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e ABSTRACT ; ) S

As the economy continues to decline lnCreasing conSideration for schools".and i

dlstrlcts to merge is. poss1ble Dec1s1ons to merge should 1nc1ude the 1mpact to the

t

students and fam111es in the1r dlstmctlve communltles because all are. dlfferent Th1s case

) 'study examlned.the impact of the"cons'olldatlon of twd rural south Alabar'na high schools,

£ . :
L1v1ngston and Sumter County, after one school year on students and the1r famlhes in

»

three spec1ﬁc areas: d1sc1plmary actlons the amount of t1me students spent on the school

bus travelmg to and from school and parental educatlonal support

. For th1s case study_, th'e researcher utlllz'ed,Surveys tha_t were distributed to

o parents/"guardians,'and,e,ducators to obtain théir perspective about the impact of
consolidation in the three specified ~:ar’eas.‘The“surve'ys:of both groups were corroborated

~ to assist ln'substantiating'the validity of the"responses.f

~

‘ The ﬁndmgs revealed that the majonty in both groups percelved the three

surveyed areas were about the same after consohdatlon However a small percentage in
: both group's‘ perceiVed some» areas were b‘etter at the ‘cyrrent IOCation than the pr_ey‘ious_;‘
‘some perceived areas were worse. Two major findings were associated with the location

" of th_e current school. The flrst.finding was that the‘ statistical test uSed in this "study. ‘

indicated very strong ev1dence of a relatlonshlp between the physrcal locatlon of the

current school and parental educatlonal support The second ﬁndmg was that travel by

s

school bus to the current school’s location is longer (1n dlstance and t1me) than what it

“was to the prevzous school. The modal group now travels 6-10 mlles where before’ they -
traveled O S mlles Comments provrded by the parents/ guardlans along w1th the
theoretlcal and conceptual framework a551sted in explammg the 1mpact the m11eage ,

. R . . . .

i
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| : differ:ence, ;o i‘ncluc‘l_ev tﬁe consohdatlon (;f Séﬁopls,, has flad (;n-the.vstudents" gn‘d.fhgi,r ' )
fqn?ﬁil‘iiclesf The pos31ble Vef;fe'c‘t on .;tcader‘riici:ac‘l;iévement' was aiéo. as'é»éés'ed,:ngrall; :t:hai‘s-
N cj:é's‘é:s;udy;’ :atlthOﬂgﬁ limited in spoi;e',"helps to &erﬁonsfraté‘ that-.priqr.té i'mplééner;t}pg a
: ‘_é:ojr_isoli_,dagibﬂ poliéy.é tho,r’o&éh assessment of the af‘?a,_:tbg iniclude tlrlé-fa‘miflies -o'f :
‘ ~stuc1@tjs, is needed;‘By‘-includi.ng inf’;l;ei assessnflenf ex‘t_e:rhali't‘i‘es' ~th'z;1'_t 1mpact l_eér'ni_r;g,: . |
'""’bettgr“cf)n.séli;i}aition decisions are possible. oo ) : e
) i : L , ) A
. ' .
. , .
N : ]
‘ ' B o ‘
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o DEFINITIONS AND ACRONYMS -

.J

.

Amount of Time: The number of mmutes
Consoltdatzon The words consolidation, merger reorganrzat1on and unlﬁcatron are used-
1nterchangeably and mean the comblnlng of fac1llt1es

Consoltdatzon of szzngstoh and Sumter County high schools; The combining"of two high R
- schools, Livingston and Sumter County, created-a new high school: Sumter Central High
School (SCHS) -

Dzsczplmary Problems A disciplinary actron 1$ any 1nfract10n occumng during a school—
sponsored activity where students, who-were under the authority of school personnel

. participated in an action that resulted ina parent guardran or. another person in author1ty
being notified.

- Educators Those d1rectly 1nvolved in the instruction and drscrphne of students to’ 1nclude
~ administrators. When speclﬁc terms are used, the word is 1ntended to mean that partlcular :
functlon/person such as principal. ' .

Guardzan This word is used 1nterchangeably w1th parent to medn the person respons1ble o
- for caring for the student. =~ : A S R : '

Indzsczplme This term, derrved from two d1ctronar1es means lack of drscrphne or control
(Haller 1992 154- 155) T : S . £

Locatzon The physrcal address where SCHSis located

Merger The words consolldatlon merger reorgamzatlon and unlﬁcatlon are used
_interchangeably and mean the combrnrng of facrhtles

Parent: This word is used interchangeably wrth guardran to mean the person responsrble :
for caring for the student : : -

. Parental Educationol 'Support: The personal involvement of parents/guardians in the
* .academic life of their child. This involvement includes attending school related events
. such as Open House, parent-teacher conferences, PTA/PTO; etc... Parental éducational
support does not include pageants, pep rallies, graduation, sportlng events and extra=
‘curricular activities. ‘ -

Poverty According to the U.S. \Census Bureau, “... a set of money income thresholds

that vary by family size and composition [is used] to determine who is'in poverty. The

‘official poverty thresholds-do not vary geographlcally, but they are updated for 1nﬂat10n
- using’ Consumer Pnce Index (CPI-U)” (2012b)
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- educators R

’

. ‘»-».Reorgamzatzon The words consolldatlon merger reorganlzatlcn and unification are -
.. used 1nterchangeably and mean the combmmg of fac111t1es : o

‘

Rural Area Because this research spe01ﬁcally 1dent1ﬁes the area of study as rural the
 following definitions used by the U.S. Census Bureau are prov1ded for clarity. Rural

, includes all population, housing, and terrltory not' mcluded withi

* are two types-of-urban areas. Those areas.of 50;000 or more people commonly called

in an urban area: There -

Urbanized Areas (UAs), and areas of at least 2,500 and less than 50,000 people are called
Urban Clusters (UCs) (2012e) This research deals pnmarﬂy w1!th consohdatron in rural :

areas.” . ; S

'
bl 7

School Personnel:. ThlS word means all personnel worklng in thi

Sumter Central Hzgh School (SCHS) A |

Umf cation: The words consohdatlon merger, reorganlzatlon a
1nterchangeably and mean the comblmng of facilities. ‘

XX
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Chapter. |
INTROD_UC‘TION',

© School consolidation continues to be a topic of discussion in many geographical

: area_s..Along with;discuSSing"the\process is the concern decision makers have about the
creditability‘of data ﬁsed to deterrhine‘ the feasibility of COnsolidati'on. This concern is
|~ '

reasonable as Bard, Gardener and Wleland (2005) noted in the ;Rural School

¢

Consohdatlon Report prepared for the National Rural Educatzoh Assoczatzon S (NREA)
Executlve Board. The authors referenced J onathan Sher who reported that “the m‘aJOrlty_
of rese'arch on school consohdatlon was done by those Wantlng to per’petuate'the urban,

1ndustr1ahzed m1nd set, and to conv1nce others to beheve that consohdatlon was worthy

“rather than try fo find some. Ob_]eCtIVC truth” (2005 6) L1teratu re provides some support .

, Afor skept1c1sm about motlves of those supportlng consohdatlon

-

- Purpose of Study

o

..\

This study sought to understand the 1mpact of consohdatron from the Sllb_] ective

.lrf‘perspectlve of the famlhes of students who experlenced consohdatron in 2011. The

» N - ; e
.. families’ Viewpoint is crucial, in deterrnining the i'nipact of ‘consolidation because the

, affect on the students and the1r famlhes was perhaps greater than what others .

' expenenced In addltlon the 1mpact may have affected studentsx educatlon By knowmg
o \

‘ ;the.1mpact(s)‘ that famlhe's endured, policy rnakers can make‘lnformed de01s1ons

s




o famlly members of students who attend Sumter Central Hrgh Sc

regarding consolidation, as well as.prepare for the changes that may arise when a‘future

‘

‘merger occurs. : ."'; {

Statement Guzdmg Study; and Research Areas Identtf ed

The. spec1f1c 1nqu1ry that gulded thls research involved evaluatrng how the -

.- consohdatlon of L1v1ngston and Sumter County h1gh schools affected students and the

’.

hool (SCHS) the new

'school ThlS study evaluated survey responses from the students’ families i in the :

a .followmg three areas: d1sc1plmary actions, the ‘amount of time s_tudents spent on the

school bus traveling to and from school,-and parental eduCat;ion Al support. Educators

" were also surveyed but only in two of the three areas, disciplinairy actions and parental

€ducational support. The_résearcher believes parents are more khowledgeable about the

actual time their child(ren) spentﬂ on the school bus than educato

rs. The educators’

,persp;ective's iir the two areas were used as comparative data to assist in determining the

B ,imp'act upon« students and their families.

" Statement of the Problem -

* The closure of two high schools, and-then the establishment of a new school.

~

: affected the social order tha‘t had been in place' for decades The

two changes that students

of SCHS and the1r famlly members encountered Wthh were the basis for this research

are »hsted below

. A new school Accordmg to WTOK corn, (a TV news website)‘ student‘s §

L .

from two h1gh schools combmed resultlng in SCHS start1ng 1ts ﬁrst school

: R _
.- year. of operation in August 2011 (20'l2a; 2012b). With the co'mbihing of
J , P ,

- the'schools, a legacy of archrival teams (LiVings’tﬁon Cougars vs: Sumter

Yy




e ribors

L)

: County Wildcats) has been dissolved: As @ result

the archrivalsare now

© alhes (Sumter Central J aguars) (Personal ema1l clommun1cat1on with Glory , |

b

‘McAboy on’ Apr11 2 2013)

Alabama, ata site’between ‘the previous high sch

i
3

dlstance of SCHS from- the prev1ous locatrons of}

D1fferent school locat1on The new school SCHb 1s located 1n York

o‘ols’ location. The

Livingston and 'Sumter .

County h1gh schools is 3. 77 and 5 .46 miles resperctrvely (L1V1ngston 2013c

' and Sumter 2013d) In addition, the prev1ous schools were located in a

o located on the perlphery of éach c1ty

|

Importance of Study i

' A

-

Studies dOCumenting parents’ subjective. views about co

" supplement what .communitie's already know about its affects. O

‘interest:in this. study-is parental educational support. .This issue

populated area W1th1n the1r respectrve city, whereas now the new school is.

1

nsolidation are needed to

[

ne particular areaof

s important because,

“[s‘]everal» studi¢s suggest that parent involwrement a factor positively associ,vated ‘with

SES [soc1oeconom1c status] 1mproves student att1tudes toward school homework habits,.

school. attendance, and overall level of academ"le, 'ach1evement
- R . i’

Feuerstem 2001 29)

'Because parental involvement is. positively connected to academic achrevement‘, it is wise

to iniclude 'informaion about the impact of consolidation on fam

[

consolidation.of schools is considered.

b

ilies ' whenever

* The search strategies used to locate literaturé for this study did not result in an

abundance of current relevant information about consolidation:
. . o, . . . . '

Only one source was’

“located documenting .theimp‘act of consolidation on students anld their families from their

I
boa
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perspectrve Therefore a second reason for th1s study is to generate add1t1onal or1g1na1

' .useful 1nformat10n to supplement ex1st1ng sources as. well a$ to =xpand policy. makers” ©
understanding abOut' :the holistic affects of COnsolidation, :fparticularly in rural areas.
Personal Interest in éonsolidation L o )

]

* "Theé topi¢ of school consolidation was chosen»be‘caus“e of the continuing "

1mportance of educat1on to the' researcher and soc1ety Most 1mportan’tly, education'

. changes people. Educatlon g1ves humans sk1lls and capab1l1t1es that make them able '
; t

"_;'to act in.new ways (Coleman 201 1, 295) For th1s reason any funct1on that impinges

ok ¢
‘ ¢

upon a person 3 educatlon should be 1dent1ﬁed and then properly addressed so.that

i - .8 .

'learnlng_may oceur. ' o . ! . !

N

. H t e . ' P .
A final reason for the interest is that the two consol'idatei’d schools:are located
ye R Lo o « . - [ . .

oL e . ? . R - b
. within the researcher’us hometown school district. Oné of the schools, .Sumter County

e

- H1gh is where four of the researcher s s1bl1ngs and other fam1ly members graduated
. - . t

’ Prlor to consol1dat1on one of the s1bl1ngs worked in both schools asa moblle educator
: . t
S ,teach1ng technology, and is currently employed asa counselor/teacher at SCHS the new

k3
-

- schOol o
J g Ti houghts on Objectzvzty and Studymg the Outcome of Consolzdatzon L s
For more than 30 years the researcher s res1dence has been located outsl'de of the _ "

&

.geograph1cal area where the: consohdatlon occurred For this teason and others, the .

o
.~'~'

;researcher rema1ned detached from the consol1dat10n process thereby ehm1nat1ng any

- . + : . K lﬂ, -
- bias-that may othersze be “attached to this.research. The role oﬁ the res'earcher’s sisterin
_thi's study was.to distribute the surveys and then collect the seal ed responses from -

v

students and educators. Although an educator,~ she was not a part1c1pant in the study

L . oy .
o » . . . . ;
o . . Cs 4 : .
. [ . ] }
B . . . . -
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, affected by the consolldatlon process Therefore no reason ex1sts for any part1a11ty on "

' fragile in the consolldation process

) Add1t10nally, th1s research was based on responses from those liv1ng in and d1rectly

i,

t'behalf of the researcher whlle conducting, analyzmg and record1ng 'the’ results of this A

study Whlle d1sassoc1at10n does have its advantages SO does ass001at10n The pnmary

‘1

reason Why access to the part1c1pants and data was. granted h1nges on the fact that the

" h researcher had a connectlon to the school by be1ng a former res1dent of Sumter County,

along w1th personal kinship w1th a school employee W1thout these assocrations access .

to personnel to obta1n perm1ss10n to conduct th1s study would have been difﬁcult

_}'

= Useﬁrlness and Lzmztatzon of Informatzon

Information der1ved from this study only measured the 1mpact in one

geographlcal locatlon and in the three areas speclﬁed Consequently, 1t 1s not 1ntended

nor assumed that th1s study is inclusive. of all locatlons and functlons that could be

- .1mpacted by consolldatlon The number of educators Who part1c1pated in thrs study was’
"“small Therefore stat1stlcal analys1s of thlS data was not warranted However the analys1s
’ is"presented for inform‘ational purposes only. Even so, ﬁ_ndings derrved from this study )

" provide citizens in this school district with an understanding of the impact of

consolidation in the thiree areas of inquiry: A's a case study, the results may also prove

" .’ instructive for decision makers 'and families in other location‘s considering 'school

Sy " N - {

consolldatlon As a result the responses prov1de dec1s1on makers with an opportumty to :

t

T 1 identify and measure beneﬁts -‘asfsociated with_the'con_solidationprocess_'an‘d]or td address
. areas of concern that miay not have been previously considered. From. this perspective, -

‘ ~_“v\dec1s1on makers can n be proact1ve and properly address areas/functions that may become ‘
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l3urtherrnore when de01s1on makervsy are- empowered Wlth knowledge resolutlons - o
can be developed prror to problems occurnng Thrs approach should result in the |
consol-rdatlon process bemg. strengthened. | |
Organtzatzon of the Research
Chapter l 1ntroduced the study, prov1ded a ratlonale and descrrbed the purpose
R for the research Also 1ncluded are the statements gu1d1ng the research and the specrﬁc
iareas of fo'cus, statement of the pr.'ob‘lem, .rmportanc\e of the study, the researcher s '
| pef’sonal ‘i‘ntérést 1n the t_opic, thoughts about objecth’/ity in s:tudyin‘g'l the outcome of
. consolidatipr;,»gir;ld the usemlne'ss and lir'nitations of inl‘ormation that this study produced: .
T Chapter2'pr\oyides literature','that‘supports thisd‘topic. ‘Mostzsour‘ces‘,only provided B

' 1nformat10n about one or two areds (Varlables) studied. The “Rural School Consohdatron»-

B ) Report” (Bard Gardener and Wleland 2005) that prov1ded the h1story of mergers and

' ‘relev‘_ant 1nf0rmatlon from prevlous, ,studles rélated to consolldatlon was used extensively.

. A tnore fecent study that also_contained historic inforr_nation!ris included. The conclusion ,
" and recommendations presentedv within this report are listed, as well as parents? o

* perspectives about»r‘nergersl,that occurred in differént geographiCal locations. Theories

e and ‘conc;epts that yvere usefulln explaining ﬁndings related.“ to the three hypotheses are K
also proyided. / 7«:3 S ] - ‘;s | | .‘

| Chapter 3 descrlbes the methodology used my fole as a researcher the
partlcrpants rolef and the format in wh1ch the ﬁndmgs are presented The two surveys
used to collect data_from the parents/ guardrans of students and educators are de‘scrlbed
- and then re‘ferenced—; as attachments. The research guestiOn' that.guided thisv study is, “hoyv- :
d1d the consolivdatl'o_n of Livingston' and Sumter County High schools impact the family

-



. fhambers of 'student‘s.who currentiy atténd Surnt‘er‘Ce,n,tral ngh School in the thr“eeareas‘
J Based on prehmlnary ﬁndrnés the followrng hypotheses were derlved
o Hypotheszs No 1 T he consolzdatzon of lemgston and Sumter County Hzgh
L vschools aﬁ’ects dlsc1pllnary problems amongst— students. :

. Hypotheszs No 2 The locatzon of SCHS affects the amount of tzme students spend

on the school bus travellng to and from school

o Hypothesis'No: 3: The location of SCHS affectsr_parental educational support.
~'Limitations of the study are also, 1ncluded

b

Chapter 4 prov1des a descrlptlon of both schools prlor to consohdatlon as well as
the demographrcs of the students The new school’s locatlon and service area are -

1ncluded to a551st in understandlng the structure of the new organlzatlon Wthh is the -

-

‘\

; rese'arch site. F1nd1ngs from the study, the. analyzed responses of the parents/ guardlan‘s, as:
"~ well as the educat_o'rs"- are all presented in a tahular fo‘rrnat along Withrgraphic :

representation; Re'sponses from these two study populations are p_r'esent'e_d primarily in a .
‘quantitative forrnat; Cross-tabulation and Peanson s Chi-Sduare' were'the statistical t‘est's

i used to assess the relatlonshlp among the categoncal varrables studred y I

Chapter 5 focuses on 1nterpret1ng and d1scuss1ng the ﬁndmgs presented in the
‘. previous chapter F1nd1ngs were contrasted to the research literature with regard to the
research question guldlng th1s study Hypotheses were assessed and theoretlcal

perspectlves and concepts were apphed to the reseatch findings. Within each hypothes1s

B sectlon suggestrons are . offered to assist those maklng de01s1ons about school
. \
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consolidation proposals. Recommiendations for future studies are also presented. Finally,
- - - N s v ‘(3‘ o " ’ ' X - - . ) - 0

the re_seafche'r—’_s reflections along with 211 éuinfnary and conclusion bring the chapter and

“study to a close.
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T Chapter II :

o " LITERATURE REVIEW

1 Introduction
This ’research“ focuses on stu(;iyi_'ng& the impact that school consolidation had on

‘ studehts and fgmilies from their perspective. Missing .frorn. hearl‘y all the resOu_rces,
examined for this ‘research was data relating speciﬁcal‘lgl-to the impact of school
consolidation on farhilies to include their Viewpoint about the r_herger.. "fhis abserice rhail‘
,' restllt in dec151on makers being misinformed about the feas1b1hty of consolldatlon
'+ because the holrst1c affects are not being assessed and/or relative ﬁndrngs are not
pubhshed The 1mpact on fam111es whrch s1mu1taneously affects the educat10na1 process
" ._ ‘Afor sthoents must be factored into the de01sron makmg process By demorrstratlng the | : |
: 1_mp‘ac_t of school consolldatlon on students and the1r~ famllles, the utility of including thrs‘ '
| irlformatron in future feasibility studies will be apparent. With more complete
rnforhlation 1nhand, ‘policy makers will -be em_poWered to make het'ter decisions and this
xsho.uld.reduce the-nurmber of pr'oblems typically associate(;i with merging schools andv |

" districts. .

i

Overview of the Literdtitre . ' . o

x

My argument for this study was supported by information derived from several

‘ resources referenclng the h1story, feasibility, and concerns assoclated wrth school

I

consolrdatlon The 11terature rev1ew cons1sts of four d1st1nct sectlons The first SCCthl’l
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. pro'vides d summary of the historical background of consdlidation from four sources. One - -
" . source was Writte'h in'the 1890s, and the remaining three were written in 1992, ZQOS,Lan'd -

'

A 2011, respectively. The latter two ‘were national studies. The. document written in"2605

: ‘was a comprehensiye report'deSCribing seyer'al studiesabout the histoty of and issues
related to consolidatioh. The 201 1 docur‘nerit provided a cu’rr‘ent overview of what = .
| research r’elated to co'ns‘olidation revealed and meant. Thie second Section in this chap,ter
- reV1ewed the results .of three consolidatlon stud1es One was a recons1derat10n of a
3 prev1ous study Although none of the studies pertained directly to-schools in Alabama
the information prov1ded was useful in examlning reasons schools and districts . |
considered consolidation as an option. The th1rd sect‘ion"‘contains, s'cholar'ly :s"ou'rces‘ ‘
CO\ierin'g issues that were universal to'school and districts such as school size, discipline,
’ and barriers to ,familyi iiivolvement——diversity, poverty andi school'morale '(social
'identity). The fourth and final section i discussionrelatingﬁ to the theoretiCal and
cohceptual framework that guided this research. The theories and c‘oncepts{that were .
detennined to be the most releya'nt' are: 1) Symbolic lnt“eractionism, ‘2) Functi_onal ;
Analys1s | also known as Functionalism Structural Functlonalism or Systems Theory, 3)
} Rational Ch01ce Theory, 4) Maslow s H1erarchy of Needs, and 5) 8001al and Human
Capltal
Chapterfi pro.vides an o_vervi'ew of school cohsolidation an'd its history. Also .
» 1ncluded are topics addressmg issues that have been ass001ated with prev1ous school
' mergers Nearly all studies rev1ewed lacked input from the famihes and students who .

were or would be d1rectly affected by the merger Understanding the hlstory, phys1cal

areas affected as well as'the- soc1a1 and educatlonal 1mpact of consolidation on students
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" and their‘gfamilies, suggests that educating students i§ not just in the hands of

professionals : ’l'-hepar’entsZ role in the educatio'nal process ofth‘eir- child is signiﬁcantl

(ERS 2006; Feuersteln 2001 and H111 and Taylor 2004) Th1s role may become more (_, .‘

cru01al When school consolldatlon oceurs. L
!;]istortcal Perspectiv’e' - ; "
| | | 1ntroducti0n o .
Included i,nvthis'sectip_o’n is inforrna;tionj relating -to four different 'resourceﬁs’ that
pr“ovi'ded documentation"relating to'the hts‘tory Of's’chool consdlidation. Thé ﬁrst account~
' was wntten in the 1890s When consohdatlon was in 1ts 1nfancy Therefore .not much
: . detalled 1nformat1on is presented This. artlcle 1s 1mportant because it 1dent1ﬁed some: pros ’
and cons’assoc‘iated Withrrural schools that occurred during the 1‘89(ts. The second'l
& account is research_relating to school conso1idations that occurred ‘duﬁng" the twe'ntieth
’ century In th1s study, the researcher/author conveyed- two'speclﬁc reasons in support of |

mergers The th1rd h1stor1cal accourit is a Rural Consohdatlon Report (from now on, the
Rural Consohdatron Report will be called the Report) prepared for the National Rural
Educatzon Assoczatzon (NREA) Th1s Report ; served a.dual purpose. F1rst 1t prov1ded
‘h1‘stoncal- 1nformat10n not covered 1n‘the prevlous sources. Second, it Aprov1ded an.
e)ttensrye assessment of the impact of consoi‘idat‘ion primarily from the system’s
perspectlve up to 2005 The fourth h1storlca1 account isa brlef pubhshed in 2011 that X
prov1ded a current assessment of data related to the consohdatlon of schools and d1stncts -
: ’Th1s docuinent _detalled the efﬁ01en01e's achleve‘d Wlth consohdatlon and dlscussed' t‘he:. , o
= po'ssibility that somé efﬁcienciesmay‘ha\{e been exceed’ed.-,'Thi.s docurerit yvas theonly
v source ‘that proyided survey‘information pertarning to the fami’liés’ perspectiye about‘the

SR



; _ impact of consolidation. HoWeyer,J.the“inforrna_tion_provided in one study was not

f obtained until eight years.after the ‘rner'ger;. Therefore,l even this source lacked a timely o
assessment that _reﬂected the perspective of the students'and families directly affected by

- the .merger. \ SR
R / Consolldation Historical Account #1:
. Proble'ms Associated with Rural Schools in the 1890s- - n

Fundlng plays a s1gn1ﬁcant role in meetlng the educatlonal needs of students

i

Even as early as-the 1890s school fundmg was a concerfl (Blodgett 1893) The bellef

”

lheld by many people was that add1t1onal fundmg would greatly 1mprove exrstmg

" schools (Blodgett 1893 76) Rural schools in part1cular were threatened by the lack of

'Lavallable funds ThlS threat exrsted as Blodgett (1893) noted because of dlfferences in
' pay, and s001al and school systems for the city and country (the rural areas) Because of )
the many problems that ex1sted effect1ve ways in wh1ch to address the 1ssues were o
needed (Blodgett 1893) In the city, longer hours for school attendance were sought asa
replacement for superv1s1on of children. In the open country, supervision was not a.
problem because chlldren were .treated as ca'p‘l_tal by«ass1st1ng in rarslng or -harvestlng
: products under parental guldance Whlle the clty could quite eas1ly generate the nuimber
' of students and funds needed to. orgamze schools, less money was generated from rural
| occupatrons even w1th the help of chlldren Th1s lack of funding, resultmg from what

: Blodgett called, a “poVerty- of numbers > made it r_nUchmore difficult to malntaln a school

A Regardless of these dlfﬁcultles éven in the 1890s schoolmg was’ 1mportant and .

