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Abstract:

The purpose of this study was to: (1) investigate the retention practices of Class I elementary schools of
Montana, (2) to determine guidelines and criteria utilized in retention decisions, (3) to identify student
characteristics that may lead to retention, (4) to compare teacher, , parent, and administrative
perceptions of the retention process, and (5) to develop a proposed promotion and retention policy
statement.

The problem was investigated by: (1) a review of the related literature, (2) a survey of the building
principals of Class I elementary schools of Montana, (3) selection of three representative elementary
school districts for purposes of determining teacher and parental perceptions of student retention, and
(4) tabulation, analysis, and comparison of the data collected.

The major results of the study indicated that: (1) males are retained at significantly higher rates than
females, (2) perceptions of retained students by parents and teachers are frequently divergent, (3)
teachers need to recognize and be aware of special affective and cognitive needs of retained students,
(4) the major factor leading to or causing retention is immaturity, (5) most principals, teachers, and
parents support retention of students, and (6) a high percentage of schools do not have a formal
promotion and retention policy statement establishing guidelines and procedures to be followed in the
retention process.

The major recommendations of the study were: (1 ) that each school district should develop a formal
promotion and retention policy statement listing criteria to be considered for retention and the
procedures to follow in developing a communications network between the school and the parents, (2)
that instrumentation should be utilized for the purpose of identifying and monitoring student
characteristics that may lead to retention, (3) counseling services Should be made available to all
elementary students, but especially for the counseling of retained students and for further involvement
in the retention process, and (4) further studies should be conducted to identify school variables that
may lead to student retention and to further identify factors related to teacher and parental perceptions
of student retention.
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to: (1) investigate the retention
practices of Class I elementary schools of Montana, (2) to determine
guidelines and criteria utilized in retention decisions, (3) to
identify student characteristics that may lead to retention, (4) to
compare teacher, parent, and administrative perceptions of the
retention process,- and (5) to develop a proposed promotion and
retention policy statement. , :

The problem was investigated by: (1) a review of the related
literature, (2) a survey of +the building principals of Class I
. elementary schools of Montana, (3) selection of three representative
elementary school districts for purposes of determining teacher and
parental perceptions of student retention, and (4) tabulation,
analysis, and comparison of the data collected. -

The major results of the study indicated +that: (1) males are
retained at significantly higher rates than females, (2) perceptions of
retained students by parents and teachers are frequently divergent, (3)
teachers need +to recognize and be aware of special affective and
cognitive needs of retained students, (4) the major factor leading to
or causing retention is immaturity, (5) most principals, teachers, and
parents support retention of students, and (6) a high percentage of
schools do not have a formal promotion and retention policy statement
establishing guidelines and procedures to be followed in the retention
process. :

The major recommendations of the study were: (1) that each school
district should develop a formal promotion and retention policy
statement 1listing criteria +to be considered for retention and the
procedures to follow in developing a communications network between the
school and the parents, (2) that instrumentation should be utilized for~ "~
the purpose of identifying and monitoring student characteristics that
may lead to retention, (3) counseling services should be made available
to all elementary students, but especially for the counseling of
retained students and for further involvement in the retention process,
and (4) further studies should be conducted to identify school
variables that may lead to student retention and to further identify
factors related to teacher and parental perceptions of student
retention.




CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Schools traditionally fulfilled two major functions in our
society.. They had the responsibility of: transmitting‘.knowledge,'
skills, and attitudes to their students. They also had the responsi-
bility of Jjudging whether or not, or to what extent, students had
attained the desired knowledge, skills, and attitudes (Anderson, 1976).
Trump (1977) stated that evaluation of student abilities had been based -
largely on a grading system which emphasized academic coﬁpetencies and
ignored student needs, interests, and actual abilities in other areasL
An NEA report (1970) noted that promotion.or nonpromotion that wés'
based on a strictygrading system was questiénable because quite _freé
quéntly student growth was not considered in the-proﬁotion or retention
decision andijustification for the decision'was often based on 'inade¥
quate evidence. Ahmann stated, "If the pﬁilosophy of tﬁe school 1is
concerned with the most effective development bf.the whole.pupil, then
policies for promotion must be consistent with the criterion of what is
best for the pupil." (1963:583)

Trump (1976) and Doll (1966) were critical of the usage of scho-
lastie grades as the major criterion fof retention decisions.  The
~emphasis on these .extrinsic motivators negated the individual ® dif-
. ferences and needs of each student. - Anderson. (1976) said that schools

should not completely eliminate the failures but  that they:
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should avoid promoting perceptions of failure on the part of the
students by not giving some consideration to the particular circum—

gtances that led to the promotion of nonpromotion decisions.

Statement of the Problem

It is a curious and sad paradox to note that, in a land where
‘education is so highly valuéd and so much the key to one's .pérsonal
advancement and society's total growth, approkimately ohe third of
those studenté who started‘first grade would drop out of school before
completing the 'eleventh-gradeo | These students would drop out not
because of a sudden whim or capricious impulse, but because of more or
less continuous exposure to failure éxperiences which reinforced feel-
-ings of worthlessness and inadequacy (Hamachek, 1972). In our graded
system of instructional organization many pupils faced failure on a
regular basis because of their inability fo conform to thé standards
set for them within the schools they attended. It had normally fallen
upon the teacher and building principal to make the decision as %o
whether or not a student would benefit by repeatlng a grade or by belng
promoted to the next grade level where he mlght become even more un—
happy and frustrated with his situation. There was considerable
disagreement as to the benefits of retention. Bécaﬁse of the
discrepancies in the achievement of children who were retained and of
those who were promoted, the question was raised as to wﬁich was mofe
important—having a child achieve satisfactorily feiative to'his mental -
age expectancy, or having é‘child achieve satisfactorily relative to

the achievement of the other children in his clasé (Chansky, 1964:23@).
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~ The fact that student retention has been a matter of serious concern to
elementary principals, 1led the writer to design a study related to the
problems of elementary school student nonpromotion.

The problem approached in this study was to survey the entire K-6
population of ‘(lass 1 elementary schools in Montana to determine
whether school system policies for promotion or retention had been
developed. If so, what guidelines for retention were statéd in terms
of conditions or- student characteristics that would result in a
decision 1o retain a student? Biographical and academic case studies
of those ‘K—2 elementary.school'students who had Been retained in a
previous grade pfior to the 1982-83 school year were developed and
utilized in three selected Class 1 Montana school districts along with
retention scales in order to determine educational, personal,,Aand
social characteristics of ﬁonpromotion. A proposed promotion policy
statement was also developed based on data found in the review of

literature, the survey instruments, and the case study forms.

Importance of the Study

The decision to promote or to retain a student had always been a
complex problem and was often difficult to defend or justify (Goodlad,
196%). The Wordh"retention" had fallen int§ disrepute in some quar-
ters (Horn, 1976) and " the value or harm of retention had feméined
unresolved. The findings were inconsistent and Reiter (1973),‘ Dufay .
(1966), Trump (1977), Goodlad (1963), and Ames (1977) represented the
viewpoint of authorities who generally opposed retention. These educa~

tors believed in continuous promotion and developed a - philosophy
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based upon psychological implications that a child's self-confidence
and ultimate school growth was benefited by being assigned to the next
grade regardless of performance in class. Other authorities such as
Thomas (1965) and Scott (1969) found nonpromotion could have benefi%s
for some pupils but not for all. Immaturity of the students and exé;s-
sive absences were found to be the most common reasons for retaining a
student in a grade for another year (Horn, . 1976). The debates con-
tinued for man& years and conclusive findingé were not déterminedA by
any study. _ ' |

Definitive, clearly stated poligiés-for retention were not often
available to the élementary school principals who, by necessity, had to
deal with recommendations for promotion or nonpromotion each school
year. As a consequence to judging whether or not a student had met the
achievement criteria for a given school year, the issue of promotion or
retention remained a perplexing consideration in most American  school
systems. |

The writer of this paper found that,fhe decision whethér to retain
or promote a slow learning child was _séldom easy. Support from
parents, teachers, and administratqrs was deemed necessary and the
situation needed to bé handled positively. The negative implication of
retention had been identified in numerous studies and were all too
obvious: emotional damages, a feeling of inferiority, a failure com-
plex, and social maladjustment. Jackson (1975), Goodlad (1963), and
Trump (1977) were only a few of the authorities who referred to speci-

fic causes and effects of retention.. In their opiﬁions, schools needed
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to change. their curricular offerings and needed td change teacher
attitudes and existing grading standards.

Goodlad (1963) and Bocks (1977) viewed retention as being com~
pletely negative in its effect upon students. Gbodlad cbncluded that
repeaters did not recei&e the social approval or acceptance of those
gtudents that were regularly promoted. Repéaﬁers were often found to
be unfriendly, cruel, and antagonistic in -relations with their
classmates. They were also revealed to be lacking in éelfkéonfidence, .

self-respect, and general feelings of well-being.

| Discussions as to factors leading to retention had long been noted
in educational 1literature. 1In one early study, Reed provided the -
following list of causes of nonpromotion:

Poor home conditions

Physical defects

Transferring from another school system

Retarded motor development

Difficulty with the English language

Lack of application of acquired skills

Irregular school attendance

Late entrance into school

Delinquency

Too high a school standard

Faulty curriculum

12. Lack of flexibility in methods of promotion

Lack of student supervision by the parents

Laziness on the part of the student

Unqualified teachers

16 Too many students in the classrooms

Short term attendance

18. Courses of study did not provide for special
needs or interests of the students

19. Variability of students

20. Pailure by the teacher to provide for the
needs of the individual student

21. Inadequate medical inspection and treatment

22. Inadequate formulation of promotion standards

23. Inaccurate methods of measuring results

Y
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These statements caused some districts to look at the conditions +that
led to student retentions in their schools. Decisions were made in
some districts that resulted in some policy changes that improved
school  programs and working conditions for students who were
experiencing difficulties. (1927:4-5) |

Anderson (1976) repofted that most of the failurés' occurred in
schools that used "norm-referenced" gradihg methods. A prédeterﬁined
percentage of students were therefore doomeaito fail -simriy' because
they could not outscofe enough of their classmates. Since sevefal,
studies had indicated that students continued to attain about the same
rank in their class or grade over extended periods of time, students in
such a grading system continued to fail over +the years. Eventually
they felt inadequate and saw themselves as being failures.

The question of the relative value of retaining students indicated
a need for a study of the retention trends and practicés in the State
of Montana. As an elementary school principal, the writer believéd
that there was a need to examine promotion and retenfion policies in
the state. It was the writer's opinion that research in this area
would be valuable to teachers and administrators in their decision
making process‘ as they would be able to rely on more current and

localized information pertinent to the problems of student retention.

General Questions to be Answered

The review of related literature and research provided answers to

the following questions:
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1. What .was the history of student
nonpromotion in elementary schools in the TUnited
States from 1850 to 19807 .

2. What were the major research findings
pertaining to nonpromotion of elementary school
students in grades K-6?

3. What were some of +the controversies
concerning student retention?

4. Had school programs been changed or adapted
to allow for alternatives to nonpromotion of
students?

5. What were some positive "and negative
aspects of student retention?

6. Had 'the national trend shown nonpromotion
to be more prevalent during the 1970's—1980's than
before?

The following questions were answered from data dbtainedlby use of
the principal's questionnaire:

1. Were alternate program options. available
for the students being considered for retention?

2. Did principals feel that perceptions of
the relative merits of retention differed Yetween
principals and classroom teachers?

3. What wére some perceived common éauses for
students to be retained in Montana Class 1 elemen—
tary schools?

4. Did Montana Class 1 elementary schools
normally have a formal promotion policy and what
were some of the common elements of the promotlon
policies being used?

5. Based on perceptions of elementary school
principals, did retained students achieve improved
success and thus "catch up" with their peer group?

6. Did elementary principals feel that reten~
tion of students was usually beneficial for the
student?
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7. Based on perceptions of building princi-
pals, what were parental perceptions and attitudes
towards a retention decision? .

The following questions were also answered from data obtained by
use of +the principal's questionnaire. The questions were answered
through the use of statistical analyses:

1. Was the overall academic achievement level
of students independent of the socio-economic make-
up of the school community?

2. Was there a statistically significant
difference in the proportion of male retentions as
compared to female retentions?

3. Was there a statistically significant dif-
ference in the proportion of minority students
being retained when compared to the proportlon of
‘nonminority students being retained?

4. Was there a statistically significant
difference in the proportion of male minority
students being retained when compared to the pro-
portion of female minority students being retained?

Answers to the following questions wére obtained by analyzing and'
compéring data collected from the principal's questionnaire, case study
forms, retention scale, and the parent's check list. The first ques-—
tion was only concerned with teacher and parent perceptions as to. the

perceived causes of retention.

1.  What were the perceived major causes for
student retention?

2.  Were teachers' perceptions of students'
physical development independent of whether the
students were retained or regularly promoted?

3. Were the perceptions of a student's
physical development independent of whether the
perceptions were made by a parent or a teacher?

4. Were teachers' perceptions of students'’
general health conditions independent of whether
the students were retained or regularly promoted?
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5. Were the perceptions of students’ general .
health conditions independent of whether the
perceptions were made by a parent or a teacher?

6. Were teachers' perceptions of students.
being happy about going to school independent of
whether the students were retalned or regularly
promoted? ' :

7. Were perceptions about retained students
being happy about ‘going to school independent of
whether the perceptions were made by a teacher or a

. parent?

8. Were classroom teachers' perceptions of

ustudents' contributions to group discussions inde-

pendent of whether the students were retained or
regularly promoted?

9. Were perceptions of a retained student's
contributions to group-discussions independent of
whether the perceptions were made by a teacher or a

parent?

10. Was enthusiasm for learning as pefceived
by the classroom teacher independent of whether the
students were retained or regularly promoted?

11. Were percebtions of a retained student's
enthusiasm for learning independent of whether the
perceptions were made by a teacher or a parent?

12. Was. the perception of a retained stu-
dent's emotional adjustment independent of whether
the perception was made by a classroom teacher or a

parent?

13. Was the amount of stress displayed in
discussions about school as perceived by the class-
room teacher independent of whether the student was
retained or regularly promoted?

14. Was - the perception of the amount of-
stress displayed by a retained student independent
of whether the perception was made by a classroom
teacher or a parent?

15. Was the perception of the way promoted
students reacted to retained students independent
of whether the perception was made by a classroom
teacher or a parent?
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- 16. Was the perception of the way students
got along with each other as perceived by the
classroom  ‘teacher independent of whether the-
students were retained or regularly promoted?

117. Was the perception of the way the
retained students got along with each other
independent of whether the perceptions were made by
a classroom teacher or a parent?

18. Was the amount of work completed as
perceived by a classroom teacher independent of
whether the student was retalned or regularly
promoted9

19. Was the perception of the amount of
school work completed by retained students
independent of whether the perceptions were made by
a classroom teacher or a parent?

20 Was the degree to which students worked
up to their ability as perceived by classroom
teachers independent of whether the student was
retained or regularly promoted?

21. Was the perception of the degree to which
retained students worked up to their ability
independent of whether the perception was made by a
classroom teacher or a parent?

22. Was a person's perception as to whether
retention was beneficial to the student independent
of whether the person was a parent or a teacher?

23. Was a person's perception as to whether
retention was usually beneficial to the students
independent of whether the perscn was a parent, '
teacher, or a principal? -

24. Was there a statistically significant
difference between scores for retained and
regularly promoted students as computed from the
Retention Scales that had been completed Dby
classroom teachers‘P
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General Procedures

The general procedures followed in this study were aé follows:

1. The wrifer conducted a review of literature and research
related to the nonpromotion of elementary school students. This review
addressed the history of retention practices from the 1850's to the ‘.
present aﬁd included data.cited by authérities which indicated both
advantégéous and disadvantageous of student retentibn. Current trends j:
and rationale for promotion or retention of students'was examined with
a view toward gaining an.understanding of the causes and . effects of
student failure. Tﬁe review of literature also included data'bbtained
from a computer search of ERIC files undef_the following Hdescriptors:
""academic failure," "holding powér," "monpromotion," and "retention."

2. A survey was devélopéd and‘aﬂmihistered in all Montana Class f
elementary school districts. | The survey was désigned'to gain. informa~
tion about the school distfict retentioﬁ policies, ages,‘ grédes; and'

'sex of retained eleméntafy students in grades K96;x This survey was

also to provide information on the trends and practicés regafding
student retention in the state of Monfana. Respondents were also asked
to provide information on the academic, social, and behavioral charac—
feristics of students that were retained with the intent of'determining ’
benefits or detriments.of rétention.

3; Case 'study réporting forms were developed and ufilized in
three .selected Class I.elementary school districts. Thehpurpﬁse of .'
this instrument was to examine and identify specific academic, social,
and behavioral‘chanacteristics‘of students that had been retained in

grades K-2 prior to school year 1982-83. Additionally, 'déta_ was
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éocuoulated on rélative‘positive and negative values of retention.
. This. instrument was compléted by the classroom teachers and pérents who
- were able to provide current comprehensive information on the students!
present‘ characteristics' as well as perceptions of the valoe of
nonpromotion.
' Data was also gathered on a stratified selectlon of regularly
| promoted students in grades K-2 for compsrative purposes. w1th an equal
number of rétained students of the same sex.

4. Information obtained in the case studies was collected aﬁd
used for the purpoée'of.determining the perceived relative benefits or
disadvantageous to students who were retained.

“ 5. All data was ,reported and summarized with the pﬁrposo of
developing a proposed retention policy statement which oould be util-
ized by school personnel'in-mgtters of student promotioﬂ or nonpromo—~

tion.
Limitations

The study was limited in the following ways:
1. The matéerials and references for this-paper were gathered,from'
thé Montana State Uhiversity‘library reference focilities. The review
of literature was gleaned from textbooks, periodicals, journals, and

ERIC. While any available sources in the Montana State University

. library were considered, references noted in the Education Index'(197Q—
83) were reviewed. The descriptors used to obtain information were
limited to the following: academic failure, holding power, nonpromo-

tion, and retention.
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Interlibrary loan facilities were also utilized along with the
research and service facilities of .the National Association of
Elementary School Principals;

2. The survey was limited to grades K-6 in all Class I eleméntany
.schools in the state of Montana.

3. This study considered information reflecting retention prac--
tices during the 1982-83 school term. |

4. The three school districts selected for a more detailéd study
were chosen to_reflect two school systems thét were representative of
Class I elementary schools with normal achievement ranges and normal
population variances and one school system that reflected a high pro- -
portion of minority students. In-depth -studies of teacher-parent
perceptions of retention as well as student characteristics were
explored. The case study format being used followed some recommended
authoritative guidelines for étudent data sheets (Rosander, 1977:87-8).

5. The case study forms utilized in the three selected Class I
school districts were only used for those students who were enrolled in
grades K~2 for the 1982~83'échool year.

6. The survey instruments and case stﬁdy forms were created by
. the writer of this paper and as such were not standardized. Véiidaﬁion o
and reliability procedures are reported in Chapter 3. |

7. The generalizafions drawn from the'study wére-from a ‘limited
number of schools and students in the state of Montana and were there-
fore not intended for universal géneralization throughout the United
States. Benefits obtained from this sfudy were intended to add to the

contemporary field of knowledge concerning the retention of students in
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our country and were also intended to be of pofential value to the

educators in the state of Montana.

Definition of Terms

Certain terms were considered in the following context:

Acceleration. Acceleration is the practice of speeding the fast
learner through a subject area or grade to provide more interesting and
" challenging work for the student (Thomas, 1965:126).

Automatic (Social) Promotion. This ﬁractice is based on the

desire not to injure the child socially or psychologically (Dufay,

1966:52). The underlying theory is that children will develop more

normally and naturally if they are advanced each year‘along'with their_
peers even though they do not master'the academics at that particular

grade level (Ja.rvis', 1966:227). ' '

Class I School District of Montana. This is a cléssification :

given to a school district with a population of 6500 or more (School
Laws of Montana:75-6503).

Continuous Promotion. This assumes that though children learn at

a varying rate, maximum learning takes plape when pupils progress
steadily through'the grades with thei: peer group (Coffield, 1956).
This promotion practice is based on chronological age and'is usqally
synonymous with aufomatic or social promotion.

ERIC. - This is the acronym for the Educational Resources Informa~

“tion Center which is a national information system for providing ready
access to 1lists of educational research materials in the field of

education.
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Failure. (1) This term when implied in the usage of the
infinitive "to fail" refers to the inability of an indi&idual to attain
success with respect to a particular goal. In this context it shall
mean the lack of movement from one graderlevel to another. (2) This
term when ‘used as a noun shall identify a person who has failed to
attain a desired objective. In thiswcontext it will be a specific
reference to an individual who has not attained success in- some en-
deévor (Anderson, 1976). |

angraded; This 1is the organizational pfactice of dividing the
school work into smaller units above the kindergarten level. Pupils
move into the next level whenever they have éompleted the work beiow
that particular level. - It also eliminates the term "grade" as it
pertains to the placement in the school hierarchy. (Thomas, 1965;119).
This term shall also refer +to the practice of grading students
subjectively rather. than with letter. grades (Goodlad, 1963).

Nonpromotion. This refers to the practice of allowing a child to

spend two consecutive years in the same grade (Horn, 1976). Nonpromo—
tion is also a pért of the gradéd school plan in. which educators
attempt to sort pupils into achievement levels in order to maintain the
graded concept of the elementary ééhool (Elsbree, 1967:227).

Promotion. This is +the regular and sequential movement of an
individual through 'pfédetermined'academic‘and grade areas. This ' is
also described as thé process of keeping pupils of like achiévement. in
the same groﬁp and "passing” them on to the nexf grade at the‘end of
the school year (Goodlad, 1963:49). | |
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Retention.. Retention is the practice of allowing a child to spend
two consecutive years in the same grade (Thompson, 1977:32). In a
slightly -different context, it is the practice of requiring a student
who has been in a given gradé level for a full school year to-remain at

that level for a subsequent school year (Jackson, 1975:613).

Summary

Schools had traditionaliy fulfilled the funétions of transmitting
knowledge, skills, and attitudes to their students as well'as judging
how well the student and attained the desired'gpals. The evaluation of
pupil abilities and the subsequent promotion and/or nonpromotion
decisions had caused considerable debate and argument. . Sfudent growth
and real léarning tended to be overlooked and many pupils had déveléped '
a failure complex and 'feelings of inferiority (Anderson, 1976).
Findings were often inconsistent and authorities debated the problem of
student retention. The causesrof nonpromotion were proposed by various_
authorities but most school principals‘did not appear to have access to
" definitive .information with which to make accurate promotion or reten-
tion recommendations. School district guidelines or policies were
- frequently - unavailable or did not provide specific guidelines . (Horn,
1976).' Retention decisions had to give strong corisideration to ‘the
effect of the judgément on the students because of the negative aspecté
of retention tﬁat were cited in numerous articles.

This study attempted to answer questions as to the history of
retention prac£ices, resea;ch fiﬂdings, schdol programs, ?spects of reten-

tion, and criteria for student retention. Causes, program options,
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school policies, and parental perceptions of reteﬁtion were also
addressed. | | |

General procedures fbr'the study included a review of literature,
a survey of Class I elementary schools in Montana, development of case.
study forms,.and determination of perceived benéfits or disadvantageous
of retention.. | |
| Limitations of the sfudy concerned the sourées to be reviewed,'the
extent of the school surveys, the narrow range of gradés and studénts
involved in the case studies, and the generalizations that could be
drawn from the aata. o |

The following terms were defined: | acceleration, automatic
(social) promotion, Class I'elementary'school, continuous promotion,
ERIC, failure, nongraded, nohpromotion, promotion; and retention.

The next procedure was to conduct a reviéw of related 1literature
and research conéerning the retention of elementary students. .Thié

will be found in Chapter 2.




CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

A review of .related literature and research was conducted for the.
purpose of gaining an understanding of the past and present retention
practices of America's elementary schoois. The chapter is organized as
follows: (1) a brief history’ of school grading. and retention
practices from the 1850's to the 1970's; (2) criticisms of fetention
practices and attempts to accommodate individual differences; (3)
retained student characteristics; (4) rationale for the nonpromotion:of

students; and (5) current status and trends of retention practices.

History of Retention Practices

During the sécond half of the nineteenth century and the first
decades of the twentieth, the elementary school was viewed as a series
of graded hurdles to be cleared one after the other by.particiéants'in
a common race. The child who failed to clear a hurdle simply waited,
presumably ‘to muster the ability to clear it on his second try-a year
later. The schools were organized around the structure of having a
group of students taught by a single teacher (Lindsay,"1933). This
method of instruction was commonly used in- the elementary schools of
the United States and was known as the "individual method."  ILindsay.
(1933) reported that the schools were generally ungraded and the

teacher was frequently engaged in hearing the lessons as- they were
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recited by the pupils in that class. It could not be argued that the
pupils did not receive individudl attention as the teachers did aftempt
to listen to each pupil read, but the lessons were not developed with
individual needs as tﬁe prime coneern. It was expected by the teacher

and accepted by the community that each member of a class would be

exposed to the same material and each pupil was judged to be a success .

or failure on the basis of how well he could memorize and recite
certain lessons. "The value derived by the stﬁdents from such a plan of
instruction was meager" for most of the students (Lindsay, 19%33:6).

This class unit of instruction emerged as a fairly cost~efficient
means of educating pupils but it was.also an inhibiting‘«form of
regimenting. The graded system of progression was in common use with a
rigid classification system of graded texts, written examinations,
subervised courses of study, division of curriculum into segments,
percent markings, and annual promotions (Beggs, f967).

The major source for the ihstructienal material presented to the
pupils was the text book. The work for each grade was developed into
weekly portions with daily lessons that often required rote
memorization. Sbecifie items, such as vocabulary‘ words, " spelling
lists, math facts, or science and social studies terms, were generally
placed in a conspicuous place in the classroom, usually on the
chalkboard. These served as a guide for both the teacher and the
pupil. Advancementv through the grades was thus dependent on a
proficiency "in the knowledge of subject matter incorporated in the

existing course -of study; This proficiency was often measured by an
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examination and many of the larger city schools had set exact times for
their promotional examinations by the early 1900's (Lindsay, 1933).

Educators began to speak out against.thé graded system because of
the heavy pupil dropout rates which resulted from too much rigidity in
teaching methods and an unbending method of annual promotion (Beggs, -
1967). Repeating a grade in school fell iﬁto disrepute in many areas.
Pafents felt that holding a student back in fhe same grade did not
accomplish much. They felt that the slow child tended to get slower
~and if he was kept from advancing with his age group, additional damage
ﬁould result psychologically. and he would be programmed for even
greater failure later in life (Scott, 1969). Regardless of the outcome -
of these arguments, a substantial number of children - were retained
during each school year.

