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The problem with which this investigation is concerned

is that of determining success of selection of classes and

satisfaction or dissatisfaction with self-scheduling as op-

posed to computer scheduling. A survey is made of 468 ran-

domly selected high school students from four high schools

in a large metropolitan school district.

This study has two purposes. The first is to deter-

mine if student self-scheduling is better than computer

scheduling as it would relate to student satisfaction. The

second is to determine if student self-scheduling will pro-

vide the students with more success in achieving teacher

and period desired over computer scheduling.

Lists of classes and/or alphabetical listings of stu-

dents from four high schools provided the sources from

which a random sampling of classes and/or students were

selected for participation in this survey.

A survey instrument was developed providing the op-

portunity for students to list and evaluate for satisfac-

tion and success of selection, an ideal schedule, a pre-

ferred schedule, a compromise schedule and/or a computer



schedule. A simple Likert scale was used for satisfaction

and a success of selection level was validated by a group

of principals, assistant principals, and counselors who

had been involved in self-scheduling and/or computer sched-

uling. The survey instrument was then administered to 468

students, resulting in a return of 449 usable responses

(95.9 per cent).

The data collected in the survey were tabulated and

comparatively analyzed. In order to treat statistically

the relationships of the variables of the study, Null hy-

potheses were formulated. An independent 't' test was

used for hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 to test the significance

of the difference between the means. A Mann-Whitney "U"

test was used to test hypotheses 4, 5, and 6, dealing with

the success of selection level and the difference in inde-

pendent samples. A paired 't' test was used in hypotheses

7, 8, and 9 to test the difference between means of cor-

related samples. A Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test

was used in hypotheses 10, 11, and 12 to compare ordinal

data of students under two different conditions. The Null

hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of significance

or above.

Through the statistical techniques used, it was deter-

mined that the satisfaction level of students who received

an ideal or preferred schedule appeared high but students



who received a compromise schedule had a satisfaction level

that was not significantly high.

It was also determined that students who received an

ideal schedule appeared to have greater success in selec-

tion of period and teacher, but students who received a

preferred schedule or a compromise schedule did not ap-

pear to have significantly greater success in selection of

period and teacher.

It was also determined that students in schools 006

and 021 who received an ideal schedule had significantly

higher satisfaction and success of selection levels than

students in schools 007 and 018 who received a computer

schedule, but were significantly higher only on satisfac-

tion level of preferred schedules and not success of se-

lection. Satisfaction and success of selection levels were

not significantly higher on compromise schedules. A sim-

ilar study is recommended to test other variables which

might have a significant effect upon student satisfaction

and success of selection, and it is also recommended that

a similar study be conducted to obtain teacher perceptions

of the scheduling process.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Depending on one's point of view, the most important

element in the high school program may be the pupil, the

teacher, the principal, the curriculum, the building, the

teaching material, or even the size of the school. None-

theless, the school schedule lies close to the heart of the

matter, for it represents the way in which all of the fore-

going essential ingredients are brought together into an

effective whole. The schedule can make or break any one of

the elements. It frees or fetters, enhances or enchains

the rich potential inherent in any school (1).

At the beginning of each school year or semester, many

school administrators are deluged with student requests to

change their schedules. It sometimes seems that all the

hours spent counseling with students and parents are thrown

out the window as soon as classes begin. "Susie" does not

want this class because her sister had this teacher and she

is too hard; or "Johnny" must change this class in order to

get out earlier to work part time. Each administrator has

heard these same stories for years and wonder what the

solution is to the endless reams of program changes that

take place each year (9).

1
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Bush (1) in his article on hand or computer scheduling

indicated a preference for computer scheduling because of

the economy of time and resources, and because record keep-

ing can be greatly simplified by the computer approach.

The NEA Task Force on Student Involvement (5) stated

that secondary and post secondary students are pointing out

that they are actively engaged in the practice of living and

that, therefore, they have the right to assume responsibil-

ities that other people bear. The idea that the student's

right is the right to choose for himself only those things

adults would choose for him is being rejected as a basis for

relationships between adults and young people. It has be-

come evident that young people have contributions to make

to society and the schools - in viewpoints, in ways of deal-

ing with problems, in ideas - that adults cannot make and

may not willingly accept, but that are valuable neverthe-

less. Student self-scheduling is an attempt to allow

students to exercise the right to choose those things that

affect them personally. It also allows the student to

assume responsibility for his own destiny.

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this study was to compare the success of

selection of classes and satisfaction or dissatisfaction

with self-scheduling as compared to computer scheduling.
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Purposes of the Study

It is incumbent on any school system to ascertain the

effectiveness of any process upon those directly involved

in the process. The decision making process must involve

those affected to the extent that it leads to personal

satisfaction. Therefore, the purposes of this study were

to determine if student self-scheduling is better than

computer scheduling as it would relate to student satis-

faction, and to determine if student self-scheduling will

provide the students with more success in achieving teach-

er and period desired over computer scheduling.

Hypotheses

In the following hypotheses the Education Agency num-

ber is used instead of school name to identify the schools

involved in the study.

1. The students in schools 006 plus 021 who were able

to achieve their ideal schedule will have a satisfaction

level significantly greater than the satisfaction level of

students in schools 007 plus 018 that received a computer

schedule.

2. The students in schools 006 plus 021 who were able

to achieve their preferred master schedules will have a

significantly greater satisfaction level than the satis-

faction level of students in schools 007 plus 018 that

received a computer schedule.
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3. The students in schools 006 plus 021 who received

a compromise schedule will have a satisfaction level sig-

nificantly greater than those students in schools 007 plus

018 who received a computer schedule.

4. The students in schools 006 plus 021 who received

an ideal schedule will have a success of selection level

significantly greater than the success of selection level

of those students in schools 007 plus 018 who received a

computer schedule.

5. The students in schools 006 plus 021 who received

their preferred master schedule will have a success of se-

lection level significantly greater than students in schools

007 plus 018 who received a computer schedule.

6. The students in schools 006 plus 021 who received

a compromise schedule will have a success of selection

level significantly greater than those students in schools

007 plus 018 who received a computer schedule.

7. The students in school 021 who received their

ideal schedule will have a satisfaction level significantly

greater than they will indicate for a computer schedule

they would have had.

8. The students in school 021 who received their pre-

ferred master schedule will have a satisfaction level sig-

nificantly greater than they will indicate for a computer

schedule they would have had.
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9. The students in school 021 who received a compro-

mise schedule will have a satisfaction level significantly

greater than they will indicate for a computer schedule

they would have had.

10. The students in school 021 who received their ide-

al schedule will have a significantly greater success of

selection level than they will indicate for a computer

schedule they would have had.

11. The students in school 021 who received their pre-

ferred master schedule will have a significantly greater

success of selection level than they will indicate for a

computer schedule they would have had.

12. The students in school 021 who received a compro-

mise schedule will have a success of selection level sig-

nificantly greater than they will indicate for a computer

schedule they would have had.

Background and Significance

The Education Task Force of the 1971 White House Con-

ference on Youth declared:

America's democratic system is rooted in the
belief that all citizens who are affected by the
system should have a voice in deciding how the
system is to be set up. This concept of a repre-
sentative democracy has not been universally ac-
cepted in our nation's educational institutions.

Students "must be thought of as participants, not merely

recipients of the educational process,'" the task force said

(4).
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A study by the Maryland State Department of Education

(6) is related to the rapid acceleration of student rights

and responsibilities in our nation's schools, and the in-

creased need for meaningful student involvement in many

areas of secondary school decision making which were here-

tofore reserved exclusively for teachers and administrators.

This study places emphasis on the area of discovering

meaningful ways to involve students in educational deci-

sion making. Educators are beginning to recognize that

students have the right not to be standardized or coerced

into school practices which concern them without some par-

ticipation in the decision-making process which gives rise

to these practices. The single involvement of the student

government organization in decision making is not enough

to satisfy today's students.

