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ABSTRACT

In June af 1975, students at Templeton Secondary School used a
procedure called "Arena Scheduling" to assist in the construction of
their tigsetables for the 1975-76 school vear. Although courses had .
_ been selscted previously with the aid of a counsellor, Atrena Scheduling
allowed students some freedom in the choice of the teacher or time of
day or the semester which they wanted for a particular course.

To examine reactians to Arena Scheduling, questionnaires were
glven to samples of students and to all staff members. Responses of
the students were generally favourable, particularly when preferred
teachers and/or times were obtained. Most of the teachers agfeed
that the advantages of Arena Scheduling outweighed any disadvantages.
Although there were many suggestions made to modify.and improve the
Arena Scheduling procedure, most of the respondents to the question~
naires favoured its retention at Templeton.
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ZVALUATION OF ARENA SCHEDULING

TEMPLETON SECONDARY SCHOOL

 INTRODUCTTON

(a8

In June of 1975, Temp:2ton Secondary School was bugily involved in the
construction of student rimetables for the 1975-76 academic year. ach
student selected courses in Marcn and the computer was employed, as in pre-
vious yearss to prepare teatstive timetables. At this point, however, a
new procedure called "Arena Scheduling" was used to construct final time-—
tables for the upcoming year.

o)
o

Basically, Arena Scheduling involved sending randomly chosen groups
of students into the "arena" (i.e., the "old gym" at Templeton) where they
were confronted with an array of teachers, sitting at desks and grouped by
departinents. Students then proceeded to "sign up’' for their desired classes
according to their own tentative timetables. If a course had already been

filled, the students were to readjust their timetables accordingly.

In essence, .though, students were selecting cnly the teacher or time .
of day (i.e., block) or semester which they wanted for a particular course;
the course itself had been selected in March and approved by a counsellor.

An afternoon was set aside for each of Grades 8 to 11, with Grade 11
students being allowed to sign up on the first day because of the necessity
of their obtaining certain courses for graduation. ' students
from Grade 7 were not included in the Arena Scheduling because of their less
flexible timetables, and, of course, their various locations 1in surrounding
elementary schools.) ’ '

The selection of studenc groups was accomplished by the home room
teachers' randomly assigning "colour code passes" to their students.

= Students 'thén proceeded to the cafeteria where colours were drawn and

groups were allowed tc continue on to the arena accor
in which the colours were picked. Needless to say, those picked in. the

first group had the best chance of getting their "first chﬁige"icLasges,:

Thus, Arena Scheduling was an attempt to give students somewhat more

independence in the determination of thelr schedules. Courses were still

kasically selected under the guidance of a counsellor but the students
had some say in other factors.. With the addition of the extended day
({.2., starting at 8 a.m.), some students were able to .complete their
classes by early afternoon and retain a part—time job in addition to
their studies. Should a student feel that he functions best later in- the
day, he might be ‘able to construct his schedule accordingly. This is not
to say that students had unlimited choice, however, as the choices, par-
‘ticularly in the upper grades, might be very restricted cr non-existent

*in some instances.

i



It was also anticipated that counsellors would be Laﬁildgtdmly
affected by Arena Scheduling. AlthDuﬁh they would be quite busy in the
spring term advising students as to tourse selection, it was hoped that
their fall term would be mainly involved with students new to the" -school,
tather than with students.unhappy about their new computer- praduged time-
table. 1In effect, then, the bulk of their early fall referrals had been
shifted to the previous summer. AN

EVALUATION

In order to ev aluate reacfiaﬂ to Arena Scheduling, student and staff
opinions were surveyed in October, 1975 by means of questionnaires. Ran-
dom samples of approximately 35 students were drawn from each of Grades

.9 to 12, whereas questionnaires were sent to all staff members at the
school. :

. . The student samples were selected frum alphabetical 115t1ng3 of each

- grade, Studéntr names were pr@v;ded to thE room teachers. and students
absant, alternates were selected flom a 11;& prvld;d (In some -cases
a few volunteers were used when a number of the preselected studenﬁs were
not present.) Students were given a brief explanatlan af the purpose of
the questionnaire. Although they answered ‘anonymously, th21r honesty and
cooperation were solicited. The final nunbers of students responding were
33, 36, 32 and 40 for Grades 9, 10, 11 and 12, _fESpECElVEly ' The students
were given enough time to answer the 13 questions and most ha d finis shed” -
in approximately 20 minutesi

. The staff received ‘their indiv;dual gquestionnalres thfaugh the usual
intra=school mail- system ‘and were asked to return the anonymously. ccmpleted
questionnaire jin a few days time.  Of the 108 teacher questionnaires dis-
tributed, 75 (69: 4%) were returned for analysis. Only one general reminder
was given to ‘the staff to return the completed questicnnalres had they not

‘already domne so.

The féii@wing'summafy of results deals first with the students' re-
sponses and then with the staff's returns. The questionnaire items are
repeated and the percentages responding to each category are presented

. along with a summary of the respondents' comments, where provided. Brief
"explanatory remarks are also included to assist the reader. :

REEQLIS
STUDENTS' RESPONSES. -The student questionnaire contained 13 questions
dealing with Arena Scheduling. Figures are given for each of Grades 9
to 12, as well as méans for the total group. The propertion of persons
not responding to any item'is also included.

o)
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In general, how do g@u‘feel about "Arena Scheduling" in comparison with
the method used in the past (i.e., random selection by computer)?

