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Abstract

Schopl transfer is a pervasive experience for American glenentary and‘
secondary students. This paper éxplicates the principal transfer flows and
offers a typology including the associated features of these flows. Limi-
tations of existing theory, research, and knowledge of sehool,practices are --:
described, A heuristic research model, incorporating the typology and : J
designed to address prior methodologicay’and conceptual'limit;tions. 13

presanted.
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A School Transfer Typology" Implications for W\uj'rheory, :

L ’ Revised Research Design ahd Refocused ’ C L ’e

[ ] -

. . . Séhool Poliey and Practice -?

4 ( ) h . ¢ :

. L ¢ o ; . S ; ’ ,
A half century ago,.’ the average school-age child experienced perhaps

one change in sohool environment over the coyrse of his or aer educationalt
career. Today the average child may expect to attend school in\five or ' R

\ . c 3

»<" more different locations during the*course of the first twelve years of " - §

(3

education. Moreover, unlike .their ‘predecessors, today's school children . .\“f i
,are more likely to _experiénce significant discontinuities in their other
environmental settings at the same time as- they shift school settings.
changes in the peer group,«neighborhood and community environment ant even
in the child's family composition, are more-likely than formerly. to dk\

accompany a change in thé child's ;schc':ol'setting.'_~

In'this.papér} we review some of 'the ma;or reasons for these substan-
tial changes iéﬁthe school transfer experiences'of American children and we
propose a preliminary typology of between-school transfers. This typology

- is then extended with geheral prop051tions on the relative severity and.
consequences of major types of transitions and on_;glatedwschool policies
and practices addressing the transfer student. Selected research litera-
ture is reviewed on'studentsf resporses and adaptation to school transfer. '

éome inconsistencies’in findings are noted. Gaps in theory and in research

focus are explicated, utilizing the proposed typology as a means to high-

P

w: light general methodological, research design, and conceptualizaticn :

issues. Finally, the implications «for future research and for policy are

~
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e;ploredw with particular }eféreﬁge to the policy and practice-of school
systems. . ] . Y. '
=~ . &

a*~\x§\ “Reasons for Growth'in School Transfer .

Experiences: -A Typology

.

One obvious reason why today's youth are more subject to transferring
{  among schools is 'sjmply that they are "at-risﬁ"—-resident in the school
system--for -a’longer period of -time than formerly. In the 1920's, only

about 30 percent 6f young ,people graduated -from high school; today, three-
: . .

quarters do so (Grant and Lind, 1979:15).

1] ’ [

A countervailipg factor is the gradual consolidation of public schools
¢ - . R ’ . rd
and the closing of most single-teacher schools. The number of elementary
’ 4

*and secdndary schools in the United States declined from 275,000 in 1929 to

‘A106,000 in 1977 (Grant and Lind, {979:53). Hence, there are fewer schools-
.;n the ﬁation_among yhich chiidren might transfer. ﬁeve%theless. there are
a number of key reasons why the raté of school transfer is growing. 50qe
of’th;se are systemic, the consejjuence of changes in the Ameri?an education

model, and’some é;é individualistic, gééﬁlffng from changes among

individuals and families in the United §§ates.

K

~ 9

”sttemié Change. SA principal set of reasons'for the growth in school

transfer experiences of Ameff%an children are systemic ones. First, system .

- structure itself has changed. & hélf century ago, the modal system was a

.' - ﬁauf—year high school preceded by unreorganized eight-year elementary

schoolsé Three-quarters of the school systems were of Ehis traditional 8-4

type.: Today, only one-fourth of the schuols opergte under this traditional
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¥ racial and ethnic composition .of the schools. Moreover, apart from racial

s

? . . N ie
-

model; 6-3-~3, 6—2-4 and 5-3 y patterns prevaii (Figure ﬂ) Conséquently; .- — - .-

the ayerage young person who reaches high school—-and fz; greater nunbers

and proportions do so today—-will have made e more chayge in schools

LN

during his or her’ educational career simpl ecause_oTﬁthe change in

1

dividing up the prevail ng-K—12 schgg} model ‘over the last” half century.

8

The second f)rincipal historical‘\systemic change affecting the Qﬁate of

-

change in the child's experiences of shifts in school environments is due
\‘
to rezoning for racial desegregation. Traced to the historic 1954 Supreme

Gourt decision in Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, and to the Civil

Rights Act of 1964, large numbers of children have been mandatedq to change
T4, . (
schools or have changed schools under voluntary programs to balance the

f
a-

composition conderns, an additional subsﬁgntial number of children are
3 s &
annually reassigned to another school to accommodate school closings, to
. .
balance system enrollment and to ®ccommodate shifts in "enrollment demand" \

v

across neighborhoop schools within a schoolhdistnict. . .
The rasult of the Poregoing rezoning and reassignnent of students for ‘a;
these various reasons has been to increase the averagc travel cistance te
school, and hence increase the reliance on husing. as well as to increase'
* ,the experience of schoodl transfer by children. In.1930, less than one in
ten children was transported tc school at public expense; in-the early .
'1950's it was three in ten; by 1978 it was more than four in ten children
being bused to school daily (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979).