Activities regarding student participation and in-

fluence in educational decision making are increasing in

many school systems across this country; recent studies

show that it is an appropriate direction in which schools

should move. However, guaranteeing student participation

in and of itself is no assurance that the school decision-

making function will be improved or meaningful. It seems

imperative that the decision-making structure be changed

so that it is sufficiently sensitive and fully responsible

to the dynamic and vital needs of high school students of
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the 1970's. This decade is the appropriate time to re-

examine and determine the purposes of contemporary educa-

tion, and to assure that assessments and judgments pertain-

ing to the decision-making process are made according to

these purposes. The movement toward greater student in-

volvement in school decision making is still in its infancy,

and more relevant knowledge is needed for educators, stu-

dents, and other citizens who influence our schools to make

adjustments in the areas of decision making that will fur-

ther democratize the educational process (6). Student self-

scheduling is involvement and allows students decision mak-

ing power.

Kier (3) says the encouragement of individual choice

may seem unwise to those who think that high school students

generally are not able to make sound decisions or that they

should not be burdened with increased freedom and respon-

sibility. Kier reported studies have indicated that where

trust in the individual student's ability at self-management

has been stifled or not permitted, there is a greater like-

lihood of disenchantment with education. Trust is an indis-

pensable element when giving students increased opportunities

for decision making and self-management. If school can be-

come for all a place of trust and excitement and cordiality,

then students will choose to be active, interested, and

motivated. Student self-scheduling seems to be one way to
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show trust in students' ability at self-management, conse-

quently, bringing about greater satisfaction with school

and the education process.

Some feel that with the advances in technology and

the capabilities of the computer to assist with the sched-

uling process that there are definite advantages to uti-

lizing the computer to schedule students into classes.

The possible advantages of computer scheduling are

many, but Richardson and Clark (7) in their article, "Un-

derstanding the Process of Computer Scheduling," cite what

they consider to be the "real" advantages:

In the first place, computers will usually do
a better job of scheduling than is done by hand
when measured in terms of class balance and the
successful scheduling of pupils. This is true for
two reasons: First with computer scheduling, it
is possible for the Principal repeatedly to revise
his master schedule and try additional scheduling
passes (simulate runs). With hand scheduling, the
time involved in scheduling the pupils is so great
that it is not feasible to revise the master sched-
ule and reschedule pupils once a large number of
them have been scheduled.

Second, the computer does not tire and quit
after several trials at scheduling a pupil. In-
stead, it continues to try different possible
schedules for each pupil until it finds the sched-
ule which is best for the pupil and which results
in the best possible class balance. In the UPDATE
program, the computer may make as many as 100,000
tries for one pupil before settling on a schedule.
This results in better class balance than is the
case with hand scheduling.

Actual research evidence on the merits of the comput-

erized versus the manual approach to scheduling, however,
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is scarce. A study by Jacobson (2) involving seven high

schools which were scheduled by computer and five compa-

rable schools using the manual method did not reveal con-

sistent advantages for either approach.

There seems to be no clear cut evidence to favor

either self-scheduling or computer scheduling, so more

information is needed about self-scheduling and computer

scheduling.

Definition of Terms

Ideal Schedule

A schedule restricted only to courses the

student has previously indicated he would

like to enroll in, is eligible to take,

and a teacher that teaches it.

Preferred Master

A schedule restricted only to courses the

student had previously signed for, a teacher

that teaches the course, and periods the

course will be taught.

Compromise Schedule

A schedule restricted to courses the student

has previously signed for, a teacher that

teaches the course, periods being taught and

the conflict of "closed" classes that would

necessitate choosing another period or teacher.
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Computer Schedule

The schedule generated by the computer for

each student. Leaves no choice to student

as to period and teacher.

Limitations

This study was limited to eleventh and twelfth grade

students in four schools in a large metropolitan school

district. The study is limited in that students were

asked only to analyze schedules and not to evaluate teach-

ers or courses. It is further limited in that it is not

possible to gather information on compromise schedules

from schools 007 and 018. The students in these schools

were not allowed to self-schedule.

Basic Assumptions

A primary basic assumption of this study was that the

students selected to compile and analyze the schedules in

this study responded honestly. It was also assumed that

the students participating in the study were representa-

tive of the students in the schools selected.

Description of Instruments

The following instruments were used to secure the nec-

essary data.
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Master Schedules of each school 006, 007, 018, and 021.

These schedules indicate course offering, periods, and

teachers that teach the courses. These were used by the

students to compile the Ideal and Preferred Master sched-

ules.

Alpha list for each school 006, 007, 018, and 021

were used to secure the identification numbers of each stu-

dent for the purpose of using numeric and not alpha char-

acters in the reporting of the findings.

Success of selection scale - A scale compiled by a

jury of assistant principals and counselors of the four

schools, keeping in mind all the possibilities that exist

in the scheduling of a particular course. (See Appendix

C.)

Satisfaction level scale - A Likert scale of five

levels from 1 to 5 was used to measure the satisfaction

level of the students with each period of each schedule

(7).

Procedures For Collection of Data

The data were collected for this study by administer-

ing the study instruments to a selected population of

secondary school students. The students included in this

study were randomly selected from four high schools from a

large metropolitan school district. Students in schools

006, 007, and 018 were selected as a part of randomly
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selected American History and Civics classes. Students

in school 021 were randomly selected through use of a Bur-

roughs 5500 Electronic computer using the random generator

intrinsic function.

Procedures For Analysis of Data

All informational data from the study instruments were

recorded. Responses for each period of each schedule were

noted and keypunched into computer cards for analysis.

Analysis of the collected data which related to the

stated purposes of this study was processed by using the

Mann-Whitney "U" test for the success of selection scale in

hypotheses 4, 5, and 6, the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-

ranks test for hypotheses 10, 11, and 12, a 't' test for

independent samples for hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, and a 't'

test of paired samples for hypotheses 7, 8, and 9.

Recommendations have been made regarding future imple-

mentation of the scheduling process in schools, in order

that principals may be able to avoid the organizational and

developmental difficulties experienced by others.
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CHAPTER II

A SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE

Student Involvement

At the annual meeting of the Association for Super-

vision and Curriculum Development in March, 1971, the ASCD

Board of Directors charged the Executive Committee of that

association to "study oppressive practices in American

schools." A committee of ten ASCD members was formed, and

the basic objective for study was framed in question form:

"Are the schools oppressive?"

In this study it was assumed that oppression is both

a reality and a perceptual phenomenon. It was further as-

sumed that opportunities to exercise personal choice are

desirable and liberating (i.e., non-oppressive). Helping

young people learn to make appropriate personal choices

in schools was also assumed to be theoretically possible,

operationally practical, and educationally desirable. If

the schools are not oppressive, choice will be expanded (4).

Student self-scheduling appears to give more choice and

indicates to the student an attitude of non-oppression on

the part of schools.

Doremus (3) says that more and more frequently do we

hear the suggestion that high schools should be examined

14
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through the perception of high school students. Since

schools exist for the benefit of the students, the sug-

gestion appears logical. He says that if we do look at

the high school from the pupil perspective, some fundamen-

tal changes might indicate that a major reorganization is

necessary.

Adolescents want to find out about themselves and what

competencies they have so that they can develop self-esteem.

This implies broadening the exploratory function of the

school, giving pupils the opportunity to explore, and when

they do find an area of interest and/or competency, the op-

portunity to satisfy themselves by studying it in depth

(both in time and in content). Student self-scheduling

brings about the opportunity for students to explore the

function of the school through the master schedule, bring-

ing about a greater understanding of what can be or cannot

be as far as scheduling is concerned. Knowledge and under-

standing of the scheduling process will then bring about

greater student acceptance of the process and consequently

greater student satisfaction.

Hartley and Hoy (6) conducted a study to test the hy-

pothesis that the more "open" the school climate the less

the sense of alienation of high school students. The Orga-

nizational Climate Description Questionnaire was personally

administered by a researcher to virtually all the
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professional faculty of forty-five high schools. In ad-

dition, the Pupil Attitude Questionnaire was administered

to samples of students of each school to assess five di-

mensions of student alienation: normlessness, meaningless-

ness, powerlessness, self-estrangement, and isolation.

It was shown in this study that the atmosphere of the

school and the student's sense of involvement and identifi-

cation with the school were salient factors in the students'

educational growth and development. This study also sug-

gests that one possible way to begin to increase the at-

tractiveness of the secondary school is to "open" the

climate.

