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The results containing the percentage of agreement on what practices are being
valued and at what implementation of the randomly selected middle schools are shown in

the table on the following page.
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2009 Middle School Data of Random Sample
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Middle School Concept Component Level of Importance Level of
Implementation

VI 1 U Vu HI I LI NI
Advisory Programs 36 51 12 2 17 29 24 29
Interdisciplinary Team Organization 63 30 7 <1 45 27 19 9
Flexible Scheduling and Grouping 48 40 12 <1 22 33 33 13
Strong Focus on Basic Subjects 78 22 0 O 73 25 2 0
Educators who Value Working with Young 94 o6 0 o0 53 44 3 0
Adolescents
Inviting, Supportive, Safe Environment 94 6 0 0 65 33 3 0
Teachers and Students Engaged in Active Learning 92 8 0 0 42 49 9 0
School Initiated Family and Community Partnerships 51 47 2 0 19 46 34 2
Curriculum that is Relevant, Challenging, Integrative 88 12 0 0 40 52 8 0
& Exploratory
Multiple Teaching and Learning Approaches 8 15 0 0 31 57 11 0
School-wide Efforts to Foster Health, Wellness, and 65 34 1 0 35 51 14 0
Safety
Teachers with Middle School/Level Teacher 35 49 14 2 27 36 27 10
Certification/Licensure
Trusting/Respective Relationships Among Admin, 8% 11 0 0 46 48 6 0
Teachers, Parents
Evidence-Based Decision Making 70 29 1 0 32 57 11 0
A Shared Vision of Mission and Goals 79 21 0 O 42 52 6 0
Assessment and Evaluation Programs that Promote 77 23 0 O 35 52 13 0

Quality Learning

Note. VI: Very Important; I: Important; U: Unimportant; VU: Very unimportant; HI: Highly Implemented;

I: Implemented; LI: Limited Implementation; NI: Not Implemented.

There are some noticeable conclusions that can be drawn from the table above.
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Overall, the components of the middle school concept are still greatly valued. However,
it is also apparent that even though these components are seen as essential elements in a
successful middle school, they are not always implemented. If you add together the first
two levels under each category (very important/important and highly implemented/
implemented), some large discrepancies are made apparent in how important the
components are versus how well they are implemented. Some recognizable deficits are
found with flexible scheduling and grouping (88% vs. 55%), advisory programs (87% vs.
46%), teachers with middle school/level teacher certification/licensure (84% vs. 63%),
and school and community partnerships (98% vs. 65%).

The second part of this study was to survey previously identified HSMS. One
hundred eighty-six middle schools had been identified as Schools to Watch or NASSP
Breakthrough Middle Schools. Electronic surveys were sent to these 186 schools which
elicited responses from 101 schools for a return rate of 54% (McEwin & Greene, 2011).
McEwin and Greene (2011) utilized the same survey in an attempt to compare the
practices and programs of HSMS with the other middle schools across the nation (with
minor differences). This would then determine if the current successful practices still
aligned with the middle school concept; and in effect if traditional middle schools
utilizing the middle school concept are still the best developmentally appropriate option

for young adolescents. The table below shows these results from the HSMS.
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Table 3

2009 Middle School Data of HSMS

Middle School Concept Component Level of Importance ~ Level of
Implementation

VI 1 U VU HI 1 LI NI

Advisory Programs 42 49 7 1 26 30 24 20
Interdisciplinary Team Organization 81 17 2 0 71 17 7 5
Flexible Scheduling and Grouping 71 25 2 1 41 42 13 5
Strong Focus on Basic Subjects 88 12 0 0 87 13 0 0
Educators who Value Working with Young 99 1 0 o0 86 13 1 0
Adolescents

Inviting, Supportive, Safe Environment 99 1 0 o0 77 20 2 0
Teachers and Students Engaged in Active 100 0 0 O 61 37 1 0
Learning

School Initiated School and Community 64 36 0 O 19 63 18 0
Partnerships

Curriculum that is Challenging, Integrative, and 994 6 0 O 60 34 6 0
Exploratory

Multiple Teaching and Learning Approaches 93 7 0 0 54 38 8 0

School-wide Efforts to Foster Health, Wellness, 74 26 0 0 49 40 11 0
and Safety

Teachers with Middle School/Level Teacher 30 56 13 1 31 31 26 12
Certification/Licensure

Trusting/Respective Relationships Among Admin, 92 8 0 0 70 30 O 0
Teachers, Parents

Evidence-Based Decision Making 88 11 1 0 52 41 6 1
A Shared Vision of Mission and Goals 85 15 0 0 61 37 1 0
Assessment and Evaluation Programs that 87 13 0 0 50 45 5 0

Promote Quality Learning

Again, there were similar findings concerning obvious deficits in the same areas

of flexible scheduling and grouping (96% vs. 83%), advisory programs (91% vs. 56%),
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teachers with middle school/level teacher certification/licensure (86% vs. 62%), and
school and community partnerships (100% vs. 82%). The difference however is that
even though there are discrepancies in the percentage of importance verses
implementation, it shows that overall the HSMS are implementing these practices more
frequently. In an effort to look at the overall difference of implementation between the
randomly selected middle schools and the HSMS, the table below illustrates those

findings.



Table 4

Levels of Implementation of Middle Level Components: 2009 HSMS vs. Random Study
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Middle School Concept Component Level of Level of
Implementation in Implementation in
HSMS Randomly Selected
Schools
HI 1 LI NI HI I LI NI
Advisory Programs 26 30 24 20 17 29 24 29
Interdisciplinary Team Organization 71 17 7 5 45 27 19 9
Flexible Scheduling and Grouping 41 42 13 5 22 33 33 13
Strong Focus on Basic Subjects 87 13 1 0 65 33 3 0
Educators who Value Working with Young 77 20 2 0 53 44 3 0
Adolescents
Inviting, Supportive, Safe Environment 86 13 1 0 65 33 3 0
Teachers and Students Engaged in Active Learning 61 37 1 0 42 49 9 0
School Initiated School and Community Partnerships 19 63 18 0 19 46 34 2
Curriculum that is Challenging, Integrative, and 60 34 6 0 40 52 8 0
Exploratory
Multiple Teaching and Learning Approaches 54 38 8 0 41 57 11 0
School-wide Efforts to Foster Health, Wellness, and 49 40 11 O 35 51 14 0
Safety
Teachers with Middle School/Level Teacher 31 31 26 12 27 36 27 10
Certification/Licensure
Trusting/Respective Relationships Among Admin, 70 30 0 O 46 48 6 0
Teachers, Parents
Evidence-Based Decision Making 52 41 6 1 32 57 11 0
A Shared Vision of Mission and Goals 61 37 1 0 42 52 6 0
Assessment and Evaluation Programs that Promote 50 45 5 0 35 52 13 0

Quality Learning

When comparing the HSMS with the randomly selected middle schools, it is
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apparent that all components of the middle school concept are implemented more
frequently at the HSMS. Although not all of the numbers show a large difference, one of
the components that stood out was the flexible schedule and grouping (83% vs. 55%).
This difference alone could help to determine why the HSMS are more effective.

McEwin and Greene (2011) concluded with the following results: “As
documented in the survey results, HSMS tend to embrace programs and practices
associated with developmentally responsive schools—the middle school concept” (p. 58).
McEwin and Greene then listed his most significant results with both studies on why the
HSMS may be more effective (pp. 58-59). The summation of that list is included in the
following paragraphs.

First, the HSMS more frequently provided core teachers with 10 common
planning periods per week (40% vs. 28%). Along the same lines, they also more
frequently used interdisciplinary team organization (90% vs. 72%) as well as more often
used the flexible block scheduling plan (30% vs. 14%). Also with regard to their
schedules, the HSMS allotted more daily instructional time to core subjects of language
arts, mathematics, science, and social studies at the sixth, seventh, and eighth grade levels
(sixth grade, 240 vs. 226; seventh grade, 234 vs. 219; eighth grade, 233 vs. 219) and
more frequently offered interest course/mini-course programs (49% vs. 39%).

With regard to how instruction was delivered, the HSMS used direct instruction
less frequently (71% vs. 81%) and used cooperative learning more often (85% vs. 64%)
as well as inquiry teaching more frequently (57% vs. 43%). Also, the HSMS used
ability/tracking somewhat more frequently in most core subjects.

McEwin and Greene (2011) also noted that the HSMS had higher percentages of

core teachers holding separate middle level teacher licensure. In addition, these schools
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more frequently had advisory programs (65% vs. 54%) and placed a stronger emphasis
on global education elements. In an effort to meet the students’ physical needs, these
schools also more frequently offered intramural sports programs (65% vs. 55%).

McEwin and Greene (2011) were able to sum up this list by stating that the
HSMS more strongly supported and implemented the components of middle level
schools as recommended in the middle school literature.

If the middle school concept is still deemed effective and worthy of
implementation across the nation, the question of what grade configuration is the most
effective still exists. Although the randomly selected middle schools were all deemed
middle schools by grade configuration (5-8, 6-8, 7-8), there were several schools
identified as HSMS that utilized a different school structure. The table below shows the
number of grade organization patterns within the HSMS study.

