature, this study found that ongoingystdic
professional development is not essential to sustaining large-scale ctzaxch school included
in this study provided a significant amount of professional development prior to and thering t
implementation of the change to block scheduling. This professional development dppeare
greatly reduce resistance to the change and teacher anxietymgghedchange. Teachers were
exposed to new methodologies and strategies designed specifically to dueireggorehension
about teaching in an extended block of time. Once the implementation year concluded, the
amount of professional development designed specifically to support this change began to
diminish, and this pattern continued at a rapid pace. Currently none of the schools included in
this study have any formal professional development which addresses teadilouki
scheduling. This is particularly troubling in that teachers who are new to thareebften ill
prepared to teach in an 80-90 minute period. This absence of formal professional dewelopm
can be attributed to the fact that the change has become normalized andasetlagpeft of the
culture of the school.

Although the sample of participants was prohibitively small, data gatbered this
study indicate teachers of mathematics are not proponents of block schedulifaur All
mathematics teachers included in this study had valid concerns about how blattkisghe
impacted student learning. Participants throughout the interview process dbnpoirded to
mathematics departments as havens of resistance to this change. This waalltnfehe five
participating schools. The inherent cause of this discontent is the lack of cgrftiomityear to
year in sequential courses. Although no world language teachers were intdrioetins study,
the same argument would likely ring true in that discipline. This suggesthéhaiay be a

small segment of an organization that does not benefit from large-scale changgenavimat
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process is used to plan and implement that change. Given that large-scale chengerpy
nature includes multiple elements, this study suggests that leaders need tebdkeement
separately. They should not assume that change will affect all asp#wotsorganization
equally.

The change to block scheduling in each of these five schools appears to have become
institutionalized. The question then becomes whether anything needs to be done to further
sustain the change? Following the conclusion of this study in the fall of 2010, four iekthe f
schools began exploring whether or not block scheduling was the best scheduling model to meet
their needs. These schools have, in a sense, come full circle. They planned, intgolemd
managed to sustain a major change for at least 12 years. Now, each is beégenpnogess of
determining whether or not another large-scale revision to their schedeleessary.

Limitations of this Study

There are several limitations of this study that are worth consideratisped¥ic
weakness of this study was the small sample size. This study is limitsdtapte of five high
schools in eastern Pennsylvania. The results of this study document the procegshsss b
five schools to plan, implement and evaluate large-scale change. The smait alimbe
participants (five superintendents, five principals and 20 teachers) maliésult to generalize
this data to any other population.

A further limitation is the fact that participants in this study had an aeeB81.75 years
of experience in education. This fact makes it impossible to generalizestitts of this study to
educators with varying levels of experience. Another limitation of this ssuthe fact that all of
the participating superintendents are retired. This may have limited tloewddge of the

current climate within the schools related to the change under study.
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Although participants were asked to share whether or not data were collected thesho
results of the change, no such data were collected by the researcher nopditidhpants offer
evidence of the actual data they said was collected. The use of a documenprevess may
have yielded additional data concerning the outcome of the change.

The difficulty participants may have had in accurately recalling speffails pertaining
to the change to block scheduling are a further limitation of this study. The sciubadked in
this study underwent the change to block scheduling between 1995 and 1999. This substantial
time lapse may have limited the ability of participants to recall Bpéacts during the interview
process. This limitation may have been slightly mitigated through the use thiree interview
process. Participants had time to reflect between interviews and couig mtavious responses
during subsequent interviews.

Recommendations for Future Studies

The findings of this study related to the process used by schools to sucggdafll
implement and sustain large-scale change, raises many other queshastudy reviewed
research related to principles of change and block scheduling. One major sub-quésition wi
this study remains unanswered. Though all five schools included in this studgesibme
form of block scheduling, no clear data emerged as to how or why the schools weoe able t
sustain the change, other than through institutionalization, because they veereahil
effective. While similarities did emerge in the change process used byf filngr schools in this
study, further investigation would help solidify which, if any, were criticahtange.

The following list of suggestions should be used by researchers to guide further

investigation into the educational change process:
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1. This study was limited to five high schools of similar demographic charstatsriocated
in eastern Pennsylvania. This study should be replicated in other geographic $egions
that the results may be more generalized.

2. The methodology used in this study could be modified to include the use of focus groups
and document review. This could provide excellent data not available to the resgarcher
this study.

3. A study should be developed to study teacher education programs and determine whether
teacher candidates are properly prepared to instruct using a block schedulihg mode

4. A study should be developed which looks specifically at the relationship between
professional development programs and the success of change initiatives is.school

5. A study should be developed to determine the effect of leadership changes on non-
institutionalized changes.

Chapter Summary

The purpose of this study was to analyze the process used by schools to plan, implement
and sustain large-scale change. Analysis of data gathered in thiyisided important results
concerning the change process.

This study determined that in order to successfully plan, implement anchdasgar
scale changes, schools should employ a collaborative approach. The change urdiratonsi
was viewed as a success in each of the five schools included in this studgnpliignt to note
that while the level of collaboration varied from school to school, it was present talsgnee
in each. Three schools involved stakeholders in the entire change process, inblidimggion
to initiate the change. In these schools there were reduced levels of andietgiatance

toward the change initiative.
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Additionally, the role of effective leadership was determined to bealrtb the
successful implementation of large-scale change in schools. As statedigse the change to
block scheduling was viewed as successful by participants in all five schodisipats,
especially teachers, from Schools B, D and E indicated that the initia®estyloyed by their
building principal was a very important reason for the successful transition kosoloeduling.
Though all schools succeeded in implementing the change, the principals in SchootsdE; D a
were able to create a collaborative environment in which stakeholdetsefeinput was a
valuable component of the change process.