i
5

Individualistic Fadtors. Another series of reasons why children move from

. 0 el " [ .
school-to-school entail individual and family decisions. These may involve

A

academic or oxher considerations regarding the child, family tradition or
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belief sv-.. 2, changes. in Ramily aircuust=naas :”‘r=sidqnce,'df response
. _ - .

to dissatisfaétion with s§stemip'changes. In any case, unlike transfers'
for systemic reasons'which generally involve the relocation §f entire

.

cqhortslof chilaren, these generally involve relocation of phg individyai
child from one school to another. . . h
One significant individualistic géhool.tran§fer flow is between, the . .
publfe and the private sghool seétors« Whilevthe number of publié pch901s,
_ particularly one;teacher elementary Bcho6ls, hzs been declining precipi- | )
tously over .the past half century, the numbe{ of nonpublic schools has been (f
" * SN

growing, with their numbers peaking in the mid-1960's, Currently, 12 per-.

“ .
cent of elementary and secondary school children are enrolled in nonpublic

2
-~

schools (Grant and Lind, 1979;. The student flows between these sectofé»-
in both directions, from public-to-private and'from-priyateato~pub1ic--a;e.“
relatively volatike. That is, large streams of students ann;élly'transfer
between these sectors for a variety of reasoﬁs: academic, financial,
social, personal or religious. Only a minority of stﬁaehts with some pri{
vate or parochial education during grades 1 through- 12 has had alf 12 ye;rs“
of their scho&ling in the nonpublic sector. J
Another individualistic reason why stugeyts may be transferre? bet ween
sphools 13 ﬁor acaaemicuor behdvioral remediation. A portion of athis type ' o
Io( transfer is reflected in the public—to—private school transfer phenome- Lt
;on, bgt an additional numbker of 5£udents are'individgall; transferred
between public schools to address'specia]‘academic or behavioral probfems

of the child. Recent legislation’ to encourage ."mainstreaming" of students

formerly in special educotion programs has likewise temporarily increased

‘. B
.

individualistic school transfer flous., o

#

L
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Another set of fndiyiqualistic reasons why children transfer between

school; is because of fahi}i residenti’al change; Today's America is, a

country.of modeqh nomads; In any given:year. more‘than one in'every six °
Americans changes'residehée (u.s. Buread,of the Census, 1977). Moreover,
,families with school—gge children are especially likely to undertake
residential moves (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980). "Today's aQergge

American can expect to move 13 tihgs over one's lifespan (Long, 1973;

»

) , '
Lyons, Ngm and Ockay, 1980; Wilbecr, 1963), more than three of which will

Q\takq'place during the sthool-age years (Long and Boertlein, 1976).

A majority of moves by members of the populatiéﬁ are relatively short-

distance residcntial ones. Nevertheless, mény would still entail a change
of. school for the child involved in the move. Indeed, scme residentiéL

moves may he Ywhite flight" attempts to grier the student compoiition of a

child's schpol (Coleman, Kelly and Moore, 1975; Farley, Richards and

-

Wurdock, 1980), or are precipitated by other decisions to alter the local

\

school environment of the child. Morecover, as shown in Table 1, a subst§n;
) : A\
tial proportion (two-fifths) of the children who move are relatively long-

distance movers (outside of the county of brevious residence). Hence,

3

substantial nymﬁérs of families and th§ir uproot.ed children must deal with\\

4

a change in schools resulting from geoéraphic }elocation.' Indeed, for some’
: 42

segments of the school~age population, regular reloeat:ton of residence is

routine and hence regular new school expef;enceé are expected of the

-~

children. Military families are c;assic exapples. as are the chiidren of

-

some corporate executives. some clergy, and fhose_of migrant argicultural .

A

workers.

1

» .
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A Theory Dearth .

- *
.
/ \ )
.

c e

v Despite”the pervasiveness of school transfer. neither educatons nor .,

-~ 1

K

behavioral scientists have developed any systematic theory of school
transfer and its sequelae. There. is no, integracive theory on school
-transfer addressing the dynamics related to the full array of conditions
'outlined above vhich éngender.school'change. Nor 18 there adequate theory

which focuses on any of the separate transfer streams. Ipdeed ‘Metz (1971)

- . . ¢

' "dnd Long (1975) suggest that there is no existent dheory. ‘ .