Table 5

Grade Organization Patterns within the HSMS study

Grade Organization Number in Study
5-8 7

6-8 65

7-8 15

Other 13

Total 101

The “other” as noted within the chart contains the following breakdown: PK-8§, 2;
4-8, 1; 5-6, 2; 6 only, 1; 6-7, 4; 7-9, 3; so while McEwin and Greene’s (2011) study
validated that the middle school concept is still effective, it did not clarify in what grade

configuration it can be implemented with the most fidelity to meet the needs of young
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adolescents. Although a couple PK-8 schools were surveyed, it was only because they
had been previously recognized as being highly successful. This study is lacking data to
determine which grade configuration best implements the middle school concept.
Synthesis of Literature

The debate over grade configuration is not a new one and is unlikely to be
resolved anytime in the near future as Beane and Lipka (2006) declared it has been “a
rollercoaster of reform” (p. 26). Through a series of evolutions from the junior high to
the middle school, and now possibly back to K-8, the question is what grade
configuration meets the developmental needs of young adolescents? Currently, most
educational structures housing young adolescents are doing so in a middle school (6-8)
structure. Herman (2004) noted that “the middle school still predominates in public
schools in our nation” (p. 7). The figure below shows the number of public middle

schools McEwin and Greene found in 2009 and published in 2011.

Number of Grades 5-8, 6-8, and 7-8
Public Middle Schools: 1970-2008

14000 11977 12377

12000 9790
10000 8093
8000
6000 4884
4000
2000
O T T T T T

1970-71 1986-87 1992-93 1990-00  2001-02  2008-09

13277

Figure. Number of Middle Schools from 1970-2008 (McEwin & Greene, 2011, p.6).

The discrepancy in the literature is whether this predominance of middle schools

is to blame for the deficit in education that has been reflected through No Child Left
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Behind. While researchers such as Eccles adamantly support a K-8 structure that they
feel is more developmentally responsive, there are also researchers such as McEwin who
just as adamantly proclaim that the middle school concept implemented fully in a middle
school setting is most appropriate for this age group. As McEwin and Greene (2011)
noted, “The most important finding of the 2009 surveys is that the middle school concept
and philosophy remain legitimate” (p. 62). George (2009) supported this thought by
reminding us that “The existence of thousands of high-quality middle schools is evidence
of this major achievement” (p. 7).

There is reason to believe that more research is needed in an effort to resolve this
conflict of understanding. Researchers such as Hough argue that reforms are continually
being made without a significant research base to support the claims. We have seen how
this was done in our past with the hasty development of the junior high, the then hasty
transition to a middle school, and now the hasty reversion back to K-8 models in large,
urban districts.

Ultimately, the decision may come down to finances. As Look (2001) explained,
“Some districts find K-8 schools to be less expensive to operate than simultaneously
running elementary and middle schools” (p. 2). This concept may prove why the debate
of grade configuration even exists. Had we not made significant decisions regarding
education based on money in the past, but rather on the needs of the students, the
argument for grade configuration could reasonably be null as we would have established
the best practice years ago.

Even if the debate over grade configuration is never settled, Lounsbury (2009)
further reminded us that “The public also must come to recognize that success, in future

schooling and in life itself, will depend not so much on what courses have been passed
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but rather on what skills, dispositions, and habits of mind have been developed” (p. 5).
This implies that grade configuration may end up not being the marker of success, rather
what is taught within those grades ultimately makes the most significant difference.
Summary

In this chapter, various literatures were explored pertaining to grade configuration
and the role they have played historically in meeting young adolescents’ developmental
needs. The overview of literature began with an examination of the history of education
and specifically how the middle school has evolved over the years. Next, the
developmental needs of adolescents were noted and how this age group possesses unique
attributes that need to be recognized. Following this, research studies were discussed and
their findings with regards to which grade configuration met the developmental needs of
young adolescents were provided. Next, literature was addressed that gave best practice
suggestions to meet the needs of young adolescents regardless of grade configuration.
Last, a summation of the current status of our middle schools as found by McEwin and
Greene (2011) was provided. Throughout the literature review, there was conflicting
information regarding which grade configuration best suits the unique needs of
adolescents as the results were inconclusive or contradictory to each other. More
research is needed to determine what grade configuration best meets the developmental

needs of young adolescents.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology
Restatement of the Problem
Historically, young adolescents have been taught in a multitude of grade
configurations in an effort to meet societal needs or to increase student achievement. In
doing this, the developmental needs of young adolescents have often been overlooked.
While there is a prominence of traditional middle schools (6-8) in the United States,
recently a movement to revert back to a K-8 model has gained momentum and is causing
massive reform and controversy over what grade configuration best serves this unique
age group. This research study was an effort to discover what grade configuration best
meets the developmental needs of young adolescents, as student success is dependent on
these needs being met.
This chapter states the specific research questions, design, and methodology the
researcher utilized to conduct this research study.
Research Questions
1. What impact does grade-level configuration (K-8/6-8) have on the
social/emotional needs of young adolescents?
2. What impact does grade-level configuration (K-8/6-8) have on the physical
needs of young adolescents?
3. What impact does grade-level configuration (K-8/6-8) have on the cognitive
needs of young adolescents?
4. What is the relationship between the constructs of developmental needs
(social/emotional, physical, cognitive) and academic achievement?
Research Design

This study used a mixed-methods design to strengthen the overall findings of the
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research study by combining both statistical results with qualitative perspectives of the
participants that were used to unveil themes and associations in the quantitative data
(Creswell, 2013). This mixed-methods study used data from three surveys to seek a
relationship in meeting developmental needs and positive student perceptions. The first
variable was what opportunities were offered to meet young adolescents’ developmental
needs as defined by their social/emotional, cognitive, and physical needs. The second
variable was the student perceptions within the separate grade configurations concerning
their school experiences. By analyzing the data for a relationship, Glanz (2003) stated
that it is then possible to “indicate the degree to which these two variables relate to one
another” (p. 65). This design therefore answered the question which grade configuration
is most appropriate to meet young adolescents’ developmental needs.

In addition to the quantitative data gathered from the surveys, the researcher also
conducted focus groups (composed of core and elective teachers and some
administration) at each of the seven participating schools. These qualitative data were
used to look for themes that were also apparent in the surveys as well as new information
in the perceptions of the teachers that contributed to this body of research.

Research Methodology

The researcher compared seven schools located in northwest North Carolina.
Three of these schools served students in Grades K-8 and four served students in Grades
6-8. McEwin and Greene’s (2011) National Middle School Survey was electronically
accessible to all schools through a link provided on a website made by the researcher.
This survey was broken down into separate surveys for the teachers and administrators in
an effort to make the survey more compact for the participants. The principals received a

survey asking for logistical information regarding their school and what opportunities are
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offered that would meet the developmental needs of young adolescents. The electronic
version of this survey can be found by clicking here and is also located in Appendix A.
The teachers received a separate survey regarding the level of significance verses the
level of implementation of various middle school components within their schools. The
electronic version of this survey can be found here as well as in Appendix B. In both
surveys, the opportunities afforded to young adolescents were categorized by meeting
either the social/emotional, physical, or cognitive developmental needs. The closed-
ended questions utilized a Likert scale. The only modifications made to the National
Middle School Survey were to omit questions that did not pertain directly to meeting
developmental needs of young adolescents and to separate the survey into smaller
sections so that the administration and the teachers received separate parts of the larger
survey. This significantly decreased the length of the survey. In addition, the option for
a K-8 grade-level configuration was added as the National Survey was only given to
“traditional” middle schools serving students in 5-8, 6-8, or 7-8. Due to the inclusion of
K-8 schools in this research, many of the questions had a disclaimer to only include
information pertaining to young adolescents in Grades 6-8 within their buildings.

Next, the student population was surveyed on their perceptions of their school
experience by also providing an anonymous and voluntary survey through a website the
researcher created called gradelevelconfiguration.weebly.com. This survey was entitled
“Perceived School Experiences Scale” and was utilized with permission from Dawn
Anderson-Butcher who currently teaches at Ohio State University and developed the
survey with her colleagues in an effort to measure three “critical dimensions of students’
experiences in schools—school connectedness, academic motivation, and academic

press” (Anderson-Butcher et al., 2012, p. 187). This survey can be found in Appendix C


https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/XCTYYRQ
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/TTJMXFX
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or electronically here. This survey contained 16 questions all utilizing a Likert scale of 1-
5 with 1 indicating strongly disagree and 5 indicating strongly agree.

The opportunities afforded to students through the teacher and administrator
surveys were sorted as either meeting the social/emotional, physical, or cognitive needs
of the young adolescents. In doing this, the researcher was able to assess if schools were
implementing opportunities that would meet the young adolescents’ developmental
needs. Next, the researcher assessed the perceptions of the students at each grade-level
configuration. If there was an overall positive perception (an average of 4 or higher on
the Likert scale), a relationship was found that offering and implementing
developmentally responsive opportunities results in positive student perceptions.

Next, the testing data of each of the schools was observed and compared to the
school’s ability to meet the developmental needs of young adolescents (as deemed by the
relationship found from the previous two surveys). If schools that met the developmental
needs of young adolescents also obtained higher academic achievement, this would
determine yet another relationship in meeting the needs of young adolescents leading to
higher academic achievement.