- deemed necessary. As aresult, creatlve and i 1nexpens»1ve ways’ of;prov1d1ng educatlonal

e
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services to some students were utilized. Georgia used ambulatory schools in geographical "’

: ‘.var'eas that met twd essential require'men'tsi' the area lackedqla pennanent centralized

C bu11d1ng, and the area had a relat1vely low number of students need1ng educatlonal
serv1ces (Blodgett 1893 76) In general the weakness of rural schools was they often
. ‘ lacked two essent1al components fund1ng—the ‘Wwages for teachers———and an adequate L

N

' number of students. (Blodgett 1893,7 8)
| Accompllshment Assoc1ated w1th Rural L1v1ng in the l890s
Blodgett noted one s1gn1ﬁcant advantage of rural opposed to c1ty 11v1ng assocrated
-‘ wrth ch11dren character development Chlldren 11v1ng on the farm leamed far more
: »'_valuable lessons than what ch11dren in more formal settlngs learned Blodgett concluded
| by statlng, “No school-room exerc1sesv with ch1ldren accustomed only to brick walls and
. paved streets can do-for them in certa1n 1mportant elements of character and knowledge
| what is done for the country ch11d by h1s surroundlng condltlons even w1th the
: ‘drawbacks of unrest and d1scontent with which so many endure rural 11fe” (1893 71- 72)
- Th1s influence was SO d1st1nct1ve that Blodgett con51dered rural’ knowledge to be .
1naccess1ble to his c1ty cousm” (Blodgett 1893 71- 72 74) Character development in
ch11dren in rural areas also benefitted teachers in the rural school system by lessen1ng
challenges typ1cally assoclated w1th teach1ng In contrast teachers in city schools were
\ not as fortunate (Blodgett 1893, 78) |

Consolrdatlon H1stor1cal Account #2

" Emil J Haller s (1992) artlcle High School Size- and Student Indzsczplme

i

i ,Another Aspect of the School Consolzdatzon Issue? brleﬂy recapped the h1story of school . S

%

consolldatlon He noted that in the past the one-room elementary schools and. small high

SERR
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- 7'school gradiiefting class’es‘w'ith :1'eés}. 'than- 20 students vvere__considered the.norm; The new : :
norm has resulted in an incredse i the sizé'of school buildings as well as the nurnber of,
' ﬂst‘udents graduating from“hilghr school. Hallerreasoneicl thatthel size :differenCes are "
attributed to the tr'ansformation of eduCation in"rur‘al-Am&ica, which has reshlted ina
' reduction in »school districts from 0ver l‘S(l)(l'OO in the 1 900s to, 16 000. This |
:transformatlon movement appeared to have stopped in the early 19705 (Haller 1992
145)., Data prov1ded by the U S. Census Bureau from the Unlted States Department of
: Commerce web51te indicates that the U, S. currently has more than 14 000 public school
adlStI‘lCtS (2012c) This ﬁgure represents another decrease of about 2000 districts that
occurred over the duration of nearly 40 years——from the 1970s to 2010 o
| According to Haller‘ (1992), during the last de(:ade ‘of the 20th century, a renevved'j |
. intere'stin'school consolidation surfaced that appeared to focus on two areas. One vvas in
L {he area o‘f‘c‘ou:rs_e .offering for certain academic subjects. For example, smaller schools’ '
: consideration of advanc'ed academic cours‘e" offerings t’ends 'to 'be.less ﬂei(ible-than larger - - '
s'chools.l The second arela :of .focus was another decline in rural ‘populat‘ion-(l99'2, 1 45-
a7y, | |
| To\‘ clarify the r‘easons in support of school and district consolidation ‘Haller |
" _focused on What he called “the twin pillars of equity and efﬁcrency” (1992 146). He
reasoned that “Small schools are alleged to be 1nequ1table because they are unable to
A offer the comprehenswe programs typ1cally found in larger 1nst1tutions” (1992 146)
This lack of course offering may lead to hlgh school students in smaller schools not -
'L rece1v1ng the same educational opportumties available to students in larger schools, even r

those 1n “close’ proximity (Haller 1992, 146). Ha_ller reasoned that because sm‘all schools

14
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« overhaul of rural schools (Bard, Gardener,} and W1eland. 2005, 1). _

- ar'e“con;s'idered less efficient than:la‘rger schools; “[h]ence, they are unreaso.nab,ly_ o
o 1burdensome to taxpayers” (1992, 146). ‘"Consolidation of districts and/or schools\Was

- viewed as one practical way to decrease the tax liability for citizens.

' Consolidation .Historical Account #3
Natlonal Study from m1d l800s to 2005
: The Report developed by NREA’s Consol1dat10n Task Force prov1ded the most

comprehenswe 1nformat10n ‘about the hlstory of mergers from the mld 18005 up to the

C year 2005. The Task Force members Joe Bard, Clark Gardener ‘and Reg1 Wleland
- referenced over 90 sources, 1nc1ud1ng actual studles on mergers, when comp1l1ng th1s
,report The general 1dea behmd consolldatlon was that a “more thorough educatlon, was

i thought to be attamable by combining smaller schools (Bard Gardener and Wleland

2005 ..

ER Many factors contributed to consolidation. In rural-areas, schools became more
“accessible because of advancements in the transportation industry, to include better roads

in which to travel that reduced the’amount of time needed to gathered students. In urban

areas, “[t]'he 'prevailing belief during the industrial revolution Was that edUCation could'

contrlbute to an optlmal social order usmg organizational techmques adapted from o
I mdustry” (Bard Gardener and Wieland 2005 1). Using this approach, the “one best ‘

“model” was. establlshed for educatlonal fac111t1es which unquestlonably prov1ded for: an

t

School Size: Does it Matter?

- With consolidation issues facing various communities, the low number of

- . students receiving educational services in each school was a concern. James Conant,

i



, x 'au'ihér‘o_f TheAmerzcan ﬁ}gé scho’éz Tq;iayf, Ts‘tudie‘d' this criterion, in Tc-ojnjunctionwwith;f -
conSOlldation. .Conant be‘lieved that;»- “ ..the rnost oUtstanding problem in ‘educ"ation IWas o
| the small h1gh school and that the ehmlnatlon of small hlgh schools would result in - |
:1ncreased cost effectlveness and greater currrcular offerrngs” (Bard Gardener and‘

- Wleland 2005 2) From Conant s stud1es a solutron to the efﬁc1ency and academlc
A-1ssues that troubled small schools was der1ved He concluded that, “...in order to offer the
Abest pos‘sible collegerpreparatory curriculurn a high school 'should have at least lOt) . :
l‘students in its graduatlng class” (Bard Gardener and Wleland 2005 2). However more
recent stud1es on school and/or d1str1ct srze conﬂ1cts renderlng the conclus1on that there

.are no unlversally agreed upon. sizes for schools or d1str1cts (Bard Gardener and

| | Wleland 2005 8) Although a un1versal size does not ex1st the Report 1ncluded ﬁnd1ngs

- ..,from studres conducted by Howley and Blckel that dld prov1de some guldance on the

approprlate srze for schools and/or drstrlcts Th1s research concluded the lower the -
socroeconom1c status of the students and/or d1str1ct then the school enrollment should be -
small” (Bard Gardener ‘and Wleland 2005 8) Whlle recogn1z1ng the fact that add1t1ona1 ’-
A .1nformat1on 1s needed to deﬁne what researchers Howley and Blckel meant by small,?’
no such 1nforn'1atlo’n was provrded in the Report
| Consol1datlon Decisions: Who Makes Them and Why?

The Task Force found many forces behlnd consohdatlon Pohcy makers pr1vate '
- 'bus1nesses educatronal profess1onals -and other profess1onals—those who knew what |
was best;all contnbuted to the consolldatlon process The profess1onals used
cons‘oli‘_d,ationr as _'a,technique to remove power from within the rUral fdistrict‘s for'the sole
! purpoSet of centrallzrng power. _Once centralized, c__ornmUnivt'v desires lwelre, ignored (Bard,‘ i

16 -
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Gardener and W1eland 2005 2 3) Speclﬁcally, “[p]arents and educators 1n rural

"'commun1t1es who were 1nterested in: prepar1ng students for l1fe rather than educatlng

~

. The second economic downturn 'oCCurred-during-the,"'l970s and 80s. Advaficeménts in

them as. “human caprtal” to- contnbute more to the natlon s well be1ng, were consrdered

backward and not vknowledgeable enough- to -know What was best for educati’on” (Bard -

; Gardener and W1eland 2005 3) One pr1mary goal assoc1ated with centrahzrng power ce

1ot

" was to produce students w1th the knowledge needed to response to nat1onal demands ‘

' (Bard Gaidener, and W1eland 2005 2)

W1th space explorat1on on the rise; 1ntematlonal compet1t1veness had its role in -

»

. consol1datlon (Bard Gardener and Wleland 2005 2). “Both Sputn1k and the Cold War [a |

penod of global tension between the Un1ted States and the Sov1et Unlon (NASA 2013)]

created 1ncreased concerns that small hlgh schools most of Wthh were rural -were not

developlng the k1nd of human capltal needed to promote natlonal security’ (Bard

Gardener and W1eland 2005, 2) In the 1980s the Nat1on at Risk report prompted the

z

.

tneed to produce students who had the necessary skllls and values who would.contr1bute

'to d nat1onal soc1al economic order” (Bard Gardener and W1eland 2005 3)

&

Con,sohdatlon:‘ The Role'of Economic Forces--

'Thev,T»asksForce also noted that “economic downturns speclﬁcally in rural areas,

also contr1buted to school consolldat1on (Bard Gardener and Wleland 2005, 3) Two

"' d1st1nct eras were: l1sted in the Report The fifst- occurred over a long time span— L

A ?

approx1mately 40 years From 1933 to 1970 more than 30 mlllron people left the farms

in rural ‘areas in pursult of ] obs in urban areas. With the decrease in rural populatlon to

1ne1ude students, some schools ‘voluntarrly comblned thus m1n1m1zmg the financial crisis.

!
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techno‘lo'gy in the 'li980s contribute'dft"o the farm crisis, which once again resulted in-a

decl1nat1on in the rural populatron Again, w1th thie 1oss of rural _]obs many people ﬂed to

- n

urban areas where _]obs were more plentlful (Bard Gardener; and Wieland 2005, 3)

~

Communmes Response to and Involvement in Consolldat1on . j
Research argues agamst larger schools. Stud1es have shown that the adage “b1gger ‘
s better is not true for everyone 1mpacted by mergers In fact school consol1dat1on is
cons1dered burdensome to some families because it creates greater hardsh1ps for chlldren i
(Bard Gardener and W1eland 2003, 4). Although concerns from commumty members
were’ common, 1nvolvement 1n the consol1dat1on process was often times- 11m1ted because -
dec1s1on makers s1mply neglected tosolicit their v1ewp01nt However, studles have‘ -
-, shovvn that choosmg not-to mclude commumty members m the consohdatlon process

have had adverse affects on educat1onal part1c1pat10n and that co’mmunity disintegration |

‘ 1ncreased” (Bard Gardener and W1eland 2005, 4)..

L2
Tt

o

. The co’mmumty s response and resrstance to consOIidatloh~was' obvious. Common,

phrases that expressed c1t1zens reaction to consolldat1on were “loss of communlty

: 1dent1ty” or “loss of commumty attachment” (Bard Gardener and W1eland 2005 5) The s

Report also referenced a study completed by Alan Peshkin that recorded the react1on of a
c1t1zen 1nd1cat1ng the 1mportance of the school to the commumty, thus- d1sagree1ng w1th
consolldatlon measures: “Mansﬁeld has a hard enough time now keeprng on: the map. If
- .they moved the school, 1t d be much harder People go to th1ngs at’ school now even if
they don’t have kldS in school This i 1s a football towﬁ‘and people know the kids. I’ d hate
to see consol1dat1on 1 hke the thmgs the way they are” (Bard, Gardener and Wreland'

’ ',2905,“5‘) Inso'rne ar_eas, the only source of social activity in rural afr'eas was the ’school.



, The scho'ol ’al"so provided employrnent"for many commumty ‘members'and;was the focus -

: 3 of many community‘and school' actiyities (B“ard’,— Gardener, and Wi'ela‘nd 2005, 7). -
Three coinparatiue studies relating to-the. outcome of co'nsolidation was
.referenced in the Report Findings noted in the three studles suggest that successful
; r\'consohdation outcomes are usually the result of havmg multlple dec151on makers ,open_
comn‘lunication,_ culture '_a\iVareness, and public rnee'tings: Adherin‘g to guidelines will
’ ensur’e. that 'areas of concern‘v will receive the appropriate attention from all parties prior to.
r.consolidatmg (Bard Gardener and Wleland 2005, 5) |
Advantages and Disadvantages Assocrated with Small Schools | , '_'

Ac_cording to the "l"ask‘,Force, re_search has demonstrated that som‘e small schools
 existed simply hecause jof 'their‘geographical' location. From a study completed by, |

‘ Columbla Un1vers1ty, séveral pos1t1ve characteristlcs assoc1ated w1th small schools V;Iere
k noted “This study 1nd1cated that small schools were shown to have strengths not’ found in -
large schools“. S‘Or_ne .‘strength's wére, the teacher-to-pup'il ratio'was 'lovtfer, more"stude‘nts |
.vitere involved 1n e'xtracunicular activities and/or took academic courses, and some _ .' ‘-
E ekperien‘ced a closet connection to their communities (Bard, Gardener, and Wieland' |
2005, 6- 7) Another ﬁndlng noted in the Report was, “[r]esearch does not appear to’ |

support the assumption that the quality of school life is better when small schools

- consohdate or w1th larger schools” (Bard Gardener and Wieland 2005 7) Th1s ﬁnding

! RN

| suggests any size school can adequately prov1de the educational serv1ces needed It
further suggests that Haller S concern about small schools course offerings is reasonable
| but certalnly not apphcable to all schools (1992 146) Interestlngly, [u]’rban School |
g a'dmimstrators themsel'veshave turned to ‘creatlng ‘schools within schools,” concluding

19, .



-that large schools create an 1mpersona1 chmate that contrrbutes to ‘school failure for some
- vstudents” (Bard Gardener and Wleland 2005 7) Aga1n this actlon suggests that b1gger
' does not appear to be the best learnlng-'envrronment for all students. A comparatl_ve-
perc':'e_'ntage of s)tud’ents failing in larger versus smaller schools vvas not included in the
'Reportf What Was llsted in the Report we_re four .fact(")rs: knovvn to affect st‘udent
achleVement: ‘v‘small;er school siz,e ‘(300 —500 ‘students); smaller class size, e_specially in
elemer‘ltary school's; challenging.- curriculum, and more ’highlyiquali‘fled teacher[s-]- ” '(Bafd,'
Gardener and Wleland 2005, 11).. | | |
Consohdatlon Measurrng the Impact
A natural -effect of consolidation involves a loss of the‘COmmunlty’s tax base and

;ﬁscal capac1ty (Bard Gardener and W1eland 2005, 9) This effect is also not1ceable in

' 'areas outs1de the classroom One area noted in the Report was transportatron for students 4

’ The Task Force referenced a study completed by Lu and Tweeten in whrch they found

that bussing students negatively affects students achlevement success Speclﬁcally, the

: A study revealed for every hour a fourth grader spent r1d1ng a bus, ach1evement scores were -
reduced by 2 6 po1nts For hrgh school students the loss was .5 points. (Bard Gardener

) and Wieland 2005 10)

"r

Research focusmg on the impact of consohdatlon by students and parents

observed that there is a sense of feehng anonymous in blgger schools. Some of these
: stu'dents in, larger. schools seem to “disappear\and fall through the cracks""whereas others
become system problems who g1ve up on: school and drop out (Bard Gardener and

/

: Wleland 2005, 10)

20



Extracurrlcular act1v1t1es were also affected In larger schools part1c1pat10n is. -

\,"

| limited because of the number of_ stud‘ents COmpetrng. Because of this; only the “best’,’ are

chosen 1eav1ng the mediocre’ students w1th no- opportunlty to cu1t1vate h1s/her part1cu1ar

sk111 ‘which leaves them w1th extra 1dle tlme Addltlonally, a long bus r1de 1mpacts !

-

g ‘performance as well as attendance to part1c1pate in the act1v1ty (Bard Gardener and’

1

: . Wleland 2005 10)
Summary of NREA S Task Force Fmdmgs
‘ Followmg are: the ﬁndmgs noted pre01sely by the Task Force (Bard Gardener
and Wieland 2005, 12). o R

. 'The educational and financial results of state mandated school
district consolidations do not meet legislated expectat1ons
There is no “1deal” size for schools and districts. :

“Size” does not guarantee success—effectlve schools come in all

sizes. ' :
e  Smaller d1str1cts have higher ach1evement affect1ve and soc1al
~_outcomes. s : :
e The larger a district becomes the more resources are devoted to
secondary or non-essential activities. »

e Local school officials should be wary of merging several smaller
< elementary schools, at least if the goal is improved. performance.

_ e -After a school closure, out m1grat1on population decline, and
neighborhood deterioration are set in motion, and support for
public education diminishes. ' .

. o There is no solid foundation for the be11ef that ellmlnatmg school

- districts will improve education, enhance cost- effect1veness or
promote equality. :

- & Students from low-i -income areas have better achlevement in small
schools. . ~

Although not all of the ﬁndmgs in the Report (Bard, Gardener and Wleland

_ 2005) correspond d1rectly to the var1ables identified in this study (d1sc1p11nary actlons

the amount of t1me students spend on the school bus travehng to and from school and

1 parental educat1onal support), those that are relevant Wlll Abe d1scussed morte fully in’



. N '-'Chapter 5 and others may be areas recommended for future studies. The prlmary reason

r,‘

R for 1nc1ud1ng all the ﬁndings is to clarify what th1s Report made known about the effectsx? :

5 l .
o of consohdation in conspicuous areas thereby prov1d1ng a ba51s in which to research the

-jaeffects in.areas that'are not as obv1ous
il : C.ons“olidation .HistoﬁcaltAccount‘.#él’ V . | Y
’" - a ‘ Natlonal Study: 201 1

A “Consolidatlon of Schools and Dlstrlcts What the Research Says and What 1t
‘ . Means” developed by the National Education Policy Center (N EPC) in 201 1 prov1ded the
most current._oyerview o»fk rschool‘and district consolidatlons. This.study also detailed an .-
jzecononiic;v‘outlook in reg:ards'}toth‘e-possible continuation of school and’district meréers. '.
The autho_rs: _ACraig l_-I'owley,zJ erry J ohnson, and J ennifer Petrie ’referhenc.ed nearly 80
o _different ‘sourcesn when. producing‘ this brie/f. Many‘of the same sources cited by the
- :‘(;onsolidati’on Tasl< ‘I-?orce membets when writinng the Report ,‘(Bard, Gardener, ,a'nd .
o Wieland 20.05); were used 'in“this brief. ~Likewi's‘e,v'm'uch of the historical accountwas the N
. same. - i -

Most irnportant to th1s research was the distinction between the literatures,
e'c‘onométric studies and school quality studies, the authors used in prepai‘riné their.brief.
| "They reasoned that [‘ejconometric studies of district-consolidation.tend not to include
‘the value of 1mportant educational contingencies such as extracurrlcular partlcipatlon
’ ‘ rates parental 1nuolvement and-community support ’lhese -are what economlsts con81der
“cxtetnalities’ '~—:th'ey don’t count in the analy51s” (Howley, J ohnson, and Eetrie '2-01;1’ .
Yet,’ »in‘their brief,fthe authors dehlonstrate’the ‘intrin)sic \;alue associa_ted with scliool .
'quality studies. l‘n'f_[the ~same..man'ner, the'researcher"s study seek;s to add to.the educational
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llterature by analyzmg the Sub]CCthC perspectlve of the parents of students and educators '-ﬁ
who experlenced consol1dat1on in 201 L. Inc1dentally, soc1olog1sts refer to these

T cont1ng'enC1es as “cultural capltal” Wh1ch '1mpl1es an ~1mmeasurable wealth Unrelated to

. currency (Howley, J ohnson and Petrie 201 l 9)

Stud1es Reﬂectmg the Sub_]CCthC Perspect1ve of Parents and/or Students 7
i - o The outcotne of 'recent consol1dat10n stud1es that prov1ded the subJect1ve
| perspectlves of parents and/or students was 1ncluded in the authors’ brief. Each study :

y1elded different, yet d1st1nct1ve results. F1nd1ngs from one study noted an adjustment

A

penod among all three g‘rou‘ps—students teachers and'adm1n1strators—‘Was exper1'enced. .

