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ABSTRACT

Students who fail a compulsory course at the secondary level are almost always
required to repeat the course the following school year. The literature on rétention,
however, suggests that this is not a helpful practice. Remedial summer school is ‘an
alternative to retention foi secondary students.

| The purpose of the present study was to provide some éVidence to support or refute
the practice of remedial summer school as ari alternative to retention for secondary
‘mathematics students. The study examined the subsequent mathemétics achievement of

_students who had receive incomplete marks in Mathematics 8 during the 1992-93 school
year.

An ex post facto design was used to compare Mathematic_s 9 achievement amoné three
groups of students who received incomplete mérks in Mathematics 8. The original data
analysis, based on dependent samples t-teéts, was impossible to complete because of the
small number that remained in the sample. However, non-parametric analyses using chi-
square tests were conducted on the data and provided information useful to the purpose of
the study.

For students who received incomplete marks in Mathematics 8, those who
participated in suinmer school Werg more likely tovcontinue to be enrolled in the district
and enrolled in Mathematics 9 than thosé who did not partiéipate in summer school.
However, summer school vsias not relatéd to passing marks in Mathematics 9. Fifty-five
percent of the students who passeci Mathematics 8 in»summer school failed Mathematics 9
the next year. Participation in summer school did not enable most students to succeséfully
complete Mathematics 8. .Summer school may help keep students enrolled iri the district
and in the regular mathemaiics bstream, but not help them pass Mathematics 9.

Reconimendations for future practice include early identification of students'
learning difficulties in order to provide appropriate remediation techniques and prevent

failure. More extensive use of adaptive and modified curriculum as defined in The Special



Education Services Manual of Pélicies, Procedures and Guidelines (Ministry of Education,

1994) is recommended.
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Chapter |

Nature of the Study

Background

The British Columbian .public. wants educational e‘xceII‘ence and accountability in
our school system (Ministry of Educétioh,, 1985). This ha‘s- resulted in requests for
“clearly defined goals ..., unambiguous sfandards, and systems to monitor pupil
performance” (Marx and Grieve, 1988). In the United States,-a parallel demand for
minimum competency festing has filteréd through the school system to manifest itself in
the form’ of stricter grade-to-grade promotional standards (Shepard and Smith, 1989). _
Adherence to strict standards is supposed to imbrove the quality of education as students
strive to achieve necessary skills and knowledge.

In practice, however, there will be sfudents who, for a variety of reasons, féil to
achieve the standards. This is not something new in education. - Some students have failed
to meet advancement criteria ever since schoqls have been structured into grades
(Lenarduzzi and MclLaughlin, 1990; Holrhes and Maithews, 1984). "Failing, or flunking,
is an accepted and expected factor of life.in the school with a graded organization"
' (Tranter, 1991). Failure and repetition rates have varied in the past as “... schools have
fluctuated in their ~at_titudeé toward such issués as social promotion and minimum
competency tests, or more broadly, the impofténce of the academic versus all-round
development of the individual child" (Byrnes énd Yamamoto, 1986). Much like other
issues in education, it seems as though ‘a pendulum swings between bipolar practices: in
this caée, between retention (failure to advance to the next higher grade Ievél) and social
promotion (advancement to the néxt higher grade level without acquiring the grad‘e level
standards of the previous grade). Early in th(/a.cientury, the pendulum was firmly on the

' side_of retention; beginning in the 1930s the pendulumbswung back to the ‘'social profnotion

side; currently, the pendulum seems to be on its way back to retention (Johnson and




Immerwahr, 1994; Shepard'and Smith, 1990; Rose, Medway, Cantrell and Marus, 1983;
Miller, Frazier and Richey, y1980). ‘
| Social promotion, the practice of advancihg s‘tu.dents with their age cvohort.despite
the fact that they 'héve not met grade level standards, has been criticized and blamed for the_
current state.of educational disarray (M-cLeskey and Grizzle, 1992; Rose, ‘Medway, '
[Cantréll,_ and Marus, 1 983). In' a report titled Canada's Schoo/s: Report Card for the
1990s, itis noted that 34% of Canadians surveyed were dissatisfied with schools'
performance in teaching reading, wfiting and speaking (Williams and Millinoff, _1990).
Marx and Grieve (1988) note that 40% of the recommendations made to the Rdyal
'Commission‘onA Educatiqn'in Britiéh Columbia through submiséions from the public '
co_hcer_ned issues of stand'ards' and expectations for student performance. The attainment of
. standards is important td Canadians. Some claim that social promotion means lax -
'standards and, UItimater, incompetent graduates (Shepard and Smith, 1989).
" Incompetent gfaduates lead to economic crisis as outlined in A Nation at Risk, an often cited
reform reporf (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983).
. The. miésion statement of ‘British Columbia's schools emphasizes the importance of
a healthy éconorﬁy; attainment of a prosperous and sustainable economy is a promineht.
purpose of the school system. Ac’cording‘fo Harker (1992), social stability and economic
prosperity are overriding thefnes of ouf educatio.n system’. Williams and Millinoff
(1990) report that 21% of Canadian's surveyed gave schools a failing grade for the
preparation of students.for the workforce. No breakdown was brovided by province;
however, the authors note that this finding was fhe most negativé of all the data they
‘coIIec‘:ted. It appears that there is room fér' improvement with the public's perception of
the effectivenes_s of schools for preparing sfudents for the workforce. |
The Intermediate Program Policy (Ministry of Education, 1993) states that the -
public school system ih British Columbia is committed to high standards and that the'se

standards should serve as the basis for instruction and assessment of students. Reference




sets (samples of student work) are being compiledvto illustrate for t_eachers' what students
are expected to learn at each grade I.evel and with what dégree of complexity. The poiicy
document expresses a commitment that no student leave school without the knowledge and
skills that are necessary for work, community life, or further Iearning i(p. 7). This
commitment is consistent with minimal ccmpetencies ot exit standards for high school-
.graduates although they do not come into clay until grade 12.

Exit standards translate to promotional gates at earlier grade levels (Shepard and
Smith, 1989). Promotional gates are simply grade level standards that students must
attain before being admitted through the gate to the next higher grade. Teachers decide
whether or not students have reached an achievement level sufficient to progressthrough
the gate; they assess their students' attainment of grade level standards to determine if
their students can advance to the next higher grade.

At the eiementary level, the placement decision is momentous because it could
result in repetition of a full year of school. At the secondary level, because advancement is
by subject, placement decisions are of lesser magnitude. In both levels of échooling, if
grade level standards are not met, teachers are faced with a difficult decision: social
promotion or retention for their. étudents. Some teachers choose promotion in the
recognition that the social aspects of staying with one's peers are very important for
students, more important than a review of the previous year's work in the hope that
standards can be reached. Other teachers weigh social aspects and attainment of standards
differently and choose retention. They believe that repetition will give students
obpportunities to imprové skills, increase knowledge, and attain grade level standards.
Retention is the major strategy used by teachers as a remedy for academic failure
(Holmes, 1989). |

Retention has been practiced for many years. However, its effectiveness is not

supported by research evidence (Glickman, 1991; Graves, 1990; Holmes, 1989; Holmes

and Matthew, 1984; Jackson, 1975) . In fact, the research indicates that not only do




retained stﬁdents not achieve grade  level staﬁdards‘,' they actually suffer emotionally and
socially (Hagborg, Masella, Palladino, and Shepardson, 1991; Byrnes, 1989). .Retention
is a harmful practice; yet, it is supported by large numbers of teachers, administrators,
and parents (Tomchin and Impara, 1992; Byrnes and Yamamoto, 1986). There is a
disparity between practice and research as Glickman (1991) pdints out in an article
titled "Pretending Not to Know What We Know".

Most of the research on retention has occurred at the  elementary . level,
particularly in the primary grades. The majority of the research literature suggests that
retention is bad practice (Tranter, 1991; Holmes, 1989; Germain and Merlo, 1985). At
the secondary school level, because promotion is usually by'sdbject rather than grade,
students who fail to achieve ad\)ancement criteria in one subject are required to repeat
only that subject and advance in the others. Little retention research exists at the
secondary level (Safer, '1986); however, it could be argued that the same detrimental
effects that are evident at the elementary level also exist at the'secondary level, perhaps
on a smaller scale, since repevtition takes place to a smaller extent (Jacksoh, 1975). It
seems probable that students repeating a single subject would stili experience negative
effects but to a lesser degree than elementary students repeating an entire grade.
Secondary students who repeat would be with their age-appropriate peers for the
majority of their schooling and their pe‘ers could well be unaware of any subj'ect
repetition. However, in the subject that a student repea‘ts, the repeat status would likely
be known to at least some classmates and the possibility of negafive effects exists.

Students who fail a subject at the secoﬁdalgy level have the same two routes
available to them as their elementary couﬁterparts, depending on the decision of their
~ teachers. Retention or social promotion are the two main routes that students who fail a
course can travel. There are, however, two other routes available to some students:

alternate courses or programs and remedial summer school. Alternate courses, such as

Mathematics 9 Aiternate, provide different curricula - modified curricula - to better




meet the needs of students who, in fhe opinions of their teachers and parents, are ihcapable
of méstering the regular'vcurriculum at the present time. Alternate programs, which are
often housed in sites éeparate from students' home schools, provide mc;re individualiied
teaching methdds and often address issues involving students' behaviodrs in an attempt to
hglp students be more successful in school.v | |

| Remedial summer school, the fourth route available to secondary students who fail

a subject, is the focus of the pres'ent study. Remedial summer school is ah atterhpt to
bring. students up to grade level standards without repeating an entire year of a subject.
Summer school programs with an emphasis on remedial education bégan appearing in the '
1950s (Austin, Rogers, and Walbesser, 1972). The aim of.remedial Summer school
‘pr'ograms has been to help students who have not attained satisfactory achievement
standihg catch up to their peers. Most of the remedial programs have focused on the

secondary level in the areas of reading and mathematics.

Because of the considerable body of researqh-which states that retention is not a
beneficial practice, alternatives to-repetition should be exblored. Summer school is one of
the alternatives. |

Statement of the Problem

What effect does participétion in a remédial summer schqol program have on
students' sﬁbséquent mathematics achievementA? And, to the 6rux of the matfef, how does
Mathematics 9 achievement of studeﬁts who attiend remedial summer school for
vMathematics 8 compare with achiévement of students ‘who, fnstead repeat a year of
.mathematics before advancing to the nexf higher level? |

dJustification

The dropout situation is a related aspect of the standards issue. Some students who

are unsuccessful meeting the standards required for advancement and, ultimately,

graduation simply stop attending school. A recent report (MacKay, 1991) states the

dropout rate ip Canada for 1991 was 30%. Since dropouts have a doéumented negative




impact on the economy (LaFleur, 1992) and since it is part of British Columbia's mission
statement for schools that étudents contribute to a prosperous and sustainable economy, it
seems imperative that the‘dropout rate bé feduced. Because retention is correlafed with .
later dropping out (Grissom and Shepard, 1989), retention_practices need to be examined |
very closely.

In light of the negative findings of studies on grade repetition (Hagborg, Maéella,

Palladino and Shepardson, 1991; Byrnes and Yamamoto', 1986; and Holmes and Matthews,

1984), it seems important to investigate alternatives to nonpromotion and repetition for

students whose achievement is below advancement sténdards. Remedial summer school is
one alternative which allows students to salvage credit lost during the previous sbhool
year withodt suffering many of the detrimental _effe_cts. of repetition.

But does summer school actually benefit students?  Research studies which

evaluate summer school's effectiveness have had conflicting findings. Some studies

‘indicate that summer schbol is not particdlarly helpful (Green, 1988; Hoepfner, 1980;

‘Womble, 1977) or has had limited success (Cale, 1992; Daniels, 1986). Others have

found that students who participate in summer school programs show gains in achievement
(Roderick, Inwood, and Hansen, 1979; Fox and Weinberg, 1967) and an increased desire
to attend school and Iéarn (Hink, 1986). HoweVer, few studies track the students through
the fbllowing school year to determine what effects, if any, summer school has had on a
longer term basis. | |

The purpose of this study is to provide somé evidenlce to support or refute the
p.ractice of remedial summer séhodl as an alternative to repetition.‘ If ~studenté who
particfpate in summer school are more or equally successful !n a subsequent mathematics
course than stﬁdents who repeat, then summer school should be promoted as a better route

to follow than repetition for students who fail a subject.




