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ABSTRACT
The Austin Independent School District (AISD) adopted
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the 1981-82 school year. Students will be at least 1 year behind in
their reading levels at grades 1 through 6 and/or 1 year behind in
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retention. Within the district evaluation program, a Retention and
Promotion Study found that retainees gained an avetage of .8 of a
grade equivalent year on the Iowa Tests of.Basic Skills (1TBS) in
reading after a year's instruction, and_that principals and teachers
seemed to emphasize performance in daily work. The Final Report
documents and analyzes the ITBS data and a survey of district
teachers and principals to determine the effects of the retention
policy and to compare the progress of retained students to 1980-81
levels. Policy effects on retention rates and achievement are
discussed overall; by grade; and by ethnicity, income level, and
other characteristics. Data from student master files, records, and
reports; and case studies of 12 retained students are provided in the
appendixes. (CM)
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FINAL REPORT

Project Title: Retention and Plomotion Study

Contact Persons: Nancy Baenen, Freda Holley

Major Positive Findings:

is

1. Retainees gain anfaverage of .8 of a grade equivalent year on the.ITBS

in reading after one year of instruction. This is about average for

low-achieving students.

2. Some students do show impressive gains on the ITBS after being retained

(up to 3.2 grade equivalent years in reading and 2.7 years in math).

Interviews with a few of the teachers of these students suggest that

gains are more likely when:

the source of the retaineeS' learning problems can
be identified,
a systematic plan is developed to deal with problem

areas, and
teachers maintain a positive, interested attitude and

are willing to do whatever is necessary to-help retainees.

3. Retainees' performance at the end of the grade repeated is closer to

that of their younger classmates than that of students with similar

characteriSticS who were promote&

4. Low achievement does seem to be the basis upon which stu ents are

retained. Most (79-84%) of those retained at the end of 1979-80,

1980-81, and 1981-82 scored at or below the 20th percentile on the

reading and path sections of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS).

Teachers and administrators report that insufficient academi_ pro-

gress was a primary reason for retention in almost all (94-99%) of

the cases.

5. Reported achiever.ent criteria used in retaining students at the end

of the 1980-81 school year matched fairly closely thooe listed in

the new retention pclicy which went into effect in 1981-82. The

primary differe9ce was that principals and teachers seemed to

emphasize performance in daily work more than in basal texts, while

the policy emphasizes the basal performance..

Major Findings Requiring Action:

1. Retainees gained .10s. in math (.6 to .7 grade equivalent years cn the

average) than in tQading (.8 grade equivalent years) after being

retained. Only_,one`Fhird of the retainees met or exceeded the national

average for math\giins for low adhievers.

1
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2. Some students gained very little or
,showed losses in grade equivalent
scores'after being retained.

3. Retainees'generally gained less in

- math and reading on the ITBS than a
group of students with similar char-
acteristics who were not retained.
Changes in ITBS scores from the spring
when students were recommended for .

retention to the spring at tha end of
t*grade repeated indicate greater
gains for those not retained at every
grade level except three and six.
Sample sizes at grade six are too
small to be considered an accurate
reflection of trends.

y. Students still performed below the average'AISD level for their.grade

after being retained at every grade level except first..

5. Retention rates vary considerably (.3% to.15%) across schoals. Although

this may be partially due to differences in achievement, this doas not

appear to be the only factor. Differences may indicate uneven imple-

mentation of the policy, differences in school philosophy, or inadequate

detail in standards in the policy.

6. Mexican American and Black students are retained more often than Anglo,

American Indian, or Asian students. Although this appears to be tied

to the achievement patterns of these students and not other factors,

It points out- the need for continued efforts in improving the achieve-

ment of Mexican American and Black students.

7. Boys are retained twice as often as girls at the elementary level.

WHAT IS AISD'S RETENTION POLICY AT THE ELEMENTARY LEVEL?

The Austin' Independent School a..strict (AISD) adopted a new retention and

promotion policy for elementary students during April 1981 which went into.

effect during the 1981-82 schOol 'year. The new policy is more speciilc about

retention than the old policy in several ways.

it designates which students to consider for retention more clearly.

The new policy specifies that students should be at least one year

behind in their reading basals at grades one through six ahd/or one

year behind in mastering math competencies at grades four through

six to be considered for retention. Other factors such as age,

language, physical development, social maturity, and rate of absence

should then be taken into account as well.

- 6
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*The new policy details the steps to be taken in notifyirig and work-
ing with the,parents of Potential retainees. The old po.icy did

not address this.

*The new policy specifies information that the retaining teacher
should pass on to the receiving teacher. Itcal.so indicates that

the receiving teacher muat give special attention to the retainee
to assure.continual progress. The teacher is to study itforma-
tion in the student's folder, explore alternate methods of instruc-
tion, and make'sure the student does not simply repeat the same
material.

Both policies indicate that schooL personnel have the final
respoasibility for-retention decisions. The new policy mandates
that teachers recommend students for retention in writing and that
the'principal make the final decision. Although not.specilically
stated in the policy, the central administratton will now generally
not overrule the principal's decision (which was not always true in

the past).

67

Although the new policy was not officially in effect until the 1981-82
school year, there is evidence (from surveys of administrators and teachers
and changes in retention rates) that the new policy played a part in reten-
tion recommendations made during the 1980-81 school-year:
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WHY ARE STUDENTS RETAINED?

All AISD elementary principals and a
sample of teachers were asked. what
criteria they used in making the'
decision to retain students at the
end of the 1980,81. school year (when'
the new policy was published but, not
officially in effect). Teachers and
principals mentioned the following
'factors most often in desdribing why
students were retained:

Factors Most % Mentioning

'Often Mentioned Principals Teachers

Insufficient academic
progress

Social inmaturit7

Counter-productive
behavior

Excessive absenteeiza

94Z 99%

30% 42.1

2.0% 20%

16%. 21%

3
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Areigreon .I.C.gh School.

"1

Principals and teachers felt some
achievement criteria were more
important than 'others. in baking
retention decisions.. Most considered
more than one criterion.

b,

.Achievement Criteria Mertioninz

for Retention'
"Most Often Mentioned Principals Teachers

Unsatisfactory progress
ma daily work and
teac4er-made tests 83: 88Z

Lack,of certain criti-
cal skills necessary for
suCcessfuI performance
Iia the mist'grade

.

Lack of completion or
appropriate series books

Low scores on standard-
ized achievement tests,

77: 78:

32: 67:

32: 63:

Reading and mathematics were moni-
tored most closely, followed by

'language arts. Almost half of the
principals and teachers mentioned
that poor performance in both read-
ing and math led to retention.

Principals and teachers both felt
that conferences with parents and
the attitude of school personnel
toward retention were very important
factors iafluencing parental atti-
tudes toward retention. ;

ft. '1 ,

When asked Who would be most likely to benefit from retention, te limited

number of teachers interviewea, most often mentioned those who appeAred to

have the capability to- learn but were not performing well for some reason.

They also mentioned many of the same criteria revealed in the sul;:vey, as

well as students who lacked motivation to learn, who did not face respon-

sibility well, and those in the early grades.

4
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The survey and case study results

suggest that low achievement is a

major criterion used in making

retention decisions. Social imma-

turity, behavior, and absenteeism

are also important, but to a les-

ser extent.

These results coincide well with the new policy, which emphasizes achieve-

ment first and then other faCtors. The type of achievement emphasized doeg

seem to-vary between policy and practice, however, at least in 1980-81.
Teachers and principals.Seemed to focus on daily work-more than the comple-

'tion of basals emphasized in the policy. This difference may be of minor

importance, however, siace the two seem closely related.

WHAT EFFECT HAS THE NEW DISTRICT POLICY HAD ON RETENTION, RATES?

Overall RetAntion Rates

The ratevsof-yetention for 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82 were reviewed to

see whaOfTect the new policy has had on retention.rates. The number and

percentage of students enrolled who were recommended for retention at the

end of these school years were:

END OF
SCHOOL YEAR

RECOMMENDED
RETAINEES

ENROLLMENT
(ADM)

,

RETENTION
RATE

1979-80 652 30,393 2.157.

1980-81 1,224 29,35E 4.17%

'

1981-82 1,443 29,425 4.92%

Figure 1. RETENTION RATES: 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82.
Based on lists of recommended retainees sub-
mitted by schools at the:end of each school
year and Average Daily Membership (ADM)

figures for the entire year. The 1981-82
figures are preliminary.
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Rates of Retention by Grade.

-RetehtiOn rates also vary by glade

level. First graders.are retained
most-often with declining rates at

each higher grade level through six.

Figure 2 shows the retention rates
by grade level for 1979-80,'1980-81,

and 1981-82. As-the graph illustrates,
retention rates p,early doubled at every

grade level except kindergatten from

1979-80.to 1980-81.- Rates.increased

slightly at every level except kinder-

garten between 1980-81 and 1981-82.

The largest increases were at grades

four (up 1.5%) and five (up 1.10%)

during 1981-82. In 1981-82, thr lumber

and percent of students in each rade

retained were: -

GRADE

-

RETAINED .

PERCENT OF
ENROLLMENT

K 57 1.2

1 567 12.3

2 243 5.9

3 186 4.6

4 179 4.2

5 146 3 . T

6 65 1.5

NUMBER OF

5TUDENTS

RECaMMENDED

FOR

RETENTION

500 _

400

300

200

100 .

0

/

'gmlrm 1979-80
1980-81
1981-82

'2 3 4 5 6

GRADE

Figure 2.- RETENTION.RATES BY GRADE. Counts for 1981-82
are prelimidary:as of June 19, 1982.

4.
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c.

0

Rates of Retention hy SchoolV

Rates of retentiod vary by school. In 1979,-80,.the number tecommended
for retention varied from 0 at 11 schools to 41 at 2 schools. The per-

cent retained varied fromL0 to 97.. At the end of 1981-82, with the new
policy- officially,in effect, there mere no schools without at least one

recommended retainee. The range,of students rpommended for retention
varied from 1 at 2 schools to 100 at 1 school. The percent recommended

varied from .3% to:15%.

,

The dew policy did'seenito encourage all schools to consider at least a

,few students for retention 'but did not,thike. the rate of retention much

more uniform ,across the District. Most schoól retention rates increased
between 1979-80 and 1980-81 and began to stabilize in 1981-82. Changes

in the percentage retained Varied by over 5% 'between 1980-81 and 1981-82

only in five schoolsv four went up and one went.down more than 5%. Over- '

all, rates went up in about 58% of the schools, stayed the same in one'

-(2%), and went dOwn in the rest (40%). Some schools still tend to retain

mote students than others.

.Retention Rates by Ethnicity, Income Level, and Sex

In 1981-82, 1,443 students were retained. Of these, 677 (47%) were Mexi7

can American, 420 (29%) were Black; 321 were Anglo (22%), 17 wereasian (1%),

and 8 were-American Indian (.6%). Since1979-80, the percentage of retainees
who are MaxicanAmerioan has remained fairly stable, while the percenogge
who are Black his increased about 10% and the percentage who are Anglo

has decrea.ed about 12%.

Looking at retention rates in termS of the AISD'i, elementary enrollment_

for each ethnic group provides a different perspective

....m.o....y.4,1.
1980-81

Enrolled Retained Percent Enwllad
.981-82
Retained Percent

AMERICAN INDIAN 97 0 , 0 104 8 7.7

°BLACK 5,799 337 5.8 5,945, 420 7.1

ASIAN 408 14 3.4 449 17 3.8

MEXICAN AMERICAN 8,690 . 575 6.6 8,986 677 7.5

ANGLO 15,013 293 2.0 15,234 321 2.1

Figure 3. ELEMENTARY RETENTION RATES BY ETRNICITY IN TERMS OF

ENROLLMENT. Elementary enrollment in grades K-6 based

on end-of-May Student Master File for each year.

Retention figures for 1981-82 are preliminary.
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In 1981-87, 7.67. of the,Mexican American, 7.1% of tip

Black, 2.1% of the Anglo, 3.8%.of the Asian, and 7.7%

of the American Indian elementary students in AISD

were.retained. Between 1980-81 and 1981-82, the per-

centage of each ethnic group relteined in terms of

enrollment increased slightly. V

About three fourths of the stddents retained are identified as.low income,

based od participation in the free or reduded-price lunch program. Almost

tao thirds of the retainees Are boys.

ketcmtion Reties by.Titlej and LEP Status

About one third of those retained at the end of f580-81 had participatedin

the Title I. program.that year. The percentage of students retained who

were classified as haying Limited English.Proficiency (LEP) was 227..

CLanzes_in Retentionlates

Rates of retention were cheaked.ia the fall and the fd:llowingspring to see how

many students recommended for rebention actually were retained. Of the

1,225 students recommended for retention in spring of 1981, 1,107 were

actually retained in the fall. This number dropped to 1,068 by spring of

1982. Thus, 118 students were not retained through the 1981-8Z school year.

A computer search revealed that: al-,out 20% of these students had withdrawn.

from AISD (at least 7% to private schools id Austin). The rest (80%) had .

been promoted tb the nent grade or lost due to bad. matches of identifica-

tion numbers (some became inactive).

WHAT EFFECT HAS THE DISTRICT POLICY HAD ON ACHIEVEMENT?

Retention Rates by Decile

An examination of Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) perceaille sdores for

retainees revealed that:

1. The percentage of those scoring at the'20th perdentile
or be1a4 in both math and reading who were retained
increased from 1979-80 to 1.980-81 and again from
198u81,to,1981-82. At the end of 1979-80, about
'12% of thOse scoring at this level in reading and
13% of`those scoring at this level ia math Were
retained. By 1981-82,'36% of those scoring at
the 20th percentile or below in reading and 28%
of those scoring at this level in math were
retained.

.2. Most (83-84%) of those retained at
the end of 1979,-80, 1980-81, and
1981-82 did'score at the 30th
perdentile or below in readi14,
on the ITBS, About 3.5% of
.those retained scored above
the 50th percentile in reading.
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3. The percent of those retained wha scored-at the-30th. percentile

or below in math on the ITBS stayed about the same fram 1979-80

to 1980-81 .(81-827.) but dropped slightly in 1981-82 (79%). About

4-5% of those retainedscored above the 50th percentile in math

on the ITBS.

Retainee Gains

Retainees' ITBS scores were compared for the testing which occurred just

before they were retained and the testing which occurred at the end of

the grade repeated. Reading Total and Math\Total scores revealed that:

1. Retainees from 1979-80 and 1980-81 gined more in reading on

the average (.81 and .78 grade equivalent yeard) than in math

(.60 and .66 grade equivalent years).

2. Approximately 517. of those retained in 1979-80 and 53% of

those retained in 1980-81 gained at.least .8 of a grade

equivalent year in reading over the year.. Only 347. of

those retained in 1979-80 and 367. of those retained in

1980-81 gained .8 of a grade equivalent year in math.over

a one-year period. Low-achieving students gain about .8

of a year per year of instructiou nationally on the average.

3. Rates of gain varied considerably for individual students.

SoMe students laat as much as 1.3 grade equivalent years

from test time one year t6 the next; others gained up to

3.2 years. MaXimum gains were higher. in reading than in

math (3.2 compared to 2.7 grade equivalent years).

Students retained at the end of 19.79-80
and 1980-81 were matched with students
who were not retained of the same sex,
ethnicity, income level, special educe-
tiq p. status, and of a similar age and .
pretest score level on the ITBS in read-

ing or math- Test scores for two con-
secutive years were then compared using
regression anAlyses. The analyses done
aA the sixth grade level are tot as
reliable as the rest due to the small
nuMber of students retained and:tested
two years in a row at this level.

Matched group analyses revealed that:

1. Nonretainees, on the average,
gain about .2 and .5 grade
equivalent years more in read-
ing and math, respectively,
than retainees after one year.

M:Callum
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2. Differences in the gains of the
two groups were significant at
three of six grade levels in read
.1.ng and four of six in math.

6.950

3.450

In reading, retainees from =
1979-80 and 1980-81.gained less
than nonretainees at grades one, 3.950

fouriand five. A significant
difference was found between the vi

gains of 1980-81, but not 1979-80,'E
retainees and their matches at

2.450
grade 2. 1:600

In math, significant differences
were found betwden both groups of
retainees and their matches at
every grade level except three and

six. A difference was also found
in the achievement of 1979-80
retainees and their matches at grade
three.

3. In an absolute sense, retainees' posttest grade equivalent scores

are lower than those of nonretainees. However, retainees' average

scores are closer to those of their classmates than those of matched

students with similar characteristics who were promoted.

3.300 4.800 6.300

PRETEST--.ITBS READING 4-80

Figure 4. SIBS READING TOTAL
GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
FOR 1979-80 RETAINEES
AND MATCHES: 1979-80
AND 1980-81; GRADE 4.

Students retained in second grade in 1980-81, for example, achieved

an average grade equivalent score of 2.54 in April 1982 in math on

the ITBS. The average AISD second grader scores 2.87. Retainees

are thUs .33 grade equivalent years below their classmates on the.

average.

Students with similar characteristics in 1980-81 who were not

retained, on the other hand, show average April 1982 math graae

equivalent scores of 3.29 (7 months higher than retainees). How-

ever, they are .77 grade equivalent years behind their third
grade classmates who score 4.06 on the average.

Both groups score below their classmates at_every grade except

first for retainees in math.

4. The most common pattern of achievement found was one in which tho..'e

with the lowest pretest scores gained the most and those with the

highest pretest scores gained the least. In most cases, the retainees

consistently gained less than the nonretainees regardless of pretest

scores.

10
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Concldsions on Achievement

The retention rates by decile suggest that the
right students are generally being retained in
terms of the new policy. Mast students do show
low achievement in reading and math, and the
percentage of those scoring at these low levels
who are retained seems to be increasing. It is

surprising that same Students retained do show
average or above average achievement in reading

and/or math. However, these students may have
low achievement in the other subject area or may
not be performing well in their daily work for

some reason.

Gains are at about the rate expected for low achievers in reading but at a

lower rate than expected in math. This could be interpreted in at least /

two ways. It could be that students retained for-reading ability suffer in

math by going over the same skills instead of moving on to new ones. It

may also mean that retention simply does not help anyone's math skills as

much, so only those with very low math achievement who lack critical skills

necessary for the next grade should be retained.

The matched group analyses also suggest that only those with the'lowest

achievement in reading and math should be retained. These students show the

greatest gains. The fact that the smallest differences in scores for retain-

ees and nonretainees were at third grade suggests this could be a more prom-

ising level to retain students if necessary. The comparison of retainee

and AISD average scores suggests first grade may be better than others because

students come closest to the average functioning level of their classmates.

The matched group analyses do not support retaining students at other elemen-

tary grade levels on the whole.

The achievement results raise a very important question about the achievement

changes which are expected after retention. Is it expected that low-achiev-

ing students will show better gains after one year if retained than promoted?

If so, retention falls short. Is it only expected that they will come closer

to the functional level of their classmates and learn skills that will make

future years easier? If the expectation is that.it helps students "catch up"

to their younger classmates, it dues do this to ,some extent--especially at

grade one.

The achievement results, while generally negative,
do not suggest that retention is bad for all students

Some individual students do make impressive gains

after retention. The results do suggest that reten-
tion decisions be made very selectively and that the

lowest achievers are more likely to benefit.

The achievement picture also increases the importance
of other factors ia making retention-decisions. The
question of whether a student's self-concept and
attitude 'toward school are more likely to suffer if

15
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the child is promoted or retained is an important consideration, as well

as which group the child fits with best in terms of physical and social

maturity and behavior. The economic burden to AISD and the parents of

having the child in school for an additional year must also be weighed

against possible benefits.

HOW CAN RETAINEES BE HELPED?

Once students are retained, it is important to know how to help them most

effectively.

SOme information relevant to this question was gathered through 12 case

Studies of students who had improved or not improved on the ITBS in reading

hetween 1979-80 and 19807-81. The teachers of these students were inter-,

.viewed in an attempt to discover what these retainees were like and whether

some methods of dealing with their instructional needs'were more 'efiective

than others. Findings must be considered tentative because of the small

number of cases studied. More research-in this area nay be donenext year.

The case studies led to the following impressions of the factors which

might impact retainees' chances for improvement.

1) IMproved academic achievement seemed to be dependent on

the right combination of teacher and studenv character-

'istics and effort levels. Each retention case was unique.

* Although all the students had achievement deficits,

severity and sources of the problems varied consider-

ably.

Teaching styles and methods varied a gz:eat deal.

Teachers of retainees who improved tended to be
interested, positive, and willing to go beyond
what was expected normally of them to help the

retainee. They seemed to give retainees extra
reinforcement, the opportunity to work at their

own pace, chances for leadership, and supplemen-

, tary materials designed to fit their needs.

2) Identifying the sources of students' academic problems

and implementing a straightforward plan to deal with.them

seemed essential.

Students with identifiable problems that could be

addressed in a systematic way seemed easier to help.

Teachers who found medical, family, or personality

factors that led to academic pfciblems and were able

to deal with them in an organized way had more success

with students than those who were never able to dis-

cover why students were disinterested or unsuccesSful

in school.

12
1 6
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Thus, it.seemed very important for the teacher to identify the source of

the learning problems, work out a plan to address it, and.show the child

that he/She was interested and willing to do whatever was necessary to

help improve achievement levels.

Descriptions of the second-grade case studies are presented below. Case

studies at other grades shared certain elements but had others that were

unique:.

Stsve's achievement in aLZ areas on the 17S
improved between 2980 and 1981. His reading .

scores imvroved the mdst, with an increase
from a 1:8 to a 4.8 grade equivatent levet.

Steve (fictitious name) was retained as a
second grader due to unsat_sfactory work
in all subjects, poor conduct, and a short
attention span. Hi was hyperactive, lacked
motivation to learn, and had,a poor self-

concept. The teacher who retained him be-
lieved his achievement would improve it his
conduct did.

Steve came into the classroom howling the
first day. The teacher told him his behavior
was.unacceptable and explained the rules.
She also talked to him about being retained
(he was embarrassed about it at first) and
said he should view it as a chance for a
fresh ptart. .Steve was placed on medication
far' hyperactivity at the beginning of the
1980-01 school year. This seemed to calm
him dawn enough to concentrate better on his
Studies. H. was still fairly aggresive, but
this caused only occasional discipline prob-
lems.

Stave's teacher's general style was tightly
structured, individually oriented and in-

She did not change her overall
style of teaching with Steve, but did pro-
vide'him with additional support. She

broke down instruction into small steps,
let him work at his own pace, provided a
pear tutor asneeded, gave him a lot of
individual, attention and positive reinforce-
ment, and provided leadership opportunities.
4trve's teacher communicated with his mother
once or twice a month and reported that his
parents were vary supportive and relieved he
was doing better.

Pam's scores in math improved slightly on the
=HS from 2980 to 1981, hut:;ter reading scores
went down from a 1.4 to a Z.9 grade equivatent
level.

Pam (fictitious name) was retained as a sec-
acid grader primarily because of social im-

maturity and poor performance in language
arts and reading. She lacked motivation to
learn and did not seem to care that she was

not doing well. Hwr parents took her horse-
back riding and go-carting but Showed little
interest in her school progress.

Pam's teacher used a tightly structured,

formal approach. Host subjects were taught

to the whole class with small group follow-

up for those who needed it. Pam participated
in these small groups and had a peer tutor for

spelling. She went to a first-grade claas
for reading because she vas so far behind her

classmates. When asked to read orally, she

would say words completely-different from
those on the page. The teacher tried to talk

to her about her feelings with little success.

Li
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Retention/Promotion

Appendix A'

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

(ITBS)

A-1
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81.36 Instrument Description: Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, 1978 Edition,

Form 7

Brief descri tion Of the instrument:

Tha ITBS is a standardized..multiple-choice achievement battery.
Level 5 ;as given tO kindergarten students to measure skills in the =las Of lis-
tening (spring Only), Lmnguage (fall and spring), and math (spring only). Levels
7 and 8 were given to geades 1 and 2, respectively, to measure skills in the are
of wrd analysis, vocabulary, reading comprehension, spelling, math concepts, mat
problems, and math computation. ITBS levels 9-14 worm administered to grades 3-8
witn the test level for students in grades 4-6 chosen on the basis of their Ont..-
viouS achievement scores (with teacher review). Levels 9-14 include snbtests La
all the areas mentioned for levels 7 and 8, except for word Analysis. In Addi-
tion levels 9-14 :aclude subtests measuring capitalization, punctuation, usage,
visuil materials, and reference materials.

To rhom was the instrument administered?
All elementary and junior high students grades K-8. Special education students
Were exempted is per Board Policy 5127 ind its supporting admihistrative regula
tion. Students of limited English proficiency (LEP) were not exeMpt, but could be
excused after one test on which they could mot function validly. Scores for stu-
dents who were monolingual ordosinant in a language other than English were mot
included in the school or District summaries.
.How many times was the instrUMInt administered?

Once to each student in grades 1.-8, twice to Students in kindergarten.

Whsa vas the instrumen" admimistered?

Kimiergarten students were tested the week of September 8-11. The elementary
schools administered the test Aprii 20, 21, and 22 co students in grades K-6. The

dates for the junior high administration wore February 16, 17, and ,18. Tests were

administered in the morning. Make-ups were administered the week after .the regu-

Lgr testing.

Where was the instrument administered?

Ln each AISD elementary and junior high school, usually in the student's regular
clerstrom.

Who administered the instrument?

Classroom teachers in the elementary schools. In the junior high schools, the
counselor or principal administered the test over the public address systea using
taped directions.provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test Monitors in their
classrooms at these schools.

a
Wha: trainimg.did the Administrators have?

-Building Test Coordinators participated in planning sessions prior to the testing.
Teacher traininirwas the responsibility of the Building Test Coordinator. however

teaLher inservice training was available from ORE upon request. Teachers and tout:

selors received written instructions from ORE, including a checklist of procedures
anu a script to follow in test administration.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might affect
the validity of the data?

No known.problems with .the instrument. Problems in the administration are docu-
mented in the monitors' reports whicnare available at ORE.

Who develored the instrument!

The Dniversity of Iowa. The ITBS is published by the Riverside Publishing
Company (Houghton Mifflin Company).

What reliabili and validi data are availa la on the instrument?

The reliability of the subtests, as summarized by Ruder-Richardson ForMula 20
coefficient, ranges from..50 to .98, across subtests and levels, The issues'of
content and construct validity are addressed'in the publisher's preliminary
technical summary, pp. 13-15.

Are there norm data available far internreting the results?

Norm data are aveilable in'the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides.,
empirical norm's (grade equivalent, percentile, stanine) for the fall and spring.
tnterpolated norms ara available for midyear. National, large city, and school
building norms are available.



81.36

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SkILLS

Purpose

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) scores supplied information relevant to

the following evaluation and decision questions:

Decision Question Dl. What effects has the District policy on

retention/promotion had on achievement? on retention rates?

Should the District policy be altered?

Evaluation Question D1-2: What are the rates of retention

by 'grade level? By achievement status? By eelnic group?

By sex? By desegregation reassignment status?

Evaluation Question D1-3. What are the aChievement levels
for retained,students versus a group (matched on factors

such as achievement, age, sex, ethnicity, special education

status, free lunch status) of comparable non-retained stu-

dents? Gains?

Evaluation Question D1-4. What progress did retained
students make in 1981-82 compared to 1980-81?

Procedure

Retention Rates by Achievement Status

The second part of Evaluation Question D1-2 asks, "What are the rates of

retention by achievement status?" The number and percent of 1979-80 and

1980-81 retainees scoring in each decile on the ITBS in reading and math

were calculated to answer this question. The other parts of Evaluation

Question D1-2 are dealt with in Appendices C and D.

The Reading Total and Math Total scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills

from spring 1980, spring 1981, and spring 1982 were added to the file which

contained the nalcies of recommended retainees for 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82.

The following descriptive statistics were then calculated for each year:

number and percent of retainees in grades 1 to 6 scoring in

each decile in reading and math; ,

number and percent of all AISD students in grades 1 through 6

in each decile in reading and math;
percent of AISD students in each decile who are retainees.

2 0
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Matched Group AnalyseS

Sample. Students actually retained during the. 1980-81 and 1981-82 school'
years were eligible to be in the sample. The. list of students recommended
for retention at the end of 1979-80 and 1980-81 was used as the starting
base. Then, a search of the ITBS files.for spring 1980, 1981, and.1982.
was done. Any student tested in'two consecutive years and listed in the
same grade both years was included for the sample. For those actually
retained during 1980-81, the spring 1980 and spring 1981 test scores were
used. For those actually retained during 1981-82, the spring 1981 And 1982'
ITBS scores were compared.

Students were matched on several factors with other students in the same
grade when they were recommended for retention. Student matches had to be
of the same sex, ethnicity, special education status, and free lunch status.
They had to be within six months of the retainees' age. They also had to

have a pretest score that was Similar to the retainee's. The,program
searched for an identical match first. If this was not,available, it chose
the closest higher match or lower match in an alternating sequence. If

there were no lower cases when one was'needed, the program- took the higher
match and then tried for two low matches for the next two matches. This

resulted. in a more balanced_sample than simply taking the closest match.

