
Transitioning Middle Level Students Through a Tuition Model in  
 

Pennsylvania’s Public School System 
 
 
 
 
 
 

by  
 

Jeffrey R. Beltz 
 
 
 
 

Submitted in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
 

for the Degree of 
 

Doctor of Education  
 

in the 
 

Educational Leadership 
 

Program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

YOUNGSTOWN STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

December 2018



Transitioning Middle Level Students Through a Tuition Model in 

Pennsylvania’s Public School System

Jeffrey R. Beltz

I hereby release this dissertation to the public.  I understand that this dissertation will 
be made available from the OhioLINK ETD Center and the Maag Library Circulation 
Desk for public access.  I also authorize the University or other individuals to make 
copies of this dissertation as needed for scholarly research. 

Signature: 

Jeffrey R. Beltz, Student Date 

Approvals: 

Dr. Jane Beese, Dissertation Advisor 

Dr. Xin Liang, Committee Member Date 

Dr. Charles Vergon, Committee Member Date 

Dr. Salvatore A. Sanders, Dean of Graduate Studies Date 

ii 

Dr. Matthew Paylo, Committee Member Date 

Dr. Charles Jeffords, Committee Member Date 



iii	

Abstract 

 
This quantitative research study used seven hypotheses to detail a unique tuition model 

practice occurring within five Pennsylvania public school districts: Bryn Athyn, 

Duquesne City, Midland Borough, Saint Clair, and Wilkinsburg.  These five districts do 

not have a high school and tuition resident students to neighboring school districts to 

meet graduation requirements.  The purpose of this study was to identify middle level 

student and parent perceived similarities and differences towards transition factors prior 

to students being tuitioned to a secondary school located outside of the district.  Through 

the use of surveys, a convenience sample study was selected for the design structure.  The 

sample population (N = 108) was targeted to collect perceptual data from student (n = 54) 

and parent (n = 54) groups.  Survey items were aligned into five construct categories: 

peer interaction, access services, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety.  By 

focusing on the mean of created construct data sets, descriptive statistics measured the 

relationships between student and parent grouped variables for statistical significance (p 

< .05).  Parents generally displayed more concern for survey items and constructs than 

students recorded.  Both groups offered their highest level of concern towards academic 

rigor and teacher support constructs.  The largest concern level differences between 

student and parent groups existed within peer interaction and school safety constructs, 

which also eclipsed the statistical significance expectation and rejected two null 

hypotheses.  From these findings, recommendations for practice were illustrated to 

establish a successful transition program by addressing tuitioned families’ concerns to 

overcome perceived barriers.  
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

 
 A variety of economic and political factors have financially strained 

Pennsylvania’s K-12 public school system over the last few decades.  This research study 

condensed many of those facets together to detail the increased financial difficulties faced 

by small school districts, especially those located in southwestern Pennsylvania.  To 

remain relevant, school boards were challenged to meet budgetary challenges while 

serving in their primary role of educating resident children.  The first chapter detailed 

those barriers and discussed ways that a few small Pennsylvania school districts 

efficiently performed that function through a tuition model.   

The tuition model allowed districts to focus resources on neighborhood 

elementary schools while paying tuition to neighboring school districts to educate high 

school students.  This research study focused on gaining student and parent perceived 

fears for the transitional process as those middle level students prepared to leave the 

neighborhood school district.  Student and parent perceptions provided specific family 

concerns, or fears, to be addressed in an effective transition program to a secondary 

school located outside of the resident district.  The data collected and analyzed will allow 

administrators to better meet the needs of a unique student population, and recent 

historical developments in this region suggest that the tuition model trend will continue to 

gain momentum.  This progressive movement reinforced the importance to complete the 

given research study. 

To assist in formulating the organization of the first chapter, background 

information was provided to narrow research along with internal and external economic 
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pressures to present the problem statement and purpose of the study.  Research questions 

were illustrated to address the problem statement.  Through the use of surveys for data 

collection, a quantitative, convenience sample research design was created.  Statistical 

analysis produced information for the significance of the study, and statements detailed 

the importance of adding the newly found student transitional information into the 

research pool.  Limitations, assumptions, and defined terms for the study were produced 

for clarity to conclude the first chapter. 

Background 

 The nation’s public K-12 education system has seen a variety of reform 

movements to address the leveling of student access over the past 50 years.  Federal 

initiatives began with President Lyndon B. Johnson signing into law the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, and that legislation focused on providing equitable 

educational services for all students.  Individual states continued to address a firm 

understanding of the legislation through court rulings to establish acceptable practices 

(Bowden, 2009; Chingos, 2010; Cogswell, 2009).  The emphasis of state rule increased 

over the next few decades; however, President George W. Bush reauthorized the 1965 

federal law with the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 legislative addendum.  At that 

point, stricter limitations and expectations were placed on states to uphold accountability 

and access criteria for all children.  President Barack Obama placed his emphasis on the 

accessibility movement through the Every Student Succeeds Act of 2015.  Once again, 

the goal was to provide all students with the ability to receive a quality education, and 

states were guided towards strengthening evaluation and accountability systems for 

determining whether school districts were adequately performing this function. 
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 The federal government also established the Individuals with Disabilities Act 

(IDEA) of 2004 and the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (2010) to assist with 

service access to children and adults.  IDEA (2004) addressed students with identified 

needs through disability considerations, and the Affordable Care Act (2010) lobbied for 

all Americans to have access to quality, affordable healthcare.  Both legislative actions 

had an effect on students and schools, and all of the prescribed federal legislative activity 

came at a substantial monetary cost too.  However, the federal government was not 

absent in initial efforts to financially assist.  President Obama bestowed a $4 billion Race 

to the Top grant initiative to assist with school reform efforts during his tenure (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2013).  Yet, intermittent federal boosts of monetary income did 

not adequately fund individual school district needs, and federal contributions remained 

the smallest contributor towards local school district budgets throughout the nation 

(Himes & Barrick, 2015).  States and local tax funding sources absorbed the burden of 

federal initiatives (Carr-Chellman & Marsh, 2009; Pennsylvania Department of 

Education [PDE], 2015a). 

While federal dollars were minimized in local communities, families needed more 

financial support in difficult economic times.  Over 50% of the nation’s total student 

population qualified for free school meal programs, and that number equated to more 

than 30 million students since 2012 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2017).  In 2016, 

Pennsylvania alone qualified over a million students into the program (PDE, 2015a).  

Pennsylvania’s challenges continued to mount through growing student needs coupled 

with minimal federal contributions.  By 2010, Pennsylvania school budgets only received 

an average of 10% of funding from federal sources (Himes & Barrick, 2015).  State 
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funding contributed an average of 35% towards district budgets (Pennsylvania 

Department of Education [PDE], 2015c); hence, the burden of balancing school district 

budgets remained at the local, community level in Pennsylvania (Carr-Chellman & 

Marsh, 2009; PDE, 2015a).   

The financial pressures associated with limited funded mandates and strict budget 

parameters highlighted Pennsylvania’s antiquated school funding system (Dady, 2010; 

Quinn & Steinberg, 2015).  Local revenue was primarily supplied through property taxes 

(PDE, 2015c).  As assessment values were the focal point for revenue streams, land and 

building owners absorbed the tax burden at unequal amounts.  Pennsylvania did not have 

an established reassessment law, and counties were left to regulate assessment 

procedures.  Some counties have not reassessed properties in decades (Montari & 

Weaver, 2007; Weber et al., 2010).  Thus, the inconsistencies in the practices maintained 

by the state’s counties further exasperated the inequality in taxation issue.  By not 

providing a consistent statewide property tax reassessment practice, many counties 

placed a higher tax burden on those families who elected to build new homes (Montari & 

Weaver, 2007; Weber et al., 2010).  Those new home values were placed on county tax 

records at current market values, which placed an unequal burden on those with newly 

built homes.  With local property taxes making up the majority of school district budgets, 

questions regarding the equity of this taxation practice gained public attention and placed 

school districts under more budgetary scrutiny (Superville, 2014).  

Pennsylvania school districts also had monetary challenges associated with 

soaring retirement costs and healthcare obligations (Patient Protection and Affordable 

Care Act, 2010; Pennsylvania School Employees’ Retirement System [PSERS], 2013, 
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2016).  In 2010, school districts contributed 5% towards the Pennsylvania School 

Employees’ Retirement System; however, only six years later, the districts were 

mandated to contribute 30% towards retirement benefits (PSERS, 2016).  Employee 

healthcare benefits saw dramatic increases as well, and the Affordable Care Act (2010) 

required districts to provide coverage to a wider scope of employees.  These additional 

costs were difficult for schools to absorb.  The Pennsylvania Taxpayer Relief Act (Act 1) 

of 2006 also limited districts from raising taxes above prescribed levels without a voter 

referendum taking place.  Act 1 (2006) legislation did contain increase allowances for 

certain employee benefit exceptions noted herein.  However, even modest tax millage 

increases appeared negatively to community stakeholders (Brown, 2014).  This was 

especially important to many small southwestern Pennsylvania towns and school districts 

where student populations have been steadily decreasing over the past few decades 

(Beaver Valley Intermediate Unit [BVIU], 2015; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010, 2013). 

With fewer students, uncontrollable rising costs, and a limited tax base structure, 

the economic stratification escalated in small town areas from decades of financial 

downturn (Niederberger, 2014).  The steel industry demise made it difficult for 

southwestern Pennsylvania towns to maintain a middle class community (Polke, 2015; 

Smydo, 2007).  Median household income levels were less than half regional and 

national averages, and the residing school districts had a high percentage of students 

enrolled in free meal programs (PDE, 2015a; Pennsylvania School Performance Profile 

[SPP], 2014; U.S Census Bureau, 2015; U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2016).  The 

schools also qualified for federal Title I programs to increase efforts to raise student 

achievement levels in math and reading content areas for disadvantaged students (U.S. 
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Department of Education, 2015).  Many of these schools did not perform adequately 

within Pennsylvania’s school rating system either (SPP, 2014).  If desired, students did 

have the opportunity to voucher out of neighborhood schools and into charter schools, but 

this remained an unfamiliar practice to most families, even 20 years after the law was 

established (Pennsylvania Charter School Law, 1997). 

While Pennsylvania Charter School Law (1997) allowed students to opt for 

tuition vouchers and local transportation to charter schools, students who were most 

likely to depart from low performing neighborhood schools were those students with 

highly educated parents (Kennedy, 2012; Zimmer et al., 2009).  Educated parents 

coincided with loftier salaries and higher academic achieving students (Okpala, Okpala, 

& Smith, 2010).  The intentions of offering an opportunity to voucher students into 

higher performing schools was well intended in design, but resegregation of demographic 

trends surfaced in its actual practice as families tended to self-segregate (Garcia, 2008; 

Kennedy, 2012; Wilkinson & Pratt-Dawsey, 2016; Zimmer et al., 2009).  Most research 

targeted students who vouchered away from the home district while limited research 

detailed the effects left on resident school districts as higher performing peers opted for 

charter schools outside the district (Mathis & Welner, 2016; Zimmer et al., 2009).  

School choice reforms needed refinements to meet diversity objectives too (Garcia, 2008; 

Mathis & Welner, 2016). 

A variety of uncontrollable internal and external threats challenged Pennsylvania 

school district budgets (Abraham, 2011; Fontaine, 2010; Hartman & Shrom, 2014; 

PSERS, 2013, 2016).  Proud communities fought to keep neighborhood schools relevant 

in areas of foregone industrial wealth, but the local economy and taxpayers were unable 
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to financially fulfill that obligation (Brown, 2014; Montari & Weaver, 2007).  There was 

no ability to create additional tax revenue by virtue of new homes being built either.  

Families were not going to pay unequal and higher property taxes for suffering schools 

and community environments; thus, they elected to build in trendy areas that afforded 

their children vibrant possibilities.  Hence, downtrodden school boards faced escalating 

issues associated with maintaining reliable tax revenue, having decreased student 

enrollments, and securing infrastructure and aesthetics for aging school buildings (Baker 

& Levin, 2014; Hallenbeck, 2012; Weber et al., 2010).  School boards had to find a 

remedy as unparalleled challenges continued to mount (Price, Herzenberg, Brandon, & 

Herzenberg, 2012).   

In 2015, Pennsylvania had 500 school districts located across the state, and each 

school district was a separate governing entity.  Counties did not preside over individual 

school districts.  Per Article III of the Pennsylvania School Code (1949), districts were 

governed by school boards comprised of nine community members who were voted into 

those positions during regular election voting sessions.  These board positions did not 

carry any salary or monetary benefits along with them.  However, the satisfaction 

associated with given positions entailed community pride in an authoritative post to aid in 

the betterment of the neighborhood school system (Faust, 1976; Hayek, 2013; Howley, 

1996).  Board members enjoyed the local control philosophy (S. D. Tanner, personal 

communication, May 5, 2015), as traditions and values surfaced in many aspects of the 

neighborhood schools.  However, once proud districts fought to remain relevant while 

financial issues escalated (Pennsylvania Department of Education [PDE], 2015a; PSERS 

2013, 2016).  Not only did student achievement suffer in poor economic climates (SPP, 
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2014), but many physical buildings suffered too.  Infrastructure construction costs 

compounded as regular maintenance procedures were bypassed with condensed annual 

budgets (Abraham, 2011; Keller & Hartman, 2001).  Preventative maintenance plans 

were surpassed with reactionary maintenance practices. 

School consolidation and mergers became the topic of discussion as financial 

pressures reached very uncomfortable levels.  However, due to the nature of local school 

board control, these occurred on very rare occasions in Pennsylvania (David, 2007, 2009; 

Faust, 1976; Hallenbeck, 2012; Weber et al., 2010).  Consolidation efforts did exist in 

districts where one school board controlled multiple school buildings, so it was 

customary to see consolidation efforts to minimize the number of local schools within the 

same district.  Yet, that still did not occur without public outcry in many instances 

(Morikis, 2010; Palmer, 2010; Reisenweber, 2012).  To consider merging two separate 

school districts into one district was a huge challenge, and only one such voluntary 

merger took place in Pennsylvania in over 30 years (David, 2007, 2009; Pennsylvania 

School Boards Association, Education, Research, and Policy Center, 2009).  Consider the 

extenuating factors that school boards and superintendents did not want to forgo their 

positions and lose local control (Faust, 1976; Hallenbeck, 2012; Weber et al., 2010).  

Thus, school boards and administrators sought methods to educate their students in an 

optimal manner while securing the school district entity, and a tuition model concept for 

educating secondary students was formulated (Duquesne City School District, 2015; 

Polke, 2015; Rose, 2015; Schaeffer, 2015; Smydo, 2007).  Tuitioning students meant that 

the resident school district only educated students through Grades K-6 or K-8 within the 

district.  Then, the resident school district paid tuition to a neighboring school district for 
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those students to complete secondary school requirements and graduate from the 

accepting high school.   

Five Pennsylvania school districts of Bryn Athyn, Duquesne City, Midland 

Borough, Saint Clair, and Wilkinsburg opted for tuitioning secondary students to other 

districts to complete graduation requirements, and three of those districts were located 

within 50 miles of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania (Rose, 2015; Schaeffer, 2015; Smydo, 2007; 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  This recent trend allowed financially distressed districts the 

opportunity to reinvest waning monetary resources towards neighborhood elementary 

schools while high school students were tuitioned outside of the resident district.  

Elementary students encompassed a lower per student cost associated with educating 

them, so districts immediately saved revenue through outsourcing secondary students 

(PDE, 2016b).  By negotiating the tuition agreements in an era when financial resources 

were scarce for all districts, the small school districts were able to secure lower tuition 

rates than those amounts being spent on students within resident schools (PDE, 2016b; 

Rose, 2015).  Furthermore, the tuitioned secondary students were offered more expansive 

curricular and co-curricular programs at their new schools.  Through student engagement 

opportunities, students were afforded a better learning environment to maximize student 

achievement (Hallenbeck, 2012; Larson, 2011), and student diversity improved at the 

new schools as well (Anderson, 2011; Stewart, 2011).   

Tuitioned secondary students were afforded a better academic experience while 

the resident school districts also seized capital funds through the tuition model.  Elements 

of efficiency, equity, and access for all were present by tuitioning students into 

neighboring school districts.  The success of that practice suggested that future tuition 
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agreements would be considered in other districts too.  No political positions were lost in 

the home school districts, neighborhood elementary schools became more relevant in 

downtrodden communities, and secondary tuitioned students were offered an education 

with expansive curricular and co-curricular options.  Perhaps the tuition model will be 

seen as a viable option as more and more districts opt for the model with documented 

success.  Thus, attention needed to turn towards the population of students being 

tuitioned away from neighborhood secondary schools.  Their unique transitional 

experience occurring during critical middle level years was absent from research pools.  

A study was needed to detail factors and concerns for this rare population of students, 

especially as the tuition practice has gained popularity in the last decade (Rose, 2015; 

Schaeffer, 2005; Smydo, 2007).  

Statement of the Problem 

The focus of this research study was to provide perceived response data for the 

students being tuitioned in the three southwestern Pennsylvania school districts of 

Duquesne, Midland, and Wilkinsburg.  While Duquesne and Wilkinsburg tuitioned 

students outside the district at the conclusion of Grade 6, Midland tuitioned students after 

Grade 8 (Duquesne City School District, 2015; Polke, 2015; Rose, 2015; Schaeffer, 2015; 

Smydo, 2007).  These students experienced a transitional process that was unlike the vast 

majority of other students across the state.  With the transition process from elementary 

to secondary schooling being one of the most highly researched educational topics, the 

traditional transition of students naturally matriculating through grade levels within one 

school district system dominated research (Gauchat, 2010; McGee, 2009; Rappa, 2012; 

Wesley, 2001).  Another popular researched transition topic included students who 
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elected to attend a charter, parochial, or specialized school located outside of their home 

district (Kerns, 2014; Ozek, 2010; Stoddard, 2012).  Neither of those two researched 

transition topics exemplified the rare transitional experience garnered by the population 

of students leaving Duquesne, Midland, and Wilkinsburg; thus, targeting those districts 

yielded insight from a population of students and parents that was absent from research.   

This absent transitional data for tuitioned students is important to add into the 

pool of research due to the recent developments in southwestern Pennsylvania regarding 

districts opting for the tuition model (Duquesne City School District, 2015; Polke, 2015; 

Rose, 2015; Schaeffer, 2015; Smydo, 2007).  By identifying family concerns before 

students are tuitioned out of the local district, school officials are afforded information 

that can assist in developing future transitional programs specific for similar populations.  

These transition programs can be designed to curb perceived or authentic transitional 

barriers identified by students while still residing in resident elementary schools.  It is 

reasonable to conclude that similar tuition practices will increase in Pennsylvania as 

districts continue to face financial hardships coupled with decreasing student enrollment 

figures (BVIU, 2015; PDE, 2015a; Pennsylvania Charter School Law, 1997; PSERS 

2013, 2016). 

Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this study was to identify middle level student and parent 

perceived similarities and differences towards transition factors prior to students being 

tuitioned to a secondary school located outside of the district, so administrators can be 

afforded the opportunity to create a successful transition program by addressing families’ 

levels of concern to overcome perceived barriers.  Prior research provided framework for 
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contributing, or inhibiting, success factors regarding student transitions (Anderson, 2012; 

Hallenbeck, 2012; Kerns, 2014; Larson, 2011; Sias, 2008; Stoddard, 2012), and those 

factors were examined through the use of survey instruments with students and parents.  

Through the use of surveys, a convenience sample, quantitative research design was 

selected to measure student and parent concerns towards peer interaction, service access, 

teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety (Anderson, 2012; Hallenbeck, 2012; 

Kerns, 2014; Larson, 2011; Sias, 2008; Stoddard, 2012). 

The study was performed while students were enrolled and present in their 

resident, middle level classrooms, Grade 6 or Grade 8.  The students had not been 

transitioned away from the resident school district at this point; thus, research pertained 

to student and parent concern levels prior to having an interactive schooling experience at 

the accepting secondary school.  This was believed to offer more authentic levels of 

concern for data analysis.  It was also a popular practice used in many research studies 

for comparison with traditional K-12 transitions that took place within one school district 

system (Gauchat, 2010; McGee, 2009; Rappa, 2012; Wesley, 2001).   

Seven research questions were formulated for the research study, which were 

derived from a review of literature (Anderson, 2012; Hallenbeck, 2012; Kerns, 2014; 

Larson, 2011; Sias, 2008; Stoddard, 2012).  The same questions were organized into 

hypotheses and null hypotheses for group measurements.  The following were the seven 

research questions identified and analyzed within the dissertation study: 

1. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside of 

the resident district? 
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2. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

school service access when students are tuitioned to a secondary school 

outside of the resident district? 

3. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

access to teacher support when students are tuitioned to a secondary school 

outside of the resident district? 

4. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside of 

the resident district? 

5. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

school safety when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the 

resident district? 

6. Are there differences between student and parent perceptions for each school?  

7. Are there differences among students in two grades? 

Significance of the Study 

Through the use of surveys for data collection, a quantitative research design 

(Asaad, Melewar, & Cohen, 2015; Hamid, 2008; Warsame, 2011) was selected for a 

convenience sample population (Hoekstra, 2014; Piotrowski, 2015) to identify factors 

perceived to be a concern by students and parents before students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school located outside of their resident school district.  Once completed, 

administrators will be provided with critical information to assist in developing an 

authentic, research-based transition program for student success.  This was performed by 

classifying transition research into five construct categories of peer interaction, service 
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access, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety for middle level students 

(Anderson, 2012; Hallenbeck, 2012; Kerns, 2014; Larson, 2011; Sias, 2008; Stoddard, 

2012).  By using previous research to identify students’ transitional factors, the current 

research study was afforded the opportunity to evaluate similarities, or differences, from 

that research performed with this unique population of tuitioned students.   

Surveys were provided to students and parents to collect their perceived levels of 

concern for construct items in a Likert scale response format (Ekanem, 2013; Likert, 

1932; McLeod, 2008).  Then, grouped means and variables were compared through 

descriptive statistics (Clark, 2012; Coleman, Atkinson, & Waduge, 2015; Hughes, 2010; 

Sutton, 2013; Warachan, 2011).  Descriptive statistics allowed the researcher the ability 

to weigh the relationships between student and parent grouped variables through 

statistical analysis and calculating formulas for statistical significance.  This comparison 

practice offered consistency founded within prior research for a new population of 

students transitioning from middle level grades into secondary schooling.  Thus, a 

reliable data collection process and analyzation was confirmed for a new transition model 

of students who were being tuitioned away from their resident district.  The consistency 

in process allowed the new information obtained from the uniquely tuitioned population 

of students to be accurately portrayed, and the collected data offered a voice for tuitioned 

students into modern research.  It also offered administrators insight into perceived 

transitional barriers before the tuition process took place, and future transitional programs 

could use this information to assist in developing programs that meet the needs of 

families to accurately depict forthcoming transitional barriers.   
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Limitations and Delimitations 

Limitations for the study included factors that the researcher did not control.  It 

was assumed that students and parents were completely honest with their survey 

responses; however, the researcher could not guarantee respondent honesty.  Another 

limitation involved a concern over the respondent participation rate.  An invitation to 

participate, consent form, and a parent survey were given to all students to deliver home 

to parents.  Signed parental consent was needed for students to participate in the survey; 

thus, documents needed to go back and forth from school to home with the students.  

Considering that there was limited parental communication about the study, there was 

concern over the number of subjects that would be willing to take part in the research 

study.  However, the participating school districts greatly assisted with retrieving 

documents from parents, and the schools also returned an equal number of completed 

parent and student surveys.  Both achieved acceptable power expectations for reliability 

(Brant, n.d.; Cohen, 1988, 1992; Lipsey, 1990), and no lapses existed for unequal group 

sizes or possible generalization errors (Testa, 2010). 

Delimitations included aspects of the study, which the researcher was able to 

manage.  Respondent data were collected after students completed 50% of their final year 

of schooling within the resident school district.  A convenience sample selection was 

detailed to invite survey responses from all middle level students and parents in 

southwestern Pennsylvania who were facing an upcoming transition through a tuition 

model.  Three public school districts located within 50 miles of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

maintained a tuition model for secondary students, and those three school districts were 

invited to participate in the research survey for students and parents.  By collecting data 
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prior to student departure from the home school district, it was assumed that the collected 

data provided the most accurate perceived levels of concern towards developed 

constructs.   

Student and parent survey responses were selected for group data comparisons, 

but individual student and parent surveys were not coded together, which may have 

resulted in nested effects of group comparison (Stockburger, 1996).  By selecting group 

data for comparison, assumptions were concluded that the student and parent groups were 

independent from one another (Barany, 2003; Whitley & Ball, 2002), and differences 

existed between the two groups being measured (Barany, 2003).  Also, dependent 

variables were assumed to be normally distributed with similar variance in both groups 

(Whitley & Ball, 2002). 

Definition of Terms 

Academic rigor - was the level of difficulty prescribed through high academic 

standards that made courses and classes challenging for students (Bowers & Powers, 

2009; Hughes, 2010). 

Concern - identified amounts of anxiousness towards perceived transitional 

elements contained within surveys.  Respondents were asked to consider five varying 

levels of concern to answer survey questions in a Likert scale format (Ekanem, 2013; 

Likert, 1932; McLeod, 2008). 

Constructs - were developed and grouped into five categories based on prior 

student transition research.  Synonymously used with the term factors in this study, 

constructs collected unobservable feelings, or levels of concern, towards five targeted 
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transitional subtopics on survey instruments for measurements (Enfield & Nathaniel, 

2013; Wang & Degol, 2016). 

High stakes tests - encompassed students completing the Pennsylvania System of 

School Assessment (PSSA) in Grades 7-8 for language arts and math.  Grade 8 students 

also completed the science PSSA.  High school students performed end of course 

Keystone Exams in algebra, biology, and English composition, and those assessments 

were typically completed in Grade 9 and Grade 10 (Pennsylvania Department of 

Education [PDE], 2015d).  

K-6, K-8, and K-12 - were labels to denote kindergarten (K) and student grade 

levels (6, 8, and 12) held by a given building or school district.  For example, the 

abbreviation K-8 signified that the school entity encompassed kindergarten through 

Grade 8 students, which tallied nine grade levels.  

Middle level grades - encompassed students enrolled in Grade 6 through Grade 8. 

Parent - was the legal guardian representing the student participating in the 

research study.  Regardless of the relationship to the child, the student’s guardian was 

considered to be the adult whom the student resided with, and the guardian was labeled 

synonymously with parent throughout the study.  One legal guardian per student was 

invited to complete the parent survey. 

Peer interaction - involved student desires to belong and their ability to build 

positive peer relationships upon entering the new school.  This identified the aspiration 

for a harmonious fit and creation of new student relationships to be formed (Gauchat, 

2010; McGee, 2009). 
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Pennsylvania School Performance Profile (SPP) - was Pennsylvania’s state report 

card mechanism for rating public schools in 2013-14.  Each established public school 

building received a numeric score of 0-100.  The higher the numeric score, the better the 

performance rating (Pennsylvania School Performance Profile [SPP], 2014). 

Perceptions - issued the possibility of varying student and parental viewpoints for 

the importance of transitional factors and potential barriers established through research 

(Cauley & Jovanovich, 2006; Falbo, Lein, & Amador, 2001; Smith, 2007). 

Resident school district - was the location where Pennsylvania students lived, 

which also determined the public school district for students’ attendance.  This was also 

known as the home school district. 

School board (board) - per Article III of the Pennsylvania School Code (1949), 

public school districts’ governing bodies comprised of nine community members who 

were voted into the positions during regular election voting sessions.  No compensation 

was attached to these elected positions. 

School safety - entailed students’ mental and physical comfort expectations from a 

variety of aspects associated with attending a new secondary campus.  The new building 

layout, travel, and adolescent bullying and fighting were considered for this construct 

(Akos & Galassi, 2004; Kennedy, 2012; Mizelle & Irwin, 2000). 

Service access - as an established distance barrier for students who left 

neighborhood schools and had direct consequences for accessing curricular assistance 

and needed school services.  The distance traveled between locations also inhibited co-

curricular experiences (Anderson, 2012; Ekanem, 2013; Sias, 2008). 
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Teacher support - focused on students’ ability to build new, trusting relationships 

with new teachers for reliability and consistency towards academic and social success 

(Hallenbeck, 2012; Larson, 2011). 

Tuition Model - identified the process where the resident school district paid for 

students to attend another secondary school located outside of their home school district.  

This tuition model practice was achieved through a negotiated contract established 

between the sending and accepting school districts which prescribed the per student cost 

paid by the resident school district for educational services at the receiving school. 

Tuitioned - Used as a verb in instances to identify those specific students enrolled 

in a school through a tuition model.  Tuitioned students were targeted as the convenience 

sample population for the research study. 

Summary 

 While efficiency, equity, and access elements within public school systems have 

been debated topics for generations across the nation, Pennsylvania’s trends surrounded 

varying levels of funding, unequal tax burdens, economic stratification of classes, and 

student achievement accountability within the public school landscape.  Wealthy 

neighborhoods and families absorbed heavier, local tax obligations, and their children 

were provided with optimal public schooling opportunities.  This wealth gap continued to 

widen as federal and state monetary contributions decreased to local school districts; 

thus, school districts were forced to raise local property taxes to balance budgets and 

remain relevant.  The wealthier communities tolerated this practice while the poorer 

neighborhoods suffered.  Additional issues surfaced due to the lack of state regulations 

regarding property reassessment practices.  Gone were the prosperous days of 
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southwestern Pennsylvania’s industrial small towns, and local schools felt the 

community’s economic demise too.  Southwestern Pennsylvania’s middle class 

diminished in many areas, which accelerated an economic, social stratification of classes 

that even the charter school (1997) voucher system did not remedy. 

 To remain relevant, school districts were forced to discover cost savings 

mechanisms, and one attempt included a tuition model concept.  The three small 

southwestern Pennsylvania school districts of Duquesne, Midland, and Wilkinsburg 

practiced a tuition model during the 2016-17 school year, where secondary students were 

tuitioned into nearby high schools.  This allowed the resident school districts to refocus 

resources on neighborhood elementary schools while offering expansive opportunities to 

secondary students outside the neighborhood.  The accepting school districts saw 

immediate benefits associated with monetary tuition payments and student diversity.  

Arguments for leveling characteristics of educational efficiency, equity, and access were 

generated through tuition agreements.  Both school districts benefited from the costs 

associated with educating students while offering enriched program environments. 

 With many positive benefits established to promote future cooperative tuition 

agreements made between school districts, it was extremely important to provide 

information detailing student transitions from the resident school district to the accepting 

school district setting.  Identifying student and parent perceptions related to this 

transitional experience offered important data.  A convenience sample of students and 

parents provided insight via survey responses (Campbell, 1955; Spreen, 1992; Zhen et al., 

2006).  Through identified constructs, levels of concern for student and parent groups 

were analyzed through the use of mean scores for group comparison and descriptive 
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statistics (Ganzert, 2012; Thomas, 2012; Turner, 2013; Warsame, 2011).  By including 

descriptive statistics, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences software assisted 

with the statistical analysis (Clark, 2012; Coleman et al., 2015; Hughes, 2010; Sutton, 

2013; Warachan, 2011).  Discovered themes provided new research for a growing trend 

of tuitioned students within southwestern Pennsylvania.  The addition of this information 

was provided to assist public school officials with an opportunity to build comprehensive 

transition programs for tuitioned students prior to students leaving the resident school 

district. 
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Chapter II 

Literature Review 

 This chapter of research viewed national and statewide educational trends, 

funding, and political parameters in an attempt to create an efficient public school system 

that fostered equity and access for all children (No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

[NCLB], 2003).  Beginning with a wide scope of literature, the information detailed a 

themed trail to resolve social stratification issues associated with location of residence 

(NCLB, 2003; Pennsylvania School Code, 1997).  To coincide, minimal legislative 

accomplishments were established to resolve unequal funding distributions and tax 

burdens at the federal, state, and local levels (Carr-Chellman & Marsh, 2009; Himes & 

Barrick, 2015; Pennsylvania Department of Education [PDE], 2015a).  With a focus on 

student achievement, engagement, and access opportunities, school choice initiatives 

attempted to offer options that neighborhood schools failed to make available 

(McKelvey, 2013; NCLB, 2003; Robinson, 2006).  Yet, funding developments remained 

in question, especially at the state level in Pennsylvania (Brown, 2014). 

Rooted in an antiquated state educational funding system that has been primarily 

based on local wealth considerations (Dady, 2010; Quinn & Steinberg, 2015), 

Pennsylvania school districts have faced uncommon financial burdens in recent years 

associated with employee benefits (Pennsylvania Public School Employees’ Retirement 

System [PSERS], 2013, 2016), special education, and charter school payments 

(Pennsylvania Department of Education [PDE], 2015b).  The financial strains have 

surfaced in coordination with state legislative enactments that also limited the authority 

of local school boards to raise taxes (Pennsylvania Taxpayer Relief Act [Act 1], 2006).  
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To complicate matters in the southwestern region of Pennsylvania, student enrollment 

figures have been declining in numerous school districts since the 1970s (Beaver Valley 

Intermediate Unit [BVIU], 2015), especially in locations where steel mills have closed 

and industries have waned.  Beaver County once serviced a K-12 student population of 

48,000 students in 1971.  Other than some moderate leveling in the 1990s, the student 

population has consistently declined to 22,000 in 2015 (BVIU, 2015). 

 With minimal consolidation, redistricting, and merger efforts made throughout 

Pennsylvania due to a variety of economic, political, and social issues (Hallenbeck, 2012; 

Weber et al., 2010), three school districts started a practice of tuitioning their secondary 

students to nearby high schools.  This practice allowed school districts to keep 

elementary students in the neighborhood schools, while offering expansive curricular and 

co-curricular programs to secondary students.  Beginning in the 2016-17 school year, the 

Pittsburgh region had Midland Borough, Duquesne City, and Wilkinsburg School District 

tuitioning secondary students outside of their home, resident school district to attend 

neighboring high schools located in separate districts.  Transitioning these students was 

the focus of this research.  While much of the research compiled to date discussed normal 

matriculation transitions within the same school system or to an institution of family 

choice (Gauchat, 2010; McGee, 2009; Wesley, 2001), research benefited from an 

investigation of the tuition option to add insight and assist in improving the transitional 

process for students into accepting secondary schools through a tuition model. 

Federal Initiatives and National Trends in Public Education 

 Pennsylvania was not unique in identifying adequacy and funding challenges 

facing the state’s public education system (Baker & Levin, 2014).  Many other states 
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have faced similar issues based on funding resources, school choice, declining 

enrollments, and student achievement measurements too.  While the federal government 

has taken a broad approach to solidifying legislative action with regards to education, 

those considerations have had lasting effects on public education trends and expenditures.  

In the modern era of educational reform, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 

1965 signed into law by President Lyndon B. Johnson focused on providing educational 

service access for all students.  George W. Bush reauthorized the law into the No Child 

Left Behind Act of 2001 legislative addendum; however, President Obama’s Every 

Student Succeeds Act of 2015 was the latest edition of educational changes.  Over time, 

the federal government slowly moved accountability authority back towards the 

individual states.  The theme of local control within education has historically taken 

precedence.  Whether that occurred due to the limited amount of federal funding (Himes 

& Barrick, 2015) as opposed to state and local funding (Carr-Chellman & Marsh, 2009; 

PDE, 2015a) to schools was one primary conclusion drawn as a viewpoint from those in 

Pennsylvania.  

 While adequate funding will always be the focal point in providing education 

nationwide, maintaining public education resources has been an increasingly difficult 

task in Pennsylvania.  Other states have devised a funding formula to properly fund K-12 

and postsecondary education, and unseen funding amounts have surfaced from the federal 

government too.  President Obama’s administration offered substantial grants in a three 

phase cycle to states where federal educational reform initiatives were sought.  Even 

though the federal government pushed out over $4 billion in the second phase of Race to 

the Top grants in 2010, the disparity for the nine states awarded funding ranged from 
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$700 million in New York and Florida to $75 million in Rhode Island and Hawaii, 

respectively.  Through all three phases, 23 states were awarded, and Pennsylvania 

received over $40 million in the third phase of the funding (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2013).  To qualify for the grant, states provided a plan for educational reform.  

However, a new teacher and principal evaluation system linked to standardized test 

scores highlighted this funding initiative.  Couple that mandate with the desire to embed 

the federal government’s common core principles into state curriculum, and it was 

quickly noticed how community members felt that control was escaping the state and 

local school districts.  However, federal funding has typically coincided with national 

initiatives.  Pennsylvania’s acceptance of $40 million officially linked the state to 

national guidelines. 