Howevér. there has been same rudimentary "theory," but it has 'tended to

1

obfuscate the study of the\gra nsfer process., Soeial organization theory,

for example tends to view the transfer process as monolithie. Wheeler's

¥ 1

(1966) conceptualization is illustrative. he suggests that unlike other

"socialization organizations," the timing of entrance and exit to a‘partin-

' . o~

ular educational setting .is more "routinized" ‘(p. 66) and the transition
' * t

sequences are "built into the educational system" (p. 97). In essence, the ~ ‘-

4

resulting theory dénores the large, freduently oceurring, individuaiistie

I v

i

streams of transfer studedts described above.

A second‘theoretical perspective which 1ikewise'appears to misfocus

attention on school transfer is derived from psychiatrie'literaturef This ™

. ’

perspective typically‘addresses'selectedhcases of individualistic transfer.
generally resulting from geographic ahd~social mobility. In his influen- :
tial theory, for example,.Harry Stack Sullivan (1953) asserts that it is

- “ZL,.guite disastrpus...[to movel...the juvenile from one'school to another

...land)...is apt to leave a very considerable handicap in...subsequent

P * development" (pp. 2U1-242). Erikson (1950) has likeWise stressed the .

14
[}
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importance of environméntal con?inuity to the chi}d's egOriéeqpify and ego-
‘_ « development. Based on only the severe instances of child maladjustment tq
faq}ly moves and school transférs. which result in proféssiénal treatment,
péychiabric case study 1iteratufe.has "documented" the adveréé effect of
school transfer (e.g., Stubblefield, 1955; Tooley, 1970). Moreovefy a pre-

ponderance of ‘ecological studies on mobility ?nd emotiopal distufbgnce.
- ’ AR

reviewed. by Kantor (1965), likewise contributed substantiatiohh to this per-,
spective. However, large scale studies of mobility and of school trénsfer

do not‘consisteptly substantiate perverse general effects 6n children.
: - o .

.
o

A third perspective &raws from social psychological theories of

. socialization. The early work of Mead (1934), for example, implies the o

-

.
need for maintenancé of a stable social context in the development éf the g
c e .

"self " Nevertheles§. the perspective has not been directly apﬁlied to the o

= ' school transfer phencmenon, although Thornton €1972) has demgd!trated how

»

P socialization theory and concepts might be usefully employed in under- = . €

‘ standing the adjustment process to new.school situations.

»t

Despite the absence of robu§t "theory," or consistent mmpirsical

research conclusicns (see below), Long (1975:378) suggests that families

"act as if" school transfér:has deleterious effects. Based on’ the anaiysis‘

of (esidential mobility decisions, he concludes that parents perceive that - -
\ mobility creates difficulties for children. Conventionaliw;sdom on the ° -
perceivéd.effects of moving is likewise reflected idQQiming of movés: more
families move during the period iqyediatelv.preceding the beginning of tﬁe.
school yéa?héhgn at any other time of the yg?r..,Thefe is also oftén strong
coqmunity resistance to’systemic ehanges'which require transfer qf children
between schools. On thé other hand, however, some types of school transfer

~

would appeaF to be prompted by presumptions:of improvement for the child;

- y
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e.g., residential changes from urban to suburban

Eommuniéies for schooling.

reasons, o6r the public to private school transfer of éome students.

. -

)
3

School Transfer as an v

-Inteégrative Focus

s

Despite- the 15%% of éomprehensive'theory. the ke& tréhdé‘bnd.factors .

-
-

reviewéd above which have given rise to the growing rate of school frans-ﬁ

fers can provide a preliminary integrative focus to futureq inquiry. ‘This

typology and-it’s associated features is summarized in Figure 2. 1It. is

-

[§

. " 1 ‘ .
proposed as an initial guide for future research®whicH will provide

adequate tests of "conventional wisdom" jin the case of school transfer foﬁ'
‘ »

iqgividualiétic reasons as well as tests of the rationales for

restructuring schools in cases which*éouldﬂresult in systemic transfer of

students.

A @

" For the child, the school is second only to the family'as the ‘fost '

éignificant'soc;al setting.' In general, the-adaptations which the child

t

undertakes in coping with a changed school epvifonment (and the competence

4

with which the school facilitates the integration of the new child) is the

most saliént,'immediaée.challengé for the child, regardless of the reason

f;r schopl transfer. Nevertheless, the rudiments of a\txgoldgy of school
tranéfer prqviéed above might aiso sugéest that’ the process;and,the - ’
conditions under which tﬁe child is'integrated into a ﬁew environment, and
both the social and academic adaptation of the child, are in fact dependent
upon the etiology of the-;chool transfer expérience and its sequelae. ‘
These hypothetical relationghips, supmarized in Figure 2, a;e outlined

)
below.