Research Questions

1. Is there a‘diffe'reng:e in Mathematics 9 échievement.between-studenis vwho pass
Mathematics _8 at summer.school and those who do not attend and pass Mathematics 8
after repeating it for a full year? It is important to note that the ‘studént's who do not
attend summer school Will be a year oldef than those who do attend when Mathematics 9
achievement is examined. . |

2. Is there a difference in Mathematics 9 achievement between- students who pass

~ Mathematics 8 at summer school and those whé fail it at summer school and need to

repeat Mathematics 8 for a full year? It is 'importanf to note that the students who fail
Mathematics 8 at summer school will be a year older than thbse who paés when
Ma'the‘matics 9 achievément is examined.

3. lIs there a difference in Mathematics 9 achievement between students who répeat

| Mathematics 8 for a full year without atténding s‘ummer school and those who fail it at
summer schdol and then repeat if for é full year?

Definition of Terms

Retention: nonpromotion; failure to advance to the next higher grade level. Retention
results in grade repetition if at the elementary level, or subject repetition if at the

secondary level.

S_ocial"Promotion: advancement to the next higher grade level without acquiring the grade -

level standards of the previous grade.

Remedial Summer_ School: program established to enable non-promoted students to
acquire the necessary knowledge anclj" skills to advance to the next higher gréde level
without repeatihg a full year of the subject. | |
Limitatiolns
_The present study will be limited to mathematics at the grade eight Ievél in one
school>distri-ct. Genéral_izations to other subjects, grade levels; or districts could only be

made cautiously.



Organization of the Study

Chapter | confains the‘background of the problem, statement of the problem,
justificatioh of the study, research questions, definition of terms, limitations, and a
description of the organization of the study. |
Chaptér Il is a review of the literature and contains secﬁons_on retention-and
: |
remedial summer school. ' ' D
Chapter Il ‘includes a restatement of the problem, the design of the 'study,
population and sample, description of the remedial summer school program, data
collection prqéedures, and data analysis proéedures.
Chapter IV presents a description of the data colléctéd, statistical analyses, results

- of hypotheses testing, and findings.

Chapter V contains th‘e summary,.discussion, and recommendations.




Chapter |l

Review of the Literature

Retention: An Overview

History

Since schools have been organized by graded classrooms, retention has been
practiced. Retention is usually considered a way of increasing individual student
achievement while maintaining grade level standards. In the United States, until the 193>0s
retention was a fairly common practice.v&ith approximately 50% of students retained at
least once in their first eight years of school (Rose, Médway, Cantrell, and Marus, 1983).
In the 1930s social scientists challenged retention for its poésible adverse effects on
students' social and emotional well being. Social promotion became popular in place of
retention. Students were advanced élthough they had not attained grade Ievel standing
because it was felt that advancement would be less harmful than retaining students and
subjecting them to the stigmatizing experience <;f failure. - Sdme students were still
retained based on what educators felt was in the best interests of each individual student,
but the number of retained students drastically diminished. As reported.in Shepard and
Smith (1989), U.S. Census Bureau enroliment data show that retentions in grade as
indicated by the percentage of overage students in grade declined to an all-time low in the
early 19703. Recently, the practice of social promotion has been challenged.

Beginniﬁg in the early 1960s educators noted a decline in student achievement on

standardized tests that has generally continued to the present day. Many attributed

this decline in scholastic achievement to relaxed academic and promotion standards

and called for reinstatement of stricter promotion standards as a way of ensuring

academic mastery (Rose, Medway, Cantrell, and Marus, 1983, p. 202).

Shepard and Smith (1989) report that the percentage of overage students began to
climb in the 1970s as shown by the ehrollment data from the U.S. Cénsué Bureau. There

has been a swing back toward tighter controls on advancement and adherence to minimum

competencies as the basis for grade promotion. According to a 1990 policy brief from the



Center for Policy Research in Education, about 5-7% of students in American schools are
rétained each year; by ﬁinth grade 50% of students have either failed at least one grade or
are no longer in school. This is similar to the retention statistics prior fo the 1930s
. (R(;se, Medway,v Cantrell, and Marus, 1983). Because the numbers of retained students
appear to be on the increase, the arguments for and against retention ’haVe also increased.
Canadian Background |

In Canada, grade retention appears to be a.widespread practice as documented in two
reports by the Canadian Education Association, Grade Promotion and Rétention: Practices
in Canadian School Boards (1989) and Provincial Policies on Student Retenfion (1986).
However, no specific figures are given as to how prevalent reteniion is. Waestbury
(1994) commehts that "... it is surprising that school boards and government agenbies do
not consistently collect promotion and retention rates” (p. 241). In the recent Royal
Comrﬁission on Education Report, (Province of British Columbia, 1988), there is no
mention of retention practices or stétisiics. Although retention statistics do not exist for
Canada, retention does, as documented in’ tHe Canadian Education Association's reports
(1989 énd 1986). -

Morrison (1991) and G.rave‘s‘(19.90) both question the plract’ice of retention in
British Columbia. Morrison (1991) notes that the Primary Program (Ministry of
Education, 1989) with ité emphasis on "...learning environments that respect and value
_individual differences, in which the children are engaged in meaningful activities and
experiences" (p. 19) is inconsistent with'failure and repetition. "The concept of
readiness ... becbmes a nonissue in the context of such é curriculum, and retention is no
. longer a consideration at any grade Ie\)el" (p. 19). If we are to promote continuous
learning, how can we support retention when students have‘ not attained a certain Ievei of

achievement? If we are to respecf and value individual differences, retention does not

make sense.




Rationale

Teachers, adminis.trators, parents; the public, and students - even retained
students - generally support the practice of reténtion (B:yrnes, 1989). The arguments
for retention are ‘basicallly twofold: (

| 1) to give students an opportunity to acquire lknowledge and skills to allow them to
‘be successful in subsequent years. Students who have not acquired sufficient skills at a
particular grade level are not ready to advance to the next higher grade level. They‘would
experience considerable frustration and difficulty with more advanced work.  Therefore,
they should repeat and have an opportunity to acquire proficiency with the prerequisite
| skills necessary for success at subsequent grade levels; and

2) to give immature students an opportunity to mature so that they are.more able
to benefit from instruction. in subsequent'yearé. Students who are emotionally, sociélly,
or behaviourally immature would benefit ‘from a chance to mature with younger peers
before continuing on to achieve the maximum benefit from subsequent instructién.

Those opppséd to the practice of retention que_stion the Iogic behfnd repetition: why
would a student who did not learn what was expected to learn the first time round learn any
more the second time round in the same situation? What is the point behind.recycling'a
'student through an identical experiénce (Westhry, 1994; Germain and Merlo, 1985;
Rose, Medwé_y, Cantrell and Marus, 1983; Jackson, 1975)? Ovérman (1986) states that
studénts who are retained "... learned less during the second year in a given grade than t'hey
would- have learned if they had been promoted" (p. 609). In addition to the questiénable
benefits of repetition, it is; a costly practice. According to. a policy brief on grade
repetition (Center for Policy Research in Education, 1990), retention in the United States

costs nearly $10 billion a year - a considerable sum of money.

' General Findings
Several reviews of research and meta-analyses of retention research have been

conducted in the last twenty years (Holmes, 1989i Holmes and Matthews, 1984; Jackson,

11




1975). As shoWn below, their overall conclusion' is that retention is a practice not
supported by research (Shepard and Smith, 1989).

Jackson (1975), in his review of the Iiteratu.re, condemned the poor quality of the
retention research he reviewed. He noted that many of the retention studies had flawed
designs. He found that all of the retention studies could be sorted into three types: 1)
studies that compared retained students to promoted students without random aSS|gnment
2) studles that compared the pre- and post- -achievement of retained students, without
control groups; and 3) studies that compared retained students to promoted students,
where the students were randomly assigned.

Type 1 studies, although they involved control groups (the promoted students), did
not involve random assignment to groups. It could be argued, then, that the groups of
students being comparsd were initially dissimilar and that difference, rather than the fact
that one group had been retained, could_ account for any variance in achievement of the two
groups when compared at a later date. The initial difference could lead to bias in the
results.

However, there are difficulties associated with randomly assigning students to the
retained or promoted groups. If all failing students would normally have been socially
promoted, then it would be unethical to randomly assign students to experimental
(retained) and control (promoted) grdups‘when narm might result to one groub as a
result. In this scenario, it could be argued that harm might accrue to the retained group in
light pf earlier research findings. According to Holmes and Matthews, 1984, "It is hoped
that the decisions of school officials not to randomly select students for retsntion are not
based solely on political considerations but also on possible cdnséquences to.the children in
their care" (p. 226). ‘To address the random assignment problsm, researchers often
mstch students in the experimental and control groups to ensure they are as similar as
possible on relevant factors. Matching appears to‘be- thé best possible cornpromise

between selection bias and ethical practice.

12




Type 2 studies lacked control gr_oups. They compared pre- and post-achievement

scores for students who were retained. Improvement could be just as likely attributed to

maturation or regression as to repetition. Jackson concludes that "one who uses this

design might conclude that even students who are not having difficulties in school would
benefit from grade retent_ion!"'(Jackson, 1979, p. 623).

Type 3 studies were experimental; they involved random assignment to control or
experimental groups. Type 3 studies are the best designed since they'eliminate threats of
selection, maturation, and regression. Unfortunately, Jackson only located three studies
that fit this type and all of them were conducted prior to 1942, After analysing the
results of all the studies, he makes the following conclusions:

There is no reliable body of evidence to indicate that grade retention is more:

beneficial than grade promotion for students with serious academic or adjustment

difficulties. ... Thus, those educators who retain pupils in a grade do so without
valid research evidence to indicate that such treatment will provide greater
benefits to students with academic or adjustment difficulties than will promotion to

the next grade (Jackson, 1975, p. 627).

~ The best justified conclusion that can be drawn from the 44 reviewed studies is the
- need for further research of a much higher quahty than that conducted in the past

(Jackson, 1975, p. 625).

-HoImes and Matthews (1984) conducted a meta-analysis of 44 research studies.
Although some of these samé studies were included in Jackson's (1975) review of the
literature, most of Holmes and Matthews' studies were different. Six, for instance; were

conducted after 1975; another twenty of Holmes and Matthews' studies were theses and

dissertations not included by Jackson (1975). Holmes and Matthews calculated effect size

for each study and found that, on average, students who were retained were one third of a

standard deviation behind students who were promoted. They calculated effect sizes for

academic achievement, pérsonal adjustment, attitude toward school, behaviour, and
' _ . X

attendance. Promoted students had more positive outcomes than retained students on all

measures. Holmes and Matthews (1984) conclude that ."those who contin'Ue to retain

pupils at grade level do so despite cumulative research evidence shbwing that the potential

for hegative effects consistently outweighs positive outcomes" (p. 232).

13



In 1983, Holmes analysed a subset of.the' 44 studies io specifically examine
-academic achievement of retained versus promoted students. He found éighi studies with
achievement data and matched groups. After determining éfiect éizes, Holmes found that
achievement in ieading, Ianguage arts, and_ aritiimétic was lower for retained students than
promoted students despite the fact that they had been matched on achievement test sco_rés at
the iime of retention. Holmes surrriises thai "... retained pupils fall behind during the year
that they are retained ahd spénd the rest of their acédemic.careers in [a] vain attempt to
catch. up" (p. 4).