Exact retention statistics varied from school to school and a
study by Coffield (19565 showed that in the early 1900's some schools
had retained as high as 56fpercent of .their students at some point in
their school career. Different studieé showed different retentioﬁ
rates and ILindsay (1933) reported a national retention rate of 20
percent while Dufay (1966) gave 16 percent as a retentioﬁ rate for fhe
beginning of the 1900's. There was a gradual decrease in the standard
deviation of ages within a grade after 1918, which suggested that
promotion policies were chenging.  Jackson (1975) réported that -
retenfioh rates had dropped to approximately 6 pefcent nationally by
the mid 1950;8- These early efforts td modify the school retention
rates ﬁére uéuaily attempts to vafy thé instructional program within

the framework of the graded school. Educators attempted to'modiﬁy the
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instructional practices rather than trying to break down the graded
gtructure. Some educators attempted to alter the adverse effects of
grading, especially failing grades; others tried to provide for the
differences within groups of children; others designed programs that
provided opportunitiés for individuals to progress through schools at
varying rates; and still others examined the teacher training.programs
and tried to determine how teacher strengths could be utilized to
better student advantage and benefit (Beggs, 1967). .

The educational practices of this period did not gb entirely

without ‘some juStifica.tion° Goodlad said this of the graded programs:

It permitted the convenient classification of
unprecedented numbers of pupils pouring into the
schools during the second half of the century. It
encouraged the division of knowledge into segments
to be taught at the . various grade levels.
Consequently, it simplified the task of preparing
needed teachers quickly; teachers were simply
taught what they were themselves to teach in a
given grade. Man's zeal for efficiency was
challenged and he met the challenge
vigorously...That so many people agreed so quickly
and so generally on distinct learning tasks for
each grade level is truly amazing (1963:204).

The writer of this thesis attempted to include a section on- the
retention practices of the schools in Montana from the 1900's to the
present. The State Office of Public Instruction was contacted and ,
retention information was requested from geveral individuals who had
knowledge of and access to enrollment records maintained by'the Office
of Public Instruction. The Montana Historical Society office in
Helena, DMontana was also contacfed along with several County °

Superintendents who maintain various student records. In each case

there was a dearth of statistics or historical records pertaining to




22
retention practices in the State of Montana. The researcher could find
no definitive statistics or historical recdrds of nonpromotion of
elementary school students. This lack of accounting in a very’
important phase of‘educatiénal progress pointed to the need for this
and other studies that dealt with student retention.

Criticisms of Retention Practices and Attempts to .
Accommodate Individual Differences

The high retention rates of the late.1800's and early 1960'5 '
slowed the movement of the retained students from grade to ‘grade and
often caused class overloads. This made_teéching more difficult ‘énd
often compopnded the problems of thé slower students. Some ‘school
districts attempted to offset this pfoblem by stimulating and
accelerating the school programs for tﬁe brighter members of the
classes so that their'progress would not be slowed by an. excess of
slower students who needed .extra help (Lindsay, 1933). NOnpromotion'
‘and -acceleration thus developed as early administrative techniques fof"
fitting the offerings of the schools to the individual students. - This_
was an initial attempt at providing something extra for the atypical
student who needed assistance not available in the _normal. school
.curriculum. During ‘the 1900's, school programs did not provide anj«
special 'curriéulum, special materials, or special classes for the
slower students and implementation of these additional school services
did benefit these pupils whenever schools could pro&ide them (Reed,
1927).

One theory 'of regulating progress had its origin in the gfaded

system and was built around the idea of dividing larger groups into
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smaller instructional groups which would be relatively homogeneous in-
achievement. Standards were set for each grade and pupils -weré
éssigned into those groups. The procedure however led directly to the
retention of pupils in a grade until the teacher believed they had
reached the standards for the next gradé. 'Thé theory domihatéd the
promotion of pupils from 1904=1911 when- studies showed an excessive _
retardation and elimination pf pupils. Policies were also'developed in
the early 1900's which specified the amount and quality of work to 'be
completed prior to being promotea to- the next grade. Generaliy these
policies reflected a grade based on a percentaée of'accuracy with 65-70
percent béing considered a minimum levei of achieveﬁent. Pupils
falling below 50 percent on final examinations were usually failed and
had to repeat the course of gréde (Caswell, 1957). -
| Some. poiicies also reflected thev need for teachers ‘and
administrators to mske promotion or reféntion decisions based on
student well-being. These decisions were based on the aﬁilitieé of
the student in addition to their overall age and size. The intent»was.
to move students through.the educational program with a minimm of
discouragement and frustration. These policies also took into apCcdnt
the disabilities or lack.of abilitiés'in handicapped individuals. .It
was usually accepted that pupils of limited abilities should be
promoted because of -their inability to function academically in a
normal classlsetting, 'therefore retention would siﬁply‘be a waste of
time for them as well as.the teacher (Caswell, 1957). .

" Some schools also attempted to Curb.the high failing rafes of the-

1920's by providing for individual differences within the group -
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strﬁcture. This plan was built around the framework of - é parallel
curriculum which allowed faster students to -accelerate while the slower
stﬁdents stayed on the slower ‘track. Courses of study Zwere divided
into units of study and each student'worked at his own pace. Elemenﬁs.
were also developed in some séhools to providé classroom aides who were
assigned to work with the slower learners. These attempts to heip
~ students did reduce:the amount of failures in some school districts1
(Beges, 1967). - |

Aé previousl&..noted, Reed (1927) made a,detailéd study of the
causes 6f npnpromotion in the 1920's. She listed. twenty three specific
reasons for the retention of students and made a number of suggestions’
for changes that should occur if school programs were télbe improved.
The majdrity of her recommendations involved changing the School's:v
programs in the areas of materialé, curriculum; and attitude toward the .
students who could not copé within the eiisting school structure.

Barly studies generally criticized.thé promotion :and grading
policies of the time but children still méved along in a lock-step
pattern in most school syétems in the Unifed Sfates. No'lqgical baéis
existed for the marmer in whicﬁ children were"grouped other than the
.fact that each had~supposedly‘c§mpleted some prescribed 'amqunt of
instruction in a prior yeér and the assumption followedl-that the
student had a worksble skill in the academic areas. - Promotion was
based priﬁarily ori examinations and the entire scheme lacked- unity.'
Bach school system had diffefences in the amount of teacher preparation
and training and each éystem had its.éwn set of grading standards and

curricular offerings (Lindsay, 1933).
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Some schools attempted to offer a more flexible means of promotion
or of retention by reducing the intervals between promotions to
quarters or halves of a school year. Jackson (1975) reported that a
poliéy of ailowing students to progress on to the next grade whi;é"
repeating only the one or two courses that he had "failed" was more
beneficial than having the student repeat the entire year in thé same
grade. One of the problems.wifh this method was that the‘textbook was
gtill the primary educaﬁional tool in the 1920's and éertain quotés of
material still had to be mastered from the texts in order t6_ progress ;
on to the next level. This became an iﬁmediate problem when the‘
student moved on to the high school or when he transferred to 'another‘
school district because he ran the risk of being placed at a level of .
work that would create a "failing" situation for him.

Two noteworthy attempts‘to reduce the failure of students took
place in the early 1900's. In 1919; thg Dglton Plan was intrdduced in
an ungraded. school. Essentially, the plén consisted of subjects being
divided into academic and vocational groups. The abademic subjects |
were organized sequentially and students worked on an individual basis.
The work at each grade level was laid out in a series of related jobs
or contracts, each consisting of a number of smaller units. The
learning tasks were thus identified for each child and he was permitted
to complete his requirements which were determined through a checking
conference with his teacher. Each student was allowed to work at this
own pace which greatly reduced the pressure on the child and, in turn,

reduced the number of failures within a class (Beggs, 1967).
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Another innovative attempt comparable to the Dalton Flan was the
Winnetka Plan. This plan'provided for individual assigpments that were
performed at the studenf's own rate. The plan called for a course of
study with. a morning session and an affgrnoon session. The "common
essentiéls," or the Basic subjects, weré taught in the'morning session |
and tests were administered at the appropriate times fo check for
achievemeﬁt. Thg significant factor in the development of both .the
Dalton and Winnetka Plans was that these were attempts to eliminate the
lock-step progression of children through the grades. This conceptual .
change did have an effect on student achlevement and on the grade level
organization of many American schools (Beggs, 1967). "

Beggs (1967) also noted that other attempts were made tO'-break
away from the failure prone situations of the early 1900's. These
included some early efforts at team teaching, departmentaiization, dual
- progress programs, and the beginning of specially trained teachers to
teach in special areas such as music, a}t, and physical education. It
must be noted that most of these innovations occurred at the high
séhool . levels rather than at.thé elementary levels where frustration‘
and failures continued under the graded'systems. Further changes were
implemented in the 1930's as nongraded schools made their appearanée.
These schools were designed and organized to allow students to progress
at individual rates. Grades were modified or eliminated altogether so
as to help pupils of varying abilities move ahead without .the
obstruction éf a épecific grade expectation.

In spite of these develoﬁments, most school systems still utilized

the more traditional or accepted methods of having a graded " structure
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for their students. The problems of promotion and retention continued
for pupils and school persénnel under this plan.' Arguments occurred as
to which type of promotion or graaing policy was beét. Proponents of
annual promotion stated that annual promotions conformed more often _
with community customs and that this practice was widely used and
therefore made it easier for school systems to accommodate and place
students that weré new to their schools. Lindéay’(1933) alsQ4rep0rted
that some educators believed that énnual promotion allowed for a better
utilization of time as a reorgahization of students and materials would
not occur several times each year. From a éocial’standpoint, it was
also felt that annual ‘promotions allowed students of the - same
chronological age to reméinAtogether and provided a more cohesive group’
relationship.

| Semi-annual or quarterly promotién was considered adyantagebus to
schools having a transient school population as it was easier to place
students during the school year rather than leaving a student in a )
position where he couldn’t‘function. This method was also saia to bé,
advantageous for students who had to leave school for extended or
irregular periods - of time due to illnéss or other uncontroilable
events.  Other arguments favoring a semi-annual promotion policy
included such factors as allowing students toyenter in mid-year and nbt
having to repeat an entire year of work.and,allowing class loads to
become more evenly balanced (Beggs, 1967 and Lindsay, 1933).

Anotﬁer method of measuring studént proficiency and ability was to

use an intelligence test or an achievement test. Thisv aliowed

administrators and teachers to group students. on the basis of the test
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results and promotion or nonpromotion was often decided on that basis.
Various grouping plans were developed over the yéars and it was not the
purpose of this writer to describe and/or evaluate the faults or
effectiveness of each. The purpose of each of theAgroupings, however,
was basically the same; that is, a means of pfoviding for instruction.
and a subsequent determination of promotion or nonpromotion for the

student.

Retained Student Characteristics

Morris felt that for some children, failure in school was almost a
foregone conclusion:

A child begins his school career about age six,
a méere baby who is frightened, upset, apprehensive °
about being away from his mother and a familiar
environment. In school he has to compete with the
.other children and is now under the authority of a
strange adult who may or may not be sympathetic to
him. If he has not learned to read . with speed,
comprehension, and retention; if he cannot spell
correctly, and if his vocabulary is inadequate; if
he has not learned to add, subtract, multiply, and
divide in the elementary school, he simply cannot
cope. As he progresses into the higher grades he-
will fall farther and farther behind his classmates
(1980:38-40) . :

Another- educator, Donofrio, agreed with Morris and added that "the
first and most important step in preventing failuré is the repetition
of kindergarten" (1977:349).

Educators realized that retained children continued to experience
difficulties in achieving academic success and.pOSSibly more important,
social‘success as they continued through school. Often, these:children
felt rejected.and did not become an integral part of‘the school. As

their friends and classmétes progressed through the grades they found
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themselves 1left behind in a strange and lonely setting. Many. times
they had little in common with their classmates who were younger and
less mature (Trump, 1977). ‘

Meny educators firmly believed that the schools must become more
humene in all aspects. Goodlad (1963) said that all children, both _
fast and slow, must not be left standing épart from the'group; Each
child had to have the recognition of his teachers and peers in order to
dévelop feelings of self;worth and self—eéteem. The underlying
philosophy was that every child had to achieve success in school in
order fo develop positive atfitudes. Some authoritiés felt that
failure by a pupil fundamentally was a failure by the schoél, whether
brought about by improper classification or by a pbor and . ineffective
‘teacher and poor teaching techniques which failed to call fbrth the
pupil's best effort (Sister Josephine, 1962).

Experiences 'in the Elassroom, however, aid not always reinforce
positive views for ﬁhe unsuccessful students, rather it often ténded to
climinate those feelings altogether (Kifer, 1977). .The. first
implication then was the need for structuring experieﬁces in the -
schools 80 each child would be provided with repéated experiehcgs and
' opportunities to be successful. Thosé experiences were those which
involved academic achievement in most instences. It was through
positive instruction ‘that the student began to. view himself as
successful or unsuccessful, and if he was successful, he would begin to.
develop a sense of competence and positive . affective traits.
Instructional techniques needed to be 'designedv to maximize the'
probability that each student would feel some sense of accomplishment;
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The teachers, when selecting teaching strategies, had-to exercise care
that they would not choose thoée activities which would insure that
only a few students would feel competent. They needed to aim for those
projects and routines within the classroom which would give the
majority of students some perceptions of having met success.

Kifer (1977) commented that the history of student 'succesé or
failure was also the source of the personélity development of tﬁe
child. It was suggested that those activities to which the student was
exposed to continually and for extended periods of time were the ones
which had the major impéct on the students' attitudes - toward school.
Sandoval (1981) stated that the best predictors of success in a
repeated year have been the child's initial progress in the areas of.
reading, emotional development, and social skills; Even if school
curriculum were changed, as lopg as studenté were placed in'competitioﬂ
with  their peers for rewards for cognitive accomplishments andl
encouraged to differentiate among themselves to gain these rewards,
little would be changed in terms of how students woulq develop views of
themselves and of their abilities. | |

A number of nonprémoted children. did show reasonable growth -?n
achievement during the repeated year. But, to offset this, a much
larger percentage actually did worse on achievement tests after a year
of repetition than they had done wheh tested just before the impact of
failure or the subsequent deadening effect of repetition, destroyed thé
will to learn and . impaired some of the learning that already had

occurred. Nonpromotion often resulted in emotional depression and

discouragement in the pupil's perceptioh of his own
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ability and ulﬁimately in his expectation of further.failure. Caught
up in a situation where he did not suCCeéd'and wherercbntinued striVing
did not lead to accompiishment and satisfaction, the child ﬁéndéd to
raﬁionalize his failure and would build .up explanatory defense
mechanisms (Goodlad, 1963). ‘

In one study, Goodlad (1963) discpvered'thax nonpromotion, low
level of school achievement, lethargic school -habits,‘ aﬁd.,often
intensely negative éttitudes towards school aﬁd schooling were fmore_
common among delinquent boys. In another .study, teachers and
principals reported more occurrences of sfealing, ‘more incidents
deﬁanding dis¢iplinary gction, and gréatér reSistance’to,fhe.schools;
civic efforts.among nonpromoted children. A large propoftion of the
nonpromdted children wanted to quit school just aé soon as the fifst
opportunity to do so presented itself. ‘

It became apparent that nonpromotion was not conducive +to the-
development of pupil feelings of satisfaction aﬁd well-being. The
question was also raised as to how well nonpromﬁted children got along
with the regular progréss students.and how did they feel about the
adequacy of their self-development. ‘Sandin (1944) explored these
questions by comparing nonpromoted pubils with theﬂgpneral population
of regularly promoted.children. Some of his findings weré:

1. Repeaters more frequently preferred to
" associate with companions from the upper grades.

2. Repeaters, generally spéakiﬁg, did not
receive the social approval or acceptance of the
regularly promoted. : ’

3 Repeaters received significantly more
ratings as being unfriendly, cruel, and bullying to
classmates. :
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4. Intensive analysis of selected nonpromotea
children revealed them to be lacking to an alarming
degree in self-confidence, self-respect, and
. general feelings of well-being.

The nonpromqted children had an alarming picturé of social
inadequacy. At the beginning of the year, their classmates selected
the nonpromoted children more frequently as children they wanted for
friends, but also rejected them as fiiends more frequently.

The ndnprdmoted childrén receivéd a high rating for bullying which
. perhaps resulted from clashes with established leaders among the
incoming gfoup. It was also possible that some aggressive children saw
the older, nonpromoted children as threaté fo their own deveiﬁping
leadership abilities. Significant changes did occur by the end of the
- school year. The nonpromoted children no longer were wanted, even by
one another. A tight mutual acceptance among the nonpromoted had
broken down completely. This pattern persisted and the nonpromoted
children, initially unwanted by many, were even more unwanted by year's
'end. The promoted group, meanwhile, grew.in acceptance to a level of
normal expectancy by the end of the year. Their ver& low level of
rejection did not change.

The rejectiﬁn by their peers increased thé nonpromoted children's
feelings of inadequacy. More consistently than promoted.children, they .
rated themselves és unwanted and unliked by their peers and as the
unhappy victims of quarreis and fights. They seenmed, in' many
instances, to have resigned themselves to lack of success in school and
expressed little fear of failure in school work (Sandin, 1944).

Goodlad (1959) conducted a stﬁdy of social and personal adjustment

of children which had been promoted and an equal number of nonpromoted
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childrenf From that study Goodlad concluded that there were

differences in social adjustment and personal adjustment between. the

two‘ groups. The nonppomoted children were found to be more' outward-
going which might have been advantages had it not been for the fact
that rejection' contributed to this, rather than aéceptance by their
peers. . -’

The area of peer group relations élearly favored the promoted
children. Nonpromoted children functioned less well than.’promoted
children when they were compared to their own class group. Promoted
childreﬁ were nemed less frequentiy than vnonpromoted . children as
persons not desired for‘very best friends.

The motivating effectiveness of failure had been demonstrated by
psychologists and- mental hygienisté'to be very slight in comparison
with +the motivating power of success. If a student continually
experienced failure, very 1little motivation could éome from further
failure. Case studies had indicated that the pupil would resign
himself to his fate, would conclude that he was not worth mﬁch,‘ would
often become apathetic, and sometimes hostile. |

Failure iﬁplied frustration aﬁd this often caused the pupil +0
abandon the desired goal. Numerous .studies found that children
suffered severe and adverse mental hygiene effects from school failure.
" Behavior disorders were often attributed to difficulties iﬁ school. )

Over a period of years, students were believed to have developed a
concept 6f themselves based upon their degree of academic sﬁccess or
failure. Sometimes they shifted the biame from the school and the

teachers to themselvés. By the end of the primary school (grades 4~6)
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the student who consistently succeeded in school often generalized
approval of himself and the school. The student who consisteﬁtly
failed often came +to view himself with a generally'_ negative . self-
cqncept as a learner. Given a sufficient number_ of unsuccessful
learning experiences, almost everyone eventually succﬁmbed to an
acceptance of a self-view about learning which was negative or
inadequate (Bloom, 1976).

Other problems also developed because. of retentions. Children who
were not promoted became overage for their grade and became separated-
from their friends with whom they had usua.lly aséociatedo They -were
generally more physically mature, were often looked upon as "“dummies"
by pupils and teachers alike, and frequently' experienced '.continued_
disapproval and pressure at home (Goodlad, 1963).

It was observed by Goodlad that boys were retained much ‘more
frequently than girls. He found that boy retention outnumbered -girl
retention approximately three to two. Séme gtudies showed tw'iée as
many boys being retained as girls. Data also reveale.dl that 70 percent
of all retentions occurred in first grade with second grade being the
next highest grade for retentions. |

The- sbility range also showed though the average ability of the
retained student was not' significantly below that of the fegularly.
promoted stuﬁents, a lack. of school aptitude was a major factor» in
retention decisiong. One stud& pointed out that most of the failing
and unsatisfactory grades on papers, projects, reports, and report
cards went to the students in th_e idwer one—fourth. of the ability
distribution. This data would appear to confirm Scobt's (1969)
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findings that retention was not beneficial ' to students of low
intelligence or for those with learning disabilities.
The sifuation was summed up by Doll when he said:

"Learning under the control of reward is usually
~ preferable to learning under the control = of
punishment. Correspondingly, learning motivated by
success is preferable to -learning motivated by
failure. Even though the theoretical issue is
still wunresolved, the practical outcome must take
into account the social by-products, which tend to
be more favorable under reward. ‘than under
punishment." (1974:41)

Rationale for Nonpromotion

Even though a number of authorities (Jones, 1956; Ahmann, 1958; .
Goodlad, 196%; Trump, 1966; and Reiter, 1973) indicated that retenﬁion_
of students was not beneficial, other studies concluded that retention
was not always detrimental.  Lindelow stated that the ™main
consideration is not which grade failed studeﬁté are placed in, but
whether +their needs are met wherever théy afe placed" (1982;473).
Russell (1952) found that pupils and parents of pupils who had  been
retained in a grade showed more negative attitudes toward school than
those pupils who had been regularly prombted but that the differences
were not great in most instances. Careful éelection of ‘the children
who ﬁere fo‘repeat a grade could help bring about success du;ing and
after the‘yéar of retention. ILobdell (1952) found that mofe‘.children.
benefited from retention than was indicated in current literature.
Worth (1959) made similar findings and reported that nonpromotion did -
not seem to have as adverse an effect on social-personal deveiopmént as

previous research had indicated. His findings showed that the social~-
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personal development and adjustment appéared to be as good, if not
better, than the social-personal adjustment df the regularly promoted
students. Stringer reported that "retentions can help a éignificant
proportion of failing children" (1960:370-75) if students were selected
carefully. Chase (1968) conducted a study in which she confirmed her
original. hypothesis that repeating a grade did not create negative
social or emotional effects on children when the school failure was
based pfimariiy on immaturity. DParents of children who had been
retainedl reported that their children liked school better,. felt more
confident, were more successful in school were happy, easy to live with
at home, and were getting along well with their friends. '

Scott (1969) proposed that repeating could have some definite
advantages but that it was not a panacea for all of the "problems a
student might have. She said that repeating .would not guarantee
- success for the child who had low intelligence or who was emotionally
disturbed, brain damaged, or perceptually handicapped. Repeating could
be expeoted; however, to provide the extra time needed because of the |

immaturity and subsequent unreadiness for the work of a grade in

question. Repeating, theoretically, should be. a solution for the - -

children who were too immature for the wak of a certain grade and
needed to be older to succeed at the taéks of that level. Thompson
also concurred that mafurity was a valid reason for retention sihce the '
child probably could not succeed in a higher grade. Thompson did cite
a criteria for retention by stating that retention should not be

referred to in a class or used as a threat; the second year was not to
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be a repeat of the first year; and a different teacher should be
assigned to the retained student in most cases (1977:32-3).

Scott ‘and  Ames (1969) identified immaturity by saying that it
might consist of sheervchronological youngness or it mightl be .such
behavior and developmental mannerisms significantly “below his
chronological age expectations. They established the poSition- that
retention could have definite benefits for those students who were .
immature with thé stipulation that immaturity should be determined by
the child's behavior and not on the basis of his birthday age.

In the traditional school setting, students were -expectéd o
achieve at a specified levél of academic competence. Children enfered,
school with limited amounts of skill and lknowledge and emerged a pumber
of years later with some acquired academic abilities. In the process
of gaining this competence, students had nuﬁerous opportunities for
both successes and failures. Traditionally, the most common way to_
care for the slow learner was to hola:him back to repeat .the' grade
while the peer group was promoted at the énd of +the school term.
Thomas (1965) reported that about 10 percent of the population could be
classified as repeaiers. Most of those retentions occurred iﬁ the
first grade (Goodlad, 1963). The retentions were usually based on the
assumption that here was a minimum standafd of work for each grade
level that must be met before the student was ailowed to go on fo' the
next grade level.

Repeating a grade was often viewed as an admission that the child
was “dumb;" Amées (1969) felt that the school was at fauit by gllowing

the student to start at too early an age, although that was not the
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only reason for retaining a child. She beliéved that repeating the
child who was simply too immature would give that child the extra time
needed to be able %o cope with the demands of a specific grade or
course. Horn (1976) made similar statements and added that supﬁort
from all parties, i.e., parents, teachérs, administrators, and fhe
student was necessary for retention to bé successful;

Goodlad investigated the reasons for promotion or nonpromotion of
students and found that a wide range of éx;ﬂanations or éauses resﬁited'
in the decision to retain a student for another year. The most common
reasons cited were: |

1. Certain-children do not make sufficient
academic progress during a given year to profit
from the work of the grade above. (This reason,
the most commonly presented, often  is expressed
simply as "lack of achievement. ")

2. We cammot go on indefinitely pushlng
children up. Let's face it: some upper grades and
certainly our high schools expect children to
measure up. If we don't insist on certain
standards now, children will be unprepared for what
must 1nev1tably come later.

3. The teacher in the grade immediately above
expects children to come prepared; it's just too -
bad for the children if they are sent up
unprepared.

4. Continued inability to do the work of the
grade is discouraging and frustrating to the
children. They are better off if retained in a
grade level where they can galn some success and
satisfaction.

5. The presence of slow learners in the class
presents a hindrance both to children and +to
teachers who already are Tbadly overloaded.
Retaining slow learners will reduce this problem.

6. Immature children, by repeating the grade,
will find wmore suitable playmates and work
companions. :
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7. Promotion of all is unfair to those who have
come up to grade standards. These more able
students come to resent equal reward for obv1ous1y
inferior performance. (1963:32)

Thomas listed some other reasons cited by educators who 'favoréd
student retention:

1. Retention gave the slow learner another
chance to master the material of that grade. It
was assumed that the student was immature and could
benefit by having another year in the same grade.

2. Retention would stimulate the children to
work harder because of the threat of not passing on
to the next grade.

.3.  Retention would help maintain the standards
of the school because all students would meet a
ninimm standard of achievement.

4. Retention would reduce +the range of
differences within a group and would thus provide
for a better instructional situation. (1965:32)

Goodlad (1963) noted that teachers often observed that some
promoted youngsters did encounter learning end adjustment problems in
subsequent years. Nonpromoted children often experienced the same
problems bubt careful program modifications did resuit in quite
satisfactory progress for many of them. The teacher who made a
recommendation that a child should be retained had to have good reasons
that +this particular child would benefit by being in a certain grade
for another year. The teacher had to realize that the act of promotion
or nohpromotion did not necessarily produce an ideal learning situation
and that the student would adjust satisfactorily t§ that particular
situation. Teachers still had to face the fact that at any given grade
level, less than half of the children would meet the standards of that

grede in various areas of attainment (Koons, 1977). No administrative




40
or orgenizational decisidn by itself would automatically solve fhe
instructional problems of__a certain grade or for certain academic .
subject areas.
Purl indicated that "probably the school practice that most
produces failure in students is grading.;.The only acceptable grades
are gopd ones, and these good grades divide the school successes frbm

the school failures" (1973:168).