" Of'the three groups students were the most successful in adapt1ng, as well as those
M assoc1ated w1th the rece1v1ng school (Howley, Johnson, and Petrie 201 1 7) Th1s ﬁndlng

may suggest that an. adjustment penod is a typrcal characteristic assoc1ated with .
consol1dat1ons No spec1ﬁc 1nformat1on was prov1ded regardmg the length of t1me or the

", areasin which adjustments were necessary
ES (] -

The West V1rg1n1a and Oh1o stud1es prov1ded oppos1ng views of school
“ - consolldatlon experlences of parents and students ¥ The West V1rg1n1a study was c1ted by
students and the1r famrl:le‘s as, “inflicting’ cons'1derable harm” (Howley, Johnson, and
Petrre 2(ll 1, 7) Some d1fferences exper1enced by the studénts at larger schools were |

[T]hey recelved less 1nd1v1dual attent1on endured longer bus r1des to-and
from school (and hence longer days), and had fewer opportunities to
~ participate in co-curricular and extracurricular activities. ... Families’.
, expenences included fewer opportunities to participate in forrnal school
" governance roles :.. and increased barriers to participating informally in *
_their children’s education: increased travel timeé, for example, proved a
barrier to volunteeting, visiting classrooms, and taking part in parent-
teacher conferences (Howley, J ohnson and Petrie-2011, 7).
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R for speculatiohr» -

The remaining’ study 1nvest1gated the perceptrons of Oh10 parents and students

~—

Thrs study was conducted eight years after a school drstrrct consolldated Although no
h specrﬁc 1nformat1on /was presented other than the fact that the\consohdauon was based
. ona local de01s10n- the findings 1nd1cated an overall satisfaction w1th the outcorne | .
‘ (H0wley; :J ohnson,_..and Petr1§»2'01 1,~7). However, the .1ate asséssment does 'prov1de reason " ’
.
‘Di_s”tr‘icts, Schools and Students: rPastand Present -‘

Howley; J ohnson,-and Petrle (ﬁOl 1)) also provide'd data detailing the historical

'account of publlc school d1str1cts in the U.S. This account although Very srmrlar to the

Report developed by NREA s Consolldatlon Task Force provrded a more detalled

[‘ f
2 -

) analysrs of the trend. One chart developed by the authors dep1ct1ng the change in the o

‘ 'number of schools and districts in the U.S. from the 1930s to l990s 1s presented in Chart
"1 onthe followmg page (Howley, Johnson, and Petrie 2011, 2)
Chart 2, another vrsual developed by Howley, J ohnson and Petr1e prov1des the

, total number of publlc schools and students attendlng these schools (2011 3). The

number of public schoolsi started;decreaSmg in the early 1900s and continued that'trend b
. for nearly a Century.l.Simultaneously,'the'nu'mber of students increased. The charts on the -

~ following page, suimarize and depict the collective findings (2011, 2-3). "
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In order to accommodate the number of students in public schools as. displayed in

i Chart 2 the size of pubhc schools (along w1th the number of students in the schools)

. . 1ncreascd'. In fact, . today, the 500 largest school d1str1cts are so large that. they enroll

43% of public school, students nat10nw1de; the rema1n1ng 17,453 enrollvthe remainder -

(Howley, J ohnson and_.Petrie 201 1, 6) Asa reminder, "t,h'is, educa‘tional r’estructurin‘g is”

o pr1mar11y the result of consohdatlon

Why Consolidate? Beneﬁts Linked to Consolldatlons

I

Accordlng to Howley, J ohnson and Petrle consolidatlon and centralization of

r

schools were tWo of the most common business ‘practices adopted'by educational o
ma‘nagers. The forrner practi’ce' conSOlidation started around 1920 ‘(20l1 2). To

determlne the beneﬁts assoc1ated w1th these practlces research was conducted starting in
I

.the 1930s and contlnued up to the l970s Beneﬁts hsted by the authors were, s1ngle- » :
grade classes (age gradmg) spe01ahzed sub]ect matter teachers more intense’
,profess1onal superv1s1on and leadershlp, and, 1ncreas1ngly, free transportatlon to and: from

school” (Howley, J ohnson and Petr1e 2011 2) As noted by the ‘authors, James: Conant s

o

- 1959 book, The A’merzcan ngh School Tt oday, was the major catalyst credited for the o

‘consolidation. movement Subsequently, the last maJor push for larger schools took place ‘

in 1970 (Howley, Johnson, and- Petrle 2011, 3) R S s ,
The authors reasoned that because original consolidation goals have been

exce'eded,. they are now ‘obsolete. Mentioned in the brief Were ﬁve state'-jleyel-‘studi'es that -
have ’r_:esulted- in ‘the san;e co’nclusion—thatconsolidation goals 'have been exceeded. A" .

ﬁnal‘ point made by the authors is that addition.al state-level studies are needed‘ to )
deterrnine if the same outcome exi'sts nationy_vide‘t(Hoyvley, J ohnsoﬂ,. and Petrie 201 1:3)“.' -

- 26



© 7)./\ E oo ‘1,. :

A Relook at School Size Does it Matter?
* ° )’ .
Limited details relating to c one very recent study conducted in Indiana s

elementary schools were provided by Howley, Johnson and Petrie. Thi‘s study examined
‘changes;' 1n eiirollrnent‘.size and provided_yet anothér ’peculiar' outcome of consolidation by -
- directly linking the effects of changes in size to s"tudentiachieve"rnent.i This “shocks to '
J .enrOIlrnent” study revealed that an increase in size resulted in 4 signiﬁcant.reducti‘(‘)n in

“student achievement (Howley, Johnson, and Petri¢ 2011, 9).

The researcher conducting the current case study contem'plates Whether- the results o

' noted above are short or long-term Spec1ﬁcally, 1f time is merely an 1ngred1ent needed
by teachers and/or students in Wthh to adjust to new diversity issues that are effectlng
* teacher and/or learner Outcomes_, or whether the findings are indeed p,errnanentL ‘The

I3

' recipients’ adjustment to consolidation was a ﬁnding noted ina previOUS study referenced -

in the brief. In that study all three groups—students teachers and admlmstrators reported

T a negatlve experience assoc1ated with consohdation (Howley, J ohnson, and Petrie 201 I

s

Every community is unique Therefore the authors recommend that 1nd1v1dual
B assessment of a community, especrally regardrng schoohng issues, be conducted prior-to
+ consolidation oc'curnng, One reason g_1ven for the individual assessment is that a blanket

' ‘state‘-consolidatiOn policy rnay have distasteful‘effects, espeEially in areas with. “markedly

/ 4/'\

g . fdlfferent” socio- demographic characterlstics (Howley, Johnson, and Pétrie 2011 10) In

this regard, the authors recommendatlon is that [c]onsolidatlon proposals. 1nvolv1ng
low-wealth and m1nor1ty commun1t1es espec1ally need to be very carefully rev1ewed w1th‘
cornmunity part1c1pation4 strongly'-cultlvated?’ (Howley, Johnson, and Petrie 2011, 10).
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"areas that.are, not as obv1ousa :

§

Summary of the NEPC’s F 1nd1ngs ’

The ﬁndmgs recorded by Howley, Johnson, and Petrie are prov1ded below (201 1
1 1- 12) These ﬁndlngs prov1de the most current effect and outlook for school and/or
district consolldatlons that were located.

e In many places, schools and dlstrlcts are already too large for ﬁscal
efficiency or educational quality; deconsol1dat1on is more likely -
than consolidation to achleve substantial efﬁ01enc1es and y1eld
1mproved outcomes. :

e Financial claims about w1despread benefits of- consolldatlon are.
. ' unsubstantiated by contemporary research about cost savings ..
e 'Claims for educational benefits froni systematic statewide school
‘and district consolidation are vastly overestitated and have /
. dlready been maximized. Schools that are too large result in~ '
d1m1nlshed academic and social performance and some evidence
- suggests that the same conclu51on applles to d1str1cts that are too
~ large. : .
e Which deconsohdatlons would l1kely produce 1mprovement can be
- judged only on a case-by-case basis, ..., -
e Impoverished places, in part1cular often benefit from smaller - -
~schools and districts, and can suffer irreversible damage if a -
" consolidation occurs. : . S SR
~ e Overall, state-level consolldat1on proposals appear to serve'a
h publlc relations purpose in times of fiscal crisis, rather than :
- substant1ve fiscal or educat1onal purposes

;
3

As noted w1th the Task Force s summary, not all findings prov1ded by the authors

*of the br1ef correspond directly to the vanables 1dent1ﬁed in this study (d1s01p11nary

3

and 'pa_rentalf edueatlonal supp'o'rt)., Those that are relevant will be discussed more fully in -
Chapter 5 and others may be areas‘ recommended fo'r~ﬁ1ture studies. Again, the primary :
reason’ for 1nclud1ng the ﬁndlngs is to- clarlfy what i is known about the effects of

consohdatlon in consplcuous areas, thereby prov1d1ng a reason-to research the effects in
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. actions, the .amount of t1merstudents_spent on the school bus traveling to and from school,



‘Hi-stoﬁ‘cal Summary \l
The four accounts prov1ded an overvrew of school consolldatlon from the m1d
1800s to approx1mately 2010 As Blodgett (l 893) noted at cntlcal times in h1story, the )
merglng of school districts was necessary and- thereby deemed as the proper response . -
' Author and researcher; .larnes Conant supported consolldatlon for academic and "
economic reasons (Bard Gardener, and Wieland 2005, 2; Howley", J ohn‘sonand' l’etrie-
201 1, 3 -4). Haller a current researcher, referenced, the same reasons' when exam1n1ng
rural consolldatlons but referred to them as the twm plllars of equ1ty and efﬁc1ency
(Haller 1992 146) Two different research groups, one consrstmg of Bard, Gardener and ‘,

W1eland (2005) and the second Howley, J ohnson, and Petr1e (201 l) agreed on at least

-four 1mportant aspects relatlng to consohdatlon' First, in current times -1t is not always the

.o

: best solutlon (Bard Gardener, and W1eland 2005, 11~ 12 Howley, Johnson and Pétrie
| ,‘ 2011 10) Second de01s10ns should be made based ona case-by-case assessment (Bard
| 'Gardener and W1eland 2005, ll 12; Howley, Johnson and Petr1e 2011 10). Howley, . |
Johnson, and Petrie added that consolldatlon outcomes for commun1t1es w1th markedly
.‘ " d1fferent socio- demographlc characterlstlcs w1ll be “markedly dlfferent” (2011 10)
| Th1rd the 1nclus1on of all commumty members in the dec181on maklng process is _

- 1mportant (Bard, Gardener and W1eland 2005 5; Howley, Johnson and Petr1e 2011,7- 8)_ o

: ~and ﬁnally, no un1versal effectlve school size was estabhshed The Report concluded

,‘stating that, “there is not an ideal or optimald’istrict- or school size that is universally .

¢

agreed upon” (Bard Gardener, and Wleland 2005 8) Meanwhlle Howley, Johnson and .

) Petr1e did" reference a study that lrnked school size to achlevement scores at one partlcular

7

: sch()ol. However‘, ‘th1s study focused on shocks to enrollment “with no specrﬁc size o



el 1 ._\
.

N

- i'rrientioned otherthanlthe fact that an .-ificreaSe in enrollment negatiively affected"student; .

. achlevement (2011 9) One major difference in the historical accounts is that only
| , authors Howley, Jo ohnson and Petrie specifically mentioned a need for more quahty ‘

| s'tudie’s of school or distnct cons_olidatlons to accompany'the econometnc studies that are-
K .c'urrently' being usedlin theﬁ'decision making process (2,Ql L1, 9) |
C‘orszO.li:ch‘ztidn: ingéfal: Studiesx 2 | .‘

Ihtr’oduct_iori,
lTvvo additional studies not included in the-‘histo'rical section are‘prov.ided vbelow.

' These studies didlno’t= provide a histOrical account of consolidation as detailed a's* the
prev10us sources but focused primarily on- studies undertaken speciﬁcally related to-
financ1a1 fea51b111ty Both studles presented findings from the system/district level One
study was unique because it pr0v1ded a pre- and post-analy51s of the ﬁnanc1al costs in an

%

‘area where cOnsolidation occurred. The _Second study Aaddressed .the possibility of mergin__g .
_the VSarne school districts at two' se'parate‘tinres, once.in. 2003 and then. again in 2010. In" o
| all three cases, the finaricial feasibility for consohdation ap'pears to have not been “
substantial-: | |
Consolidation Study #1 '

In the study conducted by Strelfel F oldesy, and Holman (1991) their Ob] ective
N was to determine if any ﬁnanc1al advantages or disadvantages existed for districts that -
were combined A comparison of" revenue and expenses for three years before and three
years after the districts_ c'o'mbined weére analyzed for lresults (1"991, 15). Ac_cording uto the

authors; the uniqueness of their study was that “no other studies were found that _°
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‘ ‘~ compared pre- consolidation financ1al data with corresponding post-consolidation
finan01al data” (1 99 l 1 9)

" The authors further noted that although consolldation had been an 1ssue of debate
‘in rural commumties for over lOO years, prior to 19l0 there‘ was ev1dence support1ng the
o A) reorganization ofi 1rist1tutions based on 1mproved educat1onal opportumty for students and
| reduced costs (Streifel Foldesy, and Holman 1991, 13) However their more recent
o ﬁndlngs did not 1nd1cate any srgnlﬁcant advantages to consol1dation (Stre1fel Foldesy,

and Holman 1991 15) B A s

Consolidation: Study #2

R
4

. h In ‘June 2010'-’ an Illinois based school,-Lemont High School District 21(; )
3 - completed what was entitled a “Consolidation Feas1b111ty Study” (2010) Th1s study
rev1s1ted a prlor decrsron aga1nst consol1dat1on that was. made in October 2003 In the
- most recent 'study,- the three reasons for revisitingjc_ons‘olidat‘ing we‘re related to'the
- :l‘easibility of the ,e_ducatli_onal program .and‘ﬁnanchial' resources, and to, improve articulation
, betvveen the middle and high 'school Curriculum. The study reached the s'ame‘concl‘usi‘oni

. as the 2003 report'.st‘atin;g that consolidation did not presen‘t"a savings for the Lemont )

| community. | B |
| " Summary

H

A'The)se three »Istudies, two of which vvere conducted on the same school, foCused .
. v'primarily on the ﬁnancial feasibility of scl'ioolconsolidation. Yet, all studi‘es failed to
demonstrate that merging schools would resulf in s1gn1ﬁcant advantages 1mproved

education and cost sav1ngs Furthermore neither study included 1nformation regarding
) fthe impact of 'consolidation to students .and ‘their families—the recipients of the merger; ‘
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. from the recipienfs’ perspe'ctlye._ VOVb[tainin‘g this data»'would provide poliéy makers w’it'h‘
I even more informat'ion_‘that: can be usedto 'enhance consolidation de‘ci'si-.o’gag_._‘. B ’
COnsplidation.' General 'Schod'ling ISsues | |
| | ( 'Introduction
The process of* consol1dat1ng schools and/or d1str1cts is complex Th1s study was |
not des1gned to d1scuss eve‘ry issue assoc1ated w1th the process Instead ‘the followmg
‘ .toplcs are those that are addressed in this study and are grouped 1n accordance w1th how
. ',‘they were _present‘ed in the referenced source's: 1) school .s1ze and d1sc1pl1nar'y problems, |
' :2)' parental inyolvement to include barriers to family involvement: div_ersity': inc'ome |
. \ S
~ poverty and cultural ,awarenes:s'(‘social identity);\" and 3) transportation and.loc‘atio‘n of
school. ) | o |
. School Size and Disciplinary Problems ; ,v o
Haller s study prov1ded historical data about mergers and then addressed the.
..qu;esuon of whether the creat1on of large. rural schools is. l1kely to 1ncrease student
) lndiscipline (1992, 146). Accordmg to Haller the term 1nd1scrpl1ne is referenced in
.two dlctionanes as'meanmg [l]ack of d1sc1pl1ne or control A campus problem of student
‘t;idiscijyline 7 (1992, -154- 155) The purpose- of Haller s research was to determme |
whether student 1nd1sc1pl1ne was contnbuted to the locatlon—m a rural area—or the rs1ze
f_wof a school (1992 l47) Haller ] analys1s revealed that, “[t]ruancy and more serious
forms of m1sconduct are l1kely to-become worse when small rural schools are | |
. consohdated ‘But- barely” (1992, 154) Haller does not suggest that consohdat1on be _'
drsm‘lssed because of this ﬁndmg-; but proposes modest changes in practlce could

%

offset the shght negat1ve effects of a consohdatron” ( 1992 154). Drawing from Haller S
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‘ étatefnept? studiesthat outline the fne’gative'effects of consolidation are needed 1n ordep to " .
_recornnierid .lchangehs in p:ractice‘ that vvoul‘df-be effective. | |
| _ Parental invoivement o o ,b ’
A'Several articles were located that com'municated the‘importance of ‘parentaf
1nvolvement in the schoohng process (Feuersteln 2001 Hill and Taylor 2004; and ERS
2006) Feuerstein’s article (2001) 1dent1ﬁed ﬁve bas1c categories of parental 1nvolvement:
(a) school cholce, (b) decision making through formal structures or sité-based coUncils,'
‘ (c) teaching and leamlng, [attendlng conferences and Volunteerlng] (d) effect 'on the
i physlcal and materlal environment, [a safe and comfortable school env1ronment] and (e)
' comr'nunicati‘on (2001 29 30) These categories cover a variety of areas where parental
1nﬂuence can affect learnlng \
In addltlon to the ﬁve basic categories, Feuersteln (2001) referenced a study
‘c":oniducted by‘ Sui-Chu and ‘Willms in which four types j_‘of parental involvement \:vere-
' identiﬁed: discus:sion in the horne, supervision in the hor'ne, schooi communication and ,
' school-participation. Of the four, the rnost’no\;‘verﬁil‘x-indicator of student aca’demic.
- achie'vement.vvasistudent-parent-discussion in the home (Feuerstein‘ 2001;;3 O).V -

‘ ‘Parental involvement for high school students is thought to tdecrease prirnarily

~

" because of perce1ved académic rlgor (Hlll and Taylor 2004 161). However a resource

prov1ded by the Educat10nal Research Serv1ce (ERS) noted that parents regardless of
Mthelr background are 1nterested in their children s academic success. ERS also noted that -
C children beneﬁt from parents 1nvolvement (2006 1). Therefore no matter how different

therlnvolvement of ,parents'ls, 1nvolver'nent is still vital to the academ1c success of' N
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students Research has also found that the attltude of the school staff plays a key role in
’ determ1n1ng whether parents collaborate w1th the school (ERS 2006, 4)

' The 1mportance of two-way commun1cat1on a type of parental 1nvolvement was

" examined. 'A‘ccordlng to research‘ ’

) [s]tudents do best when parents and teachers understand each other’s
expectations and stay in touch with one another regard1ng the child’s -
learnihg habits, attitudes toward school, social interactions.and acaderic - -

. progress... Communlcatlon between:the school and the home is most

~ effective when it flows in both directions, and schools should distinguish, .
between efforts.to 1nform parents and opportunltles to communlcate w1th
parents (ERS 2006 5) . ‘

\

Most notably, the resource po1nted out that bamers to famlly 1nvolvement exist. These

barners must be 1dent1ﬁed in order to. 1mp1ement procedures that w1ll assist in fac111tat1ng
e e 8 . v
: neededcommanlcatror_l.; ’ ' ‘

-

Barrier to Family InVolye'me'nt:A ﬁiVersity : - "
Today, d1vers1ty among students is one of the brggest challenges schools are
S L : ' fac1ng (H111 and Taylor 2004 162) Some issues assoclated w1th d1vers1ty are .
| ) demograph1c charactenstlcs such as'social ¢ economlc status (SES) ethn1c1ty, cultural
background and other parental character1st1cs (2004 162) According to authors Hlll and
o : Taylor parents from h1gher SES backgrounds are more l1kely to beT 1nvolved in the
" educat1onal process of the1r chlldren than those from lower SES backgrounds Th1s lack
of 1nvolvement may be due to a variety ,of issues 1nclud1ng, nonﬂex1ble work schedules
lack of resources; ‘transportatlon problems and stress due to res1d1ng in dlsadvantaged

‘ ne1ghborhoods” (H1ll and Taylor 2004 162) Ill1teracy -and language barners are also ‘

factors (ERS 2006 5) Unfortunately, the mlsperceptlon of teachers who are culturally

e
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:A:dif‘ferent vfro'm: thl”eir' students.rnay mlstake Fthe.absence of ‘parental in.vOlvement to mean a 'ﬁ
- 'Ld1s1nterest for the ch1ld’s educat1on (ERS 2006 6- 7; H1ll and Taylor 2004, 162)
Accord1ng to Hill and Taylor parental school 1nvolvement decl1nes as students
~ grow up Unsurprisingly,"elementary schools are more likely to encourage parental
~.in\i_olyement‘ tllan mlddle andnhigh school:s. Al‘th‘ou;h the jlnvolyement at the €lementary
Tevel s :di‘f‘fer'ent from that of middle and high éhool students research has not. |
i d1fferent1ated between the types of 1nvolvement and how it is reﬂected in learner o
-outcomes (2004 163) | ) |
rBlecause_ of’ -the importance of parent involvement, som‘ei’schools are'ﬁnding‘ways—
. to be prOactiye In, September 2“012’ Georgia announced the.forrnation of a Parent
nAdv1sory Counc1l The on11ne version of The Valdosta Dazly T 1mes (VDT) newspaper
; stated that the pnmary purpose. of the Counc1l is to focus on ways to increase parental
'1nvolvement in schools. The 36“ members 'that compnse'thls committee are parents who.
~ were norninated by their local svchololdistlricts and then choSen by a committee. . |
[fepre,sentative from- the. Georgia Department o‘f :Educationl These 36 parentsi w1ll sOl_{Cit '
K_‘feedbackfrom ot'h‘er parents. regar’ding; “policies‘ Iprojects and materials'that:' lnfluence
[students and- the1r fam1l1es” (VDT 2012) The Counc1l’s purpose is to increase student '

B .success by act1vely engagmg parents in-the educat1onal process of their ch1ld(ren) (VDT T

2012). Programs that help to 1dent1fy and remove. barr1ers are beneﬁ01al to. the

)

‘educatlonal process (ERS 2006, 5 6 VDT 2012)

Barr1er to F am1lv Involvement Income Poverty

In The Eﬁ‘ects of Poverty on Chzldren authors J eanne Brooks-Gunn and Greg J

' Duncan prov1ded a praCt1cal definition for income poverty by declaring it as “the B



1 ' :‘condltlon of not hav1ngﬂ enough 1ncome to prov1de the basic needs for food clothlng, and ’

shelter” (1997 55) In their report they concluded that « family income can d

‘ substantlally 1nﬂuence Chlld and adolescent well be1ng and that * [‘f]ianiily income l'seervins

to be more strongly related' to chlldr"en s abihty and achleVement-relatedw‘ outcornes than to

emotional outcomes” (1997 67). The authors 1hs1ght further substantlates the fact that

) 1ncome poverty does-affect the academlc outcome of students because it tends to lessen
parental_ involvement in the child’s academic life (Brooks-Gunn and Duncan 1'997, 67; .'