S ii
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Type of Transfer and Response Severity. Systemic changes in schools which '

result in the transfer of children can provide a major source of community
0 N . “ s

debate and dissension. This is particularly the case when the“trans..r of

>

students is prompted by pressures for racial desegregation of school
. )

L4

systems. Howevgr)\the American mythiqf "neightorhood schools" i3 likely to

engender_community resistance to student transfer:for other systemic

reasons as well. School authorities and community leaders aften face.the

3 4 ; R i
consolidated inertia of parents whether the issue be the location of a -
. ‘ . N
projected new school, the closing®of an existing school, reassigmment or

rezoning of students tc balance enrollments and to optimize the u{ility of

existing physica- plants, or when adopting new system models establishing

-

separate middle °chools or Jjunior high schools. "

In" sum, systemic changes which rdsult in the school transfer of chil-

g

dren in the community often generate severe societel responséi 7However,
" N

. . _// .
the$e tyﬁes of changes likely genepate less/severe transitional ad justment

” ¢

difficulties for the children 19/9&Ved than do school transfers for non-

systemic reasons. That is. the trunsition is not generally accompanied by

the same degree .of other massive significant changes-in the social experi-

.enéé/bf the child as is the case with individ;;fistic reasons £%§ school °

s

transfer. In the case of Systemic transfers{ the peer group would

@ 4

generally be accompanyiné the child.to the new school, I}iendéhip networks
are maintained, and family, neighborhood, ana community aetiVities e
generally -remain stable,

‘
~
1

In contrast, school transfers nrompted by individual -factors generally
e b .
- provide less "anchoring" continuity in the child's life experiences. Such
'moves may require simultan30us adjustment to not only tne new school

' setting but also to the entire soeial and physical environment of the child

12 .

- -
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. [r=3
o " .




oy

S

outside of the nuclear family. The critical orientation function of the
LY ..
neighborhood is diSrbpted, and the child who moves must unQertake the

important task of ne—establishing his sense of "neighborhood" (Newman and

. Newman, 1978) and ﬁplace identity" (Proshansky and Kaminbff 1980).

-

R951dent1a1 moves are a1<o more likely accompanied by changes in the fam11y

Am111eu as well with a-move representing ‘a familial change in social

mobility, or a change in the marital relationship of the parents, including

separation or divoree (Laeey and Blane, 1979).

I'd

Transfer and Sehool ReSponée. In additionﬂbo the communit&, and the child

and his or her family, the third principal responee system to school

transfer is the school organization itself. Specifically, we focus on the

deéree to which the school equips._itself” for processing school transfers.
V‘

Schools can be"viewed as transition organizetions. Schools are dynamic

i
institutions adapting to ever changing clientele from yeaF>$Q;1ear (the

inptheutput model of education). However, the principal new input to the

system generally occurs at the beginning of the school year. Hence, all

schools are generally‘prepared to handle the influx of a_new cohort of

>

‘ first-time entrants tc the facility at the beginning of the year-—"articu-

1ation" procedures are established, the school staff is equipped and
prepared to "process" the new students, and the students together exper-
ience a conmon’adjustment.

With rare exception, all transfers resulting from systemic facuors
ocecur at the beginning of the school year. In contrast, school transfer as
the result of individualistic “factors are more 1ike1; tp be scattered
throughquﬁ the school year. In.secondary schools, an average of one in éO

students enter after the initial fall enrollment period; in elementary

S

\ . i3

L]

~-
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schools, one in ten enrolled students entfr after the beginning of the

school yea} (Metz, 1971). 1In these cases of mid-year transfe;. it is
. ¢ ) . )

nypothesized- that the intake process is more individualistic based upon ad

S

hoc prdcedure, disruptive of school routine, and less routipized.

S .
Moreover, individualistic mid-year transfer may provide the new student
with the psycho-social experience of "stranger.” The environment within

X , D - .
the séhool may be scmewhat more hostiie to individualistic transfers than

to systemic ones. There is some suggestive evidence that both teachers

(Harms, 1976) and students (Schalleé. 1973) approach newcomers with

-
-~

negative perceptions.

S

In sum, it is postulated that schools may be'mostipoorly équipped'to

facilitate the child's'adjustment to- a new school environment under those

conditions in which the degree of seve;ity of 'the experience for the child
“ "2
— -.. is greatest. This proposition i ,cqingjdentallyfgqnsi§ten£7githrquveﬁﬁ

tional wisdom. Familigs are more likely to move “just prlor to the begin-

ning of the school year ;Han at - any other time of the year, albhough there

is some evidence to suggest that'a springtime moves makes school change.
easier for children (Barrett apﬂ Noble, 1973). Scme van lines support the )
argunent of not changing schouls durlng the term (Ch11d Study Assoclatlon

of fmerica andi Allied Van L1nes, 1960), while others now suggest that a
move during thé_schdhl:year may bé especially facilitative to a child
entering a new ;ghool environment.(Amerié?n\ﬁbvers Conference, n.d.). 1In
any event, theré is a.dearth 6f research results whicL test the pfoppsition
and conventional wisdom, and the latter recommendation to parents is based

on little empirical verification and perhaps more on the moving industry's

interest to more evenly spread the demand for its services over the

calendar year.

