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inhibited their performance. Responses of teachers seemed 
to be that providing the students with an extra year in the 
same grade would be beneficial for the students in terms of 
academic performance and self-esteem.

In summary/ findings of research question six suggested 
if students were perceived as being immature/ not working up 
to their potential in classroom activities/ exhibited 
academic deficits/ especially in the area of reading, and 
had a homelife that was crisis oriented, their chances of 
being retained were great. It was also found that teachers 
did not make the retention decision lightly, and truly 
thought they were doing what was best for the children in 
terms of enhancing maturity, building self-esteem, and 
increasing academic performance.

Research Question 7. Do programmatic or instructional 
techniques change when a child is placed in the same grade 
for the second year?

Because Tennessee has a mandated state curriculum 
framework for each subject taught in grades kindergarten 
through eight and core high school subjects, the curriculum 
for students who were retained was the same both years the 
students were in the same grade. The same textbooks were 
used by the retaining teachers and the teachers who had the 
students the second year in the same grade. Each system 
used different publishers for reading and math. However,
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since the students studied remained In the same school 
system the second year In the same grade, the same texts 
were used.

It was found that seven of the eight teachers who had 
students the second time In the same grade used the same 
type of Instruction as the teacher the previous year. The 
only exception was the utilization of a "theme" approach by 
Mrs. Buck and her fellow teachers.

It was also found that teachers In one school system 
used cooperative learning to a greater extent the second 
year students were In the same grade than the first.
However, since this held true for the two students followed 
In that system, since both students were at different 
elementary schools, and because the method was extensively 
used with all students In the classes. It was determined the 
use of this technique stemmed from an administrative 
decision to enhance Instruction and encourage team working 
skills.

All teachers Interviewed provided alternative materials 
and reteachlng techniques for the students In their classes. 
These techniques seemed to be used more often for those who 
had been retained, than others in the classes.

Of the eight teachers who taught students the second 
year in the same grade, four emphasized providing ways for 
the students who were retained to be leaders in the class as 
being important. These teachers used the way they teamed
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students In cooperative learning situations, mentoring to 
first year students, and class helper activities to help the 
students develop leadership skills.

Conclusions
The following conclusions were drawn based on this 

study.
1. Students who are retained have an increase in their 

achievement scores the second year they are in the same 
grade, however it diminishes the next year, and by the third 
year after the retention decision, there is virtually no 
difference in scores of students who were retained and those 
who were promoted.

2. The effects of retention appears to be similar in 
rural and city school systems.

3. Retention helps increase scores of students during 
one academic year, the second year in the same grade. This 
held true when scores of retained students were compared the 
year of retention and subsequent years. It also was true 
when same-grade and same-age comparisons were made. The 
results were consistent for rural and city students. In the 
long run, the increase of scores for one school year was not 
considered to be worth a year of a student's life when the 
positive effects did provide lasting benefits.

4. Academic achievement on standardized tests is not a 
major factor in a teacher's decision to retain a student.
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5. Teachers in different schools had different 

approaches, but teachers in the same school used the same 
approaches to learning. Instructional techniques seemed to 
be a product of all the teachers in the school rather than 
the individual classroom teacher. This denotes either peer 
pressure at the teacher level for all to conform to the same 
teaching strategies, or administrative encouragement of 
particular strategies.

6. Students who were retained tend to be financially 
indigent, had challenging home lives, and had greater life 
worries than school performance. Teachers need to make a 
conscious effort to understand the circumstances of their 
students, to look at them as whole persons, and not to only 
evaluate their performance based on the product returned to 
the teacher to be graded.

7. While teachers are genuinely concerned about 
students, their primary focus is on how students are 
performing in their respective classes. How students would 
perform in classes the next year, and how they would perform 
on achievement test scores were also a consideration for 
retention. It seemed to be a great concern of teachers what 
the next grade teacher would think of them if a child with 
poor grades were promoted, rather than retained. The peer 
pressure of teachers seemed to emerge again. How students 
performed on state mandated achievement tests was the least 
of the three concerns. Many times the teachers did not
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receive the results prior to the end of the school year and 
did not know how the students performed. With the new 
accountability standards for Tennessee schools, it is 
predicted that achievement test performance will become a 
significant factor encouraging retention, if not the year of 
poor performance, then at the next grade level.

8. Most teachers do not look at retention as failure, 
but as an opportunity for extra time for the students to 
catch up to their peer group. The teachers interviewed, in 
most situations, thought they were doing the children a 
favor by having them spend another year in the same grade.
As teachers become more aware of statistical data concerning 
student achievement relative to retention, it is hoped that 
they can better evaluate the effects retention might have on 
their individual students.

9. A second year in the same grade is looked on by 
teachers as a one year reprieve from struggling to 
understand information and produce answers during homework 
sessions for the family and during school time for the 
student. To provide a one year reprieve and extend 13 years 
of formal education to 14 years does not seem appropriate in 
the overall scheme of education.