Hlll 'and ’l'aylor .2004,_ ‘1162).. Althouéh educational involvement is normally. lessened, :
' lélodgett’e'mphasized, that of the children:'rearedi?n the rural area—those often acquainted ,.
~ .« with lower economic status—poSSessed more important ele‘mentsl of character and ' | ,

* knowledge than those raised in the city (1893, 71-72). -

" Barrier to Famrlv Involvementi.,Cultural Awareness ( Social Identity) E

Because. change i$ constant pohcymakers are constantly striving to. generate new

P
/

. _'and/or 1mproved polrcres based on the needs of thelr constltuents In th1s endeavor
barriers to family 1nvolvement in the educational process of a child can unknowmgly be-
erected part1cularly when diversity, espec1ally culture 1s misconstrued or overlooked
Therefore,‘ culture awareness 1s _fundamental to_-effectlve policy maklng. Researcher Abe
‘Feuer’stein mentioned.at least-three =theories relati'ng to cultural capital_ that assisted in‘
unders-tanding differences in parental involvement (Feuerstein.ZOQI, 31). The ﬁrstvtheoi'y

mentioned by Feuerstein was Pierre Bourdieu’s. This theory focused on the.economic
: . H . - . id . ." : 1 s - . ¢ . :

T.rdifference_s that exist between teachers and students” households. BO'urdi'eu reasoned that:
~_schools tend to produce students that embody the social s’tanding of its feachers. These A
teachers communicate well with ~parents of their sanie'.SES but tend not to relate to those-
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of lower SES This “ | ...bias to-w"arc‘l nii'ddlef' or’upp‘er.class Values puts wdrking-class
‘. students and parents at a d1st1nct drsadvantage because they must adapt to ‘the dommant
.; culture ‘of the school"'to meet teacher expectations” (Feuerstein 2001, 31). ERS 'also' noted,
..some families culturally based beliefs about the approprlate roles for parents and
- educators may dlffer from those of educators representing rnainstream society” (2006 6).
' Engaging in cultural awareness provide a means to assist in understanding different
‘ groups which in turn helps in mlmmizmg and/or elimmating barriers. As noted by
Khatidja Chantler in an artlcle focusmg on therapy, ‘[t]he © ﬁi(edness' of cultures isan
. approach that is favoured by multi-culturalists who argue:v that understandingiother
) people’s cultures is crucial to competerit and sensitive practice” (2005, 242).
| Transportation and Location.of _School i

"l"ransportation problems are presumed to be attributed to families not having
»adeduate finances aiid/dr ‘access. to sor'ne rnode of ’transportat,i'on. This_problem may: o
simiply be the, resultiof ‘income poverty. Nevertheless, transportation ahd/br the location,of .
schools;play a signiﬁ-c‘ant role in the learning .process of students. Research cited by the
. ;l"ask Force provided evidence of how _elementar'yan_d high school students’ academic =
grades ‘are negativelyraffected when riding the bus for one hour (Bard Gardener, and
Wieland 2005, 10). The West V1rg1n1a study c1ted by Howley, J ohnson and Petrie not
, | only mentioned - 1nstances of students havmg longer bus rides to and from school ‘after
consohdation, but also fewer opportun1t1es for students to participate'in 'co—currlcular and -

o

. éxtracurricular activities (2011, 7).
~Just as the location of the school can ¢ontribute to 4 lack of student involvement -

’ in extracurricular and co-curricular activities, it may also affect parental involvement.

37



Hill'and ’l:aylor’s res\earch/attributed‘a;la;c:k;of- 1nvolvement of parents from lower SE.S,'

' backgrounds {0 a variety of issu,es 1nclud1ng, "‘nonﬂekible work, ,schedules lack of o
resources, transportatlon problems and stress due to residing i 1n d1sadvantaged
.ne1ghborhoods” (2004 162) ERS also included transportatlon issues.as one factor that
's1gr‘11ﬁcantly affect‘s‘ parents’ 1nvolvement in the1r ch1ld(ren)' educatlon (2006, 5’-6).<Th_e'

- West Virginia study noted that some famllles exper1enced fewer opportunltles to |
part1c1pate in school related events 1ncreased bamers to part1c1pat1ng in thelr ch1ldren S
educatlon that 1ncluded 1ncreased travel t1me hlnderlng volunteer1ng, v1s1t1ng classrooms '
and attendlng other’ school related functlons (Howley, J ohnson and Petne 2011, 7)
Although not ment1oned by name, these a're some educat1onal cont1ngenc1es that "

rese‘archers I‘-lowley, J ohnson, and Petrie suggest be considered 1n the consolidation»

-:analeiS-because:ultimately,- they do affect the leaminé process;(201 1, 1) |

| . Summary : "
Th1s sectlon prov1ded 1nformat1on about1ssues that a are common to schools

‘Because these areas'haye' been'identilied, more research assocl‘eit’ed‘ with the families-l
. perspective’ is still‘needed in .order to understand the holistic impact' of consolidation.

AFurthermore because each service area is culturally unlque ﬁndlngs w1ll Vary System

1nformat1onmust not overshadow or substitute for the parents/ guardrans perspectwe

. Once enl1ghtened pol1cy makers \;vﬂl be empowered to address concerns and make

dec1s1ons that will help strengthen areas that are eas1ly overlooked and negatlvely

1mpacted.



T Ziedre’il‘cal Framework

. Inttoduction

_Theoretioal concepts he»l'p' to clarify research by explaining the structure of things

. andlhow they work. For this study, thie following three theories; symb‘olic_ interactionism,

- ¥unctional analysis (also known as functionalism and structural _fu-nctional;isrn or;syste'ms' i

' theory) and rational choice,-plus*tvr{o eonc‘epts%Maslov;’s I'{i'erar'chyof Needs and social

; and hur‘nan‘.capital‘—l\"vere used to examine and then interpret the findings rel’atfecli fo ‘t,he '
: ‘c_onsoli‘dation of Ll\/ings»ton and Surnter County Hrgh sc_'hools.; The pu'rpose of the‘study

| .w’as t’oﬁ deterrnine the inipa'ct that school eonsolidatioir;‘had on students and families from
‘ ‘the‘if »perspective in the following three areas: dlseiplinary actions, the amount.of tim_e"v )

-~ - : N k4

_students spent on t‘he school bus traveling to and from school, and parental educationa.l‘
support. ‘;; L : / .’ ‘
R | | ;Sym_bolic Interaetioni_sm Defined - oo
f:I‘he.tenn. symboliC'int'e‘ractionismtis “a the‘or‘é'tical perspective in Whi'ch society is |
V1ewed as be1ng composed of symbols that people use to estabhsh meanlng, deyelop their
~V1ews of the world and' communlcate with one another” (Henshn 2010, 23) Although
' Herbert Blumer (2011, 242) “comed the term ” Charles Horton Cooley and George '
)Herbert Mead actually developed thlS soc1olog10al perspectlve (Henshn 2010 23)

o Cooley s contrlbutlon explalned how “ our sense of self a’evelops from znteractzon wzth

e others (2010 68- 69) Mead’s 1nput came from observmg people When they play When '

at play, we learn to understand other people by putting ourselves in thelr shoes. In dorng
so we take on the role of the other person because -our response to stlmuh is based on our

'imteractlon w1th a symbol (2010 68 69) The meaning of the symbol w1ll result ina



. .specific resp‘Qnse based erlti,r,ely.upon the deﬁnition of that symbol to ‘a‘pers;onr Theret'ore;
O ;'the ‘beh'ayio"ri pl‘ a person is riot based-on- any outside stimuli; “'; . but arises i-nstfea'd',from‘
how he' 1nterprets and handles these things in-the‘action whi’dh he »ls,construet'ing”
(Blumer 201 I, 244) To s1mp11fy the followmg examples of how a stick may be used :

+  assistin clanfymg thlS term One person may use a Sthk -as a toolin proppmg opena .

. Wmdow;.Another, p_erson ‘may"use’the same stick as a Weapon; A thlrd person may use the
"same stiek: as',a;lyall%ing.,carfe.
E éymbolie Inte_ractionism: Application to Co'nsolidat'ion- Study
,;’1When~l;ivingston and .Sumter County High ‘séhools e‘onsolldated, anew. school
was built to house t'h.estudents and educators. As ‘a result of the acqursition_of a'new -
g school 1nclud1ng the name.and mascot, the identities('symbol) :attached to the preyious'
: schools'vyer:e: lost. Symb'olic interactionism assists iri-'underSta‘nding and interpreting the -

students and parents/ guard1ans feactions to the loss. by focusmg on relevant changes

- '_ S obtamed from the study Spec1ﬁcally, comments proV1ded by parents/guard1ans and
Neduca’tors will ass1st in 1dent1fymg reasons for Var1ous actlons | |
: Functlonal Analysrs Deﬁned
“The central idea of functlonal analysrs is that socrety is.a \yhole un1t made up of
mterrelated parts that work together (Henslm 2010 25) From the perspectlve of
Auguste Comte and Herbert Spencer socrety is viewed.as 11V1ng organisms with each
’ part havmg a functlon When socrety fulﬁlls 1ts functlons the result is a harmomous
balance (Henslm 2010 25) Thrs orgamc analogy was elaborated by Robeit Merton
ﬁ ) who.used functlonal analys1s~ to refer to the beneﬁp1a1 consequenees of people’s actlons;
| Funetions help_'keep‘ a group (society,. social system) in balance” (H{en_s'{lln 201(’),‘>2:6):M‘The g
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S unlntended) actlon (2010 26)

s Yo

funct10ns that Merton. descrrbed could be e1ther a man1fest (1ntended) or latent (an.

~

Accordlng to Merton a manlfest functlon isa d1rect actlon that is in response to a

. need The term latent functlon is used to descrlbe an unlntended consequence 'that helps a

system adjust A th1rd functlon a latent dysfunct1on is one that hurts a system Whenever

. "un1ts stop worklng as requ1red they become fraglle and uncooperat1ve At thls pomt
’"lnterventlon is necessary Efforts must be made to help umts function as 1ntended v

- .Otherwise, the system could continue to malfunctlon 1’ndeﬁn1tely (Henshn 2010, 26).

Functlonal Analys1s Apphcat1on to Consolldatlon Study
In the 18905 as, noted by Blodgett (1893) and Haller (1992), mergers were needed

_for*the“b_etterment of the community. In thrs; case, consohdatlon would be a‘.manl‘f_est

- function because'it was.accomplished. for a specific reason,:to improve school

functioning. In this'_étudy relating to the consolidation of two rural schools in Alabama,

" - the reason for the consolidation was not being studied. The focus of the study is-the '

impact of consolidation on students and their families from their"pers'pectiVe.'The

poter"itialr relevance of this theory tb the present:study, is, that due to the location of the

~ school, which is farthe‘r away from the family residences in distance than the previous

o

- location of both schools m‘eans"that disciplinary actions, the amount of time students
spent on ‘the school bus traveling to. a'nd? from school , ‘and/or-parental edu_cational'

1nvolvement may have been negatlvely 1mpacted The system 5 manlfest functlon

(response toa need) may have resulted ina latent funct1on (a funcnon that helped the

. system to adjust) ora latent dysfunctlon (a function that weakened the system) Survey

—p

¢
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g responses' and cOrnments proVided‘- b"y par'entS/ guardians and educators will assist in -

- 1dent1fy1ng and understandlng the vanous actlons that occurred

N

Ratlonal Ch01ce Theory Deﬁned
When people set goals are aware of their constramts have evaluated. the costs '
‘and then proceed to acqumng the1r goal they are cons1dered as. respondlng ratlonally
‘ Although this behavror may not be rational accordmg to the public’s deﬁn1tron it only‘
: means that the person is respondmg in accordance /w1th the goals constraints and cost : |
4 that they have establlshed (Guell 2010, 310). Ratlonal chorce theory 51mply means that .,
' people respond the best way accordrng to the1r c1rcumstance‘s based on the1r deﬁnltlon of

- the situation:

: 'Rational Choice TheOry:' Application to Consolidation Study -

I

This theory was relevant to the study of the consohdatlon of schools in Alabama S
) because of: the speclﬁc ‘conditions in the area that exist. Although these cond1t10ns are,not
E the focus of this study, ‘it is. necessary to COnsider them when applying theori'es ‘and\
:concepts F1rst SCHS is located ina h1gh poverty area. Accordmg to the U S Census S
' Bureau as posted on the U. S Department of Commerce webs1te the poverty level in '\ A 1. A
2006 2010 in Sumter County, the location of study, was 34.8% (2012d) An area havmg a ;
o - low percentage of college graduates may also assist in explarnlng the lack of parental , _
.1nvolvement in the students educatron Draw1ng from Bourdieu’s theory, the cultural
: caprtal 1n the area should be consrdered when explammg the results of the survey
responses. and coMents prov1ded by _parents/guardrans and_educators (Feuerste1n200l,.
: '3‘1).: l)efnographi'c data obtalned» from the US Census Bureau’s vvebsite is used to |
; address the 1ssueof poverty Information’ from the'University"of Alabama.isused to.
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h deplctlng the ﬁve areas descrrbed (2010 381).

. address the educatlon factor Spe01fically, the educatlonal level of 01tlzens 25 years or
s older in Sumter County, Alabama w1th a bachelor s degree will be dlscussed |
| Maslow ] Hlerarchy of Needs Deﬁned |
The. Abraham Maslow Hlerarchy of Needs is a framework that presents the order

of needs that people aim to sat1sfy Th1s Needs Hlerarchy was developed by Maslow 1n

. the 1940s and helps to dCSCI‘le the factors ass001ated w1th a person S. mot1vat10n

. _ Maslov’vn ] “needs theory” is divided into five areas; phys1olog1cal_,.safety‘, wh1ch are the. *

two basic survival needs, and three others: belorlging and love, esteem, and self-

b acmaliiation (Gazzariiga, Heatherton, and Halpern 2010, 381-382). Figure 1.6n the :‘

. folloWing paé‘e pro‘yides.a simulated visual of Maslow’s Hierarchy ofeNeeds triangle:. .7,

¢

Maslow s H1erarchy of Needs: Apphcatlon to Consolrdatlon Study
"> This theory.is used to help explain the beha.v1or assoc1ated with a: lack of .
mvolvement spec1ﬁcally from parents in poverty-strlcken regions and areas w1th
cons1derable hlgh 1lhteracy rates. Accordmg to the “Alabama Adult Educatron and

: ,Fam11y theracy Plan approved by the U.S. Department of Educatron Ofﬁce of

T .~~Vocat10nal and Adult Educatlon [1]1teracy isa powerful determmant of an 1nd1v1dual’

’11fe chances and quahty of life” (2012 6) Therefore in Chapter 5 the educatlonal :
| attalnment of those 11V1ng in th1s rural south Alabama area was accessed and percelved

actions descnbed based on the varlous categorles of Maslow ] H1erarchy of Needs chart.
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s‘ocia1‘:a;id Hu'man"Cap‘ital Defined

- Humﬁan cap1ta1 is created when people acqu1re skrlls and knowledge that enable
K 'them to functron in new ways (Coleman 2011, 295). Social capltal 1s a byproduct of |
positive 'relat1ons among‘—-people in whlch a cooperatlve response is achieved (Bourd1eu ‘.
20(55‘,:‘7 6‘; Colernan 20l 1,295). An educational,s,yst'e‘m fl1nctloning properly will produce ;
’ ] | both human and sotial capital. e o | | o

| Socral and Human Cap1ta1 Applrcatlon 10 Conso11dat1on Study
Prior to the consolidation of schools students at Livingston and Sumter County
.Hrgh schools were already faclng issues assocrated w1th income poverty Accordrng to ] |
Alabama s Educatzon Report Card 2010-2011, approx1mately ninety percent of students
a:ttf’endmg‘ schools 1n Sumter County dur1ng this SChOOl year recelved reduced or free
. _meals (Alabama Department of Educatlon 2012 14) Reduced and free linch status isan
| 1ndrcator of poverty :Al weakened economy compounded the troubles that were already .
. affectlng every soc1al structure in that area. Because social and human capltal 1s aproduct

] ~of several funct10ns the magmtude of the impact is based on the. sever1ty 1nd1cated by the

part1c1pants when completrng the research 1nstr{ument

Summary of Theor1es and Concepts
| The three theories and two concepts dlscussed ass1sted in expla1n1né behavror that

occurred when the two schools consohdated Symbohc 1nteract10n1sm helped to describe -

the emotions that people had inv relation:to the m‘ean‘ings of school for them. hun‘é:‘tional .
' '“:analys’is eXplained the outcome associated with‘the group’s consolidations\effort's-. The - e

: ent1re ‘new” way of school1ng for the area which’ /included a new school,‘a. new vname, .'

g locatron and“mascOt, d1_srupted the ~famrlres and students’ ﬁonﬁ}tr way-of life with many L
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‘merger is pereeiVed as not being in the best interest of the constituents.

-
¥

. o‘the'r f)erc'eived negative ‘consequence's. These negative' impacts-may have caused the new -
system to ‘be rejected, thereby rendenng it 1neffect1ve The two theoret1ca1 perspectlves :
: symbohc 1nteract10nlsm and funct10na1 analy31s each focusmg on a dlfferent feature of

o social life, were useful in analyzmg behavior relateq to ‘s'ch_ool consolidation. By 1Is1ng_

both, a mo§e cempfehensive un’d’érstanding‘ of social life was achieved (Henslin “2010,1

29,

_Iiatioﬁal hchoi'ee theory and Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs ,Were useful in* -

-

) describing.people’s actionsfas they related to choices made that were not beneficial to the

.
t
i

-systen. These ‘fati‘ohal’_ choices could represent those decisions that were made by the.

families of sm‘de_‘ntl‘s‘ that provide&for their most basi¢ needs when facing dilemmas.. ‘

. The concept of .‘soc@al and human capital was useful in explaining the effects of .

F

" the disengagetnent of parental involvement in the-educational proéess of their child(ren).

Cdlleetively, the theories and concep'ts provided an explan'ati"ehn for the response and

concerns that cbuldbe easily manifésted when school consolidatior occurs especially if a

.

Research Questzon

How dza’ the consolzdatzon of szmgston and Sumter County hzgh schools impact ’
; the students at Sumter Central Hzgh School (SCHS) and their famzlzes in the followzng

¢ three areas: dzsczplznary actzons the amount of time students spend on the school bus

-~ B J

) traveling to and from school, and p_"arent'al __educational support? ‘

Sy e

The-above _qﬁestion was assessed during this study totdeterm_ine' the fmpac't that~

school consolidation h‘adron the stu‘cjents'and their families. To perform the assessment, a

. questionnairé was distributed to families of students attending SCHS to measure their

6 3 | L
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Vlewpomt on questions addressmg the followmg areas: drsc1p11nary actlons the amount;-_ ‘

8 iy oﬂ t1me students spent on the school bus travelmg to and from school, and parental

‘ educatlonal support A s1m11ar questionnaire was distnbuted to educators at SCHS
:addressmg only two of the areas: d1scip11nary actions. and parental educational support
' After analyzmg the questionnaires the theor1es and concepts presented in th1s chapter
. were used to explain the responses | ) . ! |
. Symbolic interactionism guides theidiScu’ssio‘ﬁn-uof r‘esponses‘related.to disciplinary
- ;actions andiparen"tal ihavolVement.. Althoughthe new mascot'- is not a foc'us.oi’ the study, _
. sChool’s and ft‘heir!mascots 'function as a means of identifyiné membersfof a pa'rticular .

.\group. This membership'.solidiﬁes— relation’shi‘ps w1th1nthe group. An extension of this
" ‘memb’ership may also be extended to'the entire community When schools consolidate
and relocate those symbols that once sohdiﬁed relatlonships no longer ex1st Thls loss
can he detnmental resultiné in a spirit of apathy as &well 'l_as an‘ger ;among members-.g Anger
. Vyithin’ a school System may resultin disciplinary pféuléms iamong'students:' yyﬁich r_na_y,' «
' be.lcompounded'because of thee ‘loss ofvattachme‘n‘t’ j\iVith the school system of “e‘ven the .
, __:lessening 1n>parental involvement. B
Functional analys1s assists in explaming responses related to educatlonal support
.;(parental educatio_nal 1-nyplvement) “and the amount qf time students s‘pent on the ’school_

| bus 'trayelirié to; and from ‘school. Na’thially, an ihcrease_ in _educational’support is vi’ewedv
as a pos1t1ve (manlfest) action. However a decrease in educational support would be a
: latent dysfunctlon because itisa negative actlon that occurred because of a manifest ) .
. action:f school consohdation. A reduction i in parental support m’ay contrlbute to 1ncreased :
-ﬂdiSCipl’ina;rjy actions thereby compounding. the ;latent,b dysfuriction:,lln addition, the amount"
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- -'of time students spent on the bus traveling to and from school may also be classified asa R

‘ latent dysfun‘étion if educational 'goals are not 'achieved. The aforementioned_ﬂpoint
o regardmg academlc ach1evement 1s 1ncluded because of its 1mportance however th1s

. top1c isnota prlmary focus of this research but may be recommended asa future study

l

I Survey responses and comments from parents/ guardlans w1ll asswt in determ1n1ng the1r

u perspectlve about the new school’s locatlon and whether there has been any change in the

o educatlonal support prov1ded to the1r ch11d(ren)

Ratlonal choice theory assists in explalnlng the individual ch01ces made by the
,'pa're_nts/ guardxans based on their _response to Whether the schoolfs l‘oca,tlon‘ negatively

| ) 'affected.thelr parental educational_ involvement.l"This theory also ha‘sv a potential ‘for

. Aexplalnlng an 'increaselnz-dlsc}plinary action‘srthat may occur because ofa decre"a’;¢ ;n

parental 1nvolvement N , s _ | ' R -

Maslow 'S H1erarchy of Needs' prov1des explanatlons for responses related to. the

three afeas: d1sc1p11nary actions, school locatlon and parental educatlonal support When

a person llves in poverty, most likely the two areas of fundamental needs, physrologlcal

-

‘:"(whlch 1nclude hunger thrrst warmth air, and sleep) and safety are not belng met and 1f
, t-hey are, it’s usually-no_t ona consistent bas1s. Because needs are not met; tv’vo
characteristics are evident: on‘e, the person will make vs;hat ls assumed to be a ratio'nal -
- . decision in order‘to satisfya need' and‘tw.o a desire: for the next level of satisfa‘c‘tion is
usually not obtalned Therefore in the areas of educatlon the 1mportance of parental

. 1 .
. 1nvolvement in the1r ch11d’s educatlon the third level in Maslow Hlerarchy of Needs 1s
nor'mally not obtained. Attention m‘ust' be‘ given fo-the deficient level; .otherwise,
3 A‘postp’onement of the nejrt_- level of “‘Aneed'?’t,{is almost certaln. Another issue that may 'be

a8



’ Rob1nson and Green 201 l 77) Educatlon or the lack thereof is certa1nly no except1on

- Coleman’srational choice theory (2011) is useful,in‘clarifying how parental involvernent

. and Green 2011, 78).