Current Status and Trends

Jones stated:

A review of the recent research in promotional

theory indicates a wealth of evidence that a pupil

should progress with his own age group, and that,

scholastically, a pupil will usually achieve more

by being promoted than by being retained. The

great preponderance of evidence definitely favors

promotion over nonpromotion. There is a wealth of

evidence that few, if any, of the affirmed benefits

attributed ‘to nonpromotion are justified or

achieved in practice.

Current literature strongly criticized student retention practicés
in school systems. Doll (19665 felt that the emphasis on grades as a
criteria for promotion interfered with real learning by +the student.
It placed emphasis on extrinsic rewards and de-emphasized the
importance and utility of what was being taught and learned. Grades
measured only a narrow range of abilities and created feelings of
hostility in many children. Society was largely at fault because of
the demand for grades. It seemed that the parents and teachers were
often unwilling to accept, see, know, or understand the realities of -

individual differences.




Trump was particularly critical of grading systems that were used
for purposes of promoting or failing students. Trump said there were
six basic fallacies in the grading systems used in most school

districts:

1. Grades are Dbased on competition.
Competition was not necessarily bad but the aspect
of competing tended to ignore the basis needs of
the individual. The student couldn't win if he was
limited in ability. :

2. Grades allowed ranking. Trump felt that

~ ranking students was unnecessary because students
should be learning what was needed and necessary
regardless of their placement in their class.

3 Grades were based on prescribed knowledge
and kills. Creativity was often ignored and the
ability to apply knowledge to situations was not
measured.

4. QGrades often ignored unigue achievements and
special projects produced by the student.

5. Grades were an easy and convenient method of
keeping records on student accomplishments.
Teachers therefore didn't have to exert themselves
to consider other facets of student accomplishment.

6. Grades served the simplistic needs of
colleges. (1966:163-5) '

An NEA report. in 1970 echoed Trump'’s feelings and cited additional'

. objections to grades. The report said that (1) grades ﬁere' too
varisble and subjective, (2) caused unfair competition, (3) were
aristocratic-not democratic, (4) tended to preoccupy parents and
students, (5) didn't allow for individual differences, (6) caused
teachers to emphasize facts that had to be memorized, (7) made students .
dependent on grades, and (8) created considersble numbers of emotional

situations.
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Grades were not the only area receiving criticism. Curriculum and

school philosophy also attracted attentibn. Reiter (1973) said:

Unless a youngster is exposed to meaningful
learning experiences at a level he is emotionally
and mentally prepared to handle, the question of
whether or not he is promoted should not become a-
major issue; promoted or not, he will benefit very
little from school curricula. It may well be,
then, that educationally disadvantaged students
should be promoted providing there is the least
evidence of sincere effort.

Grade repetition, particularly in the early
grades, not only fails to help the majority of the
pupils academically, but, in many cases, . creates
additional problems. The students are older and
1arger and their learning ability and learning rate
is generally below the class average.

Reiter (1973) therefore felt that promotion appeared to have fewer
disadvantages than retention. He found that pupils who repeated one or
more grades tended to become discouraged by their conspicuous failure"
and’ were no better off at the end of the school year than if they had
been promoted. Reiter believed that the crucial issue was how a pupil
was treated. The situation called for the treatment of each student as
a person of value with appropriate learning tasks in which the student
could experience some success. Reiter added:

It .is apparent that there is no ready answer to .
promotion versus nonpromotion. - What is important
is how .the 1learner is treated. Promoted or
retained he is not to be branded a chronic failure,
not to be compared with others who are not really
his peers, is to be helped and listened +o, and
should be encouraged and understood rather +than -
"peaten down" more and more at home and at school.
School philosophy was also a factor in the retention policies and

practices of schools. Ahmann commented:
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If the philosophy of the school is concerned
with the most effective development of the pupil,
then promotion policies must be consistent with the
criterion of "what is best for +the pupil."
Requiring all pupils, irrespective of their talents
and goals, to reach a certain level creates a
threat of failure that can create psychological
havoc. Tailing a student not only frequently fails -
to attack the cause of the difficulty, but it
perpetuates feelings of inadequacy (1958:563-65).

Many schools established standards of proficiency which might have
been unrealistic in terms of student abilities or they might be
impractical due to a lack of materials and trained persomnel. In any
case, students often "failed" in school systems through no particular
fault of their own. Ahmenn (1963) stated that the requirement of
meeting certain minimum standards beceme an impossibility for many
students. Because the standards did not allow for the differences in
student abilities, a pupil of modest ability was faced with a constant
threat of failure and a feeling of inadequacy and insecurity.  The
inevitable failure by the students did not change the standards, nor
did it attack the cause of the deficiency; rather it aggravated the
situation further by continuing to fail students. The students'
attitudes reflected épathy toward school, boredom with assignments,
anxiety with their graded work, belligerence toward their instructors,
and hostility toward the whole aspect of school.

Bossing (1980) and McAfee (1981) stated that a "back to the
basics" philosophy was partially responsible for an increase in student
retention. The minimum competency movement brought renewed vigor on
the part of those who favored nonpromotion or retaining students at— a

particular grade level. There were other educators, however, who

questioned whether students should ever be retained whilé others
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proposed that, with proper consideration of available data, fetention
might be the most suitable choice for some students. Research findings
however , continued to prompt doubt as to whether retention was
beneficial for students. These findings reported by Miller included:
1. Although the main reason given for retaining
a student is lack of subject matter mastery,
research shows that retention does not bring
significantly greater gains in subJect matter

mastery.

2. Fear of possible failure does not  meke
students work harder.

3 Greater homogeneiﬁy of achievement within a
grade level does not result when retention is
practiced.

4. The more times the student is retained, the
lower will be his self concept.

5. Students retained have more adgustment—
socialization difficulties.

6. Teachers and peers tend to -develop
unfavorable attitudes towards students who have
been retained.

7. Tow .grades and retention may also bring
unfavorable attitudes from the child's family.

8. Retention may be justified in the .case of a
child who has been absent a great deal or for the
’ very immature child (1980 51-155).

Glasser (1966) directed additional criticisms at the school
grading structure charging that the schools were at fault for pimning
failure labels on the children. The -failure oriented approaches
identified by (lasser were:

1. Learning.. Schools should accept oppqrtunities for students to
do assigmments involving decision-making situations and critical .

thinking. Some learning was irrelevant according to (lasser, :as it
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didn't apply to life situations. He also was critical of tedious and
boring homework assignmeﬂts as being one of several causes of student
discontent.

2. BEvaluation. Grades were not a good method of evaluating

student progress as somebne had to be in the lowest grouping. This

created a continuous pressure on studénts to achieve and to do what the
teacher expected them to do. Tests wefe too memory oriented and only
' the "right" answers counted when the teacher assessed progress.

3 Discipline.' Students were put into situations where
disciplinary problems were bound to occur. School organization needed
to allow for some flexibility of student movement and plécement 80
learning could take place. He also opposed ability grouping as this
tended to débrive students from being exposed to the‘experiences‘-and
backgrounds of other students' views. (1969:12-18)

Keepes (1973). studied the iearning approaches in the Palo Alto
School District and aéreed with Glasser's ideas on the mistakes made in
the classrooms. He posed the following question:

What made the éhild S0 sﬁccessful and so
optimistic prior -to entering school? He was
successful because he used his Dbrain to solve
problems; he was optimistic because he had a lot of
fun. When he failed he was not labeled a failure;

one way or another he was shown a better way.

Most research on the retention of students indicated that childfen

| did not learn more or benefit in their social relationships by being

retained. In each of the studies, a number of nonpromoted children did
show reasonable growth in achievement during their repeated year. .Bdt,
to offset this, a much Ilarger percentage actually did worse on

achievement tests after a year of repetitioﬁ than they had done when
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tested Jjust before the impact of failure or the subsequent effect of
repetition. For many students, the will to learn seemed to bé done
and, for somé, the learning that had previouély occurred also seémed'to
be less than before (Scott, 1969).

Failure implied frustration and the thwarting of the pupil in fhe
achievement of a desired goél.. The effects usually were the
abandonment of the goal in question or the continued desire to attain. .
that goal :With the frustration and.preséufe of not being abie %o
succeed (Goodlad, 19635. Once identified as a failure, a student found
it next to impossible to escape the labeling. It was far easier +to
alter the image from good to bad than from bad to good. Stigma and
humiliation were an integral part.of the failure status. Remedial
classes often compbunded the problems b& ‘making the problem more
visible. The "failed" students were frequently segregated into speciai
classes, special books, and might be assigned to the least effective
teacher (Pink, 1977). In other instances, the child might be labeled
as "immature" by a teacher as early as his kindergarten year in school.
The child would then be watched to see if he exhibited any poésible '
developmental problems, tested, and then referred to remedial classes
or to special education (Bone, 1977). It was quite common that these
special classes were actually a teacher convenience inasmuch as it
removed a‘probiem student from the regular class for a period of time.
This was an advantage for the classroom teacher as it allowed the
teacher to move more rapidly through the assigned tasks. It was not a
benefit for the child who was sent to the remedial class as they often

were not helped to profit from their mistakes,- that is, to have the
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teacher examine +their mistakes and attempt to correct . the

misunderstandings. Student mistakes were often allowed to accumulate

and the students increased their perceptions of themselves as failures
(Anderson, 1976). | .

Many educators held to the belief that schools needed to .beéome
more humané in all aspects of’schoél—studént relationships. ILindvig
(1983) and Hallenbeck (1981) also indicated that students could benefit
if schools would develop programs that dealt with affeétiveA needs of

students and would promote personal as well as écademic'growth. They

contended that pupils must become involved and gain a feeling of worth

and relevance to their education. Goodlad (1963) said children should
not be left standing apart and should have the fecognition of the
teachers in developing feelings of self-worth and self-esteem.

Goodlad listed the following reasons for promoting étudenté'as an
alternative to being failed in their presénf classroom.setting:

1. If the teacher and child have already failed
to make the hoped—for progress, the child might
just as well move on to another grade and another
teacher. (Sometimes, this is stated that the slow-~
learning child will achieve just as much 1in the
grade ahead as he will by having to repeat the
present one.)

2. Prom the beginning, first grade teachers
must deal with a wide range of individual
differences. They cannot reduce the range, and so
teachers in higher grades must anticipate dealing °
also with the range as it exists.

3. Grade failure is itself more devastating to
the child's adjustment than are his difficulties
with the work at hand. Slow learners will have
enough problems in school without adding the shame
and humiliation of nonpromotion.

4. Since good teaching increases rather than
reduces the range of abilities with which a teacher
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must deal, retaining a few children at the bottom
end 1is not likely to reduce materially the next
teacher's problem of dealing with individual
-differences. Besides, if each grade retains some
children, each grade will carry these into the next
year, thus assuring the presence of these slow
learners in any case.

5. Chronological age is the best single
criterion for determining the placement of a child
with other children. Consequently, keeping
children of the same age together (therefore
promoting them), is the best way to assure
appropriate work and play companions for all.

6. Class size and the cost of education are
increased when even a small percentage of children
is retained.

T. At elementary school levels, where children
are called upon to compete regardless of their
desire or readiness to do so, educational practices
must be adapted to the welfare of the individual,
not the child to- arbitrary grade standards.
Promotion is aligned with such a view. (1966:33~4)

Analysis of the evidence that promotlon for most children is
preferable to nonpromotion did not solve the problem. Merely promotlng
the child did not automatically produce learning on the part of the
student and social adjustments that were satisfactory to the student:
and his peers. Careful program 'modifications were necessary if
satisfactory pfogress was to be made by the student (Dufay, 1966 and -
Goodlad, 1963).

Other educators who opposed retention drew similar conclusions and
developed their own arguments against those authorities who 'favoréd .
retention of students. Elsbree (1967) took issue with five major
beliefs of those who favored retention and countered with his  own

arguments:
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1. Retaining students does not'heip to maintain the standards of
the school. Elsbree stated that studies revealed that repetition of
grades had no special advantage. Dufay (1966) also found that children
who are not promoted do no better than children of like ability who are -
promoted. Nonpromotion practices did not reduce the range of specific
abilities with which the teacher had to cope. The educational gain of
the majority of retained students Qas'smaller than that of their
matched agemates who were promoted. - Some SChools'with low rates of |
nonpromofion had higher achievement levels than schools with high rates
of nonpromotion.  Thomas (1965) reported similar information and added
that school achievement levels tended to be higher.in all schools that
did not fail students on the basis of academic abilities. .

2. Retention does not reduce variability and growth rétes within
grades. Elsbree stated that growth rates varied with the exﬁeriences,
abilities, and the desires of the individual studenfs. Goodlad (1963)
made similar statements and added that the ability ranges within grades
would tend to indrease as the children became older and had been
exposed to other influences outside of the school setting.

3. The threat of nonpromotion did not'cauée-children to wofk
-harder. Elsbree said that any learning that took place because of fear
was poor learning. He éléo criticized teachers who taught children by
using failure as a threat. Children who were threatened by failure
often resigned themselves to failure and became apathetic and hostile A
toward their teachers, their classmates, and school in general.

4. Slow learners did not catch up by being retained for another

year in the same grade. . Studies showed that only a small proportion
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actually caught up with their peers (Coffield, 1959; Goodlad, 1963;
Jarvis, 1966; Koons, 1977).

5. Nonpromotion does not bring about better social adjustment.

Flsbree was critical of those who believed that a child would develop.

better reiationships by going through a retention process. He stated
that all children are born with differences and these become- gréatef
with age, therefore, retaining a child and making him larger and older
than his peer group only served to compound the problem. Jarﬁis (1966)
believed that children would develop more normally and néturally if
they advanced with their peer group. The normal range of differences
within a classroom would necessitate a variety of groupings anyway and
retention would not serve a usefql purpoée. Academically, _Jarvis‘
(1966) and Bocks (1977) stated that studies had shown that ~only 20
percent of the students did better after being retained; 40 percent
functioned at épproximately the same level as during the previous‘yéar;
and 40 percent did poorer for a variety of reasons. Koons (1977) was
more severe in his usage of data as he said that for every student who
might have benefited by being retained, there were two of three who ‘
were not helped at all and might have regressed in their performance.

Coffield and Blommers presenfed_the following information from a

study . conducted on 190 students who had experienced failure after the

second grade in school:

1. Faiied students only gained approximatély
six months in educational progress during the
repeated year.

2. TFailed students gained only one year and
three months in educational progress during the two .
years following their retention. '
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3. The educational progress of failed puplis
was about four +to six months less than that of
matched promoted pupils. ’

4. The progress of failed pupils during the two
years following failure was not significantly
greater than that made by promoted matched agemates
during a single year spent in the next higher grade
level.

5. The educational progress of seventh grade
pupils who experienced failure once was typically
on a par with that of matched promoted seventh
grade pupils who had spent one year less in school.

6. The educational progress of seventh grade
pupils who had experienced failure once was about
eight months less than the matched. promoted eighth
grade pupils who had spent the same number of years
in school.

7. The educational progress of seventh grade
pupils who had failed once was not affected by the
grade in which the failure occurred.
8. The variability of pupil achievement in a
school's seventh grade was not affected by the
rigidity or leniency of its promotion policy.
9. The general level of achievement of a
school's seventh grade class was not significantly
affected by the rigidity or 1leniency of its
promotion policy.
10.  The percent of overage seventh grade pupils
was significantly greater in the schools with rigid
promotions. (1959:248-9)
There was little doubt that a pupil who was  having serious
academic difficulties in one grade was likely to continue hav1ng
difficulties if he was merely promoted to the next grade. Anderson
(1976) suggested that schools should éttémpt to grade on the basis of
the students' attainment of the knowledge, skills, and attitudes that

were transmitted to them. This move to a "criterion-referenced"

grading system would help to eliminate the continuity of failings
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experienced by the bottom 20 percent of the: students. Ali students
most certainly would fail certain objectives and succeed on others.
ThisA balance between success and failure would help to provide the
student with a more realistic set of self-perceptions concerning his:
skills and abilities.

Schools could also eliminate failing through improved.'tegching
abcording to Anderson (1976). Alternative instructional methods are
based on the belief that a great deal of information could be obtained
from the testing instruments. That information could be given to the
students in order to help them overcome their errors and misunderstand-
ings. The use of tests in aiding the teaching function of the schools
could have at least two benefits. First, more students would be helped
to learn. Second, students would see that a'single failing did not'
necessitate tﬁe label of failure. Students could see that failing did
occur but that it did not need to be permanent or final.'

Even with an improvément in the teaching function of the schools,
however, some students ﬁight fail a grade or a subject. Schools could
help those studenté in several waysw Jones (1981) reported that some
schools had developed a program that emphasized retention as a positive: '
approach by a sefies of in-school programs for students and certified
personnel and 'Bossing (1980) described a transitional or "sp;it—age"
procedure of assisting students with academic prpblems. They could
assist them to admit that they had failed with respect to their
particular set of goals. Anderson (1976) stated that schools had to
remain aware of their dual responsibility to students and to society;

Students had the right to quality education, at the seme time, society
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had the right to know which students were competent and which were not.

Disregard of either the publie or the students would be considered a
disservice to both. .

Teachers differed among themselves regardlng the relat1ve mer1ts‘”
of promotion -and nonpromotion. They also worked . under dlfferlng
degrees of pressure regarding the importance of grade standards, and
they reacted quite_differently to these pressures. The evidence from’
some research was overwhelming. Promoted slowalearning children
achieved at higher levels, were involved less often in aggressive acts
toward school and schooling, -gpt along better with their peers, and
appeared to have more wholesome feelings of personal. worth. It was
also noted that upper grade achievement levels were hlgher in schools
that had low nonpromotion rates whlch was attr1buted to a lack of
pressure and tension on students due to the knowledge that they would
be able ' to achieve at their level. A major area of concern was the
factor of tension among the promdred slon learners as some students
still had a fear of fallure. They expressed'worry over.their‘ school
progress, believed their parents to Dbe similarly. conderned; and
- frequently‘resorted to cheating as a way of assuring higher achievement
marks (Goodlad, 1963). It was obvious that these students would be in
need of a tension free school enviromment and would be able to utlllze'
the services of a school counselor to ass1st w1th the ellmlnatlon of.
their feel1ngs of insecurity.

The formulation of promotion'and'refention policies was, in part,
necessiﬁaﬁed by the inconsistencies of school disfrict currieulum,

grading policies, and philosophies. The movement - toward individuslized
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educational programs was also a motivator for the development of these
policies. Studies by educators, including Reed (1927), Lindsay (1933),
and Goodlad (1959) all referred to a need for consistent ;promotion
policies. Trump (1977) was an advoéate and spokesman for the nongraded
schogl and, earlier, Ahmenn (1958) had promoted a change in school
philosophy to reflect “ﬁhat was best for the pupil.” Policies -were
developed which reflected an awareness of dJdifferences in student
abilities and the need for in-depth evaluations of'students.by school
personnel. |

Ahmann  provided a list of principles that could be used as a
basis for a promotion/retention policy: |

1. Promotion should be d601ded on the basis of
the individual student.

2.  Promotion should be decided on the basis of
many factors and should not rest on the assumption
that the decision will result in the greatest good
for the student.

3. A set of factors should be agreed upon by
each teacher and administrator. -

4. Criteria for promotion must take into
consideration the curriculum offerings and methods
of the next grade.

5. It is the duty of the next higher grade to
accept the slow learner and to adapt the work %o
fit their needs.

6. Promotion procedures demand continuous

analysis and study of the information contained in

pupil cumulative folders. This will allow for

program refinements and will minimize guesswork and

~ conjecture (1958 565) . :
These principles were found in several promotion policies received

by the writer of this paper and provided for & more uniform approach'to

S
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the dilemma of student retentibn. Consideration of these fabtors made
teachers and administrators more conscious of the individuality of the
student and of the need to provide time and services to the slow
learning student. - These policies also took -into account the special
problems of the handicapped students such as the retarded and learning
disabled who could not normally conform to the standards of the
students in a normal classroom. '

Masters (1974) proposed a partial answer to the dilemma of what
schools needed to do for students by referring to statements that have
been made by many commissions and committees for +the past seven
decades. The basic goals for American education were:

1. To providé the child with skills in
thinking; that is to teach ideas  and problem
solving strategies, not merely facts.

2. To help the child deal effectively with
_interpersonal relations iIn a variety of
associations and orgenizations. '

3. To guide the child to achieve self-identity;
that is, by filling the child's need for love and

self-worth to enable the child to become the bhest
‘person he is capable of becoming. '

Summary

The early elementary school followed a graded planvin which all .
students were taught' from a basic textbook by one teacher. Eaéh
sbudent; regardless of ability, was exposed to the same amount of
maferial and had ‘o cdmpete for a grade in his classes and the
subsequent promotion to the next grade or retention in the ‘same grade
for another year. Retention rates were quite high in the 1850's with

individual districts having nonpromotion rates that ranged from 20 to
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50 percent (Cauffield, 1956). These rates gradually decreased in‘
ensuing years and the rate had dropped to approximately 6 percent by
the 1970's.

Fducators did not share a common view towards retention or
promotion ‘of slow learning students. The proponents of ' retaining
students cited examples of students who had benefited from retention
and used these examples to defend their position on the lsdbject.
" Russel (1952), Iobdell (1952), Worth (1959), and Stringer (1960) were
authorities who believed that retained stuydents did not suffer‘
significant social-personal maladjustments and did not develop unusual
negative attitudes toward school. Each of these educatdrs and Scétt
(1969) agreed that retention was not a guarantee that students'-
problems would all be solved, but they agreed that retention could be
beneficiél if the school would provide an individualized program for
the students.

Goodlad (1963) and Thomas (1965) listed some other common causes
that were used as a basis for student retenﬁion. Theée'educaiors did
not condone student retention but they did present argﬁmentation
against the practice.

Ahmann (1963) and Glasser (1966) were critical of school standards
which did not allow for the differences in students: = These writers
were also opposed to grading systems which caused students to be placea
in a competitive éituation. Students would attempt to "please" their
teacher in such an atmosphere rather than working on critical thinking
projects and other decision-meking situations. Teaching'and 1earniné

approaches needed - to be changed and lGoodlad‘ (1959) 1listed some
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alternatives to retention. These oppositions to student failure
emphasized the need for an awareness and a concern for individual needs
and individual diffefences. Goodlad believed that good teabhing was a
. strong factor in lowering retention rates and in developing a feeling
of success in the students.

Promotion policies were deveioped as a consequeﬁce of the
inconsistencies of school grading and 'pfomotion practices. ‘ The
development of these policies was based on a set of principles that
provided for a more uniform approach to the prdblem of student
retention. These policies reflected an awareness of the differences in -
the needs and abilities of each student being considerea for retention.

Chapter 3 will discﬁss the procedures to Bé utilized. and followed

in this study.




CHAPTER 3
PROCEDURES”

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 'retention
practices of Class I elementary schoolé of Montana. The study also
attempted to determiné the guidelines and policiés that’wére utilized
in retention decisions. Another purpose was to identify those student
characteristics that had caused the student to be cqnsidered for
retention. Biographical and case study‘forms were also developed 1o
determine effects of retention on studénts when compared with regularly
promoted students in three selected Moﬁtana Class I school districts.
A retention scale was utilized to assist in the identification of
traits leading to nonprbmotioh along with‘questionnaires ‘which were
completed by school principals, teachers} and parents in order to gain
their perceptions of the retention process. Iastly, guidelines  for
nonpromotion and a proposed retention policy were develbped.

The procedures used in this study are organized in this chaptér
as follows: the first section covers the extent of the review of the
related literature and résearch; the second section degls with the
instrumentation and the means of cqnducting a survey of retentibn
perceptions 'and practices in the 17 Class I Montana elementaiy échool
districts; the third section describes the population.tq be involved in-
the utilization of the case study forms, retention scales, and parent

check list; the fourth section established the means for developing a
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set of retention guidelines and a proposed retention policy; and the
final section addressed. procedures to be utilized in the analysis of

data for each of the preceding elements.

Review of Related Literature and Research

The writer conducted a review of related literature and résearch
pertaining to student retention. The following categories' were
addressed: (1) é history of elementary school retention practices; (2)
criticisms ‘-of retention practices and attempts ~to  accommodate
individual differences; (3) retained student charécteristics; (4)
rationale for the nonpromotion of students;‘ and (5) current status and
‘trendé of retenfion practices.

: Sourées investigated for pertinent information include@' holdings
from Montana State University and 'intérlibrary loan facilities.

References listed in the Education Index and ERIC Index for the  period

of January, 1970 through June, 1981 were examined under the fbllowing

descriptors: "academic failure," "failure," "holding power,"

"nonpromotion," and "retention."

Due to an extended time lapse from the examiner's thesis proposal
meeting and the thesis defense, it was deemed apéropriate to utilize
the Education Index to update the review of literature from June, 1981
through February, 1983. Therefore an extensive_séarph of related
literature in the Montana State University library was conducted and
the Review of Literature Chapter was abridged to‘ include 1later

references.
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Survey of Retention Practices

Ixtent of Survey and Population to be Surveyed. A survey of all

Class I elementary school principals in the state of Montana was
conducted to ascertain their perceptions of current retention practices

and policies. The Montana Education Directory, published by the Office

of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, was used to identify and
locate the  schools to be surveyed.

Principal's Questionnaire. The principal's quéstionnaire

(Abpendix B) was wsent to the elemenfary principal of each of the
schools surveyed énd the principals were asked to provide the data
requested in the instrumént. | |

The questionnaire requested information on the following items:
(1) program options for retained students; (2) principal's perceptions
of the relative merits of retention; (3) differences in teacher and.
principal perceptions aé'to the relative merits of retention; (4)
retention criteria; (5) perceived causes of retention; (6) school or
district promotion policies; (7) opinions of the academic success of
retained students; (8) opiﬁions as'td whether it is usually beneficial
to retain students; (9)principals' perceptions of attitudes foward
retention; and (10) the socio—economic make-~up of the school community
and the academic achievement level of the students.