Mitchell (10) conducted an investigation, part of

which focused on the question; are different school en-

vironments related differentially to adjustment to high

school? The senior classes of all nine high schools in a

city of 300,000 population were administered the Stern

Activities Index. The findings as it would relate to high

school environment and adjustment to school indicated that

some student bodies feel significantly better adjusted to

their school environment than do others and suggests the

advisability of systematic inquiries into what aspects of

the school environment are displeasing and why. This would

suggest that a study as to satisfaction or dissatisfaction

with the scheduling process is one method of inquiry.
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A recent study concerning student participation in de-

cision making, completed by McPartland (9) (1971) revealed

a comparison of actual and desired levels of student par-

ticipation in seven different areas of school policy mak-

ing. Of the approximately 3400 students surveyed, 43.6 per

cent reported some actual participation in decisions asso-

ciated with social rules (dress codes, hair styles, smoking,

hall passes and the like) compared to 76.4 per cent who de-

sired to participate. In the areas of political rules (out-

side speakers, assemblies, leaf letting, and student politi-

cal rallies), 24.9 per cent indicated actual participation

in decisions compared with 62.3 per cent who desired to

participate. In the areas of course offerings (kinds of

courses to be taught) 21.1 per cent indicated actual par-

ticipation in decisions compared with 64.0 per cent who

desired to participate. In the areas of course assignments

(student placement in fast or slow classes), 22.8 per cent

indicated actual participation in decisions compared with

59.9 per cent who desired to participate. Student self-

scheduling seems to be one way to raise the percentage of

actual participation in decision making.

Self-Scheduling

The "student centered scheduling model" described in

Parker's (12) article attempts to incorporate a human ele-

ment into the scheduling process. He indicates that
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student needs and interests must be kept in the forefront

throughout the entire scheduling process. He indicated

that computer programs for scheduling students deal some-

what exclusively with avoiding conflicts and in balancing

class sizes, and master schedules themselves may give some

attention to teachers' strengths, weaknesses, and idio-

syncracies, but, usually they do not consider students'

backgrounds, group behavior patterns, or insights into

pupil-teacher interaction. Allowing students to select

teachers would seem to indicate a higher satisfaction level

on the part of students because interaction would be with

teachers of student choice.

Lucey (7) states that a satisfactory programming pro-

cedure should meet the following criteria:

1. Allow teaching to begin in the fall with a

minimum of confusion and loss of teaching time.

2. Interfere as little as possible with spring

end-of-term duties.

3. Allow students to program and enroll themselves

by subject, period, and room, relieving teachers

or counselors of this clerical task.

4. Permit adjusting programs and balancing classes

on paper before the fall term opens, thus re-

ducing the number of students who have to be

moved after classes begin.
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Someone once said that the computerization of student

class schedules has merely resulted in automated confusion.

Perhaps so. However, it is the system, or lack of it,

which generates the problem and difficulties. Bloomfield

(Connecticut) High School has devised a procedure which

seems to work quite effectively. The registration proce-

dure which was being tried for the first time resulted in

96 per cent of the students being scheduled. It allowed

more than 1000 students in grades 9, 10, 11 to register

themselves for the school year 1971-72. The new method

of registration was developed because of dissatisfaction

on the part of the principal and other staff members with

the various computer type programs utilized during the

previous years, and because of the vast amount of time

that was required by guidance counselors for the sched-

uling process.

Therefore, the new method was designed to meet the

following purposes:

1. Allow the student more responsibility in

building his program.

2. To reduce the length of time between the

selection of the courses and the finished

schedule.

3. To reduce the number of conflicts and to allow

time while school was in session to resolve the

conflicts that do occur.
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The new registration procedure was well received by the

vast majority of the student body. Some students experi-

enced frustration when they found a particular section of a

class was filled and they had to take a course at a later

time in the day. The school has an early dismissal policy

for upperclass students who are free during the last two

periods of the day. This made the early morning periods

more desirable. One solution to this problem would be a

compensating late arrival policy for students who do not

have classes the first two periods.

The reaction of the faculty to the new registration

procedure changed from outright doubt to guarded skepticism

to strong support as knowledge of the procedure was gained.

Some of the initial doubt centered on the ability of the

high school student to follow the directions of the new

scheduling procedure. These doubts of some faculty members

evaporated completely after the first day of registration.

It is also worth noting that both the faculty members who

were confident that it would succeed worked zealously in

the orientation of the students. It was this full faculty

commitment more than anything else that made the procedure

a success (8).

Sanden (15) in his report to the faculty of Bakers-

field College in 1970 indicated that in the area of student

scheduling they must return to the primary philosophical
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point of the college - that the college exists for stu-

dents - to teach and to serve them. He indicated to them

that existing computer programs were examined and found

to have restrictions in direct conflict with the basic

philosophy of the institution and each had definite limi-

tations in the numerical description of the actual operat-

ing institution. Upon close examination, it was found

that many of the student advantages that the institution

claimed did not actually materialize in the registration

process, hence, the birth of SWITCH (Sectioning With In-

structor and Time Choice).

SWITCH has three basic concepts which are fundamental

to this system:

1. The student should be free to enroll in

courses best suited to his particular needs.

2. Ideally, the student should be free to select

those instructors whom he believes to be best

for him.

3. The student should be free to define the

time he is available for attendance at class.

Sanden indicated in his report that a school should

exist for the freedom of students to select the instructors

who contribute to his education, and that the student

should be free to define the time he is available for

school.
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In the fall of 1966 about thirty upper achievement

level students in Elk Grove, Illinois were given permis-

sion to plan for themselves how they would schedule each

day's academic activities. This program was called S.I.S.

(Self-Improved Scheduling). In February, 1967, S.I.S. was

expanded to include 600 students and during 1968-69 to in-

clude 1000 students. The basis for S.I.S. was that respon-

sibility must be learned; it is not likely that a student

will progress toward the ability to assume responsibility

successfully unless he is given the opportunity to attempt

it. The purpose of S.I.S. was to help students to develop

responsibility and self-reliance to a more mature level by

offering to him a controlled learning environment in which

to get more first hand experience in making certain impor-

tant decisions concerning his involvement with the learning

process.

S.I.S. had the following options:

1. The option to choose whether or not to attend

class on any given day.

2. The option to choose with whom he will study.

3. The option to select what he will study.

4. The option to choose where he will study.

5. The option to choose not to study.

6. The option to fail subjects.
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In a follow-up study to S.I.S., 81 per cent said it

was helpful, 70 per cent indicated they were better able

to handle free time, 98 per cent recommended continuation

of the program, 66 per cent indicated limiting program to

more mature students and/or upper classmen (16).

Delaware Valley Regional High School in Frenchtown,

New Jersey, has employed over the years many methods in

the scheduling of students. Most of those methods were

originated by some outside organization (1). After scratch-

ing heads, biting finger nails, and feeling the height of

frustration in anticipation of scheduling, Burgio (1) came

upon an idea which in seven days enabled the high school of

700 students to be scheduled homogeneously in each subject.

The procedure is as follows:

The student to a large degree schedules
himself. This is done by his filling in the
courses he wishes to take and signing his name
each time next to his course selection. There
are eight spaces provided for the student for
seven different subjects and one study hall
should the student desire one.

The students of Lamphere High School in Madison

Heights, Michigan, have twice experienced a registration

procedure designed to add a personal touch to their initial

confrontation with the opening of each new school session.

Under the direction of the administrative staff of the

1,150 student high school in suburban Detroit, the first

attempt at scheduling and registering the entire student
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body in one day was started in January, 1970. All classes

at Lamphere are planned on the basis of a 20-week sequence;

each class terminates after the semester is completed.

Students are free to elect sequential courses at varying

levels in mid-year or in the fall as school opens.

In actuality, every student scheduled himself by se-

lecting class cards key-punched in advance of registration

day and available on request in the registration area. Be-

cause a copy of the master schedule was mailed to his home

prior to August 15, he was able to request his own choice

of teachers at this time - the day after Labor Day (17).

The personal touch added by students and staff at regis-

tration was vital to the student's understanding of the

system. Logically, understanding of the system would lead

to greater satisfaction and improved attitudes on the part

of students.

Schoolmen in Imperial Beach, California, have solved

the problem of planning high school student programs and

schedules with a college-type registration procedure that

lets the students do most of the work themselves. Adminis-

trators of Mar Vista High School think they have the problem

licked. They are letting the students do their own course

selection and scheduling - and the students are doing it in

one-fifth of the time and with better results all around.

What is the method? Basically, it is a simplified version
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of the college registration line, in which students set up

their own schedules and sign up for courses themselves.