Last, the researcher conducted focus groups with each of the seven schools. The
questions used for these focus groups can be found in Appendix D. The groups’
conversations were recorded to ensure accurate reporting, and the names of the
participants were coded to ensure confidentiality. The data gathered at these focus
groups was then categorized to find themes. These themes were compared with the data
collected from the surveys in an effort to further validate the findings from the surveys as
well as look for new themes that may not have arisen with a quantitative survey.

Triangulating this data with multiple research approaches strengthened the information


https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/XT26JT5
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ascertained through this study.
Surveys

The surveys for the administration, teachers, and students can be found in
Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C. The administrator and teacher surveys were
located on the website (gradelevelconfiguration.weebly.com). The student surveys were
located in a separate website (gradelevelconfigurationstudent.weebly.com) to ensure that
students did not have access to the teacher surveys. Both websites provided an
explanation of the intended research and links to the surveys. The website URL
addresses were delivered electronically to the principals who then forwarded them to the
appropriate middle school personnel. Additionally, the researcher placed reminders with
the website on it in each teacher’s mailbox when visiting the schools to conduct focus
groups. The surveys were created utilizing Survey Monkey, an online survey creation
tool, and were therefore automatically collected there upon participants’ completion of
the surveys. The middle school teachers received the separate website for the students
with the link so they could pass that along to the students to have them access and submit
electronically as well.
Research Population

The research population was seven schools in northwest North Carolina. This
particular location was chosen because they are the only county in northwest North
Carolina that offers multiple grade-level configurations to educate their young
adolescents. The researcher gained permission to study three schools that served students
in Grades K-8 and four schools that served students in Grades 6-8. The following table

breaks down the grade-level configuration of the schools.
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Table 6

Names and Types of Grade Configurations for Research Population

6-8 Schools K-8 Schools
School A School E
School B School F
School C School G
School D

Data Analysis

The data were collected and aggregated by the researcher using Survey Monkey.
As the participants completed the surveys, this program then collected the data and
created charts and tables analyzing the information.

The data were examined first for return rate from the various schools in an effort
to see how the data were reflective of the total population. Next the administrator and
teacher surveys were analyzed quantitatively by what opportunities were offered at what
schools. Charts were made tallying the results on each question indicating whether the
respondent answered 1-4 (1 indicating lowest level of importance/implementation and 4
indicating the highest level of importance/implementation). Percentages were created to
reflect the total responses for each question, yielding two charts (K-8/6-8). These
percentages indicated how important/implemented each of these opportunities afforded to
young adolescents were within their grade-level configuration.

Once results were converted to percentages for each grade configuration, the two
charts were separated into the three categories of social/emotional, cognitive, and
physical needs based on the nature of the question. Questions pertaining to advisory

programs, family/community partnerships, and the climate were categorized under the
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social/emotional category. Questions regarding the curriculum, teaming, scheduling,
grouping, and teaching practices were categorized as cognitive needs. Last, opportunities
regarding health, wellness, and sports programs were classified as physical needs. This
gave each grade-level configuration three separate charts to represent how important and
at what rate of implementation they were meeting young adolescents’ developmental
needs. Charts were then made to compare the two separate grade-level configurations
under each category. In doing this, the researcher was able to answer the separate
questions of which grade-level configuration met each developmental need of young
adolescents most effectively.

The next step was analyzing the students’ perceptions of their relative schools.
The students were asked to rate their perception on a Likert scale of 1-5 (1 indicating the
lowest and 5 reflecting the highest) with questions regarding their perceptions of how
safe and supported they feel in their current learning environment. The surveys were
then sorted based on their grade-level configuration. Next, the student responses were
tallied under each question and converted into percentages to represent how the student
population answered each question for each grade configuration. Last, charts were made
to compare the students’ perceptions in both grade-level configurations.

Once the researcher had charts representing the opportunities afforded to young
adolescents under each developmental category (social/emotional, cognitive, physical)
and charts showing the perceptions of students within each grade-level configuration, a
relationship was looked for in meeting developmental needs and positive student
perceptions.

Last, after a grade-level configuration was deemed as being more effective at

meeting young adolescents’ developmental needs, the schools’ academic achievement
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was compared utilizing their EOG assessments in reading and math. The proficiency
levels were gathered within the administrator survey and validated using
ncschoolreportcards.org. This data collection was done to see if there was also a
relationship in the students whose needs were being met and higher academic
achievement.

Last, the focus groups’ coded data were categorized by themes and compared
with the quantitative data from the surveys in an effort to confirm or disconfirm the
findings gathered from the surveys.

Ethical Implications and Considerations

In accordance with the Belmont Report, published by the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, the researcher followed basic ethical principles.
Specifically, the participants in this study were treated as autonomous agents and entered
this study with adequate background knowledge of the implications of participating. This
was done through the letter that was sent to the superintendent requesting participation as
well as the website having information regarding the purpose and possible implications of
the study. The informed consent form to participate in the quantitative part of the study
can be located in Appendix E. Additionally, the focus group participants also were
provided a consent form to participate in the qualitative portion of this study. This
consent form can be found in Appendix F.

In regards to beneficence, as noted in the Belmont Report, participants were
ensured no harm would come to them. This was done through the assurance that no
consequences were given for opting out of the study in addition to assuring
confidentiality of the participants who chose to participate. It was not necessary to

identify the students beyond school and grade-level, so anonymity was guaranteed. For
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the sake of this research, the schools were assigned letters. In doing this, if there were
significant findings about one school not meeting the needs of young adolescents, they
were protected from that information being published. In addition, the participants within
the focus groups were given pseudonyms for the purposes of reporting findings.

Also in accordance with the Belmont Report, the researcher took into
consideration the idea of justice. In an effort to ensure fairness to all participants, all
schools participating were offered the results upon completion of the study. These results
were offered either electronically or through the form of a presentation where the
researcher would come to report findings and offer professional development for ways to
better meet the needs of this unique age group.

Reliability and Validity

According to Glanz (2003), validity is “the extent to which the instrument
measures what it is intended to measure” (p. 64). For the administrator and teacher
surveys, the researcher’s intent was to measure to what extent middle school components
were afforded and implemented in the school setting. McEwin and Greene’s (2011)
National Survey has been recognized as valid and reliable in measuring these components
as it was utilized in their study. However, in this study the validity was dependent upon
the participants’ willingness to answer the survey with fidelity. If the surveys truly
represented the sampling of the schools, the results were valid and therefore measured
what they were intended to measure.

The PSES student survey has also been validated reliable for measuring student
perceptions. This was done through the research Anderson-Butcher et al. (2012)
collected on the implementation of the survey. Again, for the purpose of this study, it

was imperative that the students answered the questions thoughtfully and accurately to
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ensure valid and reliable results that conveyed their perceptions of their respective
schools.
Limitations

This research method was limited by the participation of the teachers and students
at the various schools. Participation being voluntary and anonymous was an essential
factor in establishing an ethical study, but it was also a limiting factor in that some
participants chose not to participate. If too many participants had not completed the
survey, the results would not have been reflective of the school. It was also possible that
without a sufficient return rate from the county, the data would not be able to be utilized
within the results and conclusions.

Other limitations in this study included the size of the research population.
Within the seven schools, there are almost 2,800 students. With this study depending on
the perceptions of the student population, having enough valid responses to elicit reliable
results proved to be a limitation.

Delimitations

The researcher chose to limit this study to one county and was dependent on the
results from seven schools. In addition, the researcher limited the time frame of this
study to one semester.

Research Design Rationale

This mixed-methods study was appropriate to the research questions of which
grade-level configuration meets the social/emotional, cognitive, and physical
developmental needs of young adolescents because it was a thorough examination of the
programs offered, the rate of implementation, and student perceptions of their schools. If

the schools were meeting the developmental needs of young adolescents, a relationship
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was indicated through the positive perceptions of the students in that particular grade-
level configuration. It was the belief that as more opportunities are offered that meet the
social/emotional, cognitive, and physical needs of the young adolescents, the positive
perceptions would also rise. The surveys asking for the programs offered and at what
rate of fidelity answered the question about what grade-level configuration is best
designed to meet the developmental needs of young adolescents. Similar to McEwin and
Greene’s (2011) chart, the researcher also noted percentages of how the schools ranked
the importance and implementation of specific programs and opportunities. In doing this,
a particular grade-level configuration was identified as providing/implementing more
opportunities appropriate to meeting the developmental needs of young adolescents. This
was further indicated true through the student perceptions also being higher for that
particular grade-level configuration. By gathering student perceptual data, the researcher
was able to determine if the programs being in place (or not) related with their attitudes
of feeling safe and supported. Once there was a grade configuration that was deemed as
being more effective in meeting the developmental needs of young adolescents, an
additional variable of academic achievement was added to ascertain if meeting the
developmental needs of young adolescents also aligned with that specific grade-level
configuration producing students with higher academic achievement.

In addition to this quantitative data, the researcher was seeking triangulation by
also gathering qualitative data in the form of the focus groups. The data collected within
the conversations at each of the schools further supported the information collected
through the surveys.