  While the federal government has promoted global concepts and offered 

additional revenue for educational reform, individual states have been continually 

challenged to provide students with a relevant, cost-effective education.  Studies have 

concluded that proper allocation of educational resources have been established in states 

like Illinois through the use of Kruskal-Wallis tests (McKelvey, 2013) and the Florida 

Education Finance Program, where results yielded a high level of equity for the available 

funding (Bowden, 2009).  The Ohio Open Enrollment Task Force (2013) made 

recommendations to Ohio’s Department of Education on process and funding of open 

enrollment to assist in the effectiveness of the statewide initiative that was most recently 

expanded in 1998.  All of these efforts continued to address funding formulas while 

providing students with an equitable academic setting. 
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Some states have opted to streamline resources by addressing varying population 

trends and low student enrollments.  Nebraska enacted legislation to promote school 

consolidation in 1997.  Cogswell (2009) studied 52 of Nebraska’s small school districts 

since the legislation was established, and Cogswell (2009) identified that per pupil cost 

rates were significantly higher in small districts.  Perhaps, more stringent consolidation 

legislation was needed beyond initial efforts to realize monetary benefits.  Nebraska 

began the positive financial process of consolidation, but legislative refinements were 

needed to curb the financial burden of small districts placed on the state.  As states 

continued to spend enormous amounts of money on education, legislation critically 

measured and questioned facets of efficiency, equity, and access for students.  

Effectiveness of Pennsylvania’s K-12 Public Schools 

Pennsylvania school districts have increasingly been challenged to meet state and 

federal mandates while funding formulas (Baker & Levin, 2014; Dady, 2010) and 

taxation (Pennsylvania Department of Education [PDE], 2015c) expectations have 

strained property owners and legislatures alike within the Commonwealth.  Recent trends 

of soaring retirement increases of 11%, 16%, and 20% in consecutive years have crippled 

school district budgets through mandated payment obligations, while employee 

contribution rates remained around 7% (PSERS, 2013, 2016).  Charter school tuition 

payments (PDE, 2015b) and consumable commodities such as transportation fuel costs 

(U.S. Department of Energy [DOE], 2015) have also constricted budgets with added 

monetary expenditures in recent years.  In 2009, diesel costs were $2 per gallon, and that 

cost rose to over $4 per gallon in 2013 (DOE, 2015).  Yet, the Pennsylvania Taxpayer 
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Relief Act, Special Session 1 [Act 1] of 2006 placed limitations on school boards for 

annual taxation increases without a voter referendum taking place.   

In Pennsylvania’s southwestern region, many school districts faced additional 

monetary setbacks associated with declining student enrollments (BVIU, 2015; Polke, 

2015; Smydo, 2007), which has had a moderately negative effect on state reimbursement 

funding (PDE, 2015c).  The combination of decreasing enrollments, an antiquated 

funding source, and rising costs have caused districts to explore alternative methods for 

operating an efficient school system while serving in their primary role of educating 

resident children (Dady, 2010; Superville, 2014).  

Public schools in Pennsylvania were funded in three levels.  The first two levels 

included federal programs and state reimbursement formulas that encompassed elements 

of community wealth (Dady, 2010), and the third revenue source was primarily driven by 

local property taxation (Carr-Chellman & Marsh, 2009).  A small percentage of locally 

earned personal income taxation was also added to district revenue, and this amount 

equated to sharing residents’ 1% to 3% of salaries between the local municipality and 

school district (Pennsylvania Local Tax Enabling Act [Act 32], 2008).  The federal 

resource was the smallest contributor, which was approximately 10% of districts’ budgets 

in 2010 (Himes & Barrick, 2015), and those monetary contributions usually targeted 

areas of need associated with disadvantaged students, academic achievement, 

intervention, prevention, and professional development programs (NCLB, 2003).  

Pennsylvania’s state contribution accounted for roughly 35% of school budgets in 2010, 

and it was associated to local wealth measured with market value for properties, personal 

income aid ratios, and student enrollment (PDE, 2015c).  State and federal contributions 
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varied greatly for independent school districts through wealth measurements (Quinn & 

Steinberg, 2015).  Local municipalities covered the remaining budget amounts needed 

through local taxation of property and earned income.  Thus, local sources supplied 

schools with an average of 55% of their annual revenue.  Pennsylvania legislatures have 

continually decreased the state’s percentage share of funding to K-12 schools since 1990, 

and the Commonwealth ranked as one of the lowest monetary assisting states in the 

country for K-12 education by Brown (2014).   

External School District Budget Strains 

Property tax, both building and land, were the focal point for school district 

revenue (Carr-Chellman & Marsh, 2009).  A variety of equity issues have continued to be 

magnified through the use of this primary funding stream in Pennsylvania.  First, the 

burden of home taxation has dramatically increased over time.  As state subsidies 

decreased (PDE, 2015a), local taxes increased to draw in resources.  Another inequity 

that continued to hinder this process was that many counties throughout the 

Commonwealth have not reassessed land or buildings in decades.  Weber et al. (2010) 

argued that Pennsylvania should enact one property reassessment law to create uniform 

consistency across all counties.  Otherwise, an inequality gap in property taxation will 

continue to widen.  As of 2007, 31 of the 67 total counties had not reassessed or adjusted 

ratios since 1990 (Montari & Weaver, 2007).  State legislatures have been leaving those 

decisions to local, county officials.  Thus, those families who built new homes in 31 

counties faced tax millage rates based on old data configurations.  Yet, their homes were 

placed on tax rolls at current values, and those families were heavily overtaxed.  The 



 

29 
	

inequality in the system was evident, and it will continue to grow without reassessments 

taking place on a regular schedule (Weber et al, 2010).  

Another external strain on district budgets was the Pennsylvania Charter School 

Law, Act 22 of 1997, which surrounded the advent of charter schools in Pennsylvania.  

Not only was school choice new to the state through this law, but districts were also 

required to pay tuition and transportation for resident students who elected to attend 

public charter schools through school choice initiatives.  Tuition amounts varied 

tremendously as well.  Each district received a per student cost based on total district 

budgets in accordance with the number of students who were enrolled in the district 

(PDE, 215b).  In 2006, the average K-12 pupil cost in Pennsylvania was $11,028, which 

was the 11th highest in the country (Carr-Chellman & Marsh, 2009).  By 2012, that 

amount increased to $13,340 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012); however, individual 

Pennsylvania districts varied spending amounts by as much as $8,000 per pupil in both 

directions from that figure.  Furthermore, special education students often doubled per 

pupil costs and payments if electing to attend a charter school (PDE, 2015b).  This tuition 

burden has placed many districts in financial despair.  Consider the impact that this 

formula and payments had on districts where enrollments were declining, which is a 

growing trend in many Pennsylvania counties.  It has already been determined by 

Superville (2014) that school budgets were somewhat fixed in nature, and costs were 

going to incrementally increase over time.  However, as student enrollment numbers 

decrease, there was a direct correlation to an increase in per pupil spending.  As per pupil 

costs increased, payments to charter schools increased, which created higher costs once 

again.  It was a perpetual problem without any viable answers. 
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Transportation expectations were not foreign to administrators, as districts have 

historically been required to transport resident students who attended parochial schools 

within ten miles of the district borders to school.  Charter School Law (1997) also offered 

the same transportation benefit to charter students.  At first, resident school districts 

received a partial charter school tuition reimbursement amount of 20% from the state to 

assist with transportation costs.  However, that assistance program momentarily 

disappeared altogether at the state level and then returned again in smaller increments.  

Districts absorbed all travel costs associated with charter schools in 2014-15.  Consider 

the high diesel fuel prices of $4 per gallon in 2014 compared to $2 per gallon in 2009 or 

$1 per gallon in 2000 (DOE, 2015), and the impact of transporting students was an 

obvious increasing financial issue for schools.  It was also difficult to determine if school 

choice or traditional options were paying dividends in student achievement outcomes too 

(Benson, 2012; Hayek, 2013; Roberts, 2012; Shreck 2010).  Suggestions encouraged 

funding resources be tied to standardized tests, while observing policy redesign as 

accomplished in New York (Baker & Levin, 2014).  Accumulating higher costs for the 

benefit of providing better educational services and optimal student achievement results 

would be tolerable.  However, providing services and programs at accelerated costs for 

minimal, if any, benefit was difficult to accept. 

The Prevailing Wage Act (1961) mandated that a predetermined prevailing wage 

rate be paid for labor on given governmental projects in excess of $25,000.  Thus, added 

expenses were involved even for small capital projects.  Abraham (2011) supported the 

additional costs claim by displaying that the predetermined prevailing wage rate in 

Pennsylvania was set 30% to 76% higher than similar documented occupational wages 
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within the same state.  In Pennsylvania’s Beaver County, prevailing wages, which also 

encompassed fringe benefits into the hourly rate wage, ranged from $37.61 for cement 

finishers to $49.36 for sheet metal workers in 2011.  Keller and Hartman (2001) 

conducted a study of 25 Pennsylvania school districts who completed construction 

projects between 1992 and 1997.  It was determined that all of those districts paid higher 

construction costs than those accepted within industry competition, and all of those 

districts accrued additional taxation obligations for their homeowners.  Yet, Wial (1999) 

argued that project costs do not decrease without prevailing wage, as less skilled labor 

yields lower productivity as wages decrease.  Hence, the projects took longer to complete 

and caused for additional hours of wages for less skilled workers. 

Internal Budgetary Conflicts   

Districts demonstrated a process of financial responsibility to eliminate all excess 

spending; however, the U.S. Census Bureau (2012) reported that school districts will 

have 78% of annual budgets consumed by employee wages and benefits.  Certainly, other 

contracted services and utility costs consumed additional mandatory spending too.  Thus, 

fiscal responsibility was restricted to maneuvering miniscule, discretionary spending.  

Even then, that nominal, discretionary spending amount was associated with purchases 

that were not truly optional.  Material replacements of textbooks, computers, or 

unforeseen emergency maintenance projects occurred during fiscal years.  Given needs 

easily mandated remaining budget amounts and even demanded attention from reserve 

balance funds.  In districts that maintained budgets in excess of $19,000,000 annually, 

Pennsylvania School Code (2003) prohibited those districts from accruing more than 8% 

of total annual budget figures into a reserve fund balance.  That “rainy day” reserve fund 
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balance can be carried over from year to year; however, reserve amounts must not exceed 

the 8% maximum amount unless approval was issued from the state for assets needed to 

cover upcoming large scale purchases or building projects.  

Servicing debt responsibilities for capital projects and repayment of bonds was a 

primary responsibility of central office, and it was at the forefront of conversations to 

orchestrate a tax increase for the community (Act 1, 2006).  Debt management was a very 

important aspect to minimize as district enrollments decreased and budgets tightened.  As 

difficult conversations towards consolidation or the dissolving of district borders through 

merger acquisitions arose, adjacent districts avoided creating formal relationships with 

districts that carried large amounts of debt (David, 2007).  Educational Resource 

Strategies (2009), supported by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, reinforced that 

smaller districts typically overspend to meet staffing obligations.  When budgetary 

amounts were consumed, the percentage of debt increased as well.  To remain attractive 

and financially fit for the possibility of a consolidation or merger, a district must refrain 

from new building projects.  Districts must also maintain a quality preventative 

maintenance program to ensure lasting facilities through difficult financial hardships.  

Districts will first search internally to maximize revenue sources through 

controlling staffing factors.  Even though consolidation of non-instructional services 

increased efficiency and overall quality, data suggested minimal cost savings took place 

(DeLuca, 2012).  Administrators initially avoided altering instructional programs, so the 

first financial overhauls occurred within discretionary spending.  However, Superville 

(2014) determined that savings amount was minimal once again.  Administrators also 

entertained outsourcing non-teaching functions such as cafeteria services, transportation, 
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facilities management, and even teaching assistants (Alexander & Rogers, 1988; Burk, 

1982).  Although the noted services remained paramount to properly operating a school 

district, the relative costs were unilaterally consistent in overall spending.  Yet, the 

primary reason for these outsourcing considerations was to avoid directly paying rising 

retirement (PSERS, 2013, 2016) and healthcare benefits for district employees.  The 

Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act of 2010 became more stringent in 2014 with 

meeting escalating cost mandates.  By outsourcing these groups to minimize paying for 

federally required healthcare, districts also avoided being linked to mandatory state 

retirement increases (PSERS, 2013, 2016).  The tactic was not a determination of whether 

these individuals deserved given benefits.  This was merely a potential costs savings 

alternative due to very high healthcare and retirement costs.  This also avoided potential 

litigation scenarios where teacher benefits would possibly be matched by other non-

curricular, unionized groups employed by the district.  In the 2014-15 fiscal year, PSERS 

(2013) required an employer contribution rate of 21.4%, which was a 4.5% increase over 

the previous year.  Employees contributed 7.4% of their salary towards retirement in 

2014-15.  By 2016-17, PSERS (2016) district contribution costs rose to 30.03%, but 

employee contributions remained seemingly unchanged.  In the private sector, more 

leverage existed with less expensive alternatives.  By outsourcing, districts ultimately 

saved money by indirectly paying for employee wages, benefits, and retirement through a 

competitive bidding process with provider contracts. 

With the largest percentage of districts’ expenditures taking place within teaching 

personnel salaries, this was one focused area where budget gains were accomplished 

although Section 1124 of the PA School Code (1949) had strict parameters for permitted 
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furloughs.  A substantial drop in student enrollment was one consideration for allowable 

furloughs; however, economic reasons were not permissible for teacher furloughs until 

recent amendments were conjoined into Section 1124 (Murphy, 2014).  Yet, low 

enrollments had a direct correlation to economic conditions.  By acknowledging both as 

accessible reasons for furloughs, authority was given to districts to enact cost saving 

remedies for economic downturns without the threat of lengthy court appeals to halt 

efforts.  The updated legislation also addressed seniority rights and the platform for 

furloughs to occur.  The state strayed from seniority driven job security, although past 

practice for districts has been to furlough their most recently hired employee first. 

Redistricting, Consolidation, and Mergers of Schools 

While Pennsylvania has debated public education funding resources, Wenders 

(2003) described how the state has historically been active in consolidation efforts.  In the 

mid 1900s, Pennsylvania had amassed 2,530 school districts.  By the 1970s, that number 

decreased to 505 districts, and by 2003, that number was reduced to 501.  On July 1, 

2009, Pennsylvania witnessed a voluntary merger which dissolved the Center Area and 

Monaca School District.  Those two districts combined to form the Central Valley School 

District (David, 2009).  This merger was unprecedented, and it was tabbed as the first 

voluntary merger in state history.  In fact, it was the first consolidation of any kind since 

the late 1980s, when a federal desegregation lawsuit forced five school districts near 

Pittsburgh to create the Woodland Hills School District (Pennsylvania School Boards 

Association [PSBA], 2009).  The seemingly successful Center-Monaca merger has 

created conversation for the possibility of additional mergers taking place in the 



 

35 
	

Pittsburgh area; however, many political, financial, and educational angles aligned to 

assist in the Central Valley merger process (David, 2007).  

Even when it was accurately calculated for a school district to consider 

consolidating, merging, or creating a tuition agreement outside of the district, community 

dissent existed (Palmer, 2010).  Schools were the community hubs in many small towns 

(Burton, 2010), and they provided financial revenue for local businesses (Morikis, 2010).  

Hallenbeck (2012) found that the culture of a school and community were embedded 

with one another.  The school was a symbol of the community, and as Flynn-Trace 

(2011) identified, schools indirectly created an identity for the citizens.  By taking away 

the school as traditionally known, many people felt as though their past and memories 

were forgotten.  

As Faust (1976) found early on, it was imperative to include all stakeholders in 

the process of identifying monetary and curricular deficiencies while allowing 

community members to also view the possibilities and experiences for future students 

after an alteration of the school system was administered.  Winer (2010) stated that the 

process should provide for ample discussion and an implementation timeframe of at least 

one year for consolidation practices.  By embedding many key community personnel in 

the process (Faust, 1976), the district was transparent in proceedings through engaging 

stakeholders.  All voices had an opportunity to be heard.  It was important to also 

discover a method to honor the historic past (Mertens, 2013) while embarking towards 

building a new culture and eventually new traditions.  The new setting automatically 

created those facets as Flynn-Trace (2011) discovered.  The unintended consequence of 
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creating a new culture was also embraced by the community as they also participated in 

forming that new identity. 

 Mergers took much effort to redefine district lines, alter tax rates, and have school 

boards agree to common guidelines forthcoming; however, consolidating schools within 

the same district was challenging as well.  Reorganization efforts in primary grades 

occurred more regularly; yet, the research herein detailed recent progress in the areas of 

middle and high schools in Pennsylvania.  In 2016-17, only five school districts across 

the Commonwealth did not have a secondary campus to educate resident high school 

students, and three of those schools were located in the southwestern part of the state.  

These unique accommodations surfaced due to district financial strains and lengthy 

enrollment declines yielding consolidation and outsourcing concepts.  Duquesne City 

School District operated an elementary program and assisted in tuitioning Grades 7 

through 12 to the nearby school districts of East Allegheny and West Mifflin.  Duquesne 

was under state control for fiscal reasons, and the state’s appointed board voted to close 

Duquesne High School in 2007 (Smydo, 2007).  The Midland Borough School District 

has always serviced their K-8 students within one district building; however, Midland has 

tuitioned Grade 9 through 12 students to East Liverpool (Ohio), Beaver Area, and a 

variety of charter schools since 1986.  The urban Pittsburgh school district of 

Wilkinsburg joined the trend in 2015, and board members voted to begin tuitioning 

approximately 200 students in Grades 7 through 12 into Pittsburgh Public Schools 

(Polke, 2015) in 2016-17.  Pittsburgh Public Schools had a student population of 25,000. 

 Southwestern Pennsylvania continued to have school consolidation efforts 

occurring at primary levels, but it remained rare that high schools were consolidated.  
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Yet, two districts have recently completed that task.  In 2012, the Conneaut School 

District combined three high schools into one by a 6 to 3 school board vote 

(Reisenweber, 2012).  In 2014, the Armstrong School District elected to close two 

neighboring high schools and built a new school to combine all of the collective students.  

Armstrong did fail once at a similar high school consolidation conglomerate in the 1990s.  

It was one instance where athletic and community pride in schools prevailed in board 

elections and decisions to override fiscal responsibility were upheld (White, 2014).  As 

Burton (2010) discovered through descriptive statistics, small schools benefited their 

community through socialization opportunities, and they also fostered business revenue 

in the local municipality (Morikis, 2010).  

 Once the consolidation, or merger, of schools took place, maintenance for the new 

structure was needed immediately.  Noted failures resulted from lack of planning, poor 

communication, or perceived unjust benefits (Crowe, 2013; Schumacher, 2011).  Slade 

(2012) offered that principals felt micropolitical issues surfaced in consolidated 

buildings.  Results gave insight into future training opportunities for future instances.  In 

the first year after a consolidation took place, principals spent more time as building 

managers (Thurman, 2012).  A study of 12 pairs of consolidated Texas school districts 

between 1996 and 2006 by Stewart (2011) found that only a subtle financial benefit was 

realized after the consolidation process was administered.  Thompson’s (2014) review of 

56 public schools in Nassau County, New York revealed findings that reccomended 

maintaining the organizational format of multiple schools instead of combining them.  

Although the study acknowledged that a merger would assist with driving diversity 

efforts, financial indicators for efficiency were being governed effectively in the current 
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model.  Many financial gains achieved through consolidations, or mergers, were offset by 

the additional costs associated with transportation (Price et al., 2012; Stewart, 2011).  

Simply combining schools does not ease pressures associated with costs.  Having planned 

foresight to condense transportation and operating systems allowed for real savings to 

take place and provided principals with the tools to continue as educational leaders in the 

new setting as opposed to basic building management practices. 

School Choice and Achievement 

 School choice initiatives have taken place in various forms throughout the country 

for centuries.  Although historically a primary function for private and parochial 

schooling when families paid tuition, school choice in Pennsylvania allowed for student 

attendance in charter schools at the resident district’s expense.  Pennsylvania’s public 

education system saw major movement in this area over the last 20 years in an effort to 

provide equity for student opportunities.  Pennsylvania Charter School Law was enacted 

in 1997, and it allowed students to voucher into public charter schools without any 

financial commitment from families.  No longer were students bound to a school district 

simply by their residence and zip code.  The plan allowed students to have academic 

options and escape possible economic and achievement barriers associated with poorly 

performing neighborhood schools.  Elongated, insufficient student achievement patterns 

have resulted in schools being placed into Pennsylvania’s Corrective Action Plan due to 

not meeting NCLB (2003) obligations, and in those cases, students were eligible to 

voucher into another district.  Morgan-Davis’ (2013) findings of those schools in 

Corrective Action Plans noted the need for enhanced instructional, curricular, and 

remediation programs to improve student performance levels and escape state oversight.  
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School choice allowed families to make decisions to leave given situations for optimal 

learning environments. 

Home school districts were responsible for tuition payments and transporting the 

students to the public charter schools.  Also, Pennsylvania Cyber Charter School began 

the first cyber charter institution in Pennsylvania in 2000 (Chellman & Marsh, 2009).  At 

that point, families had an option to depart their home school districts without physically 

moving, and Kennedy (2012) found that educated parents were more likely to move their 

children to higher performing schools.  That further exasperated the stratification of 

classes process since lower achieving, poor students were left behind in struggling 

neighborhood schools (Kennedy, 2012).  Furthermore, Duim (2013) identified that 

schools competing against one another for students in California uncovered tensions 

between school officials.  Mader (2010) reviewed the longest-running and largest-scale 

private voucher program in the country in Milwaukee, Wisconsin.  There, competition 

effects were positive, and the effects of facing an additional competitor were statistically 

insignificant.  

 While offering students the ability to select charter schooling without monetary 

commitments seemed noble when the local, public school was failing, research does not 

indicate that student success took place by simply leaving the local school district.  In 

fact, many traditional schools produced student achievement results that surpassed 

neighboring charter school performance levels (Benson, 2012; Pettett, 2002).  Ozek 

(2009) found that students who opted out of their neighborhood schools performed 

significantly worse on standardized tests than those who remained in their school of 

residence.  The impact of opting out varied greatly with respect to grade and 
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socioeconomic status of students.  If students with educated parents were the students 

who were more apt to leave the local school in search of a better academic setting 

(Kennedy, 2012), those typically underperforming subgroups of English language 

learners (ELL), special education, and low socioeconomic students remained seated in 

the neighborhood school district (Kennedy, 2012).  Thus, student diversity suffered when 

school choice options were formulated, as educated families attempted to leave 

neighborhood schools for more appealing institutions. 

 School choice did not have to exist in a combative, competitive nature either, and 

non-traditional approaches to expansive educational opportunities occurred in creative 

ways while students remained in the home school district too.  Choice allowed students to 

maneuver between their traditional, home school and another facility that offered 

opportunities of interest to the student.  Engaging the student while remaining attached to 

their home district and peers offered expanded curricular options to enable success while 

maintaining a positive connection to the community (Anderson, 2012; Sias, 2008).  This 

type of collaboration has historically been performed in Pennsylvania through regional 

vocational, trade, and technical schools.  Students gained essentialist, academic 

coursework within their home district.  Then, they attended the specialty school for direct 

instruction in their desired area of interest.  Other cooperative programs existed between 

college and high schools for dual credit considerations too.  While these programs took a 

financial commitment from the local district, they remained more cost effective than 

having the student opt for a charter school.  Other creative opportunities existed such as 

the University of Pennsylvania’s cooperative effort with University City High School in 

Philadelphia to develop a Student Success Center, which benefitted both institutions 
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(Wyant, 2013).  When establishing joint partnerships, shared vision and goals must be 

articulated in a manner to offer clear guidance and oversight (Eckel & Hartley, 2008).   

Modern financial pressures have yielded creative administrative responses to 

program considerations and flexibility in the growing era of personalized education.  

However, in realizing that school choice does exist, other student success factors needed 

to be managed to make the academic change holistically beneficial.  Placing a student 

into a new facility, which appeared to be an improved learning environment, was only 

one element towards improving the learning experience.  As Hallenbeck (2012) found, 

students needed to accept a new culture and build relationships with peers, faculty, and 

staff to be successful at the new school.  Through engaging in curricular and co-curricular 

activities in the school of choice, students increased their chances of success at the 

academic institution (Anderson, 2012; Sias, 2008).  By students embedding themselves 

into the entire spectrum of curriculum, socialization, and process, they ultimately 

improved their chances of success.  The speed, at which, that occurred was also 

important, and it accentuated the need for a positive transition program.  Students were 

not simply matriculating from building to building within the same district along with 

common peers anymore.  School choice allowed for broader educational maneuvering 

which brought on larger challenges associated with the transition process. 

Many school districts in southwestern Pennsylvania saw declining enrollments 

since the 1980s (BVIU, 2015), and those districts have been searching for ways to 

combat the issue for a long time.  Maintaining a small school district was not necessarily 

the issue as property taxes primarily drove revenue, not student enrollment figures.  The 

problem involved an enrollment decline when the structure of the school was established 
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to serve a larger population.  Many inefficiencies existed in that scenario.  Small schools, 

or at least low student numbers in classrooms, did boast performance benefits.  

Tennessee’s Student Teacher Achievement Ratio class size reduction program of the 

1980s, commonly known as Project STAR (Mosteller, 1995) was widely considered to be 

the model for K-3 class size considerations of 13-17 students to enhance achievement 

levels.  It also displayed longitudinal success beyond elementary school.  Small class 

sizes did exist in varying enrollment school districts; yet, it was logical to conclude that 

small school districts also had small class sizes.  Student demographics played a larger 

role in class size indicators for success.  A study by Howley (1996) found that a small, 

rural school in West Virginia enhanced the achievement levels of poor students, whereas 

large schools and districts enhanced the achievement of affluent students.  

In opposing research, Reichardt (2000) evaluated California’s class size reduction 

program by observing seven Florida school districts, who were practicing California’s 

program through a mixed-model approach.  After acknowledging that the Florida system 

operated under a more efficient cost formula, recommendations were established with 

student achievement indicators at the forefront.  Classroom size was not part of the 

emphasis.  Reichardt (2000) found that California had an opportunity to enhance student 

achievement by increasing the qualifications of K-3 teachers.  Without placing equivalent 

qualifications on those providing the instruction in both states for measurement purposes, 

students may not have been given equally competent teachers to evaluate student 

progress adequately.  Classroom size may have had no impact.  Hattie (2005) used meta-

analysis principles to illustrate that quality teachers correlated with student achievement, 

not class size.  Lowering class sizes from 25 to 15 students had minimal effect on 
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achievement, primarily due to the fact that teachers did not change teaching strategies and 

learning activities as class sizes decreased.  Chingos (2010) researched student 

performance after the installation of Project STAR classroom parameters were 

implemented into the Florida school system in 2004.  The effects of class size reduction 

efforts in Florida measured through cognitive and noncognitive analysis indicated that 

after three years of implementation, student achievement in treated school districts was 

determined to be insignificant across grade levels and demographic subgroups. 

Transitioning Students Into Secondary Schools 

Many school districts maintained multiple elementary schools that were 

embedded throughout district borders while those same districts maintained only one 

high school.  Typically, elementary schools were positioned in areas where larger 

populations had existed over time in a neighborhood school concept.  Each of those 

elementary schools established different identities.  Many accepted themes of local 

economies and demographics as students attended elementary schools near their homes.  

Thus, diversity suffered in primary grades.  As students reached middle school levels in 

Grades 5 through 8, they were combined into larger facilities within the school district 

community.  Diversity improved along with transitions for students into larger peer 

groups (Anderson, 2012; Stewart, 2011).  This process occurred again in high school, 

when typically all of the students culminated into one conglomerate graduating class.  

Some school districts even had multiple high schools, but students still maintained a 

similar promotion hierarchy that originated where they resided.  Therefore, when 

observing the entire scope of an educational schooling system, it appeared as a pyramid 

of schools where students matriculated upwards towards the peak before graduating.  As 
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separate facilities were subtracted in the process and students left one building to join 

another, peer groups were unsettled intermittently throughout the transitional process.  

Most students matriculated through natural transitions and normal peer barriers 

successfully, and the collective body of students cohesively matured into high school 

graduates.  However, some students had difficulties with transitions within the same 

school system.  

Consider the amount of research (Gauchat, 2010; McGee, 2009; Wesley, 2001) 

established on student transitions, and it was obvious to understand the increased level of 

state involvement across the nation.  In 2005, the Public Schools of North Carolina 

established state mandated transition plans for students at all levels to assist with 

academic, social, emotional, and physical needs.  Similar practices occurred in other parts 

of the country too as transitions were critical for student success (Rappa, 2012).  The 

Nebraska Department of Education implemented a transition mandate in 2001.  Most 

professionals acknowledged the need for transition programs to take place within the 

traditional K-12 setting; however, the reauthorization of Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) of 2004 also set parameters for establishing transition programs 

for those students exiting K-12 education and beyond.  Students identified for special 

education services under IDEA were required to have a formal individualized educational 

plan (IEP) with transition elements in place beginning in middle school.  IDEA (2004) 

strengthened those requirements for identified students exiting K-12 education towards 

post-secondary careers and life endeavors.  Thus, all states were required to strengthen 

post-secondary transitional programs for IEP students through the adoption of federal 

legislation. 
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 Reviewing the transition topic for students whose progress between middle and 

high school education was a focal point for a variety of reasons.  First, students were 

leaving an established nurturing environment where teachers and staff have built trusting 

relationships with students and families over a period of years.  Many of the K-6 or K-8 

experiences took place in what has traditionally been considered a community school, 

and the built-in safety nets and relationships established at the neighborhood facility were 

now absent.  Thus, the newness of the larger school and population was intimidating, as 

no relationships existed there with staff members.  Access to the school was also an issue 

for co-curricular activities to engage students (Anderson, 2012; Sias, 2008), as travel 

barriers were present that prevented equal access to the new school.  As Larson (2011) 

discovered, relationships with teachers and staff needed to be reestablished to assist with 

a successful transition, but students were still in difficult adolescent stages.  Students 

enjoyed the new sense of freedom prescribed in bigger schools.  There were larger groups 

of students; thus, the size provided an atmosphere of safety among intimate peer groups.  

Students were able to remain private and hidden.  Yet, along with the new found freedom 

came the need for students to initiate conversations and build relationships (Hallenbeck, 

2012) with staff and adults to assist in rectifying academic and peer issues.  In elementary 

style facilities, the adults found those children more readily in smaller environments.  

However, in secondary schools, students were required to self-advocate and seek out the 

adults for assistance when needed.  This change was difficult and unmanageable for some 

teens.  Thus, if students waited for secondary school personnel to identify their needs 

before any action took place, that assistance did not appear until it reached uncorrectable 

levels due to the number of students being serviced on a daily basis at large high schools.  
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Transitioning adolescents from middle level facilities onto a secondary campus 

had innate student and societal meaning too.  It was public education’s final rite of 

passage towards adulthood which carried a meaning of freedom from secular boundaries.  

While courses became more rigorous, students succeeded beyond essentialist curriculum 

paramount in lower grade levels.  Interests were channeled into curriculum selections.  

Student transcripts took on a heightened meaning for post-secondary considerations, and 

school choice initiatives presented regional options as students identified personal 

strengths, areas of interest, and career options.  Some students discovered their niche to 

flourish within, while others searched for direction.  Building relationships in high school 

assisted with career development and direction over time, but the initial transition process 

was critical towards calculating a successful high school career.  A study by Kerns (2014) 

found that students who attended a ninth grade only freshman academy in South Carolina 

did not score significantly different on an end of course English state assessment than 

those peers in a traditional Grades 9 through 12 high school setting over a longitudinal, 

four-year span.  Stoddard (2012) reinforced similar achievement results in comparing a 

freshman academy with a traditional high school.  This further exemplified that the 

transition of entering ninth grade was consistent, regardless of the facility.  Students had 

the same experiences and barriers to overcome.  An additional study that detailed those 

same students’ success in 10th grade would have assisted research further as the 

freshman academy students would again be transitioned to another facility while 

traditional Grade 9 through 12 students were established into their high school 

environment. 
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As Childress (2013) found, perceptions of school officials stated concerns over 

the effectiveness of reported Grade 9 transition practices with regards to Virginia’s public 

high school size, demographics, and community type.  Gauchat (2010) and Anderson 

(2012) reinforced the need to engage freshman into the new school in some manner to 

increase attendance and achievement.  Grillo (2012) also discovered through 

administrator perceptions in Massachusetts that benefits existed in using peer mentoring 

programs for transitional programs with Grade 9 students, and special education referrals 

were lower in districts where adjustment programs were instituted too.  Creating a middle 

school intervention program assisted with preparing students for the upcoming transition 

and allowed students to become familiar with personnel, practices, and expectations 

forthcoming.  An appropriate program also entailed elements of communication beyond 

student and staff interaction to engage family members into the process (Kennedy, 2012). 

Summarizing Trends in Southwestern Pennsylvania 

As wages (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012), retirement (PSERS, 2013, 2016), and 

healthcare (Affordable Care Act, 2010) costs continued to rise in Pennsylvania’s public 

education system, many school districts were concurrently seeing a reduction in student 

enrollment figures.  Specifically, Beaver County saw its student population fall from 

25,000 to 21,000 between 2005 and 2015 (BVIU, 2015).  School boards were feeling 

additional pressure to guard against raising taxes as the current taxation structure placed 

an unequal burden on taxpayers (Weber et al., 2010).  Furthermore, many small town 

economies have deteriorated in southwestern Pennsylvania as the amount of students 

qualifying for free and reduced price lunches continued to climb (Niederberger, 2014).  

In fact, Pennsylvania had 50% of all the Commonwealth’s students identified in free and 
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reduced price lunch programs by 2015 (Pennsylvania Department of Education, 2016).  

School boards were faced with the dilemma of managing budgets and providing an 

optimal learning environment for students while also managing positive community 

morale and support for desired objectives (Hallenbeck, 2012).  As funding from the state 

(PDE, 2015a) and enrollments declined, decisions needed to be made to escape the 

established school structure and seek alternatives for optimizing student experiences and 

achievement levels while meeting strict budget parameters.  

The financial hardship placed on small school districts to provide an efficient 

secondary educational campus was challenging, especially in declining student 

enrollment areas (BVIU, 2015).  Not only did resident families accept a heavier tax 

burden to fund their secondary schools (Weber et al., 2010), but middle and high school 

level students suffered due to the limited curricular and co-curricular program 

experiences being offered to them.  With fewer course selections available, students were 

restrained to essentialist parameters.  Modern educational reform trends of personalizing 

education for students was minimized in this environment.  Distant learning and cyber 

services expanded course selections for some students; however, the majority of pupils 

continued to be batched together in a “one size fits all” format that theorist Ken Robinson 

(2006) lobbied against.  Without having course options available, teenagers became 

disengaged with school.  This practice lessened the objective of having students take 

ownership of their learning process.  Student achievement and creativity also suffered in 

such a restrictive setting (Robinson, 2006).  While class sizes seemed beneficial 

(Mosteller, 1995) in small schools, teachers had the additional burden of instructing 

multiple courses throughout the day.  That limited the available time to design creative 
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lessons and supplemental materials for those students who desired enrichment 

opportunities in courses. 

 Beaver County has witnessed a couple of school structural changes when faced 

with financial challenges.  In 1986, the Midland Borough School District closed its high 

school and began tuitioning students to nearby high schools.  In doing so, they preserved 

their community K-8 school.  Operating a high school was much more expensive than 

operating a primary school.  Pennsylvania Department of Education (2016b) also 

acknowledged that educating secondary students carried a higher burden for districts as 

elementary and secondary tuition rates were calculated.  Of the 500 Pennsylvania school 

districts, approximately 95% had a higher secondary student tuition rate than an 

elementary student tuition rate.  In 2009, the first voluntary state merger took place 

between Center Area and Monaca School District, which formed the Central Valley 

School District (David, 2009).  Monaca, a small district with about 700 total students, 

faced tough budget decisions while enrollment figures continued to decline; however, 

administrators kept spending at a minimum and maintained a fiscally sound district.  

Monaca’s retiring superintendent and low debt structure made the process manageable 

for the larger Center Area School District to consider the merger possibility (David, 

2007).  With top Center Area administrators regaining similar posts within the newly 

created Central Valley School District, the merger was achieved after intermittent delays 

associated with leveling of community taxation.  

Allegheny County witnessed a change in the 2016-17 school year.  The small, 

urban Wilkinsburg School District began tuitioning over 200 students in Grades 7-12 into 

the neighboring Pittsburgh Westinghouse Academy 6-12 (Polke, 2015).  In the second 
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year of the six-year agreement, Wilkinsburg spent $9,600 per student in tuition expenses.  

The total amount accumulated to just over $2 million in 2017-18.  Considering that 

Wilkinsburg had an annual district budget of almost $30 million in 2015-16, tuitioning 

six grade levels for a cost only $2 million plus transportation was a positive budgetary 

maneuver.  Pennsylvania’s School Performance Profile (2014) displayed that 

Wilkinsburg spent $20 million in 2012-13 on instructional expenses alone.  Those 

expenses dealt directly with the related costs associated with the interaction between 

teachers and students as defined by the Pennsylvania Department of Education’s Bureau 

of Budget and Fiscal Management.  In simple math terms for 13 grade levels, 

Wilkinsburg spent $1.5 million per grade on instructional services during 2012-13.  That 

tallied over $9 million for Grades 7-12, and those students were outsourced beginning in 

2016-17 for only $2 million.  New expenses existed in their tuition model too, but not at a 

price of $7 million annually.  Wilkinsburg paid an additional $1 million to Pittsburgh 

Public Schools to assist with transitional efforts made in 2016-17.  Even then, the cost-

benefit analysis weighed heavily in Wilkinsburg’s favor to outsource secondary students.  