Mar Vista schoolmen call this "student-determined pro-

gramming." Any secondary school can do it.

On the student level, there is much more satisfaction

with classes. Because they did it themselves this year,

the students have had fewer complaints. The number of

class change requests during the first weeks of school was

considerably reduced. And the registration experience it-

self, Mar Vista teachers report, is exceptionally good -

both as preparation for college registration techniques

and as a personal experience in decision making and prob-

lem solving.

The most immediate advantages of Mar Vista's regis-

tration system are, of course, the time and energy saved

the district's central staff. Students and teachers,

working together, accomplished in three days what had

taken weeks before.

Another important accomplishment was an accurate

class count. Most educators know that population mobility

adversely affects class scheduling every year. Using the

traditional system, or even data processing, students who

register in June and then move out of town in the summer

are nevertheless programmed into classes. With student-

determined programming, only students physically present in

September are placed in classes (11).
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It is safe to conjecture that on countless occasions

a student has been shifted from one teacher's classroom to

another's because a "personality conflict" arose. Re-

searchers have long been interested in these mismatches,

which cause child and teacher alike untold aggravation. In

the present way of things, students and teachers are assign-

ed to one another arbitrarily; with luck - or with suf-

ficient mutual tolerance - both usually survive the en-

counter. But mere survival, after all, may not be enough,

for when child and teacher do not like one another, the

quality of learning obviously must diminish (14).

With student self-scheduling, where students are al-

lowed to select teachers, there is usually a basic knowledge

of the teacher by the student before selection. This know-

ledge would seem to indicate greater chance of survival on

the part of both parties - teacher and student.

The Wilson Campus School at Mankato State College,

Minnesota, in 1970, started allowing each student to select

all his own teachers in an attempt to bring about the prop-

er match of teacher and student. This was done with the

belief that attitude toward school, and motivation are

affected by this choice (5).

Learning occurs if there is a good relationship. If

the student relates to the teacher, the battle is on the way

to being won. If there is an improper match, positive
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learning usually does not occur. Students are more satis-

fied with teachers they choose and teachers are more

satisfied teaching students who they know have chosen them.

In 1971 Napa High School (18) decided to do something

different to solve their problems. With the cooperation of

students, faculty, and parents, and the board of education,

they embarked on a bold approach of student self-sched-

uling. The students were allowed to select the time and

teacher for each subject he or she was to take, within the

possibilities of the master schedule. The ease with which

the whole operation came together was fantastic. Students

and counselors were exhausted; but pleased. Teachers were

more enthusiastic about their classes and parents seemingly

were content that everything worked out so well. Arguments

about program changes were minimal when students worked

with the master schedule and knew exactly what was possible

and not possible. On a questionnaire given to students the

first week of school, nine out of ten students indicated

they liked self-scheduling and would like to continue it.

The students emphasized emphatically that they enjoyed

having a choice. In addition, most got at least some of

the teachers they wanted, and when they did not, they

understood why.

In December, teachers were asked their opinion of

student self-scheduling. An overwhelming majority, 15 to 1,
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indicated they were in favor and enjoyed their classes more

as a result of having students who chose them.

Wiese indicated that student self-scheduling was here

to stay at Napa High School. Student self-scheduling is

an avenue to be used to involve students in the decision-

making process through choice of teacher and time and an

opportunity to work with the master schedule. This, in

turn, should bring about increased student understanding,

improved student attitudes toward school and a higher level

of satisfaction with the scheduling process.

Computer Scheduling

Piele (13) says that in recent years a number of re-

search and experimentation studies have examined the

feasibility of replacing the restrictive, manually con-

structed schedule with a variety of computer-based programs.

The bulk of this experimentation has been focused on the

university campus. However, with rising interest in the

adaptation of modular and other university-oriented sched-

uling techniques to secondary education, the literature

indicates the development of several extensive studies on

the high school level. Several documents concentrating on

computer applications in a university setting are included

as an aid to the secondary school educator because many of

the problems and almost all of the terminology can be
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readily translated to the contemporary high school's man-

agement tasks.

A booklet published by the Stanford University Depart-

ment of Industrial Engineering and School of Education

(1968) gives a general overview of the Stanford School

Scheduling System (S-4 or SSSS). The document surveys in-

novations in flexible scheduling and variable course struc-

ture designs in secondary education, discusses the school

scheduling problem, and outlines schedule construction

using the S-4.

It also covers field testing of the system and its

limits, and describes computer system requirements. The

S-4 has the following advantages: (1) it is a technology

that enables the construction of complex flexible sched-

ules; (2) it requires precise definition of the design of

each course offered in the school program, as well as of

the overall program design; and (3) it encourages profes-

sional personnel to explore in detail the appropriateness

of different arrangements of time, class size, pupil

grouping, and use of staff and facilities.

The computer can provide maximum freedom to choose a

schedule reflecting the abilities and interests of stu-

dents and the special qualifications of teachers. In a

few seconds it can investigate the millions of possible

combinations of teachers, students, rooms, and limits of
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time, thereby satisfying a high percentage of student sched-

ule requests. Furthermore, the S-4 costs of approximately

$1 per student are comparable to costs of manually con-

structed schedules.

The output from the final computer run has also been

cited as an appreciated "extra" of computer scheduling.

Most of the resulting lists would not be produced under

manual methods, simply because of lack of time and clerical

help. The output for each of the fifteen Vancouver second-

ary schools using the Honeywell Scheduling Program, for

example, may include any or all of the following, accord-

ing to the individual needs of the school (2):

1. Updated course masters - give the number of

seats used (students scheduled) per course

section.

2. Conflict pattern for students not scheduled

indicates -

a. all the courses a student has chosen,

b. all the time blocks in which those

courses are available,

c. the particular time block selected for

each scheduled course, and

d. the course that conflicts and which has

not been scheduled.

3. Multiple copies of student schedules



31

4. Alphabetical homeroom lists

5. "Subject Section/Marks Gathering" Form -

used by subject teachers to record students'

marks

6. Teacher timetables

7. Program-specialty report - presents a count

of the number of students by specialty

8. Alphabetical school lists

9. Textbook rental and fee receipts

10. Master revision cards - contain a copy of

the information on the student file (only

for schools using the computer grade reporting

system)

11. Quick reference copy of school timetable.

The availability of multiple copies of such printed

records helps distribute the workload. With additional

copies of the master timetable, for example, more teach-

ers and counselors may assist in the final hand-scheduling

versus computer scheduling. Some feel that self-scheduling

provides the advantages of reflection on interest and

ability, while others feel the computer provides best for

these things. If a person is comfortable in either type

of scheduling, he can find a way to justify in his own

mind the advantage of one method over the other.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTION OF DATA

This chapter contains a description of the procedures

followed in the preparation of this study. It is divided

into the following sections. Selection of the Problem,

Review of the Literature, Development of the Instruments,

Methodology for the Collection of Data and Treatment of

the Data.

Selection of the Problem

During the past decade as legions of new schemes for

reforming high school education have been spawned - new

curriculums in science, mathematics, foreign languages,

team teaching, teaching machines, to name a few - it seems

the high school would literally split apart. The potential

of many of these innovations has been unrealized in many

instances largely because, to quote what has now almost

become a classic phrase in high school education, "It

cannot be scheduled."

We are now striving to be instructive, imaginative

and creative to see that we do all that is necessary for

all pupils in all fields. This determination has led us

to seek ways in which a more flexible approach can be taken

to high school scheduling (1). Self-scheduling or computer

34
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scheduling was therefore selected as a problem of study.

It was determined that the gathering of data from randomly

selected high school students that pertain to their satis-

faction with scheduling and success of selection of teacher

and time would be valuable information which could assist

in the determination of the best approach to be used in

scheduling.

Review of the Literature

A careful study was made of books, periodicals, pro-

fessional publications, seminar reports, convention sum-

maries and results of surveys pertaining to student

involvement and self and computer scheduling processes.

Also the Texas Information Service (TIS), Austin, Texas,

and Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) Clear-

inghouse files of Washington, D. C., were consulted for

pertinent information related to the study. A document

search of other related research information services was

conducted, using key words as a means of locating printed

matter and publications which were of significance to the

study topic. The North Texas State University library

resources were also examined for information and disser-

tation format and design.