. GRADE 9 GRADE 10  GRADE 11  GRADE 12  TOTAL

A.5. much better - 15.17% 1 5.6% 15.67 17.5% 13.
A.5. better . 45.5% :36.17% ‘ 50.0% 50.0% 45.
No difference _ 9.1% 0.07% 18.8% 20.0% 1201
A.5. worse 27.3% 36.1% 6.3% 7.5% 19.1
A.S. much worse 3.0% 22.2% 9,47 5.0% 9.9

WO e e P A
T HE B 5O 2O

As can be seen from the above summary, the majority of students in all
but Grade 10 thought that Arena Scheduling was "better" or "much better"
Opinions were more polarized in Grades 9 and 10 than in Grades 11 and 12
but a greater proportion of the latter groups checked the '""No difference
alternative. It was the senior students (in Grade 11 and 12) that most
preferred "Arena Scheduling" to random selection by the computer.

i

(a) How maﬂg of ynur "flrst choice" classes did you actually Qét'sigkéd
up for? : ) :

' GRADE 9 GRADE 10  GRADE 11  GRADE 12 _TOTAL

a1l . N 45.5%  22.2% - 46.9% 82.5%
‘Most . ., . .- C24.2% 33.3% - 28.1% ©15.0%
Some g 21.2% 27.8% 18.8% 2.5%
None _ 9:1% 16.72  6.3% 0.0%

A
. 8%
.0%
.8%

R o
B TN I ]

In terms of getting their most preferred classes, Grade 12 sﬁudents were
the most successful (97.5%) and-Grade 10's the least successful (55.5%).
In general, though, the majority of students in-all grades signed up for
"A11l" or '""Most" of their "first choicé" classes.
(t) How satlsflea are you with thé choices that you ended up with?
(i) "First Ch@lées :

GRADE 9 GRADE 10  GRADE 11 _ GRADE 12 . TOTAL

34.4% 30.0% . 29.1%
50.0% 62.5% 52.5%
12.5% 7.5% 9.2%
0.0% - -0.0% —- 5,0%
3.1% 0.0% 4. 3%

. Very satisfied 30.3%" 22.2
Satisfied “i:._ . 48.5% - 47.2%
Dissatisfied - - 9.1% © 8.3%
Very dissatisfied 9.1% 11.1%
No' response 3.0% 111

o \mu‘
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' (ii) Other Choices:

GRADE 11 GRADE 12 TOTAL

GRADE 9 GRADE 10 _

0z 2.1
.59 34. 8%

.0% 0
7
2.5% 14.9%
0
0

6% 34,
.0%
6%
9% 5

Very satisfied 6.1%
+ Satisfied : 33.3%
Dissatisfied , 24,27
Very dissatisfied 0.0%
No response 36.47%

S

). 0% 2.1%
. 0% 46.1%

Lo .
[ T WY T R W]
O
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A clear majority of students from all grades and over 81 percent of the
total student sample were satisfied with their "First Choices" whereas -
dissatisfaction was greatest in Grades 9 and 10 but confined to less
‘than 20 percent of each of these groups. : ‘

The figures -dealing with "Other Choices' are somewhat misleading be- .
cause” of the large proportions .not responding; many of the latter
group, of course; had obtained all thedr first choices. However, in

. general, it appears that more than twice as many students weres "'satis-
fied" with their "Other Choices' than 'dissattsfied", although the sat-
{sfaction was not as great as that with théir "First Choices'. -

Many of the students' comments at this point dealt with the order of
entry into the arena: 1f the students went into the arena in one of the
first groups, they tended to-get most of theit‘fitst choices and were
usually satisfied with those selections; if last into the arena, they
got few of their first choices and were often, but not always, subse-
. quently dissatisfied. : . . :

3. (8) How do you feel about having some :héiégliﬁ Setting up your timetable?”’

GRADE 9 CGRADE 10 _ GRADE 11 GRADE 12 TOTAL

‘Think it's great .30.3% - 36.1% 31.3% - 42.5% "35.5%

Think it's 0.K. 54, 5% 38.9% 59. 4% 52.5% 51.1%

pon't like it very 9.1% -13.9% ©9.4% . - 5.0% 9.2%

_Don't like it at 6.1% 11.1% 0.0% . 0.0%Z . 4. 3%
all -

Pl

As a total group, 86.6 percent of the-students sampled thought that having

some choice in setting up their timetables was "0.K." or "great". °Again,

negative opinions were more prominent among the junior grades 45 15.2

percent of the Grade 9's and 25.0 percent of the Grade 10 students did not
" like the idea. - ‘ Ca b : o