Overview and Appropriateness of the Methodology

Essentially, to gauge which grade configuration was meeting the developmental
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needs of young adolescents most effectively, the researcher implemented three surveys.
One survey was for the administration. It determined which opportunities and how often
they were afforded to the students that met their social/emotional, cognitive, and physical
developmental needs. The second survey was for the teachers to discern their
dispositions on the level of significance and implementation of various middle school
components in congruence with the students’ social/emotional, cognitive, and physical
developmental needs. The last survey was distributed to students to gather their
perceptions of their school experience. By utilizing two instruments that have been
shown to be valid and reliable, the researcher was able to find a relationship in the data.
The researcher hypothesized that the grade-level configurations that offer more
developmentally appropriate opportunities will align with positive student perceptions
and will accordingly link with higher academic achievement. It was also hypothesized
that both grade-level configurations would not be able to offer the same amount of
developmentally appropriate opportunities. In doing this, this study was able to ascertain

what grade-level configuration was most appropriate for young adolescents.
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Chapter 4: Results
Restatement of the Problem
Young adolescents have been taught in a multitude of grade-level configurations
in an effort to meet societal needs or to increase student achievement. In doing this, the
developmental needs of young adolescents have often been overlooked. While there is a
prominence of traditional middle schools (6-8) in the United States, recently a movement
to revert back to a K-8 model has gained momentum and is causing massive reform and
controversy over which grade-level configuration best serves this unique age group. The
purpose of the research study was to discover which grade-level configuration best meets
the developmental needs of young adolescents, as student success is dependent on these
needs being met. Developmental needs, defined in this study, include the social/
emotional, cognitive, and physical needs of young adolescents.
Four research questions were utilized to guide this study.
1. What impact does grade-level configuration (K-8/6-8) have on the
social/emotional needs of young adolescents?
2. What impact does grade-level configuration (K-8/6-8) have on the physical
needs of young adolescents?
3. What impact does grade-level configuration (K-8/6-8) have on the cognitive
needs of young adolescents?
4. What is the relationship between the constructs of developmental needs
(social/emotional, physical, cognitive) and academic achievement?
In this chapter, the results of the mixed-methods study that was utilized are

revealed and their implications discussed.
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Participants

The schools that participated in this study were labeled alphabetically A-G.
Schools A, B, C, and D all teach adolescents in a traditional 6-8 grade-level
configuration. Schools E, F, and G all utilize a K-8 grade-level configuration. These
schools are located in the same county in northwest North Carolina.

The researcher first conducted focus groups at each of the seven schools
mentioned above. The participants of the focus groups were all middle level educators
with an array of experience in various content areas and years of experience. Several of
the educators had experience teaching at both K-8 and 6-8 grade-level configurations.
The total number of participants for all seven focus groups was 39.

The size and demographics of the two types of grade-level configurations
contrasted greatly. The three K-8 schools were all rural, “outlier” schools that were
located on the edge of the county. There is very little racial and socioeconomic diversity
at any of these three schools. They are also dramatically smaller than the 6-8 schools.

The 6-8 schools are all more centrally located within the county and are located in
more urban/suburban areas. These schools have more diversity and are also much larger.
The table below shows the size of each school and the total student population by grade-

level configuration.
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respond to the statement, “There are teachers at my school I can go to for help if [ need
it.” This statement averaged 78.71%. This shows that even though the 6-8 teachers were
concerned that “students get lost in the shuffle,” in actuality, the vast majority of students
feel close enough to a teacher that they would go to one if they needed help.

In contrast, the lowest rating was found in the statement “I enjoy coming to
school” with an average of 52.14%. Though more probing with students would be
needed to find the rationale behind why the students do not enjoy coming to school, it can
be assumed that at least one factor could be related to their adolescence and unique
attitudes during this time.

The next table shows the K-8 students’ responses to the same questions.
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Table 27

Student Perception K-8 Responses

Student Perception Question-K-8 Responses 1 2 3 4 5

My teachers provide helpful feedback to 5.65% 2.26% 9.60% 37.85%  44.63%
students about their academic performance.

Decisions at my school always focus on what is 5.08% 6.78%  14.69% 33.90% 39.55%
best for learning.

My teachers monitor whether students are 3.98% 5.11%  12.50%  26.14%  52.27%
learning on a regular basis.

My school values students’ learning. 5.11% 3.41% 6.25% 17.61% 67.61%

There are teachers at my school I can go to for 5.11% 1.70% 5.68% 14.77%  72.73%
help if I need it.

There are other school staff at my school I can 6.29% 6.29% 10.86% 21.14%  55.43%
go to for help if I need it.

I am confident in my ability to manage my 3.95% 4.52% 10.17% 35.03%  46.33%
school work.

I feel my school experience is preparing me 6.21% 5.65% 12.99%  32.20%  42.94%
well for adulthood.

I have enjoyed my school experience so far. 12.00% 6.86% 19.43%  22.86% 38.86%
I like the challenges of learning new things at 8.52% 9.66% 13.64% 28.98%  39.20%
school.

I have a positive attitude toward school. 10.29% 10.29%  17.14%  26.29%  36.00%
I feel I have made the most of my school 4.62% 10.40%  12.72%  30.64%  41.62%
experience so far.

I am proud to be a student at my school. 9.77% 4.02%  13.22% 13.22%  59.77%
I feel like I belong to my school. 14.20% 5.68% 11.36% 14.77%  53.98%
I enjoy coming to my school. 17.61% 9.09% 14.77%  20.45% 38.07%

I have meaningful relationships with teachers at 6.21% 791%  14.69% 21.47%  49.72%
my school.

When adding the 4s and 5s in this chart, the average positive perception is 73%.

In congruence with the 6-8 students, the highest perceptions are found with the statement,
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“There are teachers at my school I can go to for help if I need it.” The average for this
statement was 87.5%. This again speaks highly of the teachers’ abilities to develop close
relationships with their students and create an environment where the students feel
comfortable talking to adults. Although this statement was the highest with both the K-8
and the 6-8 students, the K-8 students’ positive perception was 8.79% higher than the 6-8
students.

The lowest positive perception score was 58.52% with the statement, “I enjoy
coming to my school.” Again this is in congruence with the 6-8 students’ perceptions
who also ranked this the lowest on their surveys. Again the K-8 students ranked this

higher by 5.98%.



Table 28

Positive Student Perceptions- 6-8 and K-8

Student Perception Question

6-8 Positive

K-8 Positive

Perceptions  Perceptions
(4-5) (4-5)
My teachers provide helpful feedback to students about their 65.28% 82.48%
academic performance.
Decisions at my school always focus on what is best for 62.07% 73.45%
learning.
My teachers monitor whether students are learning on a 63.31% 78.41%
regular basis.
My school values students’ learning. 76.43% 85.22%
There are teachers at my school I can go to for help if I need 78.71% 87.5%
it.
There are other school staff at my school I can go to for help 70.19% 76.57%
if I need it.
I am confident in my ability to manage my school work. 73.72% 81.36%
I feel my school experience is preparing me well for 65.74% 75.14%
adulthood.
I have enjoyed my school experience so far. 60.50% 61.72%
I like the challenges of learning new things at school. 57.73% 68.18%
I have a positive attitude toward school. 56.99% 62.29%
I feel I have made the most of my school experience so far. 63.36% 62.29%
I am proud to be a student at my school. 67.22% 72.99%
I feel like I belong to my school. 61.94% 68.75%
I enjoy coming to my school. 52.14% 58.52%
I have meaningful relationships with teachers at my school. 56.57% 71.19%

The table above shows both the 6-8 and K-8 students’ positive perceptions as
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determined by adding the level 4s and 5s together. This table shows that the K-8 schools
had a higher percentage of positive perception for all statements except one. The
statement, “I feel [ have made the most of my school experience so far,” was lower for
the K-8 students by 1.07%. Though this is not a significant difference, being the only
statement where the 6-8 students are more positive is worth noting.

Some substantial differences were found in three other statements. Pertaining to
whether students receive helpful feedback, the K-8 students responded 17.2% higher than
the 6-8 students. Another example would be when the students were asked if their
teachers were able to monitor their learning regularly. With this statement, again the K-8
students responded 15.1% higher than the 6-8 students. The last example was about
developing meaningful relationships with their teachers. The K-8 students had a 14.62%
higher percentage than the 6-8 students. All three of these examples could potentially be
related to size as the 6-8 teachers in the focus groups also showed similar concerns with
having so many students that it was more difficult to provide differentiation and ensure
that each student was receiving the attention they needed. In a smaller setting with fewer
students, it would be easier to create meaningful relationships and provide regular,
helpful feedback to students.

The overall results showing that the K-8 students have a higher perception of their
school experience align with Research Questions 1 and 3 that also found that the K-8
schools were better able to meet the students’ social/emotional and cognitive needs.
Research Question 2 was inconclusive, and thus a relationship could not be made in
meeting students’ physical needs and higher student perceptions.

Research Question 4

Research Question 4 inquired about the relationship in meeting developmental
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needs and academic achievement. In determining the answer to this question, the
researcher first determined that based on the data collected, the K-8 grade-level
configurations proved to be meeting developmental needs better than 6-8 schools with
higher rates of implementing components related to young adolescents’ social/emotional,
physical, and cognitive needs. Next, the researcher analyzed the academic achievement
of each school as found on NC School Report Cards (Education First NC School Report
Cards, 2013). The following table shows the results.