[N

-

to'n‘eed sati'sfaction. ,

3

Lastly, soc1a1 and human cap1tal helps to explam the 1mpact of consolldat1on on

B students and their fam1ly members in the three areas of study as well The concept of

'soc1al cap1tal has been applred to address a var1ety of issues (Bourdreu 2005, 76

)

"‘may be impacted when consolidation occurs. Just as social relationships.dre ivmportant‘ to

ro

. the operat1on of bus1nesses the relationship that school personnel have w1th parents and

'Vrce Versa is also 1mportant Th1s relat1onsh1p between parents and teachers is one of :

mutual trust. Parents typi_cally put- faith in the teache,rS‘andthe school system to educate

- 'to a deficit in social cap_ital. Even tho"ugh the reaso_n_.for‘ the broken trust may bea
-, ‘rational’ one, the results are the, same—we‘ake‘ned-social-capit‘al"that is evident because

. the educat1onal system is normally blamed for not producing human cap1tal Once .

d1m1n1shed soc1al cap1tal is very drfﬁcult to re- estabhsh (Bourd1eu 2005 76 Robmson

5

Summary

i

' “This chapter has provided an overview of consolidation and its history. KnoWing' .
' the history and purpose, from its documented infancy to date, assists in examining the

_ pros and cons associated with such action. In particular, the case studies served as -

- 49

-associated with this concept is an increase in disciplinary actions that may result because

!
. 1

~ of the decrease in-parental involvement. The new: school’s location could also be related " °

. their child. Teachers normally expect parents to be. involved. in their child’s education. A

S .‘vparent'Who does not participate in the “trust” that has been bestowed in them contributes -

i
]
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: "Zsu‘pportive i'n'forrnation in describing‘ ,-preViou‘s actions associatedWith‘the co_nsolidation of B

.
' . .

" .schools ‘The theorles assisted in understandmg and explalmng the responses prov1ded by

E the families of students who were 1mpacted by the recent merger of L1V1ngston and

! . v

) Sumter County hlgh schools Collectlvely, the 1nformat10n from' this chapter was used to,

' answer or the research questlon and then to offer suggestlons for’ current situations as. well
as rec'omrnend‘ations -for -future studies. - . o '
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Chapter m :

METHODOLOGY-

| , Iht,rbductioh

Chapté}'s 1 and 2 discussed how sqhool‘;:onsé)lidation'thrOughbut Vt_he century has
A be_cﬂcﬁne ‘anj ~iss1.1e of mgch cqntroVéfsy.The chépferé "expléin,ed the reasons -fér' thé"

: .cqnsglida'tion mdvement‘by‘revié.winé the -h;i’st(‘)ry along with the‘ advantages and -
.‘;flisad'vant‘ages aésociated" w1th mergers in ruralkarf,eas'. In :C'ligpfer "1';-‘-the geseargl{ qucs’tioﬁ
was prcscnted»élong w1th 1dent1fy1ng areas thatl\"averé i;npéé‘ted as a"r;esult of the-

_ ¢6n§oli'dation‘of th s‘choolsl_ Thi‘\s chéptef de,fsc;:r'ibes the ﬁleihddology, procvzédureé‘ and

:data cqllectibon prbc‘ess u§ed.f0r this study ‘a'lé)'hgl"witlfi r‘esearrl:h’conc:erhs and restraints.

o Speéiﬁcally, this stlidy’exafnined _th‘e »rsociiial and ééiucatibnal impal‘ct'» of; school )
c‘on_:sb‘li;lzétio'n on students and farnilies in m;al south Alabania.,lt‘s pu@oSe wa; fo

' meésufe the itmpact of school consofidétion on stude"nt's an<‘i their family members in threé

specific areas: ‘di‘scipl‘jriary »ac"tivons, the am(;;lnt of time students zspent O}I.Ihé school bus

| ffayeling to and f;ém schpol, and f)érental 'edu_cgti’onal support. This: study will also )‘

‘ dér’pons&ate that a th_orodgh assessmeﬁt, which il;cludcs the people who will be impacted
by the decisiqn, iswf\l.aluabl'e and 'shoulc_l bevcor‘lsidefed"pre- and .;;ost- éonSolidatiorll.'
Pr(;ceduré. | | A

B "Permi‘ssion-toicon;iuct-this 1study was provided by .Sumter -Cou'nty”s: School

Su_perintendent, (tﬂen intefim) Mrsr. Katié J ones‘-Pov_vell, as welln as the é‘ri'ncipaif of

{7
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- SSHS ‘Mr Er1c J Hines. Because thls study 1nvolved human part1c1pants the screen1ng B
form for graduate student research along w1th the perm1s51on not1ﬁcat1ons were .
! submitted to the Institutional Rev1ew Board (IRB) at Valdosta State Un1vers1ty (VSU) for
' ‘_,approval Th1s research was granted approval on October 22 2012 (see Append1x A)
The methodology used to conduct this study was data collected at the research
( _s1te secondary sources such as the U.S. Census Bureau Alabama ] Department of
- ‘Education, r__n’aps m‘a'mtamed by-the Uniyers1ty of Alab“ama, a website‘housmg SCHS’s
. inf‘ormation,ﬁ yvebsites of .'the tyvo prev_ious sch‘ools, scholarly-sources, and calculated
..rhilfeage infor'matiOn from interactive maps. Collectiyely, this information prOVided an
3 an‘syyer to the researcli duestion’: ‘How did theconsolidation_‘of Liyingston and_Sumter
' Counity high schools impact the students at SCHS and their families in the following .
 three .areas,'disc_iplinary actions,-the'amo!unt of time ;St'uderit’s spent on the school biss ‘ -
travellng to‘a,nd from school, and parental educational support. |
._ bdta Collecrtio“nvi | |

The research site was ~SCI-lS. The s'"cho‘ol iS‘ located in Alabama’s )State Board of

o

’ ﬁducation D1str1ct 5 in Sumter County, York Alabaina lsee maps on the following
,. v'page ) ThlS study cons1sted of collecting data from two study populatlons \the fam111es of
" students in grades ll and 12 currently attendlng SCHS and educators currently employed
.,A(at SCHS. The total school student population was 644 as of September 28, 2012 students
" ‘1n grades 11'and 12" were 175 and 156 respectlvely, and the number of educators was . .
3 _approxrrnately 50 (Personal email c'ommu‘nication with Glory McAboy on September 28,

2012). &
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- ;"rhebp;S.»fDepartment_oﬂf- Commerce’s website providecl l‘imitetl. demographlcs t‘or' o
Sumter ”Courity (see Tabte 1). _‘Theseﬂ data prov,ibde'd an asséssment of poverty, median R
: household income', population, persons pe_r square mile, and eflucation attainment in the
county 1n -which SCHS is located, .lin- compariSOn to the State’s In most cases the two
most current data for each category are provided. The most recent date, September 26,
| ‘ :2013 is prov1ded in the top blue section, the latter October 23, 2012 in the bottom -

,‘ orange section (2012d 2013)

vTable 1: U.S. Department of Commerce Data Poverty

- - - . _Sumter County State (Alabama)
Persons below the' poverty* cal e 38.0% - o 17 6%

“level, percent (2007- 2011) S R

- | Persons below the pevérty* - | 34.8% . R 17.1% -

| level, percent;(2006-2010) - - | - ‘ o

" | Median househblii income - o $21,964 . |, 1$42,934

20072011y -~ .~ - I

| Median household incomie - ©$25338 . - 1T $42.08i
[006-2010) : SRR AT

'-‘"P0pulat10n (2012) T [ 247% WITA4%B | 700% W/26.5% B

Population (2011) ,' T [ 235%WITB6%B | J0.1%W/265%B | -

e e

. iﬁPersons per square ile (2012) C e ]
_ |(Datanotprovided)} .. . { - . . el
’ «A;Persons per square mrle (2010) VA 944

,Persons w1thabachelor s | 136% = "1 5. 220% - Y
“.,_degreeorhlgher(2007 ) R . |
3 -Petsons with a bachelor’s - *{ = 12.8% ' T 210%

. | degree or highier (2006-2010)- | - N R

o Sourc‘é:' http://quiclq‘acts..C‘e:nsus.gov/qfa’/stateS/Ol/Ol 11 9html )
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http://quickfacts.census.gOv/qfd/states/01/01119.html

A letter of consent was- provrded to every potentlal partlclpant The consent letter

- explalned the partlcrpant s role in the data: collectlon process the pro_|ect s t1tle

e researcher s name and telephone number as well as VSU s IRB contact 1nformat1on (see

Appendlxes B and C) Each consent letter was accompanred w1th a questronnarre The

consent letter and questronnalre Were packaged together in an envelope and is referred t0“

AN

o as the ".‘set >An automated technrque was used so that each letter appeared to have been

| srgned in blue ink by the researcher Th1s techmque along w1th others wh1ch helps to
generate greater response rates was developed by Don A. Drllman and became known as
the T otal Deszgn Methodology (TDM) for Mazl Questzonnazres (Melevin and Ayres 2009
141) Srnce reﬁmng, this technrque is referred toas the T. azlored Deszgn Methodology
(Melevm and Ayres 2009, 136) Efforts to use letterhead for the consent letter for th1s

research were not successful This is also another personallzed technrque known for

' mcreasmg response rates (Melev1n and Ayres 2009 143)

RN /
B M

The survey instrument was mailed to the research site. Once rece1ved the
school S counselor Glory McAboy, who was delegated by the prrncrpal as the pornt of
" contact for thls prOJect ‘was respon51ble for dlstnbutlng and collectlng completed
‘"que_stlonnalres. The date of dlstnbutron, .February 1, 2013, was co_ordlnated with Mr.‘ L:
, Hines3 the A(sc‘hool’s principal. Most°questionnaires were completed and fetumed to ,_;the .
C- school within_ two school days‘;'This.relatively short time was feasible for twoj reasons,
,First, the surveys were short' and easy tocomplet_e.. Second, an early réturn-date may have
’.' motivated _parents/ gua‘rdians and educators to complete the surVey i‘n‘"a_‘timely manner. It :
o éil’lso served to. generate an immédiate response instea'_d of the survey heing put aside vto .
. A- -complete later and possibly never retur'ned. A reminder for students to bring the -

N
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e

~ other school.-r'elated announcements.i o

‘a day de51gnated by the pr1nc1pal Students have been wearing unifonns sincé 1999

' iMcAboy on January 18 2013 and February 23, 2013)

L complete_d questionnaires back‘to:‘:the:‘school was announced viaL the intercom along with

. {

t

Lastly, to ass1st in response efforts an 1ncent1ve approved and adm1n1stered by

o the pr1nc1pal at SCHS was offered Since students are requ1red fo wear- un1forms a

¢

| ,‘dress—'down day was made available, to students who r’eturned a survey W1th1n the time -

I

' prov1ded A ‘dress down day entails students wearlng hls/her regular att1re to school on’

L4 -

; (Personal email communication with Glory McAboy on J anuary 18 2013 and February
»’23 2013) The pr1nc1pal w1ll oversee the scheduling and 1mplement1ng of this 1ncent1ve
E V‘Because this study only made prov151ons for stud'ents in grades 11 and 12,fan in-house -

surv'éy-that addressed endlof-year‘ reciuirements was administered to st’_udentsin grades

’.

‘ nine and lfO.» This strategy made available to all students at the high s'chool a‘n‘ opportunity.

oL to part1c1pate in the ‘dress down’ day (Personal ema11 communlcation With Glory

E The fifth period teacher of applicable students received one set for each student

- assigned"to his/her class. The s_tudents"surve"y’ .contained the identiﬁer K

) “Parents/Guardians” along' with tvvo labels. One label contained the follovving' istatement,

3

‘ “A Study Examining the Soc1al and Educational Impact of School Consohdation on .

Students and Famil1es of Sumter Central High in Rural South Alabama After Year One.”
”‘The.followmg stateme_nt was on the second lab’el, ‘iPlease return to the school by . |
- lJebruary 5, 20 13: T'han_l_(‘you:” Once the students'am'v'ed home, they~vvere expectedto

_give the questionnaire to.their parents/guardians. Directions on the questionnaire asked -

that the parent"or guardian. who was the most knowledgeable of thieir child’s_education to

6. - :



-

cornplete the form. Once the survey yvas completed parents/ guard1ans were d1rected to -
.place the quest1onna1re back 1ns1de the envelope provxded and then seal the envelope To
asslst in ‘.rememberlng to the seal the envelope, 2 ‘labél w1th the follow1ng reminder,
“Please seal the envelope‘aﬁer plac’ing the ,cornpleted survey inside and hefore returning
Cto ‘t_he school. Thank you.” was included on the flap of the envelope.‘The survey return
due date was within two school‘ days. The sealed envelop'e containing thg.completed
;que\stionnaire _was#retul:ned to the ‘h'omer'oom -teacher who then returned the 7eriv"e‘.10p¢ to. |

. the counselor.. |

h The.school counseloralso distributed the questi(')nnaires to all edueat'ors on site.

’The'educatorsf",questionnalre ¢ontained the identifier “Educator” along with two address

C ‘labels. These lahels c'ontained the same inform‘at;ion as did the,labels for the

_ parents/ guard1ans envelopes Once the educators completed the quest1onna1re it was.:

‘ placed in the envelope prov1ded sealed and then returned to the counselor Although the

o

cOun_selor is an _eduéator,she did not participate in‘ the survey.
" Both groups were initially given two school days in which to cornple'te and return
the questionnaire to the sohoo_l"counselor. At the .expiration of this time, the

"questionnaires the counselor had-in her possession were returned to the researcher via
- . ‘v ] .l ) ) ., i B ) o . - '. - ;

. B priority mail. Additional surveys were returned to, the counselor after the due date but
-within the same-week. These surveys were also returned to the researcher via regular mail

~"at the end of the satme week. -

o kesearch DeSién »

-, For this case study, a mixed methods approach was used. No existing test.
" instruments were located that would provide the measurement needed to aiiswer the

e T
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measured educators’ perceptions of disciplinary proble'ms; one of the varlables in

/

* ;research questlon Therefore the researcher developed two questlonnalres one for the '4

e A

. - hparents/ guardlans of students attend1ng SCHS the other for educators at SCHS The

J t

, surveys d1d raise questlons of re11ab111ty and va11d1ty, however both were des1gned to.

.- . :sohclt responses dlrectly related to the hypotheses belng studled |

\One questlonnalre was used to collect responses from the parent or guardian « of
L

"students in grades 11 and 12 currently attendlng SCHS The three areas covered in th1s
.questlonnalre were d1sc1p11nary actlons the amount of t1me students spent on the school

"'bu’s tra'Vehngto and from ‘s’chool and “parental educat10nal support. Collectlvely, th1s

survey cons1sted of 10 questlons (see Appendlx D) Questlons 1 and 2 weré¢ used as

screenmg answers to ensure only surveys from parents/ guardlans whose ch11d(ren) were

~ students in grades 1 and 12 were included in the analys1s Questlon 3 measured the

> .

L var1ables in Hypothes1s No 1. Questlons 4-8: measured the varlables in Hypothes1s No 2.

v:'Flnally, QUCStIOI‘lS 4,5, 9 and 10 measured the varlables in Hypothes1s No 3

The second questlonnalre was d1str1buted to educators at SCHS. The two areas .

: addressed were disciplinary,actions and parental educational'suppo,rt, Collective_ly,.four 4‘

- .Tesponses were SQlicited (see 'Appendi‘x E). Questions' 1 and 2 were used as screening

i

: responses to ensure only surveys from educators who exper1enced consohdatlon and

- prov1ded serv1ce to students in grades 11 and 12 were 1ncluded in the analysis. Questlon 3

y

HypOthe_sis No. 1. Question 4 measured educators’ perceptions of parental support, oné

of the variables in Hypothesis No. 3. The question relateéd to the’amount of time students

s’p'ent on the school bus traveling to and_from school was omitted from the educators’

. questionnaire. The researcher believed that parents were more knowledgeable about the

.. 58 :



4

et

o actual t1me the1r ch11d(ren) spent on the school bus. Th1s ﬁrsthand account from parents o A,

a' r.

contrlbuted to understandmg the 1mpact that consol1dat10n has on students and famllles

Whlc_h.iIS the focus of thr'sresearch. o ' L '

P

: A pherfomenologiCal approaCh was used when measur-'ingv-the impact'that the
consolrdatlon of lemgston and Sumter County h1gh schools had on’ students and the1r . A
famlly members The questronnalres sohcrted quant1tat1ve and quahtat1ve responses "

The Statlstlcal Package for the Soc1al Sc1ence (SPSS) Vers1on 21 was used to

o examme the quantrtatrve responses The collected data was analyzed usmg un1var1ate

- analys1s A frequency d1str1but1on for each quest1on was presented ifa table format along h

wrth a graphlc representatron Present1ng data in th1s format allowed for corroboratron

through data tr1angulat10n of the parents/guardlans data to that of the educators data in g

)

the two areas prev1ous1y 1dent1ﬁed Both sets of quantrtat1ve data parents/ guardrans and

E )

educators were corroborated thru data trrangulatron Th1s technrque of usmg multlple S

'» sources helps to establlsh the dependablllty and trustworthmess of 1nformat10n (Patten

a

y 2009 157) Cross tabulation- and ‘Pearson’s Chi- Square were the stat1st1cal tests used to- |

assess the relatlonshlp,) the d1rect10n of the relatronshlp, and the statlstrcal srgnlﬁcance of ’4
the relatlonshrp among the categor1ca1 Var1ables studled (Bryman 2008 334 335)

The quahtatlve responses captured the 1nd1v1dual responses that the part1c1pants '

T conveyed These responses were analyzed and grouped accordmg to the varrous themes B

presented As suggested by Steele and Breese the methods chosen were those the -

researcher felt would- produce the most accurate understandmg of the social reahty bemg _

questloned (2009 5)

1



;‘ ;Hypot.hese_,s- )
R The three hypotheses presented'belonvAWere studred using the «procledures‘,outlined in .I
th1s chapter ‘ | : | .
; , Hypothesrs No. l The consolldatlon of lerngston and Sumter County H1gh
| schools affects d1sc1p11nary problems amongst students "
Hypothes1s No. 2: The location of SCHS affects the amount of t1me students
“spend on the school bus travellng to and from school. ‘
e I‘jIypothesis‘,Noﬂs: The locat!ion of SCHE affects parental educati‘on support:
: Resenrch-LfmitaiionS' .. ‘ . |
| | | Methodolog'ical Constralnts_ and Concerns
Electronic asseSSment was not an opti'onbecauSe Internet access in thi‘s rural -area ‘
s very 11m1ted The United States Department of Commerce Computer and Internet Use
‘report 1ndlcated that as of October 2010 in the. state of Alabama only 72. 2 % of |
| households had computers (2012a) The researcher beheved that the number of
households in Sumter County is srgmﬁcantly lower than the state s percentage pnmarily :
;‘d'ue to theihigh_pov'ert}t level and low lncome frgures provided in‘Table l.l |
The researcher was h1ghly dependent upon the’ school’s counselor to d1strrbute
. collect, safeguard the completed questlonnalres -and then to mall the completed forms to. :
the researcher There was a concern about the educators w1lhngness to partlcrpate in the -
'lsurvey In regards.to the: famlly members who completed the survey, the researcher ‘was B
. "»also, concerned about how;lrteracy in this rura'l aréa affected the populatlon s - |
understandlng of the survey.-Generall_y, people ‘liv_ing’i’n 'high poyerty areas are fearful of ' -

. . » -,
o« s . - o o

‘the government’s involvement in their lives; therefore, they are. hesitant about responding

60



. oaa

- to quest1ons/surveys (Lawless and Fox 300 1L, 380 381) To m1n1m1ze the part1c1pants

* o

hes1tancy about completmg the quest1onna1re demograph1c 1nformat1on was omltted

* Inforthation’ ava11ab1e from Alabama s Department of Education webs1te, provided data

.-related te thel'sdcibeeonemi'e status (SES) of .familie's and the race of students attendlng'

" SCHS dufing school year 2011-2012. (See Tables 2 and 3 below.) The SES oif”families
was pe'reeptible when consldéring the fact that 90.86% 'ef blgh_sch()ol fstudents at SCHS

: ';qualiﬁed for.free or redueed _meals, which is an indication 'ofrpeyerty (2013). The race_of

R nearly all students (99.5‘%),; attendin’g SCHS was Black. Additional sehool int‘onnation,l
© was 0bta1ned from the appropr1ate Alabama s Education Report Card |

~ Table 2 Alabama Department of Educatlon Free and Reduced Meals School Year 201 1-
2012 _ o -

i

[SCHS’s c Free Meals. " | Reduced Meals . '-Total Pereentage‘
.| Total Enrollment ) o e '
| 711 . ' . 606 (85.23%) 40 (5.63%) - ‘| 646 (90.86%)

Source: httz').‘/[www. alsde. edu/pu_blicdata;eports/default. aspx

. Table 3 Alabama Department of Educat1on Race/Black (B) School Year 2011 2012

~-| SCHS’ sTotal '| Grade 09\ ‘ Grade 10 o Grade 11 ‘ “Grade 12 “ Total

o Enrollment . _ L , L. 9
: 711 - | 167 (165 B) 183 (183B) | 169 (169 B) 192 (1'9.1 B) ‘ 71}1 (708 B),
o 1 (99.5%B)

3

-

Source http //www alsde edu/publtcdatareports/default aspx '

The survey was conducted durlng the month of February, which Was m1dway into
a“,neyv school year. Becausethe survey was conducted at this time, situations may have _ "
. occutred during the beginning of the school year that may not have been easily recalled.

In addition, responses from parents/guardians and educators may not be as detailed as the |
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i

# géflep?iiizable to other 'éch*ool sysfe’m’s"" facing consolidatio»n'.

. assistance, whether financial or transportation, in order to provide better educational

: Silpport to students. Iﬂehtifying ‘issuesj is.problematié because it necessitates a response

¥ T
t

researcher desires. One 6bviolis limitation of the study is that the case study design is riot_“ s

RN

Ethical, Moral, and Political ansidéfafidns

*" The results of this-survey may revel satisfaction as well as dissatisfaction in

cértéin‘ aréas; Some areés of s_ati_sfag:t‘ibn rrfay_ihq»l}-l'dé those that wére not méntib,rlle‘d’ in the
o Surveilt As mén;ioﬁed by Hq;vfey, iIohnéon,ﬂ a‘ndPg'trie,{éorﬂé",‘_[a]ccount‘s‘ of .ed_ucators
' j<sﬁgges"t tﬂa& ~cot_‘1:sdlidation. 'r.r;ay‘ resulj: in p;Qfe§sioflél benefits ks’uch -as improved
| ‘ , pf;fessié)nal,déVelopmeht opp(')-rtuniytie.s, ihéreased salaries and énhancéd job seguﬁty), -
' ‘blit it -m'c;y alsQ result in peisdna[ 6osts (i'ncludin'g increased- stre's;c.,- loss of cc;nﬁclrenée and
_fheavief -r‘e"liance on sup'pﬁr_t ﬁe’tWork)” (2011, 7). It is also possibl_é tﬁat'tre:(:hf;(;lgfgi:cal.
’ capabinties tha’t'wéré not available at-the pfevious_fvsqjhoc;ls could be a!_benéﬁt. Handj-cap E
a\cc,e'ssil;_ility‘ar;d‘othéﬂr ‘acéQ'rnmocll"'ating structural dgsigné could be an area th(at is. -
" . improved for stuldents. éihce onlyﬁlimited areas‘.gre, the focus of this study, Aé@d“itic‘mal :

" ‘space was provided-on the quéstionnaire to allow é}}nvey‘r»espnojndent‘s to offer their

comment(s) about any.area whether they are satisfiéd or-dissatisfied.