(b) Would vyou like to have more or less choice?
__ GRADE 9 GRADE 10 _ GRADE 11 GRADE 12 -~ TOTAL
Much more choice  30.3% 27.8% 31.3% 25.0% 28.4%
More choice 42.4% 38.97% 34.47 52.5% 42.6%
Same as now 21.2% 5.6% - 31.3% 17.5% 18.4%
Less choice 0.0% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8%
Little or no choice 6.1% 16.7% 3.1% 2.5% 7.1%
(let teacher do all the scheduling) . 7
No response o 0.0% - 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.7%
N In general, the majority of students in all grades favoured more choice
in determining their timetables. With the exception of Grade 10, in
_ which more than one-quarter of the students opposed this trend, very
- few students favoured less choilce than was presently available.
The prominent theme of students' comments with respect to this issue was
that the more choice available, the better their chances of obtaining the
classes (teacher and time) that they wanted. A few students expressed
considerable disillusiomment with the whole process, however, and
favoured letting the computer do the scheduling and save them the
Effcrti' : ¢ , .
4. (a) When you selected your courses last Haféh;:were you aware enough of
course content to be able to make good choices? '
_GRADE 9 = GRADE 10  -GRADE 11 = GRADE 12 _ TOTAL
. Very well aware = 6.17% 8.3% - 15.6% 15.0% 11.3%
- Aware enough 60.6% 55.6% 40.6% 60.0% 54.6%
Not really aware 30.3% 36.17% 37.5% " 25.0% 31.9%
Not aware at all 3.0% 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 2.1%
Although the majority of students in all grades thought they werg'éi
least "Aware .enough" of course content, a considerable proportion in
each grade and about one-third of the total group felt that they were
"Not really aware" or "Not aware at all".
:(b) How could you be made more aware of course content?
The most frequent comments suggested that course desgriptiuns be givén
in more detail, ‘eithef through pamphlets or information sheets, through
. discussions with teachers about their intended courses, or through more
' intense sessions with the counsellors.

= m3
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S b e , o , .
(@) Do you feel any different about your classes this year in comparison

with last year? '

GRADE 9 GRADE 10 _ GRADE 11  GRADE 12 _ TOTAL

Feel much worse 3.07% -5.6% 0.0% 2.5% 2.8%
this year R . ' '
Feel worse this- =~ 12,1% 25.0% 6.3% - 2.5% 11.3%
year : ) '
Feel about the 51.5% 36.1% - 59.4% 60.0% 51.8%
same
Feel better this . 27.3% - 25.0% 21.87 32.5% 27.0%
year
Feel much better 6.1% 8.3% 12.5%7 2.57% 7.1%
this year

In all but the Grade 10 sample, most students felt "about the same"
Wwith respect to their classes as in the previous year. The Grade 10

' sample was also mcre evenly divided in their feelings than were the

Dther grﬂdes, the latter having considerably mcre students who felt
"better" or "much better" this year than felt "worse" or "much worse".

The studpnts positive comments usually carresPDnded to success in the
selectior. of desired teachers, whereas those students who were less .
fortunate in arranging their schedule generally gave negat1"e comments.
Some students felt that their ﬁlasses or teachers were no different,
from the pfev1cus year. T

(b) Do you think that Arena Schﬁdul1nq has had anyth;ﬂg to do--with
this feeling?. %

Rl

GRADE 9  GRADE 10 GRADE 11 :GRADE 12 TOTAL

Yes, quite a bit. 24.27 41.77 21.97% 20.0% 27.0%

- Yes, a little ' 42,47 41,77 " 43.8% 22.5% 7 - 36.9%

Probably not 24.2% 13.9% +25.0%Z 40.0% 26.2%

No, other things - 9.1% 2,87 . 9.4% 15.04 . ~ 9.2%
have affected my feelings : ) . v

No fespénse 0.07% 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.7%

- In all but the Grade lE sample, the magority of students thought that

-Arena Scheduling had "a little'" or "quite a bit" to do with their
feelings tdward their classes. T

Students' ;émmeﬁts'oftEﬁ'dealt with their success or lack of it in
obtaining the teachers that they wanted. Some of the Grac- 12

 students commented that their choice really was little afi -ted by

Arena Sehedullng since.specific. courses were required for i “aduaeion

~and they might be available at only one particular time.

10
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Have you tried to change any of your courses this year?

. GRADE 9  GRADE 10  GRADE 11 _ GRADE12  TOTAL
Yes : 33.3% - 27.8% © 34.4% 42.5% 34.8%
No 66.7% 72.2% 65.6% 57.5% . 65.2%

Although the majafity of students had not tried to change a course,
over one-third of the total sample and 42.5 percent of the Grade 12

sample had tried.

Magt Df the students' comments statkd that they slmply did not like the

You may have picked your classes for different reasons. Of the followlng
reasons, put a "1" beside the reason that was generally most important to-
you, a "2" beside the second most important reason, and so bn.

AVERAGE RATINGS*

_ GRADE 9  GRADE 10 GRADE 11  GRADE 12 TOTAL
Téacher ~ personality 2.3 1.6 2.2 2.4 2.1
Time of day (block) 2.4 2.1 2.0 1.7 2.0
Having friends in 2.8 2.8 3.4 3.8 3.3
same class . '
Time of year 2.3 3.0 - 2.6 3.3 2.9
(semester) : A
Whether course was 3.4 3.6 2.9 3.5 ' 3.4
supposedly easy or hard :

Othsr*#* T 6.0 4.3 ) 6.0 1.2 3.8

#The. figures presented here represent fhe mean ratings of all respondents
who gave an item a rating of from 1 to 6. They do not include students
who did not assign a value to a particular category or signifiec ‘heir
resronse in some other way. Thus, each row may represent a diff.-ent
number of responses. :

*#*Responses in this category were made by cnly two to flVE students.