14 3
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The Cufrent State of Research

4 /

/s
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. Despite psychiatric case studies documenting dramatic maladaptations of
N . B - . ¢
young persons coincident with school transfer, the general theme of many
A :
essays and analyses has been to characterize the remarkable resilience and

a

adaptability of young persons to their ne@ school environments. - However,

despite the abundant research on the academic and social ad lustment of . N ‘a

impacts of\the various types df'transfer'experiences. Moreover,grelatively

little large-scale soc1ologica1 demographic, and educational research
- ]

" bears directly on the question of\school transfer. There are some studies o

|
school children, no studies have addressed the relative différential
1
|
|
' |
or: -student adJustment to new school env1ronmentx, occasional recommenda» 1

tions as to the process by which schools might facilitate the integration |

— of students into their new schools, and OhIY‘ “few controlled studies on
the relationship between school intake process and subsequent, suudent BN

. ad’justment.

A

» i -
R-. Design Deficiencies in Student Adjustment Studies. The research literature

' N

abounds wizh studies on the academic and social adjustmedf of school

AN

3pildrep Yet there is relatively little which addresses ad justment as a
s . |

function of the school transfer expertence. Th\)strongest research

tradition relating school ad justment ané school. transfer is in studies Qf
schoo% desegregat'ic;n and ‘racial integration, extendi/ng back to Coleman's
landmark Equality of Educatignal Opportunity (EEO) qbék (Coleman et al.,
39663. .Nevertheless.'eveg iﬁ that impressive two-voiume work, the extent

of school changes which indiyvidual childrgn had experienced, wWwhile compiled

o -~ o e o o A e e e e o o e s e ey e mm
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in the data collection phase, was largely unanalyzed in its relationship to
key criteri variables of student outcomes.

’ . . o ?
Moreover, When school transfer experience is the focus of research, the

4

independent variable is most commonly operationalized as the number of
‘ < |, ’ . -

different schools the student has attended. While such a measure is easily

'y

obtained from school records or—student qdestionnaires. its conceptual
utillty is extremely limited. As reflected.in the‘foregoing typology, the
number of schools which a student has attended over his or-her educational -
" career simply éggregates all of the cqnditions and reas;ns for school
- transfer. The.results of such studies--which generally reéoréano relation-
ship between the number'of schools attendea and méasures of either cogni-

tive or noncognitive adjustment--provide 1itt£ﬁ context for determining the .

e T

impact of school change on students-under—varying—eenditions.

e S U PR S

Mc -e macro-level, or ecological, studies likewise may confound the

potentially:dizfrse‘ef}ects of various schoql transfer streams. Measures
of "school £Urnover." such as those employed in the EEO stud; (Coleman et 0
al.. 5966)‘or more recently by Auer et al., (1978) are ilibstrative of
over-aggregation. Two main independent componentg of turnover, for
example, are residéntial change (intra-district or intra-county moves) and
geographic mobility (inter-district, inter-county or interstate moves).
Yet the anteczaents of these two types of change are substantially

- different, with the'net potential effect being to diminish_or cancel out
observable diéfe;ences in criterion measures, This model is diagrammed in
Figure 3. -

"~ Studies of schoo}l transfer also often reflect other basic metﬁodolog«

ical difficulties. One such limitation is the analytical méthod employed

to assess: the measure(s) of adjustment. Genérally only an average (mean)

~
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score on criterion vér%ables is agsessed in relationship to various

categories of frequency of school changes.v Examination of the range and
variances of the adjustment measures aré required. For some types of
school transfer decisions, changes are made because itlis a%smned tgat they.
will provide beneficial effects. For.others, school change is neéessitated
by systemic or indiQidualistic reasons largely unrelated to consideration
of the impact on the adjustment or:on school progress of phé child.. Hence,

school transfer may improve the adjuétment of some and impair the adjust;

ment of others, ;herébx\inc}easing the variance which is not reflected in

‘any assessment of overall average effects. "

/ _Q.
\ Another methpdological limitation of many studies is the lack of

control for other relevant variables, either concomitant changes in the

~

family, school or community conditioﬁs, or- the related circumstances of the

child himself. Excepting for studies focused on military families and

Kantor's (1965) analysis of the joint effects of both residential and o

-~

social mobility, there are few studies which relate familial circumstances
as concomitants of school change. An extensive literature search revealed

s
no studies, for example, which assessed the interaction effect of changes
¢

in family cbmposition (e.g., birthwof a sibling, change in marital status

~

of the parents) and school transfer on student adjustment.

e 5
Nor is there extensive study of the effects’of the degree of similarity

in the organization and sfructuré of %he sending and receivigg schools on X
student adjustment. The extent that pgdagogical practice, classrooﬁ
organization, curricula sequencing, and student body composition varies
i between these two settings might be assumed to correlate with the 1e%gth
and severity of the adjustment process of the child. Other ecological

factors such as school size (Morgan and Alwin,“1980) and class size (Glass

- LI
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and Smith, 1979; Smith and Glass, 1980) haye been shown to impact on v Co

student development, and it is probable that the differences in these

» -
attributes between the sending and the receiving school will likewise e

impact on the transfer student. .