.
Since the closest match tended to be higher more oiten than lower, this
method would have resulted in a Slight bias towards higher pretest scores
for th:e non-retainee group. Only a few cases were eliminated because no
suitable'matches were available. Math-and reading matches were selected
independently. It must be kept in mind, however, tha the retainees
and their matches may vary on some social or other factors forwhich we
do not have information. Logically, these students should differ in some

. way since some Tlere retained and-others were not. However, since retention
_rates vary across schools So greatly, this may or may not be true. One

school might decide to retain a child that another would promote.

Analyses. Data and programs are (311 file at AISD and the University of Texas

(UT). The retention achievement data at AISD is on file EV6RTN81. The UT

tape is A863; AREAD81 and AMATH81 include'the reading and math test data
for students actually retained and their matches.

Several steps were taken in the matched group achievement analyses.

1) Scatterplots were produced using the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) at UT. Pretest/posttest scores were
plotted for the retainees and matched groups in reading and
math. After reviewing the plots, two cases were removed from
two of the sixth-grade analyses. lse cases were extreme out-

liers.

2) Regression analyses were then run to determine whether retainees
and matched nonretainees progressed at similar rates based on
pretest and posttest ITBS Reading Total and Math Total scores:

A-4
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81.36

Analyses were done separately for reading and math at*each grade
level and for the two classes of retainees. The SPSS'REGRESSION
program for two groups was used.

3) Then, an AISD program to compare the error sum of squares of
the models and calculate an F-test'for each comparison was
run on the TRS-80. The significance of'F-test values was
checked. Results were exaMined to determine which model best
fit the data at each grade level and in each subject area.

4) Regression lines w'ere then plotted using the PLOT program on
SPSS and reviewed for trends.

A description of the ya,riables and models used is shown in Attachment A-1.

Comparison of Gains

In order to answer the question, "What progress did retained students make
in 1981-82 compared to 1980-81?", the following ateps were taken:

1) ITBS Reading Total and Math Total grade equivalent score gains
were computed for each child who was a retainee throughout the

1980-81 school year from spring of 1980 to spring of 1981.

2) ITBS Reading Total and Math Total grade equivalent score gains
were computed for each child who was a retainee throughout the

1981-82 school year from spring of 1981 to spring of 1982.

3) Computer listings of 1979-80 and 1980-81 actual retainees were
generated for reading and math which listed students by the
,size ol the gains made'.

4) The percentage of students gaining at least eight grade equiv-
alent months on the ITBS was calculated and compared.

Results

Evaluation Question D1-2. What are the rates of retention oy grade level?

By achievement,status? By ethnic group? By sex? By desegregation reas-

signment status?
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1979-80 Reaommended. Retainees

Figure A-1 shows the achievement status of 1979-80 retainees in comparison
to AISD students overall in reading and math. Retainees definitely tend to

be lower achieving students.

The following trends were found in reading:

1) Approximately 64% of the elementary retainees scored at or
below the 20th percentile compared to 217. of all AISD stu-
dents tested.

2) About 96% scored at or below the 50th percentile compared
to 47% of al students tested.in grades 1 through 6.

Math trends were similar:

1) While'70% of the retainees scored below the 20th percentile
in math, only 21% of the overall test population did.

2) About 95% of the retainees scored at or below the 50th per-
centile compared to 50%"of all students tested in grades 1
through 6.

_-

It is interesting to note that although most of the 1979-80 retainees were
'low achievers, they re.presented only a small percentage (11.8% for reading
and 13.1% for math) of those tested in AISD who scored at or below the 20th
percentile.

About 18% of those recommended.for retention were identified as special edu-
cation students in 1979-80.

A-6
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ITBS SCORES
IN EACH DECILE

NUMBER OF
RETNNEES
SCORING IN

RANGE

.

PERCENT OF RETAIpEES
SCORING IN RANGE NUMBER OF

PERCENT
AISD STUDENTS

SCORING

OF

IN RANCE

'CUMULATIVE

,:-

PERCENT OF
AISD STUDENTS

IN RANCE
WHO WERE RETAINED

BY CATE LATIVEGOTYalp
AISD STUDENTS
SCORING IN RANCE BY CATEGORY

READING TOTAL

1 - 10 167 34.2 34.2 2,770 11.3 11.3 167/2,770 = 6%

11 - 20 144 29.4 63.6 2,486 10.1 21.4 144/2,486 = 5.8%

21 30 94 19.2 82.8 2,251 9.1 30.5 94/2,251 = 4.2%

31 - 40 42 8.6 91.4 2,065 8.4 38.9 42/2,065 = 2%

41 - 50 24 4.9 96.3 2,029 8.2 47.1 24/2,029 = 1.2%

51 - 60 8 1.6 97.9 1,973 8.0 55.1 8/1,973 = .4%

61 - 70 4 ,8 98.9 2,375 9.6 64.7 4/2,375 = .2%

71 - 80 4 .8 99.5 2,497 10.1 74.8 4/2,497 = .2%

-81 - 90 2 .4 100.0* 2,960 12.0 86.8 2/2,960 = .07%

91 99 0 0 100.0 3,216 13.1 100.0* 0/3 216 = 0%

TOTAL 489 W0.0* 100.0 24,622 100.0* 100.0

MATH TOTAL

1 - 10 224 45.6 45.6 2,782 11.3 11.3 226/2,782 = 8.1%

11 - 20 120 24.4 70.0 2,380 9.7 21,0 120/2,380

21 - 30 56 11,4 81.4 1,885 7,7 28.7 56/1,885 = 3.0%

31 - 40 44 9.0 90.4 2,462 10.0 38.7 44/2,462 = 1.8%

41 - 50 20 4.1 94.5 2,657. 10.8 49.5 20/2,657 = .8%

51 - 60 10 2.0 96.5 2,196 8.9 58.4 10/2,196 = .5%

61 - 70 11 2.2 98.7 2,300 9.4 67.8 11/2,300 . .5%

71 - 80 4 .8 99.5 2,683 10.9 78.7 4/2,683 = .1%

81 - 90 1 .2 99.7 2,322 9.4 88.1 1/2,322 = .04%

91 - 99 1 .2 100.0* 2,920 11.9 100.0 1/2,920 = .03%

TOTAL 491 100.0* 100.0* 24,587 100.0 100.0

1

*Percentages numerically total 99.9% due to rounding error.
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.1980-81 Recommended Retainees

Figure A,-2.shows that the percentage of students recommended for retent,ion
who scored at the 20th percentile or below remained high for.1980-81. Once

again, about two-thirds of those recommenled for retention scored at this
low level. The percentage of students retained who scored at'or below the
fiftieth percentile also waS similar to 1979-80, With 96% of the reading
and 95% of the math total scores atthis level. In 1989-81, 47% and 51%
of all students tested sCored at or below the 50th percentile in reading
and math, respectively.

4

The percenage of all low achievers retained increased. between 1979-80 and_
1980-81. In'reading, 24% of those scoring at the 20th percentile or below
in reading were rethined at the end of 1980-81 coMpared to 11.8% of these
students in 1979-80. Similarly, 25% of those scoring at or below the 20th
percentile in math were retained in 1980-81 compared to 13% in 1979-80.

A-8
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ITBS SCORES
IN EACH
DECILE r

k

NUMBER OF
TiTAINEES.
SCORING
IN_RANGE

PERCENT OF RETAINEES
SCORING IN RANGE AISD

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS

IN

RANCE

PERCENT OF AISD STUDENTS
SCORING IN RANGE

PERCENT OF AISD
STUDENTS IN EACH

BY CATEGORY CUMULqIVE
SCORING

BY CATEGORY CUMULATIVE

DECILE WHO WERE
RETAINED

READING TOTAL
....

.

1 - 10

11 - 20

21 - 30

31 - 40

41 - 50

51 - 60

......0-..x.,,70

----74_,- 80

81 - 90

91 - 99

371

173

156

83

39

20

12

4

2

.1

38.16

28.4

16.2

8.6

4.1

2.1

1.2

.4

.2

.1

'

38.6

67:0

.81/42,

91.8

95.9

.':98.0

99,2

96.6.

97.8

100.0*

2,856

2,410

2,213'c'

2,063

1
.
878

11

1,988..

'2,253

2,446

2,813 .

3,318

11.8

9.9

9..1

.
8.5

7.7

8.2

. 9.3

10,1.
.,

11.6

137 .

',

11.8

21.7 *

30.8

39.3

'47.0

55.2.,

64.5

:74.6

86.2.

100.0*
.,--

100.0*

371/2,856 m 13.0%

273/2,410 = 11.3%

156/2,213 = 7%

83/2,063 = '4%

39/1,878 .... 2.1%

20/1,988 = 1%

12/2,253 = .5%

\ 4/2,446 = .2%

2/2,813 = .07%

1/3,318 = .03%

TOTAL 961 100.0* 100.0* 24,238 100.0*

....M311 TOTAI.
. -

1

. .

1 - 10

14 - 20

21 - 30

31 - 40
...

.. 41 ..- 50

51 - 60

61'- 70

71 - 80.

81 - 90

91 - 99

1

.

445

241-

116

132

49

15

21.

9

5

0

45.3

24.5

11.8

8.3

5.0

1.5

2.1

.9

.
.5

0

45.3

69.8

81.6

89.9

94.9

96.4,

98.5

99.4

100.0*

100.0*

3,094
4

2,368
,

1,91-3

2,350 '

2,599

2
'
150

..
. i

2,171

2,593

2,236

2,890 ,

.

,

12.7

9.7

7.9
,

9.6 .

1.0.7

' 8.8

8.9

10.6

9.2

11.9,

12.7
1

22.4

30.3
47.

39.9

50.6

. 59.4

68.3

78.9

88.1

100.0

N

°

445/3,094 . 14.4%.

241/21368 = 10.2%

116/1,913 = 6.1%

82/2,350 = 3.5%

49/2,4599 = 1.9%

15/2,150 = .7%

21/2,171 = 1%

9/2,593 = .3%

5/2,236 ='.2%s

0/2,890 = 0%

TOTAL 983 100.0 100.0* 24,364 100.0 100.0

*Percentags. total 99.97.'due to rounding error.
4
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1981-82 Recommended Retainees

Figure A-3 shows that the percentage of students recommended for retention

who scored at or below die 20th percentile in reading and math remained

high. About 66% of those retained scored at this level in reading and

64% scored at this level in math. This math percentage represents a

slight decline (from 70%) from 1980-81.'

The percentage of students retained who scored at or below the fiftieth

percentile was similar to the rate for the past txo years, with 97% of the

Reading Total and 95% of the Math Total scores at this levell About 46%

and 48% of all students tested in AISD in grades 1 through 6 scored at

or below the fiftieth percentile in reading and math respectively.

The percentage of 'all loW achievers retained has increased steadily over

the last three years: In reading, the percentage of those scoring at or
below the 20th perceatile who are retained has increased from 12% in 1979-80

to 24% in 1980-81 and 36% in 1981-82. Comparable figures in math increased

from 13% in 1979-80 to 25% in 1980-81 and zu in 1981-82.



O 0 0 MD 1-3 g
13 taA 0. 03

I-. 0
M 1..) M r.4

1-4"1) "1 v mg
0
I-, (D H

CO - 0 0
rt CA %.0 tli 1m1

O a,* co En Hrt ..... 1- 1- 0
0Hgcot cop.-,

pu iv cr% 1-- E-,
to rt I
%.0 04 CA CO 0.

n N0 H 0' 0 0
>

1-4 I-. E3 R5
rt 0

M '-4 4:- p M
En m -P-rt 0 0 (JJ r4 I-3

O 0 hi 0
, 11 v hi H

hi (D (D
O (I) I--. n
0 s 0
0.
O J.-A N

...., 0En

H. En co (D H 0
09
O et

En m En

....-
1-.
N.) ca.

mi
HI 0
O pzi

.--.. 0" h-t H
* 113 01 Crl

0. hi Cf) H
,

,d, Xi gl; M g
,

(D (D (D 0
1-1 0 0
CI ta. rt 0, H
(D /4- H. CO CO
0 ' 0 0
11', GO 0 0 Pd
O /m1 tri
ao ! H ID H
(D ' 0 rt En >.
CO rt t-1 H0 rt 7:1 Z

a) Z ei
0

ITBS SCORES
IN EACH
DELILE

NUMBER OF
RETAINEES

SCORING
.IN RANGE

PERCENT OF RETAINERS
SCORING IN RANGE

NUMBER OF
AISD STUDENTS

PERCENT OF AISD STUDENTS
SCORING IN RANGE

PERCENT OF AISD
STUDENTS IN 'EACH
DECILE WHO WERE

RETAINED
BY CATEGORY CUMULATIVE

SCORING IN
RANGE BY CATEGORY 1 CUMULATIVE

READING TOTAL

1 - 10 436 37.0 37.0 2,078 8.7 8.7 436/2,078 = 21.0%

11 - 20 . 337 28.6 65.6 2,223 9.3 18.0 337/2,223 = 15.2%

21 - 30 216 18.3 - 83.9 2,344 9.9 27.9 .216/2,344 = 9.22

31 - 40 100 8., 5 92.4 2,118 8.9 36.8 10012,118 . 4.7%

41 - 50 51 4.3 96.7 2,092 8.8 45.6 51/2,092 = 2.4%

51 - 60 21 1.8 98.5 2,025 8.5 54.1 21/2,025 = 1.0%

61 - 70 10 0.8 99.3 2,485 10.5 64.6 10/2,485 = :4%

71 - 80 4 0.3 99.6 2,395 10.1 74.7 4/2,395 . .2%

81 - 90 2 0.2 99.8 2,831 11.9 61.6 2/2,831 . .1%

gl - 99 1 0.1 100.0* 3,188 13.4 100.0 1/3,188 = .03%

TOTAL 1,178 100.0* 100.0 23,799 100.0- 100.0

MATH TOTAL

1 - 10 529 42.6 42.6 2,851 10.3 10.3 529/2,851 = 18.6%

11 - 20 263 21.2 63.8 2,674 9.7 20.0 263/2,674 = 9.8%

21 - 30 184 14.8 78.6 2,325 8.4 28.4 184/2,325 = 7.9%

31.- 40 129 10.4 89.0 2,693 9.8 38.2 129/2,693 = 4.8%

41 - 50 76 6.1 95.1 2,821 10.2 48.4 76/2,821 = 2.7%

51 - 60 30 2.4 97.5 2,793 10.1 58.5 30/2,793
-.

. 1:1%

61 - 70 19 1.5 .99.0 , 2,534 9.2 67.7 19/2,534 = .7%

71 - 80 8 0.6 99.6 3,034 11.0 78.7 8/3,034 .,. .3%

81 - 90 3 0.2 99.8 2,701 9.8 88.5 3/2,701 = .1%

91 - 99 2 0.2 100.0 3,159 11.5 100.0 2/3,159 .1%

TOTAL I
1,243 1

100.0 100.0 27,585 100.0 100.0
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Evaluation Question D1-3. What are the achievement levels for retained
students versus a group (matched,ort factors such as achievement, age, sex,
ethnicity, special education status, free lunch status) of comparable non-

retained students? Gaias?

A note of caution must be given before the results of the matched group
analyses are discussed. Although students were matched on all thejactors
listed in Evaluation Question. Di-3, comparisons are not perfect because:

- "1) Students May differ on characteristics whiCh were not controlled
for (e.g., attitude towards school, self-concept, camily support,
etc.). The_very fact that one group was pronioted and the other
was no't suggests that the 'groups differ in what may be important
ways. On the other hand,"the fact that schools' retention rates
vary so much indicate§ that a lowachieving child might he pro-
moted at one school and retained at another. This tendency could

help equalize the groups.

2) Those who were promoted are exposed to new material that retainees

are not. This could affect test performance. However, those pro-

moted must take a more difficult level of the test so the effedt

is difficult to discern.

3) Sample sizes at grade six were generally too small to easily
Laterpret findings.

Overall, the comparisons discussed here are as fair as possible,'and do
control for a number oi very important variables that could affect per-
formancfik

1979-80 True Retainees: Reading

GRADE
NUMBER

PER GROUP

RETAINEES HATCHED GROUP
DIFFERENCE
IN GAINS

PRETEST:
SPRING 1980

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1981 GAIN

PRETEST:
SPRING 1980

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1981 GAIN

1 129 1.06 1.84 .79 . 1.07 2.11 1.04 .25**

2 62 1.64 2.48 .84 1.66 2.64 t98 .14

3 55 2.41 3.19 .78 2.42 3.27 .86 .08

4 29 3.20 3.92 .73 3.19 4.29 -1.10 37*

5 23 4.25 5.03 .78 4.27 5.55 1.29 .51*

6 10 440 5.32 .92 4.47 5.81 1.44 .52

Figure A-4. READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES ON THE ITBS OF 19797-80 TRUE
RETAINEES AND THEIR MATCHES. Students were matched on pretest, -

%
scores, age, sex, ethnicity, special education status, and free-
lunch status. Test scores labeled "special circumstances" were
not used (53 cases). "True" retainees are those listed on the
June lists from the schools and,with the same grade assignment
on both the 1979-80 and 1980-81 administrations of the ITBS. A
star (*) indicates significance at the .05 level; two stars (**)
indicates significance at the .01 level or greater.
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Figure A-4 shows mean Reading Total pretest, posttest, and gain scores on
the ITBS for 1979-80 true retainees and their matches. It also shows the
difference in the size of the gains of the two groups and whether regres-
sion analyses showed significant differences between the groups. ..Ak

review of thic- ',art reveals that:

Average L, are larger for the matched group of retainees
at every grade level.

Differences in gains are significant at the 1st, 4th,..and 5th
grade levels. The difference at gtade 6 might have been sig-
nificant J.f the sample was larger.

The F values for the regression analyses are shown in Attachment A-2. Line

plots for grades at which differences were significant are included in
Attachment A-3. Line plots reveal that:

At grade 1, nonretainees gain about .3 grade equivalent
years more than retainees. The line plot shows parallel
curvilinear lines. Gains decrease in size for higher

pretest scores.

At grade 2, the gains of the retainees and nonretainees
are not significantly different from one another. There

is a curvilinear relationship between pre- and posttest
scores:

At grade 3, retainees and nonretainees again improved at
similar rates. The relationship was linear between pre-
and posttest scores.

At grade 4, nonretainees consisten0.y gain about .37 of a
grade equivalent year more than retainees. A linear
relationship was found between pre- and posttest scores
with parallel slopes for the 1740 groups. Gains were

snaller for higher pretest scores.

At grade 5, a significant difference was also found in the
gains of retainees and nonretainees (with nonretainees
gaining an average of .5 grade equivalent year more than
retainees). Parallel linear slopes were found. Gains

decrease in size for higher pretest scores.

The average difference in gains between retainees and non-
retainees was .52 grade equivalent years at grade 6. However,

regression analyses based on this small sample.(10 per
group) were not significant.
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1979-80 True Retainees - Math

GRADE
NUMBER

PER GROUP

RETAINEES MATCHED GROU'P
DIFFERENCE
IN GAINS

PRETEST:
SPRING 1980

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1981 GAIN

PRETEST:
SPRING 1980

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1981 GAIN

1 123 1.13 1.74 .60 1.17 2.15 .98
, .

2 62 2.03 2.55 .52- 2.06. 2.99 .93 .41**

3 54 ' 2.70 3.31 .61 2.70 3.74 1.04

4 31 - 3.39 3.91. .51 3.39 4.28 .89 .38*

22 4.56 5.11 .55 4.55 5.79 1.24 .69*

10 5.02 5.82 .80 4.91 6.41 1.50 .70

Figure A-5. MATH TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES ON THE ITBS OF
1979-80 TRUE RETAINEES AND THE MATCHED GROUP FOR
1979-80,AND 1980-81. Students were matched on
pretest scores, age, sex, ethnicity, special-educa-
tion status, and free-lunch status. "True" retainees
were those with the same grade at test time in both
1980 and 1981 who were also on the retainee lists
obtained from the schools. 'A * indicates significant'
differences between groups at the .05 level. Two stars
(**) indicate significance at the .01 level or better.

As Figure A-5 illustrates, gains made by the nonretainee matched group were
consistently greater than those of retainees in math. .Regression analyses
revealed significant diffr-rences in the achievement patterns of the groups for
grades one through five but not at grade 6.(probably due to the small sample
size which requires a larger difference for significance). Attachments A-4

and A-5 show F values and some line plots for the regression analyses.

Grade 1: Regression analyses reveal a curvilinear parallel
relationship in the slopes and progress of the two groups.
Retainees consistently gain almost .4 grade equivalent years
less over a one-year period. The rate of gain was greater
for students with high and low pretest scores.

Grade 2: Retainees gained .4 grade equivalent years less than
nonretainees. Parallel linear slopes were found.

A
Grade 3: On the average, nOnretainees gained .43 grade.equiva-
lent years more than retainees. Parallel linear slopes represent
the progress of the groups.

Grade 4: Retainees consistently gained about .4 grade equivalent
years less than the matched nonretainees. Parallel linear slopes

represent the groups' prbgress.
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Grath': Retainees gained less (.69 grade equivalent years on

the average) than nonretainees. In this case, the relation-
ship between pre- and posttest scores for both groups was
slightly curvilinear, but the lines.were not quite parallel.
Rates of gain were s1ightly better for low pretest scores.

Grade 6: Differences in the achievement of the retainees and
nonretainees approached significance at the .05 level even with .

only 10 students in each group. Retainees gained an average of
.7 grade equivalent years less than nonretainees, but this was
not significant in the regression analyses. The relationshIp

between the pre-'and posttest scores was linear.

1980-81 True Retainees - Reading

GBADE
NUMBER

rER GROUP

RETAI,NEES N ONRETAINEES
DIFFERENCE
IN GAINS

PRETEST:
SPRING 1981

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1982 GAIN

PRETEST:
SPRING 1981

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1982 GAIN

1 243 1.04 1.87 .83 1.07 2.00 .92 . .09

2 116 1.58 2.33 .75 1.59 2.63 1.04 49*

3 87 2.46 3.28 .82 2.48 3.31 .85 .01

4 66 3.18 3.93 .74 3.21 4.31 1.10 .3e*

53. 4.19 5.03 .84 4.17 5.27 1.10 .26*

16 4.61 5.33 .72 4.60 5.27 ... .67 -.05

Figure A-6. READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES: 1980-81 TRUE RETAINEES

VERSUS A MATCHED GROUP OF NONRETAINEES. "True" 1980-81 retainees

.are those who had the same grade listed on both their 1981 and

1982 test file and were also on the recoMmended retainee list

from June 1981. Students were matched for pretest scores, age,

sex, ethnicity, spe'... ....ucation status, and free-lunch status.

Special circumstances cases werenot used. A star (*) indicates

differences between groups significant at the .05 level or better.

Retainees gainea significantly less than the matched comparison students at

grades 2, 4, and 5 but not at grades 1, 3 and 6. Retainees' average gains

during the grade repeated ranged from .72 to .84 while those for nonretainees

ranged from .67 to 1.10 grade equivalent years.
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Retainee and matched nonretainee median grade equivalent (GE) score% can
also be compared to those of all AISD students tested in spring 1982:

GRADE MEDIAN GE SCORE

1 2.10
2 3.15

4.10
4 4.88
5 6.92
6 8.04

Median and mean scores for all AISD students are very close to one another,
due to the large sample, but some caution is still recommended in comparing
median and mean scores. Some interesting trends do become evident in com-
paring scores of retainees and all AISD students.

1) Retainees come closest to the AISD average of their younger
classmates at grade 1. However, retention does not really
let them "ca,.ch up" to their classmates at any level, and
differences increase at the higher grade levels.

2) Ret,inees' reading performance at tne end of the grade
repeated is closer to that of their younger classmates
than that of students with similar characteristics who
were promoted.

Students retained at grade 2 in 1979-80, for example,
showed an average posttest GE score of 2.33. The
AISD average for, second graders was 3.15, so they were
about .82 grade equivalent years below average even
after retention.

Second graders with similar characteristics who were
not retained, on the other hand, showed an average
grade equivalent score of 2.63 in spring 1982. How-
ever, since their third grade classmates scored an
average of 4.1, they were 1.47 grade equivalent
years below average.

The F ratios and line plots for the regression analyses are shown in Attach-
ments A-8 and A-9. Line plots reveal that:

Grade 1: Nonretainees gained an average of about one month more than
retainees. Regression lines are curvilinear for the groups. Students with
pretest scores below about .8 showed similar posttest scores. Gains de-
creased in size for higher pretest scores.

A-16
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LI

Grade 2: The average difference inthe gains of regAinees and non-
--
retalnees is nearly .5 of a grade-equivalent year at the second-grade
level. Regressiod lines are lineAr but not quite parallel for the groups.
The growth rate across pretest scoies varies for the two Foups. Retainees

with.higher pretest. scores tend-to gain more, white'nonretainees with'higher
pretest scores gain less. The graph is most depe dable at the lower end

. (pretest scores of
a

.5 through 2.9).

Grade 3: Third-grade retainees and matched nonretainees both gained
about eight grade equivalent months between spring 1981 and spring 1982.
There was no significant difference between groups. The relationship
between pre- and posttest scores was curvilinear, with higher gains for
pretest scores below about a 2.3 and above about a 3.3 grade-equivalent
-tore.

Grade 4: Retainees gained an average of .36 grade equivalent years
_Less than the nonretainee matches. The regression analyses showed a signifi-
cant difference between sroups in reading achievement. The relationship
between pre- and posttests for retainees was linedr; rates of growth were
slightly greater for those with lower pretest scores. The regression line
was curvilinear for nonretainees. The most reliable part of the line is
from pretest scores of 1.4 through 5.2 since there were very few scores below
or above these points. There is a tendency for students with low and high
pretest scores to gain more than those with midrange scores. Thus, the dif-
ferencb in gains of retainees and nonretainees is smallest for midrange pre-
test score-s.

Grade 5: Retainees gained-about .26 grade equivalent years less than
nonretainees on the average. Regresion analyses reveal parallel linear
slopes representing the progress of the two groups. The size of the gains

made decreases for higher pretest scores.

, Grade 6: Sixthgrade retaineec and their matChes both gained ab0ut .7
grade equivalent years from spring 1981 to spring 1982.. Retainees actually
gain .05 'grade equivalent years more than the nonretaineeS.between rhe pre-
and posttests. The relationship between pre- and posttest sCores was linear.

GRADE
AT

PRETEST
NUMiER

PER GROUP

RETAINEES L NONRETAINEES -

DIFFERENCE
IN GAINS

PRETEST:
SPRING 1981

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1982 GAIN

PRETEST:
SPRING 1981

POSTTEST:
SPRING 1982 GAIN

1 248 1.76 .63 1.20 2.18 .98

2 125

.1.I3

2.07 2.54 .47 2.08 3.29 1.21

- 3 91 2.79 3.53 .74 2.80 3.70 .90 .16

4 59 3.59 4.16 .57 3.55 4.67 1.13 .56**

5 51 4.48 5.12 .64 4.45 5.42 .98 34*

6 20 4.83 5.74 .91 4.87 6.12 1.25 34*

Figure k-7: .MAIA TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES: ,1980-81 TRUE RETAINEES AND

MATCHED NONRETAINEES. "True" 1980-81 retainees are those on the
Jute 1981 recomended list who also had the same grade listed on
the 1981 and 1982 test file. .Special circustance cases were not

used. A indicates significant differences between groups at

the .05 level; ** indicates significance at the .01 level or better.
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Retainees gained .less than the comparison students who were net retained at
every grade level except three. Recaineeeaverage gains during the grade
'repeated ranged from..47 to ,91 while those for" the nonretainees ranged from
.9 tO 1425.grade equivalent years.

Median Math Total grade equivalent scores for all AISD students tested in
.AISD in spring 1982 were:

.GRADE MEDIAN GE SCQRE

1 1.87
2 2.87
3 4.06
4 4.85
5 6.01
6 7.10

Cautious comparisons of AISD and retainee/nonretainee averages reveal
similar trends in math as in reading, although differences are slightly
smaller in size. Retained first graders come close to the District
,average and then slip progressively further from the averagefor ttyp

grade at the higher levels. At grade 6, retataees are almost 1.4 grade
equivalent years below the average sixth-Pgrade Math Total AISD average.
The matched students who were not retained, however, are even further
behind their classmates. The first-grade ridatches promoted to second

grade are almost .7 giade equivalent years behind their second-grade
classmates' average spring 1982 Math Total score. The matched students

are almost 1.7 grade equivalent years behind their sixth-grade classmates'

average Math Total spring 1982 score. Generally speaking, retainees are
much closer to the achievsment of their elassma)tes than those mot retained
with similar characteristics by :spring 19-82.

If retainee and nonretainee scores in math are compared to the national norms
the trends are the same as the AISD averages but less severe. Since AISD

students are tested in April, the average score expected is X.8 for any
grade level. Thus, first-grade retainees are almost at the national average
as of spring 1982--sixth-grade retainees are about one year ,below the national

average. The first grade matched .students not retained are about .6 grade
equivalent yearS below the a7erage score for their second-grade classmates
in spring 1982; fifth grade matches are abollE 1.4 years below the average
sixth grader nationally in spring 1982.

Results of the comparison of regression analyses F ratios are shown in
Attachment A-8. Aegression lines plots for grades with significant differ-
ences between groups are shown in Attachment A-9. Line plots reveal that:

At grade 1, there is a linear relation4hip between pre- and
posttest scores (gains are 1.bout the same regardless Of pre-
test score). Gains are col-istently about .35 grade equiva-
lent years higher for nonretainees. The rate of gain was
greater for those with lower pretests.