In general,fthe.tima of day (black) and the teacher's personality were
considered the most important reasons for selecting a class, with the
time of year (semester) being regarded as somewhat less important. The
high rating of the "Other'" category for Grade 12 represented only five
students and genera;ly reflected the necessity of obtaining partlcular
courses for graduation or to fulfill future plans. :

11
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10.

‘Yes = . 15.2%

=—8=—
pid vou find it easy to understand the Arena Scheduling program or did

you find it confusing?

GRADE 9 _ GRADE 10  GRADE 11 __ GRADE 12 TOTAL

)

60.0%
37.5%
2.5%
0.0%

~d e T
g

R AN

Easy to understand 27.3% . 44,47
A bit confusing 57.6% 38.9%
Very confusing 15.2% 16.7%

No response =~ 0.0% 0.0%

o

i
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Although approximately equal proportions of the total group found the
program "Easy to understand" or "A bit confusing', it appeared that,
in general, the lower the grade, the more confusion experienced.

Of the comments made by students with respect to this question, some
stated that they felt confused initially but began to "'catch on" to the
procedure later. Other students, particularly in the lower grades, be-
came confused when their desired courses were filled and they had to
adjust theilr timetables accordingly.

Can'ysu think of any ﬁag in which the training program that taught you
about Arena Scheduling could be improved?

Some of the comments were that the program be explained in more detail,
perhaps through small discussion groups, and that a '"trial run" be
held -to acquaint students with the program. Some other comments dealt
more with Arena Scheduling "itself in suggesting that more choice of
courses and teachers be available, that the procedure be better or-
ganized, or that Arena Scheduling not be continued. ' '

Would you like to szee Arena Scheduling done at another time of year?

GRADE 9 GRADE 10 - GRADE 11  GRADE 12 .TOTAL

No , 84.8%. ©9
No response 0.0%

L e (N
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As a total group, the vast majority of trz students sampled did not want
Arena Scheduling done at another time of yaar. The Grade 12 group had
the greatest proportion of dissenters. however, as 35 percent of this
group favoured another time of year. '

Of the relatively- few student comments made with respect to this
question, many favoured doing Arena Scheduling before each semester
whereas a few favoured having it somewhat "earlier" than it was done
previously. o
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L 11. Did you like selecting.your program for the whole year during Arena
. Scheduling or would you rether have done it for just one semester

.-at a timpe? . ’ /,

ST e GRADE 9/;’ GRADE 10 _ GRADE 11 ' GRADE 12  TOTAL
R . Whole year -  ° 30. 3// 29.2% = 43.8% . - 37.5% 35.1%
\ " One semester at. = 57, SA - 43.0% 43,87 52, 54 . 49,37
L S .. a time ‘f o T ' T,

’ Undecided, no . ~ 12.1% ©25.0% 9.4% ‘lDioz - 14.27
. . opinien ' “ - E \ 7 '
ND reepnnse 0.07% - . 2 8/ - 3.1% . Q-QZ 1.4%

Although epiﬁien was divided between the "Whole year" end\"Dne semester.
at a time optiane,'the latter was generally fevaured N

y
\

. ) ] Cemmente euppertimg eeheduling for each eemeeter generally eteted thet
o ) ' such a practice wauld accommodate failures or allow one:to ehange one's
' mind. . Proponents of the '"Whole- yeer" alternative usually meﬁtlnned
" that they would rather get the eeheduling over and done with and save
everyone ffom the extra werk and eonfueien ‘of doing it twice. \
i

_élk _=12? Ihe oxdez in wh;eh etudente went into the arena depende§ on thefeéleur

. . ‘they, recelved De you think this system. was fair? =~ v _“\ ’
D ”'"eegpeéeigf GRADE 10 _ GRADE 11 . GRADE 12 TDTAL
Yes - 36047 3705 . 59.4%  60.0% 48.6%

"No - ot 63.6% 62.52 . - 37.5% - 40.0% 50.7%

" No response ‘ =O—Q? .. 0.0% i . 3'12 . 0.02 - . 0.7%

‘Two trends are' epperent in the reeponeee te this queetion whetreas the -
.,i‘mejori 'y .of “the ‘Grade 9 and '10 . students thought the system was ,not fair,
~+ 7 the mdjority of the Grade 11 and 12 samples believed that the eyetem was

fair. !Overall, hewever, the total group was evenly divided on this
ieeueh

- Some of Ehe etudente euggeetione for improving the syetem ineluded
o L ellcwing an entire grade into the arena at one time or by grouping
students in some other . fashion, e.g., elphabeticelly, by academic
letter gradea, by etudent numbere, by eouree arzas (Arts and Scienee,
etc.), .