Duquesne City School District adopted a similar structure about a decade prior to 

Wilkinsburg by tuitioning Grade 7 through 12 students to nearby West Mifflin and East 

Allegheny School District.  Per review of 2015-16 financial data on Duquesne City 

School District (2015), Duquesne paid over $3.1 million in tuition for 296 secondary 

students.  Duquesne also spent $9 million on instructional expenses in their K-6 

elementary facility.  In Duquesne’s case, per grade level spending was $1.28 million.  By 

outsourcing their secondary campus at roughly $10,500 per student, Duquesne spent 

$525,000 per grade level, which was a large cost savings.  Midland Borough School 
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District spent $3.9 million on instruction for its K-8 school facility in 2012-13, which 

equated to $425,000 per grade level.  Midland tuitioned approximately 25 students per 

year to other secondary public schools; however, Midland formed a tuition agreement in 

2015 with Beaver Area for roughly $10,200 per student (J. Hansen, personal 

communication, February 7, 2016).  That equated to an estimated $255,000 per grade 

spending amount for instruction purposes.  Even with estimation errors present, 

Midland’s cost savings of $170,000 per grade made for an obvious decision to continue 

outsourcing secondary students through tuition agreements. 

When making a determination that outsourcing students was a way to maximize 

the district’s ability to reconfigure and offer elementary students a quality education 

within a community school, transitional and achievement focus needed to be 

administered with the departing secondary group.  Transition was critical to immediate 

and long-term success indicators.  Midland Borough School District students were 

transported 10 miles to attend Beaver Area High School.  Access and equity 

considerations for a 72% economically disadvantaged pupil population (Pennsylvania 

School Performance Profile [SPP], 2014) were important factors to recognize.  Distance 

traveled from the small town was one factor, but other potential barriers existed as 

Beaver had a much lower 20% economically disadvantaged student population.  Both 

Midland and Beaver had a majority of White students at 62% and 93%, respectively; 

however, Midland had a 26% Black population while Beaver did not have another race 

category of students higher than 2%.  Both districts had special education percentages 

below the state average of 15%.  Beaver had 11% of students identified into special 

education, while Midland had 14% of students identified (SPP, 2014). 
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Wilkinsburg opted for a transitional plan into Pittsburgh Public Schools in 2016-

17 that kept all of the Wilkinsburg students together for the first year of the agreement at 

Pittsburgh City Schools’ Westinghouse Academy, a Grades 6 through 12 facility located 

in Pittsburgh’s nearby Homewood community (Rose, 2015).  Wilkinsburg shared very 

similar student demographics with Westinghouse Academy (SPP, 2014).  Wilkinsburg 

had 75% of students qualified as economically disadvantaged while Westinghouse had 

79%.  Wilkinsburg’s dominant race consideration was 91% Black and Westinghouse’s 

student population was even higher at 97% Black.  They also shared similar special 

education percentages.  Wilkinsburg had 27% of students identified while Westinghouse 

identified 24%.  Of the three tuition models studied, the student demographics between 

Wilkinsburg and the accepting institution of Westinghouse Academy shared the closest 

student demographic trends.   

Duquesne City School District, influenced by state involvement, tuitioned 

secondary students to either East Allegheny or West Mifflin High School.  Students were 

able to select which high school they wanted to attend.  Although West Mifflin was larger 

in student enrollment figures, West Mifflin and East Allegheny shared very similar 

student demographic trends (SPP, 2014); thus, the two were averaged together for ease of 

comparison. Duquesne displayed the largest amount of economically disadvantaged 

students in the study at 80%, and corresponding East Allegheny and West Mifflin 

averaged a 50% rate between their populations (SPP, 2014).  Duquesne had a majority of 

Black students at 70%, while the two accepting high schools averaged 30% Black.  East 

Allegheny and West Mifflin’s largest race demographic was White at 63%, while 

Duquesne had a 10% White population.  Duquesne also had the highest identified group 
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of special education students at 30% while East Allegheny and West Mifflin averaged 

14% of students identified (SPP, 2014). 

Importance of Engaging Students 

McKelvey (2013) linked educational resources with student achievement.  Having 

funds available afforded school administrators the opportunity to meet the needs of 

students, especially students identified into demographics of historically underperforming 

subgroups.  Desperate economic measures contributed to a local school district conceding 

that the most appropriate method for educating secondary students was to tuition them to 

another district; however, curricular programs, experiences, and opportunities drove 

student engagement and achievement (Robinson, 2006).  Student achievement was a 

primary reason to drive decision-making efforts, and an expansive curricular setting 

offered widespread programs that allowed students to achieve to their potential.  As Ken 

Robinson (2006) noted, traditional education systems were built on standardization and 

the creation of a singular end product.  Pennsylvania’s K-12 public education system 

established standards and included eligible content benchmarks, which has primarily 

driven standardized testing measurements in Grades 3 through 8.  A few state mandated 

course exams in algebra, language arts, and biology occurred in the early years of high 

school as well.  As financial resources became scarce for districts, resources were 

streamlined towards the standards-based curriculum efforts at the expense of the 

extended curricular and co-curricular programs offered.  By tuitioning high school 

students into other secondary institutions, students were given extended opportunities for 

maximizing achievement levels in a desired area of interest which was not available at 

the residing school.  Students were also offered co-curricular experiences too.  
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Connecting children to schools occurred in a variety of ways, and campuses with healthy 

elective and co-curricular programs were very important for students to find their creative 

niche (Hallenbeck, 2012; Larson, 2011).  This allowed students to be connected beyond 

academics, and that discovered niche offered students an opportunity to be bonded 

beyond the classroom and form relationships with new peers and staff.  Once students’ 

confidence grew, they felt safe and established.  They began to take responsibility for 

their own education and took ownership of their new school setting (Flynn-Trace, 2011). 

The tuition process contained extensive involvement for district personnel, but the 

ultimate objective was to determine the best educational experience for tuitioned 

students.  Teachers, administrators, and families had varying opinions of the ideal 

schooling system.  Hearing and learning from those entrenched in the process (Faust, 

1976) allowed for future considerations and improvements to be accomplished, as 

tuitioning secondary students became a viable option for small communities in economic 

and enrollment declines.  The financial decision affected many, as the loss of a high 

school was felt throughout the community (Hallenbeck, 2012; Morikis, 2010).  Students 

lost a sense of belonging which was highly detrimental to the educational process.  Thus, 

connecting students with the new school and peer groups quickly was important.  

Supporting students at the critical points of transition to optimize experiences and 

achievement was vital to immediate and longitudinal success (Rappa, 2012).  Offering 

school officials information towards identifying student needs in preparation for 

transition and program implementation was identified as a worthwhile consideration 

when outsourcing secondary students.  By educating stakeholders about the transition 

process through insight offered from those who have experienced the tuition model, 
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valuable perceptions and information compiled may aid a transition program that 

manages and minimizes real or perceived barriers associated with the transition.  

Identifying needs and determining methods to support students through the difficult 

process will assist in future tuition considerations. 

Conclusion 

 While Pennsylvania schools faced the arduous task of providing an optimal 

learning experience for students while budgets condensed and enrollments declined 

(Dady, 2010; Superville, 2014), administrators and board members sought alternative 

methods to educate secondary students.  Typically, this dilemma existed in small school 

districts where the costs associated with operating an expansive secondary campus were 

financially straining districts.  As enrollment figures decreased, per pupil spending 

increased (Cogswell, 2009).  This inverse relationship had a rippling effect as per pupil 

costs translated into a district’s expected tuition payment to charter schools (PDE, 215b).  

The combination of escalating expenses (Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, 

2010; PDE, 215b, PSERS, 2013, 2016) with decreasing funding (Brown, 2014; Himes & 

Barrick, 2015; PDE, 2015a) continued to boost per pupil spending costs which consumed 

budgets at an increasingly perpetual sum.  Small districts annually condensed secondary 

programs to achieve balancing budgets, but that technique of eliminating curricular or co-

curricular programs made school choice options more inviting for students to depart from 

the resident, secondary campus at the expense of the resident school district. 

 Districts sought out alternative options to monetary contentions, which were truly 

limited.  Varying taxation discrepancies, debt accumulation, and political elements 

existed in school district communities that lessened the realistic opportunity that future 
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voluntary mergers will take place (Dady, 2010; Palmer, 2010; Quinn & Steinberg, 2015).  

First, consider that board members would be giving political positions away, which 

lessened their impact on the local school community (Burton, 2010; Flynn-Trace, 2011).  

Furthermore, at least, one superintendent would lose his post, and unless one 

superintendent was near retirement, that alternative was not likely.  Those two 

occurrences alone derailed merger possibilities; yet, Pennsylvania’s deviating property, 

wage, and business taxation levels also created unique obstacles (Brown. 2014; Carr-

Chellman & Marsh, 2009).  Voluntary mergers encompassed many economic, political, 

and social barriers (Hallenbeck, 2012; Weber et al., 2010) which made them rare 

occurrences (David, 2007; PSBA, 2009).  

 The concept of tuitioning secondary students into non-district secondary schools 

offered the resident school district an opportunity to negotiate tuition payments, 

regardless of rising per pupil costs.  This methodology allowed for districts to keep board 

members, superintendents, and local control intact while tendering secondary students 

with the advantage of attending an institution with a broader scope of curricular and co-

curricular events for better engagement and achievement concerns.  This strategic, 

outsourcing tactic dramatically assisted with financial shortcomings, and it allowed the 

district to focus on substantiating primary schools with the needed resources to assemble 

proper staffing and facilities to meet the needs of elementary students (McKelvey, 2013; 

Morgan-Davis, 2013).  Focusing on early childhood development provided district 

students with the academic tools needed to appropriately achieve in standards-based 

education with accompanying peers later in high school.   



 

57 
	

 Student transition became the focal point of the dissertation research, and it has 

been studied at varying levels within this chapter (Gauchat, 2010; McGee, 2009; Wesley, 

2001).  The aspect where transition research can improve existed in the rare instance 

where students were taken from their host district and outsourced, without option, 

through a tuition model.  Although outsourcing secondary students has only occurred in 

five districts across Pennsylvania, those have all predominantly occurred in recent years 

(Duquesne City School District, 2015; Hansen, 2016; Polke, 2015).  Research that 

decoded feelings, perceptions, and themes to illustrate barriers for students in transition w 

critical to identify before this outsourcing concept became a common practice in other 

districts.  However, identifying student needs has not yet occurred in formal research.  

Outsourcing, or tuitioning, students was a distinctly different practice than the natural 

matriculation progression of pupils within one conglomerate K-12 district, and it was also 

different than the transition that took place for committed students who elected to attend 

private or charter schools for specific engagement purposes (Kennedy, 2012).  Students, 

unknowingly, were faced with new expectations and perceived barriers associated with a 

new school culture.  Preparing for those, wanted or unwanted, changes was vital to 

fostering student success into tuitioned secondary schools.  Properly embedding students 

into the new secondary school was paramount for longitudinal success (Anderson, 2012; 

Hallenbeck, 2012; Larson, 2011; Rappa, 2012; Sias, 2008).  Thus, gaining student and 

parent input from those who used the tuition model was an important piece that was 

absent from research.  That insight garnered from this research study assisted in 

identifying an absence in research.  No developments previously existed to identify 

tuitioned students’ perceived barriers before being tuitioned outside of the resident 
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district.  Formal research completed with this unique group of middle level students 

provided information that can be articulated into the creation of a successful transition 

program for districts that are currently tuitioning secondary students or for those districts 

exploring the tuition model.  
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Chapter III 

Methodology 

 
Introduction 

 The methodology chapter was organized to establish procedural requirements 

needed to complete a convenience sample, survey research design for a unique 

population of transitioning students.  One student and one parent survey was completed at 

two Northeast school districts that did not educate resident students beyond middle 

school within the district.  Instead, students were tuitioned to neighboring school districts 

to attend high school.  Although the tuition model occurred on a rare basis within the 

Northeast state, it was a growing trend within the last decade.  Furthermore, the state’s 

economic climate declined and pressures surrounding adequately funding public 

education were rooted in longstanding turmoil.   

The state’s ability to provide an efficient, equitable, and accessible public school 

system has been challenged.  However, the tuition model offered small school districts 

the ability to provide support for the local, neighborhood elementary schools while 

providing expansive curricular and co-curricular opportunities to high school students.  

Many efficiency, equity, and access attributes were accomplished through tuition models.  

It was reasonable to conclude at the time of the study that other districts would monitor 

the progress of tuition model practices as communities become unable to fulfill the 

financial obligation associated with educating resident students.  Although transitions, 

especially middle level transitions, have been widely researched topics, this unique 

transitional experience of students being placed into secondary schools located outside of 

their resident school district without choice was an area absent from research.  This 
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methodology chapter captured and measured student and parent levels of concern 

towards potential barriers to give their perceptions a formal voice. 

The purpose of the study was to identify middle level student and parent 

perceived similarities and differences towards transition factors prior to students being 

tuitioned to a secondary school located outside of the district.  By doing so, 

administrators are afforded the opportunity to create a successful transition program by 

addressing families’ levels of concern to overcome perceived barriers.  The study 

investigated middle level student and parent perceptions of peer interaction, service 

access, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety before transitioning students to 

a secondary school outside of their resident school district.   

The chapter was articulated in a manner described through proper methodological 

protocol to identify hypotheses expectations, participants, sampling, and instrument 

validation.  Data tables assisted in the development and structure of the variable 

information to detail concise pictorial representations, and the chapter concludes with 

statistical treatments performed along with areas of possible limitations embedded within 

the study. 

Research Design 

 The purpose of this study was to identify middle level student and parent 

perceived similarities and differences towards transition factors prior to students being 

tuitioned to a secondary school located outside of the district, so administrators can be 

afforded the opportunity to create a successful transition program by addressing families’ 

levels of concern to overcome perceived barriers.  In one Northeastern location, only 

three school districts did not offer students secondary schooling within their resident 
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district.  Duncan, Moore, and Walton only educated resident adolescents through sixth or 

eighth grade, respectively.  Then, students were tuitioned to another school district to 

complete high school requirements.  Duncan and Walton ended neighborhood schooling 

after sixth grade, while Moore educated students through eighth grade.  The study was 

performed while students were completing their final year of public schooling within the 

resident school district. 

Through the use of surveys, a quantitative, convenience sample research study 

was selected for the design structure to extract respondent data from student and parent 

groups.  Properly constructed survey instruments were established as an acceptable 

research practice for extracting respondent data (Campbell, 1955; da Costa, Hall, & 

Spear, 2016; Fowler, 2002; Robotham, 2013; Zehn et al., 2006), and surveys have been 

established as a proven data collection tool to assist in quantitative research designs 

(Asaad et al., 2015; Hamid, 2008; Warsame, 2011).  A convenience sample study was 

selected for data retrieval for a specialized group of families located in one geographic 

area (Hoekstra, 2014; Piotrowski, 2015).  By inviting all of the available respondents in 

the region to participate, a high degree of data accuracy and reliability existed (Minor, 

2015).   

The research design was constructed in coordination with the primary purpose of 

the quantitative study: To identify middle level student and parent perceived similarities 

and differences towards transition factors prior to students being tuitioned to a secondary 

school located outside of the district, so administrators can be afforded the opportunity to 

create a successful transition program by addressing families’ levels of concern to 

overcome perceived barriers.  That overarching purpose was also replicated in the 
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beginning 25 questions within the research design.  Survey Questions 1 through 25 were 

presented as construct items to gain respondent perceptions, or feelings, for measurement 

purposes (Enfield & Nathaniel, 2013; Wang & Degol, 2016).   

Within each of the five identified constructs, four or five survey question items 

were created to identify levels of concern by student and parent respondents.  For peer 

interaction, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety constructs, a sum of 5 to 

25 points was available to be accumulated.  Five points signified the lowest level of 

concern while 25 points represented the highest level of concern.  For the service access 

construct, one survey question (Question 8) was removed from construct comparisons 

and viewed independently in the analysis as Question 8 contained an assigned variable 

outside of the Likert scale range of 1 through 5.  An assigned value of 6 was assigned to 

that construct item for respondents who did not answer the question per the directions for 

that question.  Thus, the service access construct contained four survey items and had a 

range of 4 to 20 points available for the sum total. 

Data collection and statistical exploration identified themes and conclusions on 

student and parent perceptions.  Those perceptions entailed a unique, transitional 

experience that was forthcoming for middle school students.  The students targeted were 

those in their final year of schooling within the resident school districts of Duncan, 

Walton, or Moore, which consisted of either sixth or eighth grade.  The research design 

engaged students and parents as pupils were in the midst of their final year of 

neighborhood schools and anticipating the upcoming transition.  Surveys were given to 

students and parents after students completed 50% of their final year of schooling within 

the home district.  The research questions for the dissertation study were as follows: 
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1. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside of 

the resident district? 

2. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

school service access when students are tuitioned to a secondary school 

outside of the resident district? 

3. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

access to teacher support when students are tuitioned to a secondary school 

outside of the resident district? 

4. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside of 

the resident district? 

5. What are the similarities and differences for student and parent perceptions on 

school safety when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the 

resident district? 

6. Are there differences between student and parent perceptions for each school?  

7. Are there differences among students in two grades? 

Surveys   

Through the primary use of surveys as data collection tools (Campbell, 1955; da 

Costa et al., 2016; Fowler, 2002; Zehn et al., 2006), a quantitative research design (Asaad 

et al., 2015; Hamid, 2008; Warsame, 2011) was derived for the exploration of middle 

school students’ traits, perceptions, and experiences as those students planned to be 

tuitioned to a secondary school outside of their resident school district.  For comparison 
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data and analysis, parents and guardians were asked to complete a similar survey as the 

students.  Essentially, the surveys were the same with small detail changes to properly 

address the individual completing the survey instrument.  The questions were focused on 

perceptions of transitional elements detailed in prior research studies, and those areas 

encompassed safety, access and logistics, peer interactions, rigorous curriculum, and 

relationship building with teachers and staff (Anderson, 2012; Hallenbeck, 2012; Kerns, 

2014; Larson, 2011; Sias, 2008; Stoddard, 2012).  The surveys were completed after 

students completed 50% attendance in their final year within their home, resident school 

district to gain insight into perceptions for this unique group of adolescents (Campbell, 

1955; Spreen, 1992; Zehn et al., 2006) before they transitioned into the new school 

building foreign to their neighborhood school district.  Through the exploration process 

of using surveys, the research design included inviting all students and one corresponding 

parent subject to participate in the quantitative plan through convenience sampling.  

Convenience sampling, a method of non-probability sampling, allowed respondents to be 

specifically targeted; otherwise, the desired population would have been very difficult to 

locate through random sampling techniques (Biag, 2014; Hoekstra, 2014; Minor, 2015; 

Piotrowski, 2015; Steen, 2011). 

Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study was to identify the factors perceived to be a concern by 

students and parents before students were tuitioned to a secondary school outside of their 

resident school district.  Thus, identifying and collecting data for student perceptions on 

peer interaction, service access, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety before 

students departed resident schools was important to form themes on perceived, 
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predetermined barriers that existed from student perspectives.  Through the use of 

surveys, demographic variables of gender, age, race, socioeconomic status, academic 

performance, and the number of peer friendships were garnered.  To compare responses, 

parents were asked to complete a duplicated survey to assist in illustrating their level of 

concern towards existing barriers prior to the student transition as well.  The following 

were the hypotheses used in the study: 

• Hypothesis 1.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Hypothesis 2.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on school service access when students are tuitioned to 

a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Hypothesis 3.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on access to teacher support when students are 

tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Hypothesis 4.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Hypothesis 5.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on school safety when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Hypothesis 6.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions for each school.  
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• Hypothesis 7.  There is a statistically significant difference among students in 

two grades. 

The specific null hypotheses used were: 

• Null Hypothesis 1.  There is not a statistically significant difference between 

student and parent perceptions on peer interaction when students are tuitioned 

to a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Null Hypothesis 2.  There is not a statistically significant difference between 

student and parent perceptions on school service access when students are 

tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Null Hypothesis 3.  There is not a statistically significant difference between 

student and parent perceptions on access to teacher support when students are 

tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Null Hypothesis 4.  There is not a statistically significant difference between 

student and parent perceptions on academic rigor when students are tuitioned 

to a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Null Hypothesis 5.  There is not a statistically significant difference between 

student and parent perceptions on school safety when students are tuitioned to 

a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

• Null Hypothesis 6.  There is not a statistically significant difference between 

student and parent perceptions for each school. 

• Null Hypothesis 7.  There is not a statistically significant difference among 

students in two grades. 
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Population of Participants 

While the school districts of Duncan, Moore, and Walton resided within borders of small 

areas of less than five square miles and have suffered through deteriorated local 

economic conditions, Table 3.1 compared the school district communities.  Though many 

similarities existed between the school district communities, each was distinctly different 

in proximity to the region’s largest metropolitan city.  The National Center for 

Educational Statistics (2015) categorized Moore School District’s locale as a town, fringe 

area defined by having between 2,500 and 25,000 residents and positioned within 40 

miles of a large metropolitan city.  Both Duncan School District and Walton School 

District were categorized as suburban, large locales due to their close proximity to a 

principal city, which encompassed more than 250,000 people (National Center for 

Educational Statistics, 2015).   

 

Table 3.1 
 
Comparison of the Communities’ Population, Location, and Wealth 

Characteristic Moore Duncan Walton 
Total populationa  2,600 5,600 16,000 
Total areab 5 square miles 2 square miles 3 square miles 
City size and locationc Town, fringe Suburban, large Suburban, large 
Distance to metropolitan city 40 miles  12 miles 8 miles 
Household median incomed  $24,970 $19,811 $15,813 
Note.  aRounded 2012 population U.S. Census Bureau data.  bU.S. Census Bureau data 
2012 rounded.  cDefined by the 2015 National Center for Educational Statistics.  dU.S. 
Census Bureau data 2014 illustrated a $53,482 national average, and state averages in 
residing counties were $50,242 and $52,390, respectively.  
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Duncan School District was positioned in Duncan City and encompassed two 

square miles in area (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010).  It was located 12 miles from the 

closest metropolitan city.  A once thriving industrial steel town with over 20,000 

residents in the 1930s and 1940s, Duncan declined to 5,600 residents by 2012 (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2013).  Walton School District was located in Walton City and bordered 

the largest urban school district in the region.  Walton encompassed three square miles 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2010), and it was located eight miles from the downtown 

metropolitan area.  Walton City once housed 30,000 residents in the 1950s and 1960s; 

however, the following decades encompassed periods of poor economics.  By 2012, the 

population declined to approximately 16,000 people in Walton City (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2013).  The Moore School District was located approximately 40 miles from the 

metropolitan city.  Moore encompassed a small town atmosphere with the district’s total 

area containing five square miles.  A once vibrant industrial community that saw its 

population maintained at over 6,000 residents from 1930 to 1960, Moore suffered from 

the steel industry demise in the second half of the 1900s.  By 2012, Moore’s population 

declined to approximately 2,600 residents (U.S. Census Bureau, 2013). 

 While weighing the recent economic climate in Duncan, Walton, and Moore, one 

measurement selected for comparison was the median household income level for the 

given municipalities.  Per the U.S. Census Bureau (2015), a median household income 

value consisted of the middle value where half of the total conglomerate household 

incomes were higher and half of the volume of home incomes were lower.  In ascending 

order per U.S. Census Bureau (2015) data recorded for 2014, Walton had a median 

household income of $15,813.  Duncan had a $19,811 median household income value, 
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and Moore had a $24,970 median household income value.  Nationally, the median 

household income level was $53,482.  In the county where Walton and Duncan were 

located, the median income amount was $52,390.  In the neighboring county where 

Moore resided, the median household income level was $50,242.  Walton, Duncan, and 

Moore had income levels below half the regional and national average in 2014 (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2015).  

As identified by the Pennsylvania School Performance Profile (2014) for the 

2013-14 year, the school districts of Duncan, Moore, and Walton qualified for federally 

funded Title I services for disadvantaged students as defined by the U.S. Department of 

Education (2015) which encompassed families who qualified for free or reduced price 

school meals per federal income criteria (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2016).  

Pennsylvania Department for Partnerships (2016) showed a 43% statewide average of 

students that qualified for free school meals in 2013-14.  Duncan’s economically 

disadvantaged student population was 80%.  Walton had 75% of students qualified for 

free or reduced price meals, and Moore qualified 73% of students into the federal meal 

program.  In qualifying for Title I services, additional funding was supplied and directed 

towards language arts and mathematics curricular programs to assist in meeting 

acceptable standardized testing expectations among the disadvantaged.  In 2014, Moore 

received $198,180 in Title I funding.  Duncan received $908,258 under the federal 

program, and Walton received $1,502,151 (U.S. Department of Education, 2015).   
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Student Demographics   

The Pennsylvania School Performance Profile (2014) offered student 

demographic data for the 2013-14 school year.  As illustrated in Table 3.2, Duncan 

School District educated 345 students.  The district’s student demographic profile 

consisted of a 52% female to 48% male gender split.  By largest categories of race, 70% 

were Black, 15% multi-racial, and 10% White.  Walton School District educated 896 

students.  The district’s student demographic profile consisted of an even 50% female to 

50% male gender split.  By largest categories of race, 91% were Black, 4% multi-racial, 

and 4% White.  Moore School District educated 286 students.  The district’s student 

demographic profile consisted of a 46% female to 54% male gender makeup.  By 

largest categories of race, 62% were White, 26% Black, and 8% multi-racial.  Duncan 

 
Table 3.2 
 
Comparison of School District Student Demographics 

Characteristic Moore Duncan Walton 
Student populationa 286 345 896 

Female 46% 52% 50% 
Male 54% 48% 50% 

Race 
Black 26% 70% 91% 
White 62% 10% 4% 
Multi-racial 8% 15% 4% 
Others 4% 5% 0% 

Identified special educationb 14% 30% 27% 
Economically disadvantagedc 73% 80% 75% 
Note.  aStudent population data as defined by the state’s 2013-14 School Performance 
Profile.  bThe 2013-14 state average was 15% of district students were identified into 
special education.  cThe state qualified 50% of all students into the federal government’s 
free and reduced meal program. 
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and Walton, the two districts closest to the metropolitan city, displayed a high Black 

population.  However, Moore had a majority of White students. 

A similar demographic trend occurred while observing the special education 

populations within the school districts.  Special education students were identified within 

parameters established by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 

legislation, which addressed individuals with disabilities attending public schooling from 

the age of 3 to 21.  Through a review of the 2013-14 Special Education Data Report 

(Pennsylvania State Data Center, 2015), Duncan identified 30% of the student population 

into special education, and Walton identified 27% of students.  Moore identified 14% of 

district students into special education.  Pennsylvania had a 2013-14 state average of 15% 

of all students identified into special education programs (Pennsylvania State Data 

Center, 2015). 

School Grade Structure   

Duncan operated one K-6 elementary school and began tuitioning secondary 

students to two neighboring school districts in the 2007-08 fiscal year.  Walton operated a 

K-12 traditional educational school design through the 2015-16 fiscal year; however, 

secondary students in Grades 7-12 were tuitioned into a large neighboring school district 

beginning in 2016-17.  At that point, Walton only operated two K-6 elementary schools.  

Moore School District had a lengthy history of tuitioning students.  Moore operated a 

traditional K-12 educational school plan until 1985.  Since then, Moore has operated a 

single K-8 school, and high school students have been tuitioned to other secondary 

schools.  One high school was even located in a different state.  In 2015-16, Moore 

finalized a 20-year tuition agreement for Moore pupils to attend an in-state high school.  
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Moore also hosted two charter schools within district borders where many district 

students opted to attend. 

School Achievement Profiles   

The state’s school achievement report card mechanism (Pennsylvania School 

Performance Profile [SPP], 2014) rated schools based on a variety of factors to determine 

a value for comparison among schools.  Each school building received a different score, 

which was primarily driven by standardized testing and student achievement data.  The 

scores ranged from 0 to 100 with a few bonus points also available, and the overall point 

total was assigned to one of six categories for determining school effectiveness.  Moore’s 

K-8 school received a 73.0 SPP score in 2013-14, which was positively rated as being 

proficient in the state’s evaluation system (SPP, 2014).  Duncan’s K-6 school received a 

51.8 SPP score in 2013-14, which placed the school into the state’s lowest rating area 

(SPP, 2014).  Any score below 60.0 fell into this category.  As Moore and Duncan only 

had one school building reported for SPP scoring, Walton had four separate school 

facilities that received scores.  The two K-6 elementary schools received SPP scores of 

62.9 and 68.0, respectively (SPP, 2014).  Those two scores fell into the second lowest 

category, but 70.0 would have qualified for proficiency.  Walton Middle School, 

comprised of Grades 7-8, received a rating of 46.4; and Walton High School, comprised 

of Grades 9-12, received a score of 34.6 (SPP, 2014).  Both the middle school and high 

school scores fell into the bottom level of the state’s rating system. 

 For additional student achievement data to add insight into the respondent 

population, segments from the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (Pennsylvania 

Department of Education [PDE], 2015d) and the Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment 
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System (2015) were included.  Schools were given percentage values for the number of 

students who achieved proficient or advanced scores on the annual state mandated 

standardized exams.  This percentage represented the number of students who achieved 

the state’s minimum acceptable allowance of performance.  In short, this was the 

percentage of students who passed the exam before value-added formulas were included 

to measure yearly growth expectations.  The scores herein encompassed single grade 

level results compiled into one data set for individual school buildings (PDE, 2015d).  

The scores on Table 3.3 provided information to further define and understand the 

achievement data compiled for the all of the schools.  Moore and Duncan operated one 

school building each, while Walton operated two buildings.  Moore had 17% of students 

achieve proficient or advanced in mathematics, and 47% of students met minimum state 

expectations in language arts.  Four percent of Duncan students tallied proficient and 

advanced scores in math, and 11% of students achieved a satisfactory level in language 

arts.  Walton had two elementary buildings, Tipton and Karns, for comparisons.  For 

math achievement, those two buildings garnered proficient and advanced scores of 17% 

and 9%, respectively.  In language arts, Walton had those same two buildings score 32% 

and 23%, respectively at acceptable levels.  
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Table 3.3 
 
School Configurations With School and Student Achievement Comparisons 
   Walton schools  State 

Profile Moore Duncan  Tipton Karns average 
School Performance Profilea    
 Building score 73.0 58.1  68.0 62.9 76.1 
 Rating Green Red Yellow Yellow Green 
Building standardized tests 

Math 
Proficient/Advanced scores 65% 23% 61% 38% 72% 

 Reading 
Proficient/Advanced scores 53% 38% 41% 50% 69% 

Sampled student test scores  
Math 

Proficient/Advanced scores 17% 4% 17% 9% 72% 
Reading 

Proficient/Advanced scores 47% 11% 32% 23% 72%  
 

Year tuition model began 1985-86 2007-08 2016-17 
Grades remaining in district  K-8 K-6 K-6 (two schools) 
Note.  aThe state’s 2013-14 School Performance Profile scores for each building.  Walton 
had two K-6 buildings, which received separate scores.  Duncan and Walton included 
Grade 6 sampled students, and Moore included Grade 8 sampled students.  Scores ranged 
from 0 to 100.  Green suggested that value-added growth expectations were achieved.  
Red stated that students did not meet growth parameters, and yellow showed that students 
displayed moderate growth in the value-added system. 
 

Sample of Subjects 

 The desired group of student respondents illustrated in this study encompassed 

those students who were in their final year of traditional schooling within their home, 

resident school district in 2017-18.  Thus, sixth grade students from Duncan and Walton 

were targeted as subjects, and eighth grade students from Moore were also sought.  It was 

acknowledged that separate age groups could have created varying responses and themes 

due to natural development and maturity factors; thus, the student respondents identified 
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their age in the survey for further analysis.  This approach assisted with the comparison 

of data and development of themes across varying ages.  Other demographic information 

collected did not directly identify individual students; therefore, student responses and 

identities were further protected. 

The total number of student respondents targeted for the study was 21 eighth 

grade students at Moore, 44 sixth grade students at Duncan, and 64 sixth grade students 

at Walton.  No sample group was selected, and the entire candidate pool of 129 students 

was targeted for participation in the optional survey.  After initially agreeing to 

participate in the research study, Walton had a change in senior leadership who opted the 

district out of the survey process.  Thus, the available convenient sample size condensed 

to 65 total available students between Duncan and Moore.  School district, guardian, and 

student permissions were obtained for human subjects to participate in the study per 

mandated protocol expectations as defined in the institutional review board process.  

Students completed a survey of 33 questions.  Twenty-five of those questions were 

designed to gain student perceptions towards constructs comprised of peer interaction, 

service access, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety prior to their arrival at 

the new secondary campus.  Students completed the survey after they completed 50% of 

their final school year within the resident school district. 

Parents and guardians were also identified as a sample population for comparison 

data.  Sixty-five adults were also selected for the sample group by being a parent, or legal 

guardian, of a child who qualified for the study through either Duncan or Moore school 

systems.  Thus, the adult respondent population consisted of guardians whose child was 

enrolled as a student in their final year of education within the resident school district 
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during the 2017-18 school year.  In Duncan, that consisted of parents with a child in 

Grade 6.  At Moore, parents had a child in Grade 8.  As performed with the students, 

parents also completed the survey after the midway point of their child’s last year within 

the resident district. 

It was acknowledged for the parent sample population that having a child in either 

Grade 6 or Grade 8 could have created varying parental responses due to their opinion 

and reference of their child’s development while answering survey questions.  Thus, 

parent respondents were also identified by their child’s grade in the survey process.  

Other demographic information collected did not directly identify individual parents to 

their child or school group.  This practice protected respondent information to allow 

individuals to freely respond without fear of identification.   

The total number of adult respondents available for the study was 21 parents at 

Moore and 44 parents at Duncan.  One parent, or guardian, respondent survey was 

offered per student.  No subset was selected as the entire candidate pool was targeted for 

participation in the optional survey.  The desired number of adult respondents equaled the 

total number for students, which included 65 subjects.  Parent permission and consent 

were also sought for human subjects to participate in the study per mandated protocol 

expectations for adults as defined in the institutional review board approval process.  

Parents completed a survey of 36 questions that depicted parent perceptions towards peer 

interaction, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety before their child’s arrival 

at the new secondary school.  
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Power   

Sample size was related to power or strength of the experiment’s representation of 

the total candidate population (Phillips & Jiang, 2016).  Considering the limited number 

of 65 overall student and parent participants collectively available in the two school 

districts, a high respondent participation rate was needed to achieve reliability 

expectations (Lipsey, 1990).  Fifty-four students and parents participated in the research 

study, which achieved a lofty 83% participation rate.   

Brant’s (n.d.) calculator illustrated the power analysis for significant relationships 

when null hypotheses were rejected to determine if the sample size was large enough to 

produce reliable results.  The online calculator determined the desired number of 

participants needed given a confidence interval, the amount of power desired, and the 

effect size.  While using Brant’s (n.d.) calculator, an alpha level of p = .05 was selected 

for testing group hypotheses.  Then, the degree of power was selected to determine the 

ability of rejecting a null hypothesis when it is false, and .80 was chosen as the acceptable 

level (Cohen, 1988, 1992).  To compare the means between student and parent groups, 

the effect size was set at an acceptable standard deviation level of .50 for research 

expectations (Murphy & Myors, 1998).  By using Brant’s calculator, with a confidence 

level set at alpha = .05, it was determined that 40 participants were the most subjects 

needed for any of the rejected null hypotheses.  Thus, 40 participants were needed in each 

of the student and parent groups to achieve an acceptable power parameter.  With 54 

subjects in each student and parent group, research expectations for power were achieved. 
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Sampling Type and Procedures 

 Duncan School District, Moore School District, and Walton School District were 

selected for this study due to their unique school structure.  The three districts shared a 

common characteristic in using a tuition model to educate all secondary students outside 

of the home, resident school district.  Only five school districts within the state used the 

tuition model by 2017, and the three districts sought in this research study were located 

regionally together and shared characteristics.  These districts have witnessed a decline in 

student enrollment figures in recent decades (BVIU, 2015).  As small school districts 

combat financial strains to remain in existence (Montari & Weaver, 2007), one possible 

remedy to alleviate operational pressure was to tuition secondary students outside of the 

district.  By eliminating the secondary school program, the resident school district 

focused on maintaining appropriate K-6 or K-8 neighborhood schools.  The three districts 

invited to participate in this study have demonstrated this practice.  With continued 

student enrollment declines likely (BVIU, 2015) and uncertain financial funding forecasts 

looming (Fontaine, 2010; Hartman & Shrom, 2014; PSERS, 2013), it is reasonable to 

conclude that other districts will explore a tuition model to educate resident high school 

students as a remedy to create financial stability within the school district and to 

adequately maintain neighborhood elementary schools in the future. 