In addition, principals were requested to provide - school
population data with a breakdown for each grade by sex, the number of
students who had been retained in each grade by sex ‘and the ethnic

background of each retained student.
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The writer considered a number of différent styles'. of
questionnaires and survey instruments and finally chose to follow the
recommendations for formét, procedures, and guidelines suggested by
Wiersma (1969:271-88) in developing an instrument which COUid be
utilized to collect data on student retention. The .inétrument
consisted of questions which requiréd descriptive data, questions which
allowed the respondents to use check marks to make their selections,
and questions which were open—ended. Space was provided, on severél of
the questions, to allow the respondents t6 add comments on criteria,
causes, program options, and perceptions~as they pertained to student
retention. '

Validity as defined by Kimbel (1978) is the extent to which a
measure predicts something important about the object of meaéurement.
Validation of the survey instrument was éCCOmplished in accordance ﬁith
a statement made by Sax (1968:132) who said, "Content validity is
determined by asking a group of exferts to rate the extent to which
each item on a questionnaire appears to measure some universe bf
opinion, attitude, or belief." Each question in the sﬁrvqy instrument
was reviewed by mémbersl of the Montana Ndrtheasﬁ Principal's
. Association who were asked té assess the clarity, appropriatenéss, and
ambiguity of_the instrument by completing a-three point scale for each
question on the instrument.

Reliability as defined by Kimbel (1978) refers to the extent +to
which a test or other measure pefforms consisfently or the exfent to
which two measurements of the same things withxthe same instrument rank

these things in the Samé order. Kimbel also noted that "the most
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direct way to determine feliability of any measuring instrument is to
measure the same things with it twice and compare the results." For
?he purpose of . this study the writer chose a .60 coefficient of
stability to indicate an acceptable 1eyel of teét—reﬁest reliability as
iDownie (1970:240) has stated "there is no hard and fast rule that says
that any reliability has to be of a certain size before any test or
measuring 1nstrument can be useful." The degree of rellablllty for
each item was measured by computing a Pearson product-moment
correlation coefficient between the two sets of scores for each item.
The test-retest method is an accepted method of detérmiﬁing the test
stability over a given period of time. It requires administering the.
game form .of the test to the same éroup with some intervening +time
interval. The item between the two administrations ﬁay be just a few
days or several years (Gronlund, 1977:138). _The writer of this paper
submitted this instrument to the meﬁbers of the Montana Northeaét
Principal's Association abt a Fall meeting and‘then fesubmitted the
instrument after an interval of two weeks. The first submission of the
instrument waS‘pérsonally delivered and the second submission was by
mail.

Case Study Form. The next procedure in this study was to develop

a case study form and to adapt a checking scale instrument for
utlllzatlon in determlnlng the characterlstlcs of retalned students
when compared with regularLy promoted students. Consent to conduct the .
study was obtained from ﬁhe Superintendents of . the selected school
districts prior to the submission of the case study forms  to the

teachers and the parents of the retained students.  After receiving
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consent from the Superintendents, the elementary school priﬁcipals were
also contacted and advised as to the procedures to be followed and case
study .forms were theﬂ provided to each school plus the necessary
retention scales. One case study form was then completed by the
teacher for each retained student in her room along with a case study
form for an equal number of regularly promoted students of the same
sex. Letters were also sent to the teacﬁers which'provided information
as to the' purpose and procedures to be followed. This procedufe
allowed the writer to make a comparison between studént.characteristics
of retained and regularly promoted students pertaining~ to selected
physical and academic classroom categofies.

These case study forms requested information on a number of items.
General dafa as to the student's grade and sex and grade in whidh the
student was retained were asked along with questions asking the teacher
to indicate whether, in her opinion, retention was beneficial, what the
causes of the child's retention were, the student's physical condition,
and the student's health condition. A series of ten questions were
asked pertaining %o some affective and cognitive student
characteristics. These questions allowed for a response from one of
five scaled value choices. A final question was included which asked
the teachers to indicate whether, in their opinion, a sbudent's
retention was usually beneficial. This final response was tested for
significance by comparing similar responses from parents and
principals. . | ' |

The populétion involved in this phase of the study was selected

from the kindergarten, first, and second grades in three Class I




64.

elementary school systems in Montana. A total of fifty classes were
included with an approximate total population of one thousand students.
The school systems were selected on the basis of being. representative
of typical Class I districts in the state of Montana with consideration
being given to the numbers of students being retalned the socio-
economic meke-up of the communities, and the general academic levels of
the student populations. Considerat;on was also given to the number of
ethnic students enrolled in the districts as a portion of +this study
dealt with the numbers of ethnic students being retained in proportlon
to the non-minority students enrolled in the schools.

Validation of the case study forms was accomplished by  following
the guidelines rscomménded by Sax (1968) and by presenting the forms to
eleméntary school feachers in the Fort Peck School, Fsrt Peck, Montana.
In addition to reviewing each item contained in the case gtudy forms,
the teachers were asked to assess the appropriateness of the instrument
by responding to a series of specific questions. "Each question was
checked for clarity following the responses froﬁ the staff at the Fort
Peck School and was retained in the case study form if a minimum of 60
percent of the respondents felt the question was appropriate and clear
in structure. The 60 percent 1evél of confidence was based on
recommendations made by Sax (1968). ‘

Reliability was determined by utilizing a pre and post testing
method (Kimbel:1978). The procedure was to select primary -teachers
- from four Class II elemeﬁtary schools in northeast Montana: Medicine
Lake, Nashua, Poplar, and Scobey. Teachers in these schools were asked

to complete a case study form for each retained student in their' class
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along with a student of the same sex who had been regulafly promoted.
This allowed for a sample selection of students from areas different
tpan thosg which would constitute the student populations of. the three
selected Class I school systems. For the purpoée of this study the
writer chose a .60 coefficient of stability to indicate an acceptable
level of testfretest reliability. This degree of reliability was -
measured by computing é Pearson product—ﬁoment correlation coefficienﬁ
between the two sets of scores (Downie:1970). A copy of the case study

form may be found in Appendix F.

Retention Scale. The retention scale utilized in this study is

commercially published (H. W. Light: 1977) and can be found in Appendix
G. These forms were completed by classroom teachers in conjunction
with the case study forms. Each retained student was rated on these
scales along with a student of the same sex who had been regularly
'promoted. The rating scale consisted of a series of nineteen questions
which covered a.broad spectrum of the student's school ' experiences.
Each question was Weighted on a point basis. The writér then attempted _-
to determine if statiétically significant differences éxisted between
the attained total scores of the retained students énd the regularly
promoted sbudents. B

The writer was unable to find any information peftaining to
validation and reliability of the retention scale. A telephoﬁe call
was made to the author of the retention scale, Dr. H. Wayne Light, and '
Dr. Light stated that the intent of the scale was to be an aid in the
counseling process for teachers and administrators and as a general

guide for a school staff when dealing with retention decisions. He had
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drawn the components of the scale from a variety of soufces and had
utilized current research factors and'information as part of his
selection criteria and had not established any reliability and validity
statistics to the individual questions contained within the scale.

Parent's Check List. The parent's check list (Appendix I)

contains identical items to those found on the case study forms which
were completed by the classroom teachers. This check list was designed
for the purpose of making comparisons between teacher and parent
perception of student retention. The itéms reflected important aspects
of retention which were mentioned in current literature. This form was
to be completed by the parents of the retained students of the
classrooms included in the study. . Because the researcher did‘ not
initially have access to the students' names, parents' names;. and
addresses of a majority of the individuals to be involved, a special
procedure was followed to collect the data for the parent check 1list. .
School principals were aéked to contact the pareqts of retained _
students to request their‘éooperation with this portion of the study.
Specifically, the parents'weré asked if they would be wiliing fo télk
to researcher on the telephone and answer quesfions about thei? child's
school retention or if they would prefer to receive the check list in
the mail and respond anonymously. They were given the writer's name,
occupation, address, and the purpose of this study. They were also
assured of complete confidentiality and that no names or other'personal
information would be released to othef parties as a result of this

study. Each parent who agreed to cooperate was sent a copy of the
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check list. Responses were received by réturn mail and, in a number‘of
cases, parents were contacted by phone. .

Ease of interpretability of the parent's check 1list was
accomplished by submitting the instrument.for judgemental analysis to
parents in the Glasgow school district whose children are enrolled in
the intermediate gradeé. TheAparents were asked to assess the degree
to which the questions were understandable and able to be completed
without confusion and unnecessary effort. The questions were retained
if 60 percent of the respondents agreed as to the apbrbpriaieneés of
the questions. |

Reliabiiity was established by utilizing parénts of retainéd
students in the Glasgow schools. These children .were currently
enrolled in grades three through six. These parents ﬁere generally not
involved' iﬁ the case study procedures of the study for students
enrolled iﬁ grades K~-2. These parents were requested to complete the
perent's check list on a pre and post-test basis as récommended by
Kimbel (1978) with a two week interval Between completion dates. Tor
the purpose of this study the writer chose a .60 coefficient of
stability +to indicate an acceptable level of test—rétest reliabilityﬂ':
This degree of reliability was measured by computing a Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficient between the two sets of scores

(Downie:1970).

Promotion Policy Statement .

The promotion policy statement was policy were developed by

considering information from the review of related literature. and.
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research as well as data obtained from the'surveys and check lists. It
is the writer's intent to submit these'guidelines and the retention
pplicy to the eleméntary school principals in the Class I school
districts of lontana at a future date. Though the actusl -
implementation of any retention policy requires the official agtion of |
the local School Board, the information to be sent to the principals .

will hopéfully provide each school with‘a common base for the 'purpose_ :
of developing and adopting a policy or opefating procedure suitable for |
their particular school setting. This proposed retention policy

statement is contained in Chapter 5.

Analysis of Data

This section states the hypotheses that were tested and describés
the treatment of the data obtained from the surveys, retention‘séales,
and check lists.

Statement of Null Hypotheses: The following hypotheses that were’

tested wére based on daté containea in the principél's questionnaire
and were based on General Questions to Be Answered numbers one throﬁgh
four from that section:

1. Ho: Based on perceptions of building principalé, the overall
academic achievement level of students was indeﬁendeﬁt of fhe socio-
economic meke-up of the community. -

2. Ho: There was no statistically significant difference in the
proportion of male reteﬁtions aS‘compargd té female retentions. B

‘3. Ho: There Qés no statistically significant difference in the
proportion of minority students being retained wheﬁ cémpared to the |

proportion of nomminority students being retained.
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4. Ho: There was no statistically signifiéant difference in the
proportion of male minority students being retained when compafed to
the proportion of female minority students being retained.

The following hypotheses to be tested were based on an analysis
and comparison of data collected from the principal's questionnaife,‘
case study fbfms, retention scale, and parent‘é check list.

5. Ho: Teachers' ;perceptions of students' physical development
was independent of whethe{ thé students had been retained or reguiarly
promoted. :

6.. Ho: The percgptions of a retained student‘s‘ physical
development was independent of whether the percéption was made by a
parent or a teacher. | | _

7. Hors | . Teachers' perceptions of - students' general health
condition was independent of whether the students had been.retained or
regularly promoted.

8. Ho: The pérception of retained students' general health
condition was independent of whether the perceptions were made by"a ,
parent or a teacher. |

9. Ho: Teachers' perceptions of students being happy about going
to school were independent of whether the students had been.retained or
regularly promoted. o 4

1{0. Ho: The . perceptions of retained students being happy about
going 1o school were independent of whether the perceptions were made

by parenfs or teachers.
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11. Ho: The contributions to group discussions as perceived by -
the classroom teacher were independent of whether the students were
retained or regular}y prqmoted.

12. Ho: The perceptions of a retaiﬁed student’s confribution to
group discussions was independent of whether fhe perceptions were madé.
by a teacher or a parent. '

‘13. Ho: The enthusiasm for learning as perceived bj thé'claésroom
teacher was indeﬁendent of‘whether the stﬁdepts were retainéd ‘or
regularly promoted.

14. Ho: The perceptions of a retained student's enthusiasm for
learning were independent of whether the perceptions were made by a.
teacher or a parent.

15. Ho: The perceptions of a retained student's emotional
adjustment was independent of whether the perceptions were made by a
teacher or a parent. |

16. Ho: The amount of stress'disp;ayed'in discussions about school
as perceived by the classroom teacher was independent of whether the
gtudent had been retained or regularly promoted. ‘

17. Ho: The perceptions of the amount of streés displayed by a
retained - student was independent of whether the perceptions were made
by a classroom teacher or a parent. ‘ _

18. Ho: The perceptions of the way promoted studenfs react to
retained students was independent of whether fhe perceptions were made

by a teacher or a parent.
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19 Ho: The perception of the way students get along with each
other as perceived by the classroom teacher was independent of whether
the students were retained or regularly promoted.

20. Ho:. The perception of the way retained students gpt along
with other studenfs was independent of whether the perceptions were
made by a parent or a teacher. - |

21. Ho: The eamount of school work completed aé perceived by a
classroom teacher was independent of whetheflthe student was fefaihed
or regularly promoted.

22. Ho: The perceptions of the amount of school work Qpﬁpleted'
by retained students was independent of whether the perceptions were
made by a teacher or a parent. '

237 Ho: The .degree to which students worked up to their ability‘
as perceived by classroom teachers was independent of whether the’
students were retained or regularly promotéd. |

24. Ho: The perceptions of the degfee to which retained students
worked wup to their ability was indepéndent.of whether the perceptions
were made by a parent or a teacher.

25. Ho: A person's opinion as‘fo the benefit of retention to the -
child was independent of whether the person was a teacher or a parent.

26. Ho: A person's perceptions as +to whethef retentidn was
ggually beneficial to the student was independent of ﬁhether the'person
was a parent, a teacher,'or an administrator. ‘

27. Ho: There was no statistically 'significaht ‘difference
between scores-for retained and regularly prémoted students as computed

from the Retention Scale completed by the classroom teachers.




72
Hypothesis one attempted to ascertain whether statistically
significant differences. existed Tbetween Dbuilding principal's

' perceptions of the school's socio-economic make-up and their perceived

academic achievement level of the students in that school. The chi

square statistic was used to test hypothesis one as Downie (1965) noted
. that the chi square statistic may be used to test the null hypotheses

of no significant differences between or among the responses of

individuals in two or more groups. Downie also stated that tﬂis_:

statistical method was also useful because two or more differences

could be evaluated at the same time by the use of contingency tables..

The .05 level of signifiéance'was considered to be a reasonable levélg

of reducing the possibility of a Type II errqr;. Downie stated that -

when we wish to make inferences abquf fhé population means on the basis

of samples, it is the usual procedure to use the .05 or .01 levels of -

significance.. Hypotheses two, three, and four, which peftain to the

proportions of male and female retentions, ethnic retentions, and sex

of the ethnic retentions, were tested by using the chi square test for .

the significance of the difference between proportions for independent

samples (Ferguson, 1976).

Case Study Forms, Parent's Check List, and Retention Scale

Information obtained' in the case study forms and the parent's
check 1list was compared to determine perceptual differences between
parents and teachers of retained étudents. Theée findings were
intended to pfovide insights into some of the éharacteristics of

retained students and of the perceived advantages and disadvantages of
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retention for elementary students. 1In addition, teachers utilized the
case study forms to meke comparisons between retained students in their
classroom and regularly promoted students. Gay noted:
"Matching is a control technique which is also

sometimes used in experimental studies. If a

researcher has identified a variable believed to be

related to performance on the dependent variable,

she or he may control for that variable by pair-

wise .matching of subjects. In other words, for

each subject in one group, the researcher finds a

subject in the second group with the same or a

gimilar score on. the control variable. If a

subject in either group does not have a suitable

match, the subject is eliminated from the study.

Thus, the resulting matched groups are identical or

very similar with respect to the identified

extraneous variable." (1976:158)

FPor the purposes of this study, each student that had been
retained was matched with a regulariy promoted student who was of fhe
same sex at the time of the retention.

The first four questions on the case study form dealt with
biographical data. Question five requested teachers to list the major
reason for a student's retention. Questions seven and eight and . the
corresponding hypotheses five, six, seven, and eight dealing with
teacher and parental perceptions of students; health and physical
development were tested by using the chi square test of independence at
the .05 level of significénce. Contingency tables were constructed'as'.
Ferguson (1976) notes that data may be arranged in the form of
contingency tables rcomposed of any number of rows and any number of
columns. The expected or theoretical frequencies for each cell was
calculated and compared to the actual observed frequencies and a

determination was made as to whether or not a significant difference

existed. Hypotheses nine through twenty six were also tested by .
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ubilizing the chi square statistic. Data from the case study forms and
the parent's check list ﬁere also analyzed in contingency tables and.
tested for significance at the .05 level. Downie (1959) had also
indicated that a éontingenqy table was appropriate to determine if fhe
rows and columns were independent of each other. |

Hypothesis twenty se§en was tested for significance by utilizing a
"t test of independence." This hypotﬁesis waé déveloped from the
information that was obtained from the retention écéle. :
Generalizations were made from the.data obtained from the retentioﬁ'
scale and were utilized as an additional source of informstion of
student characteristics contributing to retention. A réfenfion scale
was completed for each retained student and a matched promoted student
in each of the selected schools in grades K-2.

The title "Retention Scale" as well as the interpretive scored
scale at the end of the instrument were removed from the form prior to
being completed by the classroom teacher so as not to bias the
compietion of the instrument.

In an gttempt to eliminate errors on the survey instruments, each.
form returned was hand-checked by the writer for omissions or other.
errors. Whenever possible, the writér contacted the respondént to
obtain clarification for items incorrectly completed. Following the
tabulating of the data, the information was transferred to coding
sheets at the Computing Center. The data analysis was dqne by the

university computer at Montana State University.
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Summary

The purposes of this stﬁdy were to (1) investigate the retention
practices of Class 1 éléﬁentary schobls'of Mohtana, (2) tor determine'
guidelines and criteria utilized in’ reténtion decisions, (3)-.toA
identify student characteristics that’ caused the studenﬁ to - be
retained, (4) to gain teacher, parent, and administrator perceptions of
the retention process, and (5) to develop a proposed promotion .policy
statement. - | o

To accomplish the purposes of this study, the writer reviewed the -
related literature for thé purposelof détermining if ‘sources were
available which could prdvide a guide to current trends of 'retention,
student characteristics, and perceived problems of retéﬁtion.
Instrumentation was then developed to determine the retention practices
of Class I school districts in Montana and th¢ pérceptions of rétentiqn
among teacheré and parents of refained students.

A principal's questionnaire, conﬁaining fifteen questions relating
to principal perceptions of retention, values of retention, perceived
causes of retention, and general data on the school populatioﬁ, was
developed and sent to-128 Class I elemenfary school principals -in‘
Montana. Tables were deQeloped to reflect thé responses to _the
questions and four statements of null hypotheses were tested for
significanf differences.

Case study forms and parent check lists were completed for
retained students,in.kindergarten through grade two. -,Casé stud& forms
were also completed for an equal number of promotedl students for |

purposes of comparison. - These forms asked specific ~ questions
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pertaining to student characteristics and beha&ior. Resfoﬁses were
given by completing'a check scale format for each question. Eighty two -
retained students and a matching éighty two promoted students were
involved from the three school districts selected for the study.
Parent check 1lists were also sent to the parents of the eightj two -
retained students: for purposes of making comparisons between‘ the

perceptions of. teachers and the parents of the retained sfudents.

Twenty three statements of null hypotheses were déveloped from' these

forms and were tested for significance.

The retention scale gtilized in the study was a commérciallj
published instrument and consists of nineteen items with eighty .
possible scaled value responses. The total scaled scores attained by .
promoted students were compéredvto scores attained by retained studénts.
and tested for statistically significant differences between thé two
groups of students. The retentioh scale was used in conjunction with
the case study forms and a total of eighty two forms were completed fof .
promoted and retained students. |

A rétention policy statement was developed by reviewing related
literature and the samples of promotion and retention policy statements
submitted to the writer by the responding principéls. Questions and
the responses from the survey instrumenté also provided a data base for
developing a policy -statement which inclﬁded criteria for.retention %o
be ‘considered, procedures to be followed, and parental involvement.
The purpose of the ihstrument waé tO'ﬁrovide school administrators with
a common base for an operating procedufe in dealing with the problem of

student retention.




T
Analysis of data was accomplished by displaying responses in
descriptive tables. Contingency tables were also developed and tested
by utilizing the chi square statistic and the t-test of independence. :
Each of the twenty seven mull hypotheses was tested for statistically
significant differences at the .05 level. ‘
The next seétion of the sfﬁdy will be analysis of data found in

Chapter 4.
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CHAPTER 4
ANATYSIS OF DATA

This chapter deals with the analysis of data based upon the data
obtained from the survey instruments. The chapter is organized into.
the following sections: (1) a description of the instruments utilized
in he survey; (2) a compilation }of date from the principal's
questionnaire; and (3) the statements of nﬁll hypotﬁeses with

supporting data gained from the instruments utilized in the study.

Instrumentation

Principal's Questionnaire. One hundred twentyl eight Claés I
elementary schools in Montana were initially surveyed. A questionnaire
was sent to each elementary school principal requesting general
. information on the composition of the school's population by grades and
. sex. Also, several questions were included which pertained to the
principal’s opinion and perceptions as to the relative merits of
student retention. Resﬁonses were receiﬁed from the principals of
ninety of the- schools surveyed for a return _rate of’_?O. percent.
Kerlinger has stated that every effort should be made to obtéiﬁ a
return of 80 percent or more but he also stated that maii feturns of 40
to 50 percent were common end the researcher often had to content

himself with returns as low as 50 to 60 percent (1965:397). It should
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be noted that the writer did send follow-up lettérs to non-~responders
in an attempt to get as high a return rate as possible,
Case Study Form. A cage study form (see Appendix C) was developed

and given to classroom teachers in grades kindergarten through two in
three selected school districts. These forms were completed for each
retained student fhat was currently enrolled in those grades. The form
asked specific questions pertaining to affective and cognitive student
characté:istics. Teachers- gave their responses to the questions by
completing a check scale format for each of the questions on the form.
A  total of'eighty two case study forms wére completed by‘the' teachers -
_from the three selected school districts for retained students who.were
enrolled in grades K-2. .. v |

In addition to the case study forms which were completed by
classroom teachers for retained students, a case study form was also
completed for an equal number of regularly promoted students. This Was
for the purpose of makiﬁg comparisons between retained and regularly
prométed student characteristics. The promoted students ~fhat were
selected for comparative purposes were selected by the classroom
teachers with the only controlled variable being that the séiected
students were of +the same sex as the _retained -;tudents in their
classrooms.

Retention Scale. A retention scale was utilized in conjunction

with the case study forms. This scale was a modified version of the.
commercial instrument developed by H. W. Light. This instnument‘
contained nineteen categories with a total of eighty possible. choices

each of which was given a scaled value. Responses were totaled for
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each of the retained and regularly promoted students and the scale
values were utbilized as an additional guideline in making‘ student
comparisons.

Parent Check List. The parent check list is an instrument which

contains the same items as the case study forms which were completed by

the clagsroom teachers. This form was designed for the purpose of

allowing the writer to make comparisons Between teécher perceptions and

parent ' perceptions of various student characteristics possibly

contributing to a retention decision. Items on.the parent check list
allowed for parental responses with a scaled §alue.similar to the case‘
study forms. Check lists were provided to the parents of the eighty_
two retained students identified earlier and sixty nine parents

completed'and returned the forms for a return rate of 84 percent.

It should be noted that some questions contained in the case study
forms and the parent's check lists pertaining to the perceptidn of
retained students may have been more clearly stated in-reference to the
comparisons asked for and, therefore, the.conclusions based on related
‘daté should be considered in this light. However, this question of'
misinterpretation did not surface ’during the validafion of the

ingtrument.

Data Tabulated

Principal's Questionnaire. - The principal's questionnaire

contained a total of fifteen questions and primarily requested

information on the schooi.population. Questions one, two,1and‘é1even
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throﬁgh fifteen are tabulated in the following pages with a narrati&e
describing the data contained in the instrument.

The first question requested the number of years each principal
had been employed as a school  adﬁinistrator. The eighty eight -
principals .that responded had a cumulative total of 1231 years of
experience for an overall average uof -nearly fourteen years of
experience as a school administrator. The range of experience varied
from a iow éf one year of eXperience'(oné principal) to a high of"
thirty years of experience (one principal). Table 1 reflects the data

obtained.

Table 1. Years of Experience.

Number Responding Total Years of Experience Avefage Experience'

&3 | 1231 | 13.89

The secbnd iﬁem on'the questionnaire considered whether.or not any
program ‘options were availa?le for those students that were being -
considered fof possible'retention. bf the eighty eight ’résponses,
eighty three indicated that some program opfions weére either ayailabie '
or were considered for -those students thought to be in need of
retention and five respondents indicated that no-other ﬁrogram optioﬁs .
were available or considered. The program optiops and-thé number of
responses to the diffefent options are listed in’ Table 2. Some
respondents indicated ' that more than one option - was .éyailable;"or
considered within their schdol which accounted for the total of 193
pptions from the eighty eight responses. The eight responses to é |

program option not listed in the table were as follows: six for a
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trial - assignment in the next gfade with a review of progress early in
the year and two.forvpromotion to the next grade accompanied by a
transfer to another feacher and' another school for the following school
term.

Question number_eléven inquired as'to_the three most common causes
of student‘retention based on'principals"experiences. This questibn
allowed for responses to be selected from twelve specific choices. The
purpose of this question was to providé the writef with a view to the
opinions and perceptions of experienced school administrators as to.the
most common causes of student retention. Table 3 lists the categories

and the responses to each item.

Table 2. Program Options Instead of Retention.

Options N=193 | Responses Percent
ESEA Title 1 _ | 51 ' 26.4

Resource Room/Special Ed. 82 42.4

Reassignment to New Teacher . 52 - 26.9

(Other) |

Trial Promotion _ 6 ’ .34

Assignment to New School 2 : _ 1.0

As noted in the table, the most common factor cited as a reason
for student retention was immaturity with 94.3 percent of the
respondents choosing that category. This was followed closély'by the

category of low achievement with 82.9 percent. The writer did not

attempt to assign a specific definition of to differentiate between the

two major categories.
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Table 3. Retention Causes

Retention Causes N=88 Number of Responses Percent
Imaturity : 83 L ‘ 94.%
Low Achievement T3 82.9
Low Ability Level 26 29.5
Poor School Attendance 26 . 29.5
Emotional Problems ' 16 18.1
Poor Attitude ' 16 - 18.1
Student Laziness 5 5.6
Delinquency - 2 2.2
Poor Peer Relations 0 0.0
Retardation 0 0.0
Other 0 0.0 .