10. Teachers are so involved in the demands of the 
curriculum for which they are responsible, they are truly 
unaware of how their expectations mesh with the expectations
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of all grade levels within the kindergarten through 12th 
grade system.

Recommendations
Based on the findings of this study, the following 

recommendations are suggested.
1. Based on the parameters of this study, it is 

recommended that retention of students in the same grade do 
not occur at the third grade level or higher.

2. Teachers need to be provided with a means for 
follow-up of students who have been retained and those who 
were considered for retention, yet were promoted. It is 
recommended that schools establish a management system for 
tracking the performance of students who have been retained 
and those at riBk for retention.

3. It is recommended that an investigation into the 
retention practices of school systems be begun. Policies 
regarding retention decisions and management systems of 
student cumulative grade level information should be 
compiled. Implemented efforts by systems to help 
underachievers perform better in school should also be 
documented and disseminated.

4. Administrators, from the superintendent level 
down, need to provide teachers with staff development and 
necessary materials and supplies to implement instructional 
strategies to meet the needs of individual students and 
classes as a whole. School leaders should encourage
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teachers to try different methods to meet the needs of 
students.

5. Education of teachers concerning the total 
curriculum needs to be provided. Everyone has a job to do 
and each job is important, yet it needs to be understood 
that the total curriculum provides for review of skills 
introduced the previous year, for reteaching to occur, for 
new skills to be introduced, and for expansion and 
acceleration to take place in each grade level. This is 
true for each subject area. With a better understanding of 
the total curriculum and how each grade level fits with 
another, teachers may not feel so overwhelmed by the demands 
of their particular areas.

6. It is recommended that teachers provide students 
with cooperative learning activities, since many of the 
students who were retained exhibited poor social skills, 
ways to help them improve in this area include practice in 
working with other children.

7. It is recommended that teachers re-evaluate their 
definition of immature to reflect actual behavioral or 
developmental characteristics of students. Rather than 
providing retention as a means for helping a child to 
mature, the provisions of direct instruction to teach a 
skill, instructional strategies aimed at the appropriate 
developmental level, and behavioral management techniques 
should be devised.
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8. It is recommended that teachers incorporate multi

level groupings of students within a first grade through 
third grade educational environment, thereby providing 
students with developmentally appropriate instruction 
without the use of same-grade retention.

9. It is recommended that teachers use as many 
concrete, hands-on experiences to teach a new skill. This 
is especially imperative for students who are at risk for 
retention.

10. It is recommended that a retrospective study of 
retained and randomly selected promoted students be 
conducted using Tennessee comprehensive Assessment Program 
(TCAP) scores as a basis for comparing the achievement 
levels of students. A comparison of test results of 
retained and randomly selected students is necessary to find 
how retained students achieve relative to a sample of the 
total population.

11. It is recommended that an ethnographic study be 
conducted by observing a selected number of classes for two 
consecutive years to determine if instructional approaches 
for retained students actually occur.
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Appendix A

Reading Comprehension Scaled Scores, NCE Scores# and Gender 
of Third Grade Students Who Were Retained and Promoted, By 
School System
System________ Sex Retained NCE Promoted NCE_____
Johnson City male 554 29.9 548 28.2
Johnson Clt male 531 21.8 535 23.0
Johnson city female 612 53.2 612 53.2
Johnson City female 548 28.2 545 27.2
Johnson City male 620 56.4 612 53.2
Johnson City male 567 35.1 567 35.1
Unicoi Co. female 598 47.4 598 47.4
Unicoi Co. female 548 28.2 554 29.9
Unicoi Co. male 598 47.4 598 47.4
Unicoi Co. male 570 36.5 570 36.5
Unicoi Co. male 551 29.1 548 28.2
Unicoi Co. male 564 33.7 557 31.5
Unicoi Co. male 592 44.7 589 43.6
Carter Co. male 582 40.7 585 41.9
Carter Co. male 531 21.8 535 23.0
Carter Co. male 538 24.2 535 23.0
Carter Co. male 551 29.1 551 29.1
Carter Co. male 579 39.6 582 40.7
Carter Co. female 598 47.4 595 45.8
Carter Co. male 535 23.0 535 23.0
Carter Co. female 554 29.9 554 29.9
Carter Co. male 564 33.7 561 33.0
Carter Co. male 567 35.1 564 33.7
Carter Co. male 619 54.8 620 56.4
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Appendix B

Spelling Scaled Scores, NCE Scores, and Gender of Third 
Grade Students Who Were Retained and Promoted in 1986, By
School
System