13. Do you %eve any further eammenteg suggeet;ems,'ete. to meke ‘about the
Arene Sehedullng prcgrem? ) ;

S 0f" the reaetieﬂe ‘to this generel queetion, some etudente, partleularly
: ». - 1in the Grade 10 sample, reiterated their dislike for Arena Scheduling

- l,‘ ’ whereee ethere egeln etezed that they liked it. Dther ‘commerits in-

) methou of lettlng e;udenLevinto the arena (e g., one grede at a time)i
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SUMMARY OF STUDENTS' RESPONSE

The results. of the student questionnaires indicated that the majority
" of students in all gréups but Grade 10 thought that Arena Scheduling was
better than the previbugly employed method. Althopgh the majority of all
groups got. "Most" or "All" of their first choices, Grade 10's were least
successful in Dbtalning these caurses. In general, most students were
satisfied Wigh their classes, particularly their first choices, 1liked
- having some choice in setting up their timetables and would like even more
- choice. The majority of students ,felt they were aware -enough of . course
’ content to make good course choices, but appraximately aneethlrd of all
* students felt they were not really aware and would’ benefit from more in-
R fafmatioﬂi :

-did:in the previous year ; of the. remAining students, more felt better
than worse. In general, the majorityl of students thought Arena Scheduling
had at least a little to do with their feelings.»ﬂther respcnses showed -
that most- “students had not trled to. changa any of. their courses, ‘that
time of day (block) and. teacher's personality were generally considered
the most important reasons for selécting a class, that more students in
the lower than higher grades found the program confusing, and that more
- discussion’ or "Efial'runs"_might help .to reduce this _confusion. :- _ :

#

With IESPECE to their ClaEEES:QZDSt students felt about the same as they

, ‘Thé majcrity af students indizated that they did nat want ‘Arena Scheduling ' -
at, another time of year. . The responses also showed. .that somewhat more
students would prefer Arena Scheduling for one semester at a time fathar
.than fgr the whnle year. Students were. rather evenly dlvided as to
, students being more negatiye in their,gvaluatian than thg students in,the
senior grades.- Additional comments tended to confirm students' dislike or
iiking for Arena Scheduling, mentioned the desire for more courses ‘and

teachers and stressed the need fcr a falrer method of allﬂwing students .
iﬁto the arena .

[




TEACHER'S RESPONSES. The teacher questionnaire was- ccmpased Df 14 questicns

.. dealing with Arena Scheduling. Percentages responding to each item are pre-
- sented below and are based on a total of 75 completed questionnaires. Brief
remarks follow the summary of responses for-each question and teachers - com=
ments are. pfesented whére pravided

" i .
: - i
f

l. In general h@m do you feel about the Aréna Schédullng pragram?

Very‘p@sltluely , 18.7% _
"Positively - o7 .- 64.0% ' -
Indifferent, undecided - - 12.0% - -
. Negatively - - 5.3%
. ~ Very Negatively : ‘ 0.0%

As can be seen from the above summary, over 82 ‘percent of the teachers
responding -felt positively about Arena*Schedulingi

2. In terms of its me echanics, how effective do you th;nk the pr@gram was

~ for scheduling students? - ‘

Very effective. , - 9.3%° r

" Effective - o ' 64.7% '
. . Not very effective 20.7%
' Not éffective at all 0.0%
No response R - 5.3%

Although almost thrae—quarters of the teachers th0ugh§ that the pfa—
gram was effective, 20 7 percent did not.

; ;3§ (a) Dld you find that ysu had fewer or more pr@blems related to studEﬁt
SEhgdul;ng this fall thaﬁ in prév;aus years?

Haﬂg fewer this fsll . ‘24, 0/: - . d. .

Fewer this fall o 48.0%2 R
Same ‘as in previous gea;s L 24.0% : ’
More this fall : : oo 0.0%
Many more this fall S 1.3% .
Né respgnse ' 2:7%

had been natéd "this fall f almost onEﬂquarter Df the respgndents saw_h
no differEﬁcg from previaus years. : o )

(k). Takiﬁg the scheduling prablems éxperiénced in'June, as well as
this fall, were the total number of problems rglated to enrolment
for this year d;fferént than in the past? - . =

Many fewer this géar : 13.3%.
- - Fewer this year 53.3%
' Same as in previous years 26.7% .
More this year L 0.0%-
Many more this year . 1.3%

No response . ' T 5.3%

Q ' '
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Again, although about one-quarter of the teachers saw no difference in
the number Df prcblems, the majority thought that fever prcblems arose
"this year"

(c) Were gau able. ta make more Effest;ve usé ‘of your time in the flrst--'
week(s) of Elasses thls year -1n CﬁmparlSOﬂ with prevzous gea:s?

ves o 73.3% )
No - ' 18.77%
. No respansa T _ 8.0%

Most teachers felt that they" made more effective use of their time in
the first week(s) of "this year than previously. ‘ '
Many of the comments regarding thi% item mentioned that classes were
started sobner since first-week classes ‘tended to be . more stable than
in the past. . :

" How do gau feel generallg ‘about the phllosgphg of giving the studénts

more- ChleE ‘in thé ﬂetermlnatlan of their s:heduleﬁ’ o =Y
“Very much in favour : ) 41.3% _ L
In favour : 52.0% - ' '
"No opinion, undecided , oo 2.7%
. Opposed ’ , 4.0%
‘. Very much opposed . ' ' D;DZ 7 , :

-As can be’ Eeen, ﬁhe vast majority af teachers were in favour. of giving

students more chclce in determining their schedules.

i

' In general; bow.havé the Students reacted to the increased freedom in
‘the determination of thelr _schedules?