Holmes u_pdated his synthesis of>re'searc;h studies in 1989. Sixty-three studies
were included; their effeét sizes were calculated and analyéed. ‘Of the 63 studies, 54 h‘ad
negative results while nine were positive.  After a careful look at the poéitive' studies,
Holmes concluded that ihe conditions of retention they involved were diffei'ent from the
_negative studies. The positive studieé provided considerable remediation and
individuaiizaiion in additibn to the retention itself. Holmes notes that no studies showing
positive results for retent,iqn prbvided remediation and individualization for the control
group (the promoted students) so conclusions about the‘effects of retention are cloudéd by
the involvement of remediation ‘and individualization. Were the positive results
'attributablevto retention or tb the extra attention the retained students received? Holmes
‘notes that when only ihe better controlled studies are included in the analysis, the ef_fécts
of retention are even more negative. |

~Generally, the retention literature indicates that: -

1) repeating a grade does not ‘bring more Significant gains in achievement than social
| promotion  (Holmes, 1989; Holmes and'Matthews, 1984).
2) students who repeat s.uffer' emotionally anvd socially (Byrnes, 1989; Jackson, 1975).
3) students wi'no repeat a grade are far more_'likely to drop out of sc’hooi ai a iatei-date
than students who do not repeat a. gréde (Gilbert, Clérk, Blue and Sunter, 1993;

Grissom and Shepard, 1989). -
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Retention: Specific Findinqs'

Attitudes and Beliefs

Adults. Tom>chin and Impara (1992) conductéd a study of 124 elementary teachers
to try to unravel teachers' beliefs about grade retention. They found that teachers
sincerely believe that retention is a benevolent intervention to a.ssist less able students.
Teachers view retention as a way of éhielding students from more difficult work at the
next higher grade Igvel, work for which students lack the .prerequisites. ;l'omchin anAd
Impara found that teachers believe that retention allows students to make signifivcant gains
in the prerequisite skills necessary to future academic success. Teachers believe that
significant gains will improve students' self esteem. They élso believe that an extra year
allows for social maturation. |

In Tomchin and Impara's (1992) study, teachers were presented with 40 vignettes
which involved permutations of factors known to be involved in retention decisions. For
example, academic performance, maturity, size in relation to peers, and age were all
factors that teachers indicated were pért of their deliberations when determining whether
a student should be retained or promoted. For each vignette, teabhers were asked whether
their decision would be'retentibn or promotion. The results 'Were consistent with
teachers' beliefs described above. |

Byrnes (1989) reports on interviews she conducted in an earlier study (Byrnes
and Yamamoto, 1986) with 15 teachers of retained students in grades 1, 3, and 6. Her
findings are consistent with Tomchin and Impara's (1992). Byrnes describes the
teachers of retained students as concerned educators who agonized over their retention
versus promotion decisions. Yet despite the difficulty of the decisions, "all ... teachers felt
that although retention could be stressful for the child, it would be worse for the child if
he or she was promoted" (p. 128). They believed that students would experience even
more failure if socially promoted to the next grade because they Would be unable to do the

work required of them and their teachers would be unable to accommodate the students'




lack of. skills and need for remediation. Teachérs were questioned, in sufvey format, about
the success of individual students' retention experiences. "Of the sixty-two recorded
responses to the question, 'How effeétive do you believe retaining (child's name) has
been?' teachers believed that retentioh was effective in helping the child in 89 percent‘of
“the cases" (p. 128). Byrnes observes that teachers beIieve retention to be a beneficial
practice.

Likewise, Smith (1989), in clinical interviews with 40 kindergarten teac.her.s_,
found that teachers 'believed retention to be beneficial with virtually no ill effects.
Teachers repbrted that retention reduced stress and frustration for the retained students
and that there was no stigma attached to retention. They could not recall a single instance
| of bad fepercussionsvfrom retention; instead, they sha_red promotioﬁ disaster stories based
on students beihg advanced When they were not ready. |

Smith sttuIates that teachers endorse rétention because of .their reliance on
practical knowledge, “...the first-hand experience of a teacher with specific children and
concrete circumstances" (p. .1 33). Unfortunately, ".... the practical knowledge to which
‘the teacher has access is incomplete and misleading" (p. 147). - A teacher could see a
retained student repeating‘avyear and performing better than.he did the first time round.
The teacher believes that the student is making significant gains. However, the teacher has ‘
no knowledge of how the sémé student would have done if promoted. There is no con'trol
with which to compare the retained student's progress. In éddition, teachers usually have
litte information on how retained students fare in their future school careers. | Smith
recommends that teachers work collaborativély with researchers in retention studies to
allow teachers to extend their practical knowlédge a_nd “.... reflect more broadly on
educational policies and practices" (p. 150). |

The wi‘despread support for retention is not restricted to teachers. Byrnes and

Yamamoto (1986) report that retention is supported by parents, aé_ well. The

researchers collected survey data from parents, teachers, and principals to ascertain




their views on elementary. grade retention. Of the 1063 parents surveyed, 59% felt that
| students should usually or always be retained for lack of basic skills. 65% of the 145
teaéhers and 74% of the 35 principa!s surveyed agreed. Byrnes and Yamamoto note that
decisions about reiention are made without knowlvedge of the reseafch evidence.

Frymier and Génsnedef (1989), as part of the Phi Delta Kappa'Study'of Students at
Risk, gathered data from educators‘across the Uﬁited States. Their results contradict those
listed above in a significant manner; the majority of 'participants in thev Phi Delta Kappa
Study did not believe that retention was é béneficial pn;actice. To explain this discrepancy
the authors offer this explanation:

Some of the data reported ... do not seem to square with reports in the general

media. The discrepancies may be a function of the fact that our sample, even though
it was large, was not selected according to conventional statistical criteria to

guarantee representativeness. (For one thing, chapters volunteered to participate)
(p. 144).

. It may also be the céSe that educétors_ who work with older students feel rﬁore negatively
towards retention. Unlike the studies reported above which iﬁvolve élementary educators
or parents of eiementary students exciusively, the Phi Delta Kappa. Study involved"
educators frorﬁ three different levels 6f 'schools: element.ary, middle or junior high, and
senior high. The'rﬁajority of educators surveyed,. 66% of the principals and 78% of the
'teac‘hers, were from the junior or senior high levels. Although the authors do not provide
an analysis of results based on educétors' school level, it is possible that educatorsv
working with older students feel less favoﬁréble tbwards the practice 6f retaining
students. |
Of the 276 principals surveyed, .71'% said they regularly retained students but
only 26% said it was effective. = Similarly, less than half of the 9652 teachers surveyed
believed that retentioﬁ was effective. Although retention was widely practiced, a minofity
of particibants felt it was successful. |
‘ Millef, Frazier, and Dean (1980) found similar résults, in their sur\)ey stu‘dy

involving 150 elementary, secondary, and -special education teachers enrolled in a
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university summer course. They found-that teachers generally believed that retention did
not result in gains in subject maittei and that it did lower self Concept. The possibility
exists here, as above, that secondary teachers' beliefs were different from their
elementary colleagues. However, since the ai,ithors aggregate the response data, it is
impossible to inveétigate this explanation.  Of course, since the teachers were_all
pursuing summer education, they are unlikely to be a representative sample of the
population of teachers and, therefore, their results have questionable generalizability.
However, the teachers surveyed still supported the practice of retention, despite

their agreement “... that retention does not promote subject-matter mastery and that it

may - be detrimental to the child's self concept ..." (p. 157). Why, then, do teachers

continue the practice? The authors suggest that "... perhaps [the teaéhers] felt the weight
of presumed opinions held by the public or by other teachers" (p. 157). They conclude
that teachei inservice is warranted to disseminate the retention research findings and to
examirie alternatives to retention.

The information described above details the attitudes and beliefs of educators and
parents towards the practice of. retention. What follows is a report of research on the
attitudes of retained students.

Children. Byrnes (1989) reports on interviews she conducied with 71 students in
grades 1, 3 or 6 about their feelingé on retention. The interviews were part of her
earlier stUdy (Byrnes and Yamamoto, 1986) but not reported there. While teachers
believe that retaining students early is not a stigmatizing experi_ence (Smith, 1989),
students interviewed by Byrnes reported differently. Byrnes questioned students she
knew had been retained, yet many denied it. Evidently, they "... did not feel comfortable
admitting they had been retained" (p. .116)' Byrnes interpreted\their denials as a
reflection of their shame and awareness of the social stigma of retention. Students who did
admit th‘at they had been retained said they felt sad, bad, or upset about "flunking" (their

word). They said that other kids teased them.
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Students reported that their parents felt mad or sad to Iearn that their ch.ildren
were being retained and a large proportion of children, 47%, reported that they had been "
punished for flunking. Byrnes admits that she has no data on whether the children were
punished, but notes the perception of students that they were punished is _significant.

Despite the students' feelings, when retained students were asked if having students
‘repeat a grade was a good idea, 42% saiAd yes. When students who hact not been retained _

were asked this same question, 60% said yes. Byrnes concludes that "... all of the children

~were well on their way to seeing retention as deserved punishment for poor work, in much

the way that parents and teachers saw it as a necessary corrective" (p. 108). -

Long-Term Effects

Westbury (1994) reports on a study she conducted in Edmonton's public schools

- involving grade 6 students. She compared the achievement of 125 students who had been

retained once in grades 1, 2, or 3 with the achievement of 84 normally promoted students.
The two groubs were matched on the basis of gender, school entry reading achievement
(tested when students were in grede 1), grade, and regular scnool program. She found that
"... the retained students show neither positive academic gains nor negative academic Iossee
when compared to the_promoted group on ... subject matter achievement' (p. 247). She
notes that one might have expected the retained students to perform better since they had

“... the benefit of an additional year of schooling to increase stored knowledge and

- subsequent achievement in subject matter test" (p. 248) and they were a year older than

the normally promoted students. Her results suggest that grade repetition has not had the
desired result and that alternatives should be examined. |

Hagborg, Masello, Palladino, and Shepardson (1991) report on a foII_ow up stndy of
students who had been retained in their elementary years. They compared 38 high sbchool
students who had been retained at some point in their elementary career with a matched
control group of nonretained students. The authors found that retained ‘students were

significantly lower on measures of academic achievement and they were more often absent
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from school. In addition, the authors found that the later a student had been retained, the
lower his grades, less positive his attitude to school, less time he spent on homewérk,
lower his éducational ekpectations, greater his disci>pli'ne problems, and the lower his self
control. They conclude that the later a student is retained the greater the challenges
that student will present‘to educational personnel to attain aﬁ adequate level of school
success" (p. 315). Hall and Wallace (1986) agree that the earlier reténtion takes
place, the less damaging its effects are. Germain and Merlo (1985) also believe that if

retention is going to occur, it should occur earlier rather than later whenever possible.

‘Dropouts
An extended look at the repercussions of retention was conducted by Grissom and '

Shépard (1989). While educators commonly believe that retention is useful for

preventing future dropouts because students are not advanced unless they are capable of

handling the more difficult work at the next level, in fact, the opposite is true.{The'

correlational evidence suggests that retainian students increases rather than decreases
their risk for dropping out of school. While the correlation between grade retention and
the tendency to dropout has been documented in several studies, "... its potential
importance for ‘educational policy has beén dismissed because of the obvious explanation
that poor achievement likely éccounts for both retention and school leaving" (p. 3.5), The
argument"is that students with low interest in school, little' home support, and other

factors which put them at risk contribute to both their low achievement and their tendency

- to dropout. Retention, itself, is merely correlated with dropping out.

Grissom-.and Shepard report on several studies which note retention figures for
dropouts. In a study conducted by the Association of California Urban School Districts
(1985), it was reported that Los Angeles dropouts had been retained five times more often

than graduates and that those students who failed either of the first two grades had only a

20% chance of graduation. In Canada, the results are similar: dropouts have been -

retained almost five times more often than graduates. The figures indicates that 36% of
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dropouts had failed a grade compared to only 8% of the graduates (Gilbert, Barr, Clark,
Blue and Sunter 1993).

Grissom and Shepard (1989) argue that it is possible to untangle the effects of
poor échievement from retention and determine a direét relationship between retention
‘and later dropping out. They report on several studies where adjustments wére made for
student achievement before examining the effecfs of retention on dropping out. They note
that in one study where achievement was controlled, the “... c,lropo'vut rate of overage
students [was] 13 per cent higher than the dropout rate of normal-age students with
equivalent reading achievement scores" (p. 40). The use of OVérage students as an
indicator of students who have been retained is somewhat problematic because it implies
that being overage in grade is synonymous with having been retained. While there are
other reasons for students being overage in grade, for instance, parents may hold their
children back a year from entering school to try to afford thém a better chance of success,
since retentioh statistics are not kept in a majority of school districts, overage in a grade
is often the best indicator of retention rates.

Grissom and Shepard (1989) rhake use of "... causal modeiing techniques to assess
the direct effect of grade repetition on dropout behavior while accounting for relevant
background factors, especially school achievement" (p. 34). They observe that grade
retention has a significant effect on dropping out even after student background, sex, and
achievement are controlled.