System
Sex Retained NCE Promoted NCE

Johnson City male 601 48.4 606 50.5
Johnson City male 541 24.2 547 27.2
Johnson City female 596 46.8 596 46.8
Johnson City female 557 30.7 557 30.7
Johnson City male 586 42.5 591 44.7
Johnson City male 571 36.5 576 38.3
Unicoi County female 586 42.5 586 42.5
Unicoi County female 591 44.7 586 42.5
Unicoi County male 576 38.3 571 36.5
Unicoi County male 591 44.7 586 42.5
Unicoi County male 541 24.2 547 27.2
Unicoi County male 530 18.9 N/A N/A
Unicoi County male 541 24.2 547 27.2
Carter County male 541 24.2 547 27.2
Carter County male 541 24.2 541 24.2
Carter County male 536 21.8 536 21.8
Carter County male 541 24.2 547 27.2
Carter County male 571 36.5 566 35.1
Carter County female 552 29.1 547 27.2
Carter County male 530 18.9 524 15.4
Carter County female 530 18.9 524 15.4
Carter County male 612 53.2 612 53.2
Carter County male 524 15.4 N/A N/A
Carter County male 624 57.5 630 59.9
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Total Math Scaled Scores, NCE Scores, and Gender of Third
School
System

System
Sex Retained NCE Promoted NCE

Johnson City male 553 32.3 559 34.4
Johnson City male 556 33.0 562 36.5
Johnson City female 550 29.9 552 31.5
Johnson City female 543 26.3 549 28.2
Johnson City male 612 61.7 608 59.9
Johnson City male 555 32.3 550 29.9
Unicoi County female 547 28.2 552 47.4
Unicoi County female 583 47.4 586 48.9
Unicoi County male 576 43.6 579 45.8
Unicoi County male 531 18.9 535 21.8
Unicoi County male 561 35.8 556 33.0
Unicoi County male 574 42.5 568 39.0
Unicoi County male 573 41.9 573 41.9
Carter County male 544 26.3 544 26.3
Carter County male 593 52.6 599 55.3
Carter County male 571 40.7 567 39.0
Carter County male 586 48.9 586 48.9
Carter County male 601 56.4 606 57.5
Carter County female 555 32.3 558 33.7
Carter County male 540 24.2 540 24.2
Carter County female 583 47.4 589 50.5
Carter County male 585 48.4 582 46.8
Carter County male 549 29.1 555 32.3
Carter County male 566 48.9 589 50.5
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Appendix D

of Fifth Graders Who Were Retained and Promoted Durinq The
1985-1986 School 
System

Year
Sex Retained NCE Promoted NCE

Bristol female 620 41.3 623 42.5
Bristol male 626 44.1 632 46.3
Bristol male 617 40.1 623 42.5
Bristol female 593 28.2 N/A N/A
Johnson City male 623 42.5 629 45.2
Johnson City male 590 26.3 590 26.3
Johnson City male 614 38.3 620 26.3
Johnson City male 648 53.2 650 54.2
Johnson City male 614 38.3 615 39.0
Johnson City male 593 28.2 590 26.3
Johnson City male 641 50.5 644 50.5
Unicoi Co. male 600 32.3 597 30.7
Unicoi Co. female 675 63.5 679 65.6
Unicoi Co. male 647 52.6 641 50.5
Unicoi Co. female 600 32.3 600 32.3
Carter Co. female 638 48.9 641 50.5
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Spellinq Scaled Scores, NCE Scores, and Gender of Fifth
Graders Who Were Retained Durinq 1986, ;By System

NCESystem Sex Retained NCE Promoted
Bristol female 657 52.1 657 52.1
Bristol male 644 46.8 641 45.8
Bristol male 594 25.3 590 24.2
Bristol female 621 37.7 618 36.5
Johnson City male 618 36.5 618 36.5
Johnson City male 679 59.9 682 61.0
Johnson City male 590 24.2 596 26.3
Johnson City male 620 37.7 615 35.1
Johnson City male 586 21.8 584 20.4
Johnson City male 650 49.5 654 51.1
Johnson City male 629 38.3 634 43.0
Unicoi Co. male 608 32.3 611 33.7
Unicoi Co. female 621 37.7 621 37.7
Unicoi Co. male 601 29.1 601 29.1
Unicoi Co. female 594 25.3 590 24.2
Carter Co. female 577 17.3 N/A N/A
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Total Math Scaled Scores, NCE Scores, and Gander of Fifth 
Graders Who Were Retained and Promoted During the 1985- 
1986 School Year, By System
System Sex Retained NCE Promoted NCE
Bristol female 614 37.1 615 37.7
Bristol male 638 50.0 642 52.1
Bristol male 653 57.5 651 56.4
Bristol female 587 23.0 590 24.2
Johnson City male 622 41.3 618 39.6
Johnson City male 604 32.3 606 33.0
Johnson City male 600 29.9 605 32.3
Johnson City male 585 21.8 590 24.2
Johnson City male 651 56.4 653 57.5
Johnson City male 599 27.2 592 25.3
Johnson City male 600 29.1 597 28.2
Unicoi Co. male 617 39.0 620 40.7
Unicoi Co. female 653 57.5 650 55.9
Unicoi Co. male 657 59.3 662 62.3
Unicoi Co. female 617 39.0 621 41.3
Carter Co. female 662 62.3 665 63.5
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Appendix G 
INTERVIEW GUIDE 