 After the Walton School District denied participation for its students in the survey 

process, Duncan and Moore School Districts confirmed their intent to participate.  The 

next determination was to select a population.  The study encompassed all student 

subjects who were in their final available grade level within the resident school district, 

along with one corresponding guardian from each student’s home.  Thus, for Duncan 
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students, Grade 6 would constitute their final grade in the district.  They were tuitioned 

out of the district beginning in Grade 7.  For Moore students, they remained in the home 

district through Grade 8 before being tuitioned out of the district in Grade 9.  The 

selection of adolescents in their final grade assisted in identifying student traits, attitudes, 

and experiences as they prepared to leave the home district.  Parent perceptions regarding 

those same elements were also recorded.  Gathering this information allowed for 

computation of data, statistical analysis, and development of themes.   

Convenience Sampling   

Convenience sampling was constructed in the research design by using the 

targeted two school districts for completion of student surveys (Appendix C).  The 

convenience sample technique was chosen due to the accessibility for the low number of 

65 total student units available between two regional school districts.  In this case, the 

entire population of students was the target group based on criterion sampling principles 

as all students possessed a unique experience simultaneously and resided regionally 

together (Palys, 2008; Spreen, 1992).  All of the students were in their final year of public 

schooling within their resident school district.  That experience entailed that all students 

would be tuitioned to secondary schools outside of their home district to complete high 

school requirements.  Traits of the students were identified by age, gender, academic 

achievement, peer friendships, and socioeconomic status.  

One parent, or guardian, per student was also invited to complete a parent survey 

(Appendix D).  By using the convenience sampling approach and including all available 

students, it was equally as important to include 65 adults as a separate target group to 

compare surveys.  Due to varying family structures, it was not prescribed as to which 
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guardian should complete the parent survey.  However, the survey did contain variable 

trait inquiries of gender, age, socioeconomic status, and relationship to the student 

respondent questions that assisted in compilation of themes at the conclusion of the 

research study.   

Five school districts in the state used the tuition model for educating their high 

school students, and 500 total school districts existed.  Thus, the student and parent 

experiences in this tuition process were unique to those families within the remaining 495 

school districts across the state.  Two of the five districts were selected as a convenience 

sample due to the close proximity to one another, a desire to participate, and accessibility 

for the study.  As the convenience sampled student group prepared to leave their home 

school district, student and parent perceptions were important to identify perceived 

barriers or concerns associated with peer interaction, service access, teacher support, 

academic rigor, and school safety that families were managing internally while students 

were in their final year within the resident school district.  By identifying the collected 

themes, it allowed for the enhancement of transition programs and additional research to 

be administered particularly to the given populations at Duncan and Moore.  

Convenience sampling, a form of non-probability sampling, contributed to the internal 

validity of the research design (Biag, 2014; Piotrowski, 2015).  Confirmation of results 

for similar student populations of students will need to take place in future research 

studies for external validity (Bernard, 2002; Godambe, 1982).  Results established within 

the current study may better prepare Duncan and Moore administrators in developing 

transitional programs to assist with perceived or existing barriers as defined by students 

and parents.  



 

81 
	

Sample List   

To gather the list of sampled students, an administrator was contacted at each of 

the school district locations.  Duncan and Moore officials easily identified the appropriate 

grade level of students desired for the research study.  In both cases, an administrator was 

involved and delegated this task to another district employee to facilitate.  Due to the 

restrictive nature of public schools for safety concerns, districts agreed to assist but 

elected to refrain from providing the researcher with active student names or other 

identifiable information.  All of the districts assisted with securing district approval and 

permission as established in the institutional review board process for children and adults 

as human subjects.  Consent forms were sent home from school with all children, and the 

forms were returned to school with guardian approval or refusal of participation for 

potential responders.  For students who did not have a form returned, one was also mailed 

home.  School officials maintained a list to determine which students received guardian 

consent to participate.  Students also were required to sign a statement of assent to be 

included.  Once both statements were achieved, those students were made available for 

completion of the survey during school hours. 

While securing the total number of student and parent participants (N = 108) for 

the non-probability, convenience sampling was time consuming, the benefits were 

directed towards receiving complete information through inviting the entire group of 

available subjects to take part in the research.  By obtaining a subject response rate of 

83% for both the student group (n = 54) and parent group (n = 54), this achievement 

minimized the opportunity of leaving desired participant data absent from the study.  All 

families were given the opportunity to provide input through this holistic data collection 
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process.  By using a non-probability, convenience sampling method for the population, 

statistical generalization errors were minimized as the number of participants (N = 108) 

neared the total population size of 130 possible respondents available in the total 

candidate pool (Johnson, 2009).  A response rate of 83% allowed for analytical 

generalizations to be made for future studies with similar conditions (Campbell & 

Stanley, 1963; Charles, 1995).  It was also acknowledged that having sample subjects 

opting for exclusion from the survey process caused for possible analytical generalization 

issues being established (Kirk & Miller, 1986).  The entire sampled group did not take 

part in the survey; thus, generalization errors may exist in the final data. 

Data Collection Instrument 

Surveys were the primary research instruments used to allow for comparative data 

compilation.  This common collection method allowed respondent results to be used in 

statistical application models for data analysis as one standardized measurement has 

consistently been used for respondent audiences (Assad et al., 2015; Cohen, Manion, & 

Morrison, 2005; Fowler, 2002; Hamid, 2008).  Data and statistics were generated from 

survey results, which were useful in a causal-comparative design to measure relationships 

between independent and dependent variables of two groups (Fowler, 2002).  Similar 

data-driven, quantifiable research practices have taken place to reinforce principles and 

practices associated with surveys as reliable instruments for data collection (da Costa et 

al., 2016; Robotham, 2013; Warsame, 2011). 

Construct Design   

To assist in the development of the surveys, five constructs were developed from 

broader researched student transitional topics surrounding academics, social, and 
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procedural barriers that students faced as they progressed through traditional educational 

systems (Gauchat, 2010; McGee, 2009; Morgan & Hertzog, 2001; Smith, 2007; Wesley, 

2001).  By creating a positive, seamless platform of transitional progression into 

secondary education, students were afforded the ability to bypass restrictive 

characteristics discovered.  Engaging students and parents in that process was paramount 

for immediate and longitudinal success (Anderson, 2012; Hallenbeck, 2012; Larson, 

2011; Rappa, 2012; Sias, 2008).  Through the dissection of research, identified student 

and parent perceptions brought additional insight into the varying importance of factors 

identified by each group (Cauley & Jovanovich, 2006; Falbo et al., 2001).  The given 

research study selected five constructs to yield specificity to established research. 

 The five constructs established were peer interaction, service access, teacher 

support, academic rigor, and school safety, and those constructs were delivered as survey 

items to student and parent respondents.  For the study, peer interaction was defined 

through the student’s ability to build positive peer relationships upon entering the new 

school.  This construct identified the desire for a harmonious fit and creation of new 

friendships to be formed.  It also acknowledged that peer pressure and social groups may 

invoke improper teen behavior responses as well.  These noted personal and social 

growth measurement outcomes were important in establishing the first construct as 

students have traditionally allowed peer group composition to formulate choice patterns 

(Mader, 2010).  By including personal and social growth concepts into the peer 

interaction construct, barriers and preventative concern areas were made available to 

respondents (Gauchat, 2010; Grillo, 2012; McGee, 2009). 
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 The second construct involved service access.  Service access was defined 

through having the ability for travel to and from the new school building as well as 

accessing programs and school personnel at the new campus.  While at the school, access 

also addressed students obtaining free or reduced price school meals, maneuvering 

through the building, and acknowledging where school personnel were located for 

assistance, if needed.  The conglomerate access of the school and personnel offered 

logistical information that created an equity consideration for new students.  Having 

access to transportation, facilities, equipment, and personnel resources allowed for an 

expansive scholastic opportunity that engaged students into curricular and co-curricular 

experiences, which has founded positive effects (Anderson, 2012; Ekanem, 2013; Sias, 

2008). 

 Teacher support was the third construct.  Relationship building was a primary 

characteristic of the peer interaction construct; however, students also need to establish 

relationships with teachers at the new school to foster individual development within the 

classroom (Larson, 2011).  After cementing relationships with teachers, Hallenbeck 

(2012) demonstrated that student confidence to self-advocate and seek assistance 

occurred more readily when needed.  Rappa (2012) and Stoddard (2012) found that after 

transitions occurred from one building to another, students noticed a lapse in school 

supports.  Once relationships were established between students and staff members to 

secure tutoring, remediation, or second-chance learning opportunities beyond normal 

school hours, students also need to manage logistical elements of transportation to 

maximize that benefit.  Students being prepared to meet the expectations and demands of 

the teacher have been paramount towards yielding academic success (Ekanem, 2013). 
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 The fourth construct was a highly researched topic amongst student transitions, 

and it encompassed the academic rigor construct (Bowers & Powers, 2009; Falbo et al., 

2001; Hughes, 2010; Morgan & Hertzog, 2001; Smith, 2007).  Here, the construct was 

defined by the work expectations associated with students performing at high levels to 

achieve lofty academic goals established at the new school.  Expansive programs and 

opportunities articulated an increase in academic achievement in rigorous environments 

as student engagement increased.  Students were intrinsically motivated to perform at 

optimal levels when authentically engaged in areas of interest (Anderson, 2012; Gauchat, 

2010; Robinson, 2006). 

 The fifth, and final, construct of school safety was defined by levels of concern 

for students’ physical or emotional well-being after the transition to the new school took 

place.  Safety factors were paramount in school choice decisions to charter or parochial 

schools (Kennedy, 2012); however, tuition students may not view charter or parochial 

schools as viable options.  Parents cited safety concerns more prominently in research 

than students did when transitioning in schools (Akos & Galassi, 2004).  The school 

safety construct identified physical fears while at school and in transit to and from school.  

It also illustrated bullying and the possible effects of emotional safety involved. 

Survey Design  

Surveys were selected as instruments to assist in determining student and parent 

perceptions when transitioning students outside of the resident school district to attend 

secondary schooling through a tuition model.  The student survey (Appendix C) was 

comprised of 33 questions.  Questions 1 through 25 addressed perceptions and levels of 

concern about the forthcoming student transition, and the remaining seven questions 
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entailed personal data details.  The parent survey (Appendix D) was comprised of 36 total 

questions.  As with the student survey, the first 25 questions were geared towards 

perceived concern levels associated with the upcoming student transition, and Questions 

26 through 33 pertained to student personal data.  The adults were also asked to complete 

three additional demographic questions to offer further insight into describing the 

respondent completing the form; hence, the parent survey consisted of 36 questions. 

Student (Appendix C) and parent (Appendix D) surveys included 33 questions of 

very subtle differences.  Essentially, the questions were simply duplicated on the surveys.  

The differences only existed to address the respondents appropriately.  The slight 

variations also reinforced communication to parents that the first 33 questions were 

focused on the student.  Thus, the terms you or your used on the student survey were 

exchanged on the parent survey to consist of your child for proper emphasis of 

identification who was being addressed in the question.  In the final three questions of the 

parent survey, parents were also asked questions where you was used as a direct identifier 

for personal data.  Thus, this also displayed the need to be specific in the identifiers used 

throughout the beginning 33 questions.   

Questions 1 through 25 were designed to seek student and parent perceived 

concern levels for constructs of peer interaction, service access, teacher support, 

academic rigor, and school safety for the upcoming middle level student transition.  

Within each of the five identified constructs, five survey items existed to extract 

respondent data pertaining to each variable cluster.  The questions were created to capture 

student and parent perceptions prior to the students’ transition away from the resident 

school district.  The 25 survey questions were positioned in a 1 through 25 format.  For 
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each of the questions, respondents were asked to select their level of concern for each 

numbered item in a Likert scale pattern, a technique established by psychologist Rensis 

Likert (1932).  There were five ascending levels of concern to choose from for Questions 

1 through 25, and those selections were: (1) I am not concerned at all, (2) I am not 

concerned, (3) I am a bit concerned, (4) I am concerned, or (5) I am very much 

concerned.  Respondents only selected one answer, or level of concern, for each question.   

The survey, comprised in a Likert scale format embodied 25 Likert items, or 

questions, to illuminate levels of feelings or attitudes for respondent selections (Ekanem, 

2013; McLeod, 2008; Tasci & Yurdugul, 2016; Yazicic, 2016).  By using the Likert 

format within surveys, quantitative values were assigned to qualitative data in a 1 through 

5 ascending point value scale to determine the level of concern (Likert, 1932; McLeod, 

2008) for each survey item.  A respondent selection of 1 was the lowest level of concern, 

and a respondent selection of 5 was the highest level of concern.  H. Boone and Boone 

(2012) emphasized the Likert scale and made analysis recommendations within 

descriptive statistics while using surveys to collect attitudinal data. 

Validity and Reliability of the Survey Instrument   

Reliability of the study was determined by whether the results of the study can be 

repeated in the future given similar conditions and sampling (Charles, 1995; Joppe, 2000; 

Kirk & Miller, 1986).  Some of the internal validity threats that can derail future studies 

involve flaws in experimental procedures, treatments, or experiences of the respondents 

(Campbell & Stanley, 1963).  For example, altering the data collection instrument would 

be one flaw; hence, producing a stable instrument was paramount for securing the 

possibility of replicating a successful second research study (Charles, 1995).  Kirk and 
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Miller (1986) offered that three types of reliability existed.  The first included producing 

the same results under the same conditions.  The second entailed the stability of the 

measurement with respect to time.  Last, the similarity of measurements used in a given 

time period offered reliability constraints.  Wainer and Braun (1998) articulated construct 

validity concerns in quantitative research studies when researchers interacted with 

respondents during the data collection process.  Thus, care was taken during instrument 

creation and collection procedures to uphold validity and reliability within the study. 

With the consultation of content expert Dr. Jane Beese and methodology expert 

Dr. Xin Liang, a survey instrument was developed to ensure content validity and 

reliability.  Additional content experts also reviewed the final form of the survey 

instrument and accompanying design procedures to achieve acceptable validity and 

reliability mandates.  The entire panel of experts who reviewed the instrument and design 

process consisted of: 

• Dr. Jane Beese, Ed.D., Associate Professor, Department of Counseling, 

School Psychology, and Educational Leadership, Youngstown State 

University, Youngstown, OH. 

• Dr. Xin Liang, Ph.D., Professor, Department of Educational Foundations and 

Leadership, College of Education, University of Akron, Akron, OH. 

• Dr. Charles Jeffords, Ed.D., Assistant Professor, Department of Counseling, 

School Psychology, and Educational Leadership, Youngstown State 

University, Youngstown, OH. 
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• Dr. Matthew Paylo, Ph.D., Associate Professor and Counseling Program 

Director, Department of Counseling, School Psychology, and Educational 

Leadership, Youngstown State University, Youngstown, OH. 

• Dr. Charles Vergon, J.D., Professor, Department of Counseling, School 

Psychology, and Educational Leadership, Youngstown State University, 

Youngstown, OH. 

The survey instrument was designed to measure levels of concern towards student and 

parent perceptions regarding a unique student transitional experience to a secondary 

school located outside of the home school district through a tuition model.    

 To assist with identifying whether the survey instrument functioned properly, the 

survey was shared with five student and five parent volunteers to verify the instrument’s 

proper design and function.  These assisting individuals were not participants in the 

formal research study.  Surveys were presented to volunteers in written form to determine 

the volunteer’s ability to correctly comprehend directions and complete responses 

accurately.  Volunteers were directed to select only one answer for each of the questions 

on the survey by circling one multiple choice answer for each question.  However, it was 

discovered during functional testing that the volunteers were selecting more than one 

answer to questions on the written survey.  This especially took place on Question 30 

where the survey instrument asked volunteers to give the student’s report card grades, 

and As, Bs, Cs, Ds, and Fs were individually listed as possible answers.  A couple of 

assisting volunteers circled more than one answer on the survey.  The survey already 

contained directions that asked respondents to select only one response for each question; 

however, those directions were repeated and made more visible on the survey after the 
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initial functional screening process.  On the same survey line following Question 30, a 

special directive was added to only circle one response.  The proctor’s directions 

(Appendix F) also included a verbal directive to student respondents to only select one 

answer for each question.   

 Another correction procedure was administered to the survey after one of the 

assisting individuals offered an answer to Question 32 that was not possible per the 

volunteer’s answer to Question 31.  Question 31 and Question 32 both entailed the 

respondent to state the number of friends that a student interacted with inside and outside 

of school.  The answer to Question 32 must be equal to or less than the number of friends 

provided as an answer to Question 31.  Thus, Question 32 was given an additional 

directive for clarification purposes after the written question on the survey, and the 

clarification statement read that the answer on Question 32 cannot be greater than the 

answer given on Question 31.  The additional information and alterations yielded better 

results during a second round of reviews of the survey’s function with a new set of 

invited guests to share thoughts about the structure, directions, and design of the survey 

instrument. 

 The improved version of the survey was shared with another small group of 

volunteers to assist with instrumentation validity and reliability measures after 

clarification notations were added to the original survey.  After completing a second 

evaluation of the survey with a new group of three adolescents and three adults, the 

survey offered positive results.  As prescribed, volunteers only made one selection for 

each question on the written survey, and no other notations were made on the written 

copies to suggest that more than one answer was desired from volunteers.  The final 
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version of the survey achieved expectations and functioned properly.  By completing two 

procedural clarification stages of instrument verification, validity and reliability 

expectations for the survey were accomplished within the study.  The survey instrument 

consisted of questions aligned to constructs that properly collected student and parent 

respondent data to illustrate perceptions, levels of concern, and demographic information.  

Instrumentation  

Questions 1 through 25 were assembled in order of the five constructs on both 

student and parent surveys.  Corresponding descriptors existed for respondent clarity 

towards grouped construct topics of peer interaction, service access, teacher support, 

academic rigor, and school safety.  These descriptors defined each construct that 

preceded the group of five questions per category.  The following 25 questions were used 

in the student survey and ordered chronologically as well.  Student and parent 

respondents had essentially the same Questions 1 through 25, and they used the same 

Likert scale (Likert 1932; McLeod, 2008) multiple choice answer selections of: (1) I am 

not concerned at all, (2) I am not concerned, (3) I am a bit concerned, (4) I am 

concerned, or (5) I am very much concerned.  

What are student perceptions on peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district? 

1. Are you concerned about being in a new school and classes with students that 

you do not know? 

2. Are you concerned about making friends in a new school? 

3. Are you concerned about having someone to sit with during lunch at the new 

school? 
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4. Are you concerned about fitting in with other social groups or cliques at the 

new school? 

5. Are you concerned that you will be pressured to use tobacco, drink alcohol, or 

do drugs at the new school? 

What are student perceptions on school service access when students are tuitioned 

to a secondary school outside of the resident district? 

6.   Are you concerned about getting back and forth from home and the new 

school? 

7.   Are you worried about getting lost in the new school? 

8.   Are you concerned about getting forms completed to receive free or reduced 

price meals to begin the next school year? (Leave blank if you currently do 

not receive free or reduced school meals.) 

9. Are you worried about having enough time to get to your locker and class on 

time? 

10. Are you concerned that the new school will be too crowded making it difficult 

for you to access a principal, counselor, or a nurse when needed? 

What are student perceptions on access to teacher support when students are 

tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the resident district? 

11. Are you concerned that the new teachers will be more strict than your current 

teachers? 

12. Are you concerned that the homework load at the new school will be too 

much to handle? 
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13. Are you concerned that your new teachers will not give you as much school 

work support as they do in your current school? 

14. Are you concerned about knowing how to get help if you have questions or 

problems at the new school? 

15. Are you concerned about getting home if you want to stay for tutoring or 

extra-curricular activities at the new school? 

What are student perceptions on academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district? 

16. Are you concerned about the classes being more difficult at the new school 

than in your present school? 

17. Are you concerned that you have the study skills needed to succeed at the new 

school such as note taking, test preparation, and writing papers? 

18. Are you concerned about high stakes tests that you will take at the new 

school? 

19. Are you concerned about the credit requirements at the new school to be 

promoted to the next grade level each year? 

20. Are you concerned about your grade point average and your class rank? 

What are student perceptions on school safety when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district? 

21. Are you concerned that students will bully you at the new school? 

22. Are you concerned about poor peer conduct while traveling to and from the 

new school? 

23. Are you concerned about being involved in fights at the new school? 
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24. Are you concerned about getting hurt at the new school? 

25. Are you concerned that the teachers and staff at the new school will not watch 

out for their students the same way as in your current school? 

Personal Data Questions   

Following the initial 25 survey questions, personal data inquiries were presented 

to assist with respondent demographic and variable information.  Questions 26 through 

33 existed on both student (Appendix C) and parent (Appendix D) surveys.  In a similar 

format as in Questions 1 through 25, Questions 26 through 33 were directed at responses 

concerning the child, not the adult.  The upcoming questions were duplicated from the 

student survey.  Response options varied for the personal data questions; however, 

questions offered selections in a multiple choice fashion, once again, for ease of 

completion and compiling data. 

26. What is your gender? 

27. What is your race? 

28. What is your age? 

29. Do you receive free lunch at school? 

30. What report card grades do you typically receive in school? 

31. How many friends do you typically interact with outside of school? 

32. How many of the friends in Question 30 also attend school with you and are 

in your same grade level? 

33. Do you have an older brother or sister who attends, or attended, the same 

secondary school that you will attend next year? 
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Additional Parent Personal Data Questions   

The parent survey (Appendix D) encompassed three additional questions 

(Questions 34 through 36) that were not present on the student survey to assist with 

descriptors for the parent respondent.  Due to the varying possibilities for those assuming 

parenting and guardianship responsibilities for the child embedded in the research study, 

it was also important to create a profile for those completing the parent survey to assist 

with demographic identifiers for analysis.  To this point, all questions had been directed 

towards the child.  Yet, beginning with Question 34, parents saw questions directed at 

them.  The following three questions were only present on the parent survey: 

34. What is your gender? 

35. What is your relationship to child? 

36. What is your age? 

The additional parent personal data information assisted in defining variables too. 

Variables 

 Variables were coded in the manner listed below.  The independent variables 

were as noted: 

• Group (1 = student; 2 = parent) for participants completing surveys. 

• Gender (1 = male; 2 = female) of students and parents. 

• Race (1 = Black; 2 = White; 3 = Multi-racial; 4 = Hispanic; 5 = Asian; 6 = 

American Indian; 7 = Other) of students. 

• Age (1 = 10 years old; 2 = 11 years old; 3 = 12 years old; 4 = 13 years old; 5 = 

14 years old; 6 = 15 years old) of students. 

• Grade (1 = Grade 6; 2 = Grade 8) of students. 



 

96 
	

• Age (1 = 20 to 29 years old; 2 = 30 to 39 years old; 3 = 40 to 49 years old; 4 = 

50 to 59 years old; 5 = 60 years of age and older) of parents. 

• Relationship (1 = mother; 2 = father; 3 = grandmother; 4 = grandfather; 5 = 

other) of the parent to the child. 

• Free lunch (1 = yes; 2 = no; 3 = don’t know) program enrollment of students. 

• Report card grades (1 = Fs; 2 = Ds; 3 = Cs; 4 = Bs; 5 = As; 6 = don’t know) 

achieved by students. 

• Friends (1 = 0 friends; 2 = 1-2 friends; 3 = 3-4 friends; 4 = 5-6 friends; 5 = 7-8 

friends; 6 = 9 or more friends; 7 = don’t know) maintained by students outside 

of school. 

• Friends (1 = 0 friends; 2 = 1-2 friends; 3 = 3-4 friends; 4 = 5-6 friends; 5 = 7-8 

friends; 6 = 9 or more friends; 7 = don’t know) maintained by students outside 

of school who also attended school with students. 

• Siblings (1 = yes; 2 = no; 3 = don’t know) who have attended the same future 

school that students will attend. 

The dependent variables were articulated into constructs for student and parent 

responses.  Peer interaction, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety 

constructs were accompanied by five survey questions to determine levels of concern to 

compare student and parent group responses.  Each of the questions denoted Likert scale 

response values of 1 through 5 points in ascending order for levels of concern; thus, each 

of the four identified constructs had a maximum total of 25 points.  The lowest construct 

sum value of 5 points signified no concern at all, and a maximum sum value of 25 

points equated to the highest level of very much concerned.  The service access 
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construct had four survey questions that used the identical Likert 1 through 5 points 

scale.  Thus, the service access construct had a low score range of 4 points or no concern 

at all to the highest possible score of 20 points or very much concerned.  The mean 

scores were used for construct comparisons.  

• Students’ perception on peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Parents’ perception on peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Students’ perception on school service access when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Parents’ perception on school service access when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Students’ perception on access to teacher support when students are tuitioned 

to a secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Parents’ perception on access to teacher support when students are tuitioned to 

a secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Students’ perception on academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Parents’ perception on academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

• Students’ perception on school safety when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 
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• Parents’ perception on school safety when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district (mean scores). 

 The study researched the effects that the demographic, independent variables of 

gender, age, race, socioeconomic status, academic achievement, number of friendships, 

and sibling experience had on student and parent perceptions about the upcoming pupil 

transition to a secondary school located outside of the resident school district.  The study 

also detailed the differences associated with perceptions and students’ grade before 

departing the resident school district.  Last, the effects of transitional students having an 

older sibling attend the same secondary school were weighed against those perceptions of 

students who did not have prior experiences with the new school. 

Data Collection 

 After receiving all of the approval considerations required by the institutional 

review board process for children and adults as human subjects (Appendix A), a parental 

consent and student assent form (Appendix E) was sought from families for qualifying 

individuals into the selection process of participants.  Assent was again provided on the 

survey for respondent verification prior to beginning the survey.  Respondents were also 

reminded that they were able to excuse themselves from the process at any point without 

penalty.  The researcher was not the point person for data collection procedures.  A 

neutral party accepted that role at each school to relieve possible reliability and validity 

issues (Wainer & Braun, 1998). 

 Respondents were supplied with instructions, and surveys were offered to the 

convenient sample population of students and parents.  Surveys and consent/assent forms 

were color coded to assist with directives and instructions during data collection 
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procedures.  Consent forms were copied onto blue paper.  Parent surveys were copied 

onto yellow paper, and student surveys were copied onto green paper.  The collection 

process took place through cooperative agreements made with each of the two assisting 

school districts.  For students, the time and location for completing surveys was assigned 

by individual school officials, as this task was performed during the school day with 

school personnel assisting.  The school official was provided with a proctor’s script 

(Appendix F) for guidance and survey directions to be read to students per institutional 

review board protocol expectations.  Parental consent and parent surveys were completed 

prior to students completing their survey at school. 

Parent surveys were completed independently.  Students took the invitation to 

participate (Appendix B), parent survey (Appendix D), and parental consent form 

(Appendix E) home for family review.  While consent forms were returned to school with 

the students, parents were asked to mail via the U.S. Postal Service the completed parent 

survey to the researcher’s created post office mailbox address.  Some parents mailed the 

survey, but many others returned the completed survey back to school along with the 

consent form.  Staff at each school accepted those parent surveys and stored them 

appropriately.  The same data collection safeguards and procedures took place with the 

adult surveys as performed with student surveys.  No data existed to specifically identify 

individual respondents.  The parent survey contained written directions for circling one 

response for each of the 36 questions.  As completed in the student process, parents were 

asked to give consent and acknowledge that they could be excluded from the study at any 

point should they desire to do so.  This mandated consent mechanism existed on the 
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survey, and it asked respondents to acknowledge consent by placing an “X” next to the 

statement giving their consent prior to beginning the survey. 

 For parents, an invitation to participate, a parent survey, and a consent form was 

sent home from school with students along with a self-addressed stamped envelope and 

procedural directions.  The packets sent home with students contained the following: 

1. A written invitation to participate in the study (Appendix B). 

2. A copy of the parent survey with instructions (Appendix D). 

3. A copy of the parental consent and student assent form (Appendix E). 

4. A self-addressed stamped envelope for the parent to return the completed 

parent survey. 

Additional directions (Appendix B) were contained in the invitation to participate for 

mailing instructions of parent surveys.  Parents were asked to complete the consent form 

(Appendix E) and return it to school with his or her student.  Parents were asked to 

complete the hard copy survey (Appendix D) and return it via U.S. Postal Service to the 

researcher.  By having the physical copies returned, it provided the same data security as 

previously mentioned without the possible interference of technology.  The researcher 

established a post office box address solely for the purpose of collecting completed 

surveys for the dissertation study.  Upon arrival of parent questionnaires via U.S. Postal 

Service, survey responses were duplicated into a data collection spreadsheet. 

Once all of the students planning to participate had returned parental consent and 

student assent forms, each student was issued a hard copy of the student survey to 

complete with a pencil.  This allowed for procedural consistency established through 

verbal and written directions being provided prior to completing the student survey 
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(Appendix C).  Clarification was offered to individuals and the entire group, when 

needed.  Upon reassurance that the students understood the expectations, students were 

again asked to offer a statement of assent by placing an “X” before the assent statement 

on the survey.  Students were then asked to complete the 33 questions by circling one 

answer for each question. 

Students were reminded that the survey was voluntary, and they could remove 

themselves at any point in the process without a penalty.  Upon completion of the student 

survey, students placed their own survey into a manila envelope with all other 

respondents to assist with protecting student identities.  The school official sealed the 

envelope and appropriately stored the responses per protocol until taken by the 

researcher.  Paper surveys completed in a written format were established for two 

primary reasons.  The first was to provide a consistent pattern for primary data retrieval 

across all schools, without the possibility of technological interference.  The second 

factor to consider was that the researcher was provided with completed hard copy student 

responses.  Having these physical surveys allowed for receipt records to be maintained 

throughout the data collection and computation process.   

Possessing and securing the primary hard copy data sources provided confidence 

with data collection.  The researcher had the ability to continue the study by recalling 

given documents without the need to seek input from respondents a second time.  All 

surveys remained solely at the researcher’s residence and possession during the study, 

and items were securely locked in file cabinets.  Duplication data were stored 

electronically on a password protected, secured server where the researcher and 

dissertation chair had access during the statistical analysis phase.  Upon completion of the 
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dissertation, all respondent surveys were provided to the sponsoring university for 

safeguard protocol. 

The available sample size combining Duncan and Moore School was 65 total 

students and 65 total parents.  Of the 130 total available combined subjects, 108 students 

and parents agreed to participate (N = 108).  Further subgroups were delineated 

throughout the study; however, the primary focus of the quantitative research analysis 

observed differences or similarities between student and parent groups.  The total number 

of students who completed the student survey was 54 (n = 54), which corresponded to an 

83% response rate.  The total number of parents who completed the parent survey was 54 

(n = 54), which also translated to an 83% response rate.   

 One important action to document during the data collection process was the 

intentional care that the researcher took to protect the identity of all respondents.  

Maintaining confidentiality as described in the institutional review board process was 

upheld.  No personal information was detailed on the completed surveys to identify 

individuals.  Confidentiality was upheld during the study.  All physical surveys from both 

the student and parent groups were kept on file and secured at the researcher’s residence.  

Yet, duplication of data was compiled into spreadsheets, and it was kept on a secured 

server for researcher and dissertation chair access while the study was performed.  Once 

the statistical analysis was completed, surveys were submitted to the sponsoring 

university for proper storage protocol, as materials were secured on campus.  

Statistical Treatment 

 Data were compiled using information gathered from student and parent surveys.  

Through the use of these collection tools, the accumulation of transitional perceptions 
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and personal data sheet information was collected.  Seven hypotheses were generated to 

expand on student and parent perceptions regarding an upcoming pupil transition to a 

secondary school located outside of the resident school district.  Data were properly 

collected for statistical analysis in this chapter.  The illustrated treatments noted in 

Appendix G were verified, acceptable historical practices for data analysis within 

research.  This chapter also provided detailed methodology procedures to allow future 

research candidates the opportunity to replicate the study, if applicable. 

 The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) originally authored by Nie, 

Bent, and Hull (1970) furnished ordinary researchers with the ability to complete 

statistical analysis decades ago, and it became a popular, accepted practice within 

academic research.  International Business Machines Corporation (2009) acquired SPSS 

and continued to vendor the product to social science research.  The SPSS software was 

selected as the statistical analysis tool used for the current study as a Likert scale style 

survey and descriptive statistics were selected for comparing student and parent grouped 

data.  Studies using similar methods were performed with SPSS software (Clark, 2012; 

Coleman et al., 2015; Hughes, 2010; Sutton, 2013; Warachan, 2011). 

 For the purpose of identifying databases and relationships between variables, 

descriptive statistics were selected to condense data sets into meaningful information.  By 

focusing on the mean, or average, of those data sets, the study allowed for the preferred 

measure of central tendency method to be used for descriptive statistics (Ganzert, 2012; 

Thomas, 2012; Turner, 2013; Warsame, 2011).  Mean scores were used to identify data 

sets as all respondent scores were included in the calculations.  Since convenience-

sampling procedures were administered to include all regionally accessible respondents 
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in data collection, the calculations included data sets from all participants available in the 

targeted population (Campbell, 1955; Spreen, 1992; Zhen et al., 2006).  Outliers were 

minimized by calculating the mean and having normally distributed data. 

Descriptive statistics allowed the researcher the ability to weigh relationships 

between student and parent grouped variables through statistical analysis and calculating 

formulas for statistical significance (Ganzert, 2012; Thomas, 2012; Turner, 2013; 

Whitley & Ball, 2002).  Using the mean score also offered the greatest reliability, 

especially when calculating variability and other statistical computations.  This process 

was generated by assigning numeric values to survey responses for calculating mean 

scores within parametric statistical procedures.  Parametric statistics assumed that a 

quantifiable variable data set was articulated in a normal distribution pattern anchored by 

securing a mean score and standard deviation sequence.  Hence, variables used in the 

study were a measurable quantity, which yielded positive results from the perspective of 

normal distribution expectations. 

Parametrics yielded the use of statistical tests to maneuver categorical, non-

continuous data.  For the given research study, independent samples t tests were used to 

answer the null hypothesis consisting of no difference in mean scores between the student 

and parent group perceptions (Ganzert, 2012; Thomas, 2012; Turner, 2013; Warsame, 

2011).  The independent samples t tests compared two group mean scores between 

students and parents.  In these t tests, statistical significance and effect size monitored 

sampled responses to determine the likelihood that the sample represented the larger 

population.  With an alpha level established at .05, the Sig (2-tailed) statistic was used to 

determine p values, or likelihood that the results occurred by chance (Ganzert, 2012; 
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Thomas, 2012; Turner, 2013; Warachan, 2011).  If less than a 5% chance existed, the null 

hypothesis was rejected.  Therefore, a statistically significant difference existed between 

the two groups. 

Even though all available respondents were encouraged to take part in the study, 

not all invited respondents completed the survey.  Thus, bias was a consideration for the 

findings.  Inappropriate sampling techniques could have resulted in Type I and Type II 

errors (Johnson, 1999).  A Type I error existed if a true null hypothesis was rejected, 

which designated that a significant difference was incorrectly identified between groups 

(Pollard & Richardson, 1987).  A Type II error existed if a false null hypothesis was 

retained, which meant that the researcher did not find a statistically significant difference 

between two groups when one was actually present (Smith, Levine, Lachlan, & Fediuk, 

2002).  Even though all available respondents did not participate in the study, the 

representation remained at an acceptable level, which assisted with the strength of 

internal validity and minimized Type I and Type II errors (Brant, n.d.; Cohen, 1988; 

Lipsey, 1990; Phillips & Jiang, 2016).  Analysis of parent and student groups was 

properly completed through the use of descriptive statistics (Clark, 2012; Coleman et al., 

2015; Hughes, 2010; Sutton, 2013).  Factors identified were normally distributed, having 

a beneficially low standard deviation.  

Limitations and Assumptions 

 Limitations and assumptions regarding the use of t tests within descriptive 

statistics were presented (Barany, 2003; Boulden, 2013; Ganzert, 2012; Testa, 2010; 

Warsame, 2011; Whitley & Ball, 2002) in this section.  The limitations for the research 

study were: 
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• The results of inferential statistics can only be applied to populations that 

resembled the sample that was tested (Goodwin & Ortiz, 2015). 

• The sample and population were roughly normal in distribution, with minimal 

scores existing far from the mean (Ganzert, 2012; Testa, 2010; Whitley & 

Ball, 2002). 

• Each group should have about the same number of participants.  Comparing 

large and small groups may give inaccurate results (Testa, 2010). 

• Without an identifier linking student and parent surveys together, the research 

design and statistical estimations had nested effects by comparing two groups 

(Stockburger, 1996). 

• All data were independent, and scores were not influenced by each other 

(Boulden, 2013). 

• Data were interval-level or higher.  Each unit of measurement was equal to 

any other unit (Boulden, 2013). 

Assumptions of t tests were: 

• That bivariate independent groups were present (Barany, 2003; Whitley & 

Ball, 2002). 