No experimental research exists on the effects of retention on later dropéut rates
since it is difficult to randomly assign some students to be retained while others are
promoted; however, when groups are matched on an array of factors in an attempt to
cdntfol for selection bias, ‘research suggests that dropping out is correlated with
retention. Students who have been retained are more likely to dropout of school than

students who have not been retained.  According to a report on high school leavers in

Canada during 1991, Higgins (1993) reports that retention is more than three times as




Iikely' to have occurred among dropouts than among graduates: 40% of male dropouts had

failed a grade in their elementary career compared to 12% of male graduates. For

females, retention is more than five times as likely to _have happened among dropouts than
amOng graduates: 27% of. dropouts.had_ faile_d compared to 5% of graduates. Retention does
not prevent future dropouts as some of its advocates suggest.

in a report ‘titled "brobping Out: The Cost to Canada", LaFleur (1992) présents
figu;es to illustrate the tremendous costs associated with dropping out. She notes that
because students who dropout have lower paying jobé, they pay less taxes and are more
likely tozlose their jobs in times of economic stress. Dropouts have higher unemployment
rates than graduates and, therefore; draw unemployment benefits more frequently.
According to LaFleur, "Canada Will lose more than $4 billion in present-value terms over
the working lifetimes of the nearly 137 000 yéuths who dfopped out of secondary school
instead of gradﬁating with the class of 1989" (p; 1).

Jefferson (1992) notes thét an increasing nuhber of students are leaving school
prematurely in Canada. She argues that "although one might see this positively under
present financial constraints, the cost is merely shifted to a different arena" (p. 97). An
uneducated learner is going to be unproductive in the Iz;bour force and an economic

liability in the future.

MacKay (1991) also examined the costs associated with dropouts in Canada.

MacKay found that, similar to LaFleur's (1‘992) information, the unemployment rate for -

students who drop. out is double the graduate unemployment rate. He also found that the
average income of dropouts is 80% that of non-dropouts, therefore, dropouts pay less in
taxes énd make lower unemployment insurance cdntributions. He states that the dropout
rate in Canada for 1991 was 30%.

- Learning Disabled Students‘_

McLeskey and Grizzle (1992) report on a study involving students with Iearning

disabilities. They discovered that approximately twice as many students with learning
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disabilities are being retained in Indiana as students without disabilities_.‘ While this is not
surprising, the important point is that more than half of the 689 students McLeskey and
Grizzle studied had been retained before they were identifiéd as haviﬁg learning
disabilities. They concluded that retention was being used as a remediation tool in the
absence of any other interventions. Byrne,'s (1989) also reported on retention occurring
prior to assessment of learning difficulties. |

McLeskey and Grizzle compared the learning disabled students who were retained
with those who were promoted. They found that the retained students "... tended to have 1Q
and achievement levels significantly below students _who were labeled with learning
disabilities but not retained" (p. 552). They su.ggest that this is contrary to
recommendations as to which studenté are the most likely to benefit from retention. Those
most likely to-benefit from retention are generally believed to be students whose IQ and
achievement levels are l'close to their promoted péers. The argument is thatistudents whose
abilities are well below their peers would not bénefit from retention; it is unlikely that
repétition of a grade would allow them to acquire the deficient skills. It is far more likely
that intervention of some sort, such as indiyidualization or intensive puli-ou_t classes for
a portion of the st.udent's day, would have greater benefit for these students. The authors
note that the students yvith learning disabilities who are being >retained in Indiana are those
least likely to benefit frorﬁ retention. | |

McLeskey and Grizzle argue for alternative _intervention and ‘remediatio‘n
strategies. They believe that retention is not an effective remediation strategy and, since
- studénts With learning difficulties do not benefit from retention, its widespread use should
not continue. |
Posiﬁve Studies

AIthough( the vast majority of résearch on retention suggests that it is not a
beneficial practice, as noted‘.in Holmes (1989) there hlave been some studies which show

positive results for retention. Lenarduzzi and MclLaughlin (1990) is one such study; The
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study involved 33 junior high school students in British Columbia. All of thé studenté had
vfailed two or more academic courses. They were divilded into fhree groups: a control of
twelve grade 7 students who were probable failures but had been "arbitrarily promoted"
(p- 214) to gradé 8; an experimental group of ten grade 7 students who were retained at
the grade 7 level; and a second experimental groub of eleven grade 8 stﬁdents who were
retained at the grade 8 level. |

The researchers gathered achievement and effort data from students' report cards
as pre- and post-test measures. Each letter grade and effort comment were assigned

numerical values and totals for three subject areas, mathematics, English, and social

studies, were calculated at the end of students' first year in grade, and at the end of their -

~second year (in the case of the control group, at the end of the year in which they were

promoted). Change between the pre- and post-test totals were calculated. The
researchers found that the experimental retained students' change scores were
significantly' greater than the promoted control students' for bofh academic achievement
and 'effort. The autHors conclude that retention results in noticeable improvement; They
suggest that "as more peéple come to realize thaf the word "failu.re" is really a
misrepresentation of the concepts of preparedness, cognitive development, and maturity,
then perhaps healthier and even more beneficial results can be attained through the
retention of students" (p. 216). |

These results, however, must be viewed cautiously in light of a potential selection
problem. Thé researchers assumed that the promoted control group and the retained
experimental group of grade 7 students were initially similar,_ and perhaps they were.
Their initial achievement and effort scores were not significantly different. However,
there was rjo random assignment . of students to ‘group and the authors provide no
information as to the process followed to determine which students were retained and
which were promoted. The authors state that the control group was arbitrarily promoted

but they do not claim the assignment was random. 'Why not? If promo_tion was arbitrarily
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determined-, why not also make promotion. ran.dom among the sample? Random assignment -
would have eliminated any seléction bias and made their ﬁndings stron_ger.

Pierson and Connell (1992) conducted e study with 235 grade 3 through 6

_' students in- New York. They attempted to address Jackson's (1975) concern for
irfadequately matched groups by comparing retained students to three control groups: a
randorrfly selected cont‘rol group, and two nonretained matched groups. One group was
matched on current ‘intellectual ability and the other was matched -on - classroom
achievement at the time of retention. Pierson and Connell considered this last group to be’
socially promoted. While the retairfed group consisted of 74 students, only eight could be
found to be part of the socially promoted group. The researchers supplemented the
-s.ocially promoted group by adding s'tudents.'wffo had similar grade point averages to the
reteined students at the time of the retentiorr decision.
| When the academic achievement of the four groups was compared, the researchers
noted that the retained students performed about the same as the .nonretained matched
ability control group, but more poorly than the ran_domly selected control group. The

" retained students performed significantly better than the socially promoted group. They
conclude, therefore, that retention is a ootentially effective remediation strategy for
academic difficulty.

Pierson and Connell attempted to match students in the control and experimental -
groups because random assignment was impossible. However, they‘encountered a problem.
The problem was with the ‘initial comparability of the retained students with the socially_

. promoted students. The initial group of eight socially promoted.students could be
considered similar to the retained group since their school records indicated that retentiorf
was recommended by their teachers but not carried out. But when the researchers
supplemented the group with 27 other students whose grade point averages were similar
to the retained students, they introduced a confounding variable. The addition of the 27

students threatens the initial comparability of the retained and socially promoted groUps
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- since the 27 students must somehow have been different or else they would not have been

promoted; they would have been retained. This design flaw calls-Pierson and Connell's

~ results into question.

Holmes (1989) did find some better designed studies that concluded with positive

results for retention. However,'as described previously,_the retention treatment also

involved remediation and individualization. It is unclear whether the positive results are

due to retention or to the oth'er' ilnterventions because none of th_e positive studies had
similar interveﬁtions available for the control groups of.promotelad students.
Summary |

- Smith and Shepard (1989) beliéve that the aécumulation of evidence on retention
is conclusive and shows no benefit. Rather, retention results in problems for students,

teachers and the educationai system. They note that ... no other body of educational

- research is so one-sided as that relating to retention" (p'. 214).

Frymier (1990), in a dramatic article comparing two crisis situations, writes

~that "the heart attack victim has a better chance of surviving than the child facing grade

retention.” The research shows that students who repeat a grade frequently suffer

cdnsequencés. Their self esteém, academic achievement, and chances of Qraciuating all
suffer. Their risk of dropping out of school is SUbstan_tiaIiy increased. Students who have
been retained experience many difficulties.
Summer’SchooI

Overview |

In light of the negative findings described above, alternatives to .repietition need to
be explored. Summer school is one alternative that maiy serve to-éatisfy the minimum
competency advocates. While summer schools have served purposes other than the
removal of academic deficiencies, those dedicated to this single purpose are the subject of

the following discussion. Summer school sessions are geared to providing students who are
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below grade level sténdard opportunities to acquire skills and credit necessary for
advancing them with their age cohort.

AUstin, Rogers and Walbesser (1972) conducted a review of summer school
research in the United States. The researchers note that considerable monies have been
provided by Congress in an attempt to help disadvéntaged students catch up to their peers,
especially in the areas of reading and mathemaﬁcs, but that the results are inconclusive.

The research on summer school programs has generally been of two types. The vast
majority consist of studies in which pre- and post-test measures Qf a group of students
are compared. (Cale, 1992; Roderick, Inwood and Hansen, 1979; Fox, Birnbéum,
Greenberg and Buchholz, 1969; Soar, 1969; and Fox and Weinberg, 1967) These studies
generally show modest achievement gains (Austin, Rogers and Walbesser, 1972), but
there is no control group with which to compare them. Perhaps the growth summer school
students experience is a factor of maturation rather than.participation in summer school.

The .smaller group of research studies compares students whe attended summer
school with those who did not (Greeh, 1988; Daniels, 1986; Hink, 1986). Conclusions
about the benefits of summer school are made. Assignment to experimental or control
group has not been random and results have been inconsistent.

| Two studies (Womble, 1977; and Leviton and Kiraly, 1975) compare achievement
of randomly assigned experimental and control groups. Neither .study fdund that summer
school students pérformed significantly better than studgnts v;/ho did not a;ttend.

Specific Studies

Leviton and Kiraly (1975) studied 35 matched pairs of learning disabled children
in grades 1-3. One member of each pair was randomly éssigned to a summer school
program while the other was assigned to the control group. The summer school program
cdnsisted of a daily 80 minute tutorial session in reading, mathematics, and language arts

for six weeks. The researchers compared achievement measures prior to summer school,

immediately after, and six months later. Leviton and Kiraly found that




since. the only academic subject that the summer program improved was

arithmetic, and it was improved only temporarily, this study offers little

empirical justification to the common practice of referring learning disabled

children to summer compensatory programs (p. 49).

Similarly, Womble (1977) studied almost 700 disadvantaged students in grades 4
and 8 who had béen randomly assigned to either the control group or experimental group.
The experimental group attended summer school in mathematics and/or reading. Womble
found that there were some initial advantages for the summer school students, but that the .
differences were nonexistent by the end of September.

Hoepfner (1980) also questioned the importance of summer school. He analyzed
data collected in the Sustaining Effects Study ‘and found the following:

- Students who attend summer school tend to be low achieving and comp-ed

[compensatory education] students.
- Summer school does not provide a very intensive academic experience.
- There is no tendency for students to lose school-year gains over the summer.
This is true for comp-ed students, low-achieving students, and minority
students. Comp-ed students grow at a slightly lower rate over the summer
than regular students.
- Growth during the summer is larger for reading than it is for math [sic].
. (There were some small declines in math [sic] means).
- Students who attend summer school grow [in terms of achievement] at the same
rate as similar ones who don't go to summer school (p. 81).
All of the above findings are based on measures taken at the end of the summer. Hoepfner
suggests that they may be short-sighted since no long term assessment was conducted. He
wonders if participation in summer school might have some long term bénefit_ that would
allow students to be more successful in their future schooling.

Daniels (1986) attempted to evaluate longer term effects of participation in
summer school. He used a nonequivalent group, pretest-posttest design to compare
changes in attendance, credit earned and grade point average of 70 grade 9-12 students
who voluntarily participated in summer school with 70 control students who did not. The
two groups of students were initially very different. The students who enrolled in summer
school were there because they had all failed a course. The 70 control students were

randomly selected from the general population of the school, but were not necessarily

students who had failed.’ Daniels does not provide any information to suggest the control

28




group was even matched to the experihental. He does, however, in his fecommendations |
suggest that future research should .use students who have also failed a subject as the
control group.