At grade 2, the relationship between pre- and posttest scores is
again linear and the slopes for both groups are the same. Non-
retainees consistently gain about .74 gradP equivalent years
more than nonretainees. The rate of change stays fairly stable
across pretest scores, although there is a slight decrease in
growth rates at higher pretest score levels. :

At grade 3, there was no significant difference 1 the pattern of '

achievement for retainees and nonretainees. Tne same linear rela-

tionship was found for both groups.

At grade 4, the relationship between pre- and posttest scores was
linear for both groups, with nonretainees gaining about .56 grade
equivalent years more than retaineas on the average. Gains for
students with higher pretest scores were smaller.

At grade 5, a curvilinear relationship was found between pre- and
posttest scores, with parallel slopes for the twb groups. Students

with pretest scores below abovt 3.1 tended to gain more than those
above this point. The few students with very high pretest scores
(of 5.7 or above) also showed slightly higher gains. Differences
in gains across the range of pretest scores were fairly st.all.

At grade 6, a linear relationship was again found.between pre
and posttest scores with parallel slopes for the two groups.
Retainees gained about .3 grade equivalent years less than 'non-
retainees. The size of the gains made decreased for higher pre-
test scores.

Evaluation Question D1-4. What progress did retained students make in
'1981-82 compared to 1980-81?

NUMBER WITH
PRE- AND POST-
TEST SCORES

RANGE
OF GAINS

STUDENTS GAINIJG
.8 GE YEARS OR MORE

STUDEHTS GAINING
.7 GE YEARS OR LESS

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT

ITBS READING TOTAL

STUDENTS RETAINED
SPR/NG 1980

327
.

-1.0 to
168 51.4% 159. 48.6%

STUDENTS RETAINED
SPRING 1981

650
-.9 to
+ 3.2

345 53.12 305 46.9%

I'M HAIR TOTAL

STUDENTS RETAINED
SPRING 1980

331 .

-1.3 to
+2.5 12 33.8% 219 66.22

STUDENTS RETAINED
SPRING 1981

.

672

.._

-1.1 to
+2.7 244 36.2% 430 63.8%

Figure A-8. MATH AND READING ITBS GAINS FOR 1979-80 AND 1980-81 ACTUAL

RETAINEES. Actual retainees for 1979-80 are those in grades
1-6 recomiended for retention in the spring of 1980 and
actually retained during tha 1980-81 school year. Actual

retainees for 1980-81 are those in grades 1-6 recommended
for retention in spring 1981 and actually retained through

the 1981-82 school year. Tor 1979-80 actual retainees,

progress between spring 1980 and spring 1981 was checked.

For 1980-81 actual retainees, progress between spring 1981

and spring 1982 was checked. Grade Equi7alent (GE) scores

were used.
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ThedPrevious figure above provides some additional descriptive information
aboPt the degree of progress Made by.retainees in reading and math during
the year they repeated a grade. It is interestins to note that about.19%
of the retainees were classified as special education during the year i4

which they actually repeated a grade. \

The "range of, gains" column shows that same students actually had lower
scores on the ITBS after repeating a grade; others seemed to make great
gains (up to 3.2 grade equiValent years). Test scores that went down

.

hopefully are due to inaccurate test.scores (students who did not try for
example). However, it is pogsible that some students were bored by going
over the same type of material and actually did lose some skills. Those\\
with very high gains either..did not have accurate pretest scores or really
did blossom during the year they were retained.

The last two colpmns separate the students into those gaining at least .8
of a grade equivalent year and those gaining lesa than.that. The value of.

A grade eiluivalent years was used as an estiMate'of how much you might
expect a low-achieving student to improve after one year of instruction.
This number is based on previous observations.of student'progress by.ORE
of students in special programsfor low achievers and national norms. It

. is only an estliate, however. Average rates of progress.might be somewhat

different for retainees. The data_do reveal that retainees show better
progress in reading than math..3, While abaut half gain at least .8 grade

equivalent year in reading after.retention, only about 35t gain at this

rate in math.
.

Summary

Achievement Status

-o.The percentage of students scoring at the 20th percentile
or below in both'math and reading whd were retained
increasecrfrom 1979-80 to 1980-81 and again'frm 1980-81
to 1981-82. . By 1981-82, 36% of those scoring at the 20th ;

percentile or below in reading and 28% of those scoring
at this level in math were retained.

-111- Most (79%-847.) of those retained at the end df 1979-80,

1980-81, and 1981-82 did score at the 30th percentile
or below in reading and math on the.ITBS. About 3.5%-5%
of those retained scored above the 50th percentile in
reading.

Retainee Gains:

-411- Ratainees from 1979-80 and 1980-81 gained more in reading

on the average (.g1 and .78 grade equivalent years) than
in math (460 and .66 grade equivalent-years).

-0- Approximately 51% and 51% of ,those retained in 1979-80
and.1980-81, respectively, gained at least .8 of a
grade equivalent year in reading over the year. Only 34%

A-20
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and 36% of those retained in 1979-80 and 1980-81 gained
.8 of a grade equivalent year in math over a one-year

, period. Low-achieving students gain about .8 of a year
per year of instruction nationally on the average.

-0. Rates of gain varied considerablY for individual students.
Some students lost as much as 1.3 grade equivalent,years
from test time one year to the next;. others gained up to
3.2 years. Maximum gains were.higher in reading than in
math (3.2 compared to 2.7 grade equivalent years).

Matched Group Analyses:

Nonretainees, on the average, gain about .2fand .5 grade
equivalent years more in reading and math, respectively,
than retainees after one year.

Differences in the gains of tlie two groups were signifi-
cant at three of six grade levels in reaaing and four of
six in math.

In.an absolute sense, retainees' pdsttest grade equivalent
:scores are lower than those of nonretainees. llowever,
retainees' average.scores are closer to those/of cileir class
mates.than those of mktched students with similar character-
istics,who were Rromoted.

4.. The most common. pattern of achievemefit found was one in which
those with the lowest pretest gcores gained the most and those
with the highest pretest scores gained the least. In most
cases, the retainees consistently gained less than the non-
retainees regardless of pretest scores.:
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MI

4

CAS7:2

Variables

U S 'Gait vector

,i. a posttest

2 S pretest

3 pretest if group 1; 0, otherwise

4, pretestif group-2; 0, otherwise

5 precast squared (variable 2 squared),

variabis 3 squared

7 variable 4Asquerad

8 1 if group 1; 0, otherwise

9 .4 1 if group 2; 0, otherwise

Models'

Model 1 1 4 + 3 + 4 + 6 + 7 + 8 + 9

Model 2 1 U + 3 + 4 + 5 + 8 + 9

Model 3 1 C + + 5 + 8. + 9

Model 4 1 .4 U + 2 + 5

Model 5 L U + 3 + 4 + 8 + 9

Model 6 1 U + 2 4,8 + 9

Modal 7 LuU+ 2

A-22

Attachment A-1

t.

Curvilinear vs. Linear Comparison
Model I vs. ModeI 5

Curvilinear Cascade
Model 1 vs. Model
Model 2 vs. Model
Model I vs. Model
Model 3 vs. Modal

3
3

4

Linear Cascade
Model 5 vs. Model 6
Model 6 vs. Model 7

Comments

Allows independent curvilinear
regression lines.

Reguires quadratic component
of Liftee to be equal for each

group: Intercepts may differ:

Requires parallel curvilinear
regression Lines. Intercepts

May differ.

Requires parallel curvilinear
regression Lines with- common

intercept.

Allows independent (different)
Linear (straight Line) regression

Lints.

Itequima common linear slopes;
and intercepts may difier.

Requires common linear slopes
and common intercepts.

4,2

to
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GRADE = I
TEST = READING- ,

AttaChment A-2
(Page 1 of 6)

1979-80 ACTUAL RETAINEES

AND MATCHES

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWQ GROUP CASE

NUMBER OF CASES = 244

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

DF 2, 238
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 125.10794

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 133.15327

m.opiL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORT/ON

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a, 125.80794
DF = 1, 238

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 125.99237

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILII,EAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 125.99237
OF m 1, 239

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 125.21901

MODEL I VS1 MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 125.80794
DF 2, 233

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 126.21901

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 126.21901
OF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 129.75219

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUAAES, MODEL 5 = 133.15827

SUM OF ,SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 133.39962

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 133.39962

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 137.27353

F m 6.952576045677244 itc.1

FC,o1)

F .348899600454472 I/12

.4299225421348956

F = .3888254588700862 kl 6

I, 240 FiE6.7181992S06795,A6

00 =

:1F 1, 240 F .43500114562919

DF I, 241 F 5.998612964554664

4 3
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81.36 Attachment A-2
(Continued, page 2 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE a 2
. TEST READING
NUMBER OF CASES a 112

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 46.58841

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5, = 46.99512

MODEL,1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRAT/C TORTIN

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 46.58841
DF 1, 106 F .1317593796396974

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 j 46.64632

DF . 2, 106 F .4626822422143173

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 46.64632
DE . 1, 107 F = .2258761248475781

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 46.74479

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 46.58841
DF . 2, 106 F .1779013278195151

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 46.74479

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 46.74479
DF a, 108 F a 2.09437073094135.,

SUM ,OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 47.65128

MODEL 5-VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 46.99512
DF 1, 108 F = .07700969802822421 YIS

SUMOF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 47.02863

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 47.02863

SUM OF SQUARa, AODEL 7 47.97185
OF a 1, 109 F . 2.186135977169652 111,16
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L.

GRADE 3

TEST READING
NUMBER OF CASES 104

/°\

Attachment A72
(Continued, page 3 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESS/ON RESULTS--T40,GROUP CASE

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 59.10834
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 59.22624

MODEL.1 VS,MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 59.10834
DF =

SUM OF.SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 59.1295

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 1--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 59.1295
OF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL = 59.48628

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 59.10834
DF *

SUM OF,SQUARES, MODEL 3 59.48628

40DEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRAT/C /NTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, Hoop, 3 = 59.48628
.DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, 406EL 4 = 59.7536

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON L/NEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 59.22624
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, 1ODEL,6 = 59.50618

mODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR /NTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 59.60618
DF =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 59.86376

2, 98 F = .09773747664035201 i'1 la

1, 98 F = .0350826972978772

1, 99 F = .5973536052224354

2, 98 F = .3133070561616183

1, foo `N F .4493809328806572

1, 100 F = .6415061972531101 pit;

1, 101 F = .436457763272196



81.36

a

Attachment A-2
(Continued, page

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GAADE 4

TEST READING
NUMBER OF CASES 58

MODEL I'VS MODEL 5--CURVTLINEAR VS lIaa,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 14.9348

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 15.30741

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2,--001,LMON QUADRATIC,PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL'1 14.9348

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 15.30001

MCOEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 15.30001

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 15.38468

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 14.9348

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 15.38468

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 15.38A68

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 17.)5619

MODEL 5 V(i16-17E-1761-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 15.30741

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 A 15.39309

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 15.39309

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 17.3623

of 6)

DF A 2, 52 F .6486769156600689 v15

DF 1, 52 F 1.271588504700431

DF 1, 53

DF 2, 52

DF 1, 54

OF m 1, 54

DF 1, 55

A-26

F .2933011154894679

F .7831962932212016

F 6.9199710612165

F * .302253614425956 lolS

F 7.036049941889512 46

-P60) 4.0o



81.3 Attachment A-2
(Continued, page 5 of 6)

F.VALUES FOR SPSS.REGRESSION RESULTS:--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 5

TEST READING
NUMBER oF CASES. 42

mODEL 1 Vs mODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM°oF SQUARES, MODEL 1 19.38144

SuM OF SQUARES, mODEL 5 . 19.45664

MODEL I VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM oF SQUARES, HODEL 1 19.38144

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 19.42253

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL .2 19.42251

SUM 0e.SQUARES, mODEL 3 19.57446

moDEL I VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL I 19.38144

. sUM oF SQUARES, mODEL 3 19.67446 .

MODEL1 VS moDEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL 3 19.67446

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL' 4 22.12766

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON UNEAR SLOPES'

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL 5 19.45664

sUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 19.6969;

400EL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM oF SQUARES, mODEL 6 - 19.59697

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 22.16739

GL,

DF 2, 36 F .06984001188756215115

DF 1, 36 F .07632250235276567

DF 1, 37 F .4799276422213537

DF . 2, 36 F .2721345782356727

" DF 1, 38

DF 1, 38

DF 1, 39

A-27

F 4:738203742313639

F = .4693790911483169 itS

F

F6 05 Ckf



81.36
Attachment A72
(Continued,-tmge 6 of 6)

F VALUES FOR S»S$ REGRESSION RESULTS --TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE * 6
TEST * READING
NUMBER OF CASES 0 24

moon 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 10.5055

SUM OF SQUARES,.40DEL 5 0 12.83065

MODEL 1 VS MODEL.2-7COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, !-DEL,1 = 10.5055

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 12.50778

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLIL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 12.50778

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 0 13.29135

MOOEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 10.5055

SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 3 4 13.29135

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 13.29135

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 0 13.39265

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, .MODEL 5 12.83065

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 13.76546

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 * 13.76546

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 * 13.93384

DF 0 2,.18 F , 1.991942315929751

M

OF 1, 18 F * 3.4306829755842.18

DF 1, 19 F 1.190285566263558

V15

DF 2, 18 F = 2.38662129360811

DF = 1, 20 F.0 .152429963848660

a

DF 1, 20 F = 1.457151430364011 vi5

DF = 1, 21 F .2568733627499556 VIS

4 8
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81 . 36 1979-80 ACTUAL RETAINEES
AND MATCHES

Att4chment A-4
(P...ge 1 of 6)

F VAIITS FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE . 1
TEST * MATH
NUMBER OF CASES . 246

MODEL. 1 VS MODCL 51TRVILINE3) VS LII1EAR

SUM.OF SQUARES,4113DEL 1 a 44.27246

SUM OF gQUARES, MODEL 5 45,71592

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
.4

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 * 44.27246

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 44.30492

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 m 44.30492

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 44.41344

MODEL I VS...13-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 44.272/6

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 *__41,.41344

MODEL3 VS.MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 44.41344

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 .0 '53.1688

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 5--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SVM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 45.71392

jtIM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 m 45.75101

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-10MMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 * 45.75101

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 54.32294

OF 2, 40 F * 3.912481935722569 "'ie.

OF 1, 240 F .1759649226629849 V5

OF * 1, 241. F .5903028376983887 VI

OF a 2, 240 F s. .3821246888020248 ?I'S

OF . 1, 242 F 47.1062150556228 41P)014

C sly peS b c2L-4,ger.ev14-

OF 1, 242 F .1457510469000748

OF * 1, 243 F 46.59086192851262



81.36 Attachment A-4
(Continued, page 2 of 6)

1

F VALU4 FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS --TWO CROUP CASE

GRADE * 2
TEST . MATH
NUMBER OF CASES * 124

oMODEL 1 ys MODEL .5--CURVILINEAR V

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 . 28.3741

SUR OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 28.59719

. ,

MODEL L VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 28.3741

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 28.53484

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALMeCURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 28.53484

SL:M OF SQUARES, TOEL 3 = 23.56115

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--9ARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 28.3741

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 28.66115

,MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-e-EQUAL rU.V.)4 :iC :NTERCEP-23

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 ; 28.66115

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 * 33.94497

,Di

DF m

DF

DF

MODEL 5 VS COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 a 28:59719
OF *

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 3. 28.71093 115
1, 120 F :4772776625955224

2, 118. F .4638846694696925 Y15

1, 119 F * .5267557133665359

2, 118 F * .5968806059046812

1, 120 F * 22.12257358828937

X' 1, 118 F .5684730O8835524R

MODEL 4 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM X SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 28.71093

SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 7 a 33.98175

1NL,Aels,laf1e5 ,ci;464ter4- ivrierCepi'S

OF 1, 121 F 4.21346434963967

444- C.,0o0= 1-3
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81.36 Attachment A-4
(Continued, page 3 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--Tr GROUP CASE

GRADE 3.

TESTJ* MATH .

NUMBER OF CASES 08

MODEL 1 VS.. MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 * 42.24565

SUM OF SOUAREi, MODEL 5 * 4406312

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES:MODEL 1 . 42.24565

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 42.24807

'HopEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL '2 a 42.24807

SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 3 42.35864,

MODEL., I VS MODEI 3-,--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPE;

SUM di SQUARES', MODEL 1 42.24565
.

SUM OF SQUAiES, MODEL 3 42.35864
7

MODELl VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 42.35864.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 0 47.41009.

MODEL 5 VS COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 .= 44.06312

SUM OS SQUARES, MODEL 5 44.24541

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMHON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAlkS, MODEL 44.24541

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 49.14356

DF 2, 102 F * 2.194095013332734
s

F 3. Is-

DF * I, 102 F * 5.842968447640811D-03

DF I, 103 F .2695675802468611

pF 2, V32 F = .1364043398551103

DF = I, 104 F 12.40244729292536

DF I, 104 .4302500594601364
Y15

DF = I, 105

A-34

11.62393455049914
F-4 cei.1)1=1 11.3.1r



181.3.6
Attachment A-4
(Continued, page 4 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPES REGRESSION RESULTSrTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 4
TEST = MATH
NUMBER OF CASES 62

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR V<ILE,...1119

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 19.34946

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 21.,27571

MODEL L VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 19.34946

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 19.40986

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR'SLOPES

SLIM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 19.4J986

SUM LF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 19.80729

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 19.34946

SUM JF SQUARES, "0.027., 3

MODEL3 S MObEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL .3 = 19.80729',

SUM OF SQUARES, . MODEL 4 = 21.91483:

40EL 5 V ODEL'F)--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 21.27571

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 21.79768

MODEL 6 VS YODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 21.79768
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 23.968

OF = 2, 56 F = 2.787416289653562

Dr04274110

DF = 1, 56 F = .1748059118962493

DF = 1, 57 F = 1.167113518593127

OF = 2, 56 F = .6625115119491706

DF 7 1, 58 F = 6.171329848757706

OF 1, 58 F = 1.42294945738591

OuS,

5c.05>: +00
OF =. 1, 59 F = 5.874427003240713

A-35



81.36
Attachment A-4
(Continued, page 5. of 6)

0

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE a 5
TEST = MATH
NUMBER OF CASES 44

MODEL 1 VS MODEL'5-- LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 13.35269

DF = 2, 38 F 4.880692954004025
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 16.78271

41ODEL 1 ' MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 13.35269

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 16.7364

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEICURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 16.7364

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 16.76095

DF 1, 38 F 9.629593737291888

*

DF = 1, 39 F = .05720764322076346

<10 ELbVS MODEL 3--PARALLgt LINEAR SLOPES
'---...... i

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 13.35269
DF = 2, 38 F = 4.849729904610981 .

\SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 16.76095
A=

1 :
,

MODEL3 ys MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

.01 OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 16.76095,

:\

SU OF.SQUARES, MODEI: 4 = 21.98093

1

\

MODEL 5 V MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 16.78271

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 0 16.80375

MODEL 61 VS MODEL 7--COMMO4 LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 22.0299
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 16.80375

DF = 1, 40 F . 12.45748003543952

DF 1, 40 F = .05014684755918377

OF = 1, 41 F =12.75144833742468

A-36



81..36 .
Attachment A-4
(Continued, page

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS,TWO GROUP CASE

CRADE
TEST = MATH
NUMBER OF CASES = 20

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR V

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 9.55571

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 9.87504

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 9.55571

SUM JF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 9.',?959

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 9.79969

SUM ,J SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 4.99a05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 9.55571

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 9.99405

OF . 2, 14 .2339240098328643

- -

CF = 1, 15

DF = 2, 14

'10DEL 4--EQ1AL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM JF SQUARES, .MODEL 3 . 9.99405
DF 7 1, 16\

SUMOF SQUARES, .MODEL.4 = 12.51742 \\

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 5--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SOM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 9.87504

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 10.0646

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

OF 1, 15

.357453292324694

.2974992066075561

F = .3211043449414017

F 4.039795678428665

.3152351787942:15

VI

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 10.0696 gs
DF = 1, 17 F 4.21030924753643

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 12.56349

of 6)
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81.36 Attachment A-6
(Page 1 of 6)

1980-81 ACTUAL RETAINEES
AND MATCHES

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION. RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 1

rEsT READING
NUMBER OF CASES . 486

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-16.ETTET;i7,11::)S LINEAR

SUM' OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 190.63706
DF = 2, 480 F = 5.609210440293

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 195.09259 Af-A4

MODEL I VS COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEI 1 = 140.63706
DF . 1, 480 F = .0279987532329

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 * 19.0.64818

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PAFALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 190.64818
DF = 1, 481 F . 4 . 566579 1 3018677D

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 1'10.64999 ns

MODEL VS '!!ODEL, 1--PARALLE% LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 190.63706
DF 2, 480 F .0162780521268'

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 196.64999

1ODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SCM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 190.64999
DF = 1, 482 F 3.732:-,2478112

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 192,14609

F(.05) "
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 67-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 * 195.09259:
= 1, 482 F = .170991732594

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 195.1618

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 195.1618
DF = 1, 483 F = 3.4662528220

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 196.5628

C33



81.36 Attachment A-6
(Continued, page 2 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTwO GROUP CASE

ORADE.. 2
TEST REAOING
NUMBER OF CASES - 232

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS

S4m OF SQUARES, MODEL' 1 79.08899

sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 79.96867

4l0EL VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

1F QUAkiS, .ODEL 1 . 79._08899

Sem OF SQUARES, MODEL 2.= 79.11767

MODE"- 2 vS moDEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

DF 2, 226 F 1.256860657848;

V15

DF 1, 226 F .1391050764461(

sJm OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 m 79.13767
DF.- 1, 227 F = 5.71796389759769/

s'2m. )F STjARES, MODEL 3 31.13109

mODEL i s mODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLoPES

S"m OF SQUARES, 10DEL 1 79.08899

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 81.131/09

MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

Sem OF S-QUARES, MODEL 3 . 81.13109

, Sum 0F SQUARES, iODEL 4 m 85.34324

vS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

sem OF.SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 79.96867

SUN oF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 81.92042

mOOEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COmmoN LINEAR INTERCEPTS

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 31.92042

s'Um OF SQUARES, moDEL 7 86..56509

A-41

DF 2,, 226

DF 1, 228

OF m 1, 229

F 2.917691330430'

F 13.24239319778(

F 5.5646567626'

DF 1, 229 F - 13.263230706(



81.36 Attachment A-6 -

(Continued, .page 3 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE.. 1
TEST . READING'
NUMBER OF CASEs 174

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-- S LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . ; 53,5544

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 58.80011

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 53.5544

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 54.48375

MODEL 2 vS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 54.48375

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 55.43658

mODEL 1 vS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 53.5544

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 55.43658

MODEL1 vS ODEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SOM.OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 55.43658

DF 2, 158 F 8.227888651539'

**-

DF 1, 158 F 2.915368298403;

Y15

DF 1 169 F 2.95552839149247:

DF = 2, 158

DF 1, 170'

F 2.952195644906;

Y1S

F .05755946705221SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 55.45535 115

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 5--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM qe SoUARES, MODEL 5 . 58.80011
DF , 170 F = 4.5795592729*Sijm OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 604186:97'

1ODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 60.41369

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 50.41929
1, 171. 1.69615002601



81.36 Attachment A-6
(Continued, page 4 ot 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

SRADE1. 4
TEST . READING
NUMBER OF CASES 132 .

<7;71S MODEL 5--,CriZILINEAR S LINEAR
. N..

. SC4 OF SQUARES, 40DEL 1 . 60.05047

SUm OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 . 56.07443 )

.MODEL 1 vS MODEL .2--COMMON 'QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, 40DEL 1 60..05047

MoDEL 2 . 62.48123

MODEL 2 VS 40DEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 52.88128

oF MODEL 3 . 62.48505

MODEL 1 /S MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SLIM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 60.05047

SUM OF SQUARES, 40DEL 3 * 62.88505)

""-

m0DEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SJA OF SQUARES, 40DEL 3 62.88505

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 67.10862

ODE:. 5 VS 40DEL 6--COM4ON LINEAR SLOPES

SU4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 66.07443

SUM OF SQUARES., MODEL 6 66.07535

4ODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMmON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, 3DEL.6 66.07535

SUM OF SQUARES, 40DAL 7 . 70.27115

DF . 2, 126 F = 6.319841959604(

*4-

DF 1, 126 F 5.939704714381(

DF 1, 127 F 7.61418978.7482201

DF A 2, 126 F 2.973807532230,

OF . 1, 128 F 8.596907532076

P
DF 1, 128 F . 1.78221253191

DF 1, 129 F = 8.1915298216



81.36
Attachment A-6 .

.(Continued, page 5 of 6)

F VALUES YOR_SPSS REGRESS/ON RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE 0

GRADE 5 P
TEST . READING
NUMBER OF CASES . 106

40DEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR vS

SUM OF SQUARES, 4ODEL 1 32.56118

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 33.88955

40DEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON.QUADRATIC pORTIoN

SUM oF SQUARES, 4ODEL 1 . 32.56118

SU4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 32.56464

MODEL 2 vS MODEL 3PARALLEL cURv/L/NEA SLoPES

sum oF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 32.56464

Su4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 * 32.77526

40DEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

Sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 32.56118

Su4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 32.77526

MODEL3 VS MoDEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

Sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 m 32.77526

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 34,53619

MODEL 5'VS(742.0.121,-COMMON LINEAR SLopES

SilM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5. = 33.88955

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 34.14784

MODEL VS 4,7DEL 7CommoN LINEAR /NTERCEPTS

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 34.14784

OF m 2, 100 F 2.039806296946:
(0.5). 3. 047

KS

DF 1, 100 F .0106261505264i

OF = 1, 101

DF . 2, 100

OF 1, 102

F 4653242903959631

F .1287350151315.

. 5.480196343217,

DF 1, 102 F .777395391791
t4.5

DF = 1, 103 F 5.2694694598'

SuM .OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 35.89484 F(.05)= .c44- *

,A-44



81.36
Attachment A-6
(Continued, page 6 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSIoN RESUITSTWO GROUF CASE
,/

GRADE =
TEST . READING
NUMBER oF CASES = 32 _

MODEL 1 VS,MODEL 5--CURVILI\NEAR VS LINEAR,

SUM oF SQUARtS, MODEL 1 = 11.0718'

SUM OP SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 12.30496
DF = 2,

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--CO1MON QUADRATIC PORTIoN

OF SQUARES, MoDEL 1 - 11.0718

SuM OF SQuARES, moDEL 2 = 11.65634
DF = 1,

mODEL 2

sUm

vS

JF

MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLoPES

SC3UARES, MODEL 2 = 11.65634

Sum oF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 11.41955
DF = 1,

MODEL 1

SUh

vS

oF

MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR'StOPES

SQUARES, MOJEL1 = 11.0713

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL, 3 = 13.41955
DF 2,

.m3DEL1 VS MODEL 4EQUAL Q(LORATtC INTERCEPTS

26 Fi= 1.4479199407503

r(45)= 3.57

26 F = 1.3726801423436

27 F = 4.084186803061582

25 F 2.7566204230567

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 13.41955
DF = 1, 28 F = .02633173243514

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 13.43217

ODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMmoN LINEAR SLOPES

SUM oF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 12.30496

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 14.10733'

MODEL 5 vS -COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARE*,,, MODEL 6, = 14.10733

SUM'OF SQUARES, MO = 14.11891

A-45

DF = 1,'28 . F - 4.10110223909'

rl 5

OF = 1, 29 F = .023804646237(

YVS
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Attachment.A7-7
(Page 1 of 5)

;

80-81 riCTUAL FIETS VS MC-ITCHES MCDEL 2

=11,

LEGEND

Soriretaineas
0

Racadnees--
, 15. 1 . C Z. C 1. 2SC 1. SC: 1. 7SC 2. C..SC 2. 25C

P9E-TEST -- ITBS REEIDING GE ---- 4-2:
,
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Attachment A-7
.(Continued, page 2 of 5)

,

80-81 RCTURL RETS ys MRICHES .,-- G2 mc2EL. 5.

3. -3CC

2. /0C.

2. 3C.0

4

1. 51.13

. esa 1. 220 520 I. 940 2. 3a0 2. SSG

fiF.TEST ITBS RER0.14eraE - 4-81

A-47

3. 3W 3. 74;0
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Attachment A-7
(antinued, page 3 of 5)

:17,1-unL PEJS VS 1TChE5 MCCEL a

0. 19o'

5.74

4.