One pérticulﬁr'areat studied in this research where parentS/guardiaﬁs comments

" were solicited iﬁéludéd the new school’s location. This area is important bécause the new -
. »ld‘cét‘io‘n would affect the distarflcgthat. students fr‘avel to and from school on the bus. The

" . location would also impact visits to the school by parents/guardians, which-could also

4

influence disciplinary actions.

v Findihgs“ frorri .tlhi’s study-could identify areas where parents/guardians néed ‘

L.
Ty

)
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o frOIn dec1s1on makers. Additionally; belcaus_le the consolidatio‘n has already occurred,

ﬁnd1ngs1n »thi‘s_‘ research could reveal :are‘as! "tha‘t should have been, butl)were" not properlyh S

assesSed' adding to or“intensifying dissatisfaction with;de'ci_sion makers‘_. :

) Study Populatlon

All surveys were submitted anonymously Because this study was, conducted after

Ai the complet10n of the lirst school year, but mldway through the second school year

' 1nforrnation related to’ n1nth and tenth grade students and their families was not collected. -, .-

"In most cases, these students would not have prev1ously attended one-of the schools that L

‘vvere consolidated Only fam111es who had students attending SCHS at that time in grades |
‘11 and 12. part1c1pated in the study Add1t10nally, only responses from families hav1ng a.

student or students who prev1ously attended one of the two consolidated schools

£

) L1v1ngston and Sumter County ngh were analyzed The responses provided by

parentsf/guardians to Questionsl and 2 on the Aquestionnai'rei(se‘e -Appendix D), identified:

'thesestudents R SR S

In the event one or more students were not promoted and rema1ned in grades or.

L
\

10, they d1d not participate in this study The number of students in th1s category was not; Sl

ro.

" expected to have a substantive 1mpact on the results of this study Neither will -

>
J

K 1nformat10n beanalyzed from e‘ducatorsvwho did not work at one of the merged schools »_ . x
’ b‘ecause their response would be 'bas‘e‘dentirely on their current atmosphere and not-from
- 'any ’previous e;g:perience related to one .of the pree){iSting schodls. ”l'he response provided |

- to .Questions 1 and 2 on the educators"‘ questionnaire (see Appendix E),‘ identiﬁed these.

educators.
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* Regrettably, this tesearch did not include comparison data related to graduation

oAt

rates or-‘"'a.cademic per‘formance'.llnffdl:matlon dlrectly related;to academiCS would have -
e e%gtendedﬂheyqnd the SGope of the current r'esearch. | | |
4 A’:Dz:s'tri_bu{,ion ;_of Rés;lts” o |
a When 'feasihle to'd‘o' 50, results from thisstudy wrll be shared with the ~
"super‘i’ntendent of Sumter»:‘(,‘v;ounty schools and pr{nciﬁal of SCHS ‘the persons‘ providing )
consent for the study to be conducted. Frndrngs will also be made ava11able to others who
desrre to obtarn the results Informatlon may also be used in other research projects.
) Research\ ‘Qu’estzon' | | B
| ,i The dues‘tionnaires,yvere_. designe‘d to addres‘s the following research 'quest'ion:

How d1d the consolrdatlon of L1v1ngston and Sumter County hlgh schools impact the

L ) students at Sumter Central High School and their famllles in the followrng three areas:

F—

disciplinary’ ac_‘trons, the amount of time Students spent on the school bus ‘tra‘vellng to -and ‘
from school, and-parental educational suppo‘rt. |
Study Delzmztatzons
- Th1s case study is hmrted in its generalrzabllrty The ﬁndmgs w1ll not y1eld the
same results as other studles however the 1mportance of thrs study is to estabhsh
eV1dehce that demonstrates the necessrty of assessmg the needs of students. and therr .
fam1lles prlor to consolldatlng in order to ensure that the constituents’ commltment to and
j satlsfactlon with educatlon is not d1m1nlshed
o By assessing stude‘nt ~and family needs and then‘ 'implementing solutions along
| Wlth the consohdatron process mergers can be successful Assessments conducted pre-

T and post-consolldatlon will assrst polrcy makers in determ1n1ng whether
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- parent$/guardians perceive that students and families are better or worse off after

‘.. parents/guardians so _thé}t the questionnaire would be ”compléte-'d, if desired. The

2" ®
et .

‘

~" » consolidation. S L
Assumptions - . T e

" The researcher assumed theit_ the students wduld giv'ey the set to their

researcher assumed that a significant number of parent/guardians and educators'-would

] 1

‘complete the questionnaires.-

- ~

Resources.
All resources used for this- research have been obtained without-cost. The éXi_sting"

. data were resources that were publicly availabie‘and did ﬁot identify any i_ndi;(idual .

participants. The 're,s—earchqf, provided the total funding asséciated with conducting this

‘ .
research. -
;
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Chapter v
L  FINDINGS
,:Introduction ;,: Comed ; . ‘ “ .:' -
This chapter addresses the follow1ng research question How did the consolzdatzon
of szzngston and Sumter County Hzgh Schools impact ¢ the students at Sumter Central
Hzgh School (SCHS) and thezr famzlzes in the followzng three areas: dzsczplznary
actions; the amount of time students spend on the school bus travelzng to and from
: school and parental educatzonal support As stated in Chapter 1, th1s study sought to
understand the 1mpact of consohdatlon from the sub_]ectlve perspectlve of the fam111es of )
students who experlenced consolldatlon in 201 1 The famllles viewpoint was crucial 1n
determ1n1ng the 1mpact of consohdatlon because the effect on the students‘and thelr
fam111es was: greater than what others expenenced and the 1mpact ‘may affect .students
edu’catiOn. By knowing‘the impact(s),that families experienced, policy mahers can rnake

' rnoreinforrned decisions regarding consolidation and prepare for the change‘s: that may |

J

arise when a merger occurs. -,

,

ThlS chapter is d1V1ded 1nto three sections. T he first sectlon prov1des a description -

. of the three schools of interest; L1v1ngston and Sumiter County H1gh the two schools that

- ~'consolidated and SCHS the newly built school. The second section is d1v1ded into two

© parts. The ﬁrst part prov1des mformatmn related to the parents/guardians survey t that

’ addresses the_three hypotheses v('hich guided‘ this st‘udy. The second pa‘rt provides

6.



| information related.to the educ‘ators.’.suryey'that addresses:‘two"’of the«th,_re'e _guiding .
- hy‘pothe‘seslo.f this study. The third an&ma ‘Section provides an analysis of the
’ inforrnation_from:both»parents/ guardians’ and educa‘tors’ surveys that.have been.»
co'rrob'orated through data triangulation in the two 'speclf:led areas noted in Chapter 3 .
E .d1sc1pl1nary actlons and parental educat1onal support : ‘
Pre-Consolzdatzon Descrzptzon and Locatzon of the Cbnsolzdated Schools
Prior to August 201 1 two h1gh schools 1n Sumter County, Alabama L1V1ngston
3 . and. Sumter County H1gh provrded educatlonal serV1ce to students in grades 9 through12 -
‘ . Lrymgston H1gh‘was located within the ClvtyﬁllmltS’at 1»08 North Street in L1y1ngston, o |
' QArab'ama. Once cligible, students -att’endingLiying'ston Junior High could enroll at \
‘ L1v1ngston Hrgh School The Jun1or h1gh school provrded educatronal services to students
, in klndergarten through erghth grade (L1V1ngston Junior Hrgh School 2013) It is also
. located within the city limits at 1351 North Washrngton Street in L1V1ngston Alabama
and Was a d1stance of 1.97 m1les from L1v1ngston H1gh (L1v1ngston 2013b) Accord1ng to -
‘V ’ publ1c data available at Alabama Department of Educat1on S, webs1te thé number of -
‘students enrolled at L1V1ngston H1gh during its last school year of operatron (SY) 2010-
E 2011 was 377 of whrch 89 12% were, e11g1ble for reduced or free. lunch (2013) |
: Accordmg to Alabama s Educatzon Report Card 2010-2011, reduced or free lunch is an
indicator of" poverty ,(2012 3). The educational system refers to theSe students as
”' d1sadvantaged The publ1c data also 1nd1cated the race and ethmcrty of the student
populatlon was 100% Black (Alabama Department of Educat1on 201 3). |

Sumter County H1gh School was located w1th1n the c1ty l1m1ts at 902 4th Avenue

in York Alabama This student body cons1sted of students from three j _]un1or h1gh
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A

. schools These schools all of whlch were located m d1fferent c1t1es were‘ Kmterb1sh

;' M’located at 5586 K1nterb1sh 10 in Cuba (K1nterb1sh) Alabama North Sumter located at

3300 Panola Parkway 34 in Panola Alabama and York West End located at 515 Llncoln
J Street in York Alabama In an ema1l correspondence on Aprll 2 2013 Glory McAboy,

counselor at'SCHS, stated that North Sumter was also a feeder school to L1v1ngston ngh

depend1ng on where»the homes were located. :Th1s was an 1mag1nary 11ne that was

h recogmzed w1th1n Sumter County s Pub11c Schools System The drstances of the schools

from Sumter High were 10.32, 34.44, and 1.29 miles respect1vely (Sumter 2013b 20l3c

'2013e) These Jumor hlgh schools prov1ded educat1onal serv1ce to students in )

. ik1ndergarten through e1ghth grade (Alabama State’ Board of Educat1on Plan 2020 2013

' '241 Sumter Courity Schools 2013) Accord1ng to Alabama Department of Educat1on S

-

- .‘_pubhc data records the number of students enrolled at Sumter County H1gh durmg the
B A-last SY, 2010 2011, was 382 of Wh1ch 92 15% llved in poverty, thereby el1g1ble to.
) :_I'CCCIVC --reduced or free lunch (2013) The data also note the race and ethn1c1ty of the
.student populat1on cons1sted of 378 (99%) Black 2 Wh1te 1 As1an and 1 Mult1-Race
;(l%) (2013). Tables 4 and 5 list the statlstlcs of both schools as: noted above Table 4 l1sts
the j Jun1or h1gh school(s) serwced and m11eage 1nformat1on Table 5 lists the h1gh
_school(s) soc1al demographlcs l . |

L

. Table 4 Junlor ngh Schools Serv1ced and Mlleage Informatlon for SY2010- 2011

' L1v1ngston H1gh - S Su_m_ter County H1gh :
Junior ngh School ‘Distance from. .| Junior High Schools . | . Distance from
’ Serv1ced (GradesK — 8) " High School .| Serviced (Grades K — 8) - High'School
' L1v1ngston . 1 1.97 miles . Kinterbish , 110.32 miles.
h ' - - *North Sumter - 34.44 miles
York West End' 1.29 miles

* North Sumter was also a feeder school to.Livingston High, depending on: swhere the homes were located
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. SY2010:2011°

aTable 5 L1v1ngston and Sumter County Hrgh Schools Social Demographrcs for '

Name of High Schools~. 1 Grades 9 — 12 Grades 9-12 E11g1b111ty Grades9-12
: N Student Population for { " Race and Ethnicity
R . T ] Reéduced/Free Meals T :
Livingston .| 377 . 89.12% . 100% Black.
Sumter County .- ‘382 92.15%- . . 99% Black and

L - ’ ' 1% other

' Source hitp:/fwww. alsde edu/publzcdatareports/default aspx

Pnor to 2011, techmcal classes for qualifying students attending both Lrvrngston
and Sumter County hlgh schools were offered at Bell- Brown Career Technical Center
- '(2013) This facrhty is located in Livingston, Alabama at 111 MLK Parkway Wthh was
07 from L1v1ngston High and 9. 15 miles from Sumter County Hrgh (L1v1ngston 20l3a
’Sumter 2013a) Transportatron to and from the fac111ty was provrded by the schools (Bell-

' Brown 2013)»

: Post—Consolzdatzon Description and Locatlon of SCHS the New School

Accordlng to the TV news webs1te WTOK com,- consolrdatron of the two schools‘ )

: JWas ‘«i;nrtrally rejected because the citizens would 'be lev1ed with an }ncrease in property_ -
| _tax that was needed to fund a new school building. After the citizens voted to reject the

- .bond referendum, the Sumter County School Distr_ict Board of Educatl'o“'rr was tasked w_ith .

1

£ .making the final decision regarding the use of bond money to build a new building in.

.. order to consolidate the two schools (2009)

SCHS completed its first school year in May 2012 (WTOK com 2012a; 2012b)
. This'new school is located i in the same school dlStI‘lCt as were L1v1ngston and'Sumter .
. County high schools However SCHS was not bullt on erther school’s property |
Geographrcally, itis located in an area between the two prevrous schools The phys1cal . '
. . -address is, 13878 US nghway 11, York, Alabama The d1stance of SCHS from the |

/

6 L .
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~ . “school (SCHS). -

prev1ous locatlon of L1V1ngston ngh 1s 3 76 (L1V1ngston 2013c) The drstance of SCHS o
) ‘from the prev1ous locatlon of Sumter County ngh is 5.46 mlles (Sumter 2013d) |
Technrcal classes for students are stlll offered at Bell -Brown- Career Technlcal
, J : Center The Center is located 3.69 m11es from SCHS (Sumter 2013). Transportat1on to '
; and from the fac111ty continues to be prov1ded by the school |

| The map in Flgure 4 outhnes the educatlonal serv1c1ng (serv1ce) area for Sumter |
' County schools Th1s Alabama Map, produced by the Department of Geography, College
of Arts and Scrences at the Umver51ty. of Alabama is prov1ded on the follow1ng page )
: " (2013) ‘The populatlon 1nformatron on the map was removed and replaced w1th a legend 7
- 1nd1cat1ng the prevrous locatlon of Livingston and. Sumter County ngh schools the - ,7
current locatron of the newvhlgh school SCHS, as well as the followmg ex1st1ng schools
,L1v1ngston Klnterblsh North Sumter and York West End j Junlor h1gh schools and the
; Bell Brown Career Technrcal Center. Fi 1gure 5 provrdes the locatlon of the two

consolldated hlgh schools L1V1ngston and Sumter County, and the new school, (SCHS)

Ergure,é'provgdes the map locatron and d1stance of the previous schools from the new .
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‘ Three add1t1ona1 maps out11n1ng the area of study are prov1ded in Fi 1gures 7

’ ’ through 10: F 1gure Tisa map that was 1nc1uded in Chapter 3 (as Flgure 3) but 1s 1ncluded

o | iin this section to prov1de a relook at the school districts in the state of Alabama (2013)

| ;F1gure 8 outlines the Black populatlon in the entire. state (Alabama Maps 2010a) Flgure
9 prov1des a visual 1ndlcat1ng ‘the poverty areas, by county, in the state of Alabama

. -(AlabamakMaps 2008) Figure lO provides the number of citizens 25 years ‘or over w1th a E
| bachelor s degree wrth comparatlve 1nformat10n for 2000 and 2010 (Alabama Maps |
- «2010b)‘. Collectively, these maps provide a look at ‘the demographics and social aspects of

' the cbunty of -study,j Sumter, andithe'surroundin'g area. Consideration of these aspects,
vr'ace and ethnicity, poverty,' and education (citizens 25‘ years or older. with a bachelor’_s

degree) will ass1st in applymg theories and concepts along wrth understandmg the -

'recommendatlons and suggestlons for future stud1es presented in Chapter 5.

73



o

% . 3

w
3
3

‘ a

> w
K
-
.
- N
i
N ~

) Slilr'nt,er.‘ .
County'—>"

. g
:

- Sbur;ce.’ http:/fwww.alsde.edu/hom

Y f

' ot

, Sumter A
County ———
(44%-82.6%)

EnsTRCT1  ERDISTRICTS

waogiRcT2  ESosircts
THCSTRICTY  ETIOSTRICT?

EAOSTRICTA  SZIDISTRICTS
Hap efiecive drie Novembes 2011

' N !
. . ., -
- Pioduced by: Cartographic Resemrch Lab
: o Gaography

ioesity ot Alnbama
SourcaUS Cansus Binenn -

Source:

http://alal;amamaps: ua.edu/conte

A o5 - 95
o 1oemiries

L Jwen . vex
a0
. e n20%

v

m,

F1gure7 Alab_arﬁé State Board of Eaﬁcatiéh Districts

Alabama State Board of Education Districts

74 .

e/School{nfé/CounolMap. aspx

' "Figuré’ 8: .‘Aglabama;‘s Black- Popﬁl'ation by 'County:;, 2010

¢
h

«

pérarymaps/qlabamngembéraphics/Percen}%ZOBlack%QOZ 010. pa'j.r :


http://www
http://alabamamaps.ua.edu/contemporarymaps/alabama/demographics/Percent%20Black%202010.pdf

Lo

f
N

Sumter C.dhﬁty;—_—z-» s
- (24.6%-33.6%) - '

o

A - - ‘Percent .

R 24.6% - 33.6%
Y - [e% - 24.5%
T - . [ J47.7%-189%
A Ce T . [T % 176% -
’ T :F}io:iucéq by-._éanog;;pnic‘R"esé'a‘rch.Lab ' _5'8%- 14.9%
R - L, Department of Geography- '

) " University of Alabama
(] . Source:U.S. Census Bureau, Small Afea Estimates Branch |

'

F

s

n -‘ " Source: http://alabamdmdps.ua.edu(contempb{arymaps/ala'bama/inco'me/all _pov;08.pdf '


http://alabamamaps

S " . K
- o Figure 10: Population 25 Years or Older with a-Bachelor’s Degree, 2010
v : . [0 . . '
" < - . L . | . . )
' Yy ' !
e ¢ : \
H ; e ! - ., .
e Sumter Co\mty —
o . (63to75) L '
1 EIR - 'E . ._' “ '
& * ’ ) v o T, = ’ 3.
k‘l ’ ' . B . . ) L
2 Percént by Couiity .

S .- _ - . 13.0t027.8(2010).. E

‘ . . il o 18.51036.8(2000) :
L s Emssens
. S S e - S C 1250184 0 .

S e e ‘ --76t094

T S . L ) . 05wz .

1 . - .
R S Producedby Canograpmc. arch Lab RS e .
- . Solrce:. Bureau of the Oensus 2000 2010 711092 s - .

. Source < T
. L hup: //alabamamaps ua. edu/contemporarymaps/alabama/educatzon/Populatzon"/2025 9%20Years% 200r‘V 2

001der‘72 szth %20a%20Bachelors% ZODegree %. 20201 0. pdf

*
, " B
RN * p? > N
. PR Lo . : , N N
' - - J B ( .
o »
. 3 * ~
K . 3 .
s
s .
5 N [ 5o
. .
. 0
B
S N
. * 4
< - 5 . .
.
o
- , B
) ¢ + .
“
. B s . .
. oS 7 . (S 3 . . K
- . . v e
| ~ . ..
.
- . nt
v v .
"
. N .
[y
B
.
.


http://alabamamaps

Lo

o Survey Dzscusszon Concernzng Relzabzlzty and Valzdzzy
| L Rehabrhty | A‘ o
The 1nstrument used in this study was designed to co'llect 'suhjecti_x}e perceptions
’ ...,from two populationS+parents/ guardians.of stu‘dents and educatord at SCHS. BeCause r
| the measurements are subJ ective, they are stronger on validity t than rehablhty and
' Aéenerahzatlon is hmlted to those who completed Vq[uestlonnalres in thls study. However
e the responses reﬂect v1ews NVthh relate to themes cons1dered 1mportant from the rev1ew
‘_‘of the llterature |
U valdiy
Th1sstudy was t_d‘eisiéned:'to me‘asure the suhj ectrve \riews of theparents/‘ guardians
of students and educators.at:i.‘ SCHS whoiexperienced 'consolidatic‘)n in'_~2(‘)41 1.The .-
, ,parents/guardi‘ans"perSpect :,ve was sought in three particular.areasfdisciplinary actions,
location of school and parental educational su'pport. The educators’ 'perspecti've was
". sought ‘in two of the three ar eas—d1sc1p11nary actions and parental educatlonal support
" The response rate of 26 per(.ent for parents/ guardlans and 27 percent for educators was
based on the aVailable pop'ulation of 284-studen_ts and 33 educators reSpectiyielyt A
) comment secti‘o_n was provided [on each surVey for respondents to provide' supp‘leme’ntary‘;f
: informati_t)h relatiVe‘ to the areas of study. A _general comment sectibn 'was provided'.to
allow respondents to'comm ent on any topic. The researcher utlhzed cross-tabulation and
‘Pe.arso‘r‘z s Chi-Squaré to assess the probab111ty of 1ndependence of the relatlonshlp of the

i

' -categori‘calidata.
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Quantztatlve Fi zndzngs of | Parents /Guardzans Surveys and Educator Surveys
E L Th1s sect1on is divid ed into two parts Part I d1scusses the ﬁndmgs from the

’ survey adm1n1stered to the parents/ guard1ans of students in grades 11 and 12 at SCHS

Part II d1scusses the findings from the survey admrmstered to educators at SCHS. W1th1n
- each part the "percentage' return rate relevance of each s'urve‘y quest1on~ and.the
appl1cable hypothes1s assoc1ated with each quest1on(s) are d1scussed “The stat1st1cal ®

ﬁndmgs are presented in-tables and/or graphs throughout each part

o o - Part I: Parents/Guard1ans Survey

toa [ > ) . - S i ° -

" The parents/ guardians’ survey consists'of l~0 tluesti'ons.' This survey was used to
collect responses from parents/guard1ans of students in grades 11 and \1‘2 regard1ng their--
perspect1ve of the merger of the two schools in- three specific areas; student d1sc1pl1nary
act1ons locat1on of school and parental educat1onal support The three hypotheses
gu1d1ng this study are:,

Hypothes1s No. 1‘ The consol1dat10n of L1V1ngston and Sumter County High -
v schools affects d1sc1pl1nary problems\amongst students a
‘ “ .,-. ‘ .Hypothes1s No 2 The locat1on of SCHS affects the amount of t1me students "
spend on the school bus travel1ng to and from school
; . .'Hypothes1s No. 3: The location of SCHS affects parental educat1onal support
‘Quest1ons I and 2 on the survey (s_ee survey~‘1nstrument - Append1x D) prov1ded :
-~ the necessary screens to 1dent1fy students who d1d not attend one of the merged schools | ;
before attend1ng SCHS and those notin grades 11, and 12. Isolat1ng these responses was
crucial because th1s research focused on rec1p1ents: ‘who had experrenced cons’oh’dat1on5
X . | | Speciﬁcally, actions at the previous locations, elther -LiVingSton of 'Sumter County High
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. 1'schools,‘.w‘e;'ré compared to actiqns*’atlSCHS, the current Jocation. Surveys from the
..;+_ identified ineligible groups ’were,:rern‘pried'from data analysis.
Table 6 below, provides an overview of the remaining questions on the survey:

*“instrument and also list the variables measured in each question. -

~ Table 6: Parents/Guardians Questionnaire Overview

Parents/Guardians Questionnaire -

WAQlies'tion(s) Hypbthesis ‘VariabIes .