Additjionaliy, there are no studies of neighborhood or community

-

conditions external to the school system which may nevertheless impact on .

the overall adJustment of the ghild under conditions of’transfer. In the

; . casé of a chi1d who moves, for example. the degree of community stability

or. turnover and_growth might significant}y impact on how the child is ’ . -

~ recelived by peers and by -school personnel. The impact .of changing from a
rural to urban, or urban to suburban,.community might likewise indicate an

. . -

interaction effect between changed community characteristics and~a changed . :

' school on student adjustment ' ' e ..

___‘.“_._‘7_ e ——— — e ———

Assessment of indiyidual characteristics as ‘they might interact with

ad justment to schodl change 1ikewise requires greater research attention.

9 ¢

There is growing eVidence that disadvantaged children respond differently
than "average" or "advantaged" children, While relatively few studies do

so. it appears critical to take at least aptitude (IQ) level ahd socio-

-

economic (SES) level into account=in the study of the impact of school . .ot

Al

transfer. Studies on ‘school change resulting ?rom'desegregation. reviewed'
.by‘Anderson et al. (197@5. and research on school 'transfer due to
geographic relocation, reviewed by. Schaller (1974) and by.Whalen and Fried
(1973), gener§lly demonstrate differential impacts for different 1eve1s of
SES and IQ when these intervening variables are taken into account in tﬂl

T4 .
research design. Another example of these differential effects is shown in

Figure'3, presented earlier, where the relationship of SES and IQ to two

types of intervening residence change circumstances is shown to have

W
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.There is a substantial amount of selé—selecfion. and hence differential

16 ‘ .ﬂ
\ . : ;
L ;

differing indiréect effects on the ecological construct of "school turnover" o i -

as it subsequently impacts on student outcome measures.
A final methodological shortcoming in studies of school transfer .
effects is th; general absence of longitudinal designs. While~some notable
before-after assessments have beeﬂ’undertakén-(Anderson et al., 1976:
Kantor, 1965; L;cey and Blane, 1979), most étudies.are cross-sectional.
However, school tr;nsfers—-particularly those Eesulting}from individual- -

istic processes--gre not drawn from a random cross-section of students.
~ -

background correlates, of electing to tran§£§r between public and private
or parochial schools, of exercising transfer under freedom of choice plans

for school desggreéatioﬁ. or being geographically mobile rather than

>

&

remaining in a single community over tidme.

ST
.

A heuristic research mohel, designed to address these foregoing meth-

-

odological and con@eptual difficulties, is presented in Figure 4, A

principal Eeature of this model is-the integration of the transfer

typology. ‘It also specifies the key domains of variables for inquiry, it.

stresses possible .interaction effects’, and it is predicated on a-longitu-

dinal design.

1

%

Inconsistenc:es in Results: The Case of Transfer Timing. In addition to

questions of the impact of school transfer on a student's'cognitive and
noncoénitive-adjustment, an allied concefn is the influerce Bf timing oﬁ
adjustment. Whether the transfer is due to systemic policies or engendered
by individualistic factor;; one concern is whether a t}ansttion to a new
school is iess disrugtive at certain agés or grade levels than at others.

«

Some of- the étrdpgest research evidence on this question addresses the
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‘alternate structures which a commdnity may adopt tc divide up its K-1i2 :

schdbl system. Most notable is the recent work by Blyth, Simmons. and
associates which foeuses on the establishment of "middle schools" (Blyth et

al.. 1978; Simmons, Blyth, et al., 1979; Simmons. Bulecroft, et alwf—1979).‘

/

P

Analysis is focused on the.adjustment of grage,school students jwho a'

expérienée systemic transfer out—of the K-6 schoois ;o their counterparts
who remain in a K—8’"traditiohai" system. They find that:systemic transfer

[y

at grade 7 to a jdnior hfgh.sehooi is deleterious, particularly as regards

girls! selfscohcept.. They cenelude'that‘there is a "special vulnerabiiity"'

‘of adolescent girls dho are eprdlled in é?stems which require that they

transfer to junior‘high gchools. ‘Howe;en. recent analysis of individual-

o, . istic instancesﬂof~tnahsferl resulting from residential ehange.~has failed
to show any Significant effect of school change on self-concept for any

5 RSO &

.school-age grOUp (Kroger 1980)

Another thrust of research has focusedlpn adjustment as a fpnction of
the t1m1ng of geographic mobility. Like Blyth Simmons, and associates.
glhbar (1976; Inbar and Adler. 1976) also writes of "the vulnerable age,"
but sets this vulnerabiiity at a different developmental'point. Based on
severaf'U.S. samples as yell as cross~cu1tura1 data, Inbar concludes that
deieteriogs effects of residéntial change are most pronounced for
eiehentary~school age dhildren,!partichlarly boys.