3..73

3.3201-

Alt
LEMID

Nourstaizzaw

Ratainses

.1.11

.. 22C 1. 663 2. 090 2. 52a 2. 2SC 2. :3130 3.120 4.240 4.676

°9E TEST S E1IN E 4-81

A-48
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+.117
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..400
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1
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(Ontiniled, page 5 of 5)

80,-81 RCTUPL RETS.V5 MR/TCHES - G5 -- MCOEL

5. 30

4j0

4.704

'....1

J.:

..-I COO
___.

t-z ,

LEGEND

.Nonrstainses

Merinos's

4\4' 1

I

L. S1C 2. 3C0 3. CCC 3. 7CC L 4cia s. CC S. en c 6. 500

RETESt IT5S.9EROING GE



81.36
Attachment A-8

(Page 1 of 6)

1980-81 ACTUAL RETAINEES
AND MATCHES

F JAL13ES FOR SPSS 3EGRESSION RESOLTSTwo GROUP CASE

3R\JE =

OF OASES = 495

100EL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR

OF SQUARES, 100EL 1 = 88.50253
OF = 2, 490 F = .0725959543

31:' OF SOUARES, mODEL 5 = 38.52337 qc75:>, 3. o

1 :S mODEL 2--C3MMON QUADRATIC PORTION

3U1 OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 88.50258
OF = 1, 90 F = .0434582501

QF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 83.51044

MOOEL 2 7i m::,EL 1PARALLEL CURV.ILINEAR SLOPES

SD4 o S.;L:ARES, MODEL 2 = 88.51)44

sr:n OF SQi.:ARES, :met. 3 = 83.55107
OF = 1, 491 F-= .225135209301

: :S MODEL 3PARALLEL L:NEAR SLOPES

3 J4 JF SOJARES, MODEL 1 = 38.5J258
490 F = .1340324386

3"m JF SQUARES, MOJEL 3 = 38.55137

,02:Li VS MODEL ..--ErNAL QUADRATIC IITERCEPTS

S.:4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 38.55107
OF . 1, 492 F 94.12725050

SUM.OF smmaes, MODEL 4 = 105.5114

VSCODE.....53,)COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SI:m OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 88.52337
OF 1, 77%)8450

Sri OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 38-.55077

mJOEL 5 VS MODEL 7COMMOM LINEAR INTERCEPTS

)F SQU4RES, MODEL 5 = 88.55077

kl

OF = 1, 493 F = 95.372707

S:M OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 105.81253 ,F(01) vlo
*A-
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Attachment A-8
(Continued, page 2 Of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE m.2
TEST . MATH
NUMBER OF CASES . 250

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 52.2267

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 52.72041

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COM1ON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 52.2267

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 52.27233

.100:1, 2 MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 52.27233

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 52.45201

AODEL 1 VS moDeL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQU:RES, MODEL 1 52.2267

BUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 52.45201

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 52.45201

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 m 87.13638-

MODEL 5 VS <DEL -D-COMMON LINEAk SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 m 52.72041

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 52.91975

.MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 52.91975

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 37.40755

A-52

DF . 2, 244 F 1.1532917D7

frIS

DF 1, 244 F .2131806145

DF 1, 245 F . .842158748232

OF . 2, 244 F ;5263173817

DF 1, 246 F . 162.6697436

OF . 1, 246

DF 1, 247

F .93014527,

145

F 160.96989



81.36
Attachment A-8
(Continued, page 3 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULIS--:140 GROUP CASE

=.3
:EST MATM
'iJM3E1 OF .;ASES = 182

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 .0 57.0193.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 58.6307

tODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

iJM OF SQUARES, MODEL C 57.0193

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = .57.03178

VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 57.03178

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.12616

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.0193

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 57.12616

MODL3 VS MODEL 4-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 57.1261.6

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 .1. 58.20989

MODEL 5 VS MODEL\5-COMMON' LINEAR SLOPES

Sj4 OF SQUARES, MODEL. 5 = 58.6307

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 58.80243

mopEL 6 .VS OMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 58.80243

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 60.00139

DF = 2, 176 F = 2.486933371682

145

DF 1, 176 F = .038521693531E

DF = 1, 177 F = .292911425875190

DF 2, 176 F = .1649210004331

DF = 1, 178 F = 3.376805652611

DF = 1, 178 F = .52136406353

DF = 1, 179 F 36t9744406E
PC 05 )2:00 =

LTG



Attachment A.-.4
81.36 (COntinued, page 4 of 6)

F VALfflEs FOR SPSS: REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE
TEST
AUMBER

MODEL 1 vS

4

mATH
OF CASES a 118

HOnEL 5--CUMILINEAR VS LINEAR

SOm OF SQUARES, 1ODEL-1 a 42.88863

Sum OF SciuARES, MODEL 5 . 44.82455
OF = 2, 112 C

400EL 1 v$

suM OF

MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SQUARES, MODEL 1 42.88863

Sdm OF

m00EL 2 vS

SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 44.59215

MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

DF . 1, 112 F

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 44.59215

SuM OF SQUARES, 40DEL 3 44.64008
DF 1, 113 F

MODEL 1 vS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 42.88863

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 44.64008
DF a 2, 112 F

MOOEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTE.RCEPTS

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 44.64008

SUM OF SQUARES,,MODEL 4 . 53.55229

MODEL i VS (121116.;:::MMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 44.82455

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 44.8985

MODEL 6 vS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM ,OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 44.8985

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL-7 53.83569

2.527744999082!

a 4:44859721525(

DF 1, 114 F

DF a 1, 114 F

DF a 1, 115 F

.121458371278707:

2.286881161743"

22.75963528739,

.1i4107327680(

GoLS

.oke

22.891117743'



. 81.36
Attachment A-8
(Continued, page 5 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 5

TEST-. MATH
AUMBER OF CASES . 102

MODEL 1 VS MODEL -- RVILINEAITIIS LINEAR

S:JM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 31.37595 .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 33.59378

MODEL I V'j MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

OF 'SQUARES, MODEL 1 31.37696

.*" OF &QUARES, MODEL 2 = 32.22467

MODEL 2 VS MOOEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 32.22467

.SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 32.45004

OF = 2, 95 c F = 3.5442352803789
3.og

DF 1, 95 F = 2.5916279359122(

IlL15

OF = 1, 97 F ,.708491041180553

VLS

MODEL I V PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
\

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 31.37596
DF = 2, 96, F 1.6568794427501z

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 32.46004

MODEL3 qS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 32.46004

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 35.19451,

MODEL 5 VS. MODEL 5--COMMON LINEAR SLOPE6

60M OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 33,69378

SdM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 13.85452

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7--CO4MON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 33.85452

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 36.70584

A-55

DF 1, 98

DF-= 1, 98

DF = 1, 99

F = 8.2556293830814'

F = .467520117956.4

F = 8.33804998564t

75



81.36

Attachment A-8
(Continued, page 6 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADS . 6
TEST a MATH
NUMBER OF CASES = 40

.MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR V'

SUM OF SQUARE5,.MODEL 1 a 7.26007.
OF 2, 34 F .04685492'013162.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 7.28008

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUAJRATIC PORT/ON

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 7.26007

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 7.27826

400EL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

6.14 OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 7.27826

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 7.40488

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 a 7.26007

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL. 3 a, 7.40488

VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 7A0488

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 a 8.50259

MODEL 5 V<LEL 6-==.50M1ON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 7.28008

SUM OF 'SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 7.40488

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 a 7.40488

DF = 1, 34 P a .08518650646619(

MF a 1, 35 F .6088955327-234804

DF 2, 34 F a .33908350745929'

DF 1, 36 F 5.82285735893081

DF a 1, 36 F. a .61_7136075427'

DF = 1, 37 F = 6.00314117176
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 8.6063 FC.05).4.40
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80-81 ACTUAL SETS VS MATCHES G2 -- MODEL 6

SCC 4 t 1 I
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S.
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3. 30C.

3. 4JC,

8C-81 RCTURL SETS VS MRTCHES G4 -- MCCEL S

LEGEND

Nourataineas

Retsina's

2.. 3CG 2. 700 3..0a 3. Firla 3. ..nt. 4.. 300 4.700 5. .i3C 5. 503 5. 300

P9ETEST ITSS MRTH GE --

79
A-59

J't



81.36

. 3.

Attachment A-9
(Continued, page 4 of 5)

80-81 ACTURL RETS VS MRTCHES G5 -- MCOEL 3
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81.36

Instrujiftent Description: Reteniion Survey

Brief description of the instrument:

. e
Teachara and principals .fera asked to describe che factors whith led to'the
racommordation of retention for specific students during spring of 1981. They
were also asked whether the student was actually retained the next fall and
about the parents' aatitude toward tha-retenrion.

,

To wham was the-instrument administered?

All 1980-81 principals and a sample of 308 teachers of students retained during
spring 1981. Each .teachar chosen received i survey on only ons retainee.

Haw wisp' times was the /instrument administered?

Onee with a reminder memorandum and survey after two weeks.

When was the instrument administered?

Principals' survnys were first sent October 16, 1981.
Teachers' surveys were'sent bcogber 16, 1981.
Remf,ndars were sent November 4.1981.

Where was the 1.215=SWIllt administered?

At th schcols of teachers and principals in the sample.

Who administered the instrument?

Self-administered.

Whit training did the administrators have?

N/A.

Was the instrument administered undeestandardized conditions?

No.

Warp there problems with the instrument or the administration that misht
affect the validity of the data?

None that are known.

Who developed the inetrument?

ORE project evaluator with input from ORE'and instructional staff.

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None.

Ara there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.



.81.36

RETENTION SURVEY

Purpose

The retention survey was designed'to provide da a relevant *o the following

questions:

Decision Question Dl: What effects has the istrict policy on retention/

promotion had on achievement? on retention rates? Should the District

policy be altered?

Evaluation Question D1-5: , How many students listed to be retained

in June of 1981 were actually retained in\fall of 1981?

Evaluation Question D1-7: How many students were retained in fall

1981?

Decision Question D2: Should additibnal resour es or activities related

to the Tention/promotion policy be considered?

Ev4uation Question D2-1: What are the perCeived criteria used by

teachers and principals in the determination of retention decisions?

,Procedure

Instrument

The questionnaire was drafted by the project evaluator,,
key instructional and ORE staff, and finalized early
final survey included eight questions for teachers and
attachment D-1). Questions concerned why the student wa
tion, whether the student was ultimately revined in fa

parents' attitude towards the retention. incipals we

any students were placed in a lower grade in the fall a

the spring.

sent out for review by
the fc:11 of 1981. The

ine for principals (see
recommended for reten-

1 of 1981, and the
e also asked whether
ter being promoted in

Sample

The list of students retained by each school was merged With the Employee Master

Record File. The teacher master file was sorted by scho

;

1 and teacher.

Every third retainee was chosen for the sample with the tipulation that each

teacher should not be asked about,more than one student.I An effort was made

to eliminate anyone from the sample who was to be interv ewed for a case study

(although one accidentally slipped in).
i

B-3
84



81.36

One retainee from each school was randomly selected for the principal to
be questioned about. A few principals were in different positions this year;
in these cases, the 1980-81 principal was asked why the student was recommended
to beretained and the 1981-82 principal was asked whether any students were
demoted in the fall. The only principals not surveyed were the three no
longer with the District.

Administration

On October 16, 1981, each principal was sent a survey and a memorandum
explaining the purpose and procedure'for the study (see Attachment D-2).
They were told that one or more of their teachers would also be surveyed.
Surveys were delivered via school mail to their present school assignments

Two days later the teachers' surveys were sent out to their 1980-81 assign-
ments. Surveys for those no longer at the schools either were forwarded to
the correct school or returned to ORE. School assignments for those returned
were then checked in Personnel (since the AISD Directory had not yet been
published).

Each survey included a label showing the name of the teacher/principal, the
1980-81 school of the retainee, the name of the student, and a sequence num-
ber. The sequence number was used for identification purposes only. As the
surveys were returned, they were checked off on a sample listing. On Novem-
ber 2, about two weeks after the first memorandum was sent, a reminder and a
second sLrvey was sent to those who had not yet responded .(see Attachment D-3 ).
Principals were asked to return their surveys by November40; the deadline
given to teachers was November 12.

The evaluation assistant for the project also checked the Student Master
File for any "don't know" responses to question 1. If the student was still
in AISD, this response was changed to yes or no depending on the student's
grade status this fall.

Processing

Surveys were sent to the Southwest Educational Development.Laboratory to be
keypunched and verified on November 18. All surveys received by this date,
were processed. The data file-format is shown in Attachment D-4.

Descriptive statistics were generated for each question for the total group
and teachers and principals in K-3, 4-6, and K-6 schools. The number and
petcentage who responded in certain ways to each question was calculated,on
the 'UM 3-0 computer. The mean number of factors marked for each retention
case for question 2 was also calculated. Responses were then ranked in terms
of frequency. Comparisons of the groups' rankings were then made.
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Results

Return Rates

Principals. A total of 58 of the 60 principal surveys sent out were returned
(96.6%). Responses to questions 2-through 7 were left blank on six question-
naires either incorrectly or due to insufficient information on the child and
were mot.included in the analyses for these items. Two others did not answer
questions 2 through 7 because the student was not retained this fall. Thus,

.
the sample size for questions 2 through 7 was 50.

Teachers. Of the 308 surveys sent to teachers, 29 (9.4%) were returned blank
and the student found to be no longer with AISD. Eleven surveys (3.6%) were

not returned. The sample size for Item 1 was therefore 268. Items 2 through

7 were'blank on 15 surveys: five students were not retained after all, seven
teacheis did not have sufficient knowledge to complete the questions, and
three teachers left the items blank incorrectly. Thus, the sample size for

questions 2 through 7 was 253. The sample size for items 3 and 4 wad slightly
smaller, since it applied only to cases in which achievement was a primary

reason for retention.

Responses

For the most part, teachers and principals in K-3, 4-6, and K-6 schools

responded in similar ways. (See Attachment,D-5.) Exceptions to this

will be noted in the text.

Evaluation Question D1-5. How'many students listed to be retained in June of

' 1981 were actually retained in the fall of 1981? (Item 1)

Principals Teachers

# 7.. #

Students acivally retained 42 76% 236 88%

Students not 1:etained 2 4% 5 2%

Did not know (out of District) 11 20% 27 10%

55* :100% 268 100%

Survey results suggest that about three-fourtkis (76%-88%) of the students recom-

mended for retention are ultimately retained in the fall in an AISD school.

Another 27.-4% are promoted because of improvement over the summer, parents'

continued opposition to retention, the fact that the student had been retained

previously, or some other reason. Finally, 10%-20% of the recommended retainees

failed tq re-enroll in Austin ISD. ,A followup on the 11 retainees who fell in

thi,. category in the principal sample showed that five (9% of 55) had

mo,red from the city, two (4%) were in private school and had been
retained, and four.(7%) were elsewhere. Those who were "elsewhere"

could be in an Austin private school that does not report enrollment

statistics to AISD (about 37% of the private schools do not report to

AISD).
*This question was not appropiiatc for two principals.

B-5
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Evaluation Question 1-7. How many students were retained in fall 1981?

Occasionally, placements are found to_be inappropriate for new or returning
AISD students and children are pZaced in a lower grade in the fall than originally
planned. Principals at 55 schools reported 54 such cases. Such cases
were not evenly distributed across schools, however. When asked how many'
children previously promoted were placed in the earlier grade in fall,
principals responded:

Principals

Response Number Percent

0 24 43.6
Blank 12 21.8

1 8 14.5.
2 3 5.4
3 3 5.4
5 1 1.8

6 3 5.4

8 1 1.8

55* 99.7

*Two additional respondents did not answer tills
question since they are no longer principals.

')Thus, about 65% of the respondents indicated that they had demoted no
students in the fall. It is possible that a few people out of those with
no answer simply skipped this question by mistake, but this is still a
fairly high percentage.

Evaluation Question D2-1. What are the perceived criteria used by teachers
and principals in the determination of retention decisions?

Survey results indicate that insufficient academic progress was the most
important consideration in these retentions. Reading achievement was the
most critical area followed by mathi Insufficient progress in daily work in
the classroom was witched very closely as well as the students' abilities in
certain critical skill areas. Other very important factors in determining
retentioni incZuded social immaturity, counterprodua!ive behavior, and exces-
sive absenteeism.

B-6
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Item 2. The most important factors in determining that this student would
be retained were: (check one or more)

Principals
Rank %

Teachers
Rank

a. Insufficient academic progress 1 94% 1 99%

g. Social immaturity 2 50% 2 42%

f. Counter-productive behavior 3 20% 4 20%

j. Excessiva-absenteeism 4 16% 3 21%

n. Other 4 - 16% 11 5%

h. Emotional problems .
6 12% 6 14%

b. Chronological age (young for grade) 7 10% 12 4%

4. Physical development . 7 10% 7 9%

I. Parental request 7 10% 10 5%

g. Dominant in another language 10 6% 14 3%

i. Medical-problems
1

10 6% 13

'9

4%

m. Late entry into school- 10 6% 6%

.cl English language development 13 2% 5 15%

1 1. Frequent transfers 13 2% 8 6%

---.../

N = 50 N= 253

Surveylresulte indicate that insufficient academic progress was an important
factoriin almost all of these retentions. Results further suggest that social
immat frity, counter-productive behavior, and excessive absenteeism are very
impor ant factors considered in determining retentions.

Teachers included "English language development" and "frequent transfers" as
a factor in retention more often than principals. Principals, on the other

hand, mentioned "chronological age," "other," "parental request," and
"dominant in another language" (to some extent) more often than teachers as
important factors in retaining students.

Principals in K-3 and 4-6 schools differed only slightly in their responses
to item 2. Principals in K-3 sehools mentioned counter-productive behavior
more often; those in 4-6 schools mentioned excessive absenteeism and other

factors slightly mOre often. Principals in K-6 schools included physical
development and parental request as important retention conciderations more

often than the othpr groups.

Teachers in K-6 schools responded to item 2 in slightly different ways than

the other groups. f English language development was mentioned slightly more

off-en and excessie absenteeism slightly less often than the other factors.

1
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Item 3. If insufficient academic progress was an important factor in retain-
ing the child, which were the rhost important achievement criteria (check one
or more)?

a. Unsatisfactory progress in classes
'based on daily work and teacher-
made tests.

d. Lack of certain critical skills
necessary for successful performance
in the next grade.

c. Lack of coMpletion of appropriate
series books.

b. Low scores on standardized achieve-
ment tests.

N = 48 N = 250
Principals Teachers

Rank % Rank %

1 83% 1 88%

2 77%' 2 78%

3 52% 3 67%

3 52% 4 65%

-

Teachers and principals mentioned the achievement criteria about the
same percentage of the time. Unsatisfactory class work was most important,
followed by a lack of certain critical skills, low scores on achlevemeRt
tests, and lack of completion of appropriate series books. The first two
factors were marked"by more principals and teachers as important than the
last two.

Principals and teachers who indicated that lack of completion of appropriate
series books was a problem a]so checked the relevant subject areas. They were:

Principals Teachers

N N

Reading 21 84% 158 94%
Math 10 40% 82 49%
Language Arts 8 32% 29 187
Other 2 8% 4 2%

Total 25 .168

As this chart illustrates, incompletion of reading series books was mentioned
most often as a reason for retention. About half as many teachers and princi-
pals mentioned math, and even fewer mentioned language arts.

About 47% of teachers and 40% of principals felt both reading.and math series
performance were.important in_determining the etentions.

Subgroups of teachers and principals respo ways very similar to .the over-
all group.
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In terms of low standardized test scores, the areas indicated as important

in determining retention were:

Principals Teachers

N %

Reading 18 72% 140 86%

Math 18 72% 117 75%

Language Arts 14 56% 85 52%

Other 3 12% 12 7%

Total 25 162

In this case, reading and math scores were both mentioned-by about three

fourths (or more)-of the respondents. Language-arts scores were mentioned

by half of the principals and teachers responding.

Approximately 477 of the teachers ani 40% of the principals stated that

low scores in both reading and math were important determinants of reten-

tion.

Most subgroups of principals and teachers responded similarly. Only three

principals (257) in K-3 schools (N = 12) mentioned low scores in math on

standardized tests, which was a amaller percentage than the other groups.

Item 4. If achievement was an important factor in retaining this student,

did he/she appear to: (check one or more)

fi

Principals (N=47), Teachers (N=246)

Rank % Rank

c. Have inadequate prerequisite
-skills/knowledge 68% 1 72% 1 .

b. Lack motivation to learn i 43% 2 44% 3

d. Other 30% 3. 20%. 4

a. Be a slow learner. 26% 4 527 2

Responses to item 4 indicated that:
.

Many retainees did not appear to have adecivatc prerequisite skills/

knowledge to be promoted to the next grade.
More teachers than principals felt students were slow learners.

Principals noted more miscellaneous achievement problems than did

teachers. These problems included possible learning disabilities,
short attention spans, hyperactivity, emotional immaturity, language

difficulties, counter-productive behaviors, and lack of parental support.
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s 4-6 schools indicated students lacked motivation
en than being slow lealmers.

-3 4-6, and K-6 schools all showed different response
rincipals in K-6 schools mentioned students being slow

rs less often than other groups. They also suggested other
ors leading to the achievement problems more often and lack of motiva-
n to learn less often than other groups. Principals in K-3 schools
tioned being a slow learner more often than other groups. Those in
schools felt inadequate skills and lack of motivation to learn were
most important factors related to retainee problems.

Item 5. iThe new retention*policy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into
effect clearing 1981-82. In retaining this student during 1980-81, did you:

Principals ,Teachers

N=46 7.. N=240 %

a.

b.

Use school guidelines only?
Use the new 1981-82 AISD guide-

'6 13% 39 16%

lines only? . .

0 3 7% 4 2%
c. Use the old AISD guidelines only? 10 22% 27 11%

d. Use a.combination of the above? 27 59% 170 717.

School and new AISD guide-
lines (a and b) 4 15% 13 8%

School and old AISD guide-
lines (a and c) 6 22% 47 28%

a, b, c 2 7% 11 6%

b and c 1 4% 15 -9%

Other 14 52% 22 13%

-

Most respondents said they used some combination of the old AISD guidelines, new
AISD guidelines and/or their school guidelines in deciding to retain students.
The most frequently mentioned combination was school and old AISD guidelines.
A number of principals (8) said they used a combination of school and AISD
guidelines but did not specify which ones. Some of the teachers who gave "a
combination of the above" specified what the child's academic problems were.
Often, these reflected part of the new or old guidelines. Thus, although they
had an understanding of the guidelines, the teachers were unable to identify
them as such.

This information was necessary to help in interpreting the higher retedtion
rates for 1980-81 compared to 1979-80. About 31% of the respondents did begin
to ise the new AISD guidelines at least in part during the spring of 1981.
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Item 6. Did this child's parents agree with your decision to retain the

child?

Principals Teachers

N %

.Yes 42 89%- 208 90%

No 5' 117. 23. .10%

47 100%. 231 100%

Most respoldents stated that the parents agreed with the decision to retain the

child. However, a number of teachers and principals added comments like

"eventually" or "after several talks" so it is quite possible that the number

of parents who initially disagreed was higher than the survey results indicate.

Item 7. In your opinion, what factors were important in the formation of the

parent(s') attitude towards this child's retention?

N = 46
Principals

N = 240
Teachers

Rank % Rank %

d.

c.

Conferences with the parent(s)
Attitude of school personnel

1 84.8 1 82.1

toward retention 2 54.3 2 54.6

b. Education of parent(s) 3 34.8 4 20.8

a. Expectations of the parent(s'; 4 26.1 3 23.8

g. Other 5 10.9 5 20.0

f. Social pressure on parent(s) 5 10.9 7 5.4

a. Previous experience with retention 7 8.7 6 11.7

Principals and teachers both felt that conferences with parents and the attitude

of school personnel toward retention were very important factors contributing to

the parent(s') attitude toward retention. About one fourth of both groups also

mentioned the expectations and education of the parents as important contribu-

tors.

Decision Question DI: What effects has the District policy on retention/pro-

motion had on achievement? on retention rates? Should the District policy be

altered?

92
B-11 5
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This question is addressed in three appendices: Student Master File (Appen-
dix C), Student Records and Reports (Appendix D), and Retention Survey
(Appendix B). Appendices C and D reveal that the number of students retained
in AISD doubled between 1979-80 and 1980-81 (when the new policy was published
but not officially in effect). The number retained also increased slightly
from 1980-81 to 1981-82. The Retention Survey results revealed that:

At least one third of the principals considered the new retention
policy in making retention decisions at the end of 1980-81.

;

The criteria emphasized by the policy and the teachers and princi-
pals as important in making retention decisions matched fairly
closely. Achievement was of primary importance followed,by other
factors. The main difference in policy and kactice was that
teachers and principals focused on daily work nore than on the
completion of basals mentioned in the policy.

About three fourths of those recommended for retention at the end
of,1980-81 were actually retained in fall of 1981-82. A small per-
-centage (2-4%) were promoted to the next grade. The rest (10-20%)
failed to re-enroll in AISD. -Based on the.principal's sample,
about 9% had left Austin, 4% were in Austin,private schools, and 7%
were in unknown locations. This suggests that a'fairly small per-
Centage of parents seek alternate educational settings fox-their

. .

children after retention is recommended. -

A total of 55 students were demoted in the fall of 1981-82. Some
of these students were new to AISD, others were not; The new
policy permits transfer_studentg (from within or outside AISD) to
be reassigned to lower graHe'levels if a period of thorough obser-
vation reveals unsuitable placements. However, the policy also
emphasizes giving as much advance notice as possible 'to parents and
students about possible retentions. This would suggest that demo-
tions be kept to a minimum in the fall.

Decision Question D2. Should additional resources or activities related to
the retention/promotiOn policy be considered?

Survey results suggest that some teachers did not'appear to know exactly what
was in the policy (the new and the old): Inservice or school meetings on
this topic might be helpful. Teachers and princiials appear to give fairly
equal weight to various important factors, so there does.not appear to be a
problem there. Some ieachers and/or principals night appreciate an inservice
bn how to deal with the parent's of students facing retention since parent
conferences and staff attitudes toward retention are,considered to be so
important to the parents' attitude. (Most respondents reported at least
eventual success in receiving the parents' support for retehtion.) The sur-
-vey results do not provide data relevant to the/question of 'whether addi-
tional instructional piograms (during the summer or at other times) would be.
helpful.
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The student listed above was recommended for retention last June according to the school

list supplied o Pupil Services list June. AS THIS CHILD'S TEACHER, WE WOULD APPRECIATE

YOUR CONPIiN OF THIS SHORT QUESTIONNAIRE. Feel free to consult with any other teachers

_who had thi student for major parts of the school day. We hope the results of this sur-

.vey will increase our understanding of retention of elementary students in AISD.

1. Was this student ultimately retained in the fall of 1981?

Yes
No If not, why not?

(If this student *as not retained, you do not have tO complete the rest of these questions.
Simply return the qaestionnaire to the.address below0

2. Please check tha factor(s) which were most impOrtaneiri determining that the student
listed above would ba retained. (Check one or more.)

a. Insufficient academic progress h. Emtional probltias,
b. Chronological age (young for grade) i. Medical problems
c. Physical development j. Excessive absenteeimr.,

d. English language development k. Parental request
a. Dominant in another language 1. Frequent transfers
f. Counter-productive behavior(s) m. 1ate entry into school
g. Social immaturity n. Other

3. If'insufficient academic progress was an important factor en retaining the chili,
which were the most important achievement criteria (check one or more)?.

a.

b.

c.,

d.

Unsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily 4ork and teacher-made tests.
Loci scores on stinddedUid achievement teste--(ITSS-, Boehm). In wha/c subjects?

Reading Math __- Language Arts

Lack of completion-of appropriate series books. In what 'aubjects?

Reading

Other

Math Language Arts . arLer

Lack of certain critica skills,necessary for successful performance in the
next grade. (This assume some skills are essential and others rot for

successful perfIrmince it the next grade.)

4. If achievement was an impnrtant factor in retaining.this student, did he/she appear to:
(Check one or more.)

a.

b.

c.

d.

be a slow learner
lack motivation to learn
have inadequate prerequisite skills/knowledge
other

S. The new retention policy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into effect during
1981-82. In retaining thia student during 1980-81, did you (check one):.

a. use school guidelines only?
b. Use the hew 1981782 AISD guidelines only?
c. 'use the old AISD guidelines only?
d. use a combination of the above? (specify)

5. Did this child's parents agree with your decision,to retain the child?

---Yes no

7. rn T-Atr-Opinion,'what factors were important in the formation of the parent(s)!
attitu4e towards this child's retention? (Check

a. previous experience with retention
b. education of parent(s)
c. attitude of"school personniT toward retention
d. conferences with the parent(s)
e. expectations of the parent(s)
f. social pressure on parent(s)
g. other

one or more)

If you do not feel_that you remember the circumstances involved in
sufficiently to respond to any of the questions, please return the
check this box. '0

this student's retention
questionnaire.blank and

?lease return this questionnaire C.2 sdon as vossible to,:lanoy Baenen, Administration
3ui:din:, 4ett 79 v.,:a 7ha schoo,1 7ntZl. -Ihank-vou for yotir time; please call me at

458-1227 if yOu have any questions. 94
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Continued, page 2 of 2

The student listed above was recommended for retention last June according ft,o. the school
list supplied to Pupil Services. AS THIS CHILD'S FRINCIPAL, WE WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR
COMPLETION OF THIS SHORT,OUESTIONNAIRE. The results should increese our understanding
of retention of elementary students in AIM

-r

1. Was this stbdant ultimately retained in the fall of 1981?

Yes.

No If not, why not?.

(If this student was not retainea, you do not have to complete
Simply return the questionnaire rn the address below.)

the rest of thee questions.

Please check the factorSA) which ware most important in determining that the student
listed above would be retained. -(Chack one or more.)