Although the resuits he found for grade point average were inconclusive, Daniels
found significant differences with credit earned and attendance. He found that students who
attended summer school increased the credits they earned thé year following summér
school compa.red to the year before. They alsé improved their attendanée.v Their
improvements were greater than those for the control group. However, the improvements
could be attributed to the regreésion effect since the students who attended summer school
had less credits earned and poorer attendahce in the year prior- to summer school than did
the control group. It is difficult to give much Weight to. his findings because of t_hé
differences in the groups He compared. |

Hink (1986) also measured the long térm effects of participation in summer
school and attempted to ensure that the contrdl and experimental groups of students wefe
similar. She used a time-eXtended, pre-test - post-test control group design in which 48
students in grades 1-9 who voluntarily participated in summer school were rﬁatched with
48 other studenté who did not participate. Each experimental group étudent was matched
with a control group studenf by the classroom teadher. Students were métched for sex,
age, socio-economic level, reading group and nﬁathematicslclass; Hink did not check the
thoroughness . of thé matching, instead she reliedibn the teacher to provide equivalent
students. She notes that students who participated in summer school were not necessarily
the neediest; many of the students had fairly good\ grades initially. It was not the case that
the students would fail and be retained if fhey did not attend summer school.

Hink arl1alys'ed test scores and grades from the two groups of students in the spring
pribr to summer school and the spring following. She found that there were no differences
in attendance, standardized test scores or report card grades between the control and.

experimental groups. However, she notes that teachers, parents, and students all had
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positive attitudes about summer school and felt that it was of benefit. Hink suggests that
although she found no achievement benefits to summer school as assessed the following
spring, the positive feelings and attitudes about school that were shared by the
participants suggests that summer school is of value. She recommends summer school be
promoted as a remediation technique for attitudinal change. She implies that attitudinal.
_changé will result in increased achievement, although her findings do not support this
implication. Hink recommends that future research consider even longer term effects of
partfcipation in summer school.

Green (1988), like Hink, used assessment data from the spring prior to summer

~school and the spring after to determine the effects of summer school after some time had

passed. His study attempted. to answer the question "Is summer school an effective
alternative to nonpromotion in the elementary school?". His study involved all 385 grade
1 and 2 students in a pa'rticular school district: 255 were normally promoted, 107 were
not promoted, and 23 attended summer school.. The students who attended summer school
would have otherwise been retained. Although he does not specify, it appears as though
attendance at summer school was voluntary.

Green found that there were no statistically significant differences between the
achievement of students who attended summer school and nonpromoted students who did not
attend the summer program. He notes the following:

The results of this study indicated that the norrhally promoted group regressed in

terms of their relative position between the 1985 and 1986 administrations of the

ITBS. The nonpromoted group appeared to remain about the same although they had

an extra year in the same grade. The promoted with summer school group gained

new knowledge and raised their relative position on the 1986 ITBS. The data
analyzed for this study appeared to indicate that the summer school program
provided additional instruction in the basic skills which may have prevented the
students who attended the summer school from falling further behind during the

summer and being better prepared for the following year's instruction (p. 72-

73). ' '
Green believes that summer school was of benefit to its participants.

Hyman (1988) also found benefit to students who participated in summer school.

He used a one group, pretest-posttest design with 158 students in grades 4-8. All of the
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students were at least one year bélow grade level in mathematics, reading, or both.
Participatfon in summer school Was voluntary and' represented about 22% of th.e' 725
students who were eligible to attend.

Hyman found that achievement in reading and mathematics improved. This study,
. however, did not utilize a control group and it is impossible to determine if thg
improvement is due to summer school or to m.aturation. Soar and Soar (1969) suggest
that students do. experience summer gains, even without attending summer school. Hyman
recommends that future research employ a qﬁasi-experimental design in order that the
performance of those attending summer school may be compared with a similar group.

Cale's (1992) report of surﬁmer sc'hool progreés of students in"Austin, Texas ‘also.
lacks a control group. However, his findings strongly indicate ;(hat summer school Was
beneficial . for its participaﬁts. In 1987, the Austin Independent School District -
implemented a strict promotional sfandard: students who did not achieve 70% and haster
- essential concepts would not pass. The standard meant subject reténtion for _4'000. high
school students. |

A summer school program was créated to allow students who were within .tevn
percentage ploints of being promoted to-gain core acadbemic credit.' Students who qualified
were invited to participate and, if they chose to attend, they worked out individual
contracts with their summér school teacher and' their parents\u as to the amount of work
required for credit. The students comp[eted their work independently but ‘schqol was open
for four hours every day for six ‘weeké; students were reqdired to put in 30 hours of cIas_s, '
time. The success rate bf the program in its first year was 90%; that is, all but 10% of
the students who contracted to achieve subject credit actually did so. In the second year of
the program its success fate rose to 95%. |

The tremendous success of the program allowed 79% of the junior high and 52% of

the senior high school students who were scheduled to be retained to be promoted, instead.

Cale notes that the successful students were given another opportunity to graduate with




.their class. He also Qathered some ihformation on the Io‘ng term effect of participatiéh in
the prograrﬁ; he examined the number of f.ailing grades students who pa'rticipated in the
first year of the prégram had ih ‘the year prior to summer school and then the year
following. He found there was a decrease of 40% in the second year. This suggests that
there was some lasting benefit from participation in summer school. | | |

Summary |
‘ Although the [itérature on summer schooi is not so overwhelmingly one-sided ‘as
that of the'literature on retention, there has been some SUppc;rt.for the use of summer
school as a remediation teéhnique. Some studies have shown significant benefit ,tov
summer scHooI participation._ In a few studies where long terrﬁ-eff_ects of summer sc‘hool

‘have been examined there has also been some support.

Related Research and the Present Study

. N
In the district where the present study is to be conducted, a formal policy on

retention/promotion exists but does not cIeafIy support one approach over the other. On
the one hand, the polfcy clearly statels_that-‘ social promo’tion is not approved, but on the
other hand, teachers are directed that promotion should Qénefally be by age. The district
is currently examining the retention/promotion policy in -light of current research
'findings and the principles of learning as stated_ ih the Ministry of Education's ‘(1993),
The Intermediate "Program Policy, specifically, the principle that "people learn in a
variety of ways and a;t different rates" (p. >3). Some would argue that the practice of
retentionr is in direct opposition to the principle of continuous learning (Tranter, 1992).

A discussion of retention literature eaflier in this chapter has shown retention to
be. a practice of little benefit with many problems. However, retention is on the. riée as
educational ‘excellence reformers insist on stricter promotion standards. ’

The poéitioh of these advocates has become so politically popuiar that as of 1985

thirty-one states had mandated stricter promotion policies, others were

considering doing so, and in those states that had not yet considered adopting such
policies, retention rates were increasing (Pierson and Connell, 1992, p. 300).
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Because of the trend to retain more students and the lack of research support for this
practice, alternatives need to be explored.

Remedial summer school is one alternati\)e which allows students to 'acqui.re skills
| necessary for prbmotion to the next higher level. Madak (1994) suggests thaf "j_unior and
senior high schools could promote students on condition that they take part in a summer
school program" (p. 24). | |

Many of the studies reviewed in fhis chapter have had d.esign>difficulties. .The
difficulties are basically of two types: 1).com.parisons between nonequivalent groups, and
2) pre-test/post-test comparisons of the same group without a control group. The first
difficulty allows for selection as a pdssible 'exp'lanation' ‘of results.  For reasons stated
earlier, it is difficult to conduct a true eXperimentaI study to examine the effects of
retention. The same holds true for summer school. It is impossiblé to randomly assign
students to be retained or to attend summer school.” The present study attempts to handle
the selection difficulty through mafching to ensure groupé aré equivalent. AIthbugh
random a,ssign‘ment is imposs‘ible, groups used in this. study will be matched in terms of -
the relevant factor, their Mathematics 8 achievement in the 92/93 school year.

The second difficulty, comparison of prt_e-test/poét-test aghievement of only one
group, allows for maturation and statistical regression as possible explanations of
results.  The present study will examiné pre-test/post-test achi.ev‘ement for two groups
of students: those who were retained and those who attended summer school. Because there

is more than one group; differences in post-test achievement will not be attributable to

maturation nor statistical regression.




Chapter Il

Research Methodology

In the previous chapter a clearly negative‘picture of retention was painted. Since

remedial summer school is one strategy for avoiding retention, further research needs to

be conducted on the effects of summer school.

Restatement of the Problem

The present study attempts to evaluate the efficacy of remedial summer school as an

alternative to retention for mathematics at the junior high school level. The literature on

. the effects of remedial summer school providé some support for its use as a remediation

technidue. Successful Completion of a subject at summer school would eliminate the need

for subject repetition and its harmful effects as discussed in the previous chapter. The

specific research questions to be addressed are as follows:

1.

Is there a difference in Mathematics 9 achieVement between students who pass
Mathematics 8 at summer school and those who do not atténd and pass Mathematics 8
after repeating it for a full year? It is important to note that the students who do not
attend summer school will be a year older thaﬁ those_who do attend when Mathematicé
9 achievement is examined.

Is there a difference .in Mathematics 9- aéhievement between students who pass ’
Mathematics 8 at summer sc‘hool and those who fail it at summer school and need'to
repeat Mathematics 8 for a full year? | It is impdﬁant to note that the students who
fail summer school will be a year older than those who pass when Mathematics 9
achievement is examined.

Is there a difference in Mathematics 9 achievement between students who repeat

Mathematics 8 for a full year without attending summer school and those who fail it at

summer school and then repeat if for a full year?



Design

Three groups of students will be used in the study as shown in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1
Students who Receive an Incomplete Mark in Mathematics 8

Group 1 Group 2 - Group 3

No Summer School Pass Summer Sch_ool FaiI.Summer School -
Repeat Mathematics 8 - Take Mathematics 9 Repeat Mathematics 8
Take Mathematicis 9 : o Take Mathematics 9

An ex post facto design will be used to aﬁswer the three research guestions. The

design will be as outlined below:

- Group Pre-test Treatment Post-test
1--------- > O--—-----;--> ) CIETTEEETEE > O
2--------- > O-ccvcennnes > XD e-eemeeas > O
3----eenn- > O--mevcnnnes > Xg--------- > 0O

- The pre-test will be students' initial Mathematics 8 final marks; treatment X1 will be

successful completion of Mathematics 8 by repeating the course; treatment X2 will be

successful completion of Mathematics 8 by attending remedial summer school; treatment

X3 will be succéssful completion of Mathematics 8 after having failed it at summer school;

| and the post-test wi_II be students' Mathematics 9 final marks. Campbell and Stanley's

(1963) threats to validity are addreésed below (selection, history, maturation,

- mortality, and statistical regression).

The present study investigates the effect of sbmething that had already haplpened,v
summer school 1993. In"an attempt to determine if there is relationship between .

attendance at summer school and subsequent mathematics achievement, mathematics
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achievement at the neXt higher level will be compared among three groups of students:
those who repeated a year of Mathematics 8, those who attended summer schqol and passed,
and those who attended summer school, failed, and repeated a yeaf of Mathematics 8. The
working hypothesis is that subsequent mathematics achieverﬁent of students who attended
summer school and passed will be equél to of higher_ than the achievement of students who
did not attend or who attended and. failed.

Because summer school 1993 is in the past, the present study must use an ex post
facto design. VIt is important in ex poét facto studies to limit plausible rival hypotheses
and enhance.control. Ex post facto studies have.several thréats to their internal validity.
These are identified below, along With» s’uggestions as fo how .they will be addressed'iﬁ the
present study. |
Selection ’

The study involves all sfudents who failed Mathematicé,s in the 92/93 school year,
‘approximatély 86 students.  Some of these students attended summef school in 1993; -
others did not. The 'researcher did not manipulate who atte.n'ded and who did not; students

_were hot randomly assigned to one group or the other. Rather, some students chose to
attend summer school while-others did not. All students, however, were similér in terms
of initial mathematics achievement (failure in Mathematics 8) and lack of credif received
from their scﬁools. All students Wbuld have had to repeat Mathematics 8 if fhey did not
attend summer school. Although summer_school fees were $90 p‘er coﬁrse, they were

“waived for any student who could ‘not afford the cost. School counsellors | and

administrators made this khown to students who had finanéial difficulty with the fee and
encouraged their attendance. Therefore, access to summer school was not restricted;
admission was available to all. To try to further control some selection problems,
students whb attended summer school will be hatched for gender and home school w,ith‘

students who did not attend and repeated, instead. Although random assignment was not
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possible, matching will attempt to ensure both experimental.and control . groups are
" similar on relevant factors.
Historyv ' |

‘Two'groups of students completed Mathematics 9 in June 1995 - those who chose
not to attenci summer school those who attended. but failed. = One group completed
Mathematics 9 in June 1994 - those students who passed summer school. Since one group |
finished a year ahead ot the others, the history of the three groups is different. However,
no curriculum changes to mathematics nor to schools' organization took place in the two
years and any bias that may exist would favour the retained groups since those retained
wouild‘ have received more'instructiori in mathematics - a full year versus a month at
summer school. |
Maturation A

Similar to the history threat above, because the study was of a two year' duration
for one grcup of students, maturation needs to be considered for its effect on Mathematics
9 achievement. Since students who chose not to attend summer schooi and those who
attended and failed did not complete Mathematics 9 till June 1995 while those who passed
summer schooi completed a year earlier, it could be argued that the non-summer school
and failed students would be more mature at: the time Mathematics 9 achievement_ data were
collected. Westbury (1994) notes that retained students have mcre chance of reaching "a
higher developmentai stage necessary for_increased achievement" (p.. 248) than non-.
retained students. The difference in age between the groups is a limitation of the study
which favours the retained students. |
Mortality

Because the study examines the subsequent mathematics pertormance of students, it
requires some time to complete data gathering. A maximum of two school years will have

passed before two groups of students repeat Mathematics 8 then complete Mathematics 9.