Development of the Study Instruments

After a careful review of the available relevant

literature, an examination of all known related studies and
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survey instruments used was made before selecting the most

pertinent questions relative to the study. Sample instru-

ments were constructed on the basis of specific suggestions

that were derived or interpreted from the reviewed liter-

ature. The instruments were designed to survey high school

students' perceptions of the scheduling process of their

individual schools, and their satisfaction with, successes

or failures with this process. The instruments and perti-

nent sections of the proposed study were discussed in

conferences with a group of high school principals whose

schools were involved in self-scheduling and/or computer

scheduling, a group of assistant principals and counselors

involved in scheduling, a college professor who was knowl-

edgeable about the scheduling processes of high schools,

and a director of research and evaluation. This effort

was made in order to increase the validity and reliability

of the study instruments and to examine the items of the

satisfaction level scale and the success of selection scale

for clarity and correctness of order.

The next step called for the development of the study

format. This task included the development of the Ideal

Preferred Master, the Compromise and the Computer schedule

forms, and establishing a means for compiling the data.

The Success of Selection scale was submitted to a jury of

principals, assistant principals and counselors involved in

scheduling for professional judgment and validation.
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A jury panel of six professional educators, who were

considered knowledgeable in regard to the Success of selec-

tion of classes was selected to assist in the ordering of

the items on the scale. The six selected included two

high school principals, two assistant principals, and two

counselors who were familiar with the mechanics of class

selection. The educators were asked to examine the instru-

ments, to order the items and to make suggested changes as

to how it could be improved to insure that it would gather

the desired information.

It was decided that acceptance of the ordering of the

items by four of the six jury members would constitute

validity and justify inclusion in the instrument. As a

result of responses from the jury members, several cor-

rections, changes and additions were made.

It was decided that a simple Likert scale would be

used for the satisfaction level scale, and both the Success

of Selection scale and Satisfaction level scales were typed

on stencil and copies duplicated for distribution to each

student who would be asked to respond.

Methodology for Collection of the Data

Data for this study were collected during the spring

semester of 1975. All respondents in the study were high

school eleventh and twelfth grade students representing

four selected high schools from a large metropolitan school
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district. The initial step in the administration of the

study instruments was the selection of the participants.

This was accomplished using a complete list of the schools

in the school district and selecting four whose student

bodies were comparable in size and socio-economic levels,

and who had been involved in self-scheduling, computer, or

both processes of scheduling. Each school in the study was

given its state education agency number for identification

purposes. Each principal was contacted for permission to

administer the instruments to the students, to obtain

school schedules, to get student identification number

lists for each school, and to establish dates for admin-

istration of the instruments. Students in each school

were randomly selected under the following procedures:

A. The students in schools 006, 007, and 018

were surveyed from randomly selected.classes

in American History (eleventh grade) and

Civics (twelfth grade). The number of classes

determined to be used were as follows:

1. School 006 - Two classes in American

History and two classes in Civics.

2. School 007 - Three classes in American

History and three classes in Civics.

3. School 018 - Three classes in American

History and three classes in Civics.



39

B. The data collected in school 021 was collected

from randomly selected students in the eleventh

and twelfth grades who had been through the self-

scheduling process, a total of 592 of 781 elev-

enth graders and 545 of 676 twelfth graders.

The selection process involved: 100 randomly

selected numbers by a Burroughs 5500 Electronic

Computer using the random generator intrinsic

function. Any number repeated was discarded.

The 100 random numbers were selected after the

eligible eleventh and twelfth graders were

numbered on alphabetical school grade lists.

These random numbers were selected from 1 to

592 for eleventh and 1 to 545 for twelfth

graders.

After the random selection of classes and students

was completed, permission to administer the instruments

was granted, and dates set for administration of the in-

struments, the following procedure was used to gather the

data from the respondents.

A. Students in schools 006, 007, and 018 were ad-

ministered the study instruments during their

American History or Civics classes and the data were

collected using the following procedures. The stu-

dents were:

1. Given the purposes of the study.
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2. Given a list of teachers teaching courses.

3. Given a success of selection scale and

satisfaction level scale.

4. Asked to compile and analyze an ideal

schedule under both satisfaction and

success of selection scales.

5. Given a copy of their school's master

schedule and asked to compile and analyze

their preferred schedule.

6. Told to analyze: their compromise schedule

for school 006 and their computer schedule

for schools 007 and 018.

B. Students in school 021 were identified as to

their location by periods in American History

and Civics and a list sent to each teacher

asking that these students be sent during

these periods to a predesignated room for ad-

ministration of the study instruments. The

same procedure for collection of the data was

followed here as in steps Al, A2, A3, A4, and

A5. In step 6 the students in school 021 were

asked to analyze their compromise schedule as

well as a computer schedule they would have

had if they had not been allowed to self-

schedule.
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Treatment of the Data

The study instruments were administered to 59 stu-

dents in school 006, with 6 being eliminated for incom-

plete data; to 87 students in school 007, with 2 being

eliminated for incomplete information; to 121 students in

school 018, with 6 being eliminated for incomplete infor-

mation; and 200 students in school 021, with 2 being elim-

inated for incomplete information.

Each student's responses were analyzed as to actual

schedules received, whether it be ideal, preferred, compro-

mise, or computer schedule, and then the actual schedule

marked for computer card keypunch. The responses were

then keypunched with school number, student identification

number, success of selection rating for each period, satis-

faction level for each period, type of schedule, and actual

schedule received. This process prepared the computer cards

for the running of the data analyses selected for the study.

The recorded results are reported in Chapter IV, with a

table of results being developed for each of the twelve

hypotheses.

The results of these comparative data for the satis-

faction level scale were tested for significance by the

use of the 't' ratio procedure for testing the significance

of the difference between the means of correlated samples

for hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, and a 't' test for paired
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samples for hypotheses 7, 8, and 9. The results of the

comparative data for the success of selection scale were

analyzed by a nonparametric Mann-Whitney "U" test for hy-

potheses 4, 5, and 6 and a Wilcoxon signed-rank matched

pairs test for hypotheses 10, 11, and 12. The Null hy-

potheses were tested, that no significant differences ex-

isted, and were rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Conclusions were drawn from the results produced

through the statistical treatment of the data. Recon-

mendations were also made as a means of providing assis-

tance to secondary school schedulers in the future. The

recommendations were based upon the obtained results and

conclusions which were interpreted from analysis of the

collected data. The conclusions and recommendations are

listed in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF DATA

Introduction

This study was conducted to obtain high school stu-

dents' perceptions of satisfaction and success of selection

of classes in the self-scheduling as opposed to the com-

puter scheduling process. The survey was an attempt to

ascertain the effect of self-scheduling and computer sched-

uling on the satisfaction level and success selection level

of students. Also, it was to determine if any significant

differences in survey results existed between students

involved in the self-scheduling process and students in-

volved in the computer scheduling process. Data were col-

lected during the spring of 1975 and reflected the beliefs

of students at that time. Survey instruments were admin-

istered to 468 eleventh and twelfth grade students from

four high schools in a large metropolitan school district.

The students surveyed were chosen through a random sampling

technique from a list of students enrolled in selected

classes of each school previously determined for use in

this study.

The data gathered during the investigation are pre-

sented in the following three sections:
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Summary of Responses, Comparative Analysis
of Data, and Results

Summary of Responses

The findings presented here are the tabulated results

of the survey instrument. The collected data from each

school is presented in separate tables, including both the

number and percentage of respondents receiving each type

of schedule and the total number of respondents.

Table I indicates the number and per cent of students

in school 006 receiving each type of schedule. It indi-

cates that ten students, which is 18.87 per cent, received

an ideal schedule; six students, or 11.32 per cent, re-

ceived a preferred schedule; and 37, or 69.81 per cent,

received a compromise schedule. There was a total of

53 students responding.

TABLE I

RESPONSES FROM SCHOOL 006

Schedule Number Percentage
Received Receiving Receiving

Ideal 10 18.87
Preferred 6 11.32
Compromise 37 69.81

Total 53 100.00
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The data in Table II show that 37 or 18.69 per cent

of the students received an ideal schedule; 9.09 per cent

received a preferred schedule; 18.69 per cent received a

compromise schedule and 53.54 per cent received a computer

schedule. There were 198 respondents from school 021.

TABLE II

RESPONSES FROM SCHOOL 021

Schedule Number Percentage
Received Receiving Receiving

Ideal 37 18.69
Preferred 18 9.09
Compromise 37 18.69
Computer 106 53.54

Total 198 100.00

The data in Table III indicate that there were 85 re-

spondents from school 007, all receiving a computer schedule.