- a. Insufficient academic progress
b. Chronological Age (young for grade)
c. Physical development
d. English language<development
a. Dbminint in another language
f.- Counter-productive behaVior(s)

- g. Social immaturity-

3. If insufficient academic progresi was'an important fad:or in retaining the child,
_

which ware the most important.achievement criteria (checi one or wore)?

a. Unsatisfactory progress in.classes based on daily work, and ceacher-made tests.'

b. Low'scores on standardized achievement tests (ZTRS, Roahm).' In what subjects?

h. Emotional problems
Med&cal problems

j. Excessive'lbienteeism
k. Parental request
L. Frequent transfers
m. Late entry into school
n. .0ther.

Reading Math.---
Lack of completion of appropriate

'Reading Math

Language Arts Other

Series books. ,/n.what subjects?

Language Arts Other

Lack of certain critical,skills necessary for successful performance in the
next grade. (This assumes some skills are essential and others are not for
successful performance in the next srade.)

.4. If achievement was aa importaut factor in retaining this "student,
one or more.)

a.

b.

c.

d.

be a s.--a.4 learner

lack motivation to learn
have inadequate.prerequisite skills/knowledge
other

did he/she appear to:

The new retention policy adopted by AISD,in April of 1981 grits into effect during
1981-82. In retaining this student durihg 1980-81, did you (check one):

a. use school guidelines only?
b. use the new 1981-82 AISD guidelihes only?
c. use the old AISD guralines only?
d. use a combination o Che above? (specify)'

r

6 I Did this child's parents agree with your decilion to retain the child?

yes no

7.

I _

In Your opinion, what factors were important in the formation
attitude towards this child's retention? (Check one or more)

a. previous experience with retention
b. education of parent(s)
c. attitude of school personnel toward retention
d. conferences with the parent(s)
11. expectations of the parent(s)
f. social-pressure on parent(s)

otheri

of the parent(Sr.

te

`i

If you do not feel that you remember the circumstances involved in.this,.student's rnteution
sufficiently to respond to any of the questions, please ;eturn the questionnaire blank and
check .this box. 0

c

We woUld like to get Some idea oi the number of students who are placedçin their previous
grade in the fall.after being promoted in ;he spring. Did you have eny'students in this
situation in,your school this fall? If so, how many? ' .." ,,_

, 4
. . .

( ,.,
r

.

. =

lease return th.i.s.tuastionnaire ma Non as-l'osaible to lancy 3aene2t, AdminiStrgricn

Suilding, 3o.r- 79 via t'c school ma4..::. Thank-ynu for.your tizb; olease call =41 a;

458-12 7 if you h al.* a questions.

7
.

/'/
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Attachment D-2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL'DISTRICT
Office of Research aild Evaluation

October 16, 1981

lementary Principals

FROM: NaZyMehr-4454-''

SUWECT Retainees: SurveY and Case Studies

Aè

,

part of the retention/promotion evaluation this year, we are addressing

tATo questions on which we need your input:

What are the most important criteria used by teachers and principals
in making retention.decisions?

What methods seem,to be effective in fleeting the needs of the retained

We plan to.address the ,first question_with:a_sU;vey of a sample of principals

and teachers. Case study interviews will provide information to answer the

secOnd question. d.

The_sample of principals,and teachers was Carefully selected so that no one

would.be asked about more thanPone retainee. Each principal is being asked

to complete a survey regarding one_atudent retainedat his/her school last

year. tours is.attached. Please take a few minutes to complete it and return

At td me by, October 30: One or more of your teachers will also receive a

questionnaire about the same or another student. . Try not to d-scuss the stu-

dent too extensively with the teacher, 'since lie would like to Compare the

views.of princiPals and teachers. Those'of"yod who have,changed sehools may
have t.6' consult with your 1980-81 school to answer a few of the questions.

IflyoU_aimRly cannot answer one or more questions, leave it (them) blank.

The caSe studies will be a'more in=depth,view-of the 1980-81 experiences of 12

students retained at the end of the 1979-80 school year. We would like to
interView the students' teachers for about one hour late in, October or in
November regarding methods that seem to be effective with retainees. The

names and schdol assignments of the teachers initially selected fc: interviews

are listed On the next page. HopefullY, no changes will be necessary in the

list.

Thank you for your help.

NB:rrf
Attachment

Approved: AlUf
Director, rfice of Researc and Evaluation

Approved:

9 f;

uth MacAllister-, Assist t.Superintendent for Elementary

a
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tp`a Attachment D-3
Page 1 of 2

81.36
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 2, 1981

TO: Teachers Addressed

FROM: Nancy aenen, Evaluator

SUBJECT: Retainee Survey

The attached questionnaire is a duplicate of the one you received about two
weeks ago regarding a student you recommended be retained. We would appre-
ciate your completion of this form by November 12.

The School Board, Cabinet, and other District personnel are anxious to find
out more about how retention is used in AISD. We can answer these questions
with greater canfidence if we receiv4a high percentage of questionnaires
back.

Skip the first
at a different
Then please go

Thank you. If

at 458-1228 if

NB:rrf
Attachmeut

question if you can't answer it. If you know the student is
school than the one listed, we'd appreciate that information.
ahead and answer the rest of the questions.

you just mailed your survey, disregard thiL notice. Call me
you have any questions.

j/
)2;7Approved:,-;74),4542a_A_

Offica of Research and Zia1uation

Approved:
Ruth MacAllister, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary

B-16
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCROOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 2, 1981

TO: Principals and Others Addressed

-7(
FROM: Nancy enen

SUBJECT: Retainee Survey

Attachment D-3
Continued, page 2 of 2

The attached questionnaire is a duplicate of the one you received about two .

weeks ago regarding a student you recommended be retained. We wouZd appreciate

your completion of this form by November 10.

The School Board, Cabinet, and other District personnel are anxious to find

out more about how retention is used in AISD. We can answer these questions

with greater confidence if we receive a high percentage of questionnaires

back.

Skip the first question if you can't answer it. If you know the student is

at a different school than the one listed, we'd appreciate that information.
Then please go ahead and answer the rest of the questions.

Thank you. If you juzt mailed your survey, disregard this notice. Call me

at 458-1228 if you have any questions.

NB:rrf
Attachment

Approved: ,---yrt/
`birector, Office of esearch a valuation

Approved: A, Li
uth MacAllister, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary

cc: Lawrence Buford
Timy Baranoff
Hermelinda Rodriguez



A S F (Principals)

FILE ID A LS LE (Teachers)
District Priorities

PROGRAM: Retention Survey-Teachers

YEAR:

CONTENT

1981-82

CARD FILE LAYOUT LOCATION:

Page_ iof 2

co

A1SD

UT PF
acct. pass. file name

Field

A

Columns Description

1 - 3 Teachers' File ID (green forms): ASE;Principals' File ID (yellow forms): ASF

B

C

4 4 Blank .

5 - 7 Sequence No. (Right Justify with leading zeros)

D 8 - 8

9 9

Blank

E Question 1 (Yes = 1- No = 2)'''-'
i

F 10 - 10 Question 2a (I or X = 1 blank = blank)
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81.36 Attachment D-5
Page 1 of 8

76PCHs oVeet--
The student listed above was recommended for retention last June according to the school
list supplied to Pupil Services last June. AS THIS CHILD'S TEACHER, WE WOULD APPRECL TE
YOUR COMPLETION OF THIS SHORT QUESTIONNAIRE. Feel free te consult with any other teachers
who had this student for major parts of the school day. We hope the results of this sur-
vey will increase our underutanding of retention of elementary students in AISD.

1. W s t is student ultimamly reuained in the fall of 1981? ALT' 2.48
2-54 es

2.. No If not, why not?

/ 0
(If t is student was roc retained, you do nor have to complete the rest of these questions.
Simply return ahe questionneire to the address below.)

2. Please check uhe factor(s) which were most important in dete74ning that the student
listed above would be retainedi (Check one or ure.)

1,60 y a. Insufficient academic progress jrc
// b. Chronological t.ge (young for grade)/ O

c Physical development 53 d. English languase development
7 2 e. Deminant in annther language

Counter-productive behavior(s)
/0 S. Social immaturlty

3. If insufficient academie progress was an important

43.13h. Emotional problems
i. Medical problems

Excessive absenteeism
/k. Parental request
1. Frequent transfers
m. Late entry into school

. Other

factor in retaining uhe child,
were the most important achievement criteria (check one or more)? 2.5o

iq

Unsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily work and teacher-made tests,
Low scores oh standardized chievement_test (ITBS, Boehm). In whit subjects?

140(3c6)

e, eading /77 th 252! anguage Arts /7-1 67Uther
Lack of mpletion of appropriate series b oks. In what subjects'?

/5$10_12)Readiag %2(/Vath 21 Language Arts 4-6.0)Other
lack of certain critical s lls'necessary for successful performance in the
next grade., (Tais assumes some skills are essential and others are not for
successful performance in the next grade.)

4. If achievement was an important factor in retaining this student, di.t he/she appear to:
hs k one r more.)

A4. be a slow learner
b. lack motivatioh to learn
c. have inadequate prerequisite skills/knowledge
d. other

/2.

/0

Li

5., The new retention policy edopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into effect during
82. In retaining th_s student during 1990-81, did you (check one): 1.12.40
a. use school guidelines only?
b. use the new 1981-82 AISD guidelines only?

2. c. use the old AISD guidelines only?

/7 use a combinaticn of the above? (specify) dtokb /3 Cr 41/ 4) a vt-

a./ bI c. I I ( 6 %) tAz
6. Did this child's parents agree ith your decision to retain the child?

Ace es 2..tV_07;o

7. In your opinion, what factors were important in the formation
ude towards this child's.retention? (Check one or more)
a. previous experience with retention

education of parent(s)
attitude of school personnel toward retention

. conferences with the parent(s)
e. expectations of the parent(s)
f social pressure on parent(s)
g other

c.

4

/5 C9 %
C.130

of the parent(s)' 7-40

If you do not feel that you remember the circumstances involved in this student's retention
sufficiently to respond to any of the questions, please return the questionnaire blank and
check thic box. 0

47:ea3e return this .:,-uestionnaire as soon as possible to tlancy 3aenen, ildrr:nistration
3ox "9 via :he schooL Thank you for your time; please aall me at

453-1227 if you have any questions.
1307.20 103



81.36 Attachment D-5
Continued, page 2 of 8

e4Ctiees "i< 3
The student listed above 4as recommended for retention last June according to the school

list supplied to Pupil Services last June. AS THIS CHILD'S TEACHER, WE WOULD APPRECIATE

YOUR COMPLETION OF THIS SHORT QUESTIONNAIRE. Feel free ta consult with any other (teachers

wno tiad thiS student for major parts of the school day. e hope the results of this sur-

vey will increase our understanding of retention of elementary students in AISD.

L. Wa.. cfs studeat ultimately retained in the fall of 1981?

nO s

No If not, why not?
Nr)(461

(If this student was not retained, you do not have to complete the rest of these questions.
Simply return the questionnaire to the address below.)

Please check tie factor(s) which were most important in determining that the student
stea above would be retained. (Check one or more.) /%(=://.3

At T.
Insufficient academic progress
Chrcaological age (young for grade)

. Physical deVelopment
English language development
Dominant in another language

f. Coun:er-productive behavior(s)
g. Social immaturity

h. Emotional problems
i. Medical problems
j. Excessive absenteeism
k. Parental request

21. Frequent transfers
Srm. Late entry into school

n. Other

3. If insufficieat acadenic progress was an important factor in retaining the child,
h were the most inportant achievement criteria (check one or mors).? 44=,/,./

q a. Unsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily work and teacher-made tests.
12. . Los; acores an standardized a hievement tests (ITBS, Boehm). In wh t subjects?

aading th 3OCI.12% guage Arts 3(442,7 ther

744c. Lack cf aletion of appr

Y7

iate series ks. In what sub ects1

IPading 44' th / nguage Arts 3 3S %) Other

g6 d Lack cf c tain critical skflls necessary or successful performance in the
nexr grade. (This assumes some skills are essential and others are not for
sucnessful performan a in the next grade.)

4. If achievement was an important factor in retaining this student, dia he/she appear to:
C .ck one or nore.)

be a slow learner
. lace. motivation to learn
c. have inadequate prerequisite skills/knowledge

. othor

5 The new retention policy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into effect during
19% -82. In retaining this student during 1980-81, did you (check one): /1.)-= /07

Z0 a. use school :guidelines only?

. use the new 1981-82 AISD guidelines only?
/0 q 3 c. use the old AISD guidelines only?

I,,tzd. use a combination of the above? (specify)

5. Did this child'- 'parents agree w'th your decision to retain the child?

Z (2/4s 1/60,3;4
4

7. In your opinion, what factors ere important in the formation of the parent(s)' Aj:-_-/e.78
att& de towards this child's retention? (Check one or more)

a. previous experience with retention
b. education af parent(s)
c. attitude of schocl personnel toward retention
d. conferences with the parent(s)
e. expectations of the parent(s) .,..

f. social pressure on parent(s)
g. other

If you.do not feel that you remember the circumstances involved in this student's retention
sufficiently to respond to any of the questions, please return the questionnaire blank and
:heck this box. E

FLease 2e.surn 7;:i3 ,;7ue3 tionnaire ls soon is possibi:e to lancy gienen,

3u:::din,7, sex '9 t;:e sohooi Tai:. Thank you for your time; please call me at
458-1227 if you have any quetions.

B-21 104
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Continued, page 3 of 8

rhe student listed above was recommended for retention last June according to the school
list supplied to Pupil Services last June. AS THIS CHILD'S TEACHER, WE WOULD APPRECIATE
YOUR COMPLETION OF THIS SHORT QUESTIONNAIRE. Feel free to consult with any other teachers
who had this student for major parts of the school day. We hope the results of this sur-
vey will increase our understanding of retencion of elementary students in AISD.

I. Was :hi student ultimately retained in the fall of 1981? 7:..577-

Yes
No If not, why not?

,If this student was not retained, you do not have to complete the rest of these questions.
Simply return the questionnaire to the address below.)

Please check the factor(s) which were most important in determining that the student
lisced above would be retained. (Check one or more.)

4J.:.1.30

/44.ca.

b.

7c-

cd
e.

3. If

Insufficient academic progress 37

Chronological age (young for grade) /
Physical development /0
English language development
Dominant in another language
Counter-productive behavior(s)
Social immaturity

ro

ilsufficient academic progresu was an important

Emotional problems
Medical problems
Excessive absenteeism
Parental request
Frequent transfers
Late entry into school
Other

factor in retaining the child,
iv were the most important achievement criteria (check one or more)? /V= 30t_

,oa.
oxio.

3

Unsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily work and teacher-made tests,
Low scores n standardized (ITBS, Boehm). In wt subjects?

1066.,2Z ading 2077 ath zc(ij4ianguage Arts 4 Other
Lack of co pletion of appr riate series b,ks. In what subjects.

904,Reading .50 ,tath 3(3o°74 Language Arts Clro%) Other

Lack of certain critical skills necessary for successfll performance in the
next grade. (This assumes some skills are essential and others are not for
successful performance in the next grade.)

If a:hievement was an impFrtant factor in retaining this student, diA he/she appear to:
one or more.) A1 ="30k

4117,. a. be a slow learner
b. lack motivation to learn

)c. have inadequate prerequisite skills/kncn4edge
d. other

The lew retention policy aciopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into effect d rin
9 -82. In retaining this student during 1980-81, did you (check one): ,,4Jioe.

a. use school guidelines only?
b. use the new 1981-82 AISD guidelines only?
c. use the old AISD guidelines only?

. use a combination of the above? (specify)

Did chparents ith your decision to retain t171 ild?
.o

AA-ze
7. In your opinion, what factors were important in the formation of the parenc(s)'

ttd de towards this child's retention? (Check one or more)
gAra. previous experience with retention

2.b. education of parent(s)
c. attitude of school personnel toward retention
d. conferences with the parent(s)
e. expectations of the parene(s)

social pressure on parent(s)

4g- other

If you do not feel that you remember the circumstances Involved in this student'S retention
sufficiently to respond to any of the questions, please return the questionnaire blank and
check this box. El

..714e37onnaire soon :3 7ossi:97.e L'ancy Bacnen, AthninistParicn
Box 7.4 achco7. Thank 7ou for your time; pleaso call me at

458-1227 if you have anv questions.. B-22



81.36

7-6/u liees K- 6

Attachment D=5
Continued, page 4 pf 8

The%Student listed above was recommended far retention last June according to the schocil-

list-Silpplied to Pupil Services last June. AS THIS CHILD'S TEACHA, WE WOULD APPRECIATE

YOUR COMPLETION OF THIS SHORT X)UESTIONNAIRE. Feel free to consult with bly other teachers

who had this student for major parts of the school day. We hope the results of this sur-.

vey will increase our understanding of retention of elementary students in AISD.

1. W57 tpip student ultimately retained in the fall of 1981?

No If not, why not?

(If,this student was not retained, you do not have to complete the rest of these quesCions.
Simply return the questionnaire to the address below.)

2. Phase check the factor(s) which were most important in determining that the student
listed above would be retained. (Check one or more.) d4/=M9

01.
7tWa. 7.nsufficient academic progress (.3/

2- 1.151). Chronological ase (young for grade)
2.c. Physical development 11 e

64F-d. English language development it

.3 e. Dominant in another language
4?f. Counter-productive behavior(s) lc

g. Social immaturity , 7.

a h. Emotional problems
2,4 i. Medical problems
5.5j. Excessive absenteeism
_ask. rarental request

1. Frequent transfers
m. Late entry into school
n.. Other

3. If insufficient academic progress was an important factor in retaining the child,
hig were the most important achievement criteria (check one or more)?

a. Lnsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily work and teacher-made tests.
2gb. Low scores on standardized achievement tests (ITBS, Boehm). In what subjects?

Reading Math Language Arts Other

13 (.0c. Lack of completion of appropriate series books. In what subjects?

Reading Math Language Arts Other

fd Lack of certain critical skills necessary for successful performance in the
next grade. (This assumes some skills are essential and others are not for
successful performance in the next grade.)

4. If achieverent was an important factor in retaining thia student, did he/she appear to:
one or more.)

2.7a. be a slow learner
4 J oL71). lack motivation to learn
7 c. have inadequate prerequisite skills/knowledge

I. gd. ether

5. The new retention r _icy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into effect during
82. In retaining this student, during 1980-81, did you (check one); it4=-//4213

1/, a. use school guidelines only?
d b. use the new 1981-82 AISD guidelines only?

c. use the old AISD guidelines only?
7 Id. use a combination of the above? (specify)

6. Did this child' parents agree wi h your decision to retain the child? /t/

/0_450
In your opinion, what factors were important in the formation of the parent(s)'
ttil de towards this child's retention? (Check one or more) A.i= /12\3

a. previous experience with retention
. education of parent(s)

3c. attitude of school personnel toward retention
d. conferences with the parent(s)
e. expectations of the parent(s)
f. social pressure on parent(s)

7.2.Bg. other

If you do not feel that you mmember the circumstances involved in this student's retention
sufficiently to respond to any of the questions, please return the questionnaire blank and
check thie box. E

I)

Please return thia questionnaire az zoon as possible to Imlay Baenen, Acirriniatration
9 1;ia t'he zchool Thank you for your time; please call me at

458-1227 if you have any questions. B-23
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Attachment' D-5
Continued, page 5 of 8

-'

The student listed-above was recommended for retention last Tune actordirN tolthe school '

List supplied to Pupil Services. AS THIS 6HILD'S PRINCIPAL, WE WOULD APPRECIATE YO4-
OMPLETION OF THIS SHORT,QUESTIONNAIRE. -The results should increase our understandihi

retention of elemerYtar eCudents in AISD.

1. Was th s student u/timately .retained in-the-fall of 1981? Ai=55'

es

o If not, why not?

(if tnis stUdent was nor rerained, you do not have to complete the rest of these questions.
':imply return the questionnaire to the address below.)

2. Please check the factor(s) which were most important in determining that the student \
listed above would be retained. (Check ohe or r )

Lt a. Insufficient academic progress
b. Chronological age (young for grade)

Physical development
English language development

e. . Dominant in another language
f. Counter-productive behavior(s)
g. Social immaturity

h. Emotional. problems
i. Medical Problems
j. Excessive absenteeism
k. Parental request
1, .Frequent transfers
m. Late entry into school
.. Other

3. Ir ir.sufficient academic progress was an important factor in retaining the child,
were the most important achievement criteria (check one or mote)?

a. Unsatisfactory progress in classe0ased op daily work and teacher-made tests,
Low scores on standardized achievement tests (ITBS4 Boehm). In what subjects?

Reading Math Language Arts Other

Mc. Lack of completion of appropriate series boOks. In what subjects?

Reading Math Language Arts Other

Lack of certain critical skills necessary for successful performance in the
next grade. (This assumes soMe skills are essential and others are not for
successful performance in the next grade.)

if achievement was an important factor in retaining this student, di:1 he/she appear to;
"hs k one or more.) 10=41
1 .5. be a slow learner

0. lack motivation to learn
Ic. have inadequate prerequisite skillsiknowledge
420. other

3. The new retention policy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes int' a .'ng.

In ietaining this student during 1980781, did you (check 1: .4e?

rpa. use school guidelines only?
;5b. use the new 1981-82 AISD guidelines only'

2.4.7c. use the old AISD guidelines only?
,1d. use a combination of the above? (specify)

i. Did :his child's Parents agree ith your decision to retain the chill?

4a.kr,9142.5 540,Z7 W
In your opinial, what factors were imtant in the formation of the parent(s)'
tt ude towards this child's:r&tention? (Check one or more) Nti4c,

a. previous experience'with retention
b. 'education of parent(s)

. attitude of school personnel coward retention
corderences with the parent(s)

. expectations of the parent(s)
O. f. social pressure on parent(s)
qs. other

:f you do not feel that you remember the circumstances involved in this student's retention
su"4-4,ntly to respond to any of the questions, please return the questiornaire blank and
:heck this box.

would like to get some idea of the number of students who are placed
_:rPade in the fall after being promoted in the spring. .pid ou have any
situation in ycur school this fall? If so, how many?QSpoNse...

s-s ,
7:eaoe chs zuesciorraire a3 soon az FozziBtie /

3cx 73 ..;ia :he schco: Thank you fcr-

:458-1227 if ou have any questions.

B-24
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Pella/PAL-5 K-3
Ar:tachment D-5
Continued, page 6 of 8

---,The student listed above was recommended for retention last June according to the school
list supolied to Pupil Services. AS THIS CHILD'S PRINCIPAL, WE WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR
COMPLETION OF ;HIS SHORT QUESTIONMIRE. The r,...;ults should increase our understanding

af retention of elementary students in AISD.

1. '07 s ci.is student ultimately retained in clie fall of 1981? /31

es

No 12 not, why not?

Dom '4 fen ot-4-)
(If 'his student was nor retained, you io not have to complete the rest of these questions.
'Simply return the questionnaire to the address below.)

2. Please check the factor(s) which were most important,in determining that the student
list,d above would be retained. (Check one or ..re.)

A/ ° c24)
/7

a. Insufficient academic progress
1). Chronological age (young for grade)2...
c. Physical development
d. English language development
e. Dominant in another language
f. Counter-productive behavicr(s)

.1g. Social imnaturity

h. Emotioral problems
i. Medical probl is
j. Excessive abseuteeism
. Parental request

1. Frequent transfers
m. Late entry into school
n. Other

3. If insufficient academie, progress was an important factor in retaining the child,

Ayhii were the most important achievement criteria (check one or more)? Afr. /7

a. Unsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily work and teacher-made test'S,

b. Low scores on standardized chievemenr tes (ITBS, Boehm). In wh t subjects?

440.eading th 7.,57/z anguage Arts 0° Cher
. Lack of uo letio of appr riate series bolyts. In what subjects.

i/0/10i: eading 36gE2 th 021.141,Zianguage Arts 017 Cher

. Lack of certain critical s ills necessary lior successful performance in the

next grade. (This assumes some skills are essential and others are no: for
succesaful'performance in the next grade )

:f achievement was an important factor in retaining this student, did he/she appear to:

AiChegk one or more.)

be a sloW learner
lack motivation to learn
have inadequate prerequisite skills/knowledge
other

5. The new retention policy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into effect during

1 8 32. In retaining this student during 1930-31, did you (check one): Aim:/77

use school guidelines only?
use the new 1981-32 AISD guidelines only?
use the old AISD guidelines only?
use a combination of the above? (specify)

5. Did !-his child' parents agreP with your decision to retain the child? AP"'" /7
es. 344no

1Fol
7. a your opinion, what factors were important in the formation of the parent(s)'

de towards th...s child's retention? (Check one or more)

previouS experience with retention
, education of parent(s)

attitude of school personnel coward retention
conferences with the parents)
expectations of the parent(s)
social pressure on parent(s)

g. other

Al=f7

12 you do not feel that you remember the circumstances involved in this student's retention

suff7:ciently to respond to any of the questions, please return the questionnaire blank and

check th,a box.

7:e would like to get some Idea of the number of students who are placed in their previous

grade in the fall after being promoted in the spring. DJ., you have any students in this

situation in your school this fall? If so, how many?

:r2t7ar... .7uesoionnaire 23 Joon ro:aibte .7ar.cy 3,
Thank for yourrime; please me at

»53-1227 Li vlu have any :questions.

B-25 ()i-s
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9

Pie //t/ PA L5 7/1 4-6
The student listed above was recommended for retention last June according to the school
list supplied to Pupil Services. AS THIS CHILD'S PRINCIPAL, WE WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR
COMPLETION OF THIS SHORT QUESTIONNAIRE. The results should increase our understanding
of retention of elementary students in AISD.

1. l s pis student ultimately retained in the fall of 1931? 4741-

.es

No If not, why not?

(If this student was not retained, you do not have to complete the rest of these questions.
Simply return the questionnaire to the address below.)

2. Please check the factor(s) which were most important in determining that the student
listed above would be retained. (Check one oi

I

r -) At= /5
co I

3. Insufficient academic progress
. Chronological age (young for grade)

c. Physical development
d. English language development
e. Dominant in another language

3f. Counter-productive behavior(s)
5. Social immaturity

h. Emotional problems
i. Medical problems

240j. Excessive absenteeism
3k. Parental request
11 Frequent transfers
m. Late entry into school

o n. Other

3. If insufficient academic progress was an important factor in retaining the child,
ii were the most important achievement criteria (check one or more)? N- /5"

3a. Unsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily work and teacher-made tests,
b. Low score on (ITBS, Boehm). In wh subjects?

51(72.7 eading 41'n. ° .Math 47,1,547 anguage Arts
r4'

ther

It. Lack of completion of app priate series ', oks. In what subjects.

3 0.51)keading 2:05-049Math e( g anguage Arts eP C,Z ther

7 . Lack of certain critical skills necessary for successful performance in the
next grade. (This assumes some skills are essential and others are not for
successful performance in the next grade.)

4. If achievement was an Vtor in retaining this student, di,1 he/she appear to:
he k one or more.) = /

. .

mu a-. be a slow learner
21e. lb. lack motivation to learn

. Ic. have inadequate prerequisite skills/knowledge
din. other

5. The new retention policy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes into effect during
981,-82. In retaining this student during 1980-81, did you (check one): /t/==i1

a. use school guidelines only?
b. use the new 1981-82 AISD guidelines only?
c. use the old AISD guidelines only?

. use a combination of the,above? (specify)

71

5. Did this 1 's your decision to retain the child?00es o

7. In your opinion, what factors were important in the formation of the parent(s)'
de towards this child's retention? (Check one or more)
a. previous experience with retention
b. education of parent(s)

. attitude of school personnel toward retention

. conferences with the parent(s)

. expectations of the parent(s).
f. social pressure on parent(s)
g. other

If you do not feel that you remember the circumstances involved in this student's retention
sufficiently to respond to any of the questions, please return the questionnaire blank and
check this box. 0
We would like to get some idea of the number of students who are placed in their previous
grade in the fall after being promoted in the spring. Did you have any students in this

situation in your school this fall? If so, how many?

171.ease return'th,:s questionnaire as soon as ;Toaai.bi.2 to ::ancy 3aenen, Adminismrarion

3ui:ding, 3ox 7.? via the schooL raiZ. Thank you for your time; please call me at

458-1227 if you have' any questions.

B-26 I 00
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The student listed above was recommended for retention last June according to the school

List supplied to Pupil Services. AS THIS CHILD'S PRINCIPAL, WE WOULD APPRECIATE YOUR

COMPLETION OF THIS SHORT ,]UESTIONNAIRE. The results should increase our understanding

,f retention of elementary students in AISD.

1. Waii s student ultimately reta.i.ned in the fall of 1981? /Dr

Yes
No If 'not, why not?

(If this student vas not retained, you do not have to complete the rest of these q4estions.
Simply return the questionnaire to the address below.)

2. Please -.heck the factor(s) which were most important in determining that the student

isteu above would be retained. (Check one or more.) 11/1,/8
0

3. If

Insurficient academic progress
Chronological age (young for grade)
Physical development
English language development
Dominant in another language
Counter-productive behavior(s)
Social immaturity

Emotional problems
Medical problems
Excessive absenteeism
Parental request
Frequent transfers
Late entry into school
Other

insufficient academic progress was an important factor in retaining the child

hic were the most important achievement criteria (check one or more)? "1-0,e,

a. Unsatisfactory progress in classes based on daily work and teacher-made tests,

Low scor s on standardized chievement tes s (ITBS, Boehm). In Vat subjects?

44 Reading V(1ath 7 nguage Arts / Other

Lack of c .letion of appr riate series oks. In what subject.?