‘Véfy positively ST o 13,32 ,
Positively - : - 54.0% . o
Indifferent, no rEECthH 24.07 : ) o . 7 ‘
Negatively = "4.7% -
Very negatively o - 1.3%

~  No response . . o - 2.7%7 _ . e

.Tﬁe majority of teachers thought that students had reacted "Paéitively"i

r "Very -positively" to their 1n:reasad freedom but 24 percent saw the'
Students as being indlfferent,d e : .

{ i

Teathers ccmméﬂts included. descriptions af mixed student :eacticn in

- which enthusiasm varied with- the dbility to get desired courses. Other
teachers' comments included both positive and negative student reaction.’

gt
o]

=¥
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in EDmEEILSQE w;th prev;aus years, wh;fh might be attr;butable ta the

; Arena Scheduling programii
(a) Ggﬂe:al "tone" of thg school:
) Worse this ﬁear-' S 5.3%
.-No change. . . s 57.3%
~ Better this year : ’= 27.3%°
" Changed, but due to other factors 6.0%
No response ' S 4.0%
'(b) Iggidenée of diégipline pféblng; rowdyism, vandalism, etc.:
.. Worse this year _ E - 10.7%
- " No change - C - 61.37% -
Better this year ‘ 20.7%
 Changed,’ but due to athé: factors 6.0% ,
.+, No response , A . 1.3% - )
A(é):~Absenteeism;
] - Worse this'géar _ o 2.0%
) * No change o ~ L 62.7%
Better this year ' - .30.7%
‘ _Changed but dué to Dthér facto;s. 3.3% -
No redponse = . 1.3%
o (d) Nuﬁberhgf interim reports this fall:
"_ o More .this yéa: . 5.3%
: No change . . 61.3%
Fewer this year . 26.7%
Changed, but'due to other factors. 2.7%" )
No fespuﬂ,fﬁTfT B R 21 ¢ S >
(e) Classrﬂcm atmﬂsphére o
; *ﬁO%&e‘tEIS’géaf 1.3%
"~ . - No charge. 57.3%
Bétter this year’ - - v 29.3%
Changed, but due to other factors . 4.07%
. No response. : 8.0%
(£) Studéﬂt criticism of course: -
. .
fInereased this year . . - 0.0%
S _~ No change o ! "~ 60.0%
b : ' Decreased this gear : 25.37
g Changed, but due to other factafs 2.7%
" No response - 12.0%




. (g)’ WffYEtudent rapport:
Worse this year . - - 0.0%
No change _ .. -~ Eé 0% ‘ .
- -Better this year 29.3% .- ' e
"Changed, but due to other factors.1.3% =T L
' ND response. ‘ S 5-7%$;;s"“ﬂf i

With respect ~to- eagh—af’the asp ects mentigned in Questicn 6 the majority
- fﬁw,—effteachers noticed no change which. might be attributable ta the Arena
- Scheduling program. However, of the remaining teachers, more .saw positive
; changes than saw negative changes in each of the seven areas listedi

7. -(a) In gaur opinion, was the A;éna Ssbéaullng pzagram ﬂ&fth the time
wh;ch was 5§$nt 1n pregar&ng and E&frilﬂg 1t out.

Yes - - ' o 74;74

No o : . 9.3%
" 'No opinion, undegided . - ' 13,3% s

'ND respongé S 2.7%

Almost tthEﬂquarters of - the Eéachers thought the Arena Scheduling
' pragram was warth the time invested in 1t .

The -few . CDmmEntS with respect to this questiﬂn included ganeral
_ appraval ‘of the program, mention of needéd imprﬂvemeni in certain areas,
. and negaﬁive feactian by snme Etudent%- B : :

{b) Hﬂwgwauld“g@u;geigq_the advantages and &iséésaﬂtagés of the program?

'Advaﬁt%gés Qutwe}gﬁ §isadvéftéges'74;7z

Dlsadvantageg outwelgh advantagés éfDZ_ﬂ_l" ‘ ‘ oy
No, opinion, undecided - _ 20.0% . o
ND _response S B S 1,37 .oF

Again, abaut thrEEsquafters of the respgnding teachets Ehﬂught that the
advaﬁtages ‘of the program ﬂutweighéd the disadvantages Twenty percent
“had no. opinion or. were undecided, hawavef O . o :

.':l

The few: caﬁments incivded’ statements.of increased respansibility
being. valuable to-the students and of the pragram s nat really fulfilling,

its prcmise of f*eedom :
: b o= .P

 ($} Haw da yeu f=e1 ab@ut the réréntlén Qf the Rrena Séhe&ullﬁg prﬂgram?