Table 29

Schools' Academic Achievement for Research Question 4

School/Grade-Level Percent of students who Percent of students who

Configuration scored on or above grade scored on or above grade
level on 2013 Reading EOG level 2013 Math EOG

School A (6-8) 46% 35%
School B (6-8) 42% 35%
School C (6-8) 47% 45%
School D (6-8) 33% 22%
School E (K-8) 51% 26%
School F (K-8) 43% 22%
School G (K-8) 60% 38%

In looking at this data, there is no obvious relationship between grade-level
configuration and student performance. The highest reading scores came from a K-8
school, and the highest math scores came from a 6-8 school. In an effort to find a trend,
the researcher averaged the K-8 scores together and the 6-8 scores together to develop the

table below.
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Table 30

Average EOG Scores by Grade-Level Configuration

Grade-Level Configuration  Average Reading EOG Average Math EOG
6-8 42% 34%
K-8 51% 29%

This table shows that the K-8 schools outperformed the 6-8 schools on the
Reading EOG by 9%. It also shows that the 6-8 schools outperformed the K-8 schools on
the Math EOG by 5%. Again, there is no discernable difference in academic
achievement for the two different grade-level configurations. Therefore, it is difficult to
determine what the relationship is between the constructs of meeting developmental
needs and academic achievement.

Triangulation of Data

In analyzing the data collected through the focus groups and surveys, it becomes
apparent that they align well with each other. While the teacher surveys were able to
give numbers to compare the schools with, the focus groups were able to give reasons
behind the numbers. The student perception surveys added another layer of evidence to
justify the teacher surveys which ultimately all aligned in determining the K-8 grade-
level configuration does a more effective job of meeting young adolescents’
social/emotional and cognitive needs.

Overall, the teacher surveys demonstrated that components related to the
social/emotional, physical, and cognitive needs of young adolescents were more highly

valued and implemented in the K-8 grade-level configuration. The student surveys also
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aligned with the K-8 students having a more positive perception of their school
experience than the students in the 6-8 setting. There proved to be a relationship between
providing opportunities that meet the developmental needs of young adolescents and
higher student perceptions.

For this study, a correlating relationship could not be found between meeting
developmental needs and higher academic achievement. While educators and experts
will agree that students perform better when their needs are being met, there was not a
significant enough difference in the academic achievement of the schools studied to claim
a correlating relationship between the two components.

Summary

This chapter discussed the findings associated with this mixed-methods study in
an attempt to discover what grade-level configuration best meets young adolescents’
developmental needs.

First, the qualitative data gathered through focus groups at seven schools with 39
participants were discussed. The findings were reported by research question. Next, the
quantitative data collected through 75 administrator and teacher surveys were evaluated
and also reported by research question. Finally, the 1,398 student perception surveys
were averaged and reported. The following explains the findings per research question.

For Research Question 1 pertaining to meeting young adolescents’ social and
emotional needs, the researcher discovered through the focus groups that the
opportunities to do this at each grade-level configuration were different. While 6-8
schools offered classes such as advisory, the K-8 schools claimed to not need this option
due to the close atmosphere and personal relationships they naturally have with their

students being in such small schools. This aligned with the quantitative data gathered
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through the surveys that showed that even though advisory was not offered at the K-8
setting, the K-8 schools had a higher rate of implementation in all the other components
of meeting young adolescents’ social and emotional needs. Overall, it was determined
that the K-8 grade-level configuration is better able to meet students’ social and
emotional needs.

For Research Question 2 regarding the physical needs of young adolescents, there
was not a substantial difference in how each grade-level configuration addressed this
need. One noted difference is that not all of the K-8 schools have the student population
to justify having their own sports teams. In addition, the 6-8 schools have more
opportunities to offer intramurals within the school day through the use of their advisory
programs. This also aligned with the quantitative data gathered from the teachers and
administration that reported the K-8 schools had a higher implementation of fostering
health and wellness, though the 6-8 schools had more opportunities for athletics. With
mixed results like these, it was not determined that one grade-level configuration did a
better job of meeting young adolescents’ physical needs over the other.

For Research Question 3 involving the cognitive needs of young adolescents, the
researcher found that there were several differences in the way the two different grade-
level configurations attempted to meet these needs. While all core subjects are offered at
each school, the K-8 schools average longer class times. They also do not group kids for
certain subjects as their population is more limited. The 6-8 schools group students by
ability and offer more classes at the school such as Math I and World History because
they have enough students to warrant a teacher for those subjects. Additionally, the
encore classes differ. The K-8 schools share encore teachers with the other K-8 schools

and are more limited on what classes they can offer. The 6-8 schools each have their own
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implementing the middle school concept are succeeding throughout the country; schools
that are not — whatever their grade configurations — are not meeting expectations” (p. 4).
Erb claimed that many of the large systems converting back to a K-8 configuration “are
specifically criticized for failing to successfully implement small communities for
learning” (p. 6). His implication is simply that small communities and components such
as interdisciplinary teams and Advisory are a vital component of the middle school
concept and without them it is not surprising that these districts have not experienced
success in their 6-8 middle schools. These large districts are now hoping that by shifting
to a K-8 configuration, “that smallness along with fewer transitions will improve student
performance” (Erb, 2006, p. 10). Erb went on to explain that while the transition to a
smaller, community-oriented school may help some with achievement, they would
experience more success by implementing components of the middle school concept.
This literature aligns with the findings of this study that the 6-8 schools are not
implementing components of the middle school concept as well as the K-8 schools.
While Advisory may be offered on the schedule, it is not being utilized in a way that is
most beneficial to students.

Research Question 2. The results for Research Question 2 showed that there was
not a significant difference in meeting physical needs for a 6-8 school versus a K-8
school. The initial argument for a 6-8 school is that in a setting meant to only facilitate
this age group, there will naturally be more opportunities geared specifically to meeting
their needs. In this case, it proved true that the 6-8 schools were able to offer more sports
programs on site. Connolly et al. (2002) offered “the K-8 grade configuration does not
allow for programs to address the particular developmental needs of any specific age

group” (p. 29). The implication behind this allegation is that the K-8 model also has to
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cater to children in Grades Kindergarten through 5 in addition to serving the middle
school students. This does not always allow sufficient resources to meet the unique
needs of young adolescents. This also held true in this study in that the K-8 schools had
fewer sports offered on site due to a more limited number of participants. However, the
results of this study do not entirely support this theory. Though the K-8 schools are
spreading their time and money across students from approximate ages 5 to 13, the
teacher disposition surveys showed that they are still able to better implement
components needed to meet young adolescents’ physical needs in fostering health and
wellness. Additionally, the K-8 schools were able to provide opportunities for their
students to still play sports if they wanted to travel to the nearby 6-8 school. This aligns
with research from Blyth et al. (1978) who concluded that the K-8 school structure
supported student involvement with their peers and with extracurricular activities, while
the junior high school dampened student participation, despite the larger number of
extracurricular activities offered. The focus groups highlighted the concern that many
students in the 6-8 schools end up being eliminated from school teams due to an excess
number of participants. For this reason, more students in a K-8 setting may actually be
willing to participate because they do not have the fear of being eliminated. The K-8
teachers in the focus groups mentioned that everyone who wanted to play was able to.
Overall, both grade-level configurations have their advantages and disadvantages.
Though the 6-8 schools offer more sports on site, more students are going to be
eliminated from the teams. The K-8 schools offer fewer sports on site but do not have to
eliminate participants who want to play. The opportunities for health and wellness were
similar in both settings. The K-8 school had a higher rate of implementing programs for

fostering health and wellness, but the 6-8 schools had slightly more opportunities for
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intramurals at school. Given the results, the researcher could not conclude that one
grade-level configuration was better able to meet the physical needs of young adolescents
than the other.

Research Question 3. The researcher found that the K-8 schools were better
able to meet the cognitive needs of young adolescents. In analyzing the reasons behind
this, it could also be related to the community. The larger 6-8 schools mentioned that it
was difficult to get parents involved as well as ensure that students are not “lost in the
shuffle.” All three of the smaller K-8 schools prided themselves on their ability to not let
students “fall through the cracks” as well as have involved parents and community.
While there could be multiple reasons that parents are more involved in a K-8 school, the
researcher is theorizing that similar to the students being more comfortable in a setting
that has remained consistent for 8 or more years, the parents would also feel the same
way. When students transition to a large middle school, the parents are not as likely to
keep the communication going as they are unfamiliar with the new teachers.
Additionally, the teachers are less likely to make routine contact as they have more
students they are responsible for than a K-8 middle grades teacher.

In addition to parent involvement, the teachers are also able to spend more time
differentiating for students. Again, related to the size difference, the K-8 middle grades
teachers have fewer students they are responsible for and may naturally be able to meet
the cognitive needs more efficiently because they are able to know their students better.
The idea that the teachers are also able to vertically and horizontally align their
curriculums so easily with fewer teachers was apparent in the data. This could be a
significant reason that the K-8 schools are better able to meet the students’ cognitive

needs. In the large 6-8 schools, there were often 10 or more teachers for one grade. It
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would be more difficult for them to coordinate and align their curriculums than it would
be for the four or fewer teachers at the K-8 schools.