• That differences existed between the two groups being measured (Barany, 

2003). 

• Dependent variables were assumed to be normally distributed with similar 

variance in both groups (Mordkoff, 2000; Whitley & Ball, 2002). 

• One-sample t tests were considered robust for violations of normal 

distribution (Warachan, 2011). 
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• Each observation of the dependent variable stood alone from other 

observations of the dependent variable (Ganzert, 2012). 

Conclusion 

The methodology chapter illustrated a convenience sample, survey driven 

research design established to investigate middle level student and parent perceived 

levels of concern towards peer interaction, service access, teacher support, academic 

rigor, and school safety constructs before transitioning tuitioned students to a secondary 

school located outside of their resident school district.  Respondents were selected in a 

convenience-sampling format due to accessibility, and data were collected per protocol 

expectations.  Descriptive statistics placed numeric values to attitudes from Likert scale 

items on the surveys; therefore, a quantitative statistical analysis ensued using SPSS 

software.  The methodology construction was deliberate about answering the identified 

research questions, and surveys were selected as primary data collection tools used to 

achieve that objective.  Computations analyzed data through SPSS software and were 

presented in numeric tables and narrative essays, a manner expected in standard design 

procedure.   
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Chapter IV 

Results 

The purpose of this study was to identify middle level student and parent 

perceived similarities and differences towards transition factors prior to students being 

tuitioned to a secondary school located outside of the district, so administrators can be 

afforded the opportunity to create a successful transition program by addressing families’ 

levels of concern to overcome perceived barriers.  Through the use of surveys, a 

quantitative, convenience sample study was selected for the design structure to extract 

respondent data from student and parent groups.  By focusing on the mean of those data 

sets, descriptive statistics were selected to weigh the relationships between student and 

parent grouped variables through analysis and calculating formulas for statistical 

significance.  The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software assisted in 

the statistical analysis of data and hypotheses testing.  The following seven hypotheses 

were explored in the study: 

● Hypothesis 1.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district. 

● Hypothesis 2.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on school service access when students are tuitioned to 

a secondary school outside of the resident district. 

● Hypothesis 3.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on access to teacher support when students are 

tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the resident district. 
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● Hypothesis 4.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district. 

● Hypothesis 5.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions on school safety when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district. 

● Hypothesis 6.  There is a statistically significant difference between student 

and parent perceptions for each school.  

● Hypothesis 7.  There is a statistically significant difference among students in 

two grades. 

This chapter entails the results of the statistical analysis used to test the stated 

hypotheses.  SPSS software served as the statistical analysis tool to derive descriptive 

statistics for the entire data sample noted in Table 4.1 (N = 108).  The 108 participants 

were comprised of two groups for hypothesis testing.  Student (n = 54) and parent (n =  

54) groups were identified; however, Table 4.1 further characterized the student subjects 
 
Table 4.1 
 
Group Frequency Table for Students, Parents, and Grade Levels 
  Frequency (%)  Grade (%) Duncan Moore 
Students 54 (50%) 6 (31%) 33  
  8 (19%)  21 
Parents 54 (50%) 6 (31%) 33 
  8 (19%)  21 
Total 108 (100%) (100%)      

Note.  N = 108.  Student and parent groups were equal n = 54.  
Grade 6 student and parent groups were equal at Duncan n = 33.  
Grade 8 student and parent groups were equal at Moore n = 21. 
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by acknowledging Grade 6 students from Duncan School and Grade 8 students from 

Moore School for a total of 54 students.  Grade 6 students (n = 33) claimed 61% of the 

participants in the student group, and Grade 8 students (n = 21) absorbed 39% of the 

student group.  The parent (n = 54) group labeled in Table 4.1 consisted of any adult 

identified by students as their parent or legal guardian who resided at the student’s same 

residence with them.  Families had the choice to select which parent or legal guardian 

would complete the parent survey if more than one guardian resided at that same 

residence.   

Response Rate 

 A convenient sample population consisting of 65 combined families from Moore 

School and Duncan School were available to participate in the survey study, and all 

families were provided with a letter of invitation along with a consent form to participate.  

Eleven of those families did not return the consent form to participate; therefore, they 

were excluded from the survey process.  Fifty-four families (N = 108) did return the 

consent forms; therefore, a combination of 54 students (n = 54) and 54 parents (n = 54) 

completed one survey for the study.  This garnered a response rate of 83% for each 

respective group.  Each school had an equal number of students and parents participate.  

Thus, the sample size was 54 for both the student (n = 54) and parent (n = 54) groups.  To 

further delineate respondents, Moore School had 21 Grade 8 students (n = 21) and 

parents (n = 21) participate in the study, which comprised 39% of all respondents.  

Duncan School had 33 Grade 6 students (n = 33) and parents (n = 33) participate, which 

totaled 61% of all respondents for the study.  By accomplishing a response rate of 83% 

for all subjects, the nonresponse bias group only accounted for 17% of the available 
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population.  This exceeded industry standards for proper survey collection procedures 

and added reliability to the study (Fincham, 2008). 

Demographic Data 

Table 4.2 articulated student (n = 54) and parent (n = 54) demographics for the survey 

research study (N = 108).  The table represented the frequency and percentage of 

respondents engaged in the study through the completion of one student and one parent 

survey with corresponding personal data questions.  In terms of students, respondents’ 

gender slightly favored females (54%) over males (46%).  Likewise, students’ race 

displayed a slight majority of Black (43%) students, with White (37%) students just 

behind.  Ages of students ranged equally from 11 to 14 years old, and 85% of students 

reported receiving free meals at school.  The socioeconomic percentage of free lunches 

may have been higher than previously identified as Duncan School met federal 

regulations to provide free meals to all students regardless of their economic status.  

Moore School followed the federal meal identification guidelines too, but the entire 

school did not receive free meals as some families paid.  A high percentage of students 

reported an academic performance grade of A (30%), B (37%), or C (20%), and students 

also reported that they had many friendships established inside and outside of school.  

Last, 39% of students had a sibling attend the same upcoming, transitional school that 

they planned to attend, and 52% of students reported that they did not have a sibling 

attend the upcoming secondary school, which they planned to attend. 
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Table 4.2 
 
Demographic Information of Student and Parent Participants Analyzed 
 Demographic  Student Parent 
Characteristic variable frequency (%)              frequency (%) 
Total All respondents 54 (100%)  54 (100%)  
Gender Male 25 (46%)  6 (11%) 
 Female                            29 (54%) 48 (89%)  
Race Black                                 23 (43%) 
 White                                20 (37%)  
 Multi-racial                         6 (11%)  
 Hispanic                              2 (4%) 
 Other                                   3 (6%) 
Age 11                                      16 (30%) 
 12                                      16 (30%) 
 13                                        6 (11%) 
 14                                      15 (28%) 
20-29      6 (11%) 
30-39    23 (43%)  
40-49    18 (33%) 
50-59      5 (9%) 
60+       2 (4%) 
Socioeconomic status (free meals)   Yes                                     46 (85%)  49 (91%) 
 No                                        3 (6%)   5 (9%) 
 Don’t Know                         5 (9%) 
Academic achievement  A grades                            16 (30%) 
 B grades                            20 (37%)  
 C grades                            11 (20%) 
 D grades                              1 (2%) 
 Don’t Know                        6 (11%)  
Relationship to student Mother 43 (80%) 
 Father    5 (9%)  
 Grandmother   3 (6%) 
 Other   3 (6%) 
Friends outside of school 1-2                                         3 (6%) 
 3-4                                       14 (26%) 
 5-6                                       11 (20%) 
 7-8                                         1 (2%) 
 9+                                        22 (41%) 
 Don’t Know                           3 (6%) 
 
                                                                                                                                       (continued) 
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Table 4.2 
 
Demographic Information of Student and Parent Participants Analyzed (continued) 
 Demographic Student Parent 
Characteristic variable frequency (%)              frequency (%) 
Friends outside of school and  0   2 (4%) 
are also classmates 1-2 10 (19%) 
 3-4 14 (26%) 
 5-6 13 (24%) 
 7-8   3 (6%) 
 9+ 10 (19%) 
 Don’t Know   2 (4%) 
Students had a sibling attend Yes 21 (39%) 
the same secondary school No 28 (52%) 
 Don’t Know   5 (9%)   
Note.  N = 108.  The student group (n = 54) and parent group (n = 54) had equal sample sizes.  
Percentages reflected totals for each independent group of subjects. 
 

Table 4.2 also articulated parent (n = 54) demographics.  Parents participating in 

the study presented a more common profile than students portrayed.  The vast percentage 

(89%) of parent respondents were female, and 80% of adult respondents reported a 

relationship of mother to the student.  In terms of age, parents primarily selected a range 

of either 30-39 (43%) or 40-49 (33%) for the pool of respondents.  Forty-nine (91%) 

parents reported that their child received free meals at school.  As with the student 

responses, this percentage may be higher than initially researched as Duncan provided 

free meals to all students regardless of socioeconomic status.  Even students who did not 

qualify for free meals within federal guidelines received free lunches at Duncan; 

however, that was not the practice at Moore.  
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Student and Parent Perceptions Data Analysis and Results 

 Results were derived through a statistical analysis performed in SPSS software.  

Descriptive statistics presented in Table 4.3 provided details for individual survey 

questions.  Questions 1 through 25 consisted of items which were combined into 

constructs; however, in Table 4.3, each item was presented for observation.  For 

Questions 1 through 25 on the survey, Likert scaled responses existed in a 1 through 5 

ascending order.  A response of 1 was the lowest level of concern available, and a score 

of 5 was the highest level of concern available.  The Likert scale scores 1 through 5 were 

defined on the survey instrument as: 1 = I am not concerned at all, 2 = I am not 

concerned, 3 = I am a bit concerned, 4 = I am concerned, and 5 = I am very much 

concerned. 

Table 4.3 
 
Mean and Standard Deviation of 25 Perception Questions Responded by Both Parents 
and Students 

 
    Question              N          Min      Max          M         SD 

 
Q16.  Are you concerned about the classes being     108 1 5 2.82 1.42 

more difficult at the new school than in your 
present school?  

Q12.  Are you concerned that the homework load at 108 1 5 2.73 1.18 
the new school will be too much to handle? 

Q18.  Are you concerned about high stakes tests that  108 1 5 2.65 1.20 
you will take at the new school? 

Q17.  Are you concerned that you have the study  108 1 5 2.64 1.23 
skills needed to succeed at the new school  
such as note-taking, test preparation, and  
writing papers?  

Q1.   Are you concerned about being in a new school   108 1 5 2.61 1.20 
         and classes with students that you do not know? 
 
                                                                                                                                    (continued) 
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Table 4.3 
 
Mean and Standard Deviation of 25 Perception Questions Responded by Both Parents 
and Students (continued) 

 
    Question              N          Min      Max          M         SD 

 
Q20.  Are you concerned about your grade point  108 1 5 2.58 1.22 

average and your class rank? 
Q19.  Are you concerned about the credit  108 1 5 2.50 1.12 

requirements at the new school to be promoted  
to the next grade level each year? 

Q9.  Are you concerned about having enough   108 1 5 2.44 1.16 
  time to get to your locker and class on time? 
Q7.  Are you concerned about getting lost in the   108 1 5 2.39 1.14 

new school? 
Q14. Are you concerned about knowing how to get  108 1 5 2.36 1.13 

help if you have questions or problems at  
the new school? 

Q11.  Are you concerned that the new teachers will   108 1 5 2.34 1.05 
be more strict than your current teachers? 

*Q8.  Are you concerned about getting forms  108 1 6 2.34 1.65 
completed to receive free or reduced price 
 meals to begin the next school year? 

Q4.   Are you concerned about fitting in with other  108 1 5 2.33 1.07 
social groups or cliques at the new school? 

Q15.  Are you concerned about getting home if you   108 1 5 2.32 1.30 
want to stay for tutoring or extra-curricular 
activities at the new school?  

Q13.  Are you concerned that your new teachers will  108 1 5 2.31 1.15 
not give you as much school work support as  
they do in your current school? 

Q21.  Are you concerned that students will bully you  108 1 5 2.31 1.26 
  at the new school? 
Q2.   Are you concerned about making friends in a  108 1 5 2.27 1.50 

new school? 
Q3.   Are you concerned about having someone to sit  108 1 5 2.25 1.22 

with during lunch at the new school? 
Q23.  Are you concerned about being involved in  108 1 5 2.22 1.19 

fights at the new school? 
                                                                                                                            (continued) 
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Table 4.3 
 
Mean and Standard Deviation of 25 Perception Questions Responded by Both Parents 
and Students (continued) 

 
    Question              N          Min      Max          M         SD 

 
Q10.  Are you concerned that the new school will be   108 1 5 2.20 1.07 

too crowded making it difficult for you to access  
a principal, counselor, or a nurse when needed? 

Q22.  Are you concerned about poor peer conduct  108 1 5 2.18 1.08 
while traveling to and from the new school? 

Q25.  Are you concerned that the teachers and staff at  108 1 5 2.18 1.16 
the new school will not watch out for their 

  students the same way as in your current school?  
Q5.   Are you concerned that you will be pressured  108 1 5 2.10 1.35 

to use tobacco, drink alcohol, or do drugs at  
the new school? 

Q24.  Are you concerned about getting hurt at the  108 1 5 2.02 1.11 
new school? 

Q6.   Are you concerned about getting back and   108 1 5 1.95 1.06 
forth from home to the new school? 

 
Note.  Table organized in descending order of mean scores for survey items.  All questions had 
Likert scale responses of 1 through 5 for levels of concern in an ascending score response pattern.  
*Q8 was assigned a variable of 6 for designed absent respondent data; thus, its mean score was 
artificially higher than its real mean score value. 
 

Mean score responses ranged from the lowest mean score of 1.95 for Question 6 

to the highest mean score of 2.82 for Question 16.  Survey Question 6, the lowest concern 

item, asked for the concern level for students getting back and forth from home to the 

new school.  Question 16, the largest item of concern, asked for the concern level for 

students’ classes being more difficult at the new school than classes at students’ current 

school.  Other items of note consisted of Question 24 having the second lowest level of 

concern with a mean score of 2.02 for students getting hurt at the new school, and 
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Question 12 had a mean score of 2.73, the second highest concern level, for students’ 

homework load at the new school. 

Table 4.4 included descriptives for the five construct variables.  Frequencies, 

values for assigned variables, means, and standard deviations were calculated.  The same 

Likert scaled score responses of 1 through 5 were used to articulate construct 

comparisons.  The school safety construct had the lowest concern level for constructs 

with an averaged mean score of 2.18, and the academic rigor construct had the largest 

level of concern with an averaged mean score of 2.64.  To determine normality of 

measured variables, skewness and kurtosis values were presented for all constructs.  With 

all positively skewed measurements between 0.53 and 0.24 and Kurtosis values between  

-0.51 and 0.02, normal distribution requirements were achieved (Field, 2009).  Once the 

descriptives were validated through SPSS software, then hypothesis testing took place. 

Table 4.4 

Group Statistics for Five Construct Variables 
 

 *Ave 
Construct Min Max M M SD Skewness Kurtosis 

 
Peer interaction 5 25 11.56 2.31 4.60 0.39 -0.51 
Service access 4 20 8.98 2.25 3.30 0.37 -0.19 
Teacher support 5 25 12.06 2.41 4.26 0.24 0.02 
Academic rigor 5 25 13.19 2.64 4.90 0.24 -0.36 
School safety 5 25 10.91 2.18 4.60 0.53 -0.31 

 
Note.  All constructs had a statistic N = 108.  Skewness had a 0.23 standard 
error for all constructs.  Kurtosis had a 0.46 standard error for all constructs.  
*Average mean scores were produced per item to level constructs since 
service access only contained four items while all of the other constructs 
contained five items.  
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Each hypothesis was analyzed through similar computations to determine whether 

to reject the null hypothesis.  Independent samples t tests were used to identify a Sig. (2-

tailed) value, which also illustrated the p value to determine whether a significant 

relationship existed between two groups.  An alpha level of .05 was selected as the cutoff 

level for significance.  Thus, if a calculated p value was less than .05, the null hypothesis 

was rejected.  Where the null hypothesis was rejected, an effect size calculator (Becker, 

2000) was garnered to assist in determining the effect size (Cohen, 1988, 1992) of the 

relationship between the two groups used in the analysis.  A power calculator (Brant, 

n.d.) further examined the rejected null hypotheses to calculate the reliability of the 

results for replication studies. 

The beginning five hypotheses, illustrated by the designated five constructs, 

compared student and parent grouped data in a similar manner.  The remaining two 

hypotheses narrowed the focus further to observe individual school and grade level 

responses through mean score comparisons.  In Hypothesis 6, the schools were separated 

to view results among students and parents at each school location.  In Hypothesis 7, 

Grade 6 and Grade 8 students’ responses were grouped for comparison with one another. 

Constructs to Dependent Variables   

The 25 survey questions pertaining to concern levels were clustered into five 

variable constructs, and those constructs were labeled as peer interaction, service access, 

teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety.  The constructs were identified as 

dependent variables for quantitative data analysis in SPSS software.  Questions 1 through 

5 were grouped together into the peer interaction variable for SPSS software.  The service 

access variable included Questions 6, 7, 9, and 10.  Question 8 was removed from the 
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service access variable and explained further in the following paragraph.  The teacher 

support variable was comprised of Questions 11 through 15.  The academic rigor variable 

included Questions 16 through 20, and the school safety clustered variable was created 

from Questions 21 through 25.  All of the survey questions organized into constructs 

contained possible respondent answers for levels of concern in a 1 through 5 ascending 

order in a Likert scaled pattern.  The level of concern increased as the respondent’s 

number selection increased. 

  Question 8 was grouped into the service access construct; however, it was 

removed from the service access construct variable in the quantitative analysis as all 

respondents were not instructed to answer the question with a level of concern.  Question 

8 asked only those families whose student received free lunch to complete a level of 

concern for the question.  Thus, the question was eliminated from the service access 

variable design as mean scores and other calculations would not have been accurately 

represented.  However, Question 8 was analyzed in isolation, and it was reported 

independently in the ancillary analysis section of this chapter.   

Mean Score Comparison  

Using the five constructs, student and parent responses were organized into Table 

4.5, which was a group comparison between students and parents.  Mean score, standard 

deviation, and standard error measurements were constructed for two equal and 

independent groups of students (n = 54) and parents (n = 54).  Table 4.5 illustrated the 

five variable constructs used in Hypothesis 1 through 5 testing.  The average mean score 

for each question within each construct cluster was added together to provide an overall 

sum for each mean score in Table 4.5.  Peer interaction, teacher support, academic rigor, 
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and school safety constructs had five mean scores added together for sum totals, while 

service access only had four mean scores added together.     

Table 4.5 

Comparison of Students and Parents’ Concern Levels for Constructs 
 

 *Ave 
Construct Groupa M M SD SEM

 
Peer interaction Students 10.87 2.17 4.17 0.57 
 Parents 12.26 2.45 4.93 0.67 
  Total 23.13   
Service access Students 9.33 2.33 3.28 0.45 
 Parents 8.63 2.16 3.32 0.45 
  Total 17.96 
Techer support Students 11.70 2.34 4.22 0.57 
 Parents 12.43 2.49 4.32 0.59 
  Total 24.13 
Academic rigor Students 13.22 2.64 4.92 0.67 
 Parents 13.17 2.63 4.92 0.67 
  Total 26.39 
School safety Students 9.52 1.90 4.20 0.57 
 Parents 12.30 2.46 4.60 0.63 
  Total 21.82   

 
Note.  aBoth student and parent groups had 54 participants in each group (n = 
54).  *Average mean scores were produced per item to level constructs since 
service access only contained four items while all of the other constructs 
contained five items.  
 

Figure 4.1 illustrated average mean scores of constructs from Table 4.5 between 

student (n = 54) and parent (n = 54) groups.  While both groups offered similar patterns 

of concern levels for each construct, parents had noticeably higher levels of concern 

towards peer interaction and school safety variables shown in the graph.  The parents’ 

peer interaction average mean score was .28 (13%) higher than the students’ average 
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mean score for peer interaction.  However, there was a larger discrepancy with parent 

perceptions over student perceptions towards school safety, and the parents’ school safety 

average mean score was .56 (28%) higher than the students’ average mean score. 

Hypotheses Testing 

Seven hypotheses were tested with the assistance of SPSS software to complete 

the quantitative analysis for each item.  Hypotheses 1 through 5 compared student (n = 

54) and parent (n = 54) group responses for each of the five constructs.  Hypotheses 1 

through 5 measured significance levels for each construct, or variable cluster, in the same 

manner.  Independent samples t tests were used to perform the quantitative analysis to 

identify significant relationships between groups.  Hypotheses 1 through 4 shared similar 

output results that no significant relationships existed between independent student and 

parent groups; therefore, the null hypothesis was accepted.  However, Hypothesis 5 
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regarding the school safety construct had a different outcome, and the null hypothesis 

was rejected.   

Hypothesis 6 administered a similar testing sequence of independent samples t 

tests to measure significant relationships between student (n = 33) and parent (n = 33) 

groups at Duncan School and student (n = 21) and parent (n = 21) groups at Moore 

School.  The same five construct variables were used in Hypothesis 6 group comparisons, 

and the observation of a low p value during hypothesis testing ultimately led to the null 

hypothesis being rejected.  Hypothesis 7 followed a similar analysis process in using the 

five construct clusters to measure whether a significant relationship existed between two 

groups; however, in Hypothesis 7, only students were grouped for comparison.  Grade 6 

students (n = 33) at Duncan School were compared to Grade 8 students (n = 21) at Moore 

School.  The null hypothesis was not rejected in Hypothesis 7.  Hypotheses 1 through 7 

were presented and statistically analyzed as follows: 

Hypothesis 1   

There is a statistically significant difference between student and parent 

perceptions on peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside 

of the resident district. 

 Hypothesis 1 results.  An independent samples t test (Table 4.6) was used to 

compare peer interaction variable mean scores between two independent groups of 

students (n = 54) and parents (n = 54).  Means were analyzed using SPSS software to 

determine whether there was statistical evidence that the student and parent grouped 

means were statistically different.  Using the t test for Equality of Means in the SPSS 

output (Table 4.6), the Sig. (2-tailed) value of 0.117 was also identified as the p value.  
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Since the p value was greater than the designated alpha level of 0.05, the null hypothesis 

was not rejected.  At a 5% level of significance, the data did not provide sufficient 

evidence that the mean concern level for peer interaction between all students and parents 

was statistically significant.  

Table 4.6 

Independent Samples t Test for Equality of Means Between Student and Parent Groups 
   CI 

 
*Sig. M  SE   

Construct t df (2-tailed) difference difference LL UL 
Peer interaction -1.58  106.00 0.117 -1.39 4.60 -3.13 0.35 
Service access 1.11  106.00 0.270 0.70 3.30 -0.55 1.96 
Teacher support -0.88 106.00 0.381 -0.72 4.26 -2.35 0.91 
Academic rigor  0.06 106.00 0.953 0.06 4.90 -1.82 1.93 
School safety -3.28 106.00 0.001 -2.78 4.60 -4.46 -1.10 

 
Note.  CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.  *Sig. (2-tailed) was 
translated and equal to the p value, which was p < .05, two-tailed.  Equal variances were 
assumed for each construct variable. 
 

The student group had a peer interaction mean score of 10.87, and the parent 

group had a mean score of 12.26 for the same construct.  That corresponded to an average 

mean score of 2.17 for students and 2.45 for parents for each of the five peer interaction 

items on the survey.  With Likert scale options of 1 through 5 on the survey, the response 

scores fell within survey choices of: 2 = I am not concerned and 3 = I am a bit 

concerned.  The 2.17 average mean score response for students was their second lowest 

rated construct.  Parents scored peer interaction a 2.45, which was the parent group’s 

second lowest rated construct too.  Thus, students had minimal, if any, concern towards 
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peer interaction before entering the new school; however, parents did have a small 

amount of concern. 

Hypothesis 2   

There is a statistically significant difference between student and parent 

perceptions on school service access when students are tuitioned to a secondary school 

outside of the resident district. 

Hypothesis 2 results.  An independent samples t test (Table 4.6) was used to 

compare service access variable mean scores between two independent groups of 

students (n = 54) and parents (n = 54).  Means were analyzed using SPSS software to 

determine whether there was statistical evidence that the student and parent grouped 

means were statistically different.  Using the t test for Equality of Means in the SPSS 

output (Table 4.6), the Sig. (2-tailed) value was 0.270, which also represented the p 

value.  Since the p value was greater than the prescribed alpha level of 0.05, the null 

hypothesis was not rejected.  At a 5% level of significance, the data did not provide 

sufficient evidence that the mean concern level for service access between students and 

parents was statistically significant. 

The student group had a service access mean score of 9.33, and the parent group 

had a mean score of 8.63 for the same construct.  That corresponded to an average mean 

score of 2.33 for students and 2.16 for parents for each of the four service access items 

listed on the survey.  With Likert scale options of 1 through 5 on the survey, the response 

scores fell within survey choices of: 2 = I am not concerned and 3 = I am a bit 

concerned.  The 2.33 average mean score response for students was their median rated 

construct.  Parents scored service access an average mean score of 2.16, which was their 
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lowest rated construct by 0.29.  It was rare that students had a higher concern level than 

parents.  In fact, it only happened on two constructs of the five presented.  The 0.17 

higher student rating on service access far exceeded the other construct (0.01) where 

students also rated a construct higher than parents. Thus, students had more concern than 

parents for the service access construct.  Yet, students only had a small amount of 

concern, and parents had minimal, if any, concern towards service access items before 

students entered the new school. 

Hypothesis 3  

There is a statistically significant difference between student and parent 

perceptions on access to teacher support when students are tuitioned to a secondary 

school outside of the resident district. 

Hypothesis 3 results.  An independent samples t test (Table 4.6) was used to 

compare teacher support variable mean scores between two independent groups of 

students (n = 54) and parents (n = 54).  Means were analyzed using SPSS software to 

determine whether there was statistical evidence that the student and parent grouped 

means were statistically different.  Using the t test for Equality of Means in the SPSS 

output (Table 4.6), the Sig. (2-tailed) value was 0.381, which also represented the p 

value.  Since the p value was greater than the prescribed alpha level of 0.05, the null 

hypothesis was not rejected.  At a 5% level of significance, the data did not provide 

sufficient evidence that the mean concern level for teacher support between students and 

parents was statistically significant. 

The student group had a teacher support mean score of 11.70, and the parent 

group had a mean score of 12.43 for the same construct.  That corresponded to an average 
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mean score of 2.34 for students and 2.49 for parents for each of the five teacher support 

items on the survey.  With Likert scale options of 1 through 5 on the survey, the response 

scores fell within survey choices of: 2 = I am not concerned and 3 = I am a bit 

concerned.  The 2.34 average mean score response for students was their second highest 

rated construct.  Parents scored teacher support a 2.49, which was the parent group’s 

second highest rated construct too.  Thus, students and parents displayed a small amount 

of concern, collectively, towards teacher support before entering the new school. 

Hypothesis 4   

There is a statistically significant difference between student and parent 

perceptions on academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside 

of the resident district. 

Hypothesis 4 results.  An independent samples t test (Table 4.6) was used to 

compare academic rigor variable mean scores between two independent groups of 

students (n = 54) and parents (n = 54).  Means were analyzed using SPSS software to 

determine whether there was statistical evidence that the student and parent grouped 

means were statistically different.  Using the t test for Equality of Means in the SPSS 

output (Table 4.6), the Sig. (2-tailed) value was 0.95, which also represented the p value.  

Since the p value was greater than the prescribed alpha level of 0.05, the null hypothesis 

was not rejected.  At a 5% level of significance, the data did not provide sufficient 

evidence that the mean concern level for academic rigor between students and parents 

was statistically significant. 

The student group had an academic rigor mean score of 13.22, and the parent 

group had a mean score of 13.17 for the same construct.  That corresponded to an average 
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mean score of 2.64 for students and 2.63 for parents for each of the five academic rigor 

items on the survey.  With Likert scale options of 1 through 5 on the survey, the response 

scores fell within survey choices of: 2 = I am not concerned and 3 = I am a bit 

concerned.  The 2.64 average mean score response for students was their highest rated 

construct by 0.30 average points.  Parents scored academic rigor a 2.63, which was their 

highest rated construct too.  Thus, academic rigor was the construct with the most amount 

of concern for both groups and scored almost identically.  Students (2.64) did rate the 

construct 0.01 higher than parents (2.63), which only occurred with one other construct. 

Since both response values were above 2.5, the level of concern for both groups increased 

towards the I am a bit concerned Likert scaled category.  Although the level of concern 

identified was at a modest level on the Likert scale, students and parents displayed their 

highest level of concern towards academic rigor items before students entered the new 

school. 

Hypothesis 5   

There is a statistically significant difference between student and parent 

perceptions on school safety when students are tuitioned to a secondary school outside of 

the resident district. 

Hypothesis 5 results.  An independent samples t test (Table 4.6) was used to 

compare school safety variable mean scores between two independent groups of students 

(n = 54) and parents (n = 54).  Means were analyzed using SPSS software to determine 

whether there was statistical evidence that the student and parent grouped means were 

statistically different.  Using the t test for Equality of Means in the SPSS output (Table 

4.6), the Sig. (2-tailed) value was 0.001, which also represented the p value.  Since the p 
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value was equal to or less than the prescribed alpha level of 0.05, the null hypothesis was 

rejected.  There was a significant relationship displayed between the student and parent 

groups in terms of the school safety variable.   

The student group had a school safety mean score of 9.52, and the parent group 

had a mean score of 12.30 for the same construct.  That corresponded to average Likert 

scale responses of 1.90 for students and 2.46 for parents for each school safety item on 

the survey.  With Likert scale options of 1 through 5 on the survey, the response scores 

fell within survey response options of: 1 = I am not concerned at all, 2 = I am not 

concerned, and 3 = I am a bit concerned.  The 1.90 scaled response for students was the 

lowest rating offered by either group for any construct.  Parents scored school safety 

(2.46) as their median response construct.  The 0.56 difference in average mean scores 

between groups was the largest difference in all of the constructs.  Thus, students had no 

concern for school safety before entering the new school; however, parents did have a 

small amount of concern.   

Since a significant relationship was demonstrated through the p value calculation 

and observation, an effect size was also determined for school safety using the Lee 

Becker (2000) effect size calculator to determine the magnitude of the difference, and an 

effect size r = -0.30 and Cohen’s d = -0.63 were computed in the model.  Per Cohen 

(1988, 1992), the results signified a medium effect size, and students were 21.3% less 

concerned than parents about the school safety construct. 

A power calculator (Brant, n.d.) was also administered to determine the strength 

of the findings in relation to the sample size used.  Since mean scores, standard deviation, 

and group (n = 54) sizes were known, a power calculation was performed to verify that 
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the sample size was adequate to establish reliability within the significant results 

identified on the school safety construct.  Using Brant’s (n.d.) online calculator rooted 

with Rosner’s (2010) mathematical computations, an alpha level was set at p = .05 and 

means, a common standard deviation, and sample size were added into the model.  The 

online tool returned a .91 power calculation, which exceeded the .80 recommended 

standard for reliability (Cohen, 1988, 1992).  Per the model, only 40 participants were 

needed to produce acceptable results at the .80 level; thus, the sample size (n = 54) 

achieved sufficient power results.   

Hypothesis 6   

There is a statistically significant difference between student and parent 

perceptions for each school.  

Hypothesis 6 results.  An independent samples t test was used to compare peer 

interaction, service access, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety construct 

variable mean scores between two independent groups of students (n = 33) and parents (n 

= 33) at Duncan School (Table 4.7).  A second, similar independent samples t test 

analysis took place to compare families at Moore School, and two independent groups of 

students (n = 21) and parents (n = 21) were analyzed (Table 4.8).  Thus, students and 

parents’ levels of concern were compared at each school location without an influence of 

data responses collected from the other school.  Means were analyzed using SPSS 

software to determine whether there was statistical evidence that the student and parent 

grouped means were statistically significant.   
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Table 4.7 

Independent Samples t Test for Equality of Means Between Students and Parents at  
Duncan School 
   CI 

 
*Sig. M SE   

Construct t df (2-tailed) difference difference LL UL 
 

Peer interaction -0.61 64.00 0.55 -0.67 1.10 -2.86 1.53 
Service access 1.58 64.00 0.12 1.30 0.83 -0.35 2.96 
Teacher support 0.39 64.00 0.70 0.42 1.10 -1.77 2.62 
Academic rigor -0.38 64.00 0.71 -0.48 1.28 -3.05 2.08 
School safety -1.42 64.00 0.16 -1.64 1.15 -3.94 0.67 

 
Note.  CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.  *Sig. (2-
tailed) was translated and equal to the p value, which was p < .05, two-tailed.  
Equal variances were assumed for each construct variable. 
 
Table 4.8 

Independent Samples t Test for Equality of Means Between Students and Parents at  
Moore School 

 
 CI

 
*Sig. M SE   

Construct t df (2-tailed) difference difference LL UL 
 

Peer interaction  -1.78 40.00 0.082 -2.52 1.42 -5.38 0.34 
Service access -0.26 40.00 0.800 -0.23 0.93 -2.12 1.65 
Teacher support -2.15 40.00 0.037 -2.52 1.17 -4.89 -0.16 
Academic rigor 0.67 40.00 0.508 0.90 1.35 -1.83 3.64 
School safety -3.88 40.00 0.000 -4.57 1.18 -6.96 -2.19 

 
Note.  CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.  *Sig. (2-tailed) was 
translated and equal to the p value, which was p < .05, two-tailed.  Equal variances were 
assumed for each construct variable. 
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Beginning with Duncan School, Table 4.9 was provided to display mean score 

comparisons for the five constructs in relation to student (n = 33) and parent (n = 33) 

subgrouped responses only at Duncan School.  Figure 4.2, only observing Duncan’s 

subjects, displayed a similar pattern to that shown in Figure 4.1 for all respondents except 

for the teacher support construct.  At Duncan School, students were more concerned than 

parents that students would not receive as much teacher support at the new school as they 

did while attending Duncan.  

Table 4.9 

Group Statistics for Student and Parent Comparison at Duncan School 
 

 *Ave 
Construct  Groupa M M SD SEM

 
Peer interaction Students 10.58 2.12 4.27 0.74 

Parents 11.24 2.25 4.64 0.81  
Service access Students 9.09 2.27 3.52 0.61 

Parents 7.79 1.95 3.19 0.56 
Teacher support Students 11.91 2.38 4.63 0.81 

Parents 11.48 2.30 4.29 0.75 
Academic rigor Students 12.42 2.48 4.91 0.85 

Parents 12.91 2.58 5.51 0.96 
School safety Students 9.88 1.98 4.55 0.79 

Parents 11.52 2.30 4.82 0.84 
 

Note.  aBoth student and parent groups had 33 participants in each group 
(n = 33).  *Average mean scores were produced per item to level 
constructs since service access only contained four items while all of the 
other constructs contained five items.  
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The five construct variables were also analyzed using the t test for Equality of 

Means in the SPSS output (Table 4.7), and the Sig. (2-tailed) value was observed for each 

construct variable to determine the p value and significant relationships.  All p values at 

Duncan were greater than the prescribed alpha level of 0.05; thus, at that point, the null 

hypothesis was not rejected.  There was no significant relationship between Duncan’s 

student and parent groups for any construct variable of peer interaction, service access, 

teacher support, academic rigor, or school safety.  Yet, the hypothesis testing was not 

finalized as Moore’s families were also considered for testing Hypothesis 6. 

At Moore School, Table 4.10 illustrated mean score comparisons for the five 

constructs in relation to student (n = 21) and parent (n = 21) subgrouped responses from 

subjects only at Moore School.  The visual chart (Figure 4.3) displayed a similar pattern 

to that provided in Figure 4.1 for all respondents except for the academic rigor construct.  
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At Moore, students were more concerned than parents about academic rigor at the new 

school. 

Table 4.10 

Group Statistics for Student and Parent Comparison at Moore School 
 

 *Ave 
Construct  Groupa M M SD SEM

 
Peer interaction Students 11.33 2.27 4.05 0.88 

Parents 13.86 2.77 5.0 1.10 
Service access Students 9.71 2.43 2.90 0.63 

Parents 9.95 2.49 3.14 0.68 
Teacher support Students 11.38 2.28 3.57 0.78 

Parents 13.90 2.78 4.01 0.88 
Academic rigor Students 14.48 2.90 4.80 1.05 

Parents 13.57 2.71 3.93 0.86 
School safety Students 8.95 1.79 3.61 0.79 

Parents 13.52 2.70 4.02 0.88 
 

Note.  aBoth student and parent groups had 21 participants in each group (n 
= 21).  *Average mean scores were produced per item to level constructs 
since service access only contained four items while all of the other 
constructs contained five items.  
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Moore School also had the five construct variables analyzed using the t test for 

Equality of Means in the SPSS output (Table 4.8).  The Sig. (2-tailed) value was 

observed for each construct variable to determine the p value and significant 

relationships.  Two of the p values were equal to or less than the prescribed 0.05 alpha 

level; thus, the null hypothesis was rejected due to the findings at Moore School.  There 

were significant relationships between Moore’s student and parent groups for variable 

constructs of teacher support and school safety.  The remaining three variable constructs 

of peer interaction, service access, and academic rigor had p values higher than the 

prescribed .05 alpha level, which displayed that there was not a statistically significant 

relationship between students and parents within those three variable constructs to reject 

the null hypothesis. 