Question number twelve asked the principals to express an opinion
as to what degree the retained students normally achieve& academic
success and "caught up" with their peer group. Table 4 reflects the

principal responses to that question.

Table 4. Do Retained Students Achieve Academic Success

Responses Number ' = Percent
Always : 0 | ‘ 0.0
Usually 33 37.9
Sometimes 44 , . 50.5
Very Seldom 10 ‘ _ ' 1.4
Never 0 ' ‘ -~ 0.0

On the basis of the responses, thev writer concluded that
'pfincipals had a positive perception of the students' ability fo
achieve academic success following retention. Seventy seven of ‘the
eighty seven respondents which represented 88.5 percent 6f4 the

responses indicated that students would be able to achieve some‘dégree'
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of academic improﬁement following a retention. Only 11.4 percent‘
indicated +that they felt students very seldom achieved écademic
success.

Question number thirteen asked the principals if, in their
opinion, retgntion of a student was beneficial and worth thé work and
effort. Table 5 reflects their responses to fhis question. |

The seventy four positive responsés which repfgsented 86 pefcent
of the replies seemed to indicate a percébﬁion that retention may ’have
enough positive values to make the work and effort worthwhile by school

administrators in terms of ultimate benefit to elementary students.

Table 5. Do Principals Feel Retention Is Worth the Work and Effort '

Responses Yes Percent No Percent

86 T4 86 12 14

Question number fourteen asked tﬁe principals to indicate which
was the one most cbmmon parental perception and attitude toward the
retention of their child. The respondents wefe to select fromv four-
choices which best described parental réactions to retention. Table 6

reflects their responses.

Table 6. Parental Perception and Attitude to Retention |

Responses N=87 Number ‘ Percent
Generally Agree | T2 82.7
Disagree 12 13.7
Don't Really Care 2 2,2

Absolutely Refuse 1 1.1
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On the basis of the above responses, the writer sassumed that most
parents did support thé retention of their child as was indicated by
the 82.7 percent approval ratio. Only one principal indicated that he
had experienced an absolute rejection of a retention recommendation by
the child's parents which seemed to indicate that most parenté were
receptive to a discussion about their child's welfare and were
éobpefative when the decision was finally made. The writer was unable
to determine if the 13;7 percent of parents who did not agree with é
retention decision made their decision on the basis of facts provided
by school officials or other authorities or if a reconsideration was
made at a later date. The writer was also not aware of the particular
circumstances or student characteristics which undoubtedly'weré fgctors
in the parents' disagreement. - ‘

Question number fifteen asked the principals to indicate. whéther
their school or school district had a proﬁotion/retention policy
statement. Of the eighty seven principdls who responded, fifty two
schools indicated that a policy or policy statement was followed by the
schools in their district. This.rebresented 59.7 percent of the
schools that responded. The remaining thirty five schools, or 40.3
percent, indicated that no policy was available from their district.
These schools did not indicate what procedure was followed when a
student was to be retained or what criteria or student characteristics
were evaluated as a part of the process. Table 7 shows the responses
to this qﬁestion. |

Statements .of Null Hypotheses. This section deals with the

statements of null .hypotheses which were developed based -on the
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questions and data centaiﬁed in the principel's questionnaife,‘the case
study form, the parent check list, and the retention scale.‘ Each
hypothesié was subjected to a statistical analysis. Hypotheses one
through twenty six were tested by developing contingency tables and
utilizing +the chi square statistic at the .65 leyei of significance.
Williams indicated that the chi square statistic can be utilized as it
is a nonparametric test which compares or contrests observed factors or
conditions with fheoretical or alternate sets of frequencies
(1979:106). Hypothesis twenty seven was tested by utilizing the t-test
of independence at the .05 level of significance. - Williams states the
t~test is a statistical model that tests the differences or vefiations
between the means of a.population (1979:77). In developing the
contingency tables, the writer exercised judgement end collepsed a
number of cells where observed frequencies of five or less eccurred .as
recommended by Ferguson (1976:201). In those cases where cells were
collapsed, the collapsed cell frequencies will be listed, marked with'»
an esterisk, ’and transferred to another cell of the contingency table.
The increased frequency value of a cell will be listed in brackets next

to the actual observed frequency.

Table 7. School Policy Statement

Responses’ Have A Policy Percent Do Not Have A Policy Percent
87 52 59.7 35 O 40.3

Null Hypothesis 1 - Based on perceptions of building principals,

the overall academic achievement level of students was independent of

the socio-economic make-up of the community.
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Null hypothesis 1 utilized the data contained in questions three
and four of the principal's questionnaire. Question three requested
the elementary priﬁcipals to express an opinion as to +the socio-
economic make-up of their school communify. Question four requested
information as +to the overall académig achievement level of the
students. based on standardiéed test séores end class performance. fhe

data from those questions are displayed in Table 8 and Table 9.

Table 8. School Economic Status

Responses N=87 "~ Number Percent

Tow Socio-Economic Area
(Income Below $10,000) 21 24.1

Middle Socio-Economic Area : .
(Income From $10,000 to $30,000) 57 65.5

Upper Socio-Economic Area - :
(Over $30,000) 10 . 11.4

Table 9. School Academic Performance

Responses N=87 Number 1 Percent
Low Academic Achievement _

(Average Scores Below 40%) 1 1.1
Average Academic Achievement - -

(Average Scores Between 40%-60%) el 35.2
Above Average Achievement

(Average Scores Above 60%) 56 63.6
af=2 Table value of x> at .05=5.991  Calculated value of x°
=18.536 ' o

The information contained in questions three and.four was plaéed

in a contingency table and tested by utilizing the chi square
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stétistic. Since the computed value was greater than the Table value‘
cited in Ferguson, the hypothesis of no éta$isticallj éignificant
difference was rejected. | |

The writer concluded that, on the basis of the rejection of the
null hypothesis, school achievement is at least sbmewhat dependent upon
the type of socio-economic environment of the school. . The majority of
principals working in schools of middle or upper class environménts
reported a greater academic achievement level thén'in a lower socio—
economic setting. It was not within tﬁe scope or intent of this paper
to attempt +to identify specific school or community characteristics
other than the principals' own opinions and perceptions as to what
constituted an upper or middle class level of economic status.

It should be noted that the school districfs selected for f
inclusion in the étudy fell within the middle socio—economic area.
Likewise, the schools selected for further inclusion were drawn from
districts with perceived avérage academic achievement.

Null Hypothesis 2 - There was no statistically significant
difference 1in the proportion of male retentions as'comﬁared to female
retentions. This hypothesis utilized fhe student enrollment data from
questions seven and eight of the principal's Questionnaire and is
displayed in Table 10 and Table 11.

From the data depicted in Tables 10 and 11, the writer rejected
the hypothesis that there was no statistically significant difference
in the proportion of male retentions as qompared to female retentions.
The chi square statistic was applied to the enrollment and retention

figures at each grade level and the hypothesis would only have been
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retained at the kindergarten and sixth grade ievels. ‘At all other
levels, including the total enrollment figures, the hypothesis . was
rejected. The accumulated data showed that boys have been retained at
higher disprépoftionates. ~ The writer also attempted to allow for a
bias by construcfing Table 11 which reflected scﬂool enroliments
without +the mlnorlty students included but the null hypothesis was
rejected in the same grade levels as in Table 10 whlch reflected the‘

enrollment for all grades including minority students.

Table 10. Chi Square Comparison of Male and Female Retentloanotal_

. Enrolliment
Grade Total Retained Total Retained ' Calculated
Boys  Boys Girls Girls 05 Value
Kindergarten 2086 % BTSN 63 3.8 2.737
First Grade 2215 160 1984 85 3.841 15.982
Second Grade 2051 . 113 1883 56 3.841 13.483'
Third Grade 1885 &8 1828 55 3.841 . 7.508
Fourth Grade 1927 69 1863 B8 3841 7.646
Fifth Grade 1979 84 . 1813, 44 .3~841 9.035
Sixth Grade 2060 53 1981 38 3.'84_1 1.679
Totals 14,199 662 13,179 3719 3.841 59.152

Null Hypothesis 3 - There was no statistically significant
difference in the proportion of minority students being retained when‘
compared to the proportion of nonminority stﬁdents being'retained.‘

The writer utilized the population data from the pfincipal‘s
questionnaire to ‘determine if there was a statistically significant_

difference in the proportion of minority students being retained when
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compared to the proportion of nomminority students. Table 12 shows the
population data.

Table 11. Chi Square Comparison of Male and Female Retentions-No

Minorities
Grade Total Retained Total Retained x? . Calculated
' Boys _ Boys Girls Girls .05 Value
Kindergarten 1953 86 1717 57 . .84 2.583
First Grade 2072 138 1854 65 3.841 19.216
Second Grade 1948 % 1778 50 3.841 10.529
Third Grade 1761 T AT50 4 3BH 6845
Fourth Grade 1811 59 1748 33 3.8 6,096
Fifth Grade 1859 o 1710 38 3.841 8.958
Sixth Grade - 1943 43 1874 - 33 3.8 .78 |
Totals 13,347 572 12,431 323 3.841 T5.456
Table 12. Nonminority and Minority Retentions
Nonminority - Retained Minority Retained x? Calculated'
Population Students Population Students .05 Value

25,78 - 895 1600 146 3.841 114.98

.The calculated chi square value of 114.98 exceeded the Table
values of 3.841 and the writer therefore rejected the null hypothesis
of no'significant difference. The writer was able to deductlfrom the
data contained in fable 12 that statistically significant differences
" existed in the number éf minority students being retained. Noi
deduction was made by the writer as to fhe causes for this "différencg

in retention proportions.
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Null Hypothesis 4 - There was no statistically significant
difference in the proportion of male minority students being retained
'when compared to the proportion of female minority stﬁdents being
retained.

Population data from the principal's questiohnaire was used to
meke a determination as to whether or not male minority students 'Were
being retained at a statistically higher proportion thén female
minority students. Table 13 shows the data utilized to. test +this
hypothesis. '

Table 1%. Minority Population and Number of Retained Students

Male Minority Retained Female Minority Retained x? " Calculated
Students Students Students Students .05 . Value

852 0 748 56 . 3841 3.463

Since the calculated value of 3.463 did not exceed the table value
of 3.841 the null hypothesis was accepted. |

Hypotheses five through twenty seven were based on quéstions and .
data obtained from the case study forms; the parent's check iists, and
the retention scales. Eighty two promoted étudents and eight two
retained students are represented in the case study forms and sixty
nine parent cheék lists were returned. The following table reflects
the grade levels and sex of the students involved in the study.

Question number five on the case study form (retained. students)
asks the teacher to cite the major reason the child was retained in a

previous grade. The purpose of the quéstion was to give the writer
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further information as to the perceptions teachers had as to reteﬁtion-.
causes. Table 14 lists the categories and the responses to each item.

The writer also asked parents the same question in an‘attempt to
determine parental perceptions as to the reason for their child's
retention. This also allowed the writer to make ‘coﬁparisons with
principal, teacher and parental '‘perceptions of the reasons for‘ a
student's retention. Table 16 lists the responses to this question by

the parents of retained children.

Table 14. Student Forms Returned

Source - Grade Number Male Female

Case Study Forms XK 16 8 8
N=82 -1 3t 20 N
(Promoted Students) 2 35 . 21 14
Case Study Forms K 16 8 8
N=82 1 3 20 11
(Retained Students) 2 35 21 . 14
Parent Check Lists K 13 7 6
N=69 1 25 19 6
(Retained Students) 2 31 19 12

Bagsed on the responses to the question of principal, teacher, and
parental peréeptibns of the causes for student retenfioh, the writer
concluded that the greatest single factor for stﬁdenf ‘retention was
immaturity. Principals provided the highest percentage responée, 94

percent, to this factor, pérents were at 65 percent, and ‘teacher
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perception followed closely with 60 percent indicating that immaturity
was the major factor. ILow achievement was the second most  common

factor among all three responding groups.

Table 15. Teacher Perceptions of Retention Causes

Retention Causes N=90 : Number of Responses . Percent
Immaturity 54 60.0
Low Achievement 15 : 16.6
Iaziness 9 10.0
Tow Ability Level 4 4.4
Health Problems 3 3.3
Poor Peer Relations 2 2.2
Emotional Problems 2 2.2
Poor Attitude 1 1
Poor School Attendance 0 0.0
Other 0 0.0

Table 16. Parental Perceptions of Retention Causes -

Retention Causes N=63 Number of Responses ‘Percent
Imaturity ' 41 © 65.0
Low Class Achievement 8 12.6
Health Problems 4 6.3
Iow Ability Level 4 6.3
Not Working to Ability 4 6.3
2 3.1

Emotional Problems

Mull Hypothesis 5 — Teachers" perceptio'n‘of students' physical --
development was independent of whether the students had been retained
or regularly promoted. | |

This hypothesis was based on information provided. by classi‘oém
teachers. A case study_ form was completed for éach retained student in

a classroom and ano{;her form was also completed for a regularly
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promoted student so that comparisoné could be made by the writer. |

Table 17 displays the data contained in the forms.

Table 17. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher Perceptlons of Students' -
Physical Development

Student Above Per~ . Per- Below Per-
Category Average cent Average Cent Average cent
Retained 54 7.0 . 15 - 21.4 1 1.4
N=70 ‘

Promoted 18 '20 9 60 3.1 4 1.8

af=2 Table value of ¥ at .05=5. :991  Caloulated value of e

=44. 799

The cdmﬁuted value was 44.799 which exceeded thé Table values and
thgrefore the mull hypothesis of no significant difference was.
rejected. The writer made the assumption that retained students'

' physical develofment is significant when fhey are compared to their
present peer group due to the extra year of growth and maturity the
retained students have had. The teachers' responses of T7 percent of
the retained students being above average  in physical development
seemed to strongly indicate that as a factor in student relationships. ‘

Mull Hypothesis 6 -~ The percéptions of' a retained student's
physical development was. independent éf whether the perception was madé
by parent or a teacher.

The data for hypothesis 6 was obtained by msking a comparisbn
between teacher percéptioﬁs of a étudent's physical development and the
parental perceptions of their children's physical de§elopment. . Table

18 displays the data contained in the instruments.
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Table 18. Teacher and Parental Perceptions of Retained Students'
Physical Characteristics

Student Above Per- Per— Below Per-
Category Average cent Average Cent Average cent

Teachers

of : )
Retained 54 T7.0 15 21.4 1 1.4
Students '
N=70

Parents

of o ' :
Retained 9 13.0 55 9.7 5 7.2
Students : :
N=69

df=2 Table wvalue of x? at .05=5.991 -Calculated value of x?
=57.662 '

The computed value of 57.662 was higher than the Table value and
therefore the writer rejected the hypothesis that no statistically
significant difference exists between the perceptions of teachers . and
parents of retained students regarding physical development. The
writer concluded +that parents may be somewhat more conservative in
terms of equating their child's physical development and they may be
somewhat limited in making comparisons-or judgemehts based on numbers'
of other childreﬁ in the familj or in their neighborhood. Teachers may
have more of a scope in their observatioﬁs due to the greater numbers
of students in the building and in their classrooms.

Null Hypothesis 7 - Teachers' perceptions of students' general.
‘health condition was independent of whether the students had been .
retained or regularly promoted. '

Thé. data for hypothesis 7 was obtained by comparing teacher
perceptions of retained and regularly promoted students’ health
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conditions. Case study forms were completed for promoted and retained
students so that the writer would be able to make comparisons. Table
19 shows the data contained in the forms provided by the teachers.

Table 19. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher Perceptions of Students'
Health Condition

Student Above Per- Per— Below Per-
Category Average cent Average . Cent Average cent

Retained 10 12.1 63 76.8 9 10.9
N=82 .

Promoted 20 24.3 60 . 731 2 2.4
N=82

df=2 Table value of x? at .05=H.991 Calculated value of X

The calculated value of 7.814 was greater than the Table value of
5.991 and therefore the writer rejected the null hypothesis that no
statistically significant difference existed between teacher
pefceptions of retained and promoted students' health conditions.

Null Hypothesis 8 ~ The perception of retained students' general
health condition ﬁas independent of whether the perception was made by
a parent or a teacher.

The data for hypothesis 8 was obtained by comparing parental and

teacher perceptions of students' general health conditioﬁ. This data .

was contained in the case study forms and the parent's check lists.
Table 20 shows the data contained on those forms.

The calculated chi square value of 9.129 exceeded the Tablé' value
of 5.991 and therefore the writer rejected the hypotheéis of no

B L R




97
statistically significance difference betweeh teacher and parental

perceptions of retained students' health condition.

Table 20, Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parental Perceptioﬁs of
' Retained Students' Health Condition ,

Student Above Per- Per- Below Per-
Category Average  cent Average Cent Average cent

Teachers

of : .
Retained 10 12.1 63 76.8 ) " 10.9
Students . .
N=82

Parents

of o -
Retained 18 26.0 50 T2.4 1 1.4
Students ‘
N=69

df=2 Table value of ¥ at .05=5.991  Caloulated value of x°
=9.129 - :

Null Hypothesis 9 — Teachers' perceptions of students being happy
about going to school were independent of whether the students had been
retained or regularly promoted.

The informatioﬁ used for hypothesis 9 was obtained by comparing .
teacher perceptions of whether students were happyA about coming to
school regardless of whether they had been ‘retained or regularly -
promoted. Case study forms were filled out by teachers for retained
students and for matching promoted students in the same grades. Table_
21 shows the data obtained.

The calculated.value of the chi square statistic was greaier than
the Table value, therefore the hypothesis of no statisticalky -

significant difference was fejected.
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Table 21. Teachers' Perceptions of Students Being Happy About Going to

School
'Retained - Promoted
Categories N=82 Students Percent Students Percent
Never Happy 13 15.8 0 , 0.0
Seldom Happy 64 8.0 o . 0.0
Sometimes Happy 5 6.0 8 9.7
Often Happy 0 0.0 48 58.5
Always Happy 0 0.0 26 31.7
2 2

df=4 Table value of x~ at .05=9.488 Calculated value of X
=152.69 " :

Null Hypothesis 10 - The perceptions of retained étudents being
happy about going to school were independent of whether the perceptions
were made by parents or teachers.

The data for hypothesis ten was obtained from the responses of. the
teachers of the retained students and the parents of the retained
students. Case study forms and the parent's check lists. wére the
instruments utilized in gathering the infbrmaiion. Table 22 _displays
the informations received from the parents and the teachers.
| Since the calculated value of the chi square statistic was greater
than the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically significant
difference was rejected. ' -

Null Hypothesis 11 ~ The contributions to group discussions as
perceived by the classroom teacher were independent of whether the
students were retained‘or regularly promoted. o |

The data for hypothesis 11 was obtained by utilizing case study

forms for both retained and matched regplariy promoted students. The
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purpose was to determine if teacher perceptions of student
contributions to group discussions was independent of whéther the
studenté had been retained or if they had been regﬁlarly promoted.
Table 23 shows the tabulated data.

Table 22. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptions of
Retained Students Being Happy About Going to School '

Teachers of N Parents of )
Categories Retained Percent Retained Percent

Students Students

N=82 N=69
Never Happy 13 15.8 . 1 . 1.4
Seldom Happy -64 78.0 0 0.0
Sometimes Happy 5 6.0 10 ‘ 14.4
Often Happy 0 0.0 | 24 34.7
Always Happy 0 0.0 34 ' ‘49.2

2 2

df=4 Table value of X at .05=9.488 - Calculated value of x
=1%3,82

Table 23. Teacher Perceptiéns of Students' Contributions +to Group

Discussions
Retained Promoted
Categories N=82 Students Percent 7 Students -Percent
Never Contributes 0 0.0 0 0.0
Seldom Contributes 1% 1.2 0 0.0
Sometimes Contributes 18(19) 23.1 14 17.0
Often Contributes 46 56.0 44 53.6
Always Contributes 17 20.7 24 29.2

df=2 Table value of x? at .05=5.991 Calculated value of x?

=2.319
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The calculated. value -of the chi square statistic did not exceed
the Table value, therefore +the hypothesis of no statistically
significant differerice was accepted. The writer could conclude from
the data in Table 23 that both retained and regularly prométed students
made regular class contributions and participated in other class and
group projects. '

Null Hypothesis 12 =~ The perceptions of a retained student's
contribution to group disCussioné was independent of whether the .
perceptions were made by a parent or a teacher.

The data for hypothesis 12 was obtained by analyzing theAresponseé
of the teachers of retained students and the parents of retained
students. Case study forms and parent's check lists were the
instruments utilized in gathering the data. Table 24 displays the dataA
gathered from those forms.

Table 24. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptions of
Retained Students' Contributions to Group Discussions.

Teachers of Parents of
Categories Retained Percent Retained Percent

Students Students

N=82 : - N=69
Never Contributes 0 0.0 o 0.0
Seldom Contributes 1 1.2'_ 4 5.7
Sometimes Contributes 18 21.9 25 3642
Often Contributes 46 56.0 35 50.7
Always Contributes 17 - 20.7 5 ' 7.2

df=3 Table value of x? at .05=7.815 Calculated value of 2
=9.9%3 '
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Since the calculated value of the chi square statistic was greater
than the Table value, the hypothesis of no statisficéll& significant
difference was rejected. - '

Null Hypothesis 13 — The enthusiasm fbr'learning as percéived-'by
the classroom teacher was independent of whether the students were
retaiped or regﬁlarly promoted. |

The data for hypothesié 15 was obtained from data contained‘in the
case study forms fof the retained and regularly promoted students. The
purpose was to determine if feacher perceptions of students' enthusiasm
for learning was independent of ‘whether the student had been retéined_
or regularly promoted. Table 25 shows the data from the case study
forms. |

Since the calculated value of the chi square statistic did exéeed
the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically significant

difference was rejected.

Table 25. Teacher Perceptions of Students' Enthusiasm for Learning

Retained ~ Promoted '
Categories N=82 Students Percent Students Percent
Never enthusiastic 0 0.0 0 0.0
Seldom enthusiastic 10 12.1 | 0 ' 0.0
Sometimes enthusiastic 22 - 26.8 20 24.3
Often enthusiastic 42 51.2 40 48.7
Always enthusiastic 8 9.7 : 23 . 28.0

df=% Table value of x2 at .05=7,815 Calculated value of x?

=17.39
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Ml Hypothesis 14 - The perceptions of a retained studentfs
enthusiasm for learning were independent of whether the perceptions
were made by a teacher or a parent.

The data for testing this hypothesis was obtéined by gathering the
data contained in the case study forms for retained students and the
parent's check lists. Table 26 displays the data gathered from those -
forms. | |

Because of the calculated value of the chi square statistic was
greater than the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically
significant difference was rejected. '

Null Hypothesis 15 - The perceptions of retained students'
emotional adjustment were independent of whether the perceptioné were
made by a parent or a teacher. .

The data used to best this hypothesis was obtained by comparing
the responses of teachers of rétained students and the responses of
parents of retained students. Table 27 reflects the responses from the
teachers and parents.

Since the calculated value of the chi square'statistic was less -
than the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically significant
difference was retained. The writer concluded that on the 5asis of the

data provided by both teachers and parents of retained students,
students do not have any significant emétional problems,in school as a
result of the reteﬁtion. | .

Null Hypothesis 16 — The amount of stresé displayed in discussions

about school as‘perceived'by the classroom teacher was independent of

whether the students had been retained or regularly promoted.
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Table 26. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptions of
Retained Students' Enthusiasm for Learning

o Teachers of Parents of
Categories ‘ Retained Percent Retained Percent
Students Students
N=82 N=69
Never Enthusiastic 0 0.0 0 0.0
Seldom Enthusiastic 10 12.1 .5 7.2
Sometimes. Enthusiastic 22 26.8 11 ' 15.9
Often Enthusiastic 42 51.2 .34 49.2
Mways Enthusiastic 8 9.7 19 27.5

df=3 Table value of x2 at .05=7.815 Calculated value of x2

=9.603

Table 27. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parént Percéptions .of
Retained Students' Emotional Adjustment

Teachers of Parents of
Categories Retained Percent Retained Percent

Students Students

N=82 N=69
Very Poor : 0 0.0 0 0.0
Poor - 8 9.7 3 4.3
Average ‘ 24 28.2 14 20.2
Good 25 30.4 .24 34.7
Very Good 23 28.0 28 . 40.5

if=3 Table value of ¥ at .05=7.815  Calowlated value of X
=4.628

The purpose of this hypothesis was to ascertain whether retained
or regularly promoted students exhibited a significant amount of ‘stress

in their discussions about school. Data was collected from. the
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classroom teachers on the' case study forms and is reflected 'in Table

28.

Table 28. Teacher Perceptions of Students' Stress in School Discussions

_ : Retained Promoted
Categories N=82 Students Percent Students Percent
- Never 0] 0.0 18 ' 21.9
Seldom . 1 1.2 _ 60 M9
Often 20 24.% 5 5.6
Very Often 45 54.8 1 1.2
Mways 16 19.5 0 0.0

df=4 Table value of %> at .05=9.488  Calculated value of x°

=146.T1

Because the calculated value of the chi square statistic was
greater than the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically
significanf difference was rejected. It éppeared to the writer that
retained students definitely exhibit more stress than their regularly
promoted classmates as perceived by their classroom teachers. The
total of T3 percent of retained students that exhibit stress very often
or always should be of concern to all parties concerned.

NMull Hypothesis 17 - The perceptions of the amount of stress
'displayed by a retained studént was . independent of whether the
percepfions were madé by a classroom teacher or a parent.

The information for this hypothesis was provided by teachers and .
parents of retained children for the purpose of determining whether

there were differences in the perceptions of stress. The data provided
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by the case study forms and the parent's check list is displayed in

Table 29.

$able 29. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptions of

Stress Displayed by Retained Students

. Teachers of ' Parents of ,

Categories Retained Percent - Retained Percent

Students Students

N=82 , N=69
Never 0 0.0 21 30,4
Seldom 1 1.2 38 - 55.0
Often 20 24.3 9 13.0
Very Often 45 54.8 0 "~ 0.0
Always 16 19.5 1 1.2

%2

df=4 Table value of x? at .05=9.488 Calculated value of
=118.26 : .

Because +the calculated value of the chi square statistic was

‘ greéter than the Table vélue, the hypothesis .of no statistically

significant difference was rejected. It was the opinion of the writer

that, based on the data, there is a wide discrepancy in the perceptioné

of teachers and parents.in the amount of stress being displayed

retained students in school.” Teachers perceived 73 percent

by the
of +the

students displaying stress very often or always while 85 percent of the -

parents perceived stress as being never to seldom.