Retain it as is R . B.DA -
Retain it with some I'évisions. 78.7% _ -
Return to.the prev1aus scheduling 9.37% - ) o
system . A :
ther : R L . .0.0%
No ‘response . 0%

b 18
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o . Responses to this question clearly indicate that-most teachers would iike
> S -EaAsee:g‘reviSEd veraiog of the Arena Scheduling pfagram retained.

8. In yaur QPlHlEﬂ; was there a tendency among the staff tD view the Arepa

O Schédullng’pragram as a "popularity contest’?.
Yes 7 ' ' 44.0%
No. : o o . 46.7%
ND response o 9. 34

If yes, how did the qtaff generally feel abﬂut this aspect @f thé pragram§>

Very negatively o 9.1
Négatively ' ' - -50.0%
Positively : : : 22.7%
Very positively ’ : 0.0%

No réSpDﬂSé - 18,22

~ The Eeachers -were evenly divided with respect to the papularity contest"

- 1ssue. Of those who respanded to the second part of _the questian most
saw the staff as -reacting negatively fathéf than POEL&IVEly to this aspect
of the pragram.

9. Do. you: favaur the use Ef Arena Sgheduling ;n schedullng for’ thg wh@lé gear
ar ane SEmEStEI at a t;méﬁ : =T : .

thle year 37.3%

One semester at a time 50.7%

L No opinion . e : 8.0%
"% .  Other e ) 1.3%
No respcﬁse ' 2.7%

.Although scmewhat more than Qne=third af the teachers- preferrad Srheduling
o £for the whole’ year, anEhalf cf the group favcured the-"One semester-at a
e ’time" -option. - : :

Teacherg comments favguring Dne semester at a time menticned the
flexibility of that system in all@wing for faiiufes,-ﬂhanges in the
students' thinking, ete. .Those favouring the wh@lEsyeaf approach
. stressed -the saving of time involved in scheduling. Dthers reserved
~judgment uﬁtil the second semestat of the present yeari— -
N -
10. Do .you feel that Arena ”Fhedullng shauld ‘be" emplayéd w1th all gfades in.
3y the ch@@l or Jjust partlcular g;ades?

i

ot : ﬁéll grades T R 3/'
' Just grades - 9, 10 & 11 - . 4. 0% .
‘ . =9, 10, 11 & 12 ' '28.0%
A ; - 10, 11§ 12 . 2.7% A
s ) -"11 § 12 S 1007% '

'No response : . - -5:.3%
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Althﬁugh many of the teachers favaured the use of Arena Scheduling in
all grades, a few teachers preferred employing it in only the more
- senior grades. (Some confusion may have existed in the response. to
this question. . Whereas some teachers may have interpreted "All grades'
to mean. the current grades of those students who would be preparing
‘their schedules for the next year (i.&., present Grade 8's, 9's, 10's
and 11's), other tedchers may have indicated their- answer in terms of
the grades students would be in next year. Thus, it seems likely that
A1l gradea" and "Grade% 9 1D liuéﬁd 12" are meant to fefer to the
same students ) . : )
Many Df the teachers -comments reitarated the exclusion of the incoming
Grade ‘8 students from Arena Scheduling and others AEﬂtiGnéd the diffi-
eulty that some of the junior students were having with Arena Scheduling.

f,

11.- D@ gau feel that- gaur presénce was nece sary durlgg thé Arena Séhédullng

SESS:’LQES?
Yes S 69.3%
“No. . T 26.7%
- . No pesponse . o 4.07 ;

“If no, who could répiagé'gﬂu?

Althéhgh the majolity of teachers Eheught that” their presenge WSS'-
ﬂegassary during Arena Scheduling, more than one- quarter did" no';

! 'Suggegtiﬁns regafding feplacemenzs included other teachers, Eenia?“-
""" ‘students or anyane whq could perform a clerk's function of writing -

down namea. : -
I .
\\

12. De. gﬂu have any SEEElflé c&mments or suggéstlans to make abaut thé
fbllawzng aspests of the Arena S&hédul;ng pragram? '

i

. (a). The' c&laured card sgstém which determ;ned :bg order in which-
. 'students entereﬂ the darena: - . : :

EE ) Some of Ehe m-fe=often mentinned comments ingluded the use of the new
gym (or larger. area) and sdmitting a whole. gfada at once; statements
that the system was reasonably fair or statements that it was very
poor and praved to be unfair to 'a number of: students

(b) Cutﬂaff pa;nts far class. en:slmént (ive., méthads of balanc;ng
class size): : . :

Wheraas Eome taachars thoﬁght that the method used was satisféctnry,'
others ‘stated’ that cut-off points must be firmly established and adhered
"'to, which was 'not the case in the first Arena Scheduling attempt. Some

teachers suggested stnpping enfalment samewhat below final maximums to
allgw for latér\schaduling af "prcblem cases.

20 . .