Finally, this study yielded results that were contrary to those found inehatlite
regarding the importance of ongoing professional development in sustainingdatgehange.
Each school included in this study provided a significant amount of professional development
prior to and during the implementation of the change to block scheduling. This professional
development significantly reduced resistance to the change and teacher @gdaading the
change. Once the implementation year concluded, the amount of professional development
designed specifically to support this change began to diminish. This pattern continuapict a
pace. Currently none of the schools included in this study have any formal professional
development which addresses teaching in block scheduling. Studies clearly linkgongoi
professional development to successful school change, yet the schools includedasghe pr
study have managed to sustain change without the benefit of structuredipnaiess
development. This indicates that block scheduling is an institutionalized component of the

school culture which is sustained through indirect forms of professional development.
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Appendix A

SUPERINTENDENT/DISTRICT LETTER OF APPROVAL

The Change Process: A Study of the Move to Block Scheduling in Five Pennsyligimia H
Schools

An East Stroudsburg University of Pennsylvania and Indiana University of yhesma
Doctoral Dissertation
Howard S. Lessel, Principal Parkland High School, Parkland School District

Dear Superintendent:

| currently serve as the Principal of Parkland High School in the Parkland SabtatD
Educationally, | have been working to obtain my doctoral degree at East Stroudsbuesity
of Pennsylvania and Indiana University of Pennsylvania. The purpose of this studyamineex
how large-scale change occurs in schools through the lens of block schedulingts étekal
study may be beneficial to school districts in their efforts to develop anieéf@cocess for
making large-scale changes. | am currently seeking permission to gdthaer idderence to my
study and would greatly appreciate it if you could set aside a few miviyesir valuable time
to review this document. | am hoping that you will support my research by approging t
request to have your school district’s staff members participate inuhlig sif so, please sign
the bottom of this approval form and return it to my attention in the self-addressegdedt
envelope.

Sincerely,

Howard S. Lessel

Principal, Parkland High School

Parkland School District

Educational Leadership Doctoral Student
East Stroudsburg University of Pennsylvania
Indiana University of Pennsylvania

This project will be submitted to the East Stroudsburg University of Pennsylvania

Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects, Dr. Shala B. Dauvis,
IRB Administrator, (570) 422-3536 x3336
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Appendix B
Individual Consent Form

The Change Process: A Study of the Move to Block Scheduling in Five Pennsyligimia H
Schools

l, , hereby agree to participate in this research project on the
change process. The purpose of this study is to examine how large-scale chargaoc
schools through the lens of block scheduling. Results of the study may be benefatiabto s
districts in their efforts to develop an effective process for making-Ergke changes.

My participation in this study will involve discussing factors that areedltd the
change from traditional to block scheduling. It is estimated that the time invoildx i %2 to
2 % hours.

| understand that there will be little or no risk to me and that all of my resporise=main
confidential. Data will be combined so that individual responses will not be able to biedent

| understand that | may not receive any direct benefits from parirgpatthis study, but
involvement may help increase knowledge of the effective career decisiongnpa&grams.

| understand that my participation in this study is completely voluntary antirtfzat
withdraw at any time without penalty.

If | have any questions at any time about this study | may ask or e-negill gt
Howard Lessel 610.351.56%¥kselh@parklandsd.org
Dr. Patricia Smeaton 570.422.3368neaton@po-box.esu.edu
Dr. George Bieger 724.357.3285 grbieger@iup.edu
Concerns or questions that may result from my participation in this studyenwapdrted to:
Dr. Shala Davis, Administrator, Institutional Review Board, East Strouds$inixgrsity
at 570.422.3336Gdavis@po-box.esu.edu

| have read and understand the information in this letter and have had the opportunity to
ask questions related to the study and my participation. | agree to paeticipghis study.

Signature Date

Witness Date
(You will receive a copy of this document for your records)
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Appendix C
Three Interview Series Protocol

Guiding Experience Interview #1 — Put Interview #2 — Details | Interview #3 — Reflect
Questions participant experience | of the Change on the meaning of the
in Context — past life Experience — Stories experience — Intellectual
to now reconstruct details of and emotional
the experience connection
What was the | Education Please Summarize youl What criteria, research, | How did block scheduling
impetus for the | Background | educational background.learning theory, were change students as
change to block used to determine the | learners?
scheduling? need for a schedule
change?
What types of What input did teachers| Describe how teachers
Teaching educational changes have in the decision to | use block scheduling
have you been a part of change to block today. Is it different than
during your teaching scheduling? Was the | the original model?
career? change to block How?
scheduling designed to
address particular needs?
What was the | Change What is your personal | Describe the steps or | Do you feel that block
process used by Process view concerning major | process in the change to scheduling has been
the school educational change and block scheduling. successful? In what
district to plan the process that is mos ways?
and implement effective?
the change to Do you believe good What problems were What information has
block Leadership | communication prevails encountered during the | been collected to measur
scheduling? within your school? change process and hoywthe success of block
How do you perceive | were they addressed? | scheduling? How is
the role of leadership in block scheduling
a high school setting? sustained in your school?
Learning: What is effective How would you describe What supports are in
How has the Professional | professional the climate at your place to ensure that
change to block Development| development for you? | school toward the teachers are trained to
scheduling What ways has concept of change and | teach on the block?

been sustained
by the district?

professional
development impacted
you?

how professional
development impacts th
school climate?

)

Collegiality

How would you
describe the level of
collaboration between
teachers and
administrators within

your school?

Who prompted the
change to block
scheduling and what
stakeholders were
involved in the decision

making process?

How has the climate of
the school changed since
the implementation of
block scheduling?
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