1k-fU4Reading th anguage Arts .2- 2:B.Z ther

Lack of Certain critical s lls necessary for sucnessful performance in the

next grade. (This assumes some skills are essential and others are not for

successful performance in the next grade.)

4. If achievement was an important factor in retaining this student, di:t he/she appear to:

one or more.) Iv= /6
Elic a. be a slow learner

A . lack motivation to learn
r, .c. have inadequate prerequisite skills/knowledge

. other

3. The new retention policy adopted by AISD in April of 1981 goes :alto effect during

98j 82. In retaining this student during 1980-81, did you (check one): 4/=/5
.44. use school guidelines only?

use the. new 1981-82 AISD guidelines only?

c. use the old AISD guidelines only?
d. use a combination of the above? (specify)

6. Did this child's Parents agree4;ith your decision to retain the child? A/

4ggg ao- 0

7. In your opinion, what factors were important in the.formation
t"tude towards this child's retention? (Check one or more)

a. previous experience with retention
b. education of parent(s)

.,c. attitude of school personnel coward retention
d. conferences with the parent(s)

expectations of che parent(s)
social pressure on parent(s)

g. other

of the parent(s)'
/5

:f you do not feel that you remember the circumstances involved in this student's retention

sufficiantly to respond to any of the questions, please return the questionnaire blank and

check this box.

We would like to get some idea of the number of students who are placed in their previous

grade in the fall after being promoted in the spring. Did you have any students in thia__

situation in your school this fall? If so, how many?

7:ease rer:nrn oues7ionnairs a3 soon as r.ossiaZe to L.f:ncy aaenen, .4c..:71inia7ral;icn

blcx 7.9 via ;he 3c;:ooL Thank for your time; please call me at

458-L227 if you have any questions.
B-27 liu
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Instrument Descriotion. S Pr

Brief descriocion of che data file:

The Student Master File is a computerixed data file which contains essentisi District
information on student enrollment status and eligibility for a variety of programq.
This file includes each student's name, identification number, birthdate, grade,
school (past and present), sex, ethnicity, immunizations, low-income status, and
desegregation status.

:Mich students or other individuals are included on the file?

All students ever enrolled in the Austin Independent School District until age 21.

Env often is information on the file added deleted or undated?

Continuously.

Ulla is responsible for changin or addin information :o the file?

P2rsonnel in the Office of Student Records and Reports, although the Office of Research
and Evaluation also changes some fields.

aow vas the information contained on the file zathered?

Most information is provided by the patents on a card returned to the school.
Identification numbers are assigned by the Office of Student Records and Reports..

Are there nroblems with the taformation on the file that may affect the
validity or the data?

None that are known. The fact that the file is updated continuously does mean that
comparisons to past dates are not possible unless the file is saved at that time.

'What data are available concerning the accuracY and reliability. of :he
information on the file?

The file is used by a number of AISD personnel quite often. Any inconsistencies
or errors are reported as discovered to Data Processing.

Are there normative or historical data availab/e for internretinz the
results?

Only for some dates when the file was saved. A copy of the Student Master File
was saved at the end of the 1980-81 and 1981-82 school year.

Brief descrincion of the file layout:

For purposes of the retention study, the following infOrmation was pulled from the
student master file: student name, identification number, birthdate, sex, ethnicity,
law-income status, desegregation status. This became part of a new file of retainees
from 1980-81 and 1931-82.

I _U
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Student Master File

Purpose

The Student Maste_r File is a computerized data file which includes a variety
of descriptive information on students enrolled in Austin ISD. Information

from this data file provided data relevant to the following decision and
evaluation questions:

Decision Question Di: What effects has the District policy on -reten-

tion/promotion had on achievement? on retention rates? Should the

District policy be altered?

Evaluation Question D1-2: What are the rates of retention by

grade level? By achievement status? By ethnic group? By sex?

By desegregation reassignment status?

Evaluation Question D1-3: What are the achievement levels for
'retained students versus a group (matched on factors such as
achievement, age, sex, ethnicity, special education status,
free lunch status) of comparable non-retained students? Gains?

Evaluation Question D1-5: How many students listed to be retained
in June of 1981 were actually retained in fall of 1981?

Evaluation Question D1-6: What percentage of students retained in
spring of 1981 are still enrolled in AISD in spring of 1982?

Procedure

Achievement Analyses

Information on students' age, sex, ethnicity, and free lunch status were
taken from the Student Master File to help in selecting matches for the

retained students in completing achievement analyses. Results are reported

in the ITBS appendix of this report.

Retention Rates

Retention rates overall and by grade are reported in Appendix D, Student

Records and Reports. Those by achievement status are reported in the ITBS

appendix. Rates by ethnic group, sex, and desegregation reassignment status

will be reported here for those recommended for retention at the end of 1979-

80, 1980-81, and 1981-82 (Evaluation Question D1-2).
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Students recommended for retention in spring of 1981 were also followed
through fall of 1981 and spring of 1982 to see whether their retention
status had changed and whether they were still enrolled in AISD. Descrip-
tive statistics on these retainees were recalculated at these key times.

Enrollment figures from spring of 1981 were used in calculating all.per-
centages. Private school rosters were checked to see if AISD students had
transferred to Austin private schoois.

Results

Evaluation Question D1-2: What are the rates nf retention by ethnic group?
By sex? By desegregation reassignment status?

AMERICAN
INDIAN

No. %

BLACK ASIAN

No. °/,; No. %

MEXICAN ANGLO/
AMERICAN OTHER

No. % No.

TOTAL

No.

1979-80
1980-81
1981-82

0

.3

0

.6

122

337

420

19

28

29

15

14

17

2

1

1

288
575
677

45

47
47

216

293
321

34 643

24 1219
22 1443

100
100

100

Figure C-1. RETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY: 1979-80, 1980-81, 1981-82.
Rates are based on those recommended to be retained at the
end of each year. Data was missing for nine retainees
from 1979-80, six from 1980-81, and none from 1981-82.

In 1979-80, the largest group of retainees was Mexican American, followed by
Anglo, Black, Asian, and American Indian students. The only difference in the
pattern in 1980-81 and 1981-82 was that the Black student population exceeded
tne Anglo population in these subsequent years. The percentage of retainees
that were Mexican American held steady all three years, while the percentage that

were Anglo decreased 12% and the percentage that were Black increased 10%.

In 1980-81, 0% of the American Indian, 5.8% of the Black, 3.4% of the Asian,
6.6% of the Mexican American, and 2% of the Anglo students enrolled in AISD
were retained. These percentages increased slightly for each group in 1981-
82, with the smallest increase for Anglo students and the largest for Ameri-
can Indians.

1980-81 1981-82

Enrolled Retained Percent I Enrolled Retained Percent

AMERICAN INDIAN 97 0 0 104 8 7.7
BLACK 5,795 337 5.8 5,943 420 7.1
ASIAN 409 14 3.4 449 17 3.8
MEXICAN AMERICAN 8,690 575 6.6 8,986 677 7.5
ANGLO 15,013 293 2.0 15,234 321 2.1

Figure C-2. RETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY IN TERMS OF ENROLLMENT.
Enrollment based on year-end figures from Student
Master File. 1981-82 figures are preliminary.

1.1C-4
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AMERICAN MEXICAN
INDIAN BLACK ASIAN AMERICAN
No. % No. % No. % No. %

June 1981 0 0 337 28 .14 1 575 47Fall 1981 0 0 299 27 8 1 528 48June 1982 0 0 287 27 10 1 515 48'

ANGLO/
OTHER TOTAL

No. % No.

293 24 1,219 lop
272 25 1,107 100--,

256 24 1,068 100

Figure C-3. RETENTION RATES FOR 1980-81 BY ETHNICITY: JUNE 1981,FALL 1981, JUNE 1982. Data" for a few students was missing.

The 1980-81 recommended retainee lists were checked against fall 1981 andJune 1982 Student Master File records to see whether any changes in reten-tion occurred. The number of retainees from each ethnic group declinedvery evenly from the end of the 1981 to the end of the 1982 school year.Therefore, the percentage of retainees from each ethni: group remainedfairly constant.

NUMBER
ENROLLED

NUMBER
RETAINED

PERCENT
RETAINED

AMERICAN
MEXICAN ANGLO/INDIAN BLACK ASIAN AMERICAN OTHER TOTAL

97 5,795 408 8,690 15,013 30,003

0 337 14 575 293 1,219

0% 5.8% 3.4% 6.6% 2.0% 4.1%

Figure C-4. RETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY AT THE END OF 1980-81,EXPRESSED AS PERCENT OF ENROLLMENT. Students recom-mended to be retained.

NUMBER
ENROLLED

NUMBER
RETAINED

PERCENT
RETAINED

PERdENT
CHANGE FROM
SPRING 1981

AMERICAN MEXICAN ANGLO/INDIAN BLACK ASIAN AMERICAN OTHER TOTAL

97 5,795 408 8,690 15,013 30,003

299 3 528 272 1,107

0% 5.2% 2.0% 6.1% 1.8% 3.7%

. -.6% -1.4% -.2% -.4%

Figure C-5. RETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY FOR 1980-81 IN FALL
BASED ON SPRING 1981 ENROLLMENT FIGURES.

C-5
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NUMBER
ENROLLED

NUMBER
RETAINED

PERCENT
RETAINED

AMERICAN
INDIAN BLACK ASIAN

MEXICAN
AMERICAN

ANGLO/
OTHER TOTAL

97

0

0%

5,795

287

50%

408

10

2.5%

8,690

515

5.9%

15,013

256

1.7%

30,003

1,068

3.6%

PERCENT
CHANGE FROM
SPRING 1981

-.8% -.9% -.7% -.3% -.5%

Figure C-6. RETENTION RATES BY ETHNICITY FOR 1980-81 IN SPRING 1982
BASED ON SPRING 1981 ENROLLMENT.

The percentage of each ethnic group that was retained based on enrollment
declined slightly (by less than 1%) from spring of 1981 to spring of 1982.
It declined a little more quickly for Black, Mexican American, and Asian
students than for Anglo students.

MALE FEMALE

NO.

MALE . FEMALE TOTAL
PERCENT NO. PERCENT NO. PERCENT

p40

Z
H

11

zzWH
M

44 124

1979-80 392 61% 251 39% 643 100%

1980-81 765 63% 454 37% 1219 100% 15,325 765 5%

1981-82 882 61% 561 39% 1443 100% 15,630 882 6%

14,678 454 3%

15,080 561 4%

Figure C-7. RETENTION RATES BY SEX. Enrollment based on June Student
Master File for each year. Comparable enrollment figure
not available for 1979-80. Sex was missing for a few stu-
dents retained.

Approximately two thirds of those retained were male and one third were female.

Based on Student Master File figures for the end of each year, about' 5% of the
15,325 boys enrolled were retained in 1980-81 compared to 6% of the 15,630
enrolled in 1981-82. The percentage of girls retined also increased 1%, from
3% of the 14,678 girls enrolled in 1980-81 to 4% of the 15,086 enrolled in
1981-82.

C-6
116



81.36

NOT
REASSIGNED REASSIGNED TRANSFERRED UNKNOWN TOTAL

# %

SPRINQ 1981 781 63.8 331 27.0 96 7.8 17 1.4 1225 100

FALL 1981 684 61.8 318 28.7 95 8.6 10 .9 1107 1Q0

SPRING 1982 663 62.1 305 28.6 90 8.4 10 .9 1068 100

Figure C-8. RETENTION RATES BY DESEGREGATION STATUS. Rates are for

students retainedat the end of 1981. "Unknown" indi-

cates that this data could not be found on the file or,

that student was inactive.

Overall rates of reassignment for AISD in 1980-81 were: 68.2% not reassigned,

21.8% reassigned, and 10.0% transferred. Thus, retainees were slightly more

likely to be reassigned students than would be expected.

The number and percent of retainees who were lou-income, LEP, or Title i

students were also calculated.

LOW INCOME
No. Percent

NOT LOW INCOME
No. Percent No.

TOTAL
Percent

SPRING 1981 910 74.4% 315 25.7% 1225 100

FALL 1981 824 74.4% 283 25.6% 1107 100

SPRING 1982 801 . 75.0% 267 25.0% 1068 100

Figure C-9. LOW INCOME RATES AMONG 1981 RETAINEES. Based on
free or reduced lunch counts for 1980-81.

Overall, 49.1% of the elementary students in AISD during 1980-81 were
classified as low income. Of the elementary students retained, about three
fourths were low income. This is a considerably higher percentage.

TITLE I ONLY LEP ONLY
TITLE I

AND LEP ONLY
NEITHER

TITLE I NOR LEP TOTAL

GRUE # % # % # % # % # %

.K 17 227 18 247 8 117 33 43% 76 1007

1 161 31% 83 16% 48 9% 220 43% 512 100%

2 41 19% 27 12% 35 16% 117 53% 220 100%

3 31 19% 20 127 8 57 108 65% 167 1007

4 11 97 12 107 6 57 92 76% 121 1007'

5 25 267 0 07 2 27 69 72% 96 1007

6 6 18% 3 9% 2 6% 22 67% 33 100%

TOTAL 292 24% .163 13% 109. 9% 661 54% 11,225 100%

Figure C-10. PARTICIPATION OF STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION
IN TITLE I AND LEP PROGRAMS DURING 1980-81.

C-7
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Figure C-10 shows the number and percent of students recommendeo for
retention who participated in the Title I program or were classified as
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) students during 1980-81. The total
number of students involved in the Title I program was 401 (32.7% of 1,225).
Tht total number of students classified as LEP during 1980-81 who were re-
tained was 163 (22%). The percent involved in neither the Title I program
nor programs for LEP students varied from 43% at kindergarten and grade 1
to 76% in grade 4.

Evaluation Question D1-5: How many students listed to be retained in June
of 1981 ware actually retained in fall of 1981?

Evaluation Question D1-6: What percentage of students retained in spring
of 1981 are still enrolled in AISD in spring of 1982?

GRADE

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL

# % # % # % # 7. a % a % a % a Z

JUNE 1981 76 6.2 512 41.8 220 18.0 167 13.6 121 9.9 96 7.8 33 2.7 1,225 100

FALL t981 13 1.2 487 44.0 214 19.3 151 13.6 118 10.7 94 8.5 30 2.7 1,107 100

SPRING 1982 14 1.3 469 43.9 207 19.4 149 14.0 109 10.2 90 8.4 30 2.8 1,068 100

Figure C-10. RETAINEES: 1981-82 BY GRADE. June figures from 1981 based on
lists from schools of those recommended for retention. Fall
1981 and spring 1982 lists based on Student Master File match
with June recommended lists.

The number of students recommended to be retained in June 1981 was 1,225. The
number actually retained in the fall was 1,107. This fell to 1,068 by spring
1982. The June 1981 figure represented 4.08% of the elementary enrollment:
1.7% of kindergarteners, 12.0% of first graders, 5.3% of second graders, 3.9%
of third graders, 2.7% of fourth graders, 2.2% of fifth graders, and .8% of
sixth graders. These percentages held fairly constant from June 1981 to June
1982 dropping slightly overall (from 4.08 to 3.6%). Kindergarten showed the
only noticeable drop, from 1.7% to .4% to .3%, respectively, for June 1981,
fall 1981, and spring 1982. This drop was partially due to a clarification
of policy on kindergarten retentions. Kindergarten retention is recommended
only in unusual cases for a number of reasons (one related to the fact that
kindergarten is not required).

\

What happened to the recommended retainees from June 1981 to June 1982?
Some were promoted, some moved to private schools, and the whereabouts of
therest are unknown. A search of the Student Master File was done in
June 1982 to determine how many students could be accounted for. At that
point in time,"11 students showed up as enrolled in private schools (6 Anglo,
2 Mexican American, and 3 Black students). Another 20 students had no stu-
dent master file match and had probably withdrawn from AISD. Since only

C-8
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about two-thirds of the private schools in Austin report their enrollment,
some of these students may be in Austin private Schools x;ihile the rest are
in schools outside Austin. Based on the spring retainee count of 1,068,
this means 120 retainees were promoted to the next grade or lost due to
bad identification number matches or other unknown problems. These figures
suggest that 207 of those retained had withdrawn from AISD, about 772 to

Austin private 'schools. Most of the remainder had probably been promoted.

Summary

This data indicates that:

Almost half of the retainees are Mexican American with about
One fourth Anglo and one fourth Black students,making up the
remainder. Very few retainees are Oriental or American Indian.
In terms of percent of each ethnic group enrolled recommended
for retention, more Mexican American and Black students are
retained than Oriental, Anglo, American Indian, or others.

About two thirds of the students retained are male.

About 27% of students recommended for retention were reassigned
to other schools for def,egregation compared to 21.8% of the
overall elementary popuantion.

About three fourths of the retainees are law-income, compared to
about one half of AISD's overall elementary population.

About 337 of those retained at the end of 1980-81 had been in the
Title I program; 22% were classified as Limited English Proficiency
students.

Of the 1,225 students recommended for retention in spring of 1981,
1,107 were actually retained in the fall and 1,068 were still
listed as retained by spring of 1982. About 20% of those who
were no longer listed as retained by the following spring had

withdrawn from AISD, while 807 had been promoted to the next
grade or lost due to bad identification numbers or other unknown
causes.

119
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Instrument Des

Brief descrintion of the data file:

Each June, the Student Records and Reports Department collects the names of all students
at each elementary school to be retained during the next school year. These lists were

obtained by ORE, keypunched,and put on tape. Datawerecollected for the 1979-80,

1980-81, and 1981-82 school years.

'Ahich students or c ther individuals are included on che file?

The file incluies _.e names, identification numbers, grades, and school assignments of
students recommended for retention in June for the following schodl year. Retainees

in grades K-6 for 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82 are included.

Sow often is information 3t1 che file added deleted or updated?

The information is updated each six weeks of the year. However, the only records

obtained directly from the Student Records and Reports Department were the June lists.
Updates were checked on the Student Master File based on these original lists.

ho is re5non5ib1e for changing or adding information to the file?

Student Raords and Reports Department.

How vas :he information contained on the file gathered?

Each principal supplied the names, identification ndmbers, grades, and birthdates of

those to be retained in hisiher elemeatary school.

Are there Iroblems with che information on che file that tam affect the

validity of the data?

No problems.

'ealat data are available concerning the accrracv and reliability of :he

information on the file?

School records could be checked.

Are there normative or historical data available for internretin the

results?

This data will be the baseline information.

Brief desctiction of tha file layout:

The file layout lists the file ID (1979-80 . ARD, 1980-81 . ARZ, 1981-82 . ASD), the

student's grnde, name, identification number, and school number. The layout is the

same for each school year.

121
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STUDENT RECORDS
AND REPORTS DATA

Purpose

Each June, the schools supply lists of students to be retained for the
next school year to the Student Records and Reports Department. ORE

obtained these lists of the studentsg grades, identification numbers,
and birthdates for use in the retention study. This information was used

in addressing the following questions:

Decision Question Dl: What effects has the District policy on reten-
tion/promotion had on achievement? On retention rates? Should the

District policy be altered?

Evaluation Question D1-1: What are the overall and by-school
rates of retention in grades K-6 for 1981-82 compared to 1979-80
and 1980-81?

Evaluation Question D1-2: What are the rates of retention by
grade level? By achievement status? By ethnic group? By sex?

By desegregation reassignment status?

Evaluation Question D1-3: What are the achievement level; for
retained students versus a'group (matched on factors such as
achievement, age, sex, ethnicity, special education status,
free-lunch status) of comparable non-retained students? Gains?

Procedure

At the end of each school year, the schools compile a list of students who
are to be retained for the next school year. These students will be

referred to as "recommended" retainees in this report. The name, identifi-
cation number, grade, and school of each student recommended to be retained
was keypunched at the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory accord-

ing to the format shown in Attachment B-1. This wrq done twice:

The list of students recommended in June of 1980 to'be
retained during the 1980-81 school year was obtained and
and keypunched during summer 1981;

The list of students recommended in June of 1981 to be
retained during the 1981-82 school year was obtained
during the summer of 1981 and keypunched in September
1981.

122
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The cards were placed on tape at AISD on the IBM370 computer. This tape

was then merged with the Student Master File to obtain information on sex,
ethnicity, and desegregation reassignment status. The Student Master File
from May 30, 1981 was used to obtain enrollment figures for 1980-81 overr
all, by grade, and by school. Enrollment figures for 1979-80 could not be
obtained through this method because the Student Master File was no longer
available. However, the end-of-year calculations of Average Daily Member-
ship (ADM) were available and obtained for 1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82.
Overall enrollment figures were used to calculate the overall and by-grade
retention rates for 1979-80. Eleven schools which did not file a report
were called and did not remember having any retainees.

Processing was streamlined for the last set of data. The students recommended

for retention during 1981-82 were entered onto a diskette directly by clerks

in the Office of Student Records and Reports. Identification numbe/s were .

then used to pull descriptive information from the Student Master File. ORE

then.accessed the file and determined rates of retention overall, by grade,

and by school in terms of June 30, 1982 enrollment on the Student Master
File. The overall retention rate in terms of Average Daily Membership
for 1981-82 was calculated by hand. Achievement test scores on the Iowa

Tests of Basic Skills for students in grades 1-6 were then obtained from

testing tapes.

Later updates of students still listed as retainees in the fall and spring
of the school year were.made by checking the Student Master File for grade
assignments different from those on the schools' June recommended retainee
lists. Students promoted in June at the end of one school year and placed
in the earlier grade (demoted) in the fall of the next school year are not
included in the retention rates. An estimate of the number of students in
this category can be found in the Retention 'Survey appendix (Appendix b).

Results

Overall Retention Rates
1

End of Recommended Enrollment

School Year Retainees (ADM) Retention Rate

June 1980 652 30,393

June 1981 1,224 29,358

June 1982 1,443 29,425

2.15%
k.17%
,4.92%.

Figure B-1. RETENTION RATES: June.1980, 1981, 1982: Based on
June lists of recommended retainees for the follow-

_ ing school years. Enrollment figures were based on
Average Daily. Membership (ADM) figures from Student
Records and Reports for the end of the year. Figures
for 1981-82 are preliminary based on June 19th figures.

D-4
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Overall retention rates for 1980-81 and 1981-82 were also figured based
on the Student Master File entries as of May 30 of each year. The
1980-81 retention rate was 4.087 using this enrollment figure (30,003).
The 1981-82 rate was 4.71% (N=30,716).

As Figure B-1 illustrates, retention rates almost doubled between 1979-80
and 1980-81. The new retention policy was published in April of 1981,
but was not to go into effect until the 1981-82 school year. The 1981-82
rate reflects another increase, although not as dramatic as the previous
year. It seems likely that principals and teachers considered the new
policy in 1980-81 as well as 1981-82.

Rates of Retention by School

The number and percent of students retained by school at the end of the.
1979-80, 1980-81, and 1981-82 school years is shown in Attachment B-2.

At the end of 1979-80, the number recommended for retention
varied from 0 at 11 schools to 41 at 2 schools. The percent
retained ranged from 0 to 9%.

At the end of 1980-81, the number recommended for retention
varied from 0 at one school to 89 at another school. The

percent retained ranged from 0 to 16%.

At the end of 1981-82, the number recommended for retention
varied from one at two schools to 100 at one school. The
percent retained ranged from .3% to 15%.

As these figures illustrate, the number and percent of students retained
increaced over the three-year period. In June of 1980, under.the old
policy, the smallest number and percent of students were retained. In

June of 1981, when the new policy had been published but not put in
effect, the number and percent retained increased. Only one school had
no retainees. At the end of 1981-82, with the new policy in effect,
every school had at least one retainee, and the overall number and per-
cent retained increased slightly at most schools.
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Retention Rates by Grade

DATE RETAINED: June 1980 June 1981 June 1982

ft

GRADE Enrolled Retained Retained Enr. Ret. Ret. Enr. Ret. Ret.

K 3,664 58 1.6 4,375 76 1.7 4,868 57 1.2

1 4,506 281 6.2 4,282 512 12.0 4,574 567 12.4

2 4,556 103 2.3 4,119 220 5.3 4,108 243 5.9

3 4,813 100 2.1 4,289 167 3.9 4,087 186 4.6

4 4,632 53 1.1 4,509 121 2.7 6,275 179 4.2

5 4,243 40 0.9 4,371 96 2.2 4,431 146 3.3

6 3,979 17 0.4 4,058 33 0.8 4,373 65 1.5

30,393 652 2.1 30,003 1,225 4.1 30,716 1,443 4.7

Figure B-2. RETENTION RATES BY GRADE: June 1980, 1981, 1982. Based on June

lists of students to be retained the following year. June 1980 ,

enrollment based on Average Daily Membership (ADM)-figures sup-
splied by Student Records and Reports; June 1981 and 1982 enroll-
ment based on entries in Student Master File on May 30 of each

4Pe year. Figures for 1982 must be considered prelininary pending
the resolution of a few cases not on the active student master
file.

As Figure 3-2 illustrates, retention rates at each level except kindergarten

doubled (approximately) between 1979-80 and 1980-81. Between 1980-81 and

1981-82 the rates increased slightly at every grade level except kindergarten.

Retention Rates by Achievement, Ethnicity, Sex, Desegregation
Reassignment Status

Information from Student Records and Reports supplied only the names of the

students to be included in the sample for these analyses. Retention rates

by achievement level can be found in the ITBS appendix; those by ethnicity,

sex, and desegregation reassignment status can be found in the Student Master

File appendix.

Achievement of Retainees Versus Similar Nonretainees.

Again, the Student Records and Reports data supplied only the names of the

retainees. Achievement comparisons are included in the ITBS appendix.



FILE ID LI)

PROGRAM: Retention & Promotion,

YEAR: 1981-82

CARD FILE LAYOUT

CONTENTS:
Students retained in 1979-80 File created 4/30/81

Page of

LOCATION:

AISD

UT PF
acct. pass. file name

Field Columns Description

A 1-3 File ID

B 4-4 Space

C 5 - 6 Grade (Kindergarten = 0, 1 = 1, 2 = 2, 3rd = 3, etc.)

Space

E 8 - 34 Student Name (Last haracters) First (11 Ch.).Middle Initial (i Ch.))

F 35 - 35 Space

G 36 - 42
!

Student Number (No ,3-,,aces Or hyphens)

H 43 - 43 Space

I 44 - 46 School No. (1979-80)

,

126 127

03



81.36

Attachment D-2
Page 1 of 5

RETAINEES 1979-80
(STUDENTS RETAINED IN JUNE 1980)

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (ADM)* NO. RETAINED % RETAINED

ALLISON 649 25 3.9

BARTON HILLS 133 1 .3

BARRINGTON 605 6 1.0

'BECKER 606 13 2.1

BLACKSHEAR 392 13 3.3

BLANTON 543 10 1.8

BRENTWOOD 345 9 2.6

BROOKE 455 41 9.0

BROWN 427 25 5.9

BRYKER WOODS 273 4 1.5

CASTS 490 8 1.6

COOK 674 17 2.5

CUNNINGHAM 856 3 .4

DAWSON 587 20 3.4

DOSS 504 5 1.0

GOVALLE 738 16 2.2

GULLETT 333 3 .9

HIGHLAND PARK 480 2 .4

HILL 479 7 1.5

HOUSTON 1041 41 3.9

LEE 237 2 .8

LINDER 602 14 2.3

MATHEWS 356 9 2.5

MENCHACA 419 13 3.1

METZ 452 17 3.8

*Average Daily Membership in grades K-6

D-8 1 ,2
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SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (ADM)*

Attachment D-2
(Continued, page 2 of 5)

NO. RETAINED % RETAINED

NORMAN 250

OAK HILL 770

OAK SPRINGS 269

ODOM 974

4

10

16

19

1.6

1.3

5.9

2.0

ORTEGA 320 11 3.4

PEASE 226 7 3.1

PECAN SPRINGS 537 10 1.9

PILLOW 552 19 3.4

PLEASANT HILL 638 18 2.8

READ 536 5 .9

RIDGETOP 197 14 7.1

ROSEDALE 264 7 2.7

ST. ELMO 704 18 2.6

SANCHEZ 520 15 2.9

SIMS 400 13 3.3

SUMMITT 297 1 .3

SUNSET VALLEY 641 12 1.9

TRAVIS HEIGHTS 675 2 .3

WALNUT CREEK 300 2 .7

WILLIAMS 810 16 2.0

WINN 686 26 3.8

WOOLDRIDGE 680 19 2.8

WOOTEN 530 11 2.1

ZAVALA 432 34 7.9

ZILKER 510 19 3.7

TOTAL for these 50 schools 25,564 652 2.6%
TOTAL for all 61 elementary

schools 30,393 652 2.1%

D-9
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(Continued, page 3 of 5)

81.36

SCHOOL

RETAINEES 1980-81
(STUDENTS RETAINED IN JUNE 1981)

ENROLLMENT (OM)* NO. RETAINED % RETAINED

ALLAN-142 PK, 1-3 557 89 16.0

ALLISON-101 PK-3 409 22 5.4

ANDREWS-102 K-6 652 40 6.1

%ARRINGTON-149 K, 4-6 490 13 2.7

BARTON HILLS-103 K, 1-3 259 11 4,2

BECKER-104 PK-6 655 41 6.3

BLACKSHEAR-105 K, 4-6 460 6 1.3

BLANTON-106 K, 4-6 520 2 .4

BRENTWOOD-107 K, 1-3 250 9 3.6

BROOKE-108 PK, 4-6 417 13 3.1

BROWN-109 PK-6 479 52 10.9

BRYKER WOODS-110 K, 1-3 237 18 7.6

CAMPBELL-111 K, 4-6 476 o

CASIS-112 K, 1-3 398 44 11.1

COOK-161 .K, 4-6 618 22 3.6

CUNNINGHAM-113 K, 4-6 671 3 .4

DAWSON-114 PK-6 656 25 3.8

DOSS-154 K-6 605 6 1.0

GOVALLE-116 PK-6 656 84 12.8

GRAHAM-159 K, 4-6 324 1 .3

GULLETT-117 K, 4-6 382 3 .8

HARRIS-118 1-6 588 3 .5

HIGHLAND PARK-119 K-3 369 24 6.5

HILL-155 K, 1-4 390 12 3.1

HOUSTON-162 K-6 921 56 6.1

*Average Daily Membership in grades K-6

D-10
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81.36

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (AD14)*

(Continued,

NO. RETAINED

page 4 of 5)

% RETAINED
..