FOR TEACHERS WHO RETAINED STUDENTS DURING 1990-91

What grade level did you teach during the 1990-91 
school year?
How many students in your class were retained during 
the 1990-91 school year?
What were the factors that encouraged retention of 
the student?
Physical
Social
Academic
Behavior/Discipline
Emotional
School History (Attendance, Previous Retentions, etc.) 
Was the student experiencing traumatic life 
experiences during the course of the year? Examples 
include divorce, death of a significant other, etc.
Did the student have a certified disability which made 
him eligible for special education services?
If so, what type of intervention did he or she receive? 
How did he or she respond to this?
Did the student qualify for chapter services?
If so, in what area(s) did he or she receive 
intervention? How did he or she respond to this?



Was the decision to retain based on a team decision?
If so, who was involved in the process?
Looking back, do you feel the retention was beneficial 
for the student?



INTERVIEW GUIDE 
RECEIVING TEACHERS OF RETAINED STUDENTS 

1991-92

What grade level did you teach during the 1991-92 
school year?
How many students In your classroom were repeating 
that grade?
Did they receive Intervention from special 
education or chapter programs?
How did they respond to this?
How was their classroom performance during the 
second year in the same grade?
Did the students seem to be on the same maturity level 
as others in their grade level?
How was their behavior during the year?
Was discipline a problem?
Were there any traumatic life experiences during the 
year that could have impacted their school experience? 
Describe the curriculum, instructional techniques, 
etc. that were used with the retained students.
How did they respond?
Do you feel an extra year in the same grade was 
beneficial?
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Appendix H

Rt. 2 Box 824 
Unicoi, Tennessee 37692 
October 29, 1991

Dr. R. Mike Simmons 
Johnson city School System 
P.O. Box 1517
Johnson City, Tennessee 37605 
Dear Dr. Simmons:

Please allow me to introduce myself. My name is Janie 
Snyder. I am Supervisor of Special Education for the Unicoi 
County School System, a position I have held for 14 years.
As part of my professional growth and development I am 
perusing an Executive Doctorate in the area of 
administration at East Tennessee State University in the 
department of Educational Leadership and Policy Analysis.

My culminating project will be the production of a 
dissertation. I have chosen to study the effects of 
retention on the academic success of students. I would like 
to match second grade students who were retained with those 
who were not retained and follow their SAT scores throughout 
their school experience. To do this I will be looking at 
students who were in second grade in 1981. To study the 
effects on intermediate grade pupils, I will also be 
matching fifth grade students that same school year. The 
results of two years of TCAP data on first grade retentions 
will also be investigated. In order to provide significant 
conclusions I am proposing to study data from two rural and 
two city systems. I am asking your permission to use 
information from Johnson City in my study. Other systems in 
Northeast Tennessee from which data collection will be 
sought are Bristol City, Carter County and Unicoi County.
The time frame for my dissertation is prospectus 
presentation in November, data collection in December and 
January and conclusions in February.

Thank you for considering my request. All specific 
information will be handled in a confidential manner. Only 
scale scores, nee scores, correlations and time regression 
tables will be published. Should you have any questions, 
please feel free to contact me at (615) 743-9020.

Sincerely,
Janie H. Snyder
Supervisor of Special Education
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Please Return In the self-addressed, stamped envelope.

_______________ I agree for Janie Snyder to use data from
the School System in her study.

________________ I do not agree for Janie Snyder to use data
from the School system in her study.

________________ Date

Signature
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Personal Data:

Education;

Professional
Experience:

Professional 
Organizations:

JANIE HARRISON SNYDER

Date of Birth: October 29, 1953
Place of Birth: Unicoi County,

Tennesee 
Marital Status: Married

East Tennessee State University, Johnson 
City, Tennessee; special education, 
B.S., 1974.

East Tennessee state University,
Johnson City, Tennessee; special 
education, M.A., 1977.

East Tennessee State University, Johnson 
City, Tennessee; educational 
administration, Ed.D., 1992.

Special Education Teacher, Unicoi County 
High School; Erwin, Tennessee, 
1974-1977.

Supervisor of Special Education, Unicoi 
County School System; Erwin, 
Tennessee, 1977-1992.

Member, Upper East Tennessee
Supervisors1 Study Council.

Member, Tennessee Association for Adult 
and Continuing Education.

Awards and 
Honors:

Graduated Cum Laude, East Tennessee 
State University, 1974.