Null Hypothesis 18 - The perceptions of the way promoted students

reacted to retained students wés'independent of whether the perceptions

were made by a teacher or a parent.
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The purpose of this hypothesis was té compare teacher and parent
perceptions of +the way regularly promoted students and retained
students reacted to each other. Data from the case study forms and the
parent's check lists is listed in Table 30.

Table 30. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptions of the
Way Promoted Students React to Retained Students

Teachers of : . Parents of
Categories Retained Percent Retained - Percent

Students Students

N=82 N=69 /
Very poor : 10 12.1 1 1.4
Poor 54 65.8 0 0.0
Good 14 17.0 . 29 42.0
Very Good 3 3.6 26 37.6
Excellent 1 1.2 13 18.8

df&4 Table value of x? at .05=9.438 Calculated value of x?

=94.70 '

Because the calcula£ed value of the chi square statistic was
greater then the Teble values, the hypothesis of no statistically
significant difference was rejected. Only 17 percent of the teachers‘
of  retained students felt that student reaction was in the good
category as opposed to 42 percent of the parents. It was also noted
that almost 78 percent of the teachers felt that the promoted students
reacted in a poor or very poor way to the retained students whiie only

1.4 percent of the pafents had the same pefceptiohs.
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Null hypothesis'19 — The perception of the way students get along
with each other as perceived by the classroom teacher was independent
of whether the students were retained or regularly promoted.
The purpose of this hypothesis was to gain an additional
perception of the interaction between retained and promoted' students.
Classroom teachers completed case study forms for fetained and promoted

students and fhe data is tabulated and displayed in Table 31.

Table 31. Teacher Perceptions of How Retained and Promoted Students

Get Along
} Retained Promoted
Categories N=82 Students Percent Students Percent
Very Poor ' ' 0 0.0 l 0 0.0
Poor , 0 0.0 ' 0 0.0
Good o 26 1 S 3.6
Very Good 32 39.0 - 25 %0.4
Excellent 24 29.2 P 7 45.1

df=2 Table value of X ab -05=5.991 Calculated value of x°

=20o 1 7

Because the calculated value of the chi square statistic exceeded
the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically ,significant'.
difference was rejected. The data indicates that the ﬁromoted students
had a higher percent in the excellent category and a éonsiderably
smaller percent in the good category which would seem to show that the
promoted students got along better than the retained students. . |
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Null Hypothesis 20 - The perception of the way retained students
got along with other students was independent of whether the
perceptions weré made by a teacher or a parent.

This hypothesis was designed to measure the differences in the
perceptions of parents and teachers of the way retained students got
along with other students. Data was tabulated from the ‘case study
forms for the retained students and from the parent's check list and is
listed in Table 32. |

Table 32. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptions of the
: Way Retained Students Get Along with Other Students

Teachers of - Parents of :
Categories Retained Percent Retained Percent

Students Students

N=82 N=69
Very Poor - 0 0.0 0 0.0
Poor 0 0.0 4 5.7
Good 26 T 26 37.6
Very Good 32 39.0 28 40.5
Excellent 24 29.2 11 - 15.9

df=3 - Table value of %= at .05=7.815  Calculated value of x°

=8.035

Because the calculated value of the éhi squarev gtatistic was
greater than the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically
significant difference waé rejected. |

Null Hypothesis 21 ~ The amount of school work completed as
perceived by a classroom teacher was independént of whether the student

was retained or regularly promoted.




109
The intent of +this hypothesis was to determine if teacher
perceptions of completed school work was independent Qf whether the
students were retained or if they had been regularly promoted. Case
study forms were utilized for both groupsAénd the data is displayed in
Table 33. ' |

Table 33.  Teacher Perceptlons of Work Completed by Retained and
Promoted Students

- Retained ‘ Promoted

~ Categories N=82 Students Percent Students Percent
Never on ?ime : o _0.0- 1%
Seldom on Time 3 3.6 5(6) 7.3
Sometimes on Time 32 © 39.0 10 12.1
Usually on Time ‘ 36 43.9 38‘ 46.3
Always on Time 10 2.1 29. . 35.3

2 2

df=3 Table wvalue of X~ at .05=T7.815 Calculated value of X

Because the calculated value of the chi square. statistic was
greater than the Tablé value, the hypothesis of no statistically
significant difference was . rejected.  The. writer noted by an
examination of the data that'proﬁoted students completgd a higher-
percentage of' their work. The writer did not attempt to make any
inferences as to the accuracy or'heatness of the wbrk.

Null Hypothesis 22 ~ The perceptions of the amount of school work
com;letéd by retained students was independent of whether the

perceptions were made by a teacher or a parent.
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Data was obtained from the case study forms for the retained
students and from the parent's'chéck list in an attempt to determine if
perceptions varied between teachers and parents in the amount of school
work being completed by the retained students. Table 34 lists their
responses. '

Table 34. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptlons of the
Amount of School Work

Teachers of Parents of
Categories Retained Percent Retained Percent
Students Students
N=82 - N=69
. Never on Time 0 . 0.0 0 0.0
Seldom on Time 3 3 6 4 5.7
Sometimes on Time 32 39.0 11 ‘ 15.9 .
Usually on Time 36 43.9 44 63.7
Always on Time 10 12.1 10 - 14.4

df=3 Table value of x> at .05=7.815  Calculated value of x°

=10.90

Becaugse the calculated valﬁe of the chi square statistic was
greater than the Table value, the hypothesis of no statistically
significant difference was rejected. The data indicated that pérental
perceptions of +the amount of work being completed by their child was
significantly higher than the perceptions that teachers had of the
amount of work being completed on time |

Null Hypothesis 23 - The degree to which students worked up to
their ability as perceived by classroém teéchers was independent. of

whether the students were retained or regularly promoted.
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The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine whether teacher
* perceptions varied in the degree to which students worked up to their
abilities. Case study forms were utilized for both promoted and
retained students and the data is listed in Table 35.

Table 35. Teacher Perceptions of the Degree to Which Students Worked
Up to Their Ability

' Retained Promoted
Categories N=82 Students Percent Students Percent
Very Poor 1% 1.2 0 0.0
Poor ' 9(10) -~ 124 5 6.0
Average 15 18.2 20 - 24.3
Good ’ 43 52.4 % | 47.5
Excellent - 13 15.8 19 23.1
2 2

df=% Table value of X at .05=7.815 Calculated value of X

Since the calculated value of the chi square statistic was less
than fhe Table value, the null hypothesis of no ‘statistically
significant difference was retained.

Mull Hypothesis 24 - The perceptions of the degree to which
retained students worked up to their ability was independent df whether
the perceptions were made by a parent or a teacher.

The purpose for fhis hypothesis was to determine if‘ parental
perceptions differed from teacher perceptions in judging the degree to
which' retained students worked up to fheir abilities. Data was
collected from the case sfudy forms for retained students and from the

parental check lists and is displayed in Table' 36.
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Because the calculated value of the chi square statistic was 1less
than the Table value, the null hypothesis of no statistically
significant difference was retained.

Table 36. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perception of the
Degree to Which Retained Students Worked Up to Their

Ability

Teachers of . ' Parents of
Categories Retained Percent Retained = Percent

: Students Students

N=82 N=69
Very Poor 1% 1.2 . 0 0.0
Poor 10(11) 13.4 5 - T.2
Average 15 18.2 24 34.7
Good 43 - 52.4 34 49.2
Excellent 13 15.8 6 8.6

df=3 Table value of x2 at .05=7.815 Calculated value' of x2
=6.889 _ . ) ’

NMull Hypothesis 25 - A person's opinion as to the benefit of |
retention to the child was independent of whether the person was a
teacher or a parent. ‘

The purpose of this hypothesis was to determine if a significant
difference existed in the perceptions of the benefits of retention to.
the child.. Data was obtained from the éase study forms used for the
retained students and from the parent's check lists used by the parenté
of the retained studehts; The data is listed in Table 37.

Because the calculated value of the chi square statistic exceeded
the Table value, the hypéthesis of no statistically .significant

difference was rejected. The writer noted that over 73 percent of the
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parents surveyed responded to the question by indicating their
perception of retention ranged from very beneficial to extremély
beﬁeficial which would indicate a strong support of the benefits of
retention to their child. It was also notéd that clagssroom teachers
did not appear to perceive retention as having the same benefits as
their percentages did not range as high as that-of-the pérents.

Table 37. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher and Parent Perceptions of the
Degree to Which Retention Was a Benefit to Students

Teachers of . Parents of
Categories Retained Percent Retained Percent

Students Students

N=82 N=69
Not Beneficial 4 4.8 1 1.4
Of Little Benefit 7 8.5 3 4.3
Some Benefit 30 56.5 14 20.2
Very Beneficial 34 4.4 30 43.4
Extremely Beneficial 7 8.5 21 20.4

if=4 Table value of ¥ at .05=9.488  Calculated value of x°

=15.46

Null Hypothesis 26 - A persén's perceptions as to  whether
retention was usually beneficial to the student was independent of
whether the person was a parent, a teacher, or an administrator.

The purpose of this hypothesis was to test whether the benefits'of
student retention weré independent of whether they were a parent, a ‘
teacher, or an administrator. Data was computed from the case study
forms, the parent's check lists, and the principal's questionnaire and '

is displayed in Table 38.
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Because the calculated value of the chi square statistic exceeds
the Table value, the hypothesis of no statisticéll& significant
difference was rejected. | ' |

Table 38. Chi Square Analysis of Teacher, Parent, and Administrator
Opinion of Retention :

‘Retention Retention
Responders Is Percent Is Not . Percent

Beneficial Beneficial
Teachers : 80 - 97.5 2 2.5
N=82 :
Parents ; 63 91.3 6 8.6
N=69 .
Principals 4 86.0 12 14.0
N=86

df=2 Table value of x> at .05=5.991  Calculated value of x°

Mull Hypothesis 27 - There was no statistically significant
difference between scores for retained and regularly promoted students
as computed from the retention scale completed by the cléssroom
teachers. |

The data for hypothesis 27 was obtained from the retention scale
which wés'completed by the classroom teachers for each retained student
and a wmatching regularly promoted studeﬂt, The retention scale
consisted of nineteen specific items with a total_of eighty possible
responses developed on a scaled score basis. The scaled values were
totaléd for each completed form and a t-test .of indepéndence was

utilized to determine if a statistically significance difference
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existed between retained and regularly promoted students. The data is

displayed in Table 39.

Table 39. Retention Scale-Raw Scores fdr Retained and Promoted

Students :
Retained Promoted
Category Students Frequency Students Frequency
Raw Scores Raw Scores
15 1 21 1
17 1 23 1
10-31 Points 21 1 25 1
Good Retention 22 2 27 3
~ Candidate 24 2 28 2
. .25 2 29 3
(H. W. Light:1981) 26 - 5 30 2
27 5 | R S
28 T v 32 3
29 9 b33 4
30 13 bz 4
- .3 5 13 4
T T — T T3 6 - %6 2
%2-40 Points 33 6 37 4
Pair Retention 34 4 38 8
Candidate . 35 7 _ 4 .4
. . 56 i i A
=~ 37 4 ' 42 3
AM-47 Points™ ~ __ 38 1 l 43 6
Marginal Retention ~~— — — _ _ _ _ _ _ 1 44 5
Candidtate ' 45 6
46 4
— e . J S B
48-71 Points 8 a7
Poor Retention 50 1
Candidate 59 1

df=163 Table value of t at .05=1.96 Calculated value of +
=8.987

Because the calculated value of the t-test statistic was greater
than the Table value, the hypothesis of nd statistically significant
difference was rejected. The writer noted that all of the scaled raw
score values of the retained stﬁdents Ijanked. in the "good" or "fair

retention candidate" category. Some promoted students did attain
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higher scaled values but a number of regualrly promoted students also
ranked 1in the "good retention candidate".category which might  suggest
that the retention scale should not be used as an absolute model for a

retention guide in the public schools.
Discussion

Principal's Questionnaire. The following is a review of the major

findings from data contained in the principal's questionnaire.

1. SBchool achievement does appear to be dependent on the socio-
economic school envirohﬁent. Data from'the questionnaire revealed tha£
the schools ranked as having the highest socio—economic level also
performed at a higher académic level. Principals ranked 76.9 percent
of the schools in the middle to upper economic levels and a total of
98.9 percent rated the academic achievement of the schools at avérage
to above average based on standardized tést scores. .

2. Males are rétained at higher proportions than girls. Nearly 5

percent of all boys included in the survey had been. retained . as
| compared to less than 3 percent of thé girls enrolled.

3. Minority students are retained at.a higher proportion than
norminority students. Nomminority students are retained at a rate of
3.4 percent while minority students are retained at a rate of 9.1
percént. | |

4. Male minority students are not retained ét a statistically

significant rate when-compared to female minority students.

Case Study Forms-Teacher Perceptions of Retained and Promoted Students.

The following is a review of the major findings from the data contained




17
in the case study forms which were completed by teachers fof - retained
and regularly promoted students.

1.  Teachers viewed retained students as being above average in
their physical development. The retained students were rated as being
above average by T/ percent of the teachers as cbmpared to only 21
percent for the regularly promoted students.

2. Teachers perceived promoted students as being generally
healthier than their retained classmates and ranked nearly 11 percent
of the retained students in the below average categpry as compared to
just over 2 percent for the promoted students. '

3. According to teachers' responses, retained students are more
unhappy than promoted students. Teachers ranked no-one in the upper
categories of the scale bubt ranked 93 percent of these retained
gtudents in the never happy or seldom happy category while 90 percent
of the promoted students were placed in the often to -always happj
group.

'4.. Teachers perceived ‘promoted students as being more
enthusiastic about learning. Seventy six percent of promoted students
were rated as often or always enthusiastic and none were rated as being
seldom enthusiastic. Only 60 percent of retained éfudents were in thé
top categories and 12 percent were ranked as being seldom enthusiastic.

5. Teachers perceived 98 percent of the retained students as
being stressful in school. No promoted'student was placed in the
always stressful category and only 1.2 percent were in the yery often

stressful range.
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6. Teachers viewed retained students as not being able to. get
along with others as well as promoted students. Promoted students were
ranked higher in the excellent range with only l3 percent of tﬁe.
promoted studepts being: in the lower cétegpries as compared to 26
pércent'of the retained students.

7. Teachers perceived retained students as having difficulty in
completing their work on time. Only 12 perceﬁt of the retained
students were rated as always completing their work while 35 percent of
the promoted students were in the same category. '

8. Theré was no statistically significent difference in the
contribution to gfoup discussions by retained or promoted students.

9. There was. no statistically significant difference in the
degree to which retained and promoted students worked up to their

ability.

Teacher and Parent Percéptions of Retained Students. The following is
a review of data from the case sfudy forms and'parent's check lists
which were completed by teachers and pafents of the retained students.

1. Teachers and parénts had different views of students physical
development. About 80 percent of the parents indicated their child was
in the average category of physical development while 77 percent of the
teachers ranked the students in the above average category.

2. Parents felt their childrén were healthier. Twenty six
percent rated their children in the above average catégpry as compared

to 12 percent by the teachers and only 1.4 percent of the parents rated
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their children as being below average in the health - category .while
teachers were closer to 11 percent. '

3. Parents viewed their children as being happy about gpiﬁg‘ to
school as onl& 1.4 percent ranked their‘childrén in the never'happy or .
seldom happy raenge. - Views were almost completely oppoéite‘ the
responses ‘of the teachers as teachers rated 93 percent in the wunhappy
range.' Parents rated those same studeﬁts at over 83 percent in the
upper range of being happy.

4. Teacheré were more positive tﬁan parents in their perceptiéns
of students contributing to group discussions by indicating that nearly
21 percent of the retained students alﬁays contributed while only 7
percent of the parents ranked their children similarly.

5. Parents rated over 76 percent of their childrgﬁ as being often
or alwayé enthusiastic while teachers only ranked 60 percent in that’
seme category. Teachers also perceived 10 percent of the Studénts aé :
being in the seldom enthusiastic range as compared to'5 percent of the
parents' perceptions.

6. Parents did not perceive their students as having a iot ,of
stress in school. Only 14 percent of the parents placed their children
in the often orlalways stressful range as opposed to 98 péercent by the
teachers. | -

7. Parents felt other promoted students got along well with thgir
children with a 56 percent.ranking in the very good to excellent range.
Teachers, however, only gave‘a 4 percent ranking fof the same students

. and rated T7 percent of the students in the poof.to very poor category.
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é. Parents perceived nearly 6 percent of their children as having _
some poor relationships with others while none of the teachers ranked
them that low. Teachers did view 29 percent of retained students as
being in the excellent range as opposed to only 16 percent by parents.
9. Parents perceived 78 percent of their children as usually or
always completing their work on time. Only 56 percent of the teachers
gave a similar ranking.

10.  Parents viewed retention as being more beneficial than
teachers. Seventy three percent of the parents indicated retentién was
very or extremely beneficial but only 49.9 percent of the teachers
placed students in that rank. | '

11. Differences in teacher and parent perceptions of a student's
emotional adjustment was not stétistically significant.

12. There was no statistically significant difference in teacher
or parent perceptions of the degree to Which'students worked up to
their ability.

Summary

The analysis of data from the survey instruments was accompl ished
by the utilization of the chi square statistic for hypothesis one
through twenty six and with the t-test of independence for hypothesis
twenty seven. Both tests were checked for significance at the .05.-
level and it was determined that statiétiqally significant differences
existed in twenty two of the twenty seven null hypotheses. Tables were -
developed to reflect the'responses to the specific quest;ons contained

in the survey instruments. Three of the four hypotheses based on data
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-contained in the principal's questionnaire and nineteen of the twenty
three hypotheses developed from the case study forms and parent's check
lists were rejected. |

Population data from the principal's questionnaire indicated that
males are retained at significantlj higher rates than females. It was
further noted that minority students are alsd retained at significantly
higher rates than nomminority students but, in that category, there was
no statistically significant difference in the broportion of male
minority students rétained when compared to female minority students.

The rejection of nineteen null hypotheses based on the case study
forms and parent's check lists was an indication that perceptions 'of
retained students by parents and classroom,teachérs are frequently
divergent. There appeared to be-a need of additional communication and
clarification of student achievement and behavior between the two
groups. The frequent rejection of the mill hypotheses based on
teachers' perceptions of retained and promoted students was also
significant and pointed toward a need by teachers to fecognize thatlthe_
retained students may require some special considerationS' and
observations by their teachers. Peer relationships also need to be
observed and situations leading to éonflicts 6r misunderstandings ‘neéd‘
to be monitored by teachers to help in creating and maintaining an
atmosphere conducive to 6ptimum building of student sélf eéteem by the
retained students. ' ‘

Tables were also developed to show'other data from _ﬁhe survey
instruments pertaining to student retention. The primary factor

leading to or causing retention accqfding to parents, teachers, and
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_ administrators was immaturity. All respondents reflected this opinion |

with 94 percent to 60lpergent of the responses being in agreement that
imaturity was the major cbnsideration given to a possible child's
retention.

Data from the surveys also revealed that_ 86 percent of' the

elementary principals favored rétention and felt it was beneficial to

students but only 59 percent of the principals indicated that their

school or school district had a formal policy establishing the
guidelines and procedures to be followed. It would appear that a policy
would provide a more consistent approach to.thé problem of student
retention and would add to the agsurance that +the retention
recormendation waé in the_best interests of the child.

The next section of this study Will_be proposal for a -retention -

policy statement. This will be found in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5
PROMOTION AND RETENTION OF STUDENTS

One of the major objectives of this paper was to determine whether
school administrators had access to a formalized school'policy or'séme:
other type of guide which would provide a proéedure to be followed in
the proposed retention of elemehtary sch061 students. A:research--bf
the literature failed to produce a workable document aithough a variety
of materiél did exist expounding the positive énd negative aspects of
retention. The survey of Class I elementary schools Aof Mbntaha
indicated that 59 percent of the school principals operated with some
type of a school policy which specified in general terms thé actions
and procedures +o be followed in a retention recommendation. . The
remaining 41 percent of the scﬁool principals indicated +that their
district did noét have any fofmalized policy statement ‘ana apparenfly
each of these administfators‘functioned in a discretionary -manner
subject to their own particular educational training and experience.
| In an attempt to provide uniformity to the often difficult process
of student retention,  the writer requested the principals to ﬁrovide a
copy of their district's promotion/retention policy for the purpose of
determining the guidelineé and parameters presently being utilized by
séhool principals in Montana. Policy statements that were received
contained a varieﬁy of guidelines, criteria, and procedures .to be -

followed though each policy was somevhat similar in the statement or
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implication that student achievement and welfare were paramoﬁnt.
Retention policy statements were also received by thé writer from
gources outside the state of Monfana through services provided By~'the
National Association of Elementary Schéol Principals. These‘documents
were surveyed and a policy and procedure was developed for the purpose~
of belng considered by administrative personnel as a standard whlch
could be utlllzed in the retention process. The writer exercised hlS
judgement based on his review of the literature and the responées to

the survey instruments in developing the following guide.

Promotion and Retention Statement

It is the function of the school to provide an enviromment
suitable for the learning of specific skills by its students.
Occasionally a student may experience an inability to 'achieve a£ a .
desired 1level of proficiency and it msy be deemed advisable to retain
that child in the same grade for another year. _ It is assumed that
factors aﬁd conditions ekist whereby fhe_chiid can be expec%ed t§>have‘
a high probability of success in the ensuing schdol‘year. Though the
intent of student retention is to provide for an extra opportunity to
achieve success, it should be noted that surveys on the effect of
student retention do not provide for an obvious conclusion or guarantee
regarding its merits.

The classroom teacher has the primary responsibility for initially
identifying and determining that a student méy be ;n need of an-
 additional year at the seme grade in school. The teacher shall confer
and consult with the buiiding principal as.SOOn as the student has hbeen .
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identified as a potential retention candidate. - Consideration shoﬁld be
given to the long range welfare of the student, rate of progress of the
student, physical and emotional health of the child, and alternate
remedial program options that may be available. Specific §fiteria to
be considered in retention include the following categories contained
in Light's Retention Scale (1981):
1. School attendance
2. Inteiligence
3. Present level of academic achievement
4. Physical size
5. Student's ége
6. Siblings
7. Previous retention
8. History of learning disabilities |
9. Student's attitude toward retention
10. Parent's attitude toward retention
11. Parent's school participation -
12. Motivation to complete school tasks
13; History of deliﬁquehcy
14. Present grade placement
15. Knowledge of the English language
16. Transiency
17." Emotional proﬁlems"
18. Immature behavior .
When it is evident to the teacher and principal that retention of

a student is advisable, parents should be contacted immediately bj the




L - i

126
teacher or the principal and requested to attend a conference. The

purpose of the conference should be to provide an explanation to the

. parents of their child's current academic standing in relationship to

- the group and his -or her own individual ability as well as the

discussion of any related problems and possible alternatives. Every
effort should be made by school personnel to gain full support of the
parents involved so that a decision to retain is mutually agreeable.
In- no case should a parent be initially contacted as late as the third
nine weeks grading period and no parent should ever have retention
announced late in the school year without any previous contéct. The
final decision should be a joint decision involving the teacher, the
parents or guardian, and the building principal.

There may be instances when the parents do not agree with the

recommendation to retain their child and request- that the child be -

advanced to the next grade. There should not be any conditional

promotions. However; if the parents are not in agreement with the
retention suggestion, the teacher should reqﬁest é gigned statement
from the parents indicating they do not agree that their child -should
be retained. The statement should be signed by the parents and
teacher, dated, and filed in the child's cumulative folder. If the

parents refuse to sign a statement to that effect, the teacher should

mske a documented statement, sign it, and'place it in the child's
cunulative fblder.' The school' principal .should glso sign these
documents and should make every effort to gain a parental _sighaﬁure.
It should be understood by all parties involved, that the Schbol

District retains the right of final decision on retention.
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It is further recommended that a retained -student should be

reassigned to a different teacher for the following school year unless -

special situations or requests indicate that the child should be

reassigned to the same teacher. If it is deemed as being in- the child's

best interests, the principal and the child's parentg may agree' to
.reéssign the student to anothef school. The pérents shouid be kepf
info;med on a regular basis as to thé-child‘s progreés during-xthe
school year in which the cﬁild has been retaingd; _If it is determined
that the academic level is still too difficult, _the child's program
should be individualized énd referral'madé to support‘servicés:such as
‘Title I and Resource Roorm. _

As a general rule, a. student should be retained only once in the
primary grades. In unusual circumstences a student may be rétained.
more than -once but only after a psychological evaluation has taken
place to assist in determining the appropriate placement and program.

The formation of thié policy was not intended to limit or prohibit
a school district from developing their own instrument and exércising
jngement in handling retention _situationsé The instrument does
incorquate suggestions and data from. current literature, responses io
the survey inétruments, -a pool of retention policy statements, and a

commercial retention scale. Time lines and procedures are not fixed

and can be modified to suit a particular situation.

Sumary

A research of related literature failed to produce a well accepted

procedural policy statement on retention. A survey of Class 1

| -
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elementary schools of Montana indicated that only 59'percent of the
school principals operated with some type of school policy Awhich
speéified procedures td Be followed in a retention reéommendation.' The
remaining principals indicated they did not have a policy statement and
‘apparently handled the problem of retention on the basis of training
and experience. |

The writer surveyed a variety of promotion and retention policy
" statements being wutilized by some Class I school -districts. ~In
addition, the writer utilized questions an@ responses contained-iﬁ a
commercial copy of Light's Retention Scale in develdping thé Pfomotion
and Retention Statement. ' ‘ ‘

The rejection of nineteen null hypotheses based on the case study
fbfms and pafent's check lists was an indication that perceptions of
retained students by parents and classrobﬁ teachers are frequently
A di&ergent. There appeared to be a need of additional communication and
clarification of student achievement and behavior betWeéﬁ the two
groups. The frequent rejection of the nuli “hypotheses based on
teachers' perceptions of retained and promoted students was also
significent and pointed toward a need by teachers to recognize fhai the
retained students may require some special considerations and
observations by their teachers. DPeer relatiénéhips also need'to be'
observed and situations leading to conflicts or misunderstandings ﬁeed
to -be monitored by teachers to help in creating and maintaining an
atmosphere conducive to optimm building of student self esteem by the
retained students. '

Tables- were -also developed to show other data from the survey
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Tables were also developed to show other data from the survey
instruments pertaining to student retention. The brimary féctor
leading to or causing retention according to parents, teacﬁers, and
administrators was immaturity. All respondents reflected this opinion
with 94 percent to 60 percent of tﬁe responses being in agreément that
imaturity was the major consideration given to a possible child's
retention. |

Data from the surveys also revealed that 86 percent of the
elementary principals favored retention and felt it was beneficial_ to
students but ~ only 59 percent of the principals indicated that their
school or school district had a formal policy establishing the
guidelines and procedures to be followed. It would appear that a
policy would provide a more consistent approach to the problem of
student retention and would add to the assurance that the retention
recommendation was in the best interests of the child.