JOSLIN-120 K-6 717 23 3.2

LANGFORD-168 K-6 775 46 5.9

LEE-121 K-6 304 6 2.0

LINDER-160 K-6 555 18 3.2

MAPLEWOOD-122 K-6 423 27 6.4

MATHEWS-123 K-6 369 +' 1./

MENCHACA-147' K-6 482 11 2.3

METZ-124 PK-3 441 27 5.1

NORMAN-150 PK-3 265 6 2.3

OAK HILL-148 K-6 752 13 1.7

OAK SPRINGS-125 K-3 520 52 10.0

ODOM-156 K-6 866 23 2.7

ORTEGA-126 PK, 4-6 328 7

i

2.1

PEASE-128 K-6 277 6 2.2

PECAN SPRINGS:429 K-3 335 12 3.6

PILLOW-151 K-3 370 8 2.2

PLEASANT HILL-130 K-6 593 18 3.0

READ-131 5-6 422 1 .2

REILLZ-132 K-6 311 14 4.5

RIDGETOP-133 PK-6 271 10 3.7

ROSEDALE-134 K, 4-6 243 4 1.6

ROSEWOOD-135 PK, 1-3 145 19 13.0

ST. ELMO-136 K-6 666 23 3.5

SANCHEZ-127 PK-3 402 25 6.2

SIMS-139 PK-3 270 29 10.7

SUMMITT-138 K-3 219 3 1.4

SUNSET VALLEY-158 K-3 518 41 7.9

TRAVIS HEIGHTS-140 K-6 620 13 2.1

D-11
.13i
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SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (ADM) *

Attachment 2-2
(Continued, page 5 of 5)

NO. RETAINED % RETAINED

it

WALNUT CREEK-141 K, 4-6 298 1 .3

WEBB-167 4-6 745 10 1.3

WILLIAMS-166 K-6 853 32 3.8

J. B. WINN-157 K-4 585 20 3.4

WOOLDRIDGE-152 K, 4-6 535 15 2.8

WOOTEN-144 K-3 453 19 4.2

ZAVALA-145 K, 4-6 478 15 ' 3.1

ZILKER-146 K-6 503 24 4.8

TOTAL 29,358 1,224 4.2

C)
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RETAINEES 1981-82
(STUDENTS RETAINED IN JUNE 1982)

Attachment D-3
Page 1 of 2

SC OOL ENROLLMENT (ADM)* NO. RETAINED % RETAINED

Allison-101 401 32 8.0

Andrews-102 713 32 4.5

Barton Hills-103 254 15 5.9

Becker-104 671 72 10.7

Blackshear-105 469 24 5.1

Blanton-106 537 7 1.5

Brentl.,00d-107 244 7 2.9

Brooke-108 372 22 5.9

Brown-109 573 48 8.4

Bryket Woods-110 216 6 2.8

Campbell-111 392 13 3.3

Casis-112 390 48 12.3

Cunningham-113 740 22 3.0

Dawson-114 695 30 4.3

Govalle-116 645 46 7.1

Gullett-117 379 8 2.1

Harris-118 559 6 1.1

Highland Park-119 371 33 8.9

Joslin-120 810 22 2.7

Lee-121 306 7 2.3

Maplewood-122 414 12 2.9

Mathews-123 350 3 0.9

Metz-124 452 54 11.9

Oak Springs-125 514 43 8.4

Ortega-126 276 9 3.3

Sanchez-127 397 25 6.3

Pease-128 224 3 1.3

Pecan Springs-129 349 22 6.3

Pleasant Hill-130 626 28 4.5

Read-131 438 15 3.4

Reilly-132 313 5 1.6

Ridgetop-133 252 1 0.4

Rosedale-134 263 7 2.7

Rosewood-135 123 8 6.5

St. Elmo-136 638 21 3.3

Summitt-138 280 3 1.1

Sims-139 234 16 6.8

Travis Heights-140 712 20 2.8

Walnut Creek-141 321 12 3.7

Allan-142 681 99 14.7

Wooten-144 471 31 6.6

Zavala-145 402 11 3.0

Zilker-146 483 9 1.9

Menchaca-147 505 28 5.5

Oak Hill-148 1020 16 1.6

Barrington-149 502 7 1.4

Norman-150 250 27 10.8

*Average Daily Membership based on Student Master File for the end of May.
Figures tend to be slightly higher than those reported by Stunt Records
and Reports.
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Attachment D-3
81.36 (Continued, page 2 of 2

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT (ADM)* NO. RETAINED % RETAINED

Pillow-151 366 11 3.0
Wooldridge-152 551 16 . 2.9

Doss-154 628 3 0.5
Hill-155 406 8 2.0
Odom-156 937 24 2.6
Winn-157 616 22 3.6
Sunset Valley-158 650 49 7.5
Graham-159 332 1 0.3
Linder-160' 534 31 5.8
Cook-161 671 62 9.5
Houston-162 1083 55 5.1
Williams-166 1003 55 5.5
Webb-167 739 7 0.9
Langford-168 966 64 6.6

.131
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CASE STUDIES



g1.36 Instrument Description: Case Studies

Brief description of the instrument:

The 1980-81 teachers of 12 students retilned in 1979-80 were interviewed. The survey
instrument used as a guide during the case -studies included 16 questions regarding:
reasons students were retained, their special characteristics and problems, methods
used to teach retainees and classes in general, students'/parents' attitudes toward
retentions, methods of preparing students/parents for retention, and whether and who
ietention might help. For each student, data was also collected from the cumulative
record on achievement tst spores, grades in school, and attendance.

To whom was the instrument administered?

The 1980-81 teachers of twelve students retained at the end of the 1979-80 school year.
Two students were chosen from each of the grades one through six. One of these students
had shown considerable progress from 1979-80 to 1980-81 in Reading Total grade equiva
lent scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills; the ocher had not gained or had shown a
loss in graL:e equivalent scores.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once.

When was the instrument administered?

October through December:±1981.

Where was the instrument administered?

In the teachers' classrooms.

Who administered the instrument?

ORE staff: the evaluator and evaluation assistant working on the retention/promotion
project.

What training did the administrators have?

Both interviewers piloted the use of the instrument for the first case study.
Discrepancies or problems were discussed as they occurred.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there oroblems with the instrument or the administration that might_affect
the validity of the data?

The small size oE the sample and the fact that information is based to a great
extent on teacher recall must be considered in interpreting results. These case
studies are to be considered exploratory and descriptive.

Who developed the instrument?

The ORE evaluator for the project developed the instrument. I was then reviewed
by ORE and administrative staff and modified based on the comments received.

What reliability and Validity data are available on the instrument?

None for interviews. Test score and report card infotmation could be checked against
school records.

Are there norm data available for interprw-ing the results?

E -2
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CASE STUDIES

Purpose

The case studies were designed to provide more in-depth descriptive informa-

tion about the characteristics of selected retainees and the methods teachers

used to atempt to improve their academic achievement. A primary goal was to

obtain a hettet-understanding of what happens to students in Austin schools

after they are retained. The ease studies provided information relevant to

the following decision*and .avaluation questions:

Decision Question D2: Should additional resources or activities

related to the retention/promotion policy be considered?

Evaluation Question D2-1: What are the perceived criteria
used by teachers and principals in the determination of
retention decisions?

Evaluation Question D2-2: What methods seem to be effective

in meeting the needs of the retained child?

Procedure

Sample.

The sample of students who were the subjects of the cae studies were selected

from a list of retainees at the end of 1979-80. Two students were chosen from

egch of the grades one through six. One of the students in each grade had
shown considerable progress from 1979-80 to 1980-81 in Reading Total grade

equivalent scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills; the other had not gained

or had shown a loss in grade equivalent scores. Special education students

were not included. As much as possible, students were selected so that their

ethnicity would be representative of the overall group of 1979-80 retainees.

Data Collection.

Once the students for the case studies were selected, the evaluator for the

program made a draft of the survey which would be used as a guide for the

interviews. The draft was sent for review to the Assistant Superintendent

for Elementary Education, Director of Elementary School Curriculum, and the

Director of Elementary School Management. Once the survey was reviewed, a

few modifications were made and it was ready for-piloting-
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Special permission was asked from *the principal of one of the schools to
conduct a pilot interview. The teacher selected was notified and the
evaluator and eval3ation assistant for the retention/promotion project con-
ducted the interview together. Once the interview was completed, the survey
instrumentlwas reviewed, a few final changes were made, and the survey
instrument was ready for use with the remaining 11 case studies.

A memo was sent to the principal of each of the schools in which an inter-
view would be conducted explaining the purpose of the study and letting him/
her know the name of the teacher who would be'interviewed (see Attachment E-1).
The evaluator and evaluation assistant proceeded in calling the teachers and
making appointments for the interviews when it was convenient for.them (gen-
erally after school). Teachers were asked to have the student's cumulative
folder available for review; In a few cases, an additional visit was made tO
the school the student now attended (if the student had changed schools) to
review this folder.

Both the evaluator and evaluation assistant held six interviews. Teachers
were generally very cooperative. Two teachers postponed the interviews until
a memo was sent specifying the date and time that someone would be out to see
them. If they absolutely couldn't make it, they were asked to contact our
office and reschedule.

Teachers were not told that the retainee was selected because he/she did or
did not make gains on the ITBS in reading. The interview included questions
regarding: why the student was retained, whether there were any special
characteristics or problems that distinguished him/her from the rest of the
class, what methods of teaching were used with the retainee, how teachers
generally dealt with parents of retainees before the student was retained and
after, and whether the teachers felt retention could be helpful and, if so,

in what cases. (The instrument is shown in Attachment E-2.)

After the interview, the cumulative folder was reviewed and information on
attendance, school grades, and test scores recorded. The overall folder was
reviewed, but emphasis was given to the year before and after retention.

Analysis.

The evaluator reviewed all of the case study interview forms as they came in.
Any questions were cleared up at this point. The evaluation assistant and
evaluator then wrote up summaries of each case, including information on
student characteristics, school history, and teaching methods. California
Achievement Test (CAT) scores were converted to Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) scores and percentile scores were converted to grade equivalent scores
at this point using tables compiled by ORE testing staff. Case study summaries
were then reviewed-by the evaluator and director of ORE and finalized (see
Attachment E-3).
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The evaluation assistant and evaluator then discussed their general impres-
sions of important retainee or teachor zharacteristics which may have
impacted achievement. Teaching methods which might have made a difference
were also explored. The evaluator also hand-tallied the responses to each
interview question for those who had students who gained and did not gain in
reading at this point (see Attachment E-4). The summary of impressions was
then written by the evaluator.

Results

Cautions.

The case studies are to be considered exploratory and descriptive. They

provide more in-depth and detailed descriptions of what selected retained
students are like and how teachers deal with them. In addition, the case
studies provided ideas that can lead to more informed future research.

The small sample involved obviously precludes the drawing of firm conclu-
sions. In addition, the responses to the survey question are biased in that

they represent the opinions of only the teachers who had the students after
they were retained and not those of the retaining teacher, the retainee, or
the retaineets parents.

Evaluation Question D2-1. What are the perceived criteria used by teachers
and principals in the determination of retention decisions?

The retention survey provides a more representative view of the factors
which most often lead to retentions (see Appendix 8). The case studies,

however, provide some information concerning the initial problems of stu-
dents who did and did not improve (at least in reading) after being retained.

Attachment E-4 shows the responses of aachers to each interview question
broken down by those with students who gained in reading (+) and did not
gain in reading (-) between 1979-80 and 1980-81 on the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills. The results for questions 1-4 reveal the following:

All of the students were behind academically. Most had
problems in more than one subject area, most commonly
reading, math, and language arts.

Other problems were also important in scattered cases. These

included counterproductive behavior, social immaturity, exces-
sive absenteeism, frequent transfers, medical problems,
emotional problems, and teacher.neglect. The parents requested
retention in two cases where the students did improve over the
year. Medical problems seemed more prevalent among students
who improved as well.

1:(3
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The teachers of students who did not improve mentioned that students
lacked motivation to learn more often than the teachers of those who
improved (33% versus 8%).

The most common evidence of academic achievement problems at the
beginning oi the year for teachers was daily work, teacher-made
tests, and simply a lack of critical skills necessary to perform
successfully in the grade. Teachers with students who did not
improve mentioned more than one kind of evidence more often than the
others.

Teachers of students who improved mentioned that emotional, disci-
pline, medical (e..g., hyperactivity, vision) and self-concept pro-
blems made these students somewhat different from classmates. The
most consistent comment among the teachers of those who did not im-
prove was that the students lacked interest in school.

Evaluation Question D-2. What methods seem to be effective in meeting the
needs of the retained child?

The case studies led to the following impressions of the factors which might
impact retainees' chances for improvement:

1. Each retention case was unique. Although all the students had
achievement problems, their severity and sources varied consider-
ably. The characteristics of the teachers and their approach to
helping the retainee also differed a great deal across cases.

2. Improvement in academic achievement by the retainees seemed to be
dependent on the characteristics and efforts of both the teachers
and students involved (as well as on external factors in some
cases). The right combination seemed important.

3. Identifying the source of the students' academic problems and
having a straightforward plan to deal with it seemed eSsential.
The easier the problem was to tackle the better the chances
were of improvement.

Student Characteristics.

The nature of the students' problems seemed to be very important. Students
with identifiable problems that could be addressed in a systematic way seemed
easier to help. It was also beneficial if the improvement plan did not take
a great deal of the regular teacher's time. Students with medical or language
problems, for example, were more likely to show improvement in test scores
than those who simply lacked interest in school and motivation to learn.
Achievement was unlikely to improve if the teachers were unable to discover
the source of the students' problems or some way to alleviate the problems
and increase the students' interest in learning.

E -6
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Students who did not show academic improvement were often shy, immature,
hyperactf.ve, insecure, sensitive, or aggressive.

Teacher Characteristics and Methods.

Teachers of retainees who improved tended to be interested, positive, dedi-
cated, and willing to go beyond what was normally expected of them to help
the retainee. They seemed to give retainees extra reinforcement, the oppor-
tunity to work at their own pace, 'and chances to take leadership roles in
the classroom more often than the teachers of students who did not iwybve.
Teachers of retainees who improved also tended to make or find supplementary
materials designed to fit the retainees' needs. Teachers of retainees who
improved also tended to break down instruction into small stepa,and give
students a lot of individual attention as general practice in the classroom.

Fxceptions.

Exceptions to these trends did exist. On the positive side, a student with
a poor self-concept, poor attendance, behavior problems, and a lack of moti-
vation to learn showed improved achievement and attendance with the help of
a persistent teacher. The teacher worked to build the student's self-concept
by emphasizing her positive attributes, gave her a lot of extra attention and
reinforcement, took her home occasiona/ly to help her with homework, let her
work at her own pace, and gave her leadership opportunities. On the other
hand, a teacher who expended considerable energy with another retainee failed
to see any increase in the student's achievement test scores over the year,
even though the student's motivation to learn seemed to improve to some
extent.

A description of sample characteristics and the individual case summaries are
included in Attachment E-3.

Thus, certain retained students seemed easier to help than others. A committed

teachcr was a necessity, but was not always enough to assure improvement.



81e36 Attachment E-1

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

October 16, 1981

TO: Elementary Principals

FROM: Na:1;17,igget4.44-4-14--'/

SUBJECT: Retainees: Survey and Case Studies

As part of the retention/promo-ion evaluation this year, we are addressing
two questions on which we need your input:

What are the most important criteria used by teachers and principals
in making retention decisions?

What methods seem to be effective in meeting the needs of the retained
child?

We plan to address the first question with a survey of a sample of principals
and teachers. Case study interviews will provide information to answer the
second question.

The sample of principals and teachers was carefully selected so that no one
would be asked about more than one retainee. Each principal is being asked
to complete a survey regarding one student retained at his/her school last
year. Yours is attached. Please take a few minutes to complete it and return
it to me by October 30. One or more of your teachers will also receive a
questionnaire about the same or another student. Try not to discuss the stu-
dent too extensively with the teacher, since we would like to compare the
views of principals and teachers. Those of you who have changed schools may
have to consult with your 1980-81 school to answer a few of the questions.
If you simply cannot answer one or more questions, leave it (them) blank.

The case studies will be a more in-depth view of the 198(1.-81 experiences of 12
students retained at the end'of the 1979-80 school year. We wauld like to
interview the students' teachers for about one hour late in October or in
November regarding methods that seem to be effective with retainees. The

names and school assignments of the teachers initially selected for interviews
are listed on the next page.* Hopefully, nd changes will be necessary in the
list.

Thank you for your help. *Attachment deleted to protect confidential-
ity of students and teachers.

NB:rrf
Attachment

Approved: 7j 1 ?-14"-IqP
Di ector, ice of Researcbland Evaluation

LI A

Approved:
-Rah MacAllister, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary

E-8



1.36 Attachment E-2
RETAINEE:

1980-81 TEACHER:

GRADE: (Page 1 of 5)

1. Why was retained?

a. Lack of Academie Progress e. Language Ability
English concept development

Language Arts LEP

Reading Other

Math
Social Studies f. Social Immaturity
Science
Other g. ExceSsive Absenteeism

h. Parental Requestb. Chronological Age

c. Physical Development

d. Counterproductive Behavior

i. Frequent Transfers 0

j. Other

.
2. Did appear to:

a. lack motivation to learn?

b. be a slow learner?

c. have some other problem which interfered with his/her achievement?

3. What evidence did you have at the beginning of the year that
was not achieving at the desired level?

a. low scores on standardized achievement tests?

b. unsatisfactory daily work and teacher-made tests?

c. incompletion of appropriate series book(s)?

reading
math
other

reading
math
other

reading
math
other

d. lack of certain critical skills necessary for successful performance
at the next grade?

e. Other

4. Ehat other characteristics did have which you feel may

have led to his/her retention? What made him/her different from students

who were not retained in your classroom?

.14`,3
E -9



Attachment E-2
(Continued, page 2 of 5)

81.36

5. Was in any special programs last year?

PROGRAM SUBJECT(S) PROGRAM SUBJECT(S)

Summer School ESL

Title I

Title I Migrant

LRP

CLA

TBS SCE

Other Special
Education

6. Were these pullout programs? Floating teacher programs?

7. Did you coordinate your instructional activities with those of the special

program(s)r How?

8. Did you use any special materials or texts with in your

classroom? If so, what type?

9. What teaching techniques did you use with the child? Fill in the blank with

an "S" if it's the same as with others, cr a "D" if it's unique to the retainee.

broke down instruction into small steps
gave a lot of individual attention
had him/her work a lot on his own at his own pace
had him/her work a lot in a small group
used peer tutor
used extra reinforcement
used contract learning
set clear objectives
used below grade-level materials
gave him/her leadership opportunities
gave 11.1m/her the opportunity to talk about his/her feelings
used pre- and posttests for pacing work
other
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10. Did you consider

Yes

Attachment E-2
(Continued, page 3 of 5)

a disciplinary problem?

No If yes, describe and give an .-cample.

If yes, how did you deal with'this problem?

11. How did you maintain control in your classroom as a whole?

12. Describe your style of teaching. Is it tightly structured or loosely

structured? Formal or informal? Group-oriented or individually-oriented?

bid you change your style in any way.to work with

13. Did have an attendance problem last year?

14. What was 's attitude toward being retained?

His/her parents' attitude?

Child's attitude:

Parents' attitude:

15. How do you prepare a stUdent and his/her parents for the possibility that

the child may be retained? When do you first notify the parents?

mention first early in year at parent/teacher conference
suggest ways to work with child
try to convey positive aspects (spring)
notify parents of progress or lack of it
keep them updated throughout the year
other

Do you talk to the child about how to cope with his/her peers? Tell him/her

what they can say about why they were retained? What do you suggest? What do

you say to a child facing retention that might help him deal with his peers?

16. Do you think retention can be helpful for some students? Why or why not?

Yes No Why?

E -11.
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RETAINEE:
ACHIEVEMENT TEST PERCENTILE SCORES

Attachment E-2
(Continued, page 4 of 5

SCHOOL
YEAR

READING
VOC. COMP. TOTAL

MATH
Con- Prob- Compu-

cepts lems tat-!.ons Total

LANG.
SKILLS
TOTAL

WORK/
STUDY
TOTAL

73-74

.

,

.

74-75

73-76

76-77

:

79-80

80-81 -

RETAINEE:

GRADE:

ATTENDANCE

1973774 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78

180 180 180 180 175

1978-79 1979-60 1980-81

175 175 175

E-12\



RETAINEE:

LEVELS (L)

1 above grade level
2 at grade level
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CASE STUDIES

GRADE STUDENT,

1 Dick*
1 Nanie

2 Steve
2 Pam

3 Terry
3 Bill

4 Roy
4 Rita

5 Paula
5 ,Diane

6 Lee
6 Tomm;

Attachment E-3

(Page 1 of 25)

ETHNICITY

GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
ITBS READING TOTAL

79-80 80-81 GAIN

Anglo 1.6 4.1 2.5

'Hispanic 1.6 0.6 -1.0

Anglo 1.8 4.8 3.0

Anglo 1.4 .9 -0.5

Hispanic 1.0 3.3 2.3

Hispanic 3.3 2.3 -1.0

Hispanic 3.7 5.1 '1.4

Hispanic 3.0 3.0 0.0

Black 2.9 4.8 1.9

Hispanic 6.4 6.2

Oriental 3.7 5.2 1.5

Black 4.5 4.0 -0.5

*Student names have'been chatiged.to protect the students'
identity.
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81.36 Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 2 of 25)

'Student Characteristics

Dick is an Anglo child retained in the first grade. According to Dick's
teacher, his problem had a lot to do with experiences in his family life.
When Dick and his brother were younger, his father (a pharmacist) fre-
quently\gave them drugs. At the time, both the father and the mother
useia dra s excessively. Tha mother eventually left theii father and
had a ner us breakdown in the,process. When this happened, the father

dgai custody of the children, Instead of taking care of them himsilf,

he left them with his parents at their farm. When Dick came.to school
a a first grader, he had never been to kindergarten'and.didnot know
the first thing about reading and writing. The mother improved and she
was able to get custody of the children and put them in school. Although

the mother was still having a few problems, she was helping the children
adjust to their new life. The maternal grandmother was also helping
to' raise the children. Although Dick still had a lot of problems, he
tried to deal with the school environment the best Vay he knew how.

%

School History

Dick's ITBS percentile scores greatly improved his second year in the first
rade.

.

READING MATH
-,

LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/.
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

Voc.
ale GE*

Comp,
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Concepts
'Zile GE

Problems

%ile GE
Comp.
Zile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

39 15

99 38

43 16

99 43

16

99 41

19 12

--,,

81 :26

65 22

94 33

54 18

92 26

44 17

91 28

26 14

89 33

-------.

30 14

94 34

Dick improved from a 1.6 grade equivalent in his first year iii first grade
to a 4.1 grade equivalent in his second year first grade in reading. The

only report card available was from 1980-81. He was absent seven times which
is not considered excessive. He worked on grade level in all subjects and
earned satisfactory .and excellent marks as a retainee.

*Decimals have been deleted On all grade equivalent scores. A "15" indicates
average perforMance for a student in his/her fifth month in first grade.
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81.36

Teaching Methods

Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 3 of 25)

Dick tended to be a discipline problem. He was a very hyperactive child and
would talk a lot. The most effective way to deal with him was to isolate
him, according to his teacher. Towards the end of the school year, his
behavior had improved somewhat.

One interesting thing about this case study is that Dick's teacher had
also been his teacher in 1979-80. She ran a tightly structured classroom
in which she laid down the rules at the beginning of the year and stuck to
them. She had Dick for most of the day, except when he went to speech class.
She usually had the students work in groups. She felt that she had to do a lot
more counseling with Dick than with her other students. She had to tell him
exactly what she expected of him during class. She never really had to change
her teaching style for Dick. In the two years he was in first grade, he went
from the lowest reading group to the highest group.
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Student Characteristics

Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 4 of 25)

Janie is a Hispanic student retained at the first grade because she lacked
sufficient academic progress in reading and math. Janie was a slow learner
but her main problem seemed to be that she was very shy and overly sensitive.
According to her teacher in her second year as a first grader, Janie did
fairly well at the beginning of the year once she felt comfortable with the
class and with talking to her teacher. Janie accepted her retention and
did not feel out of place.

School History

Janie had been at another sr'-ool during her first year as a first grader.
Her new teacher for first grade in 1980-81 at a different school was told
by Janie's parents that she was retained due to racial prejudice. The

school she had attended was predominantly white. Their perception was that
the teacher, along with the kids at the other school, had neglected Janie.
They felt the other students never tried to be friends and that the teacher
never attempted to help her with the other children or with her studies.
On several occasions, Janie's mother went to the school during recess and
found her all alone in a corner of the playground.

For her first two years in school, Janie had a very bad attendance record.
Ir kindergarten, she missed 44 out of 175 days and during her first year
in first grade, she missed 53 out of 175 days. Her second year in first

grade she missed 10 days.

Her work in reading and math was below grade level her first year in first
gra4e. By her second year in first grade, she was warking on a first grade
leval in math and reading.

Janie's reading scores decreased from 1979-80. She went from a 1.6 grade
equivalent in reading in 1979-80 to a .06 grade equivalent score in 1980-81.
Her math and language skills scores did improve from 1979-80 to 1980-81.

1

READIN G. MATH .
LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

Voc. '

ale GE*
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Concepts
%ile GE

Problems

%ile GE
Comp.
%ilc GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

47 17

8 K5

35 14

8 K6

16

10 K6

1 1(5

35 15

1 1(2

63 22

2 K8

26 15

1 K6

33 15

7 10

19 12

-

- -

*Decimals' have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A '17" indicates
average performance for a student in his/her seventh month in the first grade.

E-17 152
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Teaching Methods

Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 5 of 25)

Janie's teacher did not change her teaching methods when working with Janie.
She tried to use behavior modification in her classroom by giving stickers to
h(Ap motivate and reward the students for doing their work. She described her
approach as primarily individually oriented, with some formal and some informal
instruction and varying amounts of structure.

The only thing that the teacher felt that she did a little more with Janie than
with the other students was give her individual attention. Since Janie was very
shy, the teacher had to make her feel at ease. Once she accomplished this,
Janie did fine in the classroom.

15.1

E -18



31.36 Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 6 of 25)

Student Characteristics

Steve was an Anglo student retained as a second grader in a Title I south
Austin school. His report cards indicated unsatisfactory work in all sub-
jects and conduct and attention-span problems. Steve's first second-grade
teacher felt his grades would improve if his conduct did. She reported

that he had a difficult time staying on task and that he had been caught
stealing during the year. Steve was hyperactive, lacked motivation to
learn, and had a poor self-concept. He was put on medication for hyper-
activity at the beginning of his second year as a second grader. This

seemed to help. He was still aggressive and "all man" but usually got
along with the other students. His new second-grade teacher reported that
he came into the classroom howling the first day, but she talked to him
about how unacceptable that was, his feelings, and how his retention was a
chance for a fresh new start. She tried to accentuate the positive aspects
of the coming year. His behavior improved considerably after that accord-
ing to the teacher.

Steve was embarrassed at first about his retention but adjusted fairly
quickly. His parents were very supportive and seemed relieved that things

were going )well. Steve's 1980-81 teacher spoke to or wrote to his parents
(generally his mother) once or twice a month.

School History

Steve's hyperactivity seemed to affect his achievement. He was hard to
handle in class, could not stay on task, and did not get along with others.
His teacher for most of the first grade recommended retention; however, he
moved and his teacher at the new school promoted him. His grades dropped
between first and second grade, and unsatisfactory grades were noted (some
in work-study habits and conduct).

Steve's percentile scores on the ITBS for both years as a second grader are
3hown in the following chart.

READING MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/ 1

STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

Voc.

%ile GE*
Comp.

ale GE
Total

%ile GE
Concepts
%il, GE

Problems

%ile GE
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

26 20

83 39

9 15

99 56

18

98 48

42 26

61 31

18 18

50 28

26 24

50 28

27 23

54 29

4 14

63 33

-

- -

*Decima4s have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A "20" indicates

average\ performance for a student just entering the second grade.



81.36 Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 7 of 25)

Steve's math, reading, and language scores all improved considerably.
His reading scores improved the most, with an increase from a 1.8 to a
4.8 grade equivalent level.