TABLE III

RESPONSES FROM SCHOOL 007

Schedule Number Percentage
Received Receiving Receiving

Computer 85 100

Total 85 100
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The data in Table IV reveal 113 respondents from school

018, all of whom received a computer schedule.

TABLE IV

RESPONSES FROM SCHOOL 018

Schedule Number Percentage
Received Receiving Receiving

Computer 113 100

Total 113 100

Comparative Analysis of the Data

The procedures used here for comparative analysis of

the data are an attempt by one person to describe a state of

affairs by using available information in a systematic man-

ner. There are probably other approaches which could have

been used in comparing the collected data. The statistical

methods selected for this study are as follows:

A. For hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, an independent 't' test

(1) was used to test the significance of the difference be-

tween the means of independent samples.

This test was used because the data in the satisfaction

level scale are considered interval and it is assumed that

the populations from which the samples are drawn are normal

and that the populations have equal variances. The
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difference method for testing the significance is applied

using the formula

t = X -X 2

S 2 /N +S2/T2

where X -X2 = difference between means

and S2/N1 +S
2/N 2 = estimate of the standard error.

This ratio has a distribution of t with N1 +N 2-2

degrees of freedom.

After running the 't' test on all hypotheses 1, 2, and

3, the level of significance at the .05 was tested from a

table of critical values of 't' to determine acceptance or

rejection of the Null hypothesis (1).

B. For hypotheses 4, 5, and 6, a nonparametric Mann-

Whitney U (2) test was used but, because of sample sizes

greater than 20, a normal approximation was used.

This test was used because the success of selection

scale is considered ordinal data, therefore, nonparametric.

This test is independent of the shape of the distribution

in the population from which the sample is drawn. The

test statistic for normal approximation is:
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Z = (,.4 -T-l/2)

where A = n1 (n1 +n2 +1)

2

6

T = smallest of the sum of ranks of
group 1 and group 2.

C. For hypotheses 7, 8, and 9, a paired 't' test (1)

for difference between means of correlated samples was used.

The paired 't' test was used in this case because the

data is interval and a single group of subjects is being

studied under two separate conditions. This test leads to

a test of significance between means different from that

for independent samples. The difference method for testing

the significance was applied using the formula:

t = D

1 N 4D2 -(. D) 2 / (N-1)

<(D = sum of differences in all paired observations

N-l = number of degrees of freedom of 't' or one
less than the number of paired observations.

After running the 't' test on hypotheses 7, 8, and 9,

the level of significance at .05 was tested for each hypoth-

esis from a table of critical values of 't' to determine

acceptance or rejection of the Null hypothesis.
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D. For hypotheses 10, 11, and 12, a 'Z' approximation

to the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test (3) with a

significance level of .05 was used.

This test was used on this data because they are non-

parametric and ordinal data and therefore must have a non-

parametric test applied. It is also used because the same

students are being compared under two different conditions

and are correlated samples.

The test statistic

Z = ,4 -T-l/2

/9 = n(n+l)
4

2(n+l)
6

T = smaller of like signed ranks.

Results

The data contained in Tables V, VI, and VII deal with

hypotheses having to do with the satisfaction levels of

students in schools 006 plus 021 being compared to

satisfaction levels of students in school 007 plus

018.
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TABLE V

A COMPARISON OF THE SATISFACTION LEVELS OF
STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 006 PLUS 021 WHO

RECEIVED THEIR IDEAL SCHEDULES AND THE
STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 007 PLUS 018 WHO

RECEIVED A COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Groups Ideal Computer Mean Variance

006+021 47 68.255 32.846
007+018 198 58.136 62.768

t=8.25 df=243 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the satis-
faction levels of students in schools 006 plus 021 who
received an ideal schedule and the satisfaction levels of
students in school 007 plus 018 who received a computer
schedule.

As shown in Table V, 't', with 243 degrees of freedom,

was found to have a value of 8.25, and was considered sig-

nificant. The Null hypothesis is rejected since the .05

level of significance of 1.96 was attained. These data

reflect that the 47 students who received their ideal sched-

ules have a significantly higher satisfaction level than

the 198 students who received a computer schedule.
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TABLE VI

A COMPARISON OF THE SATISFACTION LEVELS OF
STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 006 PLUS 021 WHO RECEIVED
THEIR PREFERRED SCHEDULES AND THE STUDENTS IN

SCHOOLS 007 PLUS 018 WHO RECEIVED
A COMPUTER SCHEDULE

GROUPS PREFERRED COMPUTER MEAN VARIANCE

006+021 24 62.125 46.984
007+018 198 58.136 62.768

t=2.36 df=220 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the satis-
faction level of students in school 006 plus 021 who re-
ceived a preferred schedule and students in schools 007
plus 018 who received a computer schedule.

As shown in Table VI, 't', with a degree of freedom of

220, was found to have a value of 2.36, and was considered

significant. The Null hypothesis is rejected, since the

.05 level of significance of 1.96 was attained. These

data reflect that the 24 students who received their pre-

ferred schedule have a significantly higher satisfaction

level than the 198 students who received a computer

schedule.
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TABLE VII

A COMPARISON OF THE SATISFACTION LEVELS OF
STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 006 PLUS 021 WHO RECEIVED
A COMPROMISE SCHEDULE AND STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS
007 PLUS 018 WHO RECEIVED A COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Groups Compromise Computer Mean Variance

006+021 180 59.617 44.919
007+018 198 58.136 62.768

t=1.95 df=376 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between satis-
faction levels of students in schools 006 plus 021 who re-
ceived a compromise schedule and students in schools 007
plus 018 who received a computer schedule.

As shown in Table VII, 't', with 376 degrees of free-

dom, was found to have a value of 1.95, and was not con-

sidered significant. The Null hypothesis is accepted,

since the .05 level of significance of 1.96 was not at-

tained. These data reflect that the satisfaction level of

the 180 students who received a compromise schedule is

not significantly higher than the satisfaction level of

the 198 students who received a computer schedule.

In Tables VIII, IX, and X the success of selection

levels of students in school 006 plus 021 are being compared

to the success of selection levels of students in schools

007 plus 018.
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TABLE VIII

A COMPARISON OF THE SUCCESS OF SELECTION LEVEL

OF CLASSES OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 006 PLUS
021 WHO RECEIVED AN IDEAL SCHEDULE AND

STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 007 PLUS 018 WHO
RECEIVED A COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Groups Ideal Computer T I

006+021 47
007+018 198

8229.5
5781

436.78

Z= -5.61 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the suc-
cess of selection levels of students in school 006 plus
021 who received an ideal schedule and the success of se-
lection levels of students in school 007 plus 018 who re-
ceived a computer schedule.

As shown in Table VIII, 'Z' was found to have a value

of -5.61, and was considered significant at the .05 level.

The Null hypothesis is rejected, since the level of sig-

nificance of 1.96 was attained. These data reflect that

the 47 students who received an ideal schedule had a sig-

nificantly higher success of selection level than the

198 students who received a computer schedule.
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TABLE IX

A COMPARISON OF THE SUCCESS OF SELECTION LEVEL
OF CLASSES OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 006 PLUS

021 WHO RECEIVED A PREFERRED SCHEDULE
AND STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 007 PLUS

018 WHO RECEIVED A COMPUTER
SCHEDULE

Groups Preferred Computer T /A 6

006+021 24
007+018 198

2829
2676

297.2

Z=.516 P=. 05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the suc-
cess of selection level of students in schools 006 plus
021 who received a preferred schedule and the success of
selection level of students in schools 007 plus 018 who
received a computer schedule.

As shown in Table IX, 'Z' was found to have a value of

.516, and was not considered significant at the .05 level.

The Null hypothesis is accepted, since the level of sig-

nificance of 1.96 was not attained. These data reflect

that the success of selection level of the 24 students who

received a preferred schedule is not significantly higher

than the success of selection level of the 198 students

who received a computer schedule.
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TABLE X

A COMPARISON OF THE SUCCESS OF SELECTION
LEVEL OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 006 PLUS
021 WHO RECEIVED A COMPROMISE SCHEDULE
AND STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS 007 PLUS 018

WHO RECEIVED A COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Groups Compromise Computer T

006+021 180
007+018 198

34210
34110

1061

Z=.095 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the suc-
cess of selection levels of students in schools 006 plus
021 who received a compromise schedule and the success of
selection levels of students in schools 007 plus 018 who
received a computer schedule.