While the 6-8 schools provided more opportunities for students to take encore
classes, these opportunities may not offset the advantage of being in a smaller
environment. Arguably, the students at the K-8 schools still have their cognitive needs
being met even without the advantage of three separate computer classes or foreign
language. Additionally, the 6-8 schools were able to offer more advanced courses for
their students on site. While this is definitely convenient, the K-8 schools are still
meeting the advanced students’ needs through online courses.

Overall, the researcher is theorizing that although the 6-8 schools appeared to
have the advantage of more opportunities, these opportunities may not offset the
advantage of the small school’s ability to more personally meet an individual student’s
needs. This has resulted in the K-8 schools being better able to meet the young
adolescents’ developmental needs.

Student perception data. This study found that the students in the K-8 setting
had more positive perceptions of their school experiences than students in the 6-8
schools. This aligns with the literature in that Weiss and Kipnes (2006) stated that [6-8]
middle schools are detrimental to students’ self-esteem, especially for girls. Additionally,
Astor et al. (2001) also established that sixth graders in middle schools were much more
likely than sixth graders in elementary schools to perceive multiple and specific threats in
their school environments.

Research Question 4. For the purposes of this study, the researcher could not
find a relationship between the constructs of meeting developmental needs and higher

academic achievement. Although the hypothesis was that meeting young adolescents’
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developmental needs, specifically cognitive needs, would result in higher academic
achievement, the testing results of the two different grade-level configurations were too
similar to find a relationship. This could be because the sampling of students is too small
and all in one county. For example, one explanation could be that regardless of grade
configuration, all of the middle grade teachers in the same county are receiving similar
training and resources so their teaching approaches are also very similar. If more schools
were analyzed, there may be a more discernable difference.

Overall. While the results of this study are associated by grade-level
configuration, another consistent variable could also be size. The nature of this
phenomenon is that the 6-8 schools are larger and the K-8 schools are smaller; so while
the researcher is referring to the school that is better able to meet young adolescents’
developmental needs as a K-8, it could just as easily be any small school, regardless of
grade-level configuration.

The size of the school carries with it different implications. Not only can students
become closer with their peers and teachers in a small school, but the teachers can also
work more closely together. At School G, one teacher was referring to her ability to meet
her students’ needs effectively because it was so easy to walk down the hall and ask the
other teachers about the students. She affectionately referred to her colleagues as
“walking cumulative folders” and laughed about how easy it was to find out information
about her students. The reason this teacher is able to do this is because she works in an
environment where there are close relationships not only with the students but also with
the other teachers. This environment is possible because of the size of the school
building and ease of access to other members of the faculty.

Comparing 2009 to 2015. The researcher utilized McEwin and Greene’s (2011)
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National Middle School Survey. The results of his study are discussed in Chapter 2. His
findings suggested that the “Middle School Concept” components that make middle
schools successful are still highly valued but not always well implemented. The schools
that were implementing these components with a higher fidelity were having higher
student success and often recognized as HSMS. When comparing his results to the
findings in this study, it reveals that the K-8 schools are better aligned to the HSMS than
the actual middle schools used in this study. The following table displays the 2009

HSMS and the two different grade-level configurations from this study.



Table 31

2009 and 2015 Results Compared
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Middle School Concept Component Related Implementation Implementation  Implementation

to Developmental Needs in HSMS (2009)  in 6-8 (2015) in K-8 (2015)
HI I HI I HI I

Advisory Programs 26 30 33 40 6 25

Interdisciplinary Team Organization 71 17 34 50 19 50

Flexible Scheduling and Grouping 41 42 28 55 44 56

Strong Focus on Basic Subjects 87 13 60 38 88 12

Educators who Value Working with Young 77 20 40 56 100 0

Adolescents

Inviting, Supportive, Safe Environment 86 13 35 52 88 12

Teachers and Students Engaged in Active 61 37 47 49 75 25

Learning

School Initiated School and Community 19 63 17 40 56 38

Partnerships

Curriculum that is Challenging, Integrative, 60 34 41 53 63 37

and Exploratory

Multiple Teaching and Learning Approaches 54 38 51 44 75 25

School-wide Efforts to Foster Health, 49 40 35 48 75 25

Wellness, and Safety

Teachers with Middle School/Level Teacher 31 31 72 24 81 19

Certification/Licensure

Trusting/Respective Relationships Among 70 30 21 60 81 13

Admin, Teachers, Parents

Evidence-Based Decision Making 52 41 38 47 75 25

Assessment and Evaluation Programs that 50 45 46 40 81 19

Promote Quality Learning

Note. HI- Highly Implemented; I- Implemented.

The table above shows there has not been a substantial change in implementation

of middle school components in the last 6 years regardless of grade-level configuration.
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However, it should be noted that the K-8 grade-level configuration better aligns with the
HSMS than the 6-8 middle schools in this study. Of the 15 middle school components
needed to meet young adolescents’ developmental needs, the K-8 and HSMS have
similar results; but the K-8 schools actually have a higher implementation on 12 of the
above components. The components that showed a large discrepancy are shown in the
table below.

Table 32

Discrepancies Found in 2009 and 2015 Findings

HSMS 6-8 K-8
School-Initiated Community Partnerships ~ 82% 57% 94%
Teachers with a Middle Level Licensure 62% 96% 100%
Advisory 56% 73% 31%
Interdisciplinary Team Organization 88% 84% 69%

One of the larger discrepancies is found with the component concerning school
initiated community and school partnerships. The HSMS showed an 82%
implementation rate, which is lower than the K-8 schools by 12%. It should be noted,
however, that both the HSMS and K-8 schools are able to better implement this
component than the 6-8 schools used in this study. Another area in which the K-8
schools had a higher implementation rate was concerning teachers with a Middle Level
Certification or Licensure. In this particular situation, the 6-8 schools in this study better
implemented this component by over 30%. In reflecting on this discrepancy, one reason

could be because in the last 6 years, more schools are ensuring they have “Highly
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Qualified” teachers and are requiring their middle level educators to have certification in
their content area.

There are two components in the table above where the HSMS are able to better
implement components over the K-8 schools. They are the same components shared in
Chapter 4 where the 6-8 schools were also able to better implement these components.
They are Advisory and Interdisciplinary team organization. Surprisingly, the HSMS only
has a 56% rate of implementation regarding Advisory. While this is higher than the K-8
schools’ 31%, it is lower than the 6-8 schools’ 73%. One interpretation of these results
could be that to be an HSMS, Advisory is not a necessary component as only half of
these schools are implementing it. This would also explain why the K-8 schools have
been unable to implement it within their schedules but are still successfully meeting their
students’ social and emotional needs as proven in this study. The other component where
the K-8 schools fell short was with interdisciplinary team organization. The HSMS and
6-8 schools were at 88% and 84%. The K-8 schools were significantly lower at 69%.
Again, one interpretation could be that this component is not as necessary as originally
thought in creating a successful environment to reach young adolescents’ cognitive
needs. The K-8 schools in this study were very small and mentioned that they were able
to work together well simply because there were so few teachers in the building and their
vertical and horizontal alignment meetings could happen with literally a few people and
effectively and efficiently not take much time. Arguably, in small schools there is less of
a need for interdisciplinary teaming as connections are more readily made for students in
a smaller school setting.

Limitations

There were a few limitations involved with this study. First, this study was
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limited by the completion rate of the surveys. The table below is a reminder of the return
rate of the surveys.

Table 33

Completion Rate of Quantitative Surveys

Survey Total Number of Total Number of Return Rate
Possible Participants ~ Responses

Administrator 7 7 100%
Teacher 128 68 53%
Student 2794 1398 50%

Though the return rate was substantial enough to draw conclusions, it did not
include all students or teachers; therefore the results cannot be applied to all situations.

Additionally, this study only included one county in North Carolina and was
therefore limited by the small size from which the research population came. While
including more regions may reflect more accurately the true situation of young
adolescents’ schooling, the researcher chose to limit the research population to one
county in Northwest North Carolina in an effort to complete a more comprehensive study
that involved the convergence of both qualitative and quantitative data.

Another limitation involving the participants was the disproportional number of 6-
8 students over K-8 students. Although the number of schools was comparable with four
6-8 schools and three K-8 schools, because there are so many more students in the 6-8
setting, they were more heavily represented. The researcher tried to offset this difference
by only looking at percentages instead of raw numbers. Also, due to the size difference

in the grade-level configurations, many of the results that deemed K-8 more effective in
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meeting developmental needs could also be equated with smaller schools being able to
better meet the developmental needs of young adolescents.

The definition, or lack of a definition, of the word “physical” was a limitation.
When the teachers were asked how they were meeting the students’ physical needs, a
definition of what physical meant was not utilized. This resulted in a very narrow view
of physical to mean sports opportunities and health classes. Had the researcher provided
a more broad definition to also include the physical layout of the classrooms, the physical
aspects of the curriculum and lessons used, or even how the schedule affected the
students’ physical needs, there would have been more data to analyze and make a more
sound judgment of which grade-level configuration was better able to meet young
adolescents’ physical needs.

The last limitation is the timeframe in which this research was completed. This
study was conducted in a relatively short timeframe of only one semester. In a longer,
more longitudinal study, the results may be more reflective of the true nature of the
schools. As it is presently, the research was limited by only having participants who
were employed in the spring of 2015 complete the surveys.