In two years, some students will have moved out of the district and achievement data will
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no longer available. - It is also likely thvat some students will have entered an alternate :
mathematics course (Mathematics 9A) and still others will have entered alternate school
programs. It_ie also probable that sorne students will have dropped out of scho.ol

'aItogether. The question is, then, are the ‘students who drep out, attend alternete
programs, take alternate mathem'atics courses, or move, different in some way: from those
who remain? The researcher is unsure at this time whether this question can be
answered. However, ,gii/en the size of the sarnple to begin with, the researcher anticipates
that'enough studentls wiI‘I remain to allow inferences to be drawn from the achieve'ment
data. |
Statistical Regression

The study involves only students who received an in.complete mark in Mathematics
8. Therefore, it is expected that there will be some regression to the mean which could
result in improved grades for Mathematics 9. However, since all groups.of students ha\re
similarly low echievement to begin with, regression can be expect’ed_toaffect each group'
equally. Comparisons of M,ath'ematic_s 9 acitievement between the groups will not b_e
complicated by regression since it affects all groups equally.

Population and Sample

Students in the study will be all public school students who received an incomplete
mark Mathematics 8 in the 92/93 school year in a lower mainland school district in
British Columbia. The achievement of students \rvill be tracked until completion of the next
higher level of mathematics. Students who failed their mathematics coursev. in the 92/93
school year could either repeat the full course in tne 93/94 school year or attend an
abbreviated version‘at summer school for the month of July. Enrollment in remedial
summer school is voluntary. Students who enroll aim for "Pass" standing; if they achieve.
Pass standing they advance to the next level ef mathematics the following year; if'they do’
not,'they repeat the samelle'vel of mathematics again the following school year. Studente

who select Mathematics 9A or attend an alternate school in the subsequent year will be

3
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excluded from the sample. The remaining students will be divided into three groups as
follows: 1)4 students who failed and did not attend summer school; 2) students who failed,
attended summer school and passed; and 3) students who failed, attended summer school
" and failed again. ‘, ' \
| Description of Summer School Program

Remedial summer school exists at one site for the entire district. Academic
subjects from grades 8 - 11 are available and students may register for a maximqm of
two courses. In July 1993, there were 530 students registered and 167 of those took two
éourses. Each cdurse meets for an hour and a half per day, five days a week, for four
weeks (approximately 30 hours of coursework). Class sizes are kept low. In July of
1993 there were four Mathematics 8 classes with a total enrollment of 65 students (two
classes of 17 students, one of 16 and one of 15).

Data Collection Procedures

The sample will be identified by accessing the achievement records for the 92/93
school year from the public schools in the district. All students who received an
.incomplete mark in Mathematics 8 will cqmprise tyhe sample. Remedial summer school
records for July 1993 will be examined to al!c_)w the sample to be separated into the three
groups as identified above. |

Each school will be contacted to determine students' marks information for the
foI'Iowing school year, 93/94. Marks information w-iII be required for June 1994 and
June 1995 since students who chose not to attend summer school and those who attended
but failed would have to repeat Mathematics 8 again in the 93/94 school year before
advancing to Mathematics 9 in the 94/95 school year. . Final June 1994 and June 1995
Mathematics 9 marks information will be gathered and analysed.

Data Analysis Procedures

The three research questions, stated below as null hypotheses, will be addressed

through the use of dependent samples t tests.
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Hot1 There is no difference in Mathematics 9 achievement between students who passed
-Mathematics 8 at summer school and those who did not take siJmmer school but
passed Mathematics 8 after repeating it for a full year.

Hp2 There is no difference in Mathematics 9 achie\}ement between students who passad

| Mathematics 8 at summer school and those who failed it at summer school.

- Ho3 - There is no difference in Mathematics 9 achievement batweert students who did not
attend summer school and repeated Mathematics 8 for a full year ahd ‘those who
failed Mathematics 8 at summer school and repeated it for a full year. |
Final marks™ at the grades 8-10 level are reported as letter grades rath'er thah

percentages. Howe\ter, in order to test for differences among groups in the study it is

necessary to assign a numerical value to each letter grade. The values used in this study
are in place in most secondary schools in the district for calculating honour roll status.

They are shown below:

Letter Grade Percentage Numerical Value for Present Study

A 86-100 | 4

B 73-85. 3

c+  67-72 2.5

c 60-66 o

P . 50-59 | 1

! 40-49 S 0.5

F o 0-39 0

There is another letter grade used in some circumstances: SG, which represents Standing
Granted. It is generally used far percentages betwean 40 and 49 where the teacher feels
that the student has put forth some effort vbut has continued to experience difficulties.
Students who receive SG ‘standing are not required to repeat their mathematics cdu_rse, but

they are also not eligible to proceed to the next higher level of mathematics. Instead, they
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: proceed to an alternate mathematics course. SG will be assigned a numerical value of 0.5.

The null hypotheses listed above will be tested at the 0.05 level of signif'icance.




CHAPTER IV

Findings
_ | The purpose of this study was to pravide'some eyidence to su-pport or refute the
practice of remedial summer school as an -aIternative to repetition of Mathematics 8. To
provida the evidence, three research questions were formulated investigating - three
different groups _of students who received.incomplete marks in Mathematics 8 in the

92/93 school year. They are stated below as null hypotheses:

Ho1' There is no difference in Mathematics 9 achievement between studertts who passed
Mathematics 8 at summer school and those \\Nho did not take st.umrﬁer school but
passed Mathematics 8 after repeating it for a full year. -

Ho2 Thereis no difference in Mathematics 9 achievement between students who passed
Mathematics 8 at summer school and those who failed it at summer school.

Ho3 There is no difference in Mathematics 9 achievement between 'students who did not
attend sﬁmmer school and repeated Mathematics 8 for a full year and those who
failed Mathematics 8 at summer school and rapeated it for a full year.

There wére 84 students in the district who received incomplete standing in
Mathematics 8 in the 92/93 school year. However, as stated earlier, students who
selected bMathematics 9A or attended an alterrtate school were excluded from the sample.
Ten students selected Mathen;atics 9A and 6 attended. alternate schools. Anothet 6 students
moved; one quit; one registered for correspondence; .2' took Learning Assistance for
remedial mathematic.s; 4 jumped from Mathematics 8 to Mathematics 10A; one jumped to |
Mathematics 10 after completing Mathematics 8; and 3 others moved to Mathematics 9
without ever passing Matherﬁatics 8 (the last 8 students will be discussed later in this
chapter). In total, 34 students _Were removed ftom the initial group of 84 students who

received incomplete standing in Mathematics 8 in the 92/93 school year.
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Figure 4.1

Study Population

84 Students
with Incomplete Marks

R

55 Students Attended 29 Students Did Not Attend
Summer School Summer School
44 Students 11 Students 6 Students 23 Students
Included Excluded Included : Excluded
Figure 4.2

Excluded Students

11 Students who Attended
Summer School

1 2 5 1 1 1
Moved . Alternate- Math *Math  Learning *Math
- Schools 9A  10A  Assistance 9

23 Students who did not-
"~ Attend Summer School

5" 4 5 3 1 2 1 1 1
Moved Alternate Math *Math Learning *Math *Math Corres- Quit

Schools 9A 10A Assistance 9 10 pondence  School

*Socially Promoted
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Figure 4.3

Included Students

44 Students who Attended : 6 Students who did not
Summer School _ Attend Summer School

.2C+'s 3C's 14P's 1SG 151's 9F's 1A 4Ps 1F
Marks Earned in Mathematics 9 Marks Earned in Mathematics 9

The remaining 50 students were distributed among the’three groups as follows:

‘Group 1: 6 students did not attend summevr schoql; instead, they repeated a fuli year of
Mathematics 8 before advancing.to Mathematics 9,

Group 2: 44 students attended summer school and Apassed, and

Group 3: 0 students attended summer school and failed.

The Mathematics 9 marks of the 50 students who remained as the sample Were as follows:

Group 1: 1 student earned an A, 4 students earned P's, and 1 received an F. .

Group 2: .2 students earned C+'s, 3 earned C'é,v 14 earned P's, 1 received an SG, 15
received I's and 9 received F's.

The statistical tests that the researcher intended to perform, dependent samples t
tests, proved impossible to conduct. Unequal group sizes and a nonexistent Group 3, made
it impossible to follow through on the t tests to investigate any of 'fhe three null

- hypotheses. waever, the data could still be analyzed using chi-square tests to provide
eviden_ce to support or refute the practice of remedial summer schdol' as an alternative to

retention.

. (fo - fe)?
_chi-square = X2 = Y, fo
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Of the original 84 students, 55 (65%) attended summer school and 29 (35%) did
not. Eleven (20%) of the students who attended summer school were excfuded from the
sample because they enrolled in Mathematics 9A, enrolled in an alternate schodl, enrolled
in Learning Assistance, or moved while 23 (79%) of the students who did not attend were
excluded. A chi-_square test for independence was conducted to determine if this difference
’wvas significant. The following null hypothesis was tested: ‘

Ho4 For students who received an incomplete mark in Mathematics 8, exclusion from
the sample is independent of participation in summer schdol.

The observed and expected frequencies were as follows:

fo SS No SS fe SS No SS
Excluded 11 23 Excluded | 22.26 11.74
Included 44 6 Included | 32.74 17.26

X2(1, n=84) = 27.72, p< 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. A disproportionate
number of excluded students occurs within the non-summer school group.

A chi-square test for independence was conducted to determine if there was a
relationship between continued enrollment in the district and partigipation in summer
- school. The following null hypothesis was tested:

Hos For students who received an incomplete mark in Matheﬁwatics 8, continued
. enrollment in the district is independent of participation in summer school.

The observed and expected frequencies were as follows:

fo SS No SS fe SS No SS
Continued 54 22 Continued| 49.76 26.24
Did Not 1 7 Did Not 5.24 2.76

X2(1, n=84) = 10.99, p< 0.05. The null hypothesis was rejected. A disproportionate

number of students Who continued enrollment in the district occurs within the summer

school group.

. 45



A more specific analysis was conducted using a chi-square test for independence to
determine if there wasva relationship between entoliment in Mathernatics 9 “and
participation in summer school. The following nuil hypothesis' was tested: H
Hoe For students who ‘received an incomplete grade in Mathematics 8, enrollment in

| Mathematics 9 is independent of participation“ in summer scho’ol.

The observed and expected frequencies for the remaining 68 students were as follows:

f6  SS NoSS . fe  SS No SS

Math 9 44 6 ‘Math9 | 375 12.5
No Math 9 7 | 11 NoMath9| 135 | 45

X2 (1, n=68) = 1.7.03, .p< 0.05. The 'nuii_hy_pothesis was rejected. Students who
participated in sutnmer school are more likely to enroll in Mathematics 9 in the next two
years than students who do not participate in summer school. The population of 84
students who originally received an incomplete standing was reduced by '16 to examine this
hypothesist 6 wvho moved, 6 who enrolled in alternate sch'ools,(one who registered for
correspondence, and 3 who advanced to Mathematics 9 without passing Mathematics' 8. The
6 students who rnoved, the 6 who enrolled in alternate schools, and the one who. fegistered
for correspondence were removed fror‘n this analysis because it was unknown whether or
not they registered fcr Mathematics 9. The‘3_stude_nts who advanced to Mathematics 9
without passing Mathematics 8 were removed because they were socially promoted.