As shown in Table I, 'Z' was found to have a value of

.095, and was not considered significant at the .05 level.

The Null hypothesis is accepted, since the level of sig-

nificance of 1.96 was not attained. These data reflect that

the success of selection level of the 180 students who

received a compromise schedule is not significantly higher

than the 198 students who received a computer schedule.

The data in Tables XI, XII, and XIII are concerned

with comparing the satisfaction levels of students in

schools 021 on different kinds of schedules.



57

TABLE XI

A COMPARISON OF THE SATISFACTION LEVEL OF
STUDENTS IN SCHOOL 021 WHO RECEIVED AN

IDEAL SCHEDULE TO THE SATISFACTION
LEVEL OF THE SAME STUDENTS ON A

COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Schedules Mean Variance Correlation

Ideal 68.054 39.275
Computer 48.622 165.520

-0.012

t=8.221 df=36 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the satis-
faction level of students in school 021 who received an
ideal schedule and the satisfaction level of these same
students on a computer schedule.

As shown in Table XI, t, with 36 degrees of freedom,

was found to have a value of 8.221, and was considered sig-

nificant. The Null hypothesis is rejected since the .05

level of significance of 2.042 to 2.021 was attained. These

data reflect that the satisfaction of these 37 students is

significantly higher for their ideal schedule than for

their computer schedules.
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TABLE XII

A COMPARISON OF THE SATISFACTION LEVEL OF
STUDENTS IN SCHOOL 021 WHO RECEIVED
THEIR PREFERRED SCHEDULES TO THE

SATISFACTION LEVEL OF THESE
SAME STUDENTS TO A

COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Schedules Mean Variance Correlation

Preferred 62.500 48.382
Computer 48.444 52.732

0.089

t=6.215 df=17 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the satis-
faction level of students in school 021 who received a pre-
ferred schedule and the satisfaction level of these same
students on a computer schedule.

As shown in Table XII, t, with 17 degrees of freedom,

was found to have a value of 6.215, and was considered sig-

nificant. The Null hypothesis is rejected since the .05

level of significance of 2.110 was attained. These data

reflect that the 18 students in school 021 who received

their preferred schedule had a significantly higher satis-

faction level than they did on a computer schedule.
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TABLE XIII

A COMPARISON OF THE SATISFACTION LEVEL OF STUDENTS
IN SCHOOL 021 WHO RECEIVED A COMPROMISE
SCHEDULE TO THE SATISFACTION LEVEL OF

THESE SAME STUDENTS TO A
COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Schedules Mean Variance Correlation

Compromise 68.054 39.275
Computer 48.622 165.520

0.012

t=8.221 df=36 P=.05

Null hypothesis-No difference exists between the
satisfaction level of students in school 021 who received
a compromise schedule and the satisfaction level of these
same students who received a computer schedule.

As shown in Table XIII, t, with 36 degrees of freedom,

was found to have a value of 8.221, and was considered sig-

nificant. The Null hypothesis is rejected since the .05

level of significance of 2.021 to 2.042 was attained. These

data reflect that the 37 students in school 021 who re-

ceived a compromise schedule had a significantly higher

satisfaction level than they did on a computer schedule.

The data in Tables XIV, XV, and XVI are concerned

with comparing the success of selection levels of students

in school 021 on different kinds of schedules.
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TABLE XIV

A COMPARISON OF THE SUCCESS OF SELECTION LEVELS

OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOL 021 WHO RECEIVED AN

IDEAL SCHEDULE TO THE SUCCESS OF
SELECTION LEVEL OF THE SAME

STUDENTS TO A COMPUTER
SCHEDULE

Schedule T 4

Ideal
Computer

0
351.50

66.28

Z=5.29 P=.05

Null hypothesis-No difference exists between the suc-
cess of selection levels of students in school 021 who
received an ideal schedule and the success of selection
levels of these same students on a computer schedule.

As shown in Table XIV, 'Z' was found to have a value

of 5.29, and was considered significant. The Null hy-

pothesis is rejected, since the level of significance of

1.96 was attained. These data reflect that the 37 stu-

dents in school 021 who received an ideal schedule at-

tained a significantly higher success of selection level

than these same students on a computer schedule.
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TABLE XV

A COMPARISON OF THE SUCCESS OF SELECTION LEVEL
OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOL 021 WHO ACHIEVED A
PREFERRED SCHEDULE TO THE SUCCESS OF

SELECTION LEVEL OF THESE SAME
STUDENTS TO A COMPUTER

SCHEDULE

Schedules T

Preferred
Computer

3
85.50

23.27

Z=3.524 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the suc-
cess of selection levels of students in school 021 who
received a preferred schedule and the success of selection
levels of these same students on a computer schedule.

As shown in Table XV, Z was found to have a value of

3.524, and was considered significant. The Null hypothesis

is rejected, since the significance level of 1.96 was at-

tained. These data reflect that the 18 students in school

021 who achieved a preferred schedule had a significantly

higher success of selection level than these same students

on a computer schedule.
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TABLE XVI

A COMPARISON OF THE SUCCESS OF SELECTION LEVELS
OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOL 021 ON A COMPROMISE

SCHEDULE TO THE SUCCESS OF SELECTION
LEVELS OF THESE SAME STUDENTS TO A

COMPUTER SCHEDULE

Schedules T

Compromise
Computer

294
4795.5

470.52

Z=9.57 P=.05

Null hypothesis=No difference exists between the suc-
cess of selection levels of students in school 021 who
received a compromise schedule and the success of selection
levels of these same students on a computer schedule.

As shown in Table XVI, Z was found to have a value of

9.57, and was considered significant. The Null hypothesis

is rejected, since the significance level of 1.96 was at-

tained. These data reflect that the 37 students in school

021 who achieved a compromise schedule had a significantly

higher success of selection level than these same students

on a computer schedule.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER

RESEARCH

Summary

The problem of this study was to analyze schedules of

randomly selected high school students for the purpose of

determining success of selection of classes and satisfac-

tion or dissatisfaction with self-scheduling as opposed to

computer scheduling. The purposes of the study were:

1. To determine if student self-scheduling is better

than computer scheduling as it would relate to student satis-

faction.

2. To determine if student self-scheduling will pro-

vide the student with more success in achieving teacher and

period desired over computer scheduling.

The survey of related literature was presented in

three distinct sections: Student Involvement, Self-Sched-

uling, and Computer Scheduling.

Lists of classes and/or alphabetical listings of

students from four high schools provided the sources from

which a random sampling of classes and/or students were

selected for participation in this survey.

64 -65
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A success of selection scale and satisfaction level

scale were developed for surveying the students to obtain

their perceptions as to their feeling of success in se-

lection of teacher and periods of classes and their feel-

ings of satisfaction with the different types of schedules.

A simple Likert scale was used for satisfaction level and

a success of selection scale was developed and validated

by a panel of assistant principals and counselors involved

in scheduling. These survey instruments were administered

to selected students in four high schools.

The data collected in the survey were tabulated and

will be analyzed later. These data were compiled into

tables that present the total number of respondents and the

percentages receiving each schedule analyzed. The presen-

tation of the results was reported in Chapter IV. In

order to examine the relationship of the variables statis-

tically, Null hypotheses were formulated. The following

statistical techniques were applied to test the relation-

ship, and the Null hypotheses were rejected at the .05

level of significance.

1. A 't' test for independent samples was used in

hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. This test was used because the

data are considered interval, the populations from which the

samples are drawn are normal, and the populations have equal

variances. This test is excellent for testing the sig-

nificance of the difference in means.
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2. A Mann-Whitney U test was used in hypotheses 4, 5,

and 6. This test is used because the data are considered

ordinal, therefore, nonparametric. This test is indepen-

dent of the shape of the distributions in the populations

from which the samples are drawn.

3. A paired 't' test for correlated samples was used

in hypotheses 7, 8, and 9. The paired 't' test is used in

this case because the data are considered interval and a

single group of subjects is being studied under two sepa-

rate conditions. This test leads to a test of significance

between means different from that for independent samples.