Effect size was calculated for teacher support and school safety constructs at 

Moore School to determine the size difference and the statistical significance 
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demonstrated by a low p value.  Teacher support had a p value of .04; hence, the effect 

size was also determined using the Lee Becker (2000) effect size calculator to determine 

the magnitude of the difference.  Effect size r = -0.32 and Cohen’s d = -0.66 was 

computed in the model.  Per Cohen (1988, 1992), the results signified a medium effect 

size, and students were 21.3% less concerned than parents about teacher support at 

Moore School.  Effect size was also determined for the school safety construct due to a 

low p value of less than .001, and Becker’s (2000) calculator determined that an effect 

size r = -.51 and Cohen’s d = -1.19 signified a large effect size per Cohen’s (1988, 1992) 

standard.  Students were 33% less concerned than parents about school safety at Moore 

School. 

A power calculator (Brant, n.d.) was used to determine the strength of the findings 

in relation to the sample size used.  Since mean scores, standard deviation, and group (n = 

21) sizes were known, a power calculation was performed to verify that the sample size 

was adequate to conclude reliability within the significant school safety construct 

analysis.  Using Brant’s (n.d.) online calculator rooted with Rosner’s (2010) 

mathematical computations, an alpha level was set at p = .05 and means, a common 

standard deviation, and sample size were added into the model.  The online tool returned 

a .97 power calculation, which exceeded the .80 recommended standard for reliability 

(Cohen, 1988, 1992).  Per the model, only 11 participants were needed to produce 

acceptable results at .80 power level; thus, the sample size (n = 21) achieved sufficient 

power results.   

The power calculator (Brant, n.d.) was also used for the teacher support construct.  

Using Brant’s (n.d.) online calculator rooted with Rosner’s (2010) mathematical 
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computations, an alpha level was set at p = .05 and means, a common standard deviation, 

and sample size were added into the model.  The online tool returned a .58 power 

calculation, which was below the .80 recommended standard for reliability (Cohen, 1988, 

1992).  Per the model, 36 participants were needed to produce acceptable results at .80 

power level; thus, the sample size (n = 21) provided did not achieve optimal power 

results pertaining to sample size and reliability.  This increased the possibility that the 

null hypothesis was rejected when the null hypothesis was actually true.  However, due to 

the high power level displayed within the school safety construct, rejecting the null 

hypothesis still remained the appropriate procedure per research standards and protocol. 

Hypothesis 7   

There is a statistically significant difference among students in two grades. 

Hypothesis 7 results.  A subgrouped mean score for the two grade levels sampled 

was provided for comparison of the five constructs (Table 4.11).  Only students were 

used in the comparison.  Figure 4.4 offered mean score results as a visual representation 

of Grade 6 and Grade 8 students’ responses.  No parent data were used in this hypothesis.  

Grade 6 students (n = 33) only attended Duncan School and Grade 8 students (n = 21) 

only attended Moore School.  Thus, Figure 4.4 displayed both grade and school mean 

score data for student groups.  The bar chart illustrated that Grade 6 students from 

Duncan were more concerned about teacher support and school safety construct variables 

than Grade 8 students were at Moore.  However, Grade 8 students at Moore were more 

concerned with peer interactions, service access, and academic rigor construct variables 

than Grade 6 students at Duncan. 
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Table 4.11 

Group Statistics for Grade 6 and Grade 8 Comparison 
 

 *Ave 
Construct Groupa M M  SD         SEM 

 
Peer interaction Grade 6 10.58 2.12 4.27 0.74 

Grade 8 11.33 2.27 4.05 0.88 
Service access Grade 6 9.09 2.27 3.52 0.61 

Grade 8 9.71 2.43 2.90 0.63 
Teacher support Grade 6 11.91 2.38 4.63 0.81 

Grade 8 11.38 2.28 3.57 0.78 
Academic rigor Grade 6 12.42 2.48 4.91 0.85 

Grade 8 14.48 2.90 4.80 1.05 
School safety Grade 6 9.88 1.98 4.55 0.79 

Grade 8 8.95 1.79 3.61 0.79 
 

Note.  aGrade 6 had 33 students in the group (n = 33).  Grade 8 had 21 
students in the group (n = 21).  *Average mean scores were produced per 
item to level constructs since service access only contained four items 
while all of the other constructs contained five items.  
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For statistical analysis, an independent samples t test (Table 4.12) was used to 

compare students’ levels of concern towards peer interaction, service access, teacher 

support, academic rigor, and school safety construct variable mean scores between two 

independent groups of students.  Levels of concern and mean score data collected from 

Grade 6 (n = 33) students at Duncan School was compared to Grade 8 students (n = 21) 

at Moore School to determine whether a statistically significant relationship existed 

between student groups.  All construct variables were analyzed using the t test for 

Equality of Means in the SPSS program (Table 4.12).  The Sig. (2-tailed) value was 

observed for each construct variable to determine the p value and significant 

relationships.  All construct variables had p values higher than the prescribed .05 alpha 

level.  This displayed that there was no statistical significant relationship between Grade 

6 and Grade 8 students within all of the variable constructs; thus, the null hypothesis was 

not rejected. 

Table 4.12 

Independent Samples t Test for Equality of Means Between Grade 6 and Grade 8  
Student Groups 
   CI 

 
 *Sig. M SE  

Construct  t  df  (2-tailed)  difference  difference  LL UL 
 

Peer interaction  -0.65 52.00 0.52 -0.76 1.17 -3.10 1.59 
Service access -0.68 52.00 0.50 -0.62 0.92 -2.47 1.22 
Teacher support  0.45 52.00 0.66 0.53 1.19 -1.85 2.91 
Academic rigor -1.51 52.00 0.14 -2.05 1.36 -4.78 0.67 
School safety -0.79 52.00 0.44 -0.93 1.18 -1.44 3.29 

 
Note.  CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.  *Sig. (2-tailed) was 
translated and equal to the p value, which was p < .05, two-tailed.  Equal variances were 
assumed for each construct variable. 
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Ancillary Analysis 

 Additional information was sought beyond hypothesis testing to assist in the 

development of results.  Survey Question 8 and Question 33 were used to gather 

respondent data for further exploration.  Question 8 was extracted from the service access 

construct due to having intentional absent data.  Respondents who did not receive free or 

reduced price meals at school were asked to leave survey Question 8 blank; however, a 

variable of 6 was included during SPSS input to represent the absent data in Question 8.  

Thus, SPSS software reported that data were present for the entire respondent pool (N = 

108).  A crosstabulation was performed on Question 8, which allowed a subgroup of data 

to be reviewed alongside whole group data.  Question 33 was thought to have a 

connection with levels of concern based on prior sibling experiences at the same 

secondary school.  In short, would student concern levels be altered by having a sibling 

who already attended the secondary school that the surveyed student will also attend?  

That question was answered by comparing student groups with and without sibling 

experience. 

Sibling Experience   

 Although absent from formal hypotheses testing, the researcher decided to 

explore whether families’ prior experiences with the transitioning secondary school had 

an effect on respondents’ levels of concern answers on the survey.  Question 33 on the 

survey asked both students and parents whether a student’s sibling already attended the 

secondary school that the surveyed student planned to attend.  A simple yes, no, or I don’t 

know series of multiple choice answers were offered for respondents’ selection.  Fifty-

four students completed surveys; however, five selected I don’t know and were excluded 
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from the exploratory research.  Forty-nine (n = 49) students were observed in this 

analysis, which was comprised of a yes group (n = 21) and a no group (n = 28) of 

students.  Each group intermixed Grade 6 and Grade 8 students from both schools.  A 

mean score comparison of five construct variable averages was performed between those 

students who answered yes and no to Question 33 of the survey (Table 4.13).  The reason 

for this inquiry surrounded an expectation that concern levels would decrease for students 

who already experienced the transition to the secondary school, indirectly, with a separate 

sibling.   

Table 4.13 

Group Statistics for Student Comparison With and Without Sibling Experience 
at the New School 

 
 *Ave 

Construct  Groupa M M SD SEM
 

Peer interaction Yes 10.19 2.04 3.87 0.84 
No 11.25 2.25 4.45 0.84 

Service access Yes 9.00 2.25 3.62 0.79 
No 9.93 2.48 2.96 0.56 

Teacher support Yes 12.19 2.44 4.49 0.98 
No 11.32 2.26 4.13 0.78 

Academic rigor Yes 11.57 2.31 4.91 1.07 
No 14.14 2.83 4.66 0.88 

School safety Yes 8.90 1.78 4.19 0.92 
No 9.82 1.96 4.34 0.82 

 
Note.  aGroup Yes had 21 students in the group (n = 21).  Group No had 28 
students in the group (n = 28).  *Average mean scores were produced per item 
to level constructs since service access contained four items while all of the 
other constructs contained five items.  
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Figure 4.5 detailed responses between the yes group who had an older sibling 

attend the forthcoming secondary school and the no group who did not have a sibling 

attend the forthcoming secondary school.  Because the forthcoming school was already 

familiar to the family, the researcher wanted to verify that this experience would lead to 

lower levels of concern for students.  The same statistical analysis process was completed 

on this inquiry as had been performed on the two groups of students in Hypothesis 7. 

 

 An independent samples t test (Table 4.14) was used to compare peer interaction, 

service access, teacher support, academic rigor, and school safety construct variable mean 

scores between two independent groups of students.  Levels of concern and mean score 

data collected from yes students (n = 21) was compared to no students (n = 28) to 

determine a p value and whether a statistically significant relationship existed between 

groups with and without the sibling experience.  All construct variables were analyzed 

using the t test for Equality of Means in the SPSS output (Table 4.14).  The Sig. (2-tailed) 
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value was observed for each construct variable to determine the p value and possible 

significant relationships, and all construct variables had p values higher than the 

prescribed .05 alpha level.  This displayed that no statistically significant relationships 

existed between yes and no students within all of the variable constructs.  Figure 4.5 

suggested that a significant relationship existed between students and parents with 

regards to the academic rigor construct.  However, a .07 p value was calculated, which 

placed the variable construct outside of the designated alpha level for significance.  Thus, 

a null hypothesis would not have been rejected, if presented. 

Table 4.14 

Independent Samples t Test for Significance Between Student Groups With or Without  
Sibling Experience at the New School 
   CI 

 
*Sig. M SE   

Construct t df (2-tailed) difference difference LL UL 
 

Peer interaction  -0.87 47.00 0.39 -1.06 1.22 -3.51 1.39 
Service access -0.99 47.00 0.33 -0.93 0.94 -2.82 0.96 
Teacher support 0.70 47.00 0.49 0.87 1.24 -1.62 3.36 
Academic rigor -1.87 47.00 0.07 -2.57 1.38 -5.34 0.20 
School safety -0.74 47.00 0.46 -0.92 1.23 -3.40 1.57 

 
Note.  CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit.  *Sig. (2-tailed) was 
translated and equal to the p value, which was p < .05, two-tailed.  Equal variances were 
assumed for each construct variable.  
 
 While a significant relationship did not exist, it was noteworthy to mention that 

mean values within four of the constructs: peer interaction, service access, academic 

rigor, and school safety had lower mean scores, or levels of concern, from students who 

answered “yes” (Table 4.14).  That signified students who had sibling experiences with 
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the secondary school previously were less concerned about four variable constructs than 

peers who did not have a sibling experience with the secondary school.  The assumption 

made was that the student answering the survey also had experiences at the school by 

attending events or other visits at the secondary school due to their sibling’s enrollment at 

the school.  For students, familiarity with the new school lessened concern levels in four 

constructs. 

 It initially appeared odd that the lone construct variable of teacher support 

displayed mean results contrary to the theory that familiarity lessened student concern 

levels.  Yet, the researcher believed that the yes group of respondents gained, or 

perceived to gain, negative teacher support experiences by observing and listening to 

their older siblings express difficulties with teacher support variables.  In some manner, a 

message was communicated by older siblings that cautioned younger sibling respondents 

that the new school environment, pertaining to teacher support variables, was going to be 

more difficult than their prior school.  This experience could have occurred in direct 

conversations between siblings.  It could have also occurred while observing the older 

sibling in discussions with peers or parents.  It was also interesting to observe that the yes 

group had higher mean scores for the teacher support construct than the academic rigor 

construct.  This meant that students had higher perceived levels of concern for teacher 

support variables than the academic rigor variables, which may have suggested a 

deficiency in relationship building facets between the transitioned students and teachers 

once tuitioned to the new school.  
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Free Lunch Concern Level   

Question 8 was removed from the service access construct cluster of questions as 

13 combined student and parent participants left the question unanswered.  However, that 

was by design.  Question 8 only wanted participants to answer the question if students 

received free or reduced price meals while at school.  The question was presented on the 

student survey as follows: 

8. Are you concerned about getting forms completed to receive free or reduced 

price meals to begin the next school year? (Leave blank if you currently do 

not receive free or reduced price school meals.) 

Students were asked to select a response for Question 8 on the same Likert scale 1 

through 5 ascending level of concern order as prescribed for all of the construct survey 

questions.  A variable of 6 was used in SPSS software to illustrate absent respondent data 

for only Question 8, which meant that the respondent did not qualify for free or reduced 

price meals at school.  This would have created a discrepancy in calculating mean scores 

if the question was left in the service access construct, as all of the construct variables for 

Questions 1 through 25 had levels of concern ratings of 1 through 5.  Thus, Question 8 

was removed from the construct variable cluster of questions and analyzed independently 

through a crosstabulation exercise (Table 4.15) to review possible relationships in data. 

 Table 4.15 provided the crosstabulation information for participant groups.  Forty-

six students (n = 46) and 49 parents (n = 49) answered Question 8.  Thus, it appeared that 

some respondent uncertainty existed with the survey question or whether the families 

knew if they qualified for free meals at school.  At Duncan, all students were provided 

with free meals at school regardless of their socioeconomic status, so that may have 
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caused some confusion when respondents were self-assessing their eligibility for the 

federal school meal program.   

Table 4.15 

Crosstabulation for Survey Question 8: Levels of Concern for Submitting Forms so 
Qualifying Students Can Receive Free or Reduced Priced Meals at School 

 
Group 

Concern _____________ 
 level  Student Parent Total 

 
 1 Count  23 23 46 
  % within Q8 50.0 50.0 100.0 
  % within G 42.6 42.6 42.6 
 2 Count  9 17 26 
  % within Q8 34.6 65.4 100.0 
  % within G 16.7 31.5 24.1 
 3 Count  10 7 17 
  % within Q8 58.8 42.2 100.0 
  % within G 18.5 13.0 15.7 
 4 Count  2 2 4 
  % within Q8 50.0 50.0 100.0 
  % within G 3.7 3.7 3.7 
 5 Count  2 0 2 
  % within Q8 100.0 0 100.0 
  % within G 3.7 0 1.9 
 6 Count  8 5 13 
  % within Q8 61.5 38.5 100.0 
  % within G 14.8 9.3 12.0 

Total Count  54 54 108 
  % within Q8 50.0 50.0 100.0 
  % within G 100.0 100.0 100.0 

 
Note.  Student group (n = 46).  Parent group (n = 49).  Concern level 1 = I am not 
concerned at all; 2 = I am not concerned; 3 = I am a bit concerned; 4 = I am 
concerned; 5 = I am very much concerned; 6 = Assigned to respondents who did 
not answer.   
 



 

146 
 

A simple adjusted mean score calculation was performed to extract all 

respondents who did not answer Question 8; hence, only concern level ratings of 1 

through 5 remained in the calculation.  The parent group (n = 49) offered an average 

mean score of 1.76, and students (n = 46) produced a 1.93 average mean score.  While 

parents were less concerned than students about completing forms to receive free meals 

at the new secondary school, both adjusted mean scores were lower than any of the 

collected mean scores for Questions 1 through 25 (Table 4.3).  This signified that having 

forms completed to receive free meals at the new school, as presented in Question 8, 

contained the lowest level of concern for any construct question answered by students 

and parents.   

Summary 

Statistical Analysis   

Through hypothesis testing procedures, student and parent perceived similarities 

and differences were identified for statistical significance.  SPSS software assisted in the 

process by allowing the researcher to review descriptive statistics and independent 

samples t tests to find significant relationships between groups. Within the t test and 

Equality of Means, the Sig (2-tailed) column represented the p value, or the significance 

test, for construct variables.  The p value would reject the null hypothesis at p < .05 alpha 

level.  For Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7, the null was not rejected.  Hypotheses 5 and 6 

rejected the null hypothesis. 

With the established alpha level at .05, Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 6 displayed 

p values for constructs lower than the accepted .05 level.  Hence, the null hypothesis was 

rejected in both.  Although the student to parent group compositions differed in 
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Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 6 testing, the school safety construct displayed significant 

relationships in both independent, statistical computations.  The teacher support construct 

also showed a significant relationship between students and parents in Hypothesis 6.  

Effect size and power calculations were completed on all constructs with significant p 

values, and the school safety construct maintained medium to large effect size 

determinations and received positive reliability measurements.  The teacher support 

construct had a medium effect size, but it did not meet reliability expectations for power. 

Major Findings   

Students and parents completed one survey while students were enrolled in their 

final year of schooling within their resident school district.  For students at Duncan, that 

occurred in Grade 6.  For students at Moore, that occurred in Grade 8.  As students 

prepared to leave neighborhood schools to be tuitioned to a secondary school outside of 

their resident district, students and parents were invited to participate in a quantitative, 

survey study.  Fifty-four of the eligible 65 families opted to participate, which 

demonstrated a reliable 83% response rate for the convenience sample population.   

Items, presented in survey Questions 1 through 25, offered respondents a multiple 

choice concern level selection in a Likert scale format of 1 through 5 in ascending order.  

A score of 1 signified the lowest level of concern, and a rating of 5 signified the highest 

level of concern.  For each item, a mean score was calculated (Table 4.3).  The range of 

responses for all 25 survey items included a low mean score of 1.95 to a high mean score 

of 2.82.  Per the Likert scale, a score of 2 equated to a response of I am not concerned, 

and a score of 3 equated to a response of I am a bit concerned.  All of the item mean 

scores fell within this range.  However, the item with the lowest level of concern (1.95) 



 

148 
 

involved travel and concern for getting students to and from the new school each day.  

The largest area of concern (2.82) for items was the concern that students’ classes at the 

new school would be more difficult than classes in their current school. 

Items were grouped together into five constructs, and an average mean score was 

produced for each construct to provide meaningful comparisons with the same Likert 

scale 1 through 5 concern level pattern (Table 4.4).  School safety, consisting of five 

survey items, was the lowest scoring construct (2.18) for the combined groups and had 

the lowest respondent concern level.  Academic rigor also contained five survey items 

and produced the highest level of concern for constructs (2.64) in the combined groups.  

The construct responses also fell between Likert scale scores of a 2, I am not concerned 

and a score of 3, I am a bit concerned.  

The major differences between student and parent concerns took place in peer 

interaction and school safety constructs.  Within the peer interaction construct, parents 

displayed a mean difference score 1.30 higher than students.  Likewise, parents also 

produced a school safety construct mean score 2.78 higher than students, and that 

difference eclipsed the statistical significance level in Hypothesis 5 too.  Likewise, the 

subgroup analysis performed at Moore School displayed an even larger mean score 

margin for the safety construct.  Parents at Moore registered a school safety mean score 

4.57 higher than students, which achieved statistical significance benchmarks. Teacher 

support was the highest scoring construct overall by parents with a mean score of 13.90, 

regardless of parent group or subgroup.  At Moore, the differences between students and 

parents qualified teacher support for statistical significance as well. 
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Grade 6 and Grade 8 students were compared using the same mean difference 

category for synthesis across all groups.  The students produced similar comparison 

results in the peer interaction (-0.76), service access (-0.62), teacher support (0.53), and 

school safety (-0.93) constructs.  A negative number represented a higher Grade 6 mean 

score, and a positive number represented a higher Grade 8 mean score.  The academic 

rigor construct did not achieve statistical significance; however, there was a difference in 

mean scores of -2.05.  Both Grade 6 (12.42) and Grade 8 (14.48) student groups scored 

academic rigor as their highest concern level construct.  Grade 6 and Grade 8 scored 

school safety as their lowest concern construct with average mean scores below a concern 

level of 2, I am not concerned response. 

Similarities existed across schools too.  Of the combined 10 constructs between 

the two schools, parents responded with higher mean scores, or levels of concern, on 7 of 

the 10 constructs.  Parents also demonstrated the most consistency in responses across all 

constructs.  At Moore, parents’ average mean scores ranged from 2.49 to 2.78, and 

Duncan showed consistency in student and parent response patterns within peer 

interaction, teacher support, and academic rigor as all recorded mean differences of 0.67 

or less between groups.  Overall, service access, teacher support, and academic rigor 

constructs had similar mean scores between students and parents across all schools.  
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

Through the use of surveys, a quantitative, convenience sample research design 

was selected for the study to extract student and parent perception data for a specialized 

group of tuitioned students located in one geographic area.  By documenting levels of 

concern identified by families, administrators and school officials are provided with 

recommendations towards building a successful transition program for tuitioned students.  

This chapter summarizes the results of each question, discusses the implications of each 

result to guide practice, and offers suggestions for further areas of study.  Research 

questions were illustrated to address the problem statement.  Statistical analysis produced 

information for the significance of the study, and statements detailed the importance of 

adding the newly found student transitional information into formal research.   

Summary of Findings 

The survey results revealed perceived student and parent concerns in a pre-

transition format.  By using the Likert scale response options of 1 through 5 in an 

ascending concern level pattern, a consistent understanding of average mean score 

values, results, and interpretations were established throughout this chapter.  The 

following list of condensed findings were instrumental in formulating recommendations 

for future practice.  The summary of the findings detailed in the study are: 

1. The lowest level of concern by average mean score (1.95) for any single 

survey item for all respondents (N = 108) involved travel for students to and 

from the new school each day.   
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2. The highest level of concern by average mean score (2.82) for any single 

survey item for all respondents (N = 108) was that students’ classes at the new 

school would be more difficult than classes at their current school. 

3. The school safety construct had the lowest level of concern by average mean 

score (2.18) for constructs across all respondents (N = 108).   

4. The academic rigor construct produced the highest level of concern by 

average mean score (2.64) for constructs across all respondents (N = 108).   

5. Parents (n = 54) scored the service access construct their lowest level of 

concern with an average mean score of 2.16. 

6. Parents (n = 54) scored the academic rigor construct their highest level of 

concern with an average mean score of 2.63.   

7. Students (n = 54) scored the school safety construct their lowest level of 

concern with an average mean score of 1.90. 

8. Students (n = 54) scored the academic rigor construct their highest level of 

concern with an average mean score of 2.64.  

9. Parents (n = 54) produced a peer interaction construct with a total mean score 

1.30 higher than students (n = 54).   

10. Parents (n = 54) produced a school safety construct with a total mean score 

2.78 higher than students (n = 54), which exceeded significance testing limits.  

Null Hypothesis 5 was rejected.  Students were 21% less concerned than 

parents about the school safety construct. 

11. Moore School parents (n = 21) produced a school safety construct with a total 

mean score 4.57 higher than students (n = 21), which exceeded significance 
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testing limits.  This was also the largest discrepancy between any of the tested 

groups in the study.  Null Hypothesis 6 was rejected.  Moore students were 

33% less concerned than Moore parents about the school safety construct. 

12. Moore School parents (n = 21) produced a teacher support construct with a 

total mean score 2.52 higher than students (n = 21), which exceeded 

significance testing limits.  Null Hypothesis 6 was rejected.  Moore students 

(n = 21) were 21% less concerned than Moore parents about the teacher 

support construct. 

13. Grade 6 (1.98) and Grade 8 (1.79) student groups scored school safety as their 

lowest average mean score construct. 

14. Grade 6 (2.48) and Grade 8 (2.90) student groups scored academic rigor their 

highest average mean score construct. 

15. Of the combined 10 constructs observed between the two schools, parents 

responded with higher mean scores, or levels of concern, on 7 of the 10 

constructs. 

16. Service access, teacher support, and academic rigor constructs had similar 

mean scores between students and parents across both schools.  

17. Students (n = 21) who had a sibling attend the same transition school had less 

concern on four constructs (peer interaction, service access, academic rigor, 

and school safety) than those students (n = 28) who did not have a sibling 

attend the same transition school. 
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18. Students (n = 21) who had a sibling attend the same transition school had 

more concern for the teacher support construct than those students (n = 28) 

who did not have a sibling attend the same transition school.  

Findings and Discussions 

 Research questions are presented in this section with corresponding findings, 

meanings, and supporting literature presented for each item. 

Research Question 1: What are the similarities and differences for student 

and parent perceptions on peer interaction when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district? 

The peer interaction construct encompassed five survey items.  Students 

accumulated a total mean score of 10.87, or an average mean score of 2.17 per item, and 

parents provided a total mean score of 12.26, or an average mean score of 2.45 for each 

survey question.  Thus, parents produced a cumulative peer interaction construct mean 

score 1.30, or 0.28 per individual item, higher than students.  At a 5% level of 

significance (p < .05), the data did not provide sufficient evidence that the mean concern 

level for peer interaction between all students and parents was statistically significant.  

With Likert scale options of 1 through 5 on the survey, response scores fell within survey 

choices of: 2 = I am not concerned and 3 = I am a bit concerned.  Thus, students had 

minimal, if any, concern towards peer interaction items before entering the new school; 

however, parents did have a small amount of concern for peer interaction.  Both students 

and parents rated the peer interaction construct their second lowest scoring construct 

before students were tuitioned to a new school located outside of the resident district. 



 

154 
 

The peer interaction construct measured social concerns associated with students 

being accepted into new peer groups, building new friendships, and negative peer 

pressure considerations for drug and alcohol use at the new school.  Gauchat (2010) and 

McGee (2009) discovered that peer relationships involved students’ desire to belong and 

build positive peer relationships upon entering a new school.  Considering that tuitioned 

students are being relocated into a much larger student body at the accepting school, it is 

anticipated that students would have a high level of concern for this construct.  Yet, the 

findings were contradictory as students rated the construct low.  Cauley and Jovanvich 

(2006) illustrated how children begin to put more emphasis on peer relationships as they 

enter adolescence, and Letrello and Miles (2003) identified that adolescents struggle with 

self-image as physical body changes take place during middle level years.  With social 

and physical changes occurring, it is reasonable to conclude that students’ self-esteem 

and confidence levels would be in question upon going through the transition; however, 

students had very little concern for peer interaction.  One possible reason for this 

outcome can be associated with students having a positive outlook towards the upcoming 

transition as prescribed in research.   

Smith, Feldwisch, and Abell (2006) identified that during transitions from middle 

school to high school, students were enthusiastic about the possibility of meeting new 

friends as peer groups increased in size.  Wormeli (2011) pressed that while middle level 

students appeared to be physically youthful, they craved to belong and sought new peer 

relationships.  The transition gives students the opportunity to create new friendships.  

Tuitioned students reside in small school communities where the same network of friends 

has been their consistent peer group throughout elementary school.  Thus, the opportunity 
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to meet new friends beyond those long-standing neighborhood relationships is exciting, 

and students have a positive outlook for building new relationships upon entering the new 

school.  Therefore, the levels of concern associated with peer interactions were lessened 

as tuitioned students were anxious to expand peer circles. 

While concern levels were minimal for this construct in the study, Grillo (2012) 

established the benefits of building a longitudinal peer mentoring program for 

transitioning students that begins while students are present in neighborhood schools and 

continues through students’ first year at the new school.  By engaging the students into 

peer and social groups before arriving at the new school, concern levels will be further 

minimized.  Providing cooperative agreements between schools for curricular and co-

curricular opportunities will allow students to interact in meaningful platforms, while 

sharing interests with one another.  Burton (2010) found that in cases where students 

cooperatively shared in athletic and community pride events together, they were afforded 

meaningful bonding exercises with new peers.   

Student demographic considerations at both sending and receiving student 

locations differed too, which could add to concerns.  Yet, Thompson (2014) 

demonstrated the benefits of diversity improvements once peers were transitioned into 

larger peer groups.  Anderson (2012) and Stewart (2011) found that exposing students to 

diversity was important when establishing positive peer interactions in a transition 

program as well as promoting acceptance as a lifelong practice.  Tuition models are 

accomplishing diversity considerations; however, every tuitioned student should have an 

established adult mentor for regular interactions.  By offering accessible adult support at 

the accepting school, tuitioned students will have an outlet to discuss social and academic 
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issues before they reach uncontrollable levels.  Cooperatively through dialogue and adult 

mentoring, students will be able to maneuver through peer interactions in the new setting. 

Research Question 2:  What are the similarities and differences for student 

and parent perceptions on school service access when students are tuitioned 

to a secondary school outside of the resident district? 

The service access construct encompassed four survey items.  Students 

accumulated a total mean score of 9.33, or an average mean score of 2.33 per item, and 

parents provided a total mean score of 8.63, or an average mean score of 2.16 for each 

survey question.  Thus, students produced a cumulative service access construct mean 

score 0.70, or 0.17 per individual item, higher than parents.  At a 5% level of significance 

(p < .05), the data did not provide sufficient evidence that the mean concern level for 

service access between all students and parents was statistically significant.  Students 

scored service access as their median rated construct, and parents scored service access as 

their lowest rated construct.  It was rare that students had a higher concern level than 

parents for any of the five constructs.  It did occur twice; however, the other construct’s 

difference was only 0.01 higher per students’ responses.  Within service access, student 

response differences of 0.17 higher per item suggested that student concerns need to be 

addressed.  Yet, students still only had a small amount of concern, and parents had 

minimal, if any, concern towards service access items before students were tuitioned to a 

new school located outside of the resident district.  

 The service access construct provided a rare instance where students displayed 

more concern than parents for survey questions.  This can be explained through Maslow’s 

(1943) theory of human motivation.  Students should have a higher desire to have their 
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basic physiological and safety needs met as it directly impacts them.  Survey items 

included concern levels for travel to and from the new school, internal school logistics, 

and the federal meal program provided at the new school.  Students were more concerned 

than parents that they would have basic food and transportation mechanisms in place 

prior to arrival at the new school.   

McGee (2009) and Rappa (2012) identified similar outcomes for transition 

barriers where student perspectives produced consistent results too.  Anderson (2012) 

found that distance to the new school had direct consequences for accessing curricular 

assistance and needed school services.  Morgan-Davis (2013) reported that remediation 

and support programs were paramount for increasing student performance.  For tuitioned 

students who do not have transportation access beyond traditional to and from school bus 

transportation, students are unable to participate in after-school academic support or co-

curricular programs.  Knowing that transportation will be an issue without a resolution, 

tuitioned students offered concerns in the survey responses.  Sias (2008) further 

illustrated that travel barriers can prevent equal access for all students.  Considering that 

the two schools observed in the study had tuition options to accepting schools ranging 

from two miles to 10 miles away from their originating neighborhood schools, travel 

considerations may have yielded varying levels of concern responses due to the length of 

travel.  Students also had a higher level of concern than parents towards having forms 

completed to receive free or reduced price meals upon entering the new school.  Beyond 

meeting Maslow’s (1943) basic needs hierarchy, students may have had more concern 

about these service access items due to their limited control over them.  Parents needed to 

take action to access students’ benefits and address the concerns.  
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A transition program should allow students to make a sponsored bus trip to the 

accepting school district with assisting support from district personnel or through a peer 

shadowing experience.  That peer shadowing experience would also lessen interior school 

logistic concern levels through peer modeling efforts throughout the day.  The accepting 

school should also create second-chance, tutoring, or other academic support programs 

during the regular school day to alleviate pressures of irregular transportation needs.  

Those qualifying for federal meals should be identified through administrative 

cooperatives as well as presented at orientation programs for further identification 

assistance.  Concerted efforts should be made to verify qualifications as 85% of 

respondents believed that they qualified for the federal meal program benefit.  

Furthermore, since families may not have needed to complete forms in their resident 

school district to receive the benefit, added attention should be made to reach out to 

families and administrators in the resident school district to identify families and readily 

offer assistance to complete paperwork.      

Research Question 3: What are the similarities and differences for student 

and parent perceptions on access to teacher support when students are 

tuitioned to a secondary school outside of the resident district? 

The teacher support construct encompassed five survey items.  Students 

accumulated a total mean score of 11.70, or an average mean score of 2.34 per item, and 

parents provided a total mean score of 12.43, or an average mean score of 2.49 for each 

survey question.  Thus, parents produced a cumulative teacher support construct mean 

score 0.73, or 0.15 per individual item, higher than students.  At a 5% level of 

significance (p < .05), the data did not provide sufficient evidence that the mean concern 



 

159 
 

level for teacher support between all students and parents was statistically significant.  

Both students and parents rated the teacher support construct as their second highest rated 

construct.  Thus, students and parents displayed a small amount of concern, collectively, 

towards teacher support before students were tuitioned to a new school located outside of 

the resident district. 

Hallenbeck (2012) and Larson (2011) reinforced that teacher support variables 

were focused on students’ ability to build trusting relationships with new teachers for 

reliability and consistency towards academic and social success.  Eighty-seven percent of 

respondent students reported having positive academic grades of As, Bs, or Cs before the 

transition, which reinforced findings by Howley (1996) that discovered a small school in 

West Virginia enhanced the achievement levels of poor students.  Flowers (2010) 

reinforced that a benefit of being a student in a small neighborhood school was that staff 

members knew students and families very well; thus, trusting relationships were 

established and maintained while students attended neighborhood schools.  This 

connection of students with teacher support variables fostered a high achieving 

environment.  Zoda, Combs, and Slate (2011) noted the intimacy of neighborhood 

elementary schools built trusting relationships between schools and families where daily, 

positive academic habits were exhibited.  Students put forth a greater academic effort 

because teachers guided and cared for them.  Considering the small school and 

community size that tuitioned students experienced in neighborhood schools, similar 

quality student-to-teacher relationships existed between students and teachers in their 

resident schools.  Thus, moving beyond the neighborhood school would raise concern 
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levels for teacher support variables as students do not have similar relationships 

established there.   

Considering that the schools observed in this study had 21 and 44 students, 

respectively, in the entire grade level, it is reasonable to conclude that the positive 

longitudinal effects of reliable relationships established over many years will be 

challenging to replicate upon students arriving within much larger school systems.  Hattie 

(2005) used meta-analysis principles to illustrate that quality teachers correlated with 

student achievement, not the size of the school.  However, as Hallenbeck (2012) noted, 

the new found freedom associated with being on a new, larger campus will require 

students to initiate conversations and build relationships with staff and adults to assist in 

rectifying academic and peer issues.  Students primarily were acclimated to elementary 

school settings where teachers approached students when academic issues surfaced; 

however, in secondary schools, students are expected to self-advocate and initiate those 

interactions with teachers and staff.  Larson (2011) emphasized that creating a middle 

level transition program should begin before the critical transition year occurs to promote 

a process where students become familiar with teachers at the new school.  Districts need 

to embed new teachers into the welcoming process as relationships with teachers and 

staff should be established to assist with a successful academic transition (Zoda et al., 

2011).  Kennedy (2012) further identified that an optimal transition program should entail 

elements of communication beyond student and staff interactions and also engage family 

members into the process.  The more curricular and co-curricular experiences that can 

occur between new teachers and tuitioned students, the more opportunities exist for 

natural relationship building exercises between students, parents, and teachers. 



 

161 
 

Research Question 4: What are the similarities and differences for student 

and parent perceptions on academic rigor when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district? 

The academic rigor construct encompassed five survey items.  Students 

accumulated a total mean score of 13.22, or an average mean score of 2.64 per item, and 

parents provided a total mean score of 13.17, or an average mean score of 2.63 for each 

survey question.  Thus, students produced a cumulative academic rigor construct mean 

score 0.05, or 0.01 per individual item, higher than parents.  Essentially, students and 

parents rated academic rigor items the same.  At a 5% level of significance (p < .05), the 

data did not provide sufficient evidence that the mean concern level for academic rigor 

between all students and parents was statistically significant.  Both students and parents 

rated academic rigor as their highest scored construct.  Thus, academic rigor was the 

construct with the most amount of concern for both groups and scored almost identically.  

Although the level of concern identified was at a modest level on the Likert scale, 

students and parents displayed their highest level of concern towards academic rigor 

items before students were tuitioned to a new school located outside of the resident 

district.  