Recommendations for Future Research

An informative future study would be to study the same grade-level
configurations but different sizes. This could confirm or disconfirm the theory stated
above that the grade-level configuration may be inconsequential if the difference is really
about the size of the environment.

Additionally, a study could also be conducted that has a more equitable number of
both K-8 and 6-8 students. This would ensure that the results found in this study are not

wrongly influenced by the larger number of 6-8 students surveyed.
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Another possibility for future research could be to study a larger sampling size
outside of one county. This research was limited to one county in northwest North
Carolina. There is a possibility that the findings shown here are not transferrable outside
of this particular county.

A similar study where the researcher better defined the word “physical” would be
advantageous to this field of study. The data in this body of research was inconclusive on
which grade-level configuration was better able to meet young adolescents’ physical
needs because the definition of physical was very narrow and only included athletic
opportunities and health classes. A future study that also included other aspects of
physical needs would be beneficial in assessing which grade-level configuration is better
able to meet physical needs.

An essential component of young adolescent success is dependent upon the
teachers’ dispositions. While this study focused on the Middle School Concept
components implemented, it did not discuss the teachers’ attitudes and motivations for
teaching this unique age group. Rather than grade-level configuration, a valuable study
where teacher dispositions were analyzed to see if there is a correlation in specific
dispositions and higher academic achievement could be beneficial to this body of
research about young adolescents.

Multiple conversations about transitions arose while the researcher was
conducting focus groups. The argument pertained to the 6-8 students being better able to
adjust to a high school setting and thus more likely to graduate. While this study was
limited to viewing the young adolescents while they were in middle school, information
was not collected on the success of the students once entering high school. A

longitudinal study that would follow these students through high school and look at the



128

graduation rate of students who came from each grade-level configuration could be
exceptionally valuable data to add to this field of information. If one grade-level
configuration is better able to developmentally prepare their students for success in high
school socially, that information should be provided to the schools so adjustments can be

made to better help our students succeed long term.
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This survey is designed to gather logistical information about your school in an effort to
measure how effective your school is at meeting the developmental needs of young
adolescents within your current grade configuration (whether it's a K-8, 6-8, or 7-8
facility). The responses to this survey are completely anonymous and will only be used
for collegial discussion in an effort to establish which grade configuration best meets the

developmental needs of young adolescents.

School Information

What county are you an administrator in?
What is the name of your current school?
Please indicate the most accurate description of the community your school serves.

What grade configuration does your school currently utilize?

K-8
6-8
7-8
Other:

What is the current enrollment of your school?
“ 1200

201-400

401-600

601-800

801-1000

Over 1000

What percent of the students at your school qualify for free or reduced lunch?

None

1-10%

{
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11-20%

21-30%

31-40%

41-50%

51-60%

61-70%

71-80%

81-90%

91-100%
Based on the most recent standardized testing data available, what is the percentage
of students at your school who scored on or above grade level in mathematics?
“110%

11-20%

21-30%

31-40%

41-50%

51-60%

61-70%

71-80%

81-90%

91-100%
Based on the most recent standardized testing data available, what is the percentage
of students at your school who scored on or above grade level in reading?
 110%

11-20%

21-30%

31-40%

41-50%

51-60%

61-70%

71-80%
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© 81-90%

91-100%

{

Please indicate your estimate of the percentage of core teachers (math, language
arts, science, social studies) at your school who have had specific college or
university professional preparation to teach at the middle level. If you are an
administrator of a K-8 school, please only include the middle school teachers (6-8) in
your estimate.

1-10%
11-20%
21-30%
31-40%
41-50%
51-60%
61-70%
71-80%
81-90%
91-100%

Curriculum and Instruction

How many minutes per day is Language Arts taught at you school for 6th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).

How many minutes per day is Language Arts taught at you school for 7th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of

minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
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for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).

How many minutes per day is Language Arts taught at you school for 8th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).

How many minutes per day is Math taught at you school for 6th grade? (If subjects
are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of minutes they
would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught for one-half

of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45 minutes).

How many minutes per day is Math taught at you school for 7th grade? (If subjects
are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of minutes they
would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught for one-half

of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45 minutes).

How many minutes per day is Math taught at you school for 8th grade? (If subjects
are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of minutes they
would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught for one-half

of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45 minutes).
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How many minutes per day is Social Studies taught at you school for 6th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).

How many minutes per day is Social Studies taught at you school for 7th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes)

How many minutes per day is Social Studies taught at you school for 8th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).

How many minutes per day is Science taught at you school for 6th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).
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How many minutes per day is Science taught at you school for 7th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).

How many minutes per day is Science taught at you school for 8th grade? (If
subjects are not taught daily and/or all year, please provide the average number of
minutes they would be taught if they were taught daily. For example, if science is taught
for one-half of the academic year for 90 minutes per day, the response would be 45

minutes).

Please indicate the extent to which direct instruction is used in your school.

Rarely or never

Occasionally

Regularly

Please indicate the extent to which cooperative learning is used in your school.

Rarely or never

Occasionally

Regularly

Please indicate the extent to which inquiry teaching is used in your school.

Rarely or never

Occasionally

Regularly

Please indicate the extent to which independent study is used in your school.

Rarely or never
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Occasionally

Regularly

Please indicate the extent to which online instruction is used in your school.

Rarely or never

Occasionally

Regularly

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer art as an elective option.

" 6th grade
-

7th grade
" gth grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer band as an elective option.
" 6th grade
-

7th grade
-

8th grade
" This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer career education as an elective option.

" 6th grade
-

7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer chorus as an elective option.

" 6th grade
" 7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer computers as an elective option.

" 6th grade

" 7th grade
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8th grade

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer creative writing as an elective option.

-
-
-
-

6th grade
7th grade
8th grade

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer family and consumer science as an
elective option.

-

-
-
-

6th grade
7th grade
8th grade

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer foreign language as an elective option.

-

-
-
-

6th grade
7th grade
8th grade

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer general music as an elective option.

-

-
-
-

6th grade
7th grade
8th grade

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer health as an elective option.

-

-
-
-

6th grade
7th grade
8th grade

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer industrial arts as an elective option.

-

6th grade
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7th grade
8th grade

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer journalism as an elective option.

" 6th grade
" 7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer life skills as an elective option.

" 6th grade
" 7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer orchestra as an elective option.

" 6th grade
-

7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer physical education as an elective

option.
" 6th grade
" 7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer reading as an elective option.

" 6th grade
" 7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.
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Please indicate which of the grade levels offer sex education as an elective option.

" 6th grade
" 7th grade
-

8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer speech as an elective option.

" 6th grade
" 7th grade
" 8th grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Please indicate which of the grade levels offer word processing as an elective option.

" 6th grade
-

7th grade
" gth grade
-

This is not an elective option at this time.

Sports and Advisory Programs

Please indicate the nature of school-sponsored sports programs at your school.

Interscholastic sports only

Intramural sports only

Interscholastic and intramural sports

Does your school have a teacher advisory (advisor-advisee) program?
‘ Yes
No

{

If yes, how frequently do advisory groups meet at your school?
“ Daily

Four days per week

Three days per week

Two days per week

One day per week
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Other:

If yes, how many minutes per advisory session do groups meet?
P

1-10

11-20

21-30

31-40

More than 40 minutes

Grouping, Team Organization, and Scheduling

Please select the one statement below that best describes your school's operating

policy regarding instructional grouping.

Grouping is random (no tracking).

Ability grouping (tracking) is used at all grade levels in all basic subjects.

Ability grouping (tracking) is used at all grade levels, but restricted to certain
subjects, for example reading.

Ability grouping (tracking) is used only at certain grade levels, but in all basic
subjects, for example eighth grade.

Ability grouping (tracking) is used at certain grade levels, but restricted to certain
subjects, for example seventh grade mathematics.

Is your school organized into interdisciplinary teams?
P

Yes
No

I

If yes, please indicate how many individual and team common planning periods
teachers on teams have.
c None

10 per week

9 per week

8 per week

7 per week

6 per week
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5 per week

4 per week

3 per week

2 per week

1 per week
Which of the following best describes the type of schedule utilized at your school?
O Daily periods of uniform length

Daily periods of varying length

Flexible block schedule

Self-Contained Classrooms

Other:
Please provide any comments you have about what grade configuration (K-8, 6-8, 7-

8...) you feel best serves young adolescents' developmental needs based on your
experience in education. Do you see benefits of one model over another?
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Teacher Dispositions Survey
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This survey is designed to measure the level of importance as well as implementation of
various middle school components within your current grade configuration (whether it's a
K-8, 6-8, or 7-8 facility). The responses to this survey are completely anonymous and
will only be used for collegial discussion in an effort to establish which grade
configuration best meets the developmental needs of young adolescents.