Hovt students who received incomplete marks in Mathematics 8 eventually"
performed in Mathematics 9 is the subject of the following anaiyses.

As discussed earlier in this chapter, 50 students comprised the sample. Forty-

four of the students successfully completed Mathematics 8 at summer school then advanced

to Mathematics 9, but only 20 (45 %) were successful at earning passing marks. Six
students did not attend summer school, but successfully completed Mathematics 8 in the
93/94 school year, then advanced to Mathematics 9. Five of the 6 (83 %) earned passing

marks in Mathematics 9. It was impossible to conduct a chi-square test on this data

46



becéuse the resulting expected frequencies in two of the ceils weré too small for the test to
be valid. The likelihood of committing a Type Il error, failing to reject a false null
hypothésis, was too great.
Of the 50 students in the'sample, e)taétly half s»u'cc'esstully completed Mathematics *
9 (20 of the 44 students who attertded summer school and 5 of the 6 students who did rtot). .
Stated another way, the failure rate for the sample for Mathematics 9 was 50%. A chi-
square test for independénce was condLicted to determine if the failure rate in Mathematics
9 for the sample was different from tI"i.e failure rate of the general population of
Mathematics 9 studénts.' The following null hypotiiesis was tested:
Hof There is no difference in failure rate for Mathematics 9 between students in the
sample and thie general population.

The observed and expected frequencies were as follows:

General General

. fo Sample Population . - fe  Sample  Population
Pass Ma 9 25 1279 Pass Ma 9| 43.96 1260.04
FailMa 9 25 154 | FailMa9| 6.04 172.96

X2(1, n=1483) = 70.09, p< 0.05. The null ‘hypothevsis was rejected. There is a
significant.differerice in the Mathematics 9 failure rate between the students in the sample
and the general population. |
| Further Analysis of the Data
The data analysis planned for this study intended to compare the Mathematics 9
achievement data for three groups of students whci received incorhplete marks in
Mathematics 8 in the 92/93 school 'year.' However, as vexplained earlier in the chépter, it
was imposéible to pursue the planned analysis using dependent samples t tests becéuse of
the small sample size, thé unequal sizes of the -groups, and'the nonexisteht third group. -
In Chapter 3, threats to thel validity of the stuciy were discussed. Mortality was

one of the threats and it was stated that a number of students had to be removed from the
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study because they either did not take Mathematics 9 or their Mathematics 9 marks were

not available. An examination of the excluded students follows.
E)-(cluded Students

| Mortality. A total of 34 studénts were excluded from the sample in this st'udy
(40% of the eligible 84 students who received incomplete rharks in Mathematics 8 in the
92/93 sc_hosl year). The excluded group and thesample were initially simiiar in terms of
Mathematics 8 achiévement, both groups had received incomplete marks and were eligible
for enrollment in summer school. However, only -15 of the 34 excluded students attended
summer school (32%), compared to 44 of the 50 sample students (88%). As discussed
above, this difference is significant -[Ho4 = X2 1, n=é4) = 27.72, p< 0.05]. Another
way of phrasing this finding is that a disproportionate number of summer school students
remained in the sample. The researcher does not kﬁow why some students did not attend
. 'summer school. Expense was not a factor as fees.were waived when requested. In fact?
three students who remained in the sarhple had their fees waived ’(none of the excluded
students attended_ summer school and had /their fees waived). Some students may have had
summer travel plans, some may have had job co'mmitme‘nts, others may have felt the need
for a break from school.

~Analysis of differences between the excluded and included 'groups of students was
restricted because available data were limited. It was possible, however,_to investigate
gender and age differénces betWeen the two groﬁps.

The excluded group consisted of 21 malss and 13 females while the included sample
consisted of 34 males and_ 16 females The following null hypothesis was formulated to
determine if the proportion of males to females was différent in the groups:

Hog There is no difference in the gender composition of the excvluded and the included
groups. |

The observed and expected frequencies were as follows:

48




fo. Excluded Included fe Excluded Included

Male 21 34 " Male 22.26 32.74
Female - 13 16 . Female | - 11.74 17.26

X2 (1, n=84) = 0.35 , bqf 0.05. The null hypothesis was not rejected. The differe'nce in
gendér compositibn in the two groups is not éignificant. .

The included group and the excluded groub each contained 3 students who were at
least one year older than tHeir age cohort in the 92/93 school year. It was not possible to
conduct a chi-square test because two of the expected frequency cells were less than» five;
‘the possibility of committing a Type Il error wés too great.

Analysis of Excluded Group. Thirty-four students were excluded from the sample.

They were excluded for the following reasons:

- enrolled in Math 9A . 10 students
- socially promoted | 8 students
- moved out of district 6 students
- enrolled in alternéte schools 6 students
- enrolled in Iearhing assistance 2 students

enrolled in correspondence school 1 student

- quit - _ 1 student
Twenty-three of the 34 excluded ‘students did ndt attehd summer school while 11 did. The
reasons they Weré excluded are outlined in the following paragraphs.

The 23 students excluded from the sample who did not attend sﬁmmer school may
have had some input int_o their educational program for the 93/94 school year and may -
have opted for alternate m_athematics or alternate schools ratherﬁ than revpeat' Mathematics
8. School counsellors together with adr.ninistrators,l classroom teéchers; learning
assistance and resourcé teachers meet as school-based teams and make recommendations

for students who are having difficulties. Recommendations include alternate mathematics
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or alternate schools instead of‘ repetitton of Mathematics 8. Five -of the 23 students did
enroll in Mathematics 9A, 4 enrolled in alternate schools, and one enrolled in Learning
'Assistance for mathematics.‘ Another 5 students mcved out of the district, one.registered
for correspondence school, and‘ cnle quit. The 6 remaining Students were socially promoted
(2 Ato Mathematics 9', 3 to Mathematics 10A, and one to Methematics 10).

There were 11 students excluded from the sample who did attend summer school.
Five of the 11 enrolled in Mathematics 9A, 2 enrolled in alternate schools, and one
enrolled in Learning Assistance for mathematics. One student left the district and the
Vremaining 2_ students were socially promoted (one to Mathematics 9 and one to

Mathematics 1 0A).

Socially Promoted Students. Social promotion, the advancement to a higher grade

level without having met advancement criteria, was the reason 8 students were excluded
from the sample. .
Three students were excluded from the study because, although they did take

Mathematics 9, they never successfully completed Mathematics 8. One of the 3 received

- an incomplete mark in Mathematics 8 in the 92/93 school year, enrolled in Mathematics

8 at summer,school, but failed. He moved to Mathentatics 9 in 93/94 without passing
Mathematics 8. He received an F in Matheratics 9. Two others received incomplete
marks in Mathematics 8 in the 92/93 school year, did not attend summer- school, but
advanced to Mathematics 9 in 93/94; They both earned P's in Mathematics 9. These
advancements are consistent with social promotion because the students advanced with
their age cohort desp|te the fact they had not met advancemeént criteria, |e successtul
~ completion of Mathematics 8. ' _ » .

Two different schools were involved in these three social promotion situations. In
both schools, the counseliors explained that the socia'l promotion decisions were made

based on recommendations by the schcot-based team.
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In one school, the school-based team had -met frequently‘ to formulate strategies to
help the individual student be successful at school. The team determined that it was in the
student's best interests to advance her to Mathematics 9 even though she had not passed

Mathematics 8.

In the other school, Mathematics 9A was not offered due to insufficient enrollment

(the only school of six in the district which did not offer Mathematics 9A; surprisingly,

the one with the largest grade nine population). In addition, the counsellor explained that
mathematics classes were paired with science classes. A mathematics and science pair was
taught by a single teacher to a single set of students. Because mathematics 'andl sciehce
were timetabled as é single course, a student who failed Mathematics 8 and Science 8 would
most iikely be required to repeat them both, but a student who failed one of the two
subjects would most likely be advanced. The two students who were socially promoted to
AMathematics 9 at this school were to be identified to their Mathematics 9 teachers and
evaluated according to a modified curriculum a-s though they were in Mathematics 9A. It is
unknown whether or not this occurred as their report card comments do not indicate
modification took place. Out of 363 studvents enrolled in Mafhematics 9 at this school in
the 93/94 school yéér, 9 students (2%) did receive comments indicating their evaluation
was based on a modified program. Interestingly, all 9 students on a modified program
earned passing marks.

Four students were excluded from the sample because they jumped from
Mathematics 8 to Mathematics 10A. They never took Mathematics 9 or 9A.. One of these
students received an incomplete mark in Mathematics 8 in June of 93, enrolled in
Mathematics 8 at summer school in July 93 and failed. ‘She repéatéd Mathematics 8 in the
93/94 school year and earned a passing mark. She then enrolled in Mathematics 10A in
the 94/95 school year and earned a passing mark.” The other'3.studenté who jumped to
Mathematics 10A did not participate in summer school. Two of the 3 rebeated Mathenﬁatics

8 in 93/94. . One of the 2 passed, the other student received an incomplete mark. Both
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moved to Mathematics 10A in 94/95. The fourth student did not repeat Mathematics 8 in
93/94; instead she jumped to Mathematics 10A. vHo.wever, her incomplete mark in
Mathematics 8 in 93/94 was her second féiling mark in Mathematics 8; she had taken the
course i.n 91/92 for fhe first time. In all four of these situations, the students were
advanced to Mathematics 10A without ever doing Mathematics 9 and the advancement
allowed them to regain their pdsition with their age cohort. The age cohbrt of each of the
four students was enrolled in a grade ten mathematics course in the same year the four
students were advanced.. The advancement of the 4 students despite the fact that they had
not taken Mathematics 9, and, in one case, had not successfully completed Mathema’tics 8,"
is Ac.onsistent with the practice of social promotion. One of the 4 socially promoted students
earned an A mark in Mathemétiés 10A, 2 earned P's, and the fourth student failed. Two
. different schools in the district enrolled these students -and the decisions to socially
promote the studenfs were made consciously based on recommendations from the
~counsellors or school-based teams. The schools i‘nvolved were not the same schools
involved in the social promotions to Mathematics 9 described earlier.

A similar situation exists for another student who advanced from Mathematics 8 to
Mathematics 10. She received an incomplete mark in Mat.hematics 8 in'the 92/93 school
_year, did not go to summer school, repeated Mathematics 8 in 93/94 and earned a C+. In
the 94/95 school year she advanced to Mathematics 10 where her age cohort was. She
received an F in Mathematics 10.  The school this student attended did not offer
Mathematics 10A in the 94/95 school yeér (the same school which did not offer
Mathematics 9A). The decision to promote the student was based on a'recommendation
from the school-based team. The student was to be on a modified program and evaluated as
| though she were taking Mathematics 10A. It is unknown whether or not this took place as
her report card comment does not indicate any modification. _

Eight social promotionv cases ére described here. In fi\'/e of the eight cases; the

- students were successful at the higher level of mathematics; they passed. In three cases,
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the students were unsuccessful. Although it is ifnposeible with this small number to
“conclude that social promoticnlis an effective practice, it did allow 5 of 8 students to -
successfully move ahead WItH their age cohort. -
. Related Study |

The large number of excluded students was unexpected. The researcher was
disapbointed at not being able to follow thrcuéh with the ori'QinaI deta analysis using '
dep,endent samples t tests to examine the effectiveness of remediaIAsummer school as an

elternative to repetition of a course. The rese.archer,_ therefore, decided to examine otherv

subject areas within one school in the district to assess the effect of summer school on
subsequent echievement. The purpose. of the related study wae to provide evidence to
support or refute the practice of remedial summer school as an aItefnatiVe to subject
repetiticn. |

To provide the evidence, three parallel research questions were formulated
i‘nvestigating three different groups of students who received an incomplete mark in
~ Science 8, Sociel Stu’dies.8, or English 8 in the 92/93 school year: 1) students who did
not attend summer school in July 93, 2) students who attended summe\r'school and passed,
and 3) students who attended summef school and failed. Science 8, Social Studies 8, and
English .8 were chosen because they are academic compulsory courses that have grade 9
level compulsory courses to follow (hence the -exclusion, for ‘example, of French 8).
Mathematics 8 was not included since it would have involved a duplication of data from the
original study.

Three reeearch questions, stated ‘below as null hypotheses, were to be tested
through the use of dependent samples t tests. |
Ho11A There is no difference in Science 9, _Social St_udies 9, olr Engl\ish 9 achievement

between students who paesed Science 8, Social _Studies 8, or English 8 at summer

school and those who did not take eummer school but passed Science 8, Social

Studies 8, or English 8 after repeating the c‘ourse(s) for a full year.