’ ' ‘ A third 1ine'of argument is that school transfer, at least of the
individualistic type, becqmes 1inear1y more dlfficult with age, from early
childhood through adolescence. .This is based on the assumption that the

peer group is of growing importance to the child through this entire

period, and hence "uprooting" of the child from his or her peers will




“®

generate éreater A%fficulty of adjustment to new schdsﬁ environments as the

child matures thro&gh the teen years (Smith and Christopherson, 1966).

The foregoing trchated review of the timing of school transfer and
\ 4 e -
consequent student adjgsthent demonstrates the need for further analysis of

this relétionship. The}e is ro cumulat%ve research base to ascertain when
a schdol transfer-is besé encountered, or whether ;djustment difficulties
) by age/grade level varies as a function of the type of school transfer
which is encountered. Indeed, there is no consensus as to whgther or not

transfer between schools is deleterious {cf. Swanson, 1969; Landis and

Stoetzer, 1966; Barrett and Noble, 1973). )

'School Process. Regardless of whether or not the school transfér experi-

ence has anything but short-term implications for the indiQidual. it is
nec?ssary f9r the school to develop some materials and procedures to deal
with incoming students. The resources may be viewed simply as necessary
for "oriegtation," or they may bé considered.as»facilitative mechanisms to
diminish *"transfer shock!".as well. In his monograph on school transfer,
written more than a quarter century ago, Kopp (1953) catalogs "orientation
techniques” for new stu;ents. These include a conference with a guidance
counselor, a peer. "buddy" system for ;ewcomeré. a school tour, and provi-
sion of building floor.plans to the student. These practices perhaps ‘still
represent the moré prevalent ones employed by schools today, along with
providing a student handbook on school policy, procedure and regulations.
Relatively little publiShed literature reports policieé of schools or
the activities of schooi personnel as regards the intake of new transfer

students. If many schools have develpped new innovative programs and

efforts designed for various types of transfer students, they have not yet

21
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'beep widely reported in the archival literature. Only a few anecdotal
descgiptive accounts of spécial ﬁ;og;amming for transfers are repo}ted. and’
generally only impressionistic assessments are offered. Only two,%ggent
studies have been identified which incorporate an experimental desig;. with

control groups and before~ and after-assessment. Both assess ihe impagt of

¢

weekly structured group counseling programs for new transfer studenis. The

first, by Plon (1973), assessés the effeccs of 14 weekly group counseling

sessions for parochial-to-public school transfers in grades 2 ana 10. “The "~ ° .

1

other, by .Flanagan (19772, employed six weekly group counseling sessions °
-

for néw comnunity residents in grades 7 and 8. In both cases, the

transfers in the experimentél groups were shown to have adapted mcre

effect%vely to their new school environments than had their c&ﬁnterpaé?s in
the\Zontrol groups. ' \

On balance, there would appear to be few long-term efforts by schocll
systems to integrate their néw transfer students, and fewer assessmen%s of
the utility of these efforts.when they da egist. Moreover, there is.liptle
evidence of the sufficiency sr effectiveness 5f the more common short-term |
"orientation" tools for the longer—-term adjustment needs of school trans%ér
studencs. Indeed. it may still be appropriate to conclude, as did Levine . -
(1966), that "schools do not offer special help to mobile children® (p. 61).

and they generally have "...no systematic program for orienting new

students" (p. 66).
Conclusion .

In the introduction to hig best-seller, Alvin Teffler (1970) character-

by

izes present American society as "...a roaring currept of change, a current

, | 22
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sc powerqu today that it overturns institutions, shifts our values and

. rd
shrivels our roots®™ (p. 1). He continues by assessing the American educa=

_tional system as unequipped to deal with -this change, és "anti-adaptive"

(p. 409).

£

In this paper, we progide a typology of school transfer and document
i » - K
how prevaleni the experience of school change is today. For both systemic

and individqalistic reasons, the average child can now expect to encounter®

A

- career., These experiences may in themse%ges better prepare the next

generations for a society under cohstant'change, but it may -still be the
caSe that th? schools are "anti-adaptive," doing little to equip the child

nunerous new school environmental settings over his or her educational -
for change or to facilitate the child's adjustment to a new environment. |
- ' |