3 o ' 1 Consolidation and disciplinary _prdblems‘

4,5, 6,and7 |2 A Location and the amount of time students spent
Lo | - on the school bus traveling to and from school '

*8 IN/A fSpeCufatiVeeresp‘onse regi,'rardir'lg' the ideal time for _
‘ ’ | student to travel to and from school - '

l9and10 | 3 ' Locatioﬁ and p>arental éducational suppbrt |

;“This ‘qlvl’CS‘ti()n,iS riof linked to a ﬁyPOthésis.
Findings related to,.tlh_is sur;/ey aré preﬁse‘ntefc‘l in the folléy&ihgparagraphs'.Thé‘se'
i ‘;ﬁlill;dings will also be used to co;roborafe thg éojrreslpéndi,rié ‘rje’sl‘;)qns‘e»s on the edﬁéators’ s
: sur;/.éy preséntﬁd’ lgte} in _‘t»hisnchath'er. Specjﬁpaﬂy, Questions 3 on bclth sUwéysl, and Q
" Q'uestfons 9and 10 on the parent‘é/ guafdians’ sﬁrvey-alcSn.g with Quest’ioﬁ 4 on’ the
-'~‘édugato;s:’ survey w,i‘ll compare;’tﬁe studeﬁts;’ diScipﬁharyact‘ions and the parental
educational s‘upbb’rt at the p;;evioui location With thqse at the ,cizrr’en{ lqcatiofl.
: _parents/éuardian‘s Survey: Missing D.afg
.Missing 'data was 'oBserye& in several ée‘ctiqns of survey reépoh;eé. Tﬁe missing -
\ ; data ¢ode wéé used ‘to record thefOllc)wing. acfiohs: no resbéﬁéez whenever two -Or_'r’nc_)re T
. answers Weré p}rro‘vided- for‘id;e same qﬁestion, and/or when the_arlsWer,A providéd did n(;‘t' :
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“*. minutes” was provided instead .of the requested distance in'miles. * -

" (2008, 181).

-

“x

Parents/Guardians Survey: Distribuition and Response"Rate
‘The re"sponse\ rate for the parents/ guardi-ans 7 survey,is 26 percent. According t‘o

Alan Bryman author of Social Research Methods:. the response rate is the percentage of a

sample that agrees to partlcrpate ina study (2008, 181) The essent1al purpose ofa h1gh

" formula Bryman suggests, using when calculating the response rate is presented below

‘ ;.-Num'ber“of usable‘ questionnaires
-' ___x100:

Total sample— unsu1tab1e or
uncontactable members of the sample

- -

- The actual computation of the .response' rate and discussion relative to the numb’er's‘used

to compute the p'ercentage“"is provi'de:d' below.
-x 100 = 26% S,
3 1 8— 34 L

Glory-‘McAboy, sc‘hooll counselor and the desi"gna‘ted contact pe'rson at SCHS,

N dlstrlbuted the surveys on February 1 2013 Her account of the d1str1butlon process as -

, descrrbed in an ema11 correspondence follows On February 1, 2013 the day the surveys '

were. d1str1buted at SCHS the entire student populatlon for grades 9 through 12 was 631

The survey populatron grades 11 and 12, was 318 166 in grade L1 and 152 in grade 12 .

Thnty—four students in- these two grades were absent 284 were present The surveys

-~

- returnefd'_by students were in s‘ealed envelopes. Sixty-six surveys were completed and

80
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" -use the measure specified, for example, ani answer indicating a distance of “about 15 - .’

‘ *response rate is to e11m1nate biases that may be assocrated w1th the study populatlon The .
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retumed by'the requested date. Fourteen additioh"al completed SUrveys were rece'ived« '

Coa W1th1n the same week resultlng 1n a total of 80 surveys (Personal emiail communlcatlon '

: "January 18 February 23 March 6, and April 3 2013) The parents/guardlans response .

rate, based on the number offstudents present on the day the. surveys were dlstrlbuted, 1s

28%.

Six 'su\rve'ys were removed and not included in the analysis These were rece‘ived :

from parents/ guardlans who 1ndlcated in Questlons 1 and 2 on the survey one of the '

i

A3

followmg that the1r chrld(ren) did not attend e1ther lemgston or Sumter County H1gh
- before attendlng SCHS their child(ren) were enrolled n e1ther grade(s) nine: and/or 10, or-
| because the prev1ous school could not be determmed The 74 remalnlng surveys (N 74),
account for 93 percent of the 80 completed surveys and 23 percent of the 3 18 e11g1ble

- populat1on However based on the actual number of surveys dlstrlbuted (284) the:

l L response ‘raté for analysls of data is 26' percent.

!

Parents/Guardlans Survey Quantltatlve Flndlngs
The tables and charts- presented lon the follow1ng pages (Tables 7 through 19 and -
T Charts 3 through 12) d1splay the ﬁndlngs from the, parents/guardlans survey Table 7 lists .
- the categorles of all 1nformatlon obtamed the number of responses and percentages .
g “.I‘CCCI-VCd in each category Table 8 llsts the previous hlgh school that the students

attended prlor to merger Table 9 lrsts the current grade level of students. The rema1n1ng

.tables (10 - 19) prov1de an analy51s of the responses obtalned in Questlons 3 through 10

. whrch address the three hypotheses assomated with this study Charts 3.— 12 are bar

- graphs which display data visually matchmg the corresponding Tables.
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Table ‘,7':'Numb'er of Réép@ndentg by Quest_ifanCc;ntentN ariable . L -

Previous Current Disciplinary T~ “School ) | School | Amountof. | fA‘mduht of '-’Aécép‘table ) ) _P,aréntal; ' “Phy'sitc':gl“.‘ .
) ~ | High:School | Grade Level _‘ Actions of | Locaticn: " “Location: ) “ Timé R Time = [ Time'for} 2 Ed'ucationai Location of
) ) of" Stu&eﬁtsn 'S-tildents" Distance ffom liistqnce Lfr(')m ‘ “Stﬁi_ielnts " Students 1 S\;udérjts_to. 1 | \'gupp(;l‘t" __S:(‘ihOOi‘ E
. | — | ) H%)ﬁ_)@ .-to:v * Home to » Spend .- -Spehci. |Ride a School ,4 I
o . ( | ‘ : "Physical |. SCHS Traveling on Traveling on | - ' Bus
N ’ : » - ) ’Locptib'i{- of " S Sch(.>oliBus. - School Bus L
) . A ' oY . ‘, : - ‘ Pr‘eyiousf 1 o " { from Home to from Hénfe to
: ; N - [+, schoot . | | ‘School at School at
. o o ‘ ) ' . ; Previous Current

‘(N;74)-‘ - ] - ' v | -Location | Location

Iy

Valid ] | el . s ¢ 59 72 | 7 - esf B |
f v | -

Missing } . 0 o] 7 15 5] 2 - 2| 2]

f

Table 8: High School Attended Prior to Merger

: -

Table 9: Currenf Gra(:ie‘ Level of Students‘ .

- . . . A = " -
- ; :

N E ' . -] Frequency | Pércent -Va'l.id'Pe"rcent Cumiulative ‘ h .
B SR 2 S ) | | : (N=74)

Ffequency Percent ‘Vaiid Percent .' ’ 'Cumulatiye_.

: Percent. | Percent

O

- Livingston High . , "37; 50.0 ' 50.0 ’ s00f ‘ n", 31 4191 419] - 419
Sumter County High | .37| . 500|- = 500 1000f DR TUN EEERCY RS ssal - o 1000}

E]

Total 1. - 74| 100.0 1000{ . o Total 74| 1000 . . 100.0

i
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Chatt 3 Smdeﬁt.bisciplinary Actions

30.0% {—

- | 10.0%"

v,

Table 10 prov1des an analys1s of the parents/ guardlans responses to Questlon 3.

3

whlch measured the prevzous -and current dlsc1p11nary actlons of students at SCHS.. Chart

3 Rrovides a vi'sdal df the parental_responses.'

i

. Table 10: S‘t}ldeht'Disciplinar}'l Actions

. .
1. -
' ’ ’ . Frequency APerce‘n‘t Valid-‘Percent | Cutnulative
F-I(N =67) , o o T Percent
. About the same number of actions at both 37| s00] 55.2 55
o locatlons o . L ! . N
More dlsmplmary actions at the current location § 22| . 29.7]- 3281 . 88.1
" than the previous | locatlon ) 1 ’ .' » -
Less dlsciphhary actions at the current location' 8 10.8 o ' 1"1'1.9 . 100.6
than the pt‘evious location . . » - ’
Total © i . 67 90.5 100.0 ‘
Mlssmg 99.00 - o 7 9.5 ) ¢
Total. . 74| 1000] ’ :

60.0%

50.0%

" 40.0%

20.0%

6 -

About the same number-Mbre disciplinary actions. Less disciplinary actions

of actions at both atthe current location’  atthe current location
V_I‘ocati'ons‘. . “than the previous than the previous:
T N " location - location -
.83
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* "Table 11 p‘royi'des an analysis'lo"'f the parents/guardians’ response's"to Question 4. . R

R wh1ch 1nqu1red about the d1stance students traveled from home to the phys1cal locatlon of ‘

the prevzous school As requested on the survey, the actual m11eage was prov1ded by the

4

parents/guardians. Based on the var_iety of answers received,vthe researcher‘ grouped the -

responses 1nto categorles of short medium, and long d1stances The short category was

L . deﬁned as O 5 m11es med1um included the 6- 10 m11es 11 15 mlles and 16-20 m11es and~

4

long 1nc1uded résponses of 21 -25 miles, 26-30 mlles and more than 30 m11es Flﬁeen

surveys were coded as mlssmg a response for this questlon Nine respondents omltted thlSA

“ section; five indicated time instead of mlles, and one answer was not legrb_le.‘ Chart 4isa

L.

- bar g‘raph'of the pare_ntal-responses.

Table 11: School Location: Dlstance from Home to Physical Locatlon of
’PreV1ous School - :

L Frequency | Percent | WValidPercent C’umulative
. N ) Percent )

Short distance = 24 324 407 “407]
Medium distance g 30 - 406 | 50.8 oS
Long distance "5 6.9 '8.5 100.0
Total | 59 79.7. 1000 "

Missing _99.00 15 203

Total 74) 100.0

H
.
. B

84
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Chart 4: School Location: Distance from Home to Physical Location o'f“Pr*eviQus' Scﬁo“qf

T - EE

1 60.0% -

50.8%

.| 50:0%

| 40.0% L

.30:0% -

4 20.0% ~

10.0% +

0.0% -+

‘Shortdistance ‘Medium distance’ Long distance

S
¥

Tabl_e. 12. prqvjdes an analysis of tﬁe i)arénts/ guérdians,’ réSpons’eé‘,tvo, Qﬁéstion 5
: which relates to the:diste.lhce__ stﬁdéﬁt’s travezled' ﬁo}n home to SCHS, the new school. *
; :\_Agaih,} tﬁe act‘uar_lA_midleage was .providea by the parents/guafdians. The rési’)bﬁses W,eréﬂ
g&iupéd ‘in“tﬁe same catkegqr-i_e‘s,‘shtorf, mediun}, and long; as d?ﬁnged abbve. In thls ‘“ t
L rse'ctior;, ffftéeﬁ surveys'\‘ve‘re\ a_lgo cpde& as.‘ missir’ig _féspon;es, whip’h were due to the

'~ same reasons as stated above—nine respondents omitted this section, five indicated time

~

- - instéad of miles, and one answer was not legible. Chatt 5 presents pareﬂtal responses as a”

bar gr!aph;f o

-85
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< Table:12: School Location: Distance from Home to SCHS
» L , N Frequency' ,i",erce;lt Valid Pefcenf‘ I Cumulatlve
I(N.= 59), . 1 i ' F Percent
" Short distance 12 162, 203]| 203
\' Mediam distance 35 73| -+ 594 797
Long distance . 12} 162 204 - 1000]
U Total 59 79.7| 1000 |
| Missing 9900 . T 203 g
| iTotal 74

Chart 5: School Location: Distance from H_’omel"to'_ SCHS'

70.0%

-60.0%

50.0% .

| 40.0% -

| 20.0%

-30.0%

| 100% 4

0.0% +

Shortdistance - °

Mediumi distance

Long distance

v

- di_stainees to the cuPre‘n? school (ﬁfsténce. 'The f:mdings are e;(plained below and 1pre_‘sented :

--in TEbl‘i 13 The origiﬁal catégories.-ef Vrrilileagér-e'lre prqx%ideel in this Tabl'e in order to
d‘istiri‘gui;sh tflé‘ mede{l ;groulp.b_I‘t' a‘ll's'o essists 1n lfndéfstanding several comrheﬁfé pi;eglided
‘by the. parents/ guardlans completmg the- survey Chart 6. presents a cempanson of

parental responses for the school locatlon dlstances asa bar graph

[N

i

v

»
Xl
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* The data provided in Tables 11 and 12 were used to compare the previous:school -
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Téblé;'13: -Pairents/Gudrdians Comparison of School Location Distances'.

i .} Miles ) _Previc"ni_s'_\f - - Previous - Cungﬁf. . Current Percent
R - -~ "' school  Percent ~ (SCHS), | ‘
N=59) - | - - : - . T

“| Short - " 0-5'miles - 24 ) . ’,40,’,7‘, | 2 ’ ) '2,0.3_'

. Tol | ' 24 Cdem -l 12 L 203

°

Medium | 6-10 miles 11 186 20 "33.9

_11-15 niiles 3 . 220 153

10.2

1620miles | 6 102

2125miles | 3 - 51 .

T
. 26:30 miles T 2 IS RN R SN SR
i . 7 [ Morethan30" | r T ' 3

| miles = | o L’ oo

_Grand Total 59 1000 59 - 100.0
r\ :
' Table 13 s.hqv_vs-tre,wel‘. to the current school is longer than to the previous school. -
oo The'modal group now travels 6-10 miles where before they traveled 0-5 miles.

'Chart‘6: Pareﬁts/Guafdians Comparison of School Location Distances E

¥

70.0% -

60.0%

_50';0% '

40.0% S .
- M Previous School

_mCurfent (SCHS)

Shortdistance. Medium distance Long'dispance

t
-
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Table 14 prov1des an analys1s of the parents/ guardlans responses to Questlon 6 Wthh )

addresses the time students spent travehng on the school bus from home to school at. the

previous locat‘ion: ,Chart 7 is a bar graph of the parental responses.

Table 14: Amount of Tlme Students Spend Travehng on'School Bus from Home to

School at Prev1ous Location -

PO

.
L1

~ .
5

L . Frequency | Pércent | Valid Percent’ Cumulative”
N = 72) ‘ | . ) 'Percent
Less than 30 minutes © 23 311 31.9 | 319
" More than 30-minutes, but less than 1 hour 23 311 319 63.9
" More than L hour -] S5 2.8| 66.7°
" Do.not know -‘ \s) 6.8 69 736
Does not apply/(Dld not ride the bus) 19]. 257 ” 264 ,100.0; .
" ol . 2| 913" 1000 |
Miss}ng 99.00" o 2| 27 R
Towl: o 74] 1000 f

it

Chart 7: Amount of Tlme Students Spend Travehng on School Bus from Home to School' a

at Prev1ous Locatlon

o

, 351036- T319% 9%
30.0%, -
" ].250% -
200% -
15.0%
100% ‘ 59%
| si0% - 239 . '
‘0'.0%"-1" - T ‘ N ‘i n T
Lessthan 30 Morethan'30 Morethanl Do'not know Does ot apply .
- -minutes > minutes, but hour / {Did not ride
7 clessthanl

"~ hour

. the bus)
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Table 15 provides an analysis of the parents/guardians’ responses to Question 70

;1f.§\}hielr’relates' to the time students spent traveling on the school bus from hoie tous‘ch‘ool

-

. at the cizrr’ent,location«. ‘Chart 8isabar graph displaying the parental reaponses.

Table 15: Amount of. T1me Students Spend Travehng on School Bus from Home to . -
School at Current Locatlon

33

1 . Freouéncyr ‘Percent | Valid Percent | bCumuvlat‘ive'
.(NF?_72)1 , o, ] e FPerc_ent_i
CLessthandominues .| . 18] 243 as0| 7 250
More than 30 minutes, but less than. 1 hour - o 37 . 43.2 ' 44.4 69.4
Morethanlhour ) s 68 . 69 764
Donotknow T _ 1 o 4 _54] B 56| s A 819
- Does.not apply/(Did not ride tne bus)- ‘ 13 '17'6. S 18.1' - 100.0 ‘
4 " fotal .t .t D R ] _9?.3, " 1000 '
Mlssmg 9900 SR B .2 27} .
Total s SRR I Bty

- Chart 8 Amount of T_1me Students Spend Travehng on School Bus from Home to School,‘
at. Current Locatlon . . .

’ 0, — o - . v

ig'g;’ 44.4% - '
U7 ——— - -~
| 40.0% - , =

1 35.0% -

30.0% -

[ '25:0%. - —
200% L 18.1%
15.0% - y
100% 5%

5.0% - -
0.0% - . T T T lt L 1
' Lessthan 30 Morethan30 Morethan-1 ~Donotknow Does not apply:
_ _minutes mintes, but . “hour - /.(Did not ride
: lessthan 1’ e ‘the'bus)
hour ..~ » . .o
N ‘
- » o~ 89 .
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Data provided in'Tables 1'4A -and.' 15 'wereused to compare' the ’length of time that - L

. students rode the school bus to the1r prevzous school with the time- to the1r current schoot
‘ The findings are presented onr the followmg page in Table 16 Th1s table reveals that at -
" the current locatlon a decrease of 5 students (6. 9%) nde the school bus for Jess than 30
) rnrnutes than at the preV1ous locat10n. In the next category, an 1ncrease of nine students
. (1’?2.5.%) 1s affected with longer bus rides at the current loc_ation.- For students who rode -

~ the bus more than one hour, an "increase’of three students (4‘.1%) are affected with; longer-_ :

P

" bus rides at the current locatlon In the next category, Do not. know a decrease of one

- student (1 3%) was noted at the current locatlon The remaining category Does not -

apply/(Dld not nght the school bus) a decrease of six less students (8 3%) at the current

k locatlon than the prevzous locat1on Collectlvely, 53 students (73 5%) rode the bus at the
L prevzous location, 59 students (81.9%) students ride the bus at the current locatlon At the ‘

current locatlon the number of students who r1des the bus 1ncreased by six students

'

) (8 4%) Chart 9 presents a comparison of parental responses for the time students r1de the a

' school bus asa bar graph.
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-Table 16: Comparison of Time Students Rid

i

e bthg thool Bus

3
s

- Time

"(Nr=.72‘)

Cufent (SCHS)

¢

R Sché')"al‘-{ '

Less than 30 minutes

More than 30 minutes, _But less than

1 hour _

-Mo_re than I hour -~ .

- Do not know

Does not apply/(Did not ride the

" bus)

~ Total
- Chart 9: Comparison of Time Students Ride the School Bus )
'|-50:0% — — ‘
7] 45.0% : 5
S 14000% ,
' 35.0% . .
30.0% + 26:4% N
1 25.0% +
1 20.0% o R
15.0% 7 ‘M Previous Schoof
10.0% P I
5.0% - lCurrent’:(SC_HfS) 2
-+ 0.0% . T . T ol ml - . . . )
Less th’an‘ MorethanMorethan Donot Doesriot - - R S
30 30 Thour . know  apply/ ' ’ o ,
~ minutes minutes, ‘ {Did not o . *
. " butless. "ride the- )
e C than1 _bgs)~
Co “:hotir :
L ‘Table 17 provfde‘s an analysis of the pareﬁts/guar‘dians’ respOnSes to Questi_op 8 -

which asked parents/guardians what they considered an 'acCeptéble length of time for

: .

- stadents to travel to schdol on the school bus. Chart 10is a bar graph dispiaying the

. - parent/guardian responses.

1

Kl
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“Table 17: Acceptable Length of Time fo£ Students to Ride School Bus + .

s
3

T L N ) " Frequency | Percent .| Valid Percent . Cumulative
=7y - .7 N :

- Percent |

‘ .Lés‘sfthar_l 30 minutes  © 1 2| - 432 44| © ,‘—‘4::'4.

" More than 30 minuies, butlessthan Thour | 33| 446| - ass| ’ 903
Moré than 1 hour S - . 1] e ]

' Donotknow - ' . 6| sir| - 83| .- 1000
R " T 72| o73| . iooo| '
‘Missing ~ 99.00- | Co 2 2 :
Total . ., - o | - 7] 1000].

Chart 10: Accéptable Length of Time for Students to Ride School Bus

#

50.0%
| 45.0% -
40.0% +——
35.0% . 1—
300% +
25.0%
20.0% -
15.0% . +—
10.0% +-—
.5.0%
0.0% -

L

" R T : ;
Less than 30 More than.30"

‘ ‘minutes " mindites, but less

‘ ) Ahanlhour, -

. . - — o H
Y14 a0t — g

- 1470 Y = .
I‘- P ‘l : . -

Morethan 1 hour - Do not know

¥

" = . g - . . [

Table 18 providés an anélysis of the parents/guardians’ responses to Question 9 ,

which addresses parental educétional "asuppo‘ft. Cha,ri 11 is a bar graph displaying the

parents/guardians responses.
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o E Te{ble _118 : Level 6f Parenfal Edﬁcatibﬁél Supporf

74

A(N‘?68)'; o . i Frequency | Percent ' valid ‘Cumulative
' L L ] - Percent ) Percent
" Abéut the same level ofstlppbr@,at both locations - .48 64:9 706 ‘ 70.6
" More support at the current location than the 10] 135} . 147 © 853
~* previous location ‘ . h o v o
o Less suppbrt at the current.location than the ©10) 135 "'14-.7. _ o ‘10'0‘0
bprey_rious location | ; , . . b T o i
. Total 68| Coro[: - 1000,
Missing 99.00 . 6| 81| :
Total . 100:0 | -

v

-, Chart 11: Level of Parental Educational Support

| 80.0% :
: 70.6%

70.0% .+

"1 60.0% -

"50.0%

40.0%: —

30.0% -

20.0% -
110.0%

0.0% - . - -
c " ‘About the same level of. . More support at th

prévious focation

e Less support at the ~
support at both locationscurrerit location than-the current location than the . |

previouslocation e

RER o " Table 19 provides an anaiysié of the parents/guardians’ responsés to Question 10

) —whi“_ch asked parents/ guar’diéns\;&ihethér the physi‘cal location of the school affected their

oo
§

o invo‘lver';len't in their child(ren);s education. Chart 12 displays the parent/ glia'r_dian

¢
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responses as a bar graph. ; " =
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| 50.0%
| aci0% . =

- 10.0% -
) 0.0%r"

Educatlonal Support‘?

¥

.
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Table 19 Does the Phys1cal Locatlon of the School Affect Parental

Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative

Percent

Yes o 17|

No | o 55‘
. ;‘ Total“. .7
. '_Missing 99 00',: . 2

23.0

74.3.
973}

2.7
100.0

23.6
76.4.
T 100.0

Y |
2 100.0°

A

Total © 74

a

i

"Chart 12: Does "t‘he‘Phrysic’étl Location of the School Affect Parental Educational Support?