© 13,

we o f
.2 . =

' (c) Location of the.aréna:_ . [ :

Hany of the teachers who commented suggested that .the arena be moved to

the new gym (or a larger area), although others seemed to think the previocus
location was adequate. - Some teachers felt the- previous. location was very
poorand a few suggested that tedchers remain in. their home rooms for
scheduling. o ’ S

(d) Timgféffdag'(i_e!,,m@rning éi'aftErnaaﬁjé

'Restaﬁsés to this item were divided almost equally- between morning or
-~ afternoon’ preferances Some teachars, hawaver, suggested all-day sessio

‘(e) Time of the year:-

June was ‘the schadullng time preferfed by most of the teachers who
commented. Those favouring scheduling for each semester aften
suggestad June and January as scheduling paints.

(a) In general haw well did the stﬁdents understand” the Arena
S:heduling pragram (; e., dld theg know what to do)?_'

VErg well = o, - 1", .7 29.3% ‘ .
To some extént’. . - 55.3% . : S
Not very well at all s o 10.0%

No réépdnEE?“}: ; . - 5.3%

Althaugh most @f the tearhers thought that the’ SEUdEﬁtS understocd the
program ''To 'some -extent",  fewer than one-third of the respanding staff

members felt that the students Understood .the program Very well".

T Teacners comments seemed to confirm that some gtudents, particularly

those in. the junior grades, were confused during the scheduling process,
especially when they had to resort to alternate choices if classas were..

full.”

¥

(b). How mlght the t;alﬂlﬂg p:agram which lnfbrmed stuéents abaut Arena
Schedullﬂg be lmpraveﬁ, lf at all? '

Althcugh gome teachers thought the trainiﬁg prcgram was adequate, athars

" ‘believed students would benefit from more discussions or counselling or

perhaps by héving a "trial run': through the progedufe A few teachers
thought that. having had experience with Arena ‘cheduling once, the next

time wuuld ‘be less confusing. N -

Do y@u have any Further :cmments, suggestlmns, etc. ta make about the

Arena Scheduling program?

This question resulted in a wide - variety of responses, many  of which had
been stated or“implied in response to other questions. Comments included
many. suggested modifications to Arena Scheduling by such means as the uge
of gomputer cards instead of written 1lists, use af a largEF arena,

a
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- allowing teachers to\be more selective of students, considering pre- __
Tegistration in possibly two courses, allowing one grade into the
arena at one time, and providing nore eesietence te students heving
difficulty. " In gereiel, virtuelly all of the comments eppeared . -
basically to support the concept of ‘Arena Scheduling but suggested—— .
fthet the _program would benefit from modlficeticn and revigion. -

SUHHARY OF TEACHERS' RESPQNSES

Reepon ;to the teacher queetienneire ehcwed that the majority of -

" teachers:

' -~ felt positively about Arene Scheduling,
- thought that the program was effective for echeduling etudente,
= felt that feWer scheduling problems were experienced, and.
i'thmught ‘that more effective use of time was mede in the first week(e)

of . classes. in compariecn with prev1aue yeere : :

Also noted was chat most teechere vere in favour of giving students ,
_more .choice in determining their schedules . and thought" etudente had.. teected'

'poeitively to the.increased freedom of choice.

Althcugh the majoricy of ceechere gaw no. change in a variety cf de-
“'scriptors of the school environment, more of the remaining staff .saw im- -
prevement ‘than saw a worsening in terms of these 1ndicetcre, Almost
three-quarters of ‘the teachers thought that the- Arene Scheduling program .
was worth. the time invested in it and that its advantages outwelghed. its ;
dieedventegee, but. that it should he reteined with some revieione heving
been made. - o :

Reepcneee were divided ee to whether the staff viewed the progrem asg
populerity contest" but many of those who recognized this aspect

reacted negatively. Somewhat more teachers favoured echeduling for .one
semester at a time than for the whole year but most felt that Arena _
‘Scheduling:’ should be applied to all grades in the school. -Most téachers
also felt that their presence was necessary during the echeduling segsions.
:Many euggeeticns were offered with respect .to particular aspects of the
_-scheduling procedure and trairing program. Most téachers also thcught
that etudente underetccd .the Arena Scheduling progfem only "Tc some

8

s

/Arena Scheduling progrem However, many mcdificatione were euggested to
improve the program. Although it seems unlikely that every student will

be able. tc get all of his or her first choices, it is pfobeble that

. letting an entiﬂe,grede at once into a larger area will help to combat

' -gome of the frustration end unfairness pérceived by those students whoe. _
were last to enter the arena in the first Arena Scheduling sessions.
dﬁher suggestions for speeding up the regiecreticn process (e.g., com=—

puter cards) and avoiding needless waits in long line=ups (e.g., posting

a nctice when cleeees are full) might also be ‘quite ueeful in meking che
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-attempted at Templeton Secandary S5chool ‘next year

experience and hence find sub%equent sessiﬂns easier, many Dtharu,
particularly in the juﬁiar grades, will undgubtedly require more guldance

‘and assistance

Dther 1ssues which also merit consideration include:
-whether Sﬂheduling Should ‘be dDﬂE one semester at a time or for
the whole year, :
" =whether the number of classes or cptions should be increased, and
" -how to establish suitable cut-off points for class-size so that

~5Eudents with spec1al needs may be accammndated

In summary, Arena Scheduling was reasonably sugcessful for the first

’ attempt Since most af the-problems do not appear to be insurmountable,

it seems likaly that ‘an improved version of Arena Sahedullng will be s