 One of the accepting tuition school districts provided longitudinal academic 

performance data for 48 tuitioned students over three consecutive years.  From 2014 to 

2016, tuitioned students had their lowest grade point average (2.53) while in the first year 

of attending the new school.  The group’s GPA (2.7) improved in the second year of 

attendance, and the group’s GPA (3.07) further improved during the third year of 

attendance at the new school.  Kerns (2014) and Stoddard (2012) identified that the first 
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year of students’ transition was the most academically challenging, regardless of school 

choice options available, and tuitioned students have followed that similar trend.  Bowers 

and Powers (2009) also reinforced that once students maneuvered through new barriers 

associated with the transition, difficulties directly related to academic rigor were 

overcome.  Hughes (2010) furthered that students needed to focus on the academic 

challenges facing them and not the peripheral barriers, or noise, detrimental to the 

learning process.  Tuitioned students and parents’ high concern levels matched research 

that the first year of transition was the most difficult academic year for students.  The 

tuitioned student cohort also demonstrated through GPA longitudinal growth that similar 

academic difficulties existed in the first year of transition.  Families will learn of these 

prior academic struggles through conversations with other students and families in a 

small town; thus, the highest concern levels calculated were for academic rigor prior to 

the transition.  

The academic rigor construct produced the highest level of concern for constructs 

(2.64) across all subjects.  A successful transition plan should acclimate students prior to 

arrival and address concerns as early as possible.  With 87% of tuitioning student 

respondents stating that they received positive grades of As, Bs, or Cs on report cards, 

one can conclude that students should be confident about the upcoming transition and 

academic challenges ahead.  Perhaps state performance ratings assigned to students and 

schools from the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (Pennsylvania Department 

of Education, 2015d) had a negative influence on confidence as tuitioned students’ grade 

levels performed below state averages on standardized assessments.  One suggested 

activity would be to align curriculum across buildings for both the sending and receiving 
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schools.  This may include elements of benchmark and diagnostic assessment procedures 

as well as textbook or online resource considerations.  By doing so, teachers from both 

schools will collaboratively interact, which should also create opportunities for future 

teachers to interact with students and families.  The transition program must connect 

students in a meaningful manner with the new school to increase attendance rates and 

maximize student achievement efforts.  Lee, McCoy, Zucker, and Mathur (2014) found 

that having personalized, family meetings with those being transitioned into higher 

grades was more relevant than group activities.  Having guidance counselors meet with 

nuclear families before students leave neighborhood schools will create an immediate 

contact to support families through the transition. 

Research Question 5: What are the similarities and differences for student 

and parent perceptions on school safety when students are tuitioned to a 

secondary school outside of the resident district? 

The school safety construct encompassed five survey items.  Students 

accumulated a total mean score of 9.52, or an average mean score of 1.90 per item, and 

parents provided a total mean score of 12.30, or an average mean score of 2.46 for each 

survey question.  Thus, parents produced a cumulative school safety construct mean score 

2.78, or 0.56 per individual item, higher than students.  At a 5% level of significance (p < 

.05), sufficient evidence was established that the mean concern level for school safety 

between all students and parents was statistically significant.  An acceptable sample size 

was provided, and power parameters were achieved at the designated .80 level.  The 

results signified a medium effect size, and students were 21% less concerned than parents 

about the school safety construct.  Response scores fell within Likert scale options of: 1 = 
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I am not concerned at all, 2 = I am not concerned, and 3 = I am a bit concerned.  

Students rated school safety as the lowest construct by either group, and parents rated 

school safety as their median construct.  The 0.56 difference in average mean scores 

between groups was the largest difference in all of the constructs.  Thus, students had no 

concern for school safety, and parents had a small amount of concern before students 

were tuitioned to a new school located outside of the resident district. 

School safety entailed students’ mental and physical comfort expectations from a 

variety of aspects associated with the thought of attending a new secondary campus.  

Akos and Galassi (2004) along with Kennedy (2012) identified that the new building’s 

layout, travel, and peer conflicts created safety variable concerns for transitioning 

students.  Mizelle and Irwin (2000) found that parents were more concerned about school 

safety issues than students were concerned, and Kennedy (2012) reinforced similar 

findings too.  Tuitioned student and parent responses followed traditional researched 

outcomes.  However, considering the societal climate and recent focus on school safety 

and security concerns due to increased violent crimes taking place against schools since 

the Sandy Hook Elementary School tragedy in 2012 (Hanna, Karimi, & Grinberg, 2018; 

Patel, 2018; Yan, Stapleton, & Murphy, 2018), it is reasonable to conclude that those 

instances may have added to the inflated differences in respondents’ concern levels 

towards school safety variables.  However, even with a heightened awareness for school 

safety, students offered no concern, and parents offered only a modest amount of 

concern.  To combat levels of concern further, both schools should effectively 

communicate with all stakeholders the security measures in place and planned at the new 

location.  School district policies, procedures, anti-bullying programs, and mental health 
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resources should be presented in a community forum to tuitioned students and parents to 

provide more confidence with school safety measures taking place throughout the 

transition and beyond. 

Research Question 6: Are there differences between student and parent 

perceptions for each school?  

At a 5% level of significance (p < .05), the data analysis did not provide sufficient 

evidence that the mean concern level between Duncan School’s student and parent 

groups for constructs of peer interaction, service access, teacher support, academic rigor, 

or school safety achieved statistical significance.  Even though no construct achieved 

statistical significance between student and parent groups at Duncan, themes did arise.  

First, student and parent response patterns provided in Research Questions 1 through 5 

for all respondents followed similar outcomes for Duncan, but there were some subtle 

differences for discussion too.  Duncan students were more concerned than parents that 

they would not receive as much teacher support at the new school as they did while 

attending Duncan.  For Duncan families, teacher support and academic rigor constructs 

had average mean scores of 2.30 to 2.58 between students and parents.  The four scores 

were the highest scores among groups and constructs at Duncan.  Response scores fell 

within Likert scale choices of: 2 = I am not concerned and 3 = I am a bit concerned.  

Families at Duncan displayed a modest level of concern towards academic rigor and 

teacher support items before students were tuitioned to a new school located outside of 

the resident district.  

At a 5% level of significance (p < .05), the data analysis provided sufficient 

evidence that the mean concern level between Moore School’s student and parent groups 
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for constructs of teacher support and school safety achieved statistical significance.  An 

acceptable sample size was provided, and power parameters were achieved at the 

designated .80 level for the school safety construct; however, the teacher support 

construct did not achieve acceptable power parameters due to the subgroup sample size, 

which limited reliability expectations.  School safety had a large effect size, while teacher 

support had a medium effect size.  Moore students were 33% less concerned than Moore 

parents about the school safety construct, and Moore students were also 21% less 

concerned than Moore parents about the teacher support construct. 

Moore parents registered a teacher support construct mean score 2.52 higher and a 

school safety construct mean score 4.57 higher than students.  Parents also had average 

mean scores for teacher support (2.78) and school safety (2.70) survey items nearing a 

Likert scale response of 3 = I am a bit concerned.  In fact, parents rated all five constructs 

from 2.49 to 2.78, which placed Moore’s parents as having the highest overall level of 

concern towards the five constructs for any subgroup observed.  Moore’s students 

produced the highest construct average mean score for any subgroup by assigning teacher 

support an average mean score of 2.90.  Thus, still at moderate levels, Moore parents had 

higher levels of concern for peer interaction, teacher support, and school safety constructs 

than students.  While Moore’s parents rated academic rigor (2.71) consistently with other 

constructs, Moore’s students rated academic rigor (2.90) uncharacteristically high, which 

displayed that students at Moore had their highest level of concern for academic rigor 

before being tuitioned to a new school located outside of the resident district.  

Smith, Akos, Lim, and Wiley (2008) found that students and parents were 

generally optimistic about the forthcoming transition to high school from middle school.  
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Parents displayed concern towards social and safety issues, and students were concerned 

about the homework load and getting lost in high school.  Madjar and Cohen-Malayev 

(2016) found that elementary students reported positive perceptions towards middle 

school prior to being transitioned, and Smith et al. (2006) discovered that students looked 

forward to meeting new friends and having more control over class selections as they 

progress in high school.  By tuitioned students and parents producing Likert scale 

responses for all groups and subgroups in the ranges of: 1 = I am not concerned at all, 2 

= I am not concerned, and 3 = I am a bit concerned, respondents followed traditional 

researched principles for normal transitions.  First, the reported low levels of concern 

reported by tuitioned students and parents throughout the five constructs demonstrated 

that families had a positive outlook towards the forthcoming transition.  However, parents 

and students also acknowledged high concern levels for safety (parents) and homework 

(students) prior to the transition.  Tuitioned families faced similar challenges to those 

documented in research from traditional transition settings. 

 Duncan and Moore School District tuitioned students to neighboring secondary 

schools for many years.  Thus, if no adjustments are made to the current transition 

programs, the levels of concern documented by student and parent groups in this study 

exhibited perceptions that can be reasonably considered consistent for future populations 

from the same schools.  Consistencies existed for both schools between student and 

parent groups.  Universally, parents had higher levels of concern than students, and 

Moore’s parents produced the highest levels of concern for any of the groups or 

subgroups observed in the entire research study.  Transition programs should engage 

parents, not only students, into meaningful transition activities with the accepting 
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secondary schools.  Parents should be provided with outlets to discuss noted concerns 

prior to the student’s transition.  

Research Question 7: Are there differences among students in two grades? 

At a 5% level of significance (p < .05), the data analysis did not provide sufficient 

evidence that the mean concern level between Duncan School’s Grade 6 student group 

and Moore School’s Grade 8 student group for the constructs of peer interaction, service 

access, teacher support, academic rigor, or school safety achieved statistical significance.  

Even though no construct achieved statistical significance between student groups, both 

groups displayed a consistent theme by placing the constructs in a similar ascending 

order, or level of concern pattern.  From the lowest level of concern to the highest level 

of concern, Grade 6 students attached average mean scores to constructs of school safety 

(1.98), peer interaction (2.12), service access (2.27), teacher support (2.38), and academic 

rigor (2.48).  From the lowest level of concern to the highest level of concern, Grade 8 

students attached average mean scores to constructs of school safety (1.79), peer 

interaction (2.27), teacher support (2.28), service access (2.43), and academic rigor 

(2.90).  More similarities existed across the two student groups than differences.  Grade 6 

and Grade 8 student groups scored school safety as the lowest concern level construct, 

and both groups scored academic rigor as the highest concern level construct.  However, 

even though both groups rated academic rigor as the construct with the highest level of 

concern, Grade 8 students produced an average mean score 0.42 higher than Grade 6 

students.  

Grade 8 students had a higher level of concern than Grade 6 students for academic 

rigor.  This can be a normal perception obtained as students are unfamiliar with the 
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increased academic expectations present in Grade 9 and high school.  Anderson (2012) 

and Gauchat (2010) analyzed similar findings that Grade 9 students were unprepared for 

the rigorous coursework expected in high school.  Smith et al. (2006) furthered that 

students feared the amount of homework forthcoming in high school.  Those perceptions 

documented an expected change that coursework from Grade 8 to Grade 9 was going to 

be more difficult than the academic changes from Grade 6 to Grade 7.  The findings in 

this study reinforced prior research.  Grade 8 students were aware that greater academic 

challenges were forthcoming along with more rigorous courses as they enter Grade 9 at 

the new school. 

Grade 8 students also placed a higher concern level on the service access 

construct than Grade 6 students.  This can be explained by Grade 8 students at Moore 

being required to have federal school meal forms completed by parents to receive the free 

or reduced price meal benefit.  Grade 6 students at Duncan did not need parents to 

complete the federal form to receive the benefit.  Thus, Moore students were more aware 

that forms needed to be completed again at the new school, while Duncan students were 

unaware that forms needed to be completed to receive the benefit.  Tuitioned student 

transition programs must inform, identify, and assist families with completing forms to 

gain the school meal benefit.  Without doing so, students will not be receiving the most 

basic need.  Students will remain focused on hunger, which has been documented in 

Maslow’s (1943) theory of human motivation model.  Until school meals are secured, 

students will not perform to their optimal academic ability.   

The distance between resident schools and accepting tuition schools varied 

greatly, so transportation concern levels were elevated too in the service access construct.  



 

170 
 

Grade 8 students had a much further distance to travel to the new secondary school.  

Also, Grade 8 students were only provided free bus transportation to and from school at 

regular start and end times.  Grade 6 students were provided with regular bus 

transportation to and from school, but they also had access to an activity bus if they 

elected to stay after school for curricular and co-curricular activities.  Therefore, it is 

reasonable to conclude that Grade 8 students would be more concerned about getting to 

and from the new school due to the longer travel distance and lack of access to an activity 

bus.  To assist, all tuitioned student models should provide a free activity bus for students 

to attend after-school curricular and co-curricular programs.  This will alleviate the 

burden of students finding transportation home in the evening and lessen concern levels. 

Recommendations 

Moderate Concern Levels   

The documented concern levels for student and parent groups were minimal to 

moderate throughout the study.  However, themes and observations of tuitioned students 

offered insight suggesting that improvements need to be administered to current 

transition practices to further ease perceptions and process.  A three-year observation of 

48 tuitioned students generated longitudinal performance data for observation at the new 

school.  In Year 1 of the transition, tuitioned students garnered a 2.53 GPA.  In Year 2, 

students improved to a 2.7 GPA, and in Year 3, students climbed to a 3.07 GPA.  Survey 

perception data also showed that the largest area of concern for students and parents 

surrounded the academic rigor construct, and the observation of 48 tuitioned students 

reinforced that the first year of entry into the new school was an academic challenge for 

students.  Students’ GPA performance demonstrated that perceived concern levels, 
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although modest on the Likert scale, were real barriers with accompanying fears.  The 

given recommendations can minimize those fears even further by instituting formal 

communication with families and active monitoring with guided mentoring practices for 

students to remove barriers through implementation of proven transition strategies. 

Costs and Benefits   

Even though costs associated with given recommendations mostly involve an 

alteration of duties for current staff members, some costs will still be incurred in aligning 

a new transition program.  In doing so, many stakeholders, including school board 

members, should be included in transition discussions and planning from the early stages.  

Since the tuition model is a negotiated per student amount between school districts, the 

sending and receiving districts both financially benefit from the agreement.  For the 

sending school districts, tuition payments are typically negotiated at lower per student 

rates than if students elected to voucher into charter schools.  For the receiving school 

districts, accepting tuition for students is a new revenue resource unknown to public 

education in Pennsylvania.  Thus, contributing monetary amounts towards given 

recommendations provided will only enhance students’ experiences, which in turn, 

creates a desire for more students to opt into the budget friendly tuition model process.  

The negotiated tuition amount benefits both districts in the tuition model.  Potentially, the 

largest cost item for consideration amongst the recommendation items involves providing 

a free activity bus to students who stay beyond regular school hours.  This cost is 

estimated to be approximately $75 per day or $13,500 annually (D. J. Frye, personal 

communication, August 21, 2018).  Regardless of the additional costs, the tuition model 

typically provides a greater savings than charter school payments, especially for special 
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education students.  Thus, additional costs needed to support a beneficial transition 

program are easily justifiable. 

Recommendations for Future Practices or Policies   

The purpose of this study was to identify middle level student and parent 

perceived similarities and differences towards transition factors prior to students being 

tuitioned to a secondary school located outside of the resident district, so administrators 

can be afforded the opportunity to create a successful transition program by addressing 

families’ levels of concern to overcome perceived barriers.  As student and parent 

similarities and differences were discussed, administrators at both the sending and 

receiving schools are presented with 15 recommendations in this chapter to maximize a 

transition program for tuitioned students.  The details are important as DeLamar and 

Brown (2016) found that at-risk students who participated in transition programs saw 

increased performance scores in math, science, and English.  Students also had higher 

attendance rates and lower discipline reports than peers who did not participate in 

transition programs.  A proper transition program for tuitioned students will entail the 

following elements.  The 15 recommendations are positioned in order of the research 

questions and the ancillary analysis as presented and discussed in this chapter.  Items are 

not ordered by importance, and each recommendation can stand alone.  Therefore, even 

though all of the elements are recommended, schools may select which items to address 

first and build their transition program over time to address unique issues presented.  

Generalizations cannot be made for all populations; however, a transition program for 

tuitioned students should include the following 15 recommendations to lessen student and 
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parent concerns found within the designated constructs or themes from this research 

study: 

Peer interaction construct recommendations (Anderson, 2012; Gauchat, 2010; 

Grillo, 2012; Letrello & Miles, 2003; McGee, 2009; Stewart, 2011; Thompson, 2014; 

Wormeli, 2011): 

1. Build a longitudinal transition program for tuitioned students that begins while 

students reside in the neighborhood school.  The longitudinal program of 

connecting students to schools and new peer groups should occur through peer 

mentoring, curricular, and co-curricular interactions between both the sending 

and accepting school districts while students are present in early elementary 

grades. 

2. Both the sending and receiving school districts should be promoting 

acceptance as a lifelong practice within anti-bullying and positive peer 

interaction school programs as students from varying backgrounds will 

combine at critical adolescent years.  Celebrating diversity and acceptance of 

differences is instrumental towards building a harmonious fit where tuitioned 

students with cultural differences feel accepted and comfortable in a new 

school environment. 

3. Connect every transitioned student to one adult at the new school whether 

formally through a documented mentoring program or informally by student 

preference.  This mentoring system should occur as soon as the school year 

begins.  Preferably, the adult will be associated within an area of interest for 

the given student where the student has consistent access to the adult.  The 
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adult can assist the student with self-advocacy barriers surrounding academic 

and social issues before problems become too large to manage.  The mentor 

can intercede and assist while the adolescent is still maturing to perform these 

functions independently. 

Service access construct recommendations (Anderson, 2012; Maslow, 1943; 

McGee, 2009; Morgan-Davis, 2013; Rappa, 2012): 

4. Remediation, tutoring, and academic assistance programs should be organized 

for tuitioned students to occur within the operation of the regular school day 

to alleviate concerns associated with transportation needs.  Considering 

varying capabilities at home, students’ achievement gaps will continue to 

widen if families are expected to provide the additional academic support 

privately.  For low income students who also demonstrated low performance 

levels on state assessments, teachers and administrators must accept the 

responsibility to meet student support needs within the regular school day. 

5. Initiate a peer shadowing experience while students are still positioned within 

their resident school to assist with internal school logistic concerns at the 

accepting school.  The peer shadowing experience should include normal 

transportation from the student’s home to and from the new school.  Many 

students do not use bus transportation in K-6 or K-8 neighborhood schools as 

they walk to school in small communities.  Thus, the importance of the bus 

trip beginning from a nearby bus stop at home is important to gain familiarity 

with the transportation process. 
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6. Identify families who qualify for free or reduced price school meals under 

federal guidelines, and provide those families with documentation and 

assistance for securing the benefit upon arrival at the new school.  Identifying 

families and communicating the federal meal program should be a priority at 

all parent events, and administrators at both districts should work 

cooperatively to identify families prior to arrival at the new school.  When 

meeting with new school guidance counselors to schedule classes, the 

counselor must engage students and families into conversations pertaining to 

qualifications for the school meal program.  Forms should also be available 

for completion at that time. 

Teacher support construct recommendations (Flowers, 2010; Hallenbeck, 2012; 

Howley, 1996; Larson, 2011; Zoda et al., 2011): 

7. Include new school teachers and staff into a longitudinal transition program 

that allows tuitioned students and families the ability to interact with new 

teachers and establish relationships prior to arrival on the new campus. 

8. Once students are tuitioned into the new school, teachers and staff should find 

meaningful ways to interact with students in curricular and co-curricular 

platforms to build trusting, school appropriate relationships with students. 

Academic rigor construct recommendations (Bowers & Powers, 2009; DeLamar 

& Brown, 2016; Hughes, 2010; Kerns, 2014; Lee et al., 2014; Stoddard, 2012): 

9. Teachers from both school districts should collaboratively interact to align 

curriculum across buildings for both the sending and receiving schools.  State 

curricular standards provide common benchmarks for grade level and course 
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ending expectations; however, proper alignment procedures also include 

process elements of benchmark and diagnostic assessments as well as 

curriculum considerations of textbooks or online resources.   

10. The transition program must connect students in a meaningful manner with 

the new school to increase student attendance and academic performance.  

Making those connections before students leave their neighborhood school 

will yield the best results.  Students and parents should meet with new school 

counselors while residing in neighborhood elementary schools.  Giving the 

families an immediate contact for the new school allows students to have a 

connection or resource readily available to answer questions or address 

concerns, especially over the summer months prior to arrival. 

School safety construct recommendation (Akos & Galassi, 2004; Kennedy, 2012; 

Mizelle & Irwin, 2000): 

11.  Schools should effectively communicate with all stakeholders the security 

measures in place and planned at the new location.  School district policies, 

procedures, anti-bullying programs, and mental health resources should be 

presented in a community forum for tuitioned students and parents to provide 

more confidence with school safety measures taking place throughout the 

transition process and beyond.  The more consistent safety and prevention 

programs are between both districts, the more comfortable students will feel 

as the transition occurs due to finding familiarity in the process. 
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Moore and Duncan School recommendation: 

12. Parents have historically displayed more concern than students in traditional 

research with similar perceived barriers presented; however, transition 

programs for tuitioned students should engage parents, not only students, into 

meaningful transition activities with the accepting secondary schools to 

properly address parental concerns during personalized meetings. 

Grade 6 and Grade 8 students’ recommendations: 

13. With the awareness of the curricular challenges ahead, mentoring and 

counselor observance of tuitioned students is paramount towards guiding 

students to success.  Students must be monitored through a formal, 

documented process until fully embedded into the new school environment, 

which may take a full year or longer of implementation.  

14. Some barriers are real barriers instead of simply perceived barriers.  The 

length of travel can cause concern for students who do not have travel means 

beyond traditional school bus transportation to and from school, which will 

limit access and raise concern levels for fear of missing the bus in either 

direction.  Providing a free activity bus for tuitioned students who attend after 

school programs will improve access to curricular and co-curricular 

opportunities for all students. 

Sibling experience recommendation (Mackenzie, McMaugh, & O’Sullivan,  

2012): 

15. Tuitioned students with an older sibling who attended the same transition 

school offered lower concern levels for many constructs.  Thus, by including 
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older tuitioned students who are already present at the new school to assist 

with the transition of new students, the transition program will offer comfort 

through familiarity.  These older students reside in the same small community 

and ride the bus together.  They will best understand the experiences 

forthcoming and can offer guidance and answer questions for new students.  

Their support will greatly assist the transition process.  

Recommendations for Further Research   

The ancillary analysis section in Chapter 4 explored whether families’ 

experiences with the transitioning secondary school had an effect on respondents’ levels 

of concern answers on the survey.  The survey asked students whether they had a sibling 

who already attended the same secondary school that the surveyed student planned to 

attend.  For those students who confirmed that they did have a sibling attend the same 

school, peer interaction, service access, academic rigor, and school safety constructs had 

lower mean scores, or levels of concern, than those who did not have a sibling experience 

with the new school.  However, the teacher support construct had a higher mean score, or 

level of concern, from those with sibling experience.  Mackenzie et al. (2012) found that 

sibling experience decreased social threat scores for students in the pre-transition process, 

and the expectation was that familiarity would lessen concern levels for tuitioned students 

too.  This occurred in four out of five constructs; thus, identifying why the concern level 

did not lessen for the teacher support construct with sibling experience is an area for 

additional development. 

 Other considerations for future studies should contain travel distance from 

tuitioned students’ homes to the transitioning school.  Answering whether further 



 

179 
 

distance traveled equates to higher levels of concern for variables that include 

transportation and access are important for development of transition programs and 

further identification of students’ needs.  Last, a longitudinal study to follow groups of 

tuitioned students through at least one year of schooling at the accepting secondary 

school may provide additional data for establishing a successful transition program.  By 

allowing students to offer information once positioned within the new school 

environment, students can articulate how perceived barriers prior to the transition were 

inconsequential or developed into real barriers upon arrival at the new school.  Allowing 

students a formal platform for reflection and data collection would be meaningful to 

research. 

Limitations 

 The convenience sample population originally included Duquesne City, Midland 

Borough, and Wilkinsburg School District because those three districts used a tuition 

model to educate secondary students and were regionally located near Pittsburgh, 

Pennsylvania.  Initially, all three school districts verbally confirmed participation in the 

research study.  However, over the course of one year, two of those districts changed 

superintendents, and Wilkinsburg decided not to participate in the survey study.  

Therefore, two districts were included in the data collection process.  Having a larger, 

available sample population would have increased the number of subjects and reliability 

of the results.  However, reliability measurements were achieved in Research Questions 1 

through 5 by having an 83% (N = 108) response rate from the sample population, while 

also having equal size student (n = 54) and parent (n = 54) groups for comparisons in 

each of the questions.  Research Question 6 achieved reliability expectations for one 
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significant finding but fell short on the second significant finding due to having a small 

subgroup (n = 21) sample size.  Research Question 7 did not have any statistically 

significant findings to produce a reliability measurement. 

Another limitation of the study was the inconsistency of responses for whether 

students qualified for free or reduced price meals.  The researcher believes that the 

inconsistencies occurred because one school district provided free meals to all students 

regardless of families’ economic qualifications for the federal program.  Thus, 

respondents received the benefit but may not have known if they truly qualified for the 

benefit.  Furthermore, the question was supplied to identify respondent demographics, 

which may not have represented the group appropriately.   

 The final limitation of note involved recent tragedies that occurred towards 

students and schools since 2012 (Patel, 2018), which may have had an effect on survey 

responses for school safety items.  Even though school safety remained the lowest level 

of concern for students and did not appear to alter student responses, there was a 

possibility that parent scores were impacted by recent national tragedies.  Parents rated 

school safety as their median concern level construct.  

Conclusion 

While specific recommendations occurred within narratives, a succinct list of 

recommendations was provided to assist administrators by condensing the research study 

into meaningful, bulleted information.  Alleviating perceived levels of concern can be 

best accomplished by creating a transition program that offers expansive engagement 

opportunities for students to interact with future peers and teachers before arrival at the 

new school.  Parent groups, who displayed higher levels of concern than students, must 
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also be engaged into the transition process by creating and hosting parent events at both 

the resident school and the accepting secondary school.  The transition program should be 

designed to curb perceived or real barriers while students are attending classes in resident 

schools.  

 Academic rigor and teacher support constructs received the highest levels of 

concern.  Transition programs should include teachers who will have tuitioned students 

present in class during students’ first year of transitioning into the new school.  Building 

relationships with the students prior to arrival will aid in communication, especially when 

academic or social difficulties arise.  District administrators should work collaboratively 

between both schools to establish consistent standards, course objectives, and curricular 

measurements in earlier elementary grades.  By aligning curricular standards and 

practices at both school locations, academic expectations will be seamless for students as 

they transition.  Vertical and horizontal curricular developments created collaboratively 

between schools will allow for more consistent student expectations and build 

meaningful dialogue between professionals, which can only improve perceived or real 

barriers for tuitioned students. 

 The statistical relevance documented for school safety should be addressed too.  

Although student respondents delivered their lowest level of concern for the school safety 

construct, the discrepancies between student and parent scores were large.  Specifically, 

transition programs must find forums to address parental concerns for school safety.  It is 

stressed that proper transition programs should begin while students are comfortably 

positioned within their resident school buildings.  Having new school personnel organize 

and lead programs for students and parents in familiar settings will be more inviting for 



 

182 
 

students and parents to attend.  This practice will also aid in potential transportation 

issues that may limit families from attending events only held at accepting school 

locations.  Finding creative ways for parental involvement should be a primary focus of a 

transition program that focuses on tuitioned students.  

 The longitudinal success of tuitioned student transition programs will rely on 

consistent support given to families.  Peer shadowing, mentoring, and counselor 

monitoring are instrumental characteristics to establish a positive transition program.  

Tuitioned students will also need regular support from teachers, administrators, and peers 

too.  By identifying student and parental concerns for transition variables, 

recommendations were constructed to lessen perceived barriers.  With the information 

established in this quantitative research study, administrators are provided with the 

needed practices to create a successful transition program for tuitioned students.   

 



 

183	
	

REFERENCES 
 
 

Abraham, P. (2011, December 16). County data shows prevailing wage hikes costs. 
Harrisburg, PA: Commonwealth Foundation. Retrieved at http://www.common 
wealthfoundation.org/policyblog/detail/county-data-shows-prevailing-wage-
hikes-costs 

 
Akos, P., & Galassi, J. (2004). Middle and high school transitions as viewed by students, 

parents, and teachers. Professional School Counseling, 7(4), 212-221. Retrieved 
from ERIC database. (EJ703447). 

 
Alexander, M. E., & Rogers, R. G. (1988). Joint efforts turn small budgets into big ideas.  

Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ380015) 
 
Anderson, A. R. (2011). Heterosexism in sport: Attitudes toward lesbians and gay men 

among collegiate varsity and recreational club sport athletes (Doctoral 
dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED539735) 

 
Anderson, P. F. (2012). Grade-span configuration and school-to-school transitions 

(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED549733) 
 
Asaad, Y., Melewar, T. C., & Cohen, G. (2015). Export market orientation behavior of 

universities: The British scenario. Journal of Marketing for Higher Education, 
25(1), 127-154. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1062788) 

 
Baker, B., & Levin, J. (2014). Educational equity, adequacy, and equal opportunity  

in the commonwealth: An evaluation of Pennsylvania’s school finance system.  
Washington, DC: American Institutes for Research. 

 
Barany, M. E. (2003). Non-timber forest products in the livelihood and coping strategies 

of households and communities afflicted by HIV/AIDS (Master’s thesis). Retrieved 
from https://theses.lib.vt.edu/theses/available/etd-04132004-125238/ 
unrestricted/Thesis.pdf 

 
Beaver Valley Intermediate Unit. (2015). 45 year enrollment trends from 1971-72 to 

present [Data file]. Retrieved from http://www.bviu.org/Page/738 
 
Becker, L. A. (2000). Effect size calculator [Online software calculator]. Retrieved from  

https://www.uccs.edu/lbecker/ 
     
Benson, T. (2012). An analysis of academic achievement in public elementary open-

enrollment charter and traditional public schools (Doctoral dissertation). 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED548289) 

 



 

184	
	

Bernard, H. R. (2006). Research methods in anthropology: Qualitative and quantitative 
approaches [Fourth Edition]. Retrieved from http://www.antropocaos.com. 
ar/Russel-Research-Method-in-Anthropology.pdf 

 
Biag, M. (2014). Perceived school safety: Visual narratives from the middle grades. 

Journal of School Violence, 13(2), 165-187. Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(EJ1022635) 

 
Boone, H. N., & Boone, D. A. (2012). Analyzing Likert data. Journal of Extension, 

50(2), Article 2TOT2. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1042448) 
 
Boulden, L. (2013). The achievement of economically disadvantaged fifth graders in 

summer enrichment camp (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED552488) 

 
Bowden, C. T. (2009). The Florida Education Finance Program from 1981 to 2009: A 

historical review and equity analysis (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from 
ERIC database. (ED527242) 

 
Bowers, H., & Powers, J. (2009). What is rigor? A qualitative analysis of one School’s 

definition. Academic Leadership Journal, 7(4) 1-8. 
 
Brant, R. F. (n.d.). Power calculator [Online software calculator]. Retrieved from 

https://www.stat.ubc.ca/~rollin/stats/ssize/n2.html 
 
Brown, E. (2014, March 12). In 23 states, richer school districts get more local funding 

than poorer districts. The Washington Post. Retrieved at https://www.washington 
post.com/news/local/wp/2015/03/12/in-23-states-richer-school-districts-get-more-
local-funding-than-poorer-districts/ 

 
Burk, J. M. (1982). Technical assistance for school improvement in declining enrollment.  

Harrisburg, PA: Pennsylvania Department of Education. Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (ED251908) 

 
Burton, C. (2010). How small school districts can organize to afford their small schools  

(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED520025) 
 
Campbell, D. T. (1955). The informant in quantitative research. American Journal of 

Sociology, 60(4), 339-343. doi:10.1086/221565 
 
Campbell, D. T., & Stanley, J. C. (1963). Experimental and quasi-experimental designs 

for research. Chicago, IL: Rand Mcnally. Retrieved from https://modle.technion. 
ac.il/pluginfile.php/367640/mod_resource/content/1/Donald_T._(Donald_T._ 
Campbell)_Campbell,_Julian_Stanley-Experimental_and_Quasi 
Experimental_Designs_ for_Research-Wadsworth_Publishing(1963)%20(1).pdf 

 



 

185	
	

Carr-Chellman, A. A., & Marsh, R. M. (2009). Pennsylvania cyber charter school 
funding: Follow the money. TechTrends: linking research and practice to 
improve learning, 53(4), 49-55. http://link.springer.com/article/ 
10.1007%2Fs11528-009-0306-6#page-1 

 
Cauley, K. M., & Jovanovich, D. (2006). Developing an effective transition program for 

students entering middle school or high school. Clearing House, 80(1), 15-25. 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ772100) 

 
Charles, C. M. (1995). Introduction to educational research (2nd ed.). San Diego, CA: 

Longman Publishing Group. 
 
Childress, T. L. (2013). A study of ninth-grade transition practices across the 

Commonwealth of Virginia (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (ED557849) 

 
Chingos, M. M. (2010). The impact of a universal class-size reduction policy: Evidence 

from Florida’s statewide mandate [Working paper]. Retrieved from  
http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2011/05/11-class-size-whitehurst-
chingos 
 

Clark, T. J. (2012). A comparison of retention rates among America’s 2-year institutions 
of higher education (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED548339) 

 
Cogswell, C. (2009). Impacts of Nebraska legislative policies on selected small Nebraska  

school districts (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED526730)      

 
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). 

Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum Associates. Retrieved from http://www. 
utstat.toronto.edu/~brunner/oldclass/378f16/readings/CohenPower.pdf 

 
Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155–159. Retrieved 

from http://www.bwgriffin.com/workshop/Sampling%20A%20 
Cohen%20tables.pdf 

 
Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2005). Research design issues. In Research 

Methods in Education. Retrieved from https://research-srttu.wikispaces. 
com/file/view/Research+Methods+in+Education_ertu.pdf 

 
Coleman, P. D., Atkinson, J. K., Waduge, S. (2015). Should college education play a 

significant role in teaching students about ethics? Journal of Instructional 
Pedagogies, 16, 1-5. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1069395) 

 



 

186	
	

Crowe, C. H. (2013). A qualitative multiple-case study of the merger that formed Twin 
Rivers Unified School District (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (ED554948)     

 
da Costa, R. B., Hall, S. M., & Spear, A. (2016). Whose reality? A meta-analysis of 

qualitative research in international and comparative education. The Qualitative 
Report, 21(4), 661-676. Retrieved from http://nsuworks.nova.edu/tqr/vol21/iss4/5  

 
Dady, K. J. (2010). Measures of wealth in Pennsylvania (Doctoral dissertation). 

Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED523122) 
 
David, B. (2007, September 27). Facts favor center/monaca school merger. Pittsburgh 

Post Gazette. Retrieved from www.post-gazette.com/pg/07270/820755-57.stm 
 
David, B. (2009, July 6). Center-monaca merger timeline. Pittsburgh Post Gazette. 

Retrieved from http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/09187/982056-57.stm 
 
DeLamar, S., & Brown, C. G., (2016). Supporting transition of at-risk students through a 

freshman orientation model. Journal of At-Risk Issues, 19(2), 32-39. Retrieved from 
ERIC database. (EJ1117592) 

 
DeLuca, T. A. (2012). Spending changes and scale economies when school districts  

consolidate services. Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED549824) 
 
Duim, J. A. (2013). What factors play a role in making the district of choice program fit 

a school district’s educational mission? (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from 
ERIC database. (ED553857) 

 
Duquesne City School District. (2015). Annual 2015-16 budget spending on instruction 

and tuition to West Mifflin and East Allegheny School District [Data file]. 
Retrieved from http://www.dukecitysd.org 

 
Eckel, P. D., & Hartley, M. (2008). Developing academic strategic alliances: Reconciling  

multiple institutional cultures, policies, and practices. Journal of Higher  
Education, 79(6), 613-637. 

 
Education Resource Strategies. (2009, April). By design not default: Optimizing district  

spending on small high schools. Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED544389) 
 
Ekanem, I. C. (2013). A study of the factors influencing parental choice of a charter 

school (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED552079) 
 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 20 U.S.C. §§ 6301-8961. 
 



 

187	
	

Enfield, R. P., & Nathaniel, K. C. (2013). Social Capital: Its Constructs and Survey 
Development. New Directions for Youth Development, 138, 15-30. Retrieved 
from ERIC database. (EJ1031696) 

 
Falbo, T., Lein, L., & Amador, N. A. (2001). Parental involvement during the transition 

to high school. Journal of Adolescent Research, 16(5), 511-529.  
 
Faust, J. F. (1976). The social and political factors affecting the closing of schools in a  

period of declining enrollments in a large urban school system (Doctoral 
dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED146297) 

 
Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS for windows. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage. 
 
Fincham, J. E. (2008). Response rates and responsiveness for surveys, standards, and the 

journal. The American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 72(2), 43. Retrieved 
from https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2384218/ 

 
Flowers, R. (2010, April 28). Closing small rural schools. Educational Partnerships, Inc. 

Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED538325) 
 
Flynn-Trace, P. (2011). A case study of a consolidated school district (Doctoral 
  dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest database. (3569866)  
 
Fontaine, T. (2010, September 30). Local property taxes among highest in the U.S.  

Pittsburgh Tribune Review. 
 
Fowler, F. J. (2002). Survey research methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Retrieved 

from https://books.google.com/books?id=72pHgjvNS5gC&printsec= 
frontcover&dq=Fowler,+F.+J.(2002).+Survey+research+methods.&hl=en&sa=X
&ved=0ahUKEwiF68GPltDNAhUCOz4KHUmIDpMQ6AEIHjAA#v=onepage&
q&f=false 

 
Ganzert, B. (2012). The effects of dual enrollment credit on gender and race. Current 

Issues in Education, 15(3). Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ984528)  
  

Garcia, D. R. (2008). The impact of school choice on racial segregation in charter 
schools. Education Policy, 22(6), 805-829. Retrieved from 
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0895904807310043 

 
Gauchat, T. A. (2010). Effect of a career, academic, personal and social growth high 
  school transition program option on 9th-grade students’ achievement, behavior,  

and engagement (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database.  
(ED514348) 

 



 

188	
	

Godambe, V. P. (1982). Estimation in survey sampling: Robustness and optimality. 
Journal of the American Statistical Association, 77, 393-403.  

 
Goodwin, C., & Ortiz, E. (2015). It's a Girl! Random numbers, simulations, and the law 

of large numbers. Mathematics Teaching in the Middle School, 20(9), 561-563. 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1064870) 

 
Grillo, S. A. (2012). Perceptions of high school principals about the importance of the  

9th grade transition and peer mentor programs (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved  
from ERIC database. (ED547808) 

 
Hallenbeck, A. T. (2012). The last thing we have left: A single-case study of a small,  

rural, mill-town school closing (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC  
database. (ED546159) 

 
Hamid, J. A. (2008). Knowledge Strategies of School Administrators and Teachers. 

International Journal of Educational Management, 22(3), 259-266. Retrieved 
from ERIC database. (EJ800409) 

 
Hanna, J., Karimi, F., & Grinberg, E. (2018, February 15). Gunman confessed to Florida 

high school shooting, police say. CNN. Retrieved from 
https://www.cnn.com/2018/02/15/us/florida-high-school-shooting/index.html 

 
Hartman, W. T., & Shrom, T. J. (2014). Local property tax limitations vs. school district  

employee pension costs in Pennsylvania. Educational Considerations, 41(2), 13-
19. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1049887) 

 
Hattie, J. A. C. (2005). The paradox of reducing class size and improved learning  

outcomes. International Journal of Educational Research, 42(6), 387-425.  
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ743728) 

 
Hayek, V. P. (2013). The educational case against school district consolidation: A study 

of school district structure. Retrieved from http://scholarship.shu.edu/ 
dissertations/1887 

 
Himes, J., & Barrick, H. (2015, September 30). Release federal funds to school districts  

[Memo to Governor Wolf]. Pennsylvania Association of School Business  
Officials. Retrieved from http://archive.pasbo.org/Wolf%20Letter.9.30.15.pdf 

 
Hoekstra, B. (2014). Relating training to job satisfaction: A survey of online faculty 

members. Journal of Adult Education, 43(1), 1-10. Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (EJ1047348) 

 
Howley, C. B. (1996). Sizing up schooling: A West Virginia analysis and critique  

(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED396880) 
 



 

189	
	

Hughes, G. T. (2010). Effective school practices and academic performance in urban 
charter schools: A subgroup analysis across principals, teachers, and parents 
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED514351) 

 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 20 U.S.C. § 1200 (2004).    
 
International Business Machines Corporation. (2009). IBM to acquire SPSS Inc. to 

provide clients predictive analytics capabilities [Press release]. Retrieved from 
http://www-03.ibm.com/press/us/en/pressrelease/ 
27936.wss?ref= wikipedia#release 

 
Johnson, D. H. (1999). The insignificance of statistical testing. The Journal of Wildlife 

Management, 63(3), 763-772. Retrieved from 
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1225&context=usgsnp
wrc 

 
Johnson, P. D. (2009). Examining the support factors for effective technology integration 

in two rural Virginia high schools (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (ED526695) 

 
Keller, E. C., & Hartman, W. T. (2001). Prevailing wage rates: The effects on school  

construction costs, levels of taxation, and state reimbursements. Journal of 
Educational Finance, 27(2), 13-28. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ637030) 

 
Kennedy, J. J. (2012). Factors influencing school choice in a school district in Delaware  

(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED551427) 
 
Kerns, C. M. (2014). The influence of the freshman academy model on the English end of  

course test scores and promotion rates of first time ninth grade students (Doctoral  
dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED557143) 
 

Kirk, J., & Miller, M. L. (1986). Reliability and validity in qualitative research. Beverly 
Hills, CA: Sage Publications. Retrieved from https://books.google.com/books?hl= 
en&lr=&id=YDFZlq_KM88C&oi=fnd&pg=PA5&dq=Kirk,+J.,+%26+Miller,+M
.+L.+(1986).+Reliability+and+validity+in+qualitative+research.&ots=uh-
4OXjAcv&sig=BqG_612HBVZ3cNCHKMblrbzNjd8#v=onepage&q&f=false 

 
Larson, R. (2011). Teacher-student relationship and student achievement. Retrieved from  

http://coe.unomaha.edu/moec/briefs/EDAD9550larson.pdf 
 
Lee, C., McCoy, K. M., Zucker, S. H., & Mathur, S. R. (2014, December). ASD 

academic transitions: Trends in parental perspective. Education and Training in 
Autism and Developmental Disabilities, 49(4), 576-593. Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (EJ1045790) 

 



 

190	
	

Letrello, T. M., & Miles, D. D. (2003). The transition from middle school to high school: 
Students with and without learning disabilities share their perceptions. Clearing 
House, 76(4), 212-214. Retrieved from 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00098650309602006 

 
Likert, R. (1932). A technique for the measurement of attitudes. Archives of Psychology, 

140, 1-55. Retrieved from http://www.voteview.com/pdf/Likert_1932.pdf 
 
Lipsey, M. W. (1990). Design sensitivity: Statistical power of experimental research. 

Newbury Park, CA: Sage. 
 
Mackenzie, E., McMaugh, A., & O’Sullivan, K. (2012). Perceptions of primary to 

secondary school transitions: Challenge or threat? Issues in Educational 
Research, 22(3), 298-314. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ997344) 

 
Mader, N. S. (2010). School choice, competition, and academic quality: Essays on the  

Milwaukee Parental Choice Program (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from  
ERIC database. (ED520755) 

 
Madjar, N., & Cohen-Malayev, M. (2016, June). Perceived school climate across the 

transition from elementary to middle school. School Psychology Quarterly, 31(2), 
270-288. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1103039)  

 
Maslow, A. H. (1943). A theory of human motivation. Psychological Review, 50(4), 370-

396.  Retrieved from https://psychclassics.yorku.ca/Maslow/motivation.htm 
 
Mathis, W. J., & Welner, K. G. (2016). Do choice policies segregate schools? Retrieved 

from University of Colorado Boulder, National Educational Policy Center: 
http://nepc.colorado.edu/files/publications/Mathis%20RBOPM-
3%20Choice%20Segregation.pdf 

 
McGee, T. W. (2009). Mixed-methodology approach to the study of student problems  

associated with the transition from middle school to high school (Doctoral  
dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED513145) 

 
McLeod, S. A. (2008). Likert scales. Simply Psychology. Retrieved from 

http://www.simplypsychology.org/likert-scale.html 
 
McKelvey, B. E. (2013). The relationship between educational resources and student  

achievement in Illinois (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC  
database. (ED554417) 

 
Mertens, M. E. (2013). Where have all the robins gone? Power, discourse, and the  

closing of Robbinsdale High School. Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED554899) 



 

191	
	

Minor, E. C. (2015). Classroom composition and racial differences in opportunities to 
learn. Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk, 20(3), 238-262. Retrieved 
from ERIC database. (EJ1071934) 

 
Mizelle, N. B. (1999). Helping middle school students make the transition to high school. 

Eric Digest, Champaign, IL: ERIC Clearinghouse on Elementary and Early 
Childhood Education. Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED453981) 

 
Mizelle, N. B., & Irvin, J. L. (2000). Transition from middle school to high school. 

Middle School Journal, 31, 57-61. Retrieved from https://www.rtsd.org/site/ 
handlers/filedownload.ashx?moduleinstanceid=21249&dataid=30213&FileName
=On%20Target%20Transitioning.pdf 

 
Montari, E., & Weaver, E. (2007). Pennsylvania’s property assessment system needs  

change. Retrieved from http://www.alleghenyinstitute.org/wp-
content/uploads/components/com_reports/uploads/07_07.pdf 

 
Mordkoff, J. T. (2000). The Assumption(s) of Normality. Retrieved from 

http://www2.psychology.uiowa.edu/faculty/mordkoff/GradStats/part%201/I.07%2
0normal.pdf 

 
Morgan, L. P., & Hertzog, C. J. (2001). Designing comprehensive transition plans. 

Principal Leadership, 1(7), 10-18.  
 
Morgan-Davis, C. L. (2013). An exploration of Pennsylvania Corrective Action Plans,  

2006-2007 (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED555301) 
 
Morikis, P. (2010). An analysis of the financial and political consequences experienced  

by school corporations when closing a school or consolidating schools (Doctoral  
dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED516228) 

 
Mosteller, F. (1995). A Tennessee study of class size in early school grades. Retrieved  

from http://www.princeton.edu/futureofchildren/publications/docs/05_02_08.pdf 
 
Murphy, J. (2014, June 4). Education reform bill eliminates seniority-based layoffs and  

allows furloughs for economic reasons. The Patriot-News. Retrieved from  
http://www.pennlive.com/midstate/index.ssf/2014/06/education_reform_bill_elim 
inat.html          

 
Murphy, J. K., & Myors, B. (1998). Statistical power Analysis: a simple and general 

model for traditional and modern hypothesis tests. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 

 
National Center for Educational Statistics. (2015). Common core of data [Data files].  

Washington DC. Retrieved from https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/ccddata.asp 
 



 

192	
	

Nie, N. H., Bent, D. H., & Hull, C. H. (1970). SPSS: Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill Publishing. 

 
Niederberger, M. (2014, March 1). PA free lunches on the rise in poor economy.  

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette. Retrieved from http://www.post-gazette.com/news/ 
education/2014/03/02/More-Pennsylania-students-qualifying-for-free- 
lunches/stories/201403020112 

 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, 20 U.S.C.A. § 6301 et seq. (West 2003) 
 
Ohio Open Enrollment Task Force. (2013, December). Report of the Ohio Open  

Enrollment Task Force. Retrieved from http://education.ohio.gov/getattachment/  
Topics/School-Choice/Open-Enrollment/Open-Enrollment-Task-Force/OE- 
funding-recommendations-FINAL-WITH-COVER.pdf.aspx 

 
Opkala, C. O., Opkala, A. O., & Smith, F. E. (2010). Parental involvement, instructional 

expenditures, family socioeconomic attributes, and student achievement. Journal 
of Educational Research 95(2) 110-115. Retrieved from 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00220670109596579 

 
Ozek, U. (2009). Three essays on school choice: The case of open enrollment programs  

Retrieved from ProQuest database. (304883032) 
 
Palmer, C. J. (2010). An examination of simultaneously occurring processes and  

outcomes related to school closure in one unified school district in California  
(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED522117) 

 
Palys, T. (2008). The Sage Encyclopedia of Qualitative Research Methods. Vol. 2. Sage: 

Los Angeles, pp. 697-8. Retrieved from http://www.sfu.ca/~palys/  
Purposive%20sampling.pdf 

 
Patel, J. K. (2018, February 15). After Sandy Hook, more than 400 people have been shot 

in over 200 school shootings. The New York Times. Retrieve from 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2018/02/15/us/school-shootings-sandy-
hook-parkland.html 

 
Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act, 42 U.S.C. § 18001 et seq. (2010). 
 
Pennsylvania Department of Education. (2015a). Annual financial reports [Data files].  

Retrieved from http://www.education.pa.gov/Teachers%20-%20Administrators/  
School%20Finances/Finances/AFR%20Data%20Summary/Pages/AFR-Data- 
Detailed-.aspx#.Vlix-tChhUR 

 
Pennsylvania Department of Education. (2015b). Charter school funding [Data files].  

Retrieved from http://www.education.pa.gov/K-12/Charter%20Schools/Pages/ 
Charter-School-Funding.aspx#.VliqGdChhUQ 



 

193	
	

Pennsylvania Department of Education. (2015c). Financial data limits [Data files].  
Retrieved from http://www.education.pa.gov/Teachers%20-%20Administrators/ 
School%20Finances/Finances/FinancialDataElements/Pages/default.aspx#.VjDcJ
dArjww 

 
Pennsylvania Department of Education. (2015d). Pennsylvania System of School  

Assessment results 2015 [Data files]. Retrieved from  
http://www.education. pa. gov/ Pages/PSSA-Information.aspx 

 
Pennsylvania Department of Education. (2016a). Food and Nutrition division building  

data report [Data files]. Retrieved from http://www.education.pa.gov/  
Documents/ Teachers-Administrators/Food%20and%20Nutrition/Reports/2015- 
2016%20Building%20Data%20Report.pdf 

 
Pennsylvania Department of Education. (2016b). School district tuition rates [Data files].  

Retrieved from http://www.education.pa.gov/Teachers%20-%20Administrators/  
School%20Finances/Office%20of%20Comptroller%20Operations/Pages/School- 
District-Tuition-Rates.aspx#.VxQtxcehjdk 

 
Pennsylvania Local Tax Enabling Act, P.L. 197, No. 32 Cl. 53 (2008) 
 
Pennsylvania Partnerships for Children. (2016). School lunch: Students who qualify for 

 free or reduced price lunch. Retrieved from http://datacenter.kidscount.org/data/  
Tables/2720-school-lunch--students-eligible-for-free-or-reduced-price-lunch? 
loc=40&loct=2#detailed/2/any/false/1536,1460,1249,1120,1024/any/10324,10325 

 
Pennsylvania Prevailing Wage Act, P.L. 987, No. 442 (1961) 
 
Pennsylvania Public School Employees’ Retirement System. (2013). Fiscal year 

2014-15 employer contribution rate. Harrisburg, PA. Retrieved from 
http://www.psers.state.pa.us/content/pfr/resources/fact.pdf 

 
Pennsylvania Public School Employees’ Retirement System. (2016). Fiscal year 

2017-18 employer contribution rate. Harrisburg, PA. Retrieved from 
http://www.psers.state.pa.us/content/pfr/resources/20161207%20FY%202017-
2018%20ECR%20fact%20sheet%20FINAL.pdf 

 
Pennsylvania School Boards Association, Education, Research, and Policy Center. 

(2009). Merger/consolidation of school districts: Does it save money and improve 
student achievement? Retrieved from http://www.psba.org/issues-
advocacy/issues-research/school-mergers/psba-merger-paper.pdf 

 
Pennsylvania School Code, Article III, No. 14 (1949) 
 
Pennsylvania School Code, Section 1124, P.L. 30, No. 14 (1949) 
 



 

194	
	

Pennsylvania School Code, Article XVII, P.L. 225, No. 22 (1997) 
 
Pennsylvania School Code, Section 688, P.L. 304, No. 48 (2003) 
 
Pennsylvania School Performance Profile. (2014). School district financial and  

demographic information during 2013-14 fiscal year [Data File]. Retrieved from  
http://paschoolperformance.org 

 
Pennsylvania State Data Center. (2015). School district special education reports for  

2013-14 school year [Data File]. Retrieved from http://penndata.hbg.psu.edu/ 
BSEReports/PR_AlphaList.aspx 

 
Pennsylvania Taxpayer Relief Act, Special Session 1, P.L. 1873, No. 1 Cl. 53 (2006) 
 
Pennsylvania Value-Added Assessment System. (2015). School district achievement data  

for the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment annual standardized exams  
during 2014-15 school year [Data File]. Retrieved from https://pvaas.sas.com/ 

 
Pettett, W. R. (2012). The impact of the No Child Left Behind Act and school choice on  

student achievement (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database.  
(ED548126) 
 

Phillips, G. W., & Jiang, T. (2016). Measurement error and equating error in power 
analysis. Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 21(9). Retrieved from 
http://pareonline.net/pdf/v21n9.pdf 

 
Piotrowski, C. (2015). Mass media use by college students during hurricane threat. 

College Student Journal, 49(1), 13-16. Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(EJ1095478) 

 
Polke, C. (2015, October 29). Pittsburgh schools approve partnership with Wilkinsburg.  

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette. Retrieved from http://www.post-
gazette.com/news/education/2015/10/28/Pittsburgh-board-approves-school-
partnership-with-Wilkinsburg/stories/201510280203     

 
Pollard, P., & Richardson, J. T. E. (1987). On the probability of making type I errors. 

Psychological Bulletin, 102, 159–163. Abstract retrieved from 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/232517423_On_the_Probability_of_Ma
king_Type_I_Errors 

 
Price, M., Herzenberg, S., Brandon, S., & Herzenberg, T. (2012). Runaway spending:  

Private contractors increase the cost of school student transportation services in  
Pennsylvania. Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED541270) 

 
 
 



 

195	
	

Quinn, R., & Steinberg, M. P. (2015). Can state policy deliver equitable and adequate  
funding? State Education Standard, 15(2), 37-41. Retrieved from ERIC database.  
(EJ1066385) 

 
Rappa, K. A. (2012). A case study exploring the transition to middle school from the  

perspective of students (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED540966) 

 
Reichardt, R. (2000). The cost of class size reduction: Advice for policy makers  

(Dissertation abstract). Retrieved from http://www.rand.org/pubs/rgs_ 
dissertations/RGSD156 

 
Reisenweber, T. (2012, May 1). Conneaut School Board votes to consolidate. Erie Times  

News. Retrieved from http://www.goerie.com/article/ 20120430/ VARSITY15/  
304309898/ Conneaut-School-Board-votes-to-consolidate 

 
Roberts, E. M. (2012). District elementary schools versus local charter schools: Who  

performs better? (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
 (ED548301) 
 
Robinson, K. (2006). Do schools kill creativity? TED Conferences, LLC (2006).  

Retrieved from http://www.ted.com/talks/ken_robinson_says_schools_ 
kill_creativity 

 
Robotham, D. (2013). Students' perspectives on term-time employment: An exploratory 

qualitative study. Journal of Further and Higher Education, 37(3), 431-442. 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1021133) 

 
Rose, M. B. (2015, November 13). PPS accepts Wilkinsburg School District students.  

New Pittsburgh Courier. Retrieved from http://newpittsburghcourieronline. 
  com/2015/11/13/pps-accepts-wilkinsburg-school-district-students/2/ 
 
Rosner, B. A. (2010). Fundamentals of Biostatistics. Retrieved from 

http://sjspielman.org/bio5312_fall2017/files/Fundamentals_of_Biostatistics_7th_
Edition.pdf 

 
Schaeffer, K. (2015, September 24). Midland, Beaver Area school district sign 20-year 

tuition agreement. Beaver County Times. Retrieved from http://www.timesonline. 
com/news/local_news/midland-beaver-area-school-districts-sign--year-tuition-
contract/article_54bd9b76-6300-11e5-a1d0-bb60402e9c99.html 

 
Schreck, M. L. (2010). A study of the perspectives of superintendents of how policies and  

practices of Pennsylvania School Boards affect student achievement in high- and 
low-achieving districts (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED517957) 

 



 

196	
	

Schumacher, K. A. (2011). Viewing the impact of shared services through the four  
frames of Bolman and Deal (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC  
database. (ED550088) 

 
Sias, B. A. (2008). Marginalized students’ perspectives of school consolidation: A case  

study in rural West Virginia (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from  
http://mds.marshall.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1403&context=etd 

 
Slade, D. A. (2012). A case study of the perceptions of school principals regarding the  

micropolitics of consolidating public schools (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved  
from ERIC database. (ED545742)        

 
Smith, J. S. (2007, September). The transition to high school: Perceptions and reality. 

Principal, 74-75. Retrieved from https://www.naesp.org/ resources/2/ 
Principal/2007/S-Op74.pdf 

 
Smith, J. S., Akos, P., Lim, S., & Wiley, S. (2008). Student and stakeholder perceptions 

of the transition to high school. The High School Journal, 91(3), 32-42. Retrieved 
from https://muse.jhu.edu/article/232706/pdf 

 
Smith, J. S., Feldwisch, R., & Abell, A. (2006). Similarities and differences in students’ 

and parents’ perceptions of the transition from middle school to high school. 
Research in Middle Level Education, 29(10), 1-9. Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(EJ804108)  

 
Smith, R. A., Levine, T. R., Lachlan, K. A., & Fediuk, T. A. (2002). The high cost of 

complexity in experimental design and data analysis: Type I and type II error 
rates in multiway anova. Human Communication Research, 28(4), 515–530. 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ658920) 

 
Smydo, J. (2007, July 20). Duquesne students heading to East Allegheny, West Mifflin.  

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette. Retrieved from http://www.post-gazette.com/ 
breaking/2007/07/20/Duquesne-students-heading-to-East-Allegheny-West-
Mifflin/stories/200707200216 

 
Spreen, M. (1992, February). Rare populations, hidden populations, and link-tracing 

designs: What and why? Paper presented at the workshop on generalizability 
questions for snowball sampling and other ascending methodologies at the 
University of Groningen. Groningen, Netherlands. Retrieved from 
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Marinus_Spreen/publication/250961757_Rar
e_Populations_Hidden_Populations_and_Link-
Tracing_Designs_What_and_Why/links/55e6c98908ae1696972e198a.pdf 

 
 



 

197	
	

Steen, S. (2011). Academic and personal development through group work: An 
exploratory study. Journal for Specialists in Group Work, 36(2), 129-143. 
Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ924667) 

 
Stewart, M. (2011). School consolidation impact on state and local revenues and  

expenditures in Texas (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database.  
(ED536355) 

 
Stockburger, D. W. (1996). Introductory statistics: Concepts, models, and applications. 

Springfield, MO: Southwest Missouri State University. 
 
Stoddard, S. M. (2012). Is there a relationship between ninth grade transitional  

programs and at-risk student achievement? (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved  
from ERIC database. (ED550474) 

 
Superville, D. R. (2014, May 6). School budget problems have deep roots in  

Philadelphia. Education Week, 33(30), 18. Retrieved from 
http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2014/05/07/30philly.h33.html 

 
Sutton, J. E. (2013). Teacher attitudes of inclusion and academic performance of students 

with disabilities (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED554609) 

 
Tasci, G., & Yurdugul, H. (2016). Developing a scale for quality of using learning 

strategies. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 4(4), 849-355. Retrieved 
from ERIC database. (EJ1105315) 

 
Testa, S. (2010). Perceptions of teachers and students regarding the middle school honors 

program. Current Issues in Education, 13(2). Retrieved from 
http://cie.asu.edu/ojs/index.php/cieatasu/article/view/308/119 

 
Thomas, P. A. (2012). Effects of reading technology integration on sixth grade test and 

reading scores (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED555405) 

 
Thompson, S. M. (2014). An analysis of school district consolidation of Nassau County, 

Long Island, New York (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED556985) 

 
Thurman, L. E. (2012). A principal interest: Leading for learning in high school  

consolidation (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database.  
(ED554969) 

 
Turner, K. B. (2013). Northeast Tennessee educators' perception of STEM education 

implementation (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ED555760) 



 

198	
	

U.S. Census Bureau. (2010). Pennsylvania land area in square miles [Data files].  
Suitland, MD. Retrieved from http://www.indexmundi.com/facts/united- 
states/quick-facts/pennsylvania/land-area/cities#table 

 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2012). 2012 census of governments: Finance-survey of school  

system finances. Suitland, MD. Retrieved from http://www2.census.gov/ 
govs/school/current_spending.pdf 
 

U.S. Census Bureau. (2013). Annual estimates of resident population: 2012 population  
estimates [Data files]. Suitland, MD. Retrieved from http://factfinder.census. 
gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 

 
U.S. Census Bureau. (2015). Median household income values by location [Data Files].  

Retrieved from http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml# 
 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2016). School meals: Income eligibility guidelines  

[Data files]. Washington, DC. Retrieved from http://www.fns.usda.gov/school- 
meals/income-eligibility-guidelines 

 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2017). National school lunch participation [Data files].  

Washington, DC. Retrieved from https://www.fns.usda. 
gov/sites/default/ files/pd/01slfypart.pdf 

 
U.S. Department of Education. (2007). Building the legacy: IDEA 2004. Washington, 

DC. Retrieved from http://idea.ed.gov/explore/view/p/%2Croot%2 
Cdynamic%2CTopicalBrief%2C17%2C 

 
U.S. Department of Education. (2013). Race to the top fund awards [Data files].  

Washington, DC. Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/programs/ 
racetothetop/awards.html 
 

U.S. Department of Education. (2015). Improving basic programs operated by local  
educational agencies (Title I, Part A). Washington, DC. Retrieved from  
http://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/index.html 

 
U.S. Department of Energy. (2015). Weekly gas and diesel prices [Data files].  

Washington, DC. Retrieved from http://www.eia.gov/dnav/pet/ 
pet_pri_gnd_dcus_nus_w.htm 

 
Wainer, H., & Braun, H. I. (1988). Test validity. Hilldale, NJ: Lawrence Earlbaum 

Associates. Retrieved from https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id= 
1i98Bl6EEZ0C&oi=fnd&pg=PP2&dq=Wainer,+H.,+%26+Braun,+H.+I.+(1988).
+Test+validity.&ots=Ylx5TLXrfb&sig=fBoqj4zEfsdYeqi_NyFDrYyvtdo#v=one
page&q&f=false 

 



 

199	
	

Wang, M., & Degol, J. L. (2016). School climate: A review of the construct, 
measurement, and impact on student outcomes. Educational Psychology Review, 
28(2), 315-352. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ1100678) 

 
Warachan, B. (2011). Appropriate statistical analysis for two independent groups of 

Likert-type data (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(ER547584) 

 
Warsame, K. B. (2011). Evaluating the effectiveness of novice teacher support structures 

(Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED525267) 
 
Weber, A. J., Scott, L., Anderson, C., Dakouri, M., McClendon, M., & Years, N. (2010,  

November). Pennsylvania county property reassessment: Impact on local 
government finances and the local economy. Retrieved from 
http://www.rural.palegislature.us/county_reassessment_2010.pdf 

 
Wenders J. T. (2003). Should Pennsylvania consolidate its school districts?  

Harrisburg, PA: Commonwealth Foundation. Retrieved from 
http://www.commonwealthfoundation.org/research/detail/should-pennsylvania-
consolidate-its-school-districts 
 

Wesley, P. W. (2001). Smooth moves to kindergarten. Chapel Hill, NC: Chapel Hill  
Training Outreach Project, Inc. 

 
White, M. (2014, August 29). Varsity extra: As Kittanning and Ford City prepare to  

merge, its ‘last ride’. Pittsburgh Post-Gazette. Retrieved from http://www.post-
gazette.com/sports/high-school-football/2014/08/29/COVER-STORY-Merge-
point-It-s-last-ride-for-Kittanning-and-Ford-City/stories/201408290044 

 
Whitley, E., & Ball, J. (2002). Statistics review 5: Comparison of means. Critical Care, 

6(5), 424–428. Retrieved from http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/ 
articles/PMC137324/ 

 
Wial, H. (1999, July). Do lower prevailing wages reduce public construction costs?  

Harrisburg, PA: Keystone Research Center. Retrieved from ERIC database. 
 (ED473863) 
 
Wilkinson, M., & Pratt-Dawsey, C. (2016). School choice, metro Detroit’s new white 

flight. Bridge Magazine. Retrieved from http://www.bridgemi.com/detroit-
journalism-cooperative/school-choice-metro-detroits-new-white-flight 

 
Winer, E. J. (2010). Elementary school consolidation and reconfiguration: An  

autoethnographic case study (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC 
database. (ED522470) 

 



 

200	
	

Wormeli, R. (2011, April). Movin’ up to the middle. Educational Leadership, 68(7), 48-
53. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ925212) 

 
Wyant, A. L. (2013). The University of Pennsylvania’s partnership with University City  

High School (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ERIC database. (ED554056) 
 
Yan, H., Stapleton, A., Murphy, P. P. (2018, January 24). Kentucky school shooting: 2 

students killed, 18 injured. CNN. Retrieved from 
https://www.cnn.com/2018/01/23/us/kentucky-high-school-shooting/index.html 

 
Yazici, T. (2016). A study of developing attitude scale for piano teaching. Educational 

Research and Reviews, 11(7), 358-370. Retrieved from ERIC database. 
(EJ1094374)  

 
Zhen, L., Zoebisch, M. A., Chen, G., & Feng, Z. (2006). Sustainability of farmers’ 

fertility management practices: A case study in the North China Plain. Journal of 
Environmental Management, 79(4), 409-419. doi:10.1016/j.jenvman.2005.08.009 
    

Zimmer, R., Gill, B., Booker, K., Lavertu, S., Sass, T.R., & Witte, J. (2009). Charter 
schools in eight states: Effects on achievement, attainment, integration, and 
competition. Santa Monica, CA: RAND. Retrieved from 
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2009/RAND_MG869.p
df 

 
Zoda, P., Combs, J. P., & Slate, R. R. (2011). Elementary school size and student 

performance: A conceptual analysis. International Journal of Educational 
Leadership Preparation, 6(4), 20. Retrieved from ERIC database. (EJ974350) 
       



	

201 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

APPENDICES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 





203 

APPENDIX B 

INVITATION AND DIRECTIONS TO PARTICIPATE 

December 10, 2017 

Dear Parent/Guardian: 

I am currently working on a research project for a doctorate degree at Youngstown State 
University.  My research is focused on the transition that middle level students experience as they 
enter high school away from their resident school district.  I have created a survey to collect 
information from students and parents/guardians to discover perceptions before students leave the 
home district.  The goal is to offer information to assist with future student transition efforts. 

My hope is that you and your student will assist me in this endeavor by completing one survey.  
The parent survey and parent consent form are attached to this invitation letter.  One 
parent/guardian should complete the parent survey and return the survey in the self-addressed 
stamped envelope.  Return the signed consent form with your child to school.  The parent survey 
consists of 36 multiple-choice questions and will take approximately 10 minutes to complete.  
The student survey will encompass the same beginning 33 multiple-choice questions with slight 
changes to address the student as the person completing the survey.  Students will complete the 
survey at school to assist with collection procedures. 

I have attached some information about the study, and I hope that you and your student will 
participate.  For your student to participate, simply return the consent form with signed 
permissions.  If you have questions or concerns, please contact me by phone at XXX or XXX by 
email. 

Directions: 1. Please review and sign the consent form (blue) for you and your child to
Participate.  Your child will also need to sign the same (blue) form.

2. Return the consent form (blue) with your child to school.

3. One parent/guardian should complete the enclosed parent survey
(yellow) by circling one response for each question.

4. Mail the completed parent survey (yellow) in the self-addressed stamped
envelope.

Thank you for your consideration and help with this study, 

Jeff Beltz  
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APPENDIX E 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM 

Dear Parent or Guardian: 

My name is Jeff Beltz.  I am a doctoral student at Youngstown State University.  I would like to 
include you and your child in my research study.  This form will explain why I am asking for 
your participation.  

PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 
The purpose of this study is to identify concerns for an upcoming student transition.  Your school 
district does not have a high school.  Therefore, students will be sent to another district to attend 
high school.  Your school district will pay tuition for students to attend that nearby high school 
too.  This is known as a tuition model.  Students will be tuitioned to complete high school, which 
is rare in our state.  This study aims to identify family concerns to make the transition better.  
Students and parents will be asked to complete one survey.   

METHODOLOGY 
This study will include one parent, or guardian, and one middle school student completing one 
survey each.  It will take 10 minutes to complete.  Students will complete the survey at school.  
Along with this consent form, parents will find a parent survey for completion.  Please sign this 
consent form for participation and complete the parent survey.  Return the consent form to school 
with your student.  The parent survey should be mailed in the self-addressed envelope.  Students 
will complete the same questions with only subtle changes at school. 

RISKS/DISCOMFORTS 
The survey contains questions that do not appear to cause harm or discomfort.  However, 
questions may invoke feelings of discomfort.  Physical risks are minimal.  The survey requires 
basic reading and physical skills to circle answers.  If needed, students will receive help at school 
to complete the task.  Parents and students may quit the study at any time without penalty.   

EXTENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY 
All data used in the study will be secured.  Results will not identify people or school districts. 

BENEFITS 
There will be no direct benefit to the adult or student participating in this study.  However, the 
data provided will help administrators design an effective transition program for future students. 
QUESTIONS 
Contact principal investigator Dr. Jane Beese XX or student investigator Jeff Beltz XX with any 
questions.  You may also contact the Office of Research at YSU XXX  or XXX with questions 
about participant rights.
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DOCUMENTATION OF CONSENT 
My child and I will participate in the study.  The purpose, participation, and possible risks have 
been explained.  I will discuss this process with my child.  I understand that I can withdraw my 
child or myself at any time without penalty.  My child may also withdraw from the study at any 
point without penalty too. 
  
Consent statement: I understand the study and have been given a copy of this document.  I am 18 
years of age or older.  I agree to participate.  I agree to allow my child to participate. 
 
_______________________________ __________ 
Signature of Parent or Guardian  Date 
 
Assent statement: I understand the study.  I am under the age of 18.  I agree to participate. 
 
_______________________________ __________ 
Signature of Child    Date 
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APPENDIX F 

DIRECTIONS FOR PROCTOR OF STUDENT SURVEY 

Script for the school official who will proctor the student survey. 

1. Gather all students who have parent/guardian consent and have agreed to
participate in the research study into one classroom location.

2. Make sure that each student has a pencil with an eraser.

3. Ask students to leave the pencils on desks and refrain from writing on the survey
until directions are reviewed.  Instruct the class that no student names should be
written on the survey.

4. The school official should ask the students, “If you have questions about doing
this work, you can call this number 330-941-2377.”  The school official should
also write the telephone number in a visible place for student reference.

5. Hand out surveys to each of the students.  Remind students to keep pencils on
their desks.

6. Ask students to read the first six lines on the survey, and the teacher will review
consent/assent procedures and understandings with students.  Allow students to
ask clarification questions pertaining to student participation statements.

7. Students may now use their pencils to complete a consent/assent statement.  If
students would like to continue with the survey, they should place an “X” on the
blank line next to the statement that begins with “Yes”.  If students do not want to
continue with completing the survey, they should place an “X” on the blank line
next to the “No” statement.  Regardless of whether students elect to participate or
not, all students should keep their survey until the entire group has had enough
time to finish the survey exercise.

8. Students should also be reminded that they may stop completing the survey at any
point should they desire to do so.  No penalty will be associated with
discontinuing the survey.  If a student does want to stop completing the survey, at
any point, the student should simply place an “X” on the blank line next to the
“No” assent statement.  All students should keep their survey until the entire
group has had enough time to finish the survey exercise.
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9. Review directions for completing the survey with the students.  Inform students 
that only one answer should be selected for each question on the survey.  Students 
should select a response by circling one multiple-choice answer for each question.   

  
10. Directions for Questions 1-25: 
 

A.  Read each item carefully. 
B.  Think about your level of concern for the item. 
C.  Decide whether you are (1) Not concerned at all, (2) Not concerned,  

(3) A bit concerned, (4) Concerned, or (5) Very much concerned. 
D.  Select one of the five numbers following the item to show the answer you  

selected.  Only one response can be selected per question.  To make your 
selection, circle the number for your desired response. 
          1 = I am not concerned at all. 
          2 = I am not concerned. 
          3 = I am a bit concerned. 
          4 = I am concerned. 
          5 = I am very much concerned. 

 
11. Directions for Questions 26-33: 
 

Select one answer for each of the questions by circling the desired choice in a 
similar manner as completed on the other parts of the survey. 

 
12. Allow students to begin completing the survey.  Remind the group that students 

can ask questions by simply raising his/her hand for assistance from the school 
official.  The school official should not read survey responses.   
 

13. Upon completion of the surveys, the school official should begin the survey 
collection process from the students.  This should be done by having students pass 
one legal size envelope around the classroom.  Each student should place their 
own survey into the envelope without taking the other surveys out of the 
envelope.  Once all of the surveys are placed into the envelope by individual 
students, the school official should immediately seal the envelope.  The proctor 
should not view any of the surveys. 
 

14. Thank the students for their very important role in completing the transition 
survey. 
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15. The sealed legal size envelope containing the student surveys should then be
placed in a properly secured and locked location with the school official.
Completed student surveys and consent forms should be stored in separate,
secured locations to protect anonymity.

16. Please contact researcher Jeff Beltz at 724-774-0250 X2800 to make
arrangements for the surveys to be retrieved from the school location.
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APPENDIX G 
 

STATISTICAL TREATMENTS AND ANALYSIS PERFORMED  
 

TO ANSWER RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
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