4. A Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-rank test was used

in hypotheses 10, 11, and 12. This test is used on these

data because they are nonparametric data and are ordinal

and, therefore, must have a nonparametric test applied. It

is also used because the same students are being compared

under two different conditions and are correlated samples.

The results of the relationships were tabulated for

presentation in table form. Narrative explanations were

made concerning the significance of each factor.

Summary of the Review of Literature

The survey of the literature revealed the following

findings in regard to student involvement, self-scheduling

and computer scheduling:
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1. At the Association for Supervision and Curriculum

Development annual meeting of 1971, a report was given that

a study was done showing that it was desirable and liberat-

ing and showed a lack of oppression on the part of the

schools if the school allowed students more personal choices

in their school lives.

2. High schools should give students the opportunity

to explore, and when they find an area of interest, the

school should allow the opportunity for students to study

the area of interest in depth.

3. The more "open" the school climate the less the

sense of alienation of high school students.

4. A study of high school environment and adjustment

to school indicates that some student bodies feel signif-

icantly better adjusted to their school environment than do

others and this is linked to the degree of student parti-

cipation in the decision-making process.

5. "Student Centered Scheduling" would seem to allow

more for student backgrounds, group behavior patterns and

insight into pupil-teacher interaction. This is brought

about by allowing students to select teachers; then, inter-

action would be with teachers of student choice.

6. The registration procedure should relieve the

principal and other staff members of the vast amount of time
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required for the scheduling process by allowing the student

more responsibility in building his program.

7. Two of the many reasons for the existence of

schools should be for students to have the right to select

the instructors who contribute to his education, and the

student should be free to define the time he is available

for school.

8. It is felt by many that the computer can provide

maximum freedom to choose a schedule reflecting the abili-

ties and interests of students and the special qualifi-

cations of teachers, by investigating in just a few seconds

the millions of possible combinations of teachers, students,

rooms, and limits of time.

Findings

After reviewing the tabulated data of this survey and

analyzing the summarized findings, the following con-

clusions are drawn:

1. The satisfaction levels of students who received

ideal schedules appear to be high.

2. The satisfaction level of students who received

a preferred schedule appears to be high.

3. The satisfaction level of students who received a

compromise schedule lies in the satisfied range but not

significantly higher than those who received a computer

schedule.
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4. Students who received an ideal schedule had greater

success in selection of period and teacher.

5. Students who received a preferred schedule or a

compromise schedule did not appear to have significantly

greater success in selection of period and teacher than

those students who received a computer schedule.

6. Only a small group (18.65 per cent) of students in

schools 006 plus 021 were able to achieve an ideal schedule.

7. Only a small group (9.52 per cent) of students in

schools 006 plus 021 were able to achieve a preferred

schedule.

8. Only a small group (29.36 per cent) of students in

schools 006 plus 021 were able to achieve a compromise

schedule.

9. A large group (42.06 per cent) of the students in

schools who had the opportunity to self-schedule (006 and

021) still received the equivalent of a computer schedule.

10. Students in schools 006 and 021 who received an

ideal schedule had significantly higher satisfaction and

success of selection levels than students in schools 007

and 018 who received a computer schedule.

11. Students in schools 006 and 021 who received a pre-

ferred schedule were significantly higher in satisfaction

levels but not on success of selection levels than students

in schools 007 and 018 who received a computer schedule.
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12. Students in schools 006 and 021 who received a

compromise schedule were not significantly higher on either

satisfaction or success of selection levels than those stu-

dents in schools 007 and 018 who received a computer sched-

ule.

13. Students in school 021, when taken separately, were

significantly higher on satisfaction and success of selec-

tion levels for ideal, preferred, and compromise schedules

than these same students in school 021 were on a computer

schedule.

14. There appear to be many other factors involved in

the satisfaction level and success of selection level of

students other than the opportunity to select classes,

particularly as limitations are added such as closed

classes, times of offerings, and levels that teachers

teach.

Conclusions

After having conducted this study, there appear to be

many other factors involved in the scheduling process that

would bring about greater satisfaction on the part of the

students. I feel self-scheduling is a step in the right

direction simply because giving students a choice and a

word in the decision-making process contributes toward

greater satisfaction with the whole education process. I
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also feel that future studies should delve more closely into

the scheduling procedure that would allow for more equity

of choice for all students involved. This simply means

that the time a student schedules classes has an effect

on the success of his selection of classes.

Recommendations

With regard to future research concerning self-sched-

uling versus computer scheduling, the following recom-

mendations are made:

1. It is recommended that similar studies be

conducted to test other variables, such as attitudes about

school in general, the time that a student might schedule,

the number of choices students might have of courses and

teachers and the effect that these variables might have

on student satisfaction with the scheduling process and

the extent of success that students have in selection of

teachers.

2. It is recommended that a similar study be con-

ducted to obtain teacher perceptions of the scheduling

process and the effects that it has on the success or

failure of the teaching process.

3. It is recommended that a study be conducted to

determine the factors that contribute to the success or

failure of the match-up between teacher and student after

the scheduling process has been applied.
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APPENDIX A

IDEAL

Name Circle One 006 007 018 021

ID Number Class

Fall Spring
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C ) H Ul) )te Cl)H C) C)
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3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6

7 7

PREFERRED MASTER

Name Circle One 006 007 018 021

ID Number Class

Fall Spring

---

o 0 0'7 0
-a -n U -H -n U

cr1 M m E1 . Cr Cl H-
N) U)a)NU
W
2. C) H CU) ClU) P]H UCl ) Cl

22

3 3
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5

6 6
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APPENDIX B

COMPROMISE

Name Circle One 007 006 018 021

ID Number Class

Fall Spring

2P 2

4 4 4-

o aa) 0 )g
.rH- U *H -nU

a)' a) U) a) m U
p,~ to H U)] U) (2 l U)HHEn U)

1 1_ _ _ _ _ _

2 _ _ 2 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3 _ __ _ 3 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4 _ __ _ 4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

5 5

6 6

7 7

COMPUTER

Name Circle One

ID Number Class

Fall Spring

U a) U 0a)
O a) 0 a)
-U -1 -U--

a) a) U) F4 a) a) U) F
P4 U) H U) U) a24 ) H U) Ul)

1 _ _ _ 1 _ _ _

2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6
7h7
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APPENDIX C

SUCCESS OF SELECTION AND SATISFACTION

LEVEL SCALES

EACH SCHEDULE IS TO BE ANALYZED UNDER THE FOLLOWING TWO

SCALES.

I. SUCCESS OF SELECTION SCALE - SSS

Place in the appropriate blank beside each period

the number of the item that would indicate the level of

success you had in the selection of that class.

7 - got course, teacher and period wanted

6 - got course and teacher but not period wanted

5 - got course and period but not teacher wanted

4 - got course but not teacher or period wanted

3 - got teacher but not course or period wanted

2 - got period wanted but not course or teacher wanted

1 - did not get course, teacher or period wanted

0 - none of 1-7 applicable

II. SATISFACTION LEVEL SCALE - SAT

Place in the appropriate column beside each period

your satisfaction level for that period. Base your

satisfaction on the following scale:

5 - highly satisfied

4 - satisfied
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3 - no opinion - neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

2 - dissatisfied

1 - highly dissatisfied
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VITA

Early Background

Born in Coleman County, Texas, February 24, 1937

Elementary School, Rockwood, Texas, 1943-1946

Elementary School, Abilene, Texas, 1946-1948

Elementary School, Big Spring, Texas, 1948-1949

Junior High School, Midland, Texas, 1949-1951

High School, Midland, Texas, 1951-1955

Colleges Attended

Texas Tech University, 1955-1961, B.S. in Education

North Texas State University, 1967-1969, M.ED.

Professional Experience

1961-1962 Teacher of Mathematics and Science, Dallas, Texas
Truett Elementary

1962-1965 Teacher of Physical Education, Dallas, Texas
Casa View Elementary

1965-1970 Teacher of Mathematics, Dallas, Texas
Spence Junior High

1970-1975 Assistant Principal, Dallas, Texas
W. T. White High School

1975-1976 Superintendent of Schools, Kemp, Texas
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Professional Organizations

Dallas School Administrators Association

Texas Association of Secondary School Principals

National Association of Secondary School Principals

Texas Association of School Administrators

American Association of School Administrators

Texas Association of Community Schools

Phi Delta Kappa Fraternity
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