The next section of this study will be Summary, Conclusions and

Recommendations. . This will be found in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

Schools had traditionally fulfilled the functions of transmitting
knowledge; <kills, and.extitudes to their_étudents as weli as judging
how well the students had attained the-desired'gpals. The evaluation
of pupil abilities and the subsequent promotion and/or nonpromotlon
decisions had caused considerable debate and argument. Student growth
and real leerning tended to be overlooked and many ﬁupils had developed
a failure complex and feelings of inferiofitj. Findings were - often
inconsistent and authorities debated the problem of student retention;
The causes. of nonpromotien were-proposed by various authorities but
most schooi principais did not appear to have access to definitive
information with which to make accurate promotion or retention
recommendatioﬁs. School districf guidelines or policies - were
frequently unavailable or did not provide specific guidelines.
Retention decisions had to give strong consideration to the effect of
the judgement on the students because of the negative aspects of
retention that were cited in numerous articles.

This study attempted to enswer questions as to the history of
retention jpractdces, research findings, scheol programs, aspects of

retention, and criteria for student retention. - Causes, program
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options, school policies, and parental perceptions of retention were .
also addréssed. . | ' _
General procedures for the study included a review of’literature,
a survey of Class I elementary schools in Montana, developmént of case -
sfudy forms, ‘ and a determinationf of perceived TDenefits or
disadvantageous.of retentién. - |
Limitations of the study concerned the sources to be reviewed, the
extent of the school surveys, the narrow range of grades and students
involved in the case studies, and the gpneralizationé that poﬁld be
drawn from the data. |
| The following terms were defined: | acceleration, automatic
(social) promotion, continuous promotion; FRIC, failure, nongraded,
Class I elementary schooi, ﬁpnpromotibn, promotion,.and retention. |
A survey of the literature re;ated to student refention revealed
that the early American.school followed a graded plan in .which all
students were téught from a basic textbook 'by one teacher. Each
student, regardless of ability, was exposed- to the same amounf of

material and had to compete for a grades in his classes. Subsequent

- promotion to the next grade or retention in the same grade for another

year was completely dependent wupon his ability to attain passing

 Retention rates were quite high in the 1850's with individual

| districts having nonpromotion rates that ranged from 10 to 50 percent.

These rates gradually decreased in ensuing years and the retention rate

‘had dropped to approximately 6 percent by the 1970's.
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Educators did not share a common .view towards 'retention or
promotion of slow learning students. The proponents of rétainiﬁg
students cited examples of students whoyhad benefitéd ffom retention
and used these examples to defend their position on. the “subject.
Russel (1952), Iobdell (1952), Worth (1959), and Stringer (1969) were
authorities who believed +that refained' student did not suffer

. significant social-personal maladjustmeﬁts and .did not develop unusual -

negative attitudes toward school. Scott (1969) and other' educators
agreed that retention was not a guarantee that students' problems would
all be solved, but they felt that retention could be beneficial if the

school would. provide an individualized program geared to the ability of

the students. ,

Goodlad (1963) and Thomas (1965) listed some other common causes
that were used as a basis for student retention.. These edﬁcators did
not condqne"student retention and presented ﬂargumenﬁs against',the
practice. | |

Ahmann (1963) and Glasser (1966) were .critical-of school standards

‘which did not allow for the differences in students. Theée writers

were also opposed to grading systems which caused students to be placed

in a competitive situation. Students would attempt to please their
teacher in such an atmoépherenrather than working on critical thinking
projects and other decision-meking situations. Teaching and learning
approéches needed to be changed and Goodlad (1950) 1listed some

alternatives to retention. These oppositidné to student  failure

Ll ot

emphasized the need for an awareness and a concern for individual needs -

and individual differences. Goodlad believed that’good teaching was a
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strong factor in lowering retention rates and in developing a feeling
of success‘in the students. |

Promotion ‘policies‘ were developed as a consequence of the
inconsistencies of school grading and promotion préctiées. The
development of these policies was based on a set of principles that
provided for a more uniform ‘approach to .the ppoblem of ’student
retention. These policies reflected an awareness of the differenceé in
the needs and abilities of each student ﬁeing considered for réfention. '

Following the review of related literature, instruﬁentafion was
then developed to determine the retention practices 6f Class I school
districts in Montanamand the perceptions of retention améhg t$eachers
and parentévof retained students. | |

A principal's questionnaire, containing fiftéen questions relating
to principal perceptions of .retention, values of retention, perceived
causes of retention, and general data on the school population, was
developed and sent +to 128 Class I elementary school principais in
Montana. Tables wefe developed to: reflect the responses fo, the
questions and four statements of null hypotheses were tested for
significant differences.

Case study forms and parent's check lists were also developed énd
utilized By the teachers and parents of retained students in-,gradeé
Kkindergarten through grade two. Case study forms were also éom;ﬂeted‘
for an equal number of promoted students for purposes of comparison.
These forms asked specific. questions pertaining to sfudent
characteristics ahd behavior. Responées were given by compléting a

check scale format for each question. EBighty two retained students.
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and a matching eighty two promoted students wefe involved from the
three school districts selected for the study. Parent check lists were

also sent to the parents of the eight +two retained students for

purposes of making comparisons between the perceptions of teachers and_:

the parents of the retained students. Twenty three statements of null .

hypotheses were developed from these forms and  were tested for -

significance.

The retention scale utilized in the study was a commercially

published instrument and consists of nineteen items with _eighty'

possible scaled value responses: The total sbaled score attained by

promoted students were compared to scores attained by retained students

and tested fbf.statistically gignificant differénces between the +two-

groups of students. The retention scale was used in'conjuhction with
the case study forms and a total of eighty two forms were completed for
promoted and retained students.

Guidelines for a retention policy statsment were developed by
reviewing related literature and the samples of promotion'and retention
policy statements sdbmittsd to the writer by the responding priﬁcipals;
Questions and the responses from the survey instruments also provided a
data base for developing a policy statement which included criteria for
rebention 1o be considered, procedures to be fbilowed, and parental
involvement. The purpose of the instrument was to‘ provide school
administrators with a com@on base for an-operating procedure in dsaling
with the problem of student retention.

Analysis of data was accompllshed by displaying responses in

descriptive tables. . Contingency tables were also developed and tested
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by wutilizing the chi square statistic and the t-test of independence.
Fach of the twenty seven null hypothesés was tested for statistically
significent differences at the .05 level, ‘ '

- The analysis of data from the survey instruments was acéompiished.
by the utilizatioﬁ of the chi square statistic for hypothésis one
through twenty six and with the t-test of independence fbf hypothesis -
twenty seven. Both tests were checked for significénce at the .05
level and it was determined that statistically:significant differences
existed in twenty two of the twenty seven null hypothesis. Tables were
developed to reflect the_responses to the specific questions cdntained
in the survey instruments. . Three of the four hypotheses based on data
contained in the principal's questionnaire and nineteen of the twenty
three hypotheses developed from the case-study forms and parent's check
lists were rejected. '

Population data from the principal's questionnaire indicated that
males are retaiﬁed at sighificantly higher rates than females. It was
further noted that minorify.students are also retained at significantly
higher rates than nomminority students but, in that category, there was
no statistically significant difference in the proportion of male
~minorityzstudents retained when compared to female mindrity students.

The rejection of nineteen null hypotheses based on the case study
forms and parent's check lists was an indication that perceptions of
retained students by parents and classroom teachers are frequently
divergent. There appeared to be a need 6f addifional communication and

clarification of student achievement and behsvior between the two
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groups.. The frequent rejection of the null hypotheses based on
teachers' perceptions of retained and promoted students was also

gignificant and pointed toward a need by teachers to recognize that . the

retained students may require some special considerations and

observations by their teachers. DPeer re;ationships also need to. be
observed and situations leading to conflicts or misunderstandings need
to be monitored by teachefs to help in creating and maintaining an
atmosphere conducive to optimum building of student selflesteem by'fhe'
retained students. '
Tables were also developed to show other data-'from the survey
instruments pertaining to student retention. The primary factor
leading to or causing retention according to parents, teachers, and
adminisfrators was immaturity. All respondents reflected this opinion

with 94 percent to 60 percent of the'responsés being in agreement that

"immaturity was the major consideration given to a possible child's

retention. ’

Data from the surveys also revealed that 86 percent of the
elementary principais favored retention and felt it was beneficial +o
students but only 59 percent of the principals indicated that their
school or school - distfict had a formal bolicy ﬂestablishing the
guidelines and procedures to be followed. It would'appeaf ‘that a
policy would provide a more consistent approach to the Iproblem of
student retention and ﬁould 2dd to the assurance that the retention
recormendation was in the best interests of the child. |

A research of related literature failed to produce a well accepted

procedural policy statement on retention. A survey of Class I
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- elementary schools of Montana indicated that only 59 percent of the
school principals operated with some type of school policy which
specified procedures to be followed in a retention recommendation. The
remaining principals indicated they did no have a ﬁolicy statement and
apparently handled the problem of retention on fhe basis of +training
and experience. | |
The writer surveyed a variety of promotion and retentioﬁ policy
statements being utilized by séme Class; I school districts. | In
addition, the writer utilized questions and'responsés containedlin the
survey instruments, information fbuhd in the review of literature, and
data containea in a commercial copy of Light's Retention Scale in

developing the Promotion and Retention Statement.

CONCLUSIONS

The review of literature and an analysis of data contained in the

survey instruments made possible the following’cohclusiqns:

1. Educators have always been concerned over the problems of student
retention. Retention rates were as high as 50 percent in some .school
districts in the mid 1800's but retention rates have gradually dropped
'A to a rate of appréximately 6 percent by the 1970}83 The trend has
changed from an inflexible graded structure to more of an
individualized program and other school options. .

2. Critics of student retention have freqﬁently cited problems
dealing with the student's loss of self esteem, physical-growth; social
maladjustment, and lack of academic improvemeht as reasons to develop

individualized programs and policies of continuous progress through the




L.

L.

Lo

138
grades. Proponents of retention, however, have also stated that some
children are in need.of an extra year to gain in confidencé and to have
increased opporﬁuﬁities for success.' Some studies héye shown
considerable student growth in the academic and social areas fbllowing
retention. ’ ..

3. The }eview of literature did not support the proposition that
gtudent retention was a guarantee of fubture success. | Neither did the
literature reveal that retention was so degrading that the student
tended to give up, become.insecure, and faii to perform. Individual
variances were determined to be factors that led to the success or
failure of the retehtion process.

4. Altérnate programs of ingtruction were ayailable to students
in most elementary schools in Montana. Students being considered for
retention were often provided with modified programs, tutorial help in
‘programs like Title I or Resource Room, or assignmment to other teachers
and materials.

5. Perceptions of the causes of retention were: consigtent
between parents, teachérs, and principals. Bach group rated immaturity
as the most common cause with low achievement beings the second most
common f’ab‘boro

6. Many. elementary -schools of Montana do not have a formal

district promotion and retention policy which delineates the procedures-

to be followed in a retention recommendation. Survey responses

indicated 59 percent of the schools did have a policy statement of some.

type by 41 percent did not have any type of formal guideline to follow.
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7.  School principalé felt that retained students usually did
benefit from retention and that most students did-achieve some success
and caught up ﬁith their peer group. The degree of success attained by
gtudents was not constant and perceptions varied among tééchers,
principals, and parents. Principals, however, felt that the work and
effort involved in completing the retention process was _worth the
effort in terms of wltimate benefit to the student. '

8. Parents, teachefs, and principals generally favored student |
retention. A high percentage of teachers and parents felt that
retention was necessary for the student to progress in the following
year although perceptiéns_ varied as to the degree ‘of success and
progress made by the students.

9. School achiévément does appear to be dependenf on the soéio—
economic school enviromment. Data from the questionnaire revealed that
the schools ranked as having the highest socio-economic level also
perfofmed at a high academic level. Principals ranked 76.9 percent of
the schools in the middle to upper economic levels and a tofal of 98.9‘
percent rated the academic achievement of the schools at average to
gbove average based on standafdized test scores. _ A

10. kMales are retained at higher proportions than girls. Nearly
5 percent of all boys included in the survey had been retained as
,compared to less than 3 percent of the girls enrolled.

11. Minority studepts are retained at a higher proportion than
norminority students. Nomminority students are retained at a rate of
3.4 percent while minority students are retained at a rate of ‘9.1

percent.
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12. Male minorityv studentslare not retained at a statistically
significant rate when compared to femaleiminopity students. |

13. Teachers viewed retained students as being above average in
their physical development. The retained students were rated as beiﬂg
above average by 7/ percent of the teachers as compared _to only 2t
percent'for the regularly prpmoted studenté. |

14. Teachers perceived promoted. students as being generally
healthier than their retained classmates and ranked nearly'11'.percent 
of the retained students in the below average category as compared to
just over 2 percent for the promotéd students. |

15.  According to teachers' responses, retained students are
perceived as being less happy than‘promoted students. Teachers ranked
no-one in the upﬁer categbries of the scale but ranked 93 percent of
these retained students in'the never habpy or seldom happy category
while 90 percent of the prqmoted students were placed in the often to
always happy groups. '

16. Teachers . perceived promoted students as being more
enthusiastic about learning. Seventy six percent of promofed students
were rated as often or alﬁays enthusiastic and none were rated as being
seldom enthusiastic. Only 60 percent of retained students were in the
top categories and 12.percent were ranked as being seldom enthusiastic.

i7. Teachers perceived 98 percent of the retained students 'as
being stressful in school. No promoted student was placed in ' the
always stressful category and only 1.2 percent were in the very often

stressful range.
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18. Teachers viewed retained students as not being able to get
along with others as well as promoted students. Promoted students were
ranked higher in the excellent range With only 3.6 percent of the
promoted students being in the lower categories as compared to 31.7
percent of the retained students.

19. Teachers perceived retained students as ha&ing difficulty in
competing their work on time. Only 12 percent of the retained étudénﬁs
were rated as always completing their work while 35 pércent of the
promoted students were in the same categonyf

20. There was no statistically significant difference in the
contribution to group discussions by retained or promoted students. .

21. There was no statistically significant difference in the
degree to which retained and promoted students worked wup " to their
ability. |

22. There was no statistically significant difference in feacher
or parent perceptions of the'degree to which studénts worked: up to
their abilify. | '

23. Teachers and parents had different views of students'

physical development. About 80 percent .of the parents indicéted their

child was in the average category of physical development while 77

percent of the teachers ranked the students in the aboye average -

categpry.‘ \ ‘ a
24. Parents .felt their children ﬁere healthier. Twenty six

percent rated their children in the above average category as compared

to 12 percent by the teachers and only 1.4 percent of the parents rated '
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their children as being below average in the health éétegpry while
teachers were closer to 11 percent. |

25, . Parents viewed their children as being hapgy‘about going fo
school as only 1.4 percent ranked their children in the never happy or
seldom happy range. Views were almost completely opposite thé
responses of the teachers as teachers rated 93 percent in the unhappy

range. Parents rated those same students at over 83 percent in the:

upper range of being happy.

26. Teachers were more positive than parents in their perceptions
of students contributing to group discussions by indicating that nearly
21 percent of the retained students always contributed while only 7
percent of the parents ranked their children similarly.

27. Parents rated over 76 percent of their chlldren as being
often or always enthusiastic while teachers only ranked 60 percent in
that same category. Teachers also perceived 10 percent of‘thf students
as Being in the seldom enthusiastic range as compared to 5 percent df
the parents’ perceptlons.

28. Parents did not perceive their students as having a lot of
gtress in school. Only 14 percent of the parents placed their children
" in the often or always stressful range as opposed to 98 percent by the
teachers. |

29. Parenfs felt other promoted.students got along well with
their children with a 56 percent ranking in the very good to exéellent
range. Teachers, however, only gave a 4 percent ranking for the same
students and rated 77 percent of the students ih-the poor to very poor

category.
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30. Parents perceived nearly.’6 percent'of their children as
having some poor relationships with others while none of the teachers.
rankéd them fhat low. Teachers did view 29 pefcent of retained
. students as being in the.excellent range as opposed to only i6.5
percent by parents. .

31.  Parents perceived 78 percent of their childfen as usually or
always completing their work on time. OnLy 56 percent of the’teachers
gave a similar ranking.

32. Parents viewed retention as being more beneficial +than
teachers. Seventy thrge percent of the parents indicated retention was
very or exfremely beneficial but only 49.9 percent of the teacheré
placed students in that rank. .

33. . Differences in teacher and parent perceptions of a student's

emotional adjustment was not statistically significant. ‘

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Each school district should develop a formal promotion and
retention policy statement listing criteria to be considered for
retention, procedures to be followed, and listing the personnel to be
involved. ‘

2. School -curriculums should be structured so as to allow for
alternate program placement for students having academic difficulties;

3. Schools should develop inservice programs to -identify student
characteristics leading to retention, to provide a common data base for

teachers, and to develop alternate programming procedures.
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4. In 1light of the varying perceptions of the retained child,‘
schools should develop and instigate a ﬁore thérqugh communications
network between the school and the pafent.

5. Instrumentation Should» be purchased or developed for the
identificaiion and monitoring of student characteristics that may lead
to retention. -

6. Although counseling services should be made avai1ab1e to allz
elementary gtudents, these services are deemed to be espedially neéded
for retained students and/or students being considered for retention.
Therefore, input from counseling ~services should. be sought and
considered throughout the school term with the hopes éf improving
student adjustment to retention and improﬁement of home—school -
communication.

7. Preparation institutions should endeavor to provide course
work which will acquaint future teachers with perceptions of individual
differences and individual needs. o

8. VFuture studies should be conducted to identify specific
school varisbles that may lead to or contribute to student retention.

9. Purther studies should be conducted to identify specific
factors related to teacher and parental perceptions of student
retention. | | |

10.  Additional studies should be ‘conducted o consider
achievement gains and other related data in terms of the merits of

student retention.




145

REFERENCES CITED




146

REFERENCES CITED

Ammann, J. Stanley, and Marvin D. Glock. Evaluating Pupil Growth.
Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1963.

Ames, Louis Bates, and Clyde Gillespie. "The Cure for Overplacement." “

Instructor, 80:81-3. October, 1977.

Anderson, Lorin W. "Should Students Fail?" Education Report. College
of Education, University of South Carolina. Columbia. October,
1976.

Beggs, David W., IIT., and Edward G. Duffie. Nongraded Schools in
Action: Bold New Venture. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press, 1967. , .

Bloom, Benjamin J. Human Characteristics and School Learning. New
York: McGraw Hill Book Company, 1976.

Bocks, William M. "Non-Promotion: A Year to Grow?" Educational
Leadership, 34:379-383. February, 1971.

Bone, Jane. "Peotane Fights School Failure." American Education,
13:32-35, 1977. - 1

Bossing, Lewis. A Review of the Elementary School Promotion/Retention
Dilemma. U.S. Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC
Document ED 212 %62, 1980. :

Caswell, Hollis L., and Foshay, Arthur W. Educétion in the Elementary
School. New York: American Book Company, 1957.

Chansky, Norman M. "Progress of Promoted and ‘Repeating Grade 1
Failures." Journal of Experimental Education, 32:225-37. Spring,
1964. :

Chase, dJoan A. "A Study of the Impact of Grade Retention on Primary
School Children.: Journal of Psychology, 70:169-T7, November,
1968.

Coffield, William, and Paul Blommers. "Effects of Non—-Promotion on
Educational Achievement in the Elementary School."  Journal of
Educational Psychology, 47:235-50. April 1956.

Doll, Ronald C., and Robert S. Fleming, Eds. Children Under Pressure.
Columbus: Charles Merrill Books, Inc., 1906.




147

Donofrio, Anthony F. "Grade Repetition: Therapy of Choice." Journal
of Learning Disabilities, 10:349-51. dJune/July 1977. -

Downie, N. M., and R. W. Heath. Basic Statistical Methods. New York:
Harper and Row, 1965. :

Dufay, Frank. Ungrading the Elementary School. West Nyack: Parkef
Publishing Company, 1966. S

Elsbree, Willard S., and Harold J. McNally and Richard Wynn.
Elementary School Administration and Supervision. New York:
American Book Company, 1967. '

Gay, L. R. Educational Research: Competencies for Analysis and.
Application. Columbus, Ohio: Charles BE. Merrill Publishing
Compeny, 1976. : .

Glasser, William. "The Effects of School Failure on the Life of a
Child." The National Elementary Principal, . 49:12-18. - September, .
1969. ‘ .

Goodlad, John, and Robert Anderson. The Nongraded ZElementary
School. New York: Harcourt, Brace, and World, Inc., 19603.

Gronlund, Norman. Constructing Achievement Tesfs. 2d Ed. Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc. 1968.

Hallenbeck, M. J. "Considerations for Retention in Elementafy
Schools." Kappa Delta Phi. February, 1981.

Horn, Rebecca. "Retention is Not a Dirty Word." InétruCtor, 86:32-33,
August, 1976. :

Hamachek, Don E. Effect of Early School Failure on Self-Tmage

" Development and Implications for School Counselors. U.S.

Fducational Resources Information Center, ERIC Document Ed 062 669,
March, 1972. C

Hemmond, Kenneth R., and Householder, James R.- Introduction to the
Statistical Method. Berkeley: Alfred Knopt, Inc., 1967.

Jackson, Gregg B. "The Research Evidence on the Effects of Grade* 
Retention." Review of Educational Research. Washington, D.C.,
45:613-35. Fall, 1975. o :

Jarvis Oscar T., and Imrtian R. Wootlon. The Traditionél,Elementégg
School and Its Curriculum. Dubuque: Wm. C. Brown Publishing
Company, 1966. ' “

Jones, James. "Recent Trends in Promotional Theory."  Progressive
Education, 33:5-6. January, 1956. .




148

Jones, ILarry D., and Harry Sutherland. T"Academic Reshirting, A
Positive Approach to Grade Repetltlon " Education, 102:173-5.
Winter, 1981. '

Keepes, Bruce D. A School Without Failure: A Description of the
Glasser Approach in the Palo Alto Unified School District. U.S., -
Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC Document Ed 081
062, March, 1973.

Kerlinger, Fred. Foundations of Behavioral Research New York: Holt
Rinehart and Wlnston, Inc., 1965.

Kifer, Edward. "The Impact of Success and Failure on the Learner."_
Evaluation in Education. 1:281-359, 1977.

Kimbel, Gregory A. How to Use (and Misuse) Statistics. Engléwood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1977.

Koons, Clair L. '"Non-Promotion: A Dead-End Road." Phi Delta Kappan,
58:701-02. May, 1977. : .

Light, H. W. ILight's Retention Scale. San Rafael, California, 1981.

Lindelow, John. "Synthesis of Research on Grade Retention and Social
Promotion." Educational Leadersh;p, 39:471~3. March, 1982.

Lindsay, J. Armour. Annual and Semi-Annual Promotion. Contributions
to Education, Number 570. New York: Teacher's College, Columbia
University, 1933. -

Lindvig, Elise Kay. "Grade Retention: Evolving Expectations and
Individual Differences." Clearing House, 56:253-6. February,
1983. '

Lobdell, Lawrence, O. "Results of a Nonpromotlon Policy in One School
District." Elementary School Journal, 54:33-37. February, 1954.

Masters, James R., and Ilaverty, James E. The Effects of a Schools
Without Pailure Program Upon Classroom Interaction Patterns, Pupil
Achievement, and Teacher, Pupil, and Parent Attitudes. U.S.
Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC Document ED 107
690, Pebruary, 1974. '

McAfee, dJackson K. "Towards A Theory of Promotion: Does Retaining
Students Really Work?" U.S. Educational Resources Informatlon
Center, ERIC document ED 204 871, April, 1981.

Miller, Muncie. "Student Nonpromotion and Teacher‘- Attitude."
Contemporary Education, 51:155-7. Spring, 1980. '




149

Morris, Samuel. "Must Children Fall in School9" Clearing House,
54:38-40. September, 1980.

National Education Association. Marking and Reporting Pupil Progress.
Washington, D.C., 1970. ‘ . -

Pink, Willieam. "The Public School in the Seventies: An Alternative
Strategy." Education, 9:251-57. October, 1972.

Purl, Mabel C., and Dawson, Judith. An Analysis of Some of the Effects -

of "Schools Without Failure" Seminars- on Participating Schools.
U.S. Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC Document Ed
078 535, March 1973.

Reed, Mary M. An Investigation of Practlces in First Grade Admission
and Promotion. Contributions to Education, Number 290.. New York:
Teacher's College, Columbia University, 1927.

Reiter, Robert G. The Promotion/Retention Dilemma: What Research
Tells Us. U.3. Educational Resources Information Center, ERIC
Document ED 099 412, December, 1973. '

Rosander, A. C., Case Studies in S_Agle Design. " New York: Marcel
Dekker, Inc., 1977. ' '

Sandin, Adolph. Social and Fmotional Adjustments of Regularly Promoted
Pupils. Bureau of Publications, Teachers College, Columbia
niversity, 1944. ‘ '

Sandoval, Jonathan, and Penee G. Hughes. Success in Nonpromoted First

Grade Children. Final Report. U. 8. Fducational Resources
Information Center, ERIC Document ED 212 371, June, 1981.

Sax, Gilbert. ZEmpirical Foundations of Educational Research. Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey. Prentice Hall, Inc., 1968.

Scott, Betty A., and Iouise Bates Ames. "Improved Academid, Personal,
and Social Adjustment in Selected Primary School Repeaters n
Flementary School Journal, 69:431-39. Mey, 1969.

Sister Josephina. "Promotion, A Perennial Problem." Educaiioh,
82:373-76. February, 1962.

Stringer, Lorene A. "Report on a Retentions Program " Elementary
School Journal, 60: 270—75 Apr11 1960. : _

Superintendent of Public Instruction. School Lews of Montana. Helena,
19810

Thomas, R. Murray, and Shirley M. Thomas. Ihdividual Differences in
the Classroom. New York: David McKay Company, 1965.




150

Thompson, Mary H. "Retention Is Not A Dirty Word." Instructor, 86:%2-
5. April, 1977.

Trump, J. Lloyd. A School for Everyone. Reston: National Association
of Secondary School Principals, 1977.

Wiersma, William. Research Methods in Education. Philadelphia: J. B.
Lippincott Company, 1909. L

Williams, ZFrederick. Reasoning With Statistics. New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1979.