90.0% - S

»_‘800% :

70 0%

| s00% " [ e

1 30.0% e
- 20.0%
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- _'-“ﬁndlngs are prov1ded in Chapter 5

Parents/Guard}ans Survey : Summary of F1nd1ngs for,fP.art'I ’
Thrs research focused on the subJectrve views of parents/ guardrans aboutv the
J 1mpact of consolldatlon The three hypotheses gu1d1ng this study and the summary of
- those ﬁndlngs are presented below |
. Dtsczplznary Problems
, Hypotheszs No. ] T) he consolzdatton of Ltvtngston and Sumter County ngh schools
aﬁects dtsczplmary problems amorigst students.

Questlon 3on the parents/ guardlans survey which measured the var1ab1es in -
'Hypothesrs No 1 found that the majonty, 37 re01p1ents (55 2%), perceived that the same
‘number of. dlsc1phnary actlons occurred at both locatlons However, 30 rec1p1ents
"(44 7%) percelved a change in drsc1p11nary problems among students at SCHS; 22
recipients ,(32.8%), percelved that.more dlSClphnary actionis occurred at the current»-

. :location than‘ the previous location' and eight recipients (1'1 .9%5 perceived that less -y

' drsmphnary actions occurred at the current locatlon than the prevzous location. Therefore
accordlng to the parents/ guardlans of students at- SCHS who exper1enced the |
) ,c_onsohdatron of L1v1ngston and Sumter County H1'gh schools, d1s01p11nary prob'lems

amongst students changed Theorles and/or concepts which offer an explanatron for these

* .
A

.- School Locatzon ‘

= Hypotheszs No. 2 T) he locatlon of SCHS aﬂects the amount of time students spend on the
- school bus travelzng to-and 'from school.
Questlons 4 through 7 on the parents/ guardrans survey measured the vanables in

y Hypothe51s No 2. Questlons 4 and 5 compared the. distance of the schools’ prevzous

95 -



7" -location ffomthe'students’ home "v‘vi.th\,;the; current location. The unit of miles was the

" - standard: used for ’measuri\ng dis_tancg.-Co'rnparati\re data provided m Table 1‘3?:Where“the r |
re'spons;es;were_ grouped"in three;categor_ie‘s, short, Imediur‘n,_ and'lon‘g distance, provided
evidence that'st”udehiitsi live farther from the location of the.current school. Additionally,
' -when obser\tingv the original cate:goﬁ'es of rnileage‘provided in Table :13,¥the modal group
: 15 _distingurshabie. At the previous location. this group traveled 0-5 miles, now at the
cuifféht’location‘thisgr‘oup tr_avels 6- 1‘(7) miles. .
éuestions 6 and 7 comp‘ared the.a'rnount of 'time students spent travelrng on the j
’ schoolf bus from horne ‘to school at t‘he, préyious‘ location with the -curreht IOCation.
o Comparative information.provided in Table 1~‘6'revealed that five fewuer students-(:6.8%)
Y rode the school bus for less than 30 minutes at the current locatlon when compared to the’

prevzous locatlon an 1ncrease of nine students (12 1%) rode the school bus for more than ~ ~

30‘minutes but less than one ‘hour at-the current location whenfcompared tothe pr'evious- .

{

locatlon in the next category of more than one hour an increase of three students (4 1%)
is affected w1th longer bus r1des at the current locatlon when. compared to the previous
’locatlon At the current locatlon fewer students 6 (8 1%) are in the category does not‘.
. apply/dld not r1de the, bus than at the prevzous locatlon Overall more students, 32
’ ’-.(43 2%) are in the tlme range more than 30 mlnutes but less than | hour Thnty—three

(45. 8%) parents/ guardlans the majority, con51dered th1s an acceptable length of time for

e students to travel to school on the school bus Elghteen students (25. O%) are 1n the time

.range? less than"-.3v0;i minutes. Thirty-two (44.4%) parents/ guardians"considered this an
acCeptable length of time for students to travel to school on the school bus. (See Table's
. - ' “ 9 R - N : B )' N . .

16and 17).
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A(_;cordiné to .the parents/ g’uardtans‘of stu‘dents.at SCHS ;Nho_-enperreneed the
- e‘onsolidatiOn of Ltvin.gston and Surnter ”County High s‘chools, the distance and amount of :
~ time students spend on ﬂth'e _school bus traveling to and from the current loeation when
» compared to the pnrevio'z(ts'_ IOCation changed. Thebries and/or eoncepts vvhich may offer an
',eexplan'ation‘ forr these ﬁnding‘s and parents/ guard'ians‘ res_ponse to the chang‘es are provided
in 'Chapter 5. | |
| Parental Educatzonal Support
Hypotheszs No 3 The locatzon of SCHS affects parental education support
. Based on the results from the- two questions Wthh measured parental educat10na1 '

support the majorlty of parents/guardlans 48 (7 0. 6%) indicated about the same level of -

; support was prov1ded at the prevzous and current locations, However 20 responses

o (29 4%) 1ndlcated a change 10 (14 7%) 1ndlcated more support was prov1ded at the

L ‘current locatlon than the prevzous and 10 responses (14 7%) 1ndlcated less support was

prov1ded at the lcur:rent location than the pre'vzous locatlon. Fifty-five (76.4%) stated no,

" the physical location of SCHS does not affect their \in‘v’olvement in their child(ren)’s

education. However, 17 responses (23 6%) stated yes the physical locatlon of SCHS

':"affected their involvement in their, chlld(ren) s educatlon Collectlvely, the majority of

responses for Questlons 9 and 10 revealed that the parents/ guardians level.of support did

not change and/or indicated the looation Jof SCHS did not affect’parental educational

‘s-upport. However 20 (29.4")03 parents/ guardians noted a change'in the level of support?r
; and 17 (23.6%)- parents/guardlans 1ndlcated that the physical locatlon of the current -

; - school affects parental educational support and thlS is substantlvely 1mportant

1
{
L
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Therefore, according to the ,parent’s/"g‘uardians of students at SCHS who

-

experrenced the consohdatlon of L1V1ngston and Sumter County Hrgh schools the
' maJonty percelved that the location of SCHS d1d not affect the parental educatlonal

_ support but nearly 25% 1ndlcated changes in the1r level of educatlonal support Theones

v
7

- and/or concepts wh1ch may prov1de addltlonal 1ns1ght to these ﬁndmgs are provrded in-

B t

Chapter 5
Statistical Analysis of the-Parents/Guardians’ Data
The researcher used the Statisti'cal Package for the Social §cienCes (SPSS),

Vers1on 21 0; to generate cross-tabulatlon Of. contlngency tables ‘along with Pearson S;

| Chi- Square to assess the probablllty of 1ndependence of the relatxonshlp of the categorlcal
; data from the parents/ guard1ans surv'ey. Spec1ﬁcally, the researcher 1nVest1gated the .
fmdependence of a relatlonshlp between (l) d1s01plmary actions of students. and parental
;educatlonal support (2) parental educatlonal support and phys1cal locatlon of school and
} (3) d1sc1phnary actlons of students and phys1cal locatlon of school Determlmng the
1ndependence of a relatronshlpassrsted n answerm’g the‘ researchfquestron for this study,
| -Hovu did the consolidation of L't'vingston‘ and Sumter County high schéols irnpact the‘ |
¥ students at Sumter Central Hzgh School (SCHS) and thezr famzlzes in the followzng three .
) ‘i'areas dzsczplmary actions, the amount’ of tzme students spend on the school bus travelzng |
. to and ﬁom school, and panental ‘,educatzonal su'pport?. Although the research qu'estron

' specified three areas; one of the areas, the amount of time students spent on the school

bus traveling to an'd‘_ from school, is not addressable using cross-tabulation. The

- researcher feels the “distance’ and/or ‘time’ questions.relate more to students” academic

a _performanceé. Bécause academic data was hotxcollected on the survey, this area is-beyond '
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'> :r':the sc‘o‘pe ‘of this study. However, the effectof drstance on 'academic' perforrnance was

-i noted by referencmg hterature sources used for. thlS case study |
T Relatlonshlp between Dlsc1p11nary Actlons of Students [

and Parental Educational Support ‘

" Survey Questions 3and 9 measured the subjective perspective-of the
- ;“paren’ts/ guardi-anssurvey respondents in regards to the dis'cipl-inary actions of ‘st‘ud‘ents

) and parental educatlonal support respectlvely (The survey questlons are prov1ded below )

) 'The results of the cross- tabulatlons of categoncal data indicate there is Weak ev1dence of

‘a relatlonshlp between parental educational support and d1sc1p11nary actions of. students
;(Pearson s Chz Square =1. 778 df = 4 p= 77 or )(7(4) =1 77 p=.77. Therefore the

: "relatlonshlp between the multrple variables appears tobe 1ndependent. Parental support |
~ 'appears to have an 1ns1gn1f1cant effect on the d1sc1p11nary actions of students Because

- ‘xthls is a case study, the ﬁndlngs are not generahzable to other geographlcal areas.

. Questlon 3 In ‘comparison, how would you evaluate the d1sc1p11nary actions of your ch11d -

* . at the previous location compared to his/her. actions at the cirrrent locatlon?

~ a. About the same number of dlsc1p11nary actions at: both locations
b. More dlsc1p11nary actions at the current location than the previous location
" c. Less d1sc1p11nary actlons at the current 1ocation. than the previous location

)

;Questlon 9:In comparlson how.would you evaluate your level of parental support for
your child’s education at the previous location compared to its current locatlon‘7 o
a. About the same level, of. support at both locations .

b. More support at the current location than the prevzous location
c. Less support at the current locatron than the prevzous locatlon
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Relationshipibetvvee_‘n Paréntal Educational Support -

S . andrPhysical*’I:o'cation of School A S

T

Survey Questlons 9 and 106 measured the subjectlve perspectrve of the:
parents/ guardrans survey partlcrpants in regards to parental educatronal support and

phys1ca1 location-of school respectrvely (The survey questrons are prov1ded below ) The '

. “ u -

’ “‘results of* the Ccross- tabulatlons of categorrcal data 1ndlcate there is Very strong ev1dence
L -of a relationship between the physical location.of th""e’School and parental educatlonal ‘
j:support (Pearson’. s Chz Square = 9 019 df=2,p= 011 or X2(2) 9 01 pP= 011) This

_ ﬁndlng is s1gn1ﬁcant Whlle this research is a case’ study and not 1ntended to be

- ;

igeneraliz'able to other g_eog‘raphiéal ar‘eas, this finding implies that,the, location of schools
" may affeet parental educational support. ST o R ] S

Questlon 9 In cornparison, how would you evaluaté your level of parental support for
- your child’s education at the previous location compared to 1ts current locatlon‘?
. a. About.the same level of support at, both’ locatrons

~ b.More support at the.current locatron than the prevzous location
e, Less support at the current locatron than the prevzous locatlon

N

- Questlon 10 Does the physrcal locatron of* SCHS affect your 1nvolvement in your chlld’s
educatron? . ‘ - v S ’
;.aYes S : ' "

I ,_b NO . "‘l o ‘\

( ; Relationship between Di's‘ciplinar'y Actions of Students
~.and »Phys'ical Location of School
: Survey Questlons 3 and 10 measured the subJectlve perspectlve of the
,, "parents/ guardrans survey respondents in regards to d1sc1p11nary actlons of students and

: the physwal locatlon of school respectlvely (The survey questlons are prov1ded below.)

~ The results of the cross- tabulatrons of the categorlcal data 1ndrcates there is weak

© 100



I

ev1dence of a relatlonshlp between the phys1ca1 locatlon of the school and d1s01p11nary
actlons of students (Pearson s Chz-Square 2. 002, df 2 p= .37 or X2(2) 2. 002 p =

37) Therefore the relat1onsh1p appears to be 1ndependent That is to say, the phys1cal

L

_:locatlon of the school has an 1ns1gn1ﬁcant effect on the d1s01p11nary act10ns of students R

¢

Questlon 3: In companson how would you evaluate the d1sc1p11nary actions of your Chlld
. at'the previois location compared to his/her actions at the current locat10n‘7 '
~-a. About the saime number of disciplinary actions at both locations- ~ = = -

‘b. More d1s01p11nary actions at the current location than the previous. locat10n
C. Less d1s01pllnary actlons at the current location than the prevzous location -

~ Question 10: Does the physwal locatlon of SCHS affect your 1nvolvement in your chlld’

educatlon‘? . , . :
a. Yes A r R

"b.No = " T ' o '

A

3 Sum’mary,cf Sta’tistlcal Analysis df. the 'l)arents/Guardians’ Survey :‘ ;
The researcherﬂutilized statistical test Pearson s Chz Squa?e tc assess, the-
. prdbability of independenCe of the 'relationshlp of the‘categorical data ~collected on'the i
y parents/ guardlansx survey. The case study results suggest evrdence of a relatronshlp

between the phys1cal locatlon of school and parental educational support Spec1ﬁcally,

" the ev1dence suggests that- the locatlon of the schools may determme the parental support

) ':.received. The case”~study also suggests independence relationships between parental :

- educatlonal support and. d1s01p11nary actlons of ‘students as well as the phys1cal locatlon of
s the school and d1s01pl1nary actions of students These ﬁndlngs are not generalrzable to ’

‘ “other stud1es.g
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Parents/Guardians’ Comments ori the Survey
‘Questions 3, 9 and 10 on the survey were used to measure the variables associated
L R . - boa . P 5

,'__with ’the corr‘espondiné‘hypothesis. Additional space Wa‘”:e, prdvided after each question ‘to
iallow parents/ guardrans to add relevant comments if desired. Comments prov1ded on the
- -‘surveys analyzed i in th1s study are summarized in the followrng paraéraphs All
) cornrnents-are mcluded; S1m11ar\responses areComblned.
Questlon 3on the survey asked, In comparison, how would you evaluate the

d1scrp11nary actions of your child at the prevzous location compared to h1s/her actlons at
* the ‘current location? Forty-four surveys (59 5%) contalned comments in the space

,prov‘ided'. The;responses ﬁorn parents/ guardians were: their child did not have any, or not
: a lot of, disc’iplinary problerns" positivevand negative comments abou‘t the‘administratlon’; "

!

students maturrty level this year contr1buted to better behavror along with berng
» surrounded with pos1t1ve people drscrplmary problems resulted because the students .
v ’from the two drfferent schools. did not know one another; bigger school more students
. no ISS at prev1ous school; no al\"ter school d1_sc1p11‘nary provrded at prevrous school; about
" “the s‘afne——*—same rules same issues; local authorities- involyement is a good idea; more -
students, more yvork réquires 'different procedures; child around ?less students;
enforcerhent.of pnit‘orrns; sarne policies%some not correct for some 'students; and yyrong
| .t’reatrnentfor so‘rne students. | c

Question 9 on the sur'vey asked, In comparison, how would you evaluate your .
level of parental support for. your child’s education at the prét)zf‘ous location compared to

its current locatron? Forty surveys (54 1%) contained comments in the space provrded

‘The responses from parents/guardlans were: always supportlve the same 1nvolvement
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| was given—no more no’less‘; hairing'to.travel‘ ~furth‘er; not involved due to-work; enjoSf _' "
new facility; previous location be"tter'for-parking;,hett_er p‘arent7teacher‘ relationship at. “
previous location; more activities at cu"rr_ent,location than previous; attendance/ supp_ort. |
', increased;ﬁ no communicationfr‘om sv'choolr;‘ teachers are more/less conc-ernedh;jf . -
parent/ guardian more‘involved and felt vvelcomed'. education.is child’s d"ecisio'nf
supportive of PTA; and more support prov1ded because of child’s grade status (senlor)
Question 10 on the survey asked Does the phy51cal location of SCHS affect your
involvement.in your child’s education? Forty surveys (54 1%) contained comments in the :
space prov1ded To asslst in understandlng the quantitatlve data comments which are
- categorized by content area below can be instructive. The responses from ;
‘,‘parents/ guardians who 'indicated the physical location of SCHS does not affect their‘
1nvolvement were: the focus is to help the student; several distance responses 1nd1cat1ng

1

'-the school is closer to home location: not a factor child loves new location and new .

school; cOncern for’ student’s grade (is .the reason for involvement); and_ children_riding ‘

‘ the:bus too long. g S L |

. 0 The responses from parents/guardians who indicatedthe physical lo’cation

. of SCHS does affect th.eiri involvement were: the school is farther:’not

close '"e_nough as in the past to allovv’ child to walk home after sc_hool,
therefore he/she cannot participate in sports; combination of responses
relatihgi_to“locat‘ion, 'farther distance, gas, (one respondent indicated gas is ; :
now afac‘tor), one vlehicle and/or no transportation; joh iriterference; more
fights'at ne-w' ‘school; focus is on dress'(at_tire) not education; and closer

loCation means more involvement in schooi activities.ﬁ .

-
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A general comment sectlon was prov1ded on. the survey to allow SRR

i parents/ guardians to- record any thoughts des1red Less than one percent (7) of the surveys, n

A displayed wntten cornments in this section. One parent/ guardlan expressed a desire to sit -

- ConClusioﬁ o

. 1n on class but due to rece1v1ng negative mformation did not; better treatment of students
>'1s needed all students at. SCHS are not g1ven an® opportunity to partlclpate in programs—— \
» only a select few; students ﬁght all the t1me—should have stayed two schools students'
need to be more 1nvolved with one another and pull together—and less v1olence some

© .issues at SCHS st111 need addressmg—better planning; and students should dress out
' f

A

' more or have miore-activities.

e Theorie's and/Or concépts \ivhich'offer an explanation for some cbmments are

- ;provided in Chapter 5. Also included in Chapter 5 are recommendatrons ‘that may be ;

useful in addressmg some concems expressed by the parents/ guardians of students at

..The majority of reSponses from parents/ guardians indicated Virtuaily no change' ,

occurred in the followmg three areas since the consolidation of L1v1ngston and Sumter "

vCounty High school Wthh formed a new school SCHS d1801p11nary problems among
students, the amount_of time students spend on the school bus travehng to-and from
school,: and parental“educational support. How'e‘ver; some'respohses'from : |

:‘parents/ guardiansiridicated'changes had occurred_ at the curren; location. These changes, .

" both positiv‘e"and negat.i\}e;"-alori“g with the possible impact to students" education will be

o discussed in.Chapter 5. '
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Part II Educators Survey

A d1fferent survey, cons1st1ng of-four questrons was used to collect responses

3 from ed'ucators ‘regarding their perspective of the merger of the two schools in twoA :

f
o

spec1ﬁc areas; d1sc1pl1nary act1ons of students and parental educat1onal support

Quest1ons 1 and 2o0n the survey (see survey instrument — Append1x E) prov1ded the

‘necessary screen1ng to 1dent1fy those who were nof employed at one of the' merged

sschools and those not providing serwce tofstudents 4in gradés 11 and 12, Isolatmg‘these-

responses was crucial because the surveys asked for educators to-compare actions at the

- previous locations,, ei’ther.Livingston or Sumter County High schools, to actions of _

. students at the current location, SCHS. Surveys from the identified ineligible group's

. were removed frorn da_ta.analysis. Two hy'potheses guided the research regarding the

w

. ‘Educator’s Survey. - - -

. ‘Hypothes1s No. l The consol1dat1on of L1v1ngston and Sumter County :
H1gh schools affects dlscrphnary problems amongst students.
° Hy‘pothesi__s No.‘??:_"l‘he location of_ _SCHS affects parental eduoational_ o
. support.._ o o o

Lo -'Table‘,2_0 provides an overview of the remaining questions on the suryey

instrument and also provides the variables measured in each question.

Table’ 20: Educators'" Questlonnaire Overview.

e
-

l‘Educators Quest1onna1re

Quesuo_n : Hypothes1s B Variables "
3 a3 ; 1 . I .Conso"lfdati}on_and»d'is‘ciplihar‘yipr‘oblerns_’ :
'4' ) o 3 - ’Location and parental educational support |
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Hypothe51s No 2 (The locat1on of SCHS affects the: amount of t1me students

; aspend on the school bus travehng to and from school) was’ not 1ncluded on the educators
sur"v_ey. The researcher beheved parents were more knowledge‘able about the actual t1mev :
 their ¢hild(ren) spent. on the school bus than educators, therefore_ Hypothesls No.2 was i

o ornitted.

Details and findings related to this:survey are presented below. These findings e

- willalso be used to corroborat'e‘ with the ‘corresponding responses from the

S

‘ ';laarent/guardiansf,surirey; specifically, ‘Questlon 3 lzvhich«dir‘ectly inquires about -
d1501pl1nary acti:ons and Que‘stlons 9 and 10 which Yinqu'iire about parental evduc'atio’nal
- support. Collectit/ely, the questlons measure the diScipllnary’ actions and parental\v

" educational support at the previous location with those.at the ch_rrent location by

cdrnparlng thé'dsubjective-response_s from two different groups; parents/guardians and

\

. .educators..

' Educators’ Survey: Missing Data
: Missing data‘ was observed in several questlons on the Educator’s SurVey.

M1ss1ng data was deﬁned as when no response: was g1ven or when a response other than

. the value and/or descnpt1on requested was provided. For example a grade level 1nstead

~of the name of a previotis school was provided._

Educators’ Survey: l)istributjon. and Response Rate

} The ‘responserrate for the educators’ survey is 27% The.for-mul'a provided by

- Bryman 1ntroduced in the parents/ guard1ans sect10n of this chapter was also used to

calculate the educators response rate. (2008 181)
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and retumed for analys1s Fifteen surveys were- returned by the requested date and one

’was’ recéived after the due date 'but within the sam‘e week. Based on the number of

vy
PR
L

S Number of ﬁsable"questionnaires
e _ . x 100 ..«

S Total sample unsu1tab1e or .,
" uncontactable members of the sample o

S

The actual computation of the response rate and d1Scus‘s1on‘ relative to the .

 humbers used to ;compute the percentage is provided below.

| 9
o - X ¢ 100 = 27%‘
‘ ’ 48 5 - 10
Appendix F prov1des a list of the- faculty and staff at SCHS on February 1 2013,

for SY 2012 2013 when th1s research was conducted (Personal email commun1cat10n

v{iith Glory McAb;dy.on J anuary. 18,2013 and,FebruAary 23,2013). The ~tot‘a14number of._ "

' personnel on the attached list is 48 Five individuals, the pr1n01pal ass1stant pr1nc1pa1

K . secretary, recept1on1st and the counselor who adm1n1stered the survey, Glory McAboy, -

f.

d1d not receive.a survey. Of the remaining 43 educators 33 (77%) of those phys1cally

; prese,nt,‘at the school on the day the survey was admimstered ele_cted:to receive a survey. ‘

o

" The re‘maining*edUCators .were either absent or attending workshops. Out of the 33

partic1pants willing to rece1ve a survey, 16 educators surveys (48%) were completed

educators (43) el1g1ble to part1c1pate in this study and the 16 surveys rece1ved 37% of the ’
‘ ehglble populatlon completed a survey Included in the 16 surveys, were seven surveys

* .+ that were not lnclude,d iri the analys1s. These were from educators who 1ndrcated prev1ous

employment at another s"choolbe’sides_ LiVin‘gston and Sumter County High_ and those .

providing service exclusively to either grade(s) 9 or 10. The reason for excluding grades

’
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9 and 10 is, most students in those grades would not have experlenced the consohdatlon .

.

R Students in grades 11 and- 1