Steve was working below grade level in 1979-80 but at grade level in
1980-81 in math. His grades improved from satisfactories and unsatis-
factories to satisfactories and excellents. Reading grades also improved
and he worked totally on grade level in his second year as a second grader.
Grades also improved in language arts, social studies, work-study habits,
and conduct.

Steve attended school regularly. He has been absent twoto five days a year
since entering school.

Teaching Methods

The teacher Steve had as a retainee described her general style of teaching
as tightly structured, in(14vidually1oriented, and informal. She

instructed students in small groups part of the time, and tried to give
students a chance to talk about their feelings. To maintain discipline,
she applied rules with consistency and provided lots of positive reinforce-
ment to students.

Steve's teacher as a retainee said she did_not change her style a great
deal with Steve but did provide additional support to him. She decided
at the beginning of the year to try not to let his past record influence
her interactions with Steve. She broke down instruction into small'steps,
let him work at his own pace, and had a peer tutor help him as needed.
She tried to give him a lot of individual attention, positive reinforce-
ment, and leadership opportunities. She talked to Steve more often than
usual about his feelings at the beginning of the year. His aggressiveness
caused occasional, although not serious, discipline problems during the
year.

He was able to use the regular classroom materials. His medication seemed
to enable him to pay attention and stay on task which improved his per-
formance considerably. His 1980-81 teacher's comments on his report cards
indicated that he was making good progress, that he was a very good student,
and that she enjoyed working with him.
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Student Characteristics

Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 8 of 25)

Pam is an Anglo student retained as a second grader at an Austin
school. Key reasons for her retention included poor performance in language
arts and reading, social immaturity, and frequent transfers. Her daily work
indicated that she lacked certain critical skills necessary for third grade.
Pam appeared to lack motivation to learn in school. She would not try very
hard and did not appear to care that she was performing poorly. Pam started
out at one Austin school, moved to another, and is now back at the original
school (as of October 1981).

Pam did not appear to care that she was retained. Her parents showed little
interest in supporting school activities. They would take her go-carting
and horseback riding on weekends, but never returned any calls made by Pamts
teacher. Pam's teacher as a retainee suspected Pam might need glasses, but
could never reach the parents to find out. Pam's step-father enrolled her in
school and the mother never came throughout the year.

School History

Pam was working below grade level in math and language arts in grade one, but
was on level in both years as a second grader. She received satisfactory
grades. In reading, however, she was below grade level all three years. She

received scme unsatisfactory marks in grade one, but the rest of her scores
have been satisfactory. Pam's teachers for 1980-81 and 1981-82 indicated that
she could read very little. She would say words completely different from
those on paper if asked to read aloud. Her grades in social studies, work-study
habits, and conduct were all satisfactory (she received some excellent marks in
conduct as a retainee).

Her ITBS percentile scores for her two years as a second grader are shown below.

READING MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHO:)I.

YEAa
Voc.

%ile GE*

Comp.

%ile GE
Total
ale GE

Concepts
%ile GE

Problems

ale GE
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

3 K9

3 K9

19 18

1 K9

10 14

3 K9

12 18

15 19

5 12

43 26

2 16

3 17

2 15

18 21

10 17

4 14

-

- -

i:Decimals have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A "K9" indicates
average performance for a student in his/her ninth month of kindergarten.

E-21 5 6
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(Continued, page 9 of 25)

Pam's reading scores decreased between 1979-80 and 1980-81 (particularly in
comprehension). She dropped from a 1.4 to a .9 grade equivalent. Her math
scores improved, especially on the Math Problems subtest. Her language score
aecreased slightly.

Pam was absent 32 days as a first grader, 8 as a second grader in 1979-80,
and 14 as a second grader in 1980-81.

Teaching Methods

The teacher Pam had as a retainee taught most subjects in a tightly-structured,
formal way. Most subjects were taught to the entire class with small group
follow-up for those'needing extra help. Reading was taught in small groups.
Her class had a reduced pupil-teacher ratio due to a Title I program.

Pam worked in the small follow-up groups and worked with a peer tutor
(especially for spelling). She used below grade-level materials and had
her reading instruction with the first-grade class because she was too low
for her class. The teacher tried to talk to Pam about her feelings and about
getting her mother to come to school but with little success. The teacher
also suggested that she read books about horses for book reports. Pam did
take home some easy books and said her mother helped her read them. However,

she still could not read them aloud at school.

Pam's teacher indicated that she would have retained Pam again if she had not
already been retained.



81.36 Attachment E-3 .

(Continued, page 10 of 25)

Student Characteristics

Terry is a Hispanic student retained as a third grader at a school in
east Austin. She was behind in all of the subject areas and could not
seem to complete her assignments on time. She worked slowly even on
simple copying tasks. Terry had skull surgery in 1978 as a first grader
which-is still in the-final-stages of healing. The reason for the surgery
is not specified in her records. It is unknown to what extent these medi-
cal difficulties affected her achievement. She sometimes still has severe
headaches. Terry appeared to be a slow learner, as well as somewhat imma-
ture emotionally. She was, however, physically large compared to her
classmates. The teacher seated her close to the board, since she seemed
to have trouble with her vision. Terry seemed to accept her retention.
Terry's mother was fairly cooperative; she attended the parent-teacher
conference, received the teacher in her home, and supplied materials as
needed.

School History

Terry has been in two Austin schools since she entered kindergarten. She

was bused to west Austin for her second year as a third grader due to
desegregation. Her report cards indicate that she was 1,elow level in some
skills of each subject area and at grade level in others in second grade.
Terry was below grade level in her first year as a third grader and at grade
level in her second year as a third grader. Most of her grades indicated
satisfactory performance, with a few unsatisfactory marks in math, reading,
and work-study habits. Comments from teachers and her conduct grades indi-
cate that she was well behaved.

Terry's percentile scores on the ITBS for spring 1980 and 1981 are shown
below. Scores prior to 1980 were also low (percentile scores ranged from
1 to 10 on the CAT in 1979).

READING MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL Voc. Comp. Total Concepts Problems Comp. Total Total Total

YEAR _Zile GE+ ale GE %ile GE %ile GE %ile GE %ile GE %Lie GE %ile GE %ile GE

1979-80 1 12 1 14 1 10 1 18 1 14 1 21 1 21

1, 10,

4, 17,

1 11

Visual'

1 11

1980-81 35 32 42 35 35 33 23 30 15 ,25 4 25 11 27 21 28 24 29

Terry's improvement in Reading Total scores represents an increase from the
1.0 to the 3.3 grade level (a gain of 2.3 grade equivalent years). As the
chart illustrates, her scores improved in every skill area (with the greatest
gain in reading and the smallest in math).

*For 1979-80, student took only three of the four language tests so,that a
total percentile and grade equivalent score could not be calculated.

**For 1979-80, student took the visual subtest on the work-study section, only.

+Decimals have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A "12"
indicates average performance for a student in his/her second month in
first grade.

E-23 1 5 8
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(Continued, page 11 of 25)

Terry was absent 11 days in 1979-80 and 13 in 1980-81. Terry's 1980-81
teacher said her absences were scattered ...hroughout the year and did not
represent a chronic absence problem. (This is about average in AISD.)

Teaching Methods

The teacher Terry had in her second year as a third grader has 30 years

of teaching experience. Teaching techniques used with all of her students
included breaking down instruction into small steps, giving individual
attention, setting clear objectives, and using pre- and posttests for
pacing work. The teacher frequently gave students a chance to talk about
their feelings by setting aside a time for "telling secrets" and rotating
the students chosen for this. Terry's teacher also believed practical
experiences were very important, and built in field trips, newspapers,
arts and crafts, cooking, and topical word boards into daily lessons as

often as feasible. She made home visits when she felt they would help.

Terry's teacher tested her informally at the beginning of the school year
to determine her particular instructional needs. She used a number of
special techniques with Terry, including a great deal of work in small

groups and with a student teacher using below grade-level materials. She

also designed and made a variety of materials for Terry which emphasized

problematic skills. Terry received extra reinforcement in the form of
leadership opportunities or extra time at the listening station (among

other things) when she completed her work on time and/or did par icularly

well.

Terry participated in the ESL and Title I Reading programs du ng 1980-81.

(She had been in bilingual programs in earlier grades as wel ) Title I

was a pullout program, but ESL was a trading arrangement in ich Terry's

teacher took all the Spanish-dominani and another teacher too all the

English-dominant students. The Title I teacher basically supported the
activities of Terry's regular teacher.
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(Continued, page 12 of 25)

Student Characteristics

Bill is a Hispanic student retained as a third grader at a South Austin
school. He lacked sufficient academic progress in reading, math, and
spelling based on all of his work and test scores for fourth grade.
Bill appeared to lack motivation to learn. He frequently looked very
tired, slouched, and put his head down on his desk. School simply did
not seem to interest him', and he couldn't handle responsibility. Bill
also did not follow directions or complete work well. He seemed immature
emotionally but was average for his class physically.

Bill seemed to accept his retention and feel good about knowing some of the
material covered in class. His parents believed Bill should be placed in a
special education program, but the teachet felt he was simply not applying
himself.

School History

Bill has been in the same school since kindergarten. His report cards
show that he was at grade level in math and language arts and below grade
level in reading for the last three years (as a second and third grader).
In his first year as a third grader, he received 13 satisfactory, 11 satis-
factory minus, and 4 unsatisfactory marks for work-study habits--his conduct
marks were all satisfactory. His work-study habit grades improved slightly
during his year as a retainee when he received 18 satisfactory and 10 satis-
factory minus grades.

Bill's ITBS percentile scores for 1980 and 1981 are shown in the following
_

READING MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

V.
%ile GE*

Comp.

%ile GE
Total

%ile GE
Concepts
%ile GE

Problems

%ile GE
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

35 32

27 29

37 33

3 17

35 33

12 23

3 20

10 25

15 25

5 19

13 30

6 27

7 25

5 24

11 24

14 25

3 18

8 22

As this chart illustrates, Bill's reading percentile scores actually declined
between his first and second year as a third grader. In grade equivalent
scores, this represented a decrease from a 3.3 to a 2.3 grade level. Small

changes were seen in his other test scores. His California Achievement Tests
scores as a second grader in 1979 were very similar in reading to his 1980
ITBS scores. However, his math scores declined between second and third grade.
He received mid-range stanine scores at the beginning of first grade for all
Metropolitan Readiness Tests scales except Visual, in which he scored at the
first stanine. His scores seem to have decreased somewhat with each passing
year.

*Decimals have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A "32" indicates

average performance for a student in his/he7 second month of third grade.

E-25 160
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(Continued, page 13 of 25)

Bill has had a borderline attendance problem throughout his years in
school. He has been absent 11-22 days each year. In his second year as a

third grader, he missed 22 days of school.

Teaching Methods

Bill's teacher for his second year as a third grader used small group
work, contract learning, and pre- and posttests for pacing work with all of
her students. She described her style of teaching as tightly structured and
group-oriented. Her approach to maintaining classroom control involved post-
ing the rules on the wall, posting warnings on the board for those who dis-
obeyed, and finally employing a reality therapy approach with the student and
parents.

Bill's teacher usEd a number of special techniques with him as a retainee.
She broke ,down the instruction into small steps, set very clear objectives with
him, and gave him a lot of individual attention. She rarely allowed him to
work at his own pace because his work was generally turned in incomplete if
this was done. He did seem capable of the work when someone'Woaed 'with him,

however. She also tried giving him extra homework. He used below-level (second

grade) materials for reading. Bill was not involved in any special programs.
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(Continued, page 14 of 25)

Student Characteristics

Roy is a Hispanic child retained in the fourth grade. He was a very quiet
student who was somewhat immature. This was one ofthe reasons that Roy
was retained. Another reason he was retained was his lack of academic
progress in all the major subjects, language arts, reading, math, social
studies, and science. His teacher during his second year in fourth grade
felt that he was performing well at the beginning of the year. It just
took her a little bit of talking to get him to work. According to his
teacher, he had a good attitude about being retained. He did not seem to
mind.

School History

By the end of the second year in fourth grade, he was still below grade
level in reading. His ITBS scores, however, did improve from one year to
the next in all subjects, especially Math and Work-Study Skills.

READING MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

Voc.

%ile GE*
Comp.

%ile GE
Total

%ile GE
Concepts
%ile GE

Problems

%ile GE
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%:11e GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

20 34

33 51

31 40

55 50

21 37

58 51

46 47

78 60

33 42

80 59

44 47

88 59

41 45

82 59

31 40

46 47

36 42

79 60

In 1979-80, his work was below grade level in math, reading, and language
art. He did go from a 3.7 grade equivalent score in reading in 1979-80 to
a 5.1 grade equivalent score in 1980-81.

His work study habits improved and he earned quite a few excellent marks.
His conduct marks were all excellent in 1980-81.

Roy did not have serious attendance problems. The most he has been absent

was 11 days in 1978-79 as a third grader. During 1980-81, he missed 6 days

of school.

*Decimals have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A "34" indicates

average performance for a student in his/her fourth month in third grade.

E-27
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Teaching Methods

\/ Attachmexit E-3
(ContinUed, page 15 of 25)

Roy's teacher tried to work with him on a one to one basis as much as
possible because he was a very quiet student. She had him work a lot
in small groups. She tried to give him the opportunity to talk about
his feelings and to give him leadership opportunities. She had to
set clear objectives when giving assignments to Roy and used contract
learning with him.

The class, in general, was tightly structured yet informal in that there
was much discussion. She liked to work in groups especially in reading
and language arts.

E -28
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Student Characteristics

Ritalis a Hispanic student who.was retained in the fourth grade. She

lacked motivation to learn and was low in language arts, reading, math,
social studies and qcience. Her teacher felt that her shyness contri-

buted to her lack of achievement: It was very hard at first to get het .

to open up. Rita was in the Title I pullout program. Rita's regular

and Title I teachers worked together on Rita's troublesome areas.

Rita's attitude about being retained was good; she really didn't seem to
mind. The 1980-81 teacher did not talk to her parents about their feelings

on the matter.

School History

By the time Rita finished her second year as a foutth grader, she had reached

grade level in math and .anguage arts texts. She was still below grade level in

' reading. Although she did have some satisfactory marks for Spanish reading,
she seemed to'be having trouble with En7,lish reading.

Her ITBS Reading Comprehension and Reading Total scores did not improve in

her second year as a fourth grader, although her scores in other areas
improved slightly.

R E A D I N G M A T R
.

LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOU-,

YEAR
Voc.

%ile GE*
Comp.

%ile GE
Total
%ile GE

Concepts
%ile GE

Problems

Zile GE
Comp.
%ile GE

.

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

26

15 31

17 33

10 29

9 30

9 30

10 33

14 35

22 37

24 38

12 37

32 44

13 36

22 39

12 31

49 48

24 37

33 41

Rita did not have an attendance or discipline problem.

*Decimals have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A "26" indica

average performance for a student in his/her sixth month of second grade.

E-29 16 4
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Teaching Methods

Attachment E-3
(Continued, pagt_ 17 of 25)

Rita's teacher tended to work primarily with small groups in a fairly
formal way. She felt her structured method of teaching helped to
maintain control in the classroom. She tried to break down instruction
into small steps, have students work at their own pace or\ with peer
tutors. She also used contract learning, pre- and posttests, and lots
of reinforcement.

Since Rita was shy, the teacher tried to give her extra individual attention.
She also made sure objectives were very clear. She gave her opportunities
to talk about her feelings and be a leader in her group and in other
classroom activities.

E -30
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Student Characteristics

Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 18 of 25)

Paula is a Black student retained at an east Austin school as a fifth grader.
She was behind in all subject areas, was absent excessively, and had a severe
visiorl,problem. The Lion's Club is scheduled to purchase glasses for her
"this year due to her family's limited income. Paula is very tall and began
the year with a poor self-concept. She did not want to be noticed and did
not like to ask for help. Paula did not get along well with the other stu-
dents. ThiS led to discipline problems when Paula became offensive or
aggressive with others.

Paula did not like the idea of being retained. She said other students made
fun of her. Her attitude improved as the teacher worked with her and the
class, Paula lived with her mother, stepfather, and two sisters. In talk-
ing with the mother, Paula's teacher discovered a negative attitude towards
Paula.. Her sisters were everything Paula was not; they were well-behaved,
neat,-and did well in school. Paula's mother seemed to have given up on
her; she felt Paula was "no good" and just gave her problems. The teacher
therefore structured activities that did not require home spport. The
attitude of Paula's mother improved to some extent later in the year after
Paula showed some improVement at school.

School F'storv

Paula,has attended thr,e Austin elementary schocis and at least one school
in Arizona. Her ITBS percentile scores for her first and second years as a
fifth grader are shownkbelow. ,

,

' READING\ MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

Voc.

%ile GE*
Comp.

%ile GE
To 1

%ile GE
Concepts
%ile GE

Problems

%ile GE
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

,

7 33

33 50

,

2 26

25 46

3 2\9\

25 48\
\

1

7 34

5 36

14 40
,

20 44

8 42

1 33

6 40

2 36

1 26

24 45

9' 37

8 36

I

Her scotes in reading and lan4uage improved, although those in math and work

studies did not. Paula's 1979'1-80 scores did seem to be her lowest recorded

scores (first and fourth grade\CAT scores were also available). Her scores

as a fourth grader were similar to those earned as a retained fifth grader.

Paula's improvement in reading epresented a gain from a 2.9 in 1979-80 to a

4.8 grade level in 1980-81 (an increase of 1.9.grade equivalent years).

Her TABS scores also improved frOm 1979-80 to 1980-81.

\

*Decimals halve been deleted on all, grade equivalent scores. A "33" indicates

average petformance for a student\in his/her third month in third grade.1

\

1

I

1 66'
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(Continued, page 19 of 25)

Grade reports show that raula worked on level in math as a fourth and first-
year fifth grader. In her second year as a fifth grader, she worked below
grade level in most skill areas. She received mixed satisfactory and unsat-
isfactory grades in 1978-79 and 1979-80 and all satisfactory marks in 1980-81.
She has been working below level in reading earning mostly satisfactory grades
(with two unsatisfactory grades in 1980-81). Paula worked below grade level
in language arts as a first-year fifth grader but on level in her second year.
Most performance grades were satisfactory. Paula received some unsatisfactory
marks in work-study habits in her first year as a fifth grader but not her
second. Almost all conduct marks were satisfactory during both 1979-80 and
1980-81.

Paula has an attendance problem. Her best attendance was in first grade when
she was absent 11.5% of the time (14 of the 122 days she was enrolled in
AISD.) Her worst attendance was in her first year as a fifth grader.when she
was absent 44.6% of the time (78 of 175 days). Comments from her teacher
indicate that Paula seemed able to learn but needed to attend every day to
improve and do well. Retention was considered when she was in fourth grade as
well as fifth grade due to this problem. .Her attendance did improve somewhat
between her first and second year as a fifth grader; she was absent 42 days
in 1980-81 compared to 78 in 1979-80. Her attendance during 1981-82, however,
had already been poor enough to warrant a note to her mother on September 22,
1981 regarding mandatory attendance.

Teaching Methods

Paula's teacher for her second year as a fifth grader described her style of
teaching as a loosely structured, informal, problem-solving approach. She

had students work primarily in small groups. Instruction was broken down
into small steps, contract learning was employed, clear objectives were set,
and pre- and posttests were used for pacing work with all of her studenta.
The entire class received Spanish as a Second Language instruction.

Paula's teacher appeared to take an active interest in all of her students,
but seemed to make an extra effort with Paula. Since she pe- eived little
support from the home, she often took Paula home with her, sometimes over-
night, and helped her with homework assignments. Her daughter (also a
fifth grader) worked with her at times. She gave Paula a lot of individual
attention, let her work at her own pace or in small groups, and gave her
leadership opportunities. She gave her opportunities to talk about her
self-concept and retention and tried to provide extra reinforcement. Paula's
teacher also encouraged her to view her height as a great asset rather than a
liability, and helped her to look more attractive. A packet of supplemental
materials for Paula focused on functional conce-)ts (signs, plurals, etc.).
Paula's teacher also made sure to offer her, help since Paula was reluctant
to ask for it. By the end of the year, Paula felt better about herself,
exhibited more interest in school, attended more often, and really put forth
some productive effort at school.

J6/
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Student Characteristics

Diane is a Hispanic student retained officially at the fifth grade level at
a north Austin school. However, her school has a special "recycling" policy
which affects the level of instruction that is repeated. At the end of
fourth grade, Diane's teacher decided she could benefit from repeating fourth
i-ade material. She was promoted to the fifth grade but placed in a fourth

grade class. Thus, she repeated fourth grade instruction. At the end of
the year the teacher felt she was ready for fifth grade material. There-
fore, she retained her officially but had her move to a fifth-grade class-
room. Comments reflected here are based on an interview with the 1980-81
fifth-grade teacher and past records.

Diane was originally retained due to a lack of academic progress. She was
behind in her work in all subject areas based on class work and standardized
test scores. Reading was her worst area. Diane seemed to have the ability
to learn but really needed some extra time to catch up in her studies.
As a fifth grader in 1980-81 she was more mature emotionally and physically
than the other students. She was well-behaved and took her school work
seriously. Diane was tardy quite a bit at the beginning of the year because
her ride was, but a talk and some behavior modification with the driver
helped. Diane was artistic and enjoyed classroom art projects and an after-
school art enrichment program.

Diane accepted her. retention. Her mother accepted the decision initially
although her sister did not. Extra discussion was necessary to convince the
family that retention did not mean that Diane was a failure. The mother did
not attend the parent-teacher conference but did receive reports on Diane's
progress in the form of assignments sent home periodically by the teacher.

School History

Diane's report cards indicated that she was working below level in all
subject areas until the 1980-81 school year (when she was a fifth grader
for the second time). Her grades were satisfactory with a few excellent
marks mixed in. She earned one unsatisfactory mark in reading the first
quarter of 1980-81.

It is somewhat difficult to interpret changes in Diane's ITBS scores between
1979-80 and 1980-81 since she was not repeating fifth grade maLerial. Diane
took the fifth grade test (on grade level) in 1979-80 when she was in fifth
grade butin a fourth grade class. Her CAT percentile scores for grades 2, 3,
and 4 were converted to ITBS percentile scores. All are shown in the follow-
ing table.
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Attachment E-3
(COntinued, page 21 of 25)

READING MATH LANG.
'SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

'Zoo.

%ile GE*
Comp.

%ile GE
Total
%ile GE

Concepts

%ile GE
Problems

%ile GE
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
°Zile CZ

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1980-81

(Gr. 5) 59 62 58 62 59 64 58 62 47 57 90 72 66 64 85 78 79 71

1979-80
(Gr. 5) 63 64 60 63 63 62 44 56 47 57 86 70 58 61 55 61 55 60

1978-79

(Gr. 4) 46 46 30 40 35-36 - - 19 40 21-22 39 - -

1977-78
(Gr. 3) 73 46 81 51 75 - 99 56 92-93 53 -

1976-77

Gr. 2) 26 20 34 23 - - - - - 7 19 26 23

Diane's scores for reading and math were similar both years (she actually
declined from a 6.4 to a 6.2 grade equivalent level in reading). Her scores

in Language Skills and Work-Study, however, did improve.

Teaching Methods

The teacher Diane had in her second year as a fifth grader did not change
her methods to work with her. She felt Dinne had "caught up" to the other
students the previous year. Diane was taught on level and was generally in
the middle or top groups for instrUction. Diane's teacher team taught with
another fifth grade teacher and utilized small groups for reading, math, and
some other instructional tasks. She described her teaching as fairly struc-
tured within the groups. Discussion and problem-solving techniques were
employed. Materials used included regular AISD materials plus a variety of
extras.

Diane attended school every day last year. She did have an attendance problem
during some earlier school years. Her absence record is shown below.

SCHOOL YEAR GRADE DAYS ABSENT
# SCHOOL DAYS

IN YEAR % ABSENT

1980-81 5 0 175 0%

1979-80 5 7 175 4%

1978-79 4 18 175 10%

1977-78 3 27 175 15%

1976-77 2 31 180 17%

1975-76 1 9 180 5%

1974-75 K 59 180 33%

*Decimals have been deleted on all grade equivalent scores. A "A2" indicates
average performance for a student in his/her second month in sixth grade.
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Student Characteristics

Lee is a Vietnamese student retained in the sixth grade. Lee's main
problem was his lack of English. When Lee entered Austin schools in
the third grade, he could only speak Vietnamese. His parents requested
that he be retained so that he could spend one more year in the sixth
grade and improve his English skills. His parents also requested that he
be kept at the same school even though they did not have a special
bilingual program for Vietnamese students.

He was weak in spelling, language arts, reading and social studies (probably
because he could not understand the language). Lee seemed to accept his
retention because he understood the reason behind it. In fact, he openly
told the other children that he had already been in the sixth grade before.

School History

Lee had been functioning below grade level in reading since fifth grade.
He was also below level in language arts in the 5th grade and in his
second year In the sixth grade. It appeared that Lee had less trouble
with math. Lee was a very hard worker who had good work-study habits.
Lee was well behaved and attended school regularly. During 1980-81, the
percentile score in reading tot-al, math total, language skills total
and work study skills total improved from his previous scores.

READING MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

Voc.

ale GE*
Comp.

'Zile GE

Total
ale GE

Concepts
ale GE

Problems

ale GE
Comp.
ale GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

4 35

14 46

5 38

30 57

4 37

18 52

9 47

27 58

9 43

24 55

68 74

68 74

20 55

36 62

13 45

14 46

15 49

37 61

Leewent from a 3.7 grade equivalent score in 1979-80 to a 5.2 grade
equivalent score in 1980-81 in reading.

*Decimals have been deleted in all grade equivalent scores. A "35" indicates
average performance for a student in his/her fifth month in third grade.

1 u
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Teaching Methods

Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 23 of 25)

Lee was in the SCE Reading Program during 1980-81. His was a pullout
program in which he worked with the teacher on a one-to-one basis for
about fifteen minutes a day. His regular teacher told the SCE teacher
what to cover. Since Lee's problem was language, the SCE-teacher managed
to get Vietnamese materials from Ridgetop to teach Lee. His regular
teacher also had to use out-of-adoption books for English and Reading.
She tried to give Lee leadership opportunitites and have him work in
small groups as much as possible. Other than that, she really did
not change her techniques of teaching a lot with Lee.



81.36 Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 24 of 25)

Student Characteristic

Tommy is. a Black child retained in the sixth grade. He was low in every
subject and seemed to lack the motivation to learn. He was so far
behind that his teacher found it hard to believe he had been through
the sixth grade before. Tommy was elso a slow learner. The teacher
seemed to feel that family problems contributed to Tommy's lack of
academic progress. Tommy lived with his father only. He was somewhat
hyperactive at first and did not have very good study or work habits.
As the year went on, he really improved. Towards the end of the year,
although Tommy was still low, he was performing at the highest level for
his group. The father seemed to be genuinely concerned. He felt it
was the best thing for Tommy since he was so far behind at the end
of the first year in the sixth grade.

School History

Tommy's ITBS percentile scores increased in math, language skills, and
work study skills. The Reading Comprehension percentile score increased;
however, the Vocabulary and Reading Total score decreased.

READING MATH LANG.
SKILLS

WORK/
STUDY

SCHOOL
YEAR

Voc.
%ile GE*

Comp.
%ile GE

Total'
%ile (.;E

Concepts
%ile GE

Problems

ale GE
Comp.
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

Total
%ile GE

1979-80

1980-81

16 43

4 35

9 42

11 44

9 45

5 40

4 42

23 56

1 30

7 41

9 49

29 61

1 40

14 52

3 36

11 44

4 40

7 43

Tommy went from a 4.5 grade equivalent score in 1979-80 to a 4.0 grade

equivalent score for reading in 1980-81. Tommy attended school regularly.

' *Decimals have been deleted in all grade equivalent scores. A "48" indicates

average performance for a student in his/her eight month in fourth grade.
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81.36 Attachment E-3
(Continued, page 25 of 25)

Teaching Methods

Tommy belonged to one of the State Compensatory Education lower groups in
the classroom. For his particular group, the teacher had to break down
instructions into small steps, give them a lot of individual attention,
and set clear objectives. She used below-grade level materials with
Tommy (e.g., a fourth grade math book) and tried using his pre- and post-
test scores for pacing the work she gave him. She also tried to give Tommy
leadership opportunitiel, and provide extra reinforcement to help him do well
in school. Tommy was a discipline problem if he was angry or frustrated.
At times, Tommy refused to do any work and the teacher just left him alone.
The teacher found that she had to be more patient with Tommy than with the
other students.

1 7ti
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Attachment E-4
(Continued, page 2 of 4)

5. Waa in any special programs last year?

PROGR.AM SUBJECT(S) PROGRAM SUBJEL"r(S)
- 4-
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/ 2- /1) any-

6. Were thasa pullo t programs? Floating teacher programs?

4-
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10. Did you consider

At ta chment E-4
(Continued, page 3 of 4)

a disciplinary problem?
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(Continued, page 4 of 4)

16. Yes. Why?

1) Child who has capability to
learn--not slow-learner or
retarded (they should be special
education)

2) Immature

3) Attendance problem

4) Personal problems

5) Academic problems

6) Those who fall behind and have
potential--don't let it snowball

7) Lack mativation

8) Kids in early grades

9) Kids with reading problems

10) Lazy kids; those who can't face
responsibility
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