Worth, Walter H. "Promotion Versus Nonpromotion. The Edmonton Study."
Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 5:191-203. September,

1959.




151

APPENDICES




152
APPENDIX A
COVER LETTER TO PRINCIPALS OF CLASS I SCHOOL DISTRICTS

DATE

Name of Principal
School District
City, Montana 59

Dear

I am an elementary teacher in the Glasgow School system and I am
attempting to complete a doctoral program at Montana State University
in Bozeman, Montana. -As you know, one of the many concerns and
problems for an elementary principal is the annual decision whether to
retain or promote certain students in their schools. As a part of my
program at Montana State University, I am currently attempting to
determine +the principal, ©+eacher, and parent perceptions of student
retention and the student characteristics that may lead to student
retention. This study has received consent from the Montana State
University Department of Elementary Education and Dr. Gerald Sullivan,

Professor of Education, is supervising the project. .

My study includes surveying all Class I elementary school principals in
Montana to determine current statewide trends, practices, and policies
presently being utilized in retention decisions. This is only one part
of my study. and your cooperation in ' completing. and returning the
Principal's Questionnaire promptly will be appreciated.

The code on the form is only for the purpose of ascertaining that all
forms have been completed and returned to me. Let me assure you that
no school district will be identified and that the data will be used -
only in grouped statistics.

Thank you for your cooperation in this research study. I appreciate
you willingness to spend the time necessary to complete the
Questionnaire. I will gladly send you the results of my findings when
the study is completed. A stamped, self-addressed envelope is enclosed
for-your convenience.

Sincerely,
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APPENDIX B
PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE

How many years have you been employed as a school administrator
(principal, vice-principal, super1ntendent)9

(1)years

When an elementary student is bing, considered for retention, are
other program options available as an alternative to retention?

(1)yes (2)no

Please indicate the program options, if any, that are availsble to
a student being considered for retention.

EB%ESEA Title I
Resource Room/Special Education
(5)Reassi%nment to another teacher

(6)0ther (please specify)

In your opinion, what is the socio—economic meke-up of your school
community? :

(1)low socio-economic area

(average family income below $10,000)

(2)middle class socio-economic area

(average family.income between $10,000~$30, OOO)
§3)upper class socio-economic area

average family income above $30,000)

Based on standardized test scores and overall class performance,

what is the overall academic achievement level of the students

that attend your school?

(1)1low academic achievement

(average student scores are below 40%)
(2)average academic achievement
—(average student scores are between 40%-60%)
(3)above average academic achievement
(average student scores are above 60%)

Which response would best describe your feellngs toward retention
of students in the elementary school?

(1)students should never be retained:
T (2)student retention should be a last resort
(3)more students should be retained
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6. Which response would best describe the attitude of your teaching -
staff toward student retention?

(1 )students should never be retained
2)student retention should be a last resort
3)more students should be retained

. Enter the total number of students enrolled in your school by
grade and sex.

Grade Sex of Students |
kindergarten ___(1)voys __(2)gir1s
first grade ___(B)bbys ____(4)girlé :
second grade _____(5)boys ____ _(6)girls
third grade _____(T)voys _____(8)girls
fourth gx‘éde ' _ (9voys | _____(10)girls
fifth grade __(Mboys __ (12)girls
sixth grade _____(13)voys __ (14)girls

8. Indicate the number of students that have been retained in a grade
prior to the current school year. Include those students who were
retained in a different school or school system.

Grade | Sex of Students
kindergarten __ (1)boys ___(2)girls
first grade _____(3)voys __ (4)giris
second grade ____;_(5.)boys ____ _(6)girls
third grade ____(T)boys ___ (8)airls
fourth grade __.______(9)bqu _ _____(10)giris
fifth grade _ (Mboys __ (12)girls

sixth grade (13)voys (14)girls
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9. Please indicate the number of ethnic (Indian, Oriental, Mexican,
etc.) students enrolled in your school.

Grade
kindergarten
first graﬁe
second grade
third grade
fourth grade
fifth grade

sixth grade

Sex of Students

_ (1)voys
__(3)boys
__ (5)voys
_ (T)voys
___(9)voys
_____(11)voys
__ (13)voys

___ (2)girls
___(4)girls
_ (6)girls
____ (8)girls
_____(10)gir1s
__ (12)girls
___ (14)girls

10. How many of the minority students listed above have been retained

in a grade prior to the current school year?

Grade
kindergarten
first grade
second grade'
third grade
fourth grade
fifth grade
sixth grade

11. Based on your experiences,
retention?

_(1)immaturity
—__(2)1low achievement
(3)retardation
—_(4)poor attitude
—_{(5)health preblems
—__(6)poor peer relations

Sex of Students

___(1)voys
__ (3)voys
__(5)boys
____(Tvoys
_(9)voys -
____(11)boys
___(13)boys

check the three most common causes of

_____(2)girls
__ (4)girls
_____(6)girls
____ (8)girls
_ (10)eirls
__(12)gir1s
___ (14)girls

___(T)emotional problems
(8)1low ability level

—_(9)

or school attendance

—__(10)delinguency
—__(11)student laziness
—(12)other (please specify)
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In your opinion, does the retained student normally achieve
academic success and "catch up" with his peer group?

(1)Always (2)Usually (3)Sometimes

(4)Very Seldom (5) Never

In your opinion, is retention of a student usually beneficial to
the student and worth the work and effort of the retention?

(1)Yes _____(2)vo

What is +the one most common parental perception and attitude
toward retention of their child?

(1 )generally agree - (3)don't really care

(2)diéagree ‘ (4)absolutely refuse

Does your school or school district have a promotion/retention
policy statement? If possible, please enclose an available copy.

(1)Yes (2)No
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APPENDIX C

COVER LETTER TO SUPERINTENDENTS OF SELECTED DISTRICTS
DATE
Name of Superintendent
School District ‘
City, Montana 59

Dear

I am an elementary principal in the Glasgow School system and I am
presently attempting to complete a doctoral program at Montana State
University in Bozeman, Montana. As you know, one of the many concerns
and problems for an elementary principal is the annual decision . to
retain or promote certain students enrolled in their schools. As a
part of my program at Montana State University, I am currently
attempting to determine the principal, teacher, and parent perceptions
of student retention and the student characteristics that may lead to
student retention. This study has received consent from the Montana
State University Department of Elementary Education and Dr. Gerald
Sullivan, Professor of Education, is supervising the project.

In order for this study to become a reality, I need your support and
the participation of the elementary principals and selected teachers in
your school system. My study on this matter involves several different
procedures. My first procedure is to conduct a statewide survey of all
Class I elementary schools in Montana to determine trends and practices
of individual schools and school systems regarding nonpromotion of
students. My second procedure involves the selection of three Class I
elementary school districts for a more in-depth study of teacher and
parental perceptions of retention. More specifically, teachers and
parents 1in the three selected districts will be involved in completing
Case Study Forms and a check scale for each student who has been
retained and is currently enrolled in kindergarten, first grade, or
second grade. Certain students in these grades who have been regularly
promoted will also be selected and teachers will also complete Case
Study Forms and check scales for them so that comparisons can be made as
to any differences that exist between retained and promoted students.
Parental check lists will be completed by parents of retained students
and will be matched and compared with the Case Study Forms that have
been completed by the teachers to determine if any differences exist in
their perceptions of the causes and value of retention. '

Naturally, one administrative concern would be the amount of work
required of the classroom teacher and building principals. This study
will only include kindergarten, first and second grade teachers. The
classroom teacher would be asked to complete a Case Study Form and
check scale for each retained student in the class. The teacher would
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also be asked to complete forms for an equal number of regularly
- promoted students so +that comparisons can be made of student
characteristics and attitudes. These forms are filled out by wusing
check marks and do not- involve any lengthy written statements.

I would need the assistance of the building principal for +the 1last °
portion of my study. Because of confidentiality, I would not initially
have access to the names of the retained students and their parents.
It would be necessary for the principal or the school secretary to
contact the parents of these students to request their cooperation.
They would be assured of confidentiality and that no names would be
used in the study. I am planning to contact the cooperating parents by
telephone or personal visitation at a time and place of their choosing.
Prior to the visit or call, a copy of the Parent Check List would be
mailed to their home address so they would have the opportunity to
consider the questions on the form. This Parent Check List is similar
to the Case Study Porms that are to be completed by the teachers and
will allow me +to make comparisons between teacher and parental
perceptions on student retention.

Let me assure you that no schools, teachers, principals, parents, or
students will %be identified and all data will be used only in group
statistics. I feel that a study of this type will add to the
contemporary knowledge of retention and its effect on students. It
will also provide information on promotion policies and practices being
used in Montana. As an ultimate objective, this study will provide
data so that.comprehensive guidelines can be developed and utilized in
the decision making process of retention or promotion of elementary
students.

I sincerely hope that you will see the merit of this study and that
you will allow your schools to participate. I will be happy to send
you a copy of my findings as well as the retention guidelines that were
developed upon completion of my study. I am enclosing a response
checklist and a stamped, self-addressed envelope for your response.

Sincerely,
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APPENDIX D

COVER LETTER TO PRINCIPALS OF SELECTED DISTRICTS

DATE

Name of Principal
School

City, Montana 59

Dear

I have recently been in contact with (Neme, Superintendent of (Name)
Public Schools regardi the conducting of field research in your
school district. (Name) has consented to the research and I am
notifying you that I will be contacting you in the near future to give
you specific details as to procedures to be followed.

The area of research concerns the retention of students in the same
grade for another year, student characteristics that may lead to
retention, and the administration, teachers', and parental perceptions
of student retention. _

In order for this study to become a reality, I need you support and the
participation of +the elementary principals and selected teachers in
your school system. My study on this matter involves several different
procedures. My first procedure is to conduct a statewide survey of all
Class I elementary schools in Montana to determine trends and practices
of individual schools and school systems regarding nonpromotion of
students. My second procedure involves the selection of three Class I
elementary school districts for a more in-depth study of teacher and
parental perceptions of retention. More specifically, teachers and
parents in the three selected districts will be involved in completing
case study forms and retention scales for each student who has been
retained and is currently enrolled in kindergarten, first grade, or
. second: grade. Certain students in these grades who have been regularly
promoted will also be selected and teachers will complete case study
forms for them also so that comparisons can be made as to any
differences that exist between retained and promoted students.
Parental check lists for their retained children will be matched with
the case study forms completed by the teacher to determine if any
differences exist in their perceptions of the value of retention.

Naturally, one administrative concern would be the amount of work
required of the classroom teacher and building principals. This study
will only include kindergarten, first, and second grade teachers. The
classroom teacher would be asked to complete a case study form and a
retention scale for each retained student in her class. She would also
be asked to complete forms for an equal number of regularly promoted
students so the comparisons can be made of student characteristics and

S J
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attitudes. These forms are filled out by using check marks and do not
involve any lengthy written statements.

I would need the assistance of the building principal for +the last
portion of my study. Because I would not initially have access to the
names of the. retained students and their parents, it would be necessary
for the principal or his secretary to contact-the parents of these
students to request their cooperation. They would be assured of
confidentiality and that no names would be used in the study. I am
planning to contact the cooperating parents by telephone or personal
visitation at a time and place of their choosing. Prior to the visit
or call, a copy of the parent check list would be mailed to their home
address so they would have an opportunity to consider the questions on
the form. This parental check list is similar to the case study forms
that are to be completed by the teacher and will allow me <+to make
comparisons between teacher and parental perceptions on retention.

I feel a study of this type will add to the contemporary knowledge of
retention and its effects on students. It will also provide
information on promotion practices and policies being used in Montana.
As an ultimate objective, this study will provide comprehensive
guidelines which can be utilized in the decision making process of
retention or promotion of elementary students. .

I will be happy to send you a copy of my findings upon completion of
the study. ,

Sincerely,
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APPENDIX E

COVER LETTER TO TEACHERS

Dear Teacher:

I am an elementary teacher in the Glasgow schools and I am currently
attempting to complete a doctoral study at Montana State University at
Bozeman, Montana. My study deals with principal, teacher, and parental
perceptions .of student retention, The values or detriments of
retention, and with student characteristics that may lead to retention.
This study has received consent from the Montana State University
Department of Elementary Education and Dr. Gerald Sullivan, Professor
of Education, is supervising the project.

In order to complete this study, I need your cooperaiion_ and
participation. Specifically, I need you to complete the following:

1. PFill out a Case Study Form and the accompanying retention
check scale for any students enrolled in your classroom
who have been retained at some point in their school
career. : ‘

2. Fill out a Case Study Form and a check scale for an equal
number of regularly promoted students of the same sex as
the retained students. Sélect these regularly promoted
students randomly. This data will be used to make
comparisons between retained students and regularly
promoted students.

3. Return the completed forms to your principal.

Thank you for your cooperation in this study. I appreciate your -

willingness to spend the time necessary to complete the forms.

Sincerely,

Don Rath .
Glasgow, Montana
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APPENDIX F

CASE STUDY FORM

Please answer the following questions in the spaces provided.“'

1.

3.

What is the child's present grade placement?

——(1 )kindergarten ___ (2)first _____(3)second
In which grade was the child retained?

————(1 )kindergarten _____(2)first _____(3)second
What is the child's sex?

. (Nmale _ (2)female

Is the child a minority student (Indian, Oriental, etc)?
_(t)yes  _ (2)no |

What was the one major reason for the child's retention?

__(1)immaturity - ______(6)emoti6nal problems
___(2)1ow class achievement __(7)low abilify level
_____(3)poor attitude _____(8)poor school attendance
_____ (4)nealth problems __(9)not working to ability
____{(5)poor peer relations . _____(10)other (please specify)

What is the child's present general health condition?

(1)above average (2)average ' (3)below avérage




163

Please check the appropriate category for each question below

1.

8.

10.

1.

To what degree does the child feel happy about going to school this
year? .

___slmost never __ seldom __ sometimes __ often  almost always
Does the child contribute to the group in a positive manner?
___never ___seidom ;__sometimes _;___often __very often

Is the child enthusiastic about what he is learning?

___never _ seldom _éometimeé __often ___very often

To what degree did the child make a good emotional adjustment to
repeating the grade?

___very poor ___poor _ average __ good ___ very good'.
Is there an absence of stress in his classroom responses?
__never _ sgeldom ___ often __ very oft'en ;_always
How have other children reacted to the child repeé.ting the grade?
___very poor __ﬁoor ___&ood ____veriy good __;excellent
How does the child get along with other children?
___very poor __ _poor _ good __ very good __ excellent
Does the éhild complete hié school work on time? -
___never _ seldom _ sometimes _ usually __always.
To what degree is the child working up to his_ ability?
___very poor ___ poor _ average __ good __ excellent
Has fepeating the grade been helpful to the child? ‘
___not beneficial ___of little benefit ___some benefit
___very beneficial ___extremely beneficial

In your opinion, is retention of students usually beneficial?

yes no
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APPENDIX G

RETENTION SCALE

Name of Student

Date of Birth Present Grade
School Teacher
Date

DIRECTIONS: Read each item and circle the number following that item .

which best describes the student's situation.

1.

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE .
!Student misses more than 25 days of school in nine monthS.eceese..0

;' Student misses 11 to 25 days of SChOOleceecesacansanns cecssscstoeal

S.tudent misses 3.to 1.0 day-s Of Schoolﬂ.IO.IO.D000.\...6'....‘!.0..0.4
Student misses 3 days of SChOOL Or 1€SSccsceecsscscccctescscscseeed”

INTELLIGENCE _ :

Student's intelligence is within normal range..cevececccceccsscsessO
Student's intelligence is in the lower 10 percent.cececcescecccae ool
Student's intelligence is in the upper 10 percent.ccececcecccsecesd
Student's intelligence is in the lower 2 percent.ececeseccceccecs _—
Student's intelligence is in the upper 2 percent.cccecccosseoeseoed

PRESENT LEVEL OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT ‘

Student is one year behind grade level in all areaS.cescescecscsss0
Student is more than one year behind in all areas.ceceecesescsssecer
Student is at grade expectancy only in reading but one year behind
in OLNETr OrC8Seeccessoscoeccccsscsssessescossosssnasscecasoecsssassslt
Student is at or above grade level in reading and spelling.cses...4
Student is at or above grade level in all areaS.cesecescecssscansed

PHYSICAL SIZE A
Student is much smaller than others the same ageecccecccececeeesssO

- Student is only slightly smaller than most others the same age....2

Student is the same physical size as otherS..ceeececeesccccsosaaedd
Student is larger than others the same age.cevecescrorctccsvsrscscd

STUDENT 'S AGE ‘

Student's birthday falls in the last half of the calendar year
(July 1st through December 1st and is in the younger half of his
pregent ClasSSescececssossoosccescscsscssscsssaesocsssoecsascscssseol
Student's birthday falls in the first half of the calendar year

and is in the older half of his present clasSccecessccccsoscescaee?
Student is one year older that the students in his present class..4
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Student is more than one year older than the students in his
Present classll..oﬂ.'000.Q..QH.O....0Ol..o.n..ﬁ.0..00.00-0........’5

SEX OF STUDENT

Student is a boy in klndergarten through third grade.cceesscscesss0
Student is a girl in kindergarten through third grade..csscesececsd?
Student is a boy in fourth through twelfth grade..c.eceececrecensddd

Student is a girl in fourth through twelfth grade.ccesscscessscessdd

SIBLINGS
Student has no brothers or sisters 11v1ng in the same household...O
Student has a brother or sister more than three grade levels above

or belOW Student's pI‘esen't grade levelno-o-.o cccccc cn..o.oooootuoz g
Student has a brother or sister two grade levels above or below
Presen-t g‘ade 1evel L4 ©® 80009 000G ® OO0 OO 60080008 DSOS OES S OGESDON. ..3

Student has a brother or 81ster one grade level above student's
present gradeccecececceccsccesscaccsscsssassosscecsscrssassnancneecd
Student has a brother or sister at same grade level or one grade
level below student's present grade levVeliceeeescscosssscvecssssesd

PREVIOUS RETENTION '

Student has never been retained and started school at the expected
e...Q......0...00...0..0... ..... .o.b...I..'i.‘.ll...v’...l.l.bto

Student has been held out of kindergarten and started school one

year later than other children his ageeccecscecctcrcacassscansasesd

Student has had one or more grade retentlons cessecesessssecesesesh

HISTORY OF LEARNING DISABILITIES

Student has bheen evaluabed by a psychologist or other professional
and it is clear that they are no learning disabilitieseeeeseecccs.0
The teacher feels there is no evidence of a learning disability...2
The teacher feels that the child has a mild learning disability...4
Student has been evaluated by an educational psychologist and
found to have a learning disabilityeecececscss eevccccsescsesacnessh

STUDENT 'S ATTITUDE ABOUT POSSIBLE RETENTION
Student requests retention to "learn what as missed"..veeeenene 00
Student seems disinterested in whether he should be retained

OF NObecssoesasascccscne T PP ceeeed
Student requests retention but insists that he get the same
teacher next year.eceeeceecees ceresees seessorsssse cersnsenene vesces
Student agrees to retention only after parent persuasion...c..c...
Student does not want retention but agrees-that he is behind in
his sChoOl WOrKeesocoosoosoossescs cecescense cescescse cosesae vesens
Student gets upset if the subaect of retentlon is approached.....

PARENT 'S SCHOOL PARTICIPATION
Parents always attend school conferences and are actlvely involved

in their child's education.cccecccoss ceesserssressenssoae O ¢
Parents usually attend teacher conferences but rarely are involved
in other school activities..... sosescesse ereecccce dececscssnnscoseld

Parents attend very few teacher conferenceS.eccecececcescocesccsesees
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Parents never attend teacher conferences and are hostile to the
overall school programe..seecese cooseenss voeecene sesceans esescsasaesh

" MOTIVATION TO COMPLETE SCHOOL TASKS

Student spends at least 80 percent of class time working on

" school assignments, even though some may be too difficult.... PRI

Student works on those tasks that interest hiMeceeeeeessecessesesad
Student is disinterested in school but will work if encouraged....3
Student is disinterested in school and needs one—to—one help

t6 complete assigmments.cesecseecriecesnsanaes cececssessasesne eood
Student will avoid school related tasks even if offered

individual helpeceesseccsscccccss ceesee ceveenane sesescse sececessess 5
HISTORY OF DELINQUENCY :

.Student has no history of antisocial behavior....... coessensens eeeQ
Student occasionally has difficulty following school rules cevsses 2
Student often has problems on the playground and in the
ClaSSTOOMeesceesscnossncsssacss ccescoscesessoacsssnscossessacsncas ]

Student has a hlstory of discipline problems in the classroom,
playground, and community, but has not had contact with law
enforCcemeNteseeescescescascssesscccsssscsssscossssssassssscscscessd
Student has a history of discipline problems in the classroom,
playground, and community, and has had contact with law
enforcementeescsscocesssassssescoacocrsescsscasscoscessasssssasnnsed

KNOWLEDGE OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE

Student has good communication skills using Inglish languaggees...0
Student has very limited use of the English language but is
acquiring new skills quicklyeeeceococscsceccescas A 24
Student is not bilingual and had poor Engllsh language skills.....3
Student has little or no knowledge of the English language ~

and is not acquiring new SKillS..scececcoseascrscssrscccsssesscsssd

PRESENT GRADE PLACEMENT

Student is in kindergarten..cececcccecceoccsccosne sesessesscsssse .0
Student is in first grade.cccececcecccs PP |
Student is in second or third grad€.cececceccceccscese cesvonseens .2
Student is in fourth to sixth grade.ccceeoceces eessoossesssasesss 4
Student is in seventh to twelfth grade..c.ce.... cecscssessesssscecsD
' TRANSTENCY

Student ‘has attended one school since kindergartene.eeeecscecceseeasO

Student has attended two or three schools in the past three years.?
Student has attended four to six schools in the past six years....4
Student has attended seven or more schools in the past three

yeal‘s...'.oo-oaon'.so..oo.-o-.noooooooao.loo oooooo 0000;0000‘00000.005

EMOTIONAL PROBLEMS '

Student does not exhibit behavior sometimes seen in emotionally
disturbed children (i.e. distractible, overactive, nervous,

cries often, etCe)eeccsscccscsoscccss ceseccsoecs R ¢
Student exhibits behavior sometimes seen in emotlonally
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disturbed children (i.e., distractibie,.overactive, nervous,
cries Of.ten’ etc.)‘l'.00...l...OOO.B.I0.'0000...BODOODODGOOA‘.......4

EXPERIMENTAT, BACKGROUND

Student comes from a background that offers -almost no opportunity
for social or cultural stimulation..ceeeecocesss B o
Student has minimal experience with the community and gets little
experience in non-school related activitieS.eeececssccscsseccnesee’

~ Student has had many stimulation experiences (i.e., foreign

travel, summer camp, church groups, scout, €tC.)sceeevecerceccsesed

IMMATURE BEHAVIOR

Student associates with children two years or more younger than
his actual 886 ccesrascssescascscsssssssssssrcacsccscssscensssecsssl
Student associates with children one year younger than his

actual ageeccccocesescccccscss Geccccecessesscoessscssacsscsesonses]
Student associates with children his ageecceseesccccscescessscsees’
Student associates with students older than his ageececserecscesesd

TOTAL
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APPENDIX H

COVER LETTER TO PARENTS

DATE
Dear Iarent:

I am an elementary teacher in the Glasgow school system and I am
attempting to complete a doctoral program at Montana State University
in Bozeman, Montana. This study has received consent from the Montana
State University Department of Elementary Education, and Dr. Gerald
Sullivan, Professor of Education, is supervising the project. As a
part of my research study, I am trying to determine principal, teacher,
and parent perceptions of student retention and I am hoping to identify
some student characteristics which may lead to retention.

In order to complete this study, I need your cooperation and
participation. ILet me assure you that your responses will be kept
confidential. No names will be used and it is not my intent to find
fault with any parents or teachers or schools. I am only trying to
determine how parents feel about retention and how it has. helped or
hindered their child. - '

I an enclosing a copy of the Parent's Check List. Please complete the
questions in your spare time and return and Check List in the enclosed
envelope.

Sincerely,

Don Rath
%36 Robertson Court
Glasgow, Montana 59230
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APPENDTIX I

PARENT'S CHECK LIST

Please answer the following questions in the “spéces provided.
1. What is your child's present grade placement?

———(1 )kindergarten _ (2)first - (3)second
2. In which grade was your child retained?

———(1)kindergarten __ (2)first ___(3)second
%. What is your child's sex? ‘

__ (M)mare ___ (2)female
4. Is your child a minority student (Indian, Oriental, etc)?

__(N)yes (2)no A

——

5. Vhat was the one major reason for your child's retention?

_(1)immaturity , _____ (6)emotional problems
____(2)1low class achievement _____(7)1ow ability level
_____(3)poor attitude _____(8)poor scﬁool attendance’
____(4)health problems : _____ (9)not working to ability
_____(5)poor peer relétions - _____(10)other (please specify)

6. What is your child's present general health condition?

" (1)above average (2)average (3)be_10w average
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Please check the appropriate category for each question

1.

Does your child feel happy about going to school?

___(1)never ___(2)seldom ___ (3)sometimes __ (4)often __ (5)always

2.

Does your child make positive contributions to the class?

___(1)never ___ (2)seldom ___(3)sometimes __ (4)often __ (5)always

3.

Is your child enthusiastic about what he is learning?

_( Jnever __(2)seldom __ (3)sometimes ___ (4)often __ (5)always

4.

To what degree did your child mske a good emotional adjustment
to repeating the grade? ' .

__(1)very poor ___(2)poor __ (3)average __ (4)good ___ (5)very good

5."

Is there any stress in your child's classroom responses?

___(t)never __ (2)seldom __ (3)sometimes __(4)often __ (5)always

6.

How have classmates reacted to your child being retained?

___(1)very poor ___(2)poor __ (3)average __ (4)good _ (5)excellent

7.

- 8.

9.

10.

1.

How does your child get along with other children?

(1)very poor - (2)poor __ (3)average __ (4)good ___ (5)excellent

Does your child complete his school work on time?

(1)never _ (2)seldom . (3)sometimes __ (4)often __ (5)always

To what degree is your child working up to his ability?

(1 Jvery poor __ (2)poor _ (3)average _ (4)good _ (5)excellent

Has repeating the grade been helpful to your child?

(1)not beneficial __ (2)of little benefit _ (3)some benefit
___(4)very beneficial _ (5)extremely beneficial

In your opinion, is retention of students usually beneficial?

,__(1 Jyes . (2)no

<‘iJ

i,
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