Ho12 There is ho difference in Science 9,. Social Studies 9, 6r English 9 achievement
between students who bassed Science 8, Social Studies'8, or English 8 at summer
school and those who failéd the course(s) at summer school.

Ho13 Thére is no differénpe in Science 9, Social Studie; 9, or English 9 achievement
between students who did not attend surﬁmer school and repeated Science 8, Social
Studies 8, or English 8 for a full year and those who vfailed Science 8, Social Studies A
8, or English 8 at summer school and repeated the course(s) for a full year.

. Science 8, Social Studies 8, and English 8 incorﬁplete marks for June 93 weré
gathered. Sixfy-seven incomplete marks in Science 8, Social Studies 8, of English 8 were

given in June 93. The 67 incomplete marks were earned by 51 individual students_; 10

students received two incomplete marks and 3 students received three incomplete marks.

These students were eligible for enroliment in summer school. Thirty-six students
(repr.esenting 44 incomplete marks) enrollled while 15 (répresenting 22 incomplete
marks) did not. The 51 studentswer_e responsible for 66 incomplete marks. The

discrepancy of one incomplete mark exists because one of the 3 students who received

three incomplete marks enrolled in summer school for two courses, but could not take a

third course. Two courses aré the maximum a student can take at summer school so it was,
impossible for her to enréll in summer school for the third course.

As in the main study, a number of students had to be excluded because grade 9 level
marks were not available for them. There were a variety of‘ reasons inclgding -mdvement
from the district and enrolliment in alternaté ‘s.chools or programs. A total of 20 students
had to be excluded. The 31 remaining students (representing 37 incomplete marké) were
divided into three groups as described above.

Group 1: 3 students (representing 3 marks} did not attend summer school; instead, they

repeated a full year of the grade 8 level course before advancing to the grade 9
level, |

Group 2: 27 students (representing 33 marks) attended summer school and passed, and
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Group 3: 1 student (representing 1. mark) attended summer school and failed.
The grade 9 level marks of the 31 students (fepresenting 37 marks) who remained as the
sample were as follows:
Group 1: 1Cand2P's..
Group 2: 1 B 2 C+'s,5C's, 8P's, 11 I's, and 6 F's.
Group 3: 1 P. | { |

Becaﬁse of the vunequal group sizes and thé ‘small numbers in Groups 1‘ and 3, it was
impossible to conduct t tests to invéstigate the effects -of remedial summer school on grade K
9 level achievement. Since, as in the original study, the proposed statisti¢al analysis

could not be conducted no further analysis was done.

A summary of the original study, discussion of the results, and recommendations

for future study .and practice can be found in Chapter-5.




Chapter V
Summary, Discussion and Conclusions, and Recommendations .
Summary |
- This study attempted vto‘ determine the effect of remedial summer schdol for
Mathematics 8 on subsequent Mathematics 9 achievement to determine if remedial
summer school was' an effective alternative to subject repetition. AII of the students in
the district who received incomplete marks in Mathematics 8 in the 92/93 school year
were eligible for the sample. There were 84 students who received incomplete rﬁarks.
Three research hypothesis were formulated and Were to be tested ﬁsing dependent
samples t tests, however, it was impossible to complete these tests because of unequal
Qroup sizés, a émall number of students in one group and a non-existent third group.
However, non-parametric analyses using chi-square tests were conducted on the
data. The foIIoWing null' Hypotheses were tested?
Ho4 For students who received an incomplete mark in Mathematics 8, exclusion‘from
.the sample is independent of participation in sunﬁmer school.
Hos For students who received an incomplete mark fn Mathemétics 8, continued

enrollment in the district is independent of participation in St_Jmmer school.

Hpe For students who received an incomplete grade in Mathematics 8, enroliment in

Mathematics 9 is independent of participation in summer school.
Ho7 There is no difference in failu're—réte for Mathematics 9 between students in the
sample and the general populatidn. ‘
Hypotheses Hp4, Hos, 'Hog, and Hp7 were rejected. Students who participated in summer
school had a smaller proportion of excluded students, a larger proportion of student_s who
continued enrollment in the district, a larger proportion of students w‘ho.enrolled in
Mathematics 9, and a higher failure rate than the general population.
The researcher conducted a parallel related study to investigate the effect of '

remedial summer school on subsequent achievement in Science 9, Social Studies 9, or

56



English 9. All students in one school in the district who had received incomplete marks for
Science 8, Social Studies 8, or.Eninsh 8 in the 92/93 school year were eligfble for the
study. There were 51 students representing 67 incomplete marks. Null hypotheses
analogous to Hg1, Hp2, and Hp3 were formulated. The Hypqtheses were to be tested using
dependent samples t tests; however, as in the original study, it was impossible to complete
these tests because of unequal group sizes. |
Discussion

.It was impossible to analyze the Mathematics 9 achievement of students who
received incomplete marks in Mathematics 8 as originally planned using dependent
samples t tests.  However, chi-équare tests yielded informationluseful to the purpose of
the study, to provide evidence to support or_refute the practfce of remvedial summer school
as an alternative to repetition. .

For students who received incompleté marks in Mathematics 8, those who
pafticipated in summer school were more likely to continue to be enrolled in the district
[Hos = X2(1, n=84) = 10.99, p< 0.05] and enrolled in Mathematics 9 [Hog = X2 (1,
n=68) = 17.03, p< 0.05]. These findings demonstrate that summer school is an effective
alternative to repetition for Mathematics 8 in terms of continued enrollment in the
district and enrollment in Mathematics 9. It is possible that students who participate in
summer school look forward to the social aspects of being enrolled with tHeir age
appropriate peers in Mathematics 9 while students who do not participate in summer
school are not similarly motivated. Successful participation in remedial summer school
allows students to advance with their age cohort to Mathematics 9. This is key. Cale
(1992), as reported in Chapter 2, notes that students who successfully complete summer
school are granted another opportunity to graduate with their peers.

Although summer school is positively related to continued enrollment in
Mathematics 9, summer school is not related to passing marks in Mathematics 9. Fifty-

five percent of the students who passed Mathematics 8 in summer school failed
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Mathematics 9 the next year. Participation in summer school did not enable most students
to successfully complete Mathematics 9.

" When the successful completion rate, or inversely stated, the, failure rate, for
Mathematics 9 was compared between the sample and the general population a significant
difference was found [Ho7 = X2(1, n_=1323) = 70.18, p< 0.05]. Students in the sample
had a significantly higher prop'ortion of Afailur'es in‘ Mathematics 9 than the general
population. | (

These findings, taken together, indicate that ﬁarticipation in summer school may
help keep students enrolled in the district and in the regular mathematics stream, but not
help them pass Mathematics 9. | Pérticipation in summer school for Mathematics 8 wasv
not very useful to the successful completion of Mathematics 9.

These findings are generaII‘y consistent with the findings of studies reviewed in
Chapter 2. Daniels ‘(19'86)' found that students who attended summer school improved
their school attendance the following year although there was no improvement in grade
point average. Hink (1986) found that despite the fact that summer school students in her
study showed no advantage over non-sumrﬁer school students in report card grades,
students felt that it was of benefit. Green (1989) reports no statistically significant
differences between the achievement of students who attended summer school and those who
did not, but he asserts ‘that "the data ... appeared to indicate that the summer school
program provided additional instruction in the basic skills which may have prevenfed the
students who attended ... from falling further behind ... and being better prepared for the
following year's instruction" (p. 73).

The social promotion cases described earlier suggest a question: why, if students
can be successful in Mathematics 9 without ever passing Mathematics 8, even send
students to summef school? Two students were socially promoted' to Mathematics 9 after
receiving incomplete marks in Mathematics 8 and not attending summer school. Both

students were successful passing Mathematics 9. If students can pass Mathematics 9
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without going to summer school or repeating Mathematics 8, why require the completion
of Mathematics 8?

The social promotion decisions described earlier were all based on
recommendations of the school counéellor or the échool-based team. Theylwere thoughtful
recommendations based on the best interests of the individual student. The number of
indi\)idual students discu_ssed by school-based teams is unknown. -‘What is known is that
school-based teams recommend options other than social promotion.  Their
recommendations -include summer school, alternate mathematics courses, learning
assistance, and alternate schools. The question is, then, how do they determine which
recommendation is in the best interests of the student? Wéuld more students benefit from .
sociél promotion? It would be valuable té discover how school-based teams make their
decisions and how they determine which students are even discussed. How are referrals to
school-based teams made?

The Iarge number of students that had to be excluded from the study because they
did not conﬁnué to Mathematics 9 was unexpected. Although ohly one student was excluded
because he dropped out of schdol aItogether, others were excluded because they enrolled in
Mathematiés 9A, Learning Assistance, or alternate schools. It is possible that these'
students had learning difficulties that wére not addressed in their Mathematics 8 course.
Tﬁis would lbe cohsistent with McLeskey and Griizle's (1992) finding that a large number
of students are retained before they are identified as having learning disabilities;
McLeskey and Grizzle conclude. that retentionA is being used as.a remediation tool in the
absence of 'other interventions. It is possible to draw the same conclusion from the
findings of the present study. An obvious improvement to prevent retention being used as
a remediation tool is to implement strategies to remediate students' learning difficulties
prior to fail.ure.

Identification Qf learning difficulties is crucial. Only after this occurs can

remediation take place. After learning difficulties have been identified, strategies to meet
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the needs of students can be .imblemented. The Spécial Education Services Manual of
Policies, Procedures and Guidelines (Ministry of Education, 1994) outlihes strategies
that can be used to aésiét students With special needs. The strategieé listed in the manual
fall under two categories: .adapted and modified programs.

~ Adapted programs'retain “the learning outcomes of the prescribed curriculum, ‘but
adaptafions are provided so [students] can participate” (p. 8). Adaptations include changés
to instructional strategies and assessment. Modified programs have "learning outcomes
vs;h_ich arel substantially different from the prescribed curriculum, and specifically
selected to meet [students']A spe;ial needs" (p. 8). Adaptéd and moc'jified. brograms are the
r'esponsibility of the cléssroom teacher with the support of resource peréonnel 'in the
school and district. The intention is to provide an inclusive situation where all students
' can learn and achieve as their abilities permit. It is essential that classroom teachers
understand their responsibility and facilitate the learning of all students.

The present study examined only students whobreceived an incomplete mark in
Mathem‘atics 8. There weré others who received a Fail mark. These students were
excluded from the study because they were not eligible for summer school. However;
-considering the clearly negative findings of the retention literature, it is imperative: that

these students also be given an opportunity to catéh up with: their age cohort. They should

be eligible for summer school.

i

In -light of the results of the present study and the above discussion,
recomméndations for future reséarch and future practice follow.
Recommendations for Future Research
Because there are unanswered questions raised by' the present study,'the following
recommendaﬁons aré suggested folr future research. |
1) Conduct the study and parametl;ic data analysis as intended in the present study with a

sample large enough to allow the use of dependent sampleé t tests. It is probable that

'prO\)inc’:iaI data would be required.




2)

3)

4)

5)

Determine why students do.not take summer school. Are there differences between
students who participate in summer school and those whb 'do not?

Track students' who move and who enroli in aitérnate schools to determine their
achievement in-subsequent mathematics courses. |

Track students who received F letter grades in Mathematics 8. These students, unlike
the ones in the present study, would not be eligible for summer school. They would be
required to repeat a full year of Mathematics 8 before advancing to Mathematics 9.
Investigate the curriculum, teaching strategies, and evaluation of Mathematics 8 in

remedial summer school. What are teachers of Mathematics 8 at remedial summer

school trying to achieve?

1)

3)

Investigate the brocess schools use to determine which students should be socially
promoted. | |
Track students who are socially promoted to determine their achievement in
subsequent courses.

Recommendations for Future Practice

Permit students who receive Fail marks to attend summer school. This is likely only
neces_sary for the 1996 siimmer school because In Progress will replace Fail
beginning in the 1996-97. It makes sense that /n Progress ' students would be ablé to
complete. their course requ1rements in summer school in_the future.

Establish professnonal ‘development opportunltles for teachers to mform them of
retention research findings.

Establish professional development opbortunities for teaéhers to learn about édjusted
and modified programs. With the support of resource personnel, assist teachers to
alter their instructional techniques and assessment préctices to be more inclusive nf

all students.
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