There are few empirical bases on which (6 assess the degree to which }

;7 ‘

schools respond programmatically to, turnover in their student bodies. -
. . |

There is less knowledge as to the efrectiveness of such programs, .To the
present, research on the adjustment of children to a change of schools has
generally been flawed by éeveral conceptual and metgodological problems.
Research has not foqused on the full array of conditions and contexts

explicited in the transfer typology presented'above. Utilization cf this

|
l
l
4
|
|

vypology may Provide greater insight into the circumstances under which the . )

community and the individual student may ekperience resistance to school ‘

change or difficulty in adjustment‘tp the change. . ‘
For some c@ildren, it is widely bel®eved that a school change may be

advantageous, providing a chance for "new beginnings" and improvement of

. e
interpersonal relationships, achievements, and behavior. However, research
assessments predicated on negative psychiatriz premises, or employing

methods which ignore variances in response to school transfer, have simply

~—
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not addressed hypothesized positive benfits. Moreover, disconnected
. ¢
research, results demonstrate that a move to a new school is not without

@

some negative consequence for many children.?
There is also litile evidence that schodls have responded ‘to either the
conventional wisdom or the research, despite massive growth in the

incidence of school éransfer over recent yearsi To the oxtent that school

s

systems might be structured to adapt their undifferentiated intake poiicies

=

to respond to different needs of children under differing‘tranéfer

L

circumstances, they may become less "anti-adaptive" for future generations

€

of school children.

k]
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Table 1. Geographic Mobility of School-Age
. Children: March 1975 to March 1979
(in percentages)
) Same State,
Same House Same Different Different .From
Age Group Total (non-movers) County County State Abroad
5to 9 years  100.0 47.2 30.2 10.8" 9.9 1.9
10 co 14 years® 196%0 61.2 22.5 7.6 7.4 1.3 ki
15 to 19 years 100.0 66.1 19.7 6.4 6.2 1.5
Total " 100.0 58.8 23.8 8.1 7.7 1.5
' . . ;
Source: U. S. Bureau of The Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 353, :
,  "Geographic :Mobility: March 1975 to March 1979," Washington, D.C.: ’ .
, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1980, Table 6. .
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School change of entire
grade cohort, or a
major segment of the
peer group A

.
- . -

. Structural organization
of school system
Rezoning:
Rezoning: Enrollment
distribution

Transfer primarily involv-

ing individual. relocation
decisions

-

Family residential change

Desegrggation P::blic-parochial-private

interchanges

Closing/consolidation <r- Academic or hehavioral

of schools
Catastrophic dawmage to

school building

(e.g., fire) o

.
.

Ranges from none to
severe

Concentrated primarily
at begihning of year
e

Formalized “articula-
tion" program;
organized orientation,
with broad school
personnel involve-
ment

- Generally negligible to
mild °

remediation

Mainstreaming handicapped
1

No response-~-generally un-

recognized by community
(but high turnover rates
may create major instruc-
tional problems for
affected schools)

Scattered over year, but

peak in fall '

If entry -at beginning of

school year, principally.
same orientation as
systemic transfers;
otherwise, largely ad hoc
routine delegated to
school counselor and indi-
vidual classroom teatchers

Generally short-term
moderate problem level,
but ranges from enhanced
school adjustment for some
to isolated cases of -
extreme difficulty
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Figure 3. Differential Antecedent Effects on Migration
. Components in Ecological Studies of
School Enrollment Turnovex
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i Individual and Transfer Contextual * School Transfer
- Background Factors \ Characteristics Effects Program Characteristics
.
Are/grade lcvel Control group (no transfer) . Changes fn characterlstics betueen
Sex oripin and Jestination s<hools
Race/ethnicity P R I I il g {e.g., school/class size, grade
SLS Systenic: levels scrved, tummover rate, . — .
. Rurat/urban/ suburban background --Structural Extent of tactlicies, tcacher character- lyre: °‘=:'h"““°“
Famnily corpositina (c.r., saihship ==Rezoning-deseg. Preservation isti{cs, charactecistics of ’ progra
structure 3nd parenta) aarital ~-Rezoning-entol. X of - student body) -
status, incl, recency of X ==Other ARgregate TN e e e e e cec e er e .= exteneiveness of
changes) Coliort X - X prograns «
Pre-transfer assessweat of: e e cc e cereme e e Nelghborhood/Comnunity charactes- w=duratt ¢
: ~-copnitive ability/aptitude/10 Indtvidual fecics fatice==ur changes botucen uration of prograas
. ~=sifwol achicvement n--;c'::vn ub.lnon-vub. Tlee of oripin and Jdestination (c.g.,
B -=pereonal /eocial skills --R»;ldenl'l‘al} cog. X Year of lousing type/density, residential
. ==catracurricular activities ~=Other & School turpover rate, age composition,
B --psychological functioning Chanpe sociocconopic level, recreational
. * - facilities) .

. * Student Adjustment

. .

. - ’ Mult! stime pnat=transfer asscssment of:

- 4 —=cognitive ablitty/acateveacnt - .
N s ' --agctoregsic chotee/suclal skills and .
: ¢ s + activitirs

~=cxtracurricnlar act lvlllc;-

K ~epeneral satisfaction

* ! ~=paychologlecal funct foning

w-school attendance/persistence/conpletion
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