What county do you presently teach in? *Required
What is the name of the school in which you currently teach? *Required

What grade configuration does your school currently utilize? *Required
“ K8

6-8

7-8

Other:

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of advisory programs.
*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of advisory
programs. “Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of interdisciplinary
team organization.”Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of interdisciplinary
team organization.”Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4
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Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of flexible scheduling
and grouping.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of flexible scheduling
and grouping.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of a strong focus on
basic subjects (L.Arts, Math, Social Studies, and Science).*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of a strong focus on
basic subjects (L.Arts, Math, Social Studies, and Science).*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of educators who value
working with young adolescents.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of educators who
value working with young adolescents.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4



151

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of an inviting,
supportive, safe environment.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of an inviting,
supportive, safe environment.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of teachers and
students engaged in active learning.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of teachers and
students engaged in active learning.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of school initiated
family and community partnerships. “*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of school initiated
family and community partnerships. “*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4
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Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of a curriculum that is
relevant, challenging, integrative, and exploratory.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of a curriculum that
is relevant, challenging, integrative, and exploratory.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of multiple teaching
and learning approaches.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of multiple teaching
and learning approaches.“Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of school-wide efforts
to foster health, wellness, and safety.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of school-wide efforts
to foster health, wellness, and safety.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4
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Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of teachers with middle
school/level teacher certification/licensure.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of employing
teachers with middle school/level teacher certification/licensure.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of trusting/respective
relationships among administration, teachers, and parents.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of trusting/respective
relationships among administration, teachers, and parents.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of evidence-based
decision making.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of evidence-based
decision making.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4
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Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of a shared vision of
mission and goals.*Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of a shared vision of
mission and goals.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the degree of importance of assessment and
evaluation programs that promote quality learning.”“Required
1- very unimportant; 2- unimportant; 3- important; 4- very important

1 2 3 4

Please indicate your opinion about the level of implementation of assessment and
evaluation programs that promote quality learning.*Required
1- not implemented; 2- limited implementation; 3- implemented; 4- highly implemented

1 2 3 4
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Student Survey
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This survey is intended to see if you feel like your school is taking care of your needs.
Please answer as honestly as possible and know that all answers will remain completely
anonymous.

* Required

What school do you currently attend? *

What gender are you? *
o O Male

fh
o Female

What grade are you currently in? *
fl—A

o 6th
o C 7th
o C 8th

My teachers provide helpful feedback to students about their academic
performance. *

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ¢ ¢ Strongly Agree

Decisions at my school always focus on what is best for learning. *
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree ¢ ¢ Strongly Agree
My teachers monitor whether students are learning on a regular basis. *
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree ¢ ¢ Strongly Agree
My school values students' learning. *
1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree © ¢ € € O Strongly Agree

There are teachers at my school I can go to for help if I need it. *
1 2 3 4 5



157

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

There are other school staff at my school I can go to for help if I need it. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I am confident in my ability to manage my school work. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I feel my school experience is preparing me well for adulthood. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I have enjoyed my school experience so far. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I like the challenges of learning new things at school. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I have a positive attitude toward school. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I feel I have made the most of my school experience so far. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree © € © © Strongly Agree

I am proud to be a student at my school. *
1 2 3 4 5



Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I feel like I belong to my school. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I enjoy coming to my school. *
1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

I have meaningful relationships with teachers at my school. *

1 2 3 4 5

Strongly Disagree ©© € € € Strongly Agree

158




159

Appendix D

Focus Group Questions
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The purpose of this focus group is to gather information that will help us

understand which grade-level configuration is best suited to meet the developmental

needs of young adolescents.

Whatever you say here will remain confidential. That means that we won’t reveal

what was said here by individual name, although we will share the information that you

give in general.

We will tape this focus group and transcribe the tape. Where needed, fictional names

will be substituted for the names mentioned here.

10.
11.

12.

What kinds of opportunities or strategies does your school have to meet the social
and emotional needs of your young adolescents?

What kinds of opportunities or strategies does your school have to meet the
cognitive needs of your young adolescents?

What kinds of opportunities or strategies does your school have to meet the
physical needs of your young adolescents?

Do you think there’s a connection in meeting young adolescents’ developmental
needs and academic achievement? Why or why not?

What limitations exist in your school that keep you from best serving your young
adolescents?

If you could work in any grade-level configuration for young adolescents, what
would it be? Why?

What grade configuration do you think parents prefer and why?

Is there anything you want to add about which grade-level configuration young
adolescents’ should be placed in?

What is the best argument you can give for your school’s choice of grade
configuration?

What services are needed for your students that are currently not provided?
What training is needed in your school to help your teachers do a better job in
meeting student needs?

Do you agree that teacher attitude, skills, and understanding the needs of
adolescents is as important or perhaps even more important than the grade

configuration of a school? Explain.
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Thank you for your willingness to participate in this focus group. I believe your
comments here will add a great deal to the research base in which grade-level

configuration is best for young adolescents.
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Appendix E

Informed Consent Form (Surveys)
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You are being invited to participate in a research study about the role grade-level
configuration plays in meeting young adolescents’ developmental needs. This study is being
conducted by Jessica Hall to fulfill the dissertation component requirement in the completion of a
Doctorate in Curriculum and Instruction at Gardner-Webb University.

You were selected as a possible participant in this study because your county has both K-
8 and 6-8 schools educating young adolescents.

There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this research study. There are no
costs to you for participating in the study. The information you provide will be used in assessing
what grade-level configuration is more appropriate in meeting young adolescents’ developmental
needs. There will be a survey for administrators asking what opportunities are afforded to young
adolescents and how often (example- advisory, intramurals, interdisciplinary teaming...), a
teacher survey inquiring how much they value and implement specific components associated
with meeting developmental needs, and last a student survey that will gauge their level of school
connectedness and general perceptions of their school. Each questionnaire will take about 15
minutes to complete. In addition, I will be conducting a focus group to gather the perceptions of
the teachers that may not be explicitly stated through the surveys. The information collected may
not benefit you directly, but the information learned in this study should provide more general
benefits to administrators in looking at what grade-level configuration to house young adolescents
in.

The surveys are anonymous. No individual names will be collected (on the surveys or in
the focus groups) and the names of the schools will be coded for confidentiality in writing the
results and conclusions from the study. No one will be able to identify you or your answers, and
no one will know whether or not you participated in the study. Individuals from Gardner-Webb
and the Institutional Review Board may inspect these records. Should the data be published, no
individual information will be disclosed.

Your participation in this study is voluntary. By submitting the survey, you are
voluntarily agreeing to participate. Upon conclusion of this research, I will gladly share the
results with you either electronically, or in the form of a presentation and/or professional
development for your staff.

If you have any questions about the study, or would like to coordinate sharing the results
with you, please contact Jessica Hall at halljw(@alleghany.k12.nc.us or Dr. Barry Redmond at
bredmond@gardner-webb.edu.

The Gardner-Webb University Institutional Review Board has reviewed my request to
conduct this project. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights, please
contact Dr. Jeff Rogers, Dean of the Gayle Bolt Price School of Graduate Studies and IRB
Institutional Administrator at (704) 406-4724 or email at jrogers3(@gardner-webb.edu.

Thank you for your consideration and willingness to help promote research that will help
determine what is best for our students.

Respectfully,
Jessica Hall


mailto:halljw@alleghany.k12.nc.us
mailto:bredmond@gardner-webb.edu
mailto:jrogers3@gardner-webb.edu
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Informed Consent Form (Focus Group Participants)
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You are being invited to participate in a focus group about the role grade-level
configuration plays in meeting young adolescents’ developmental needs. This study is
being conducted by Jessica Hall to fulfill the dissertation component requirement in the
completion of a Doctorate in Curriculum and Instruction at Gardner-Webb University.

You were selected as a possible participant in this study because your county has both K-
8 and 6-8 schools educating young adolescents. In addition, you are an educator that has
experience working with this age group.

There are no known risks if you decide to participate in this focus group. The information
you provide will be used in assessing what grade-level configuration is most appropriate
in meeting young adolescents’ developmental needs. This focus group will take
approximately an hour. The information collected may not benefit you directly, but the
information learned in this study should provide more general benefits to administrators
in looking at what grade-level configuration to house young adolescents in.

The focus groups will be recorded to ensure accurate reporting. However, the names of
the participants and the schools will be coded for confidentiality in writing the results and
conclusions from the study. No one will be able to identify you or your responses, and no
one will know whether or not you participated in the study. Individuals from Gardner-
Webb and the Institutional Review Board may inspect these records. Should the data be
published, no individual information will be disclosed.

Y our participation in this study is voluntary. Upon conclusion of this research, I will
gladly share the results with you either electronically, or in the form of a presentation
and/or professional development for you and/or your staff.

If you have any questions about the study, or would like to coordinate sharing the results
with you, please contact Jessica Hall at halljw(@alleghany.k12.nc.us or Dr. Barry
Redmond at bredmond@gardner-webb.edu.

The Gardner-Webb University Institutional Review Board has reviewed my request to
conduct this project. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding your rights,
please contact Dr. Jeff Rogers, Dean of the Gayle Bolt Price School of Graduate Studies
and IRB Institutional Administrator at (704) 406-4724 or email at jrogers3(@gardner-
webb.edu.

Thank you for your consideration and willingness to help promote research that will help
determine what is best for our students.

Respectfully,
Jessica Hall

_ Yes, I am willing to participate in the focus group.
____No, I would not like to participate at this time.


mailto:halljw@alleghany.k12.nc.us
mailto:bredmond@gardner-webb.edu
mailto:jrogers3@gardner-webb.edu
mailto:jrogers3@gardner-webb.edu
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Signature of Participant Date

Signature of Researcher Date




