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~ Abstract

The purpose of thelstudy uacrto as8s8ess tﬁé erfects cf an extrc
year program after kindergarten .on fourth grade achievement and
self-esteem. Heasures of self—esteel J;Q} obtained by the Piers-'-
Harris Children's S§liéconcept-8ca1e.g Stqunts‘ gqhievegeﬁtawass
- measured ;j*tte,Stadford ichievepentrrestg& Fourth grade students
who had participited in the extra yesr program-were compared to
_randonly selected £ou:th srade studentd Hho had not participated )
-'ti =.-in the extra year program, referred—not-placed students, and -~
' " retained students. The results uero agalyzed using an annlysis :
of vm;qce design, . The findings of _th:_lcl a_tucl_y indicated. that.
" the extra'jear progran did not have e=significaﬁt impact-pn-ctu-
. deﬁtsf achievement. The aelf—eateen of:fourth sraceﬁstudects who

participated in the program was significantly higher than non-

~ participants.
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The Bffects of an Extra Year Program -
after Kindergartem on Students' School

" Achievement snd Self Esteem

* According to Hantzicbpouloe‘qnd Morrison (1992) retention
rates are eacalating_qespite tte debate sutreundihs'tﬂe _ '
effectiveneas of the practice. Shephard snd Smith (1990) eatimated
fron their syntheais of reaearch that between 5 and 7 percent of
-public achool children are retained yearly Hhich produces a o

cumulative failure rate of 5reater than 50%. One reason for the

-
"“l

continued practice of retention ia the populnrity of the policy amnns
*J the public. teachers, and: adninistratora. One snrvey in a large

7 school diatrict reported that 59% of the citizena. 65% of the teachera
and 74% of the adminietratore supported a retention policy {House,
1991). Sifce réasArchers (&.g., House, 1991} Riﬁﬁﬁ;”l’gll'Sﬁéﬁif@”&ia;
Smith, 19903 Sklarz, 1989; Smith & Shep;rd. 1§87) have consistently

) reported that the single largest cauase for etudente dropping out of

- high school is grddeelevel retention, it is peisnant to study the

effectiveness of promotion policies and alternativea to retention.

‘lesearch p
Achievement

Most teachers and administrstors support retention as an

ERIC
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;..7 ; : ,effectire;neana nIanpra;ins students‘ a;adenicrachievenent-and aocial
immatnrity <noasi.’i§91£“ﬁ;ésa.'1§91{ shepard:& Smith, 1987); heweverrr
research has not doaumentedrthe effectiveneaa_of the practiee.
Hantziconoulos andfﬂorriaon‘fl992) anakyiedvthe'resnlts of 53 children.
who were retained at’ kindergarten and matched to a group of 7' R
53 promoted children. Students who uere retained demonstrated an
academic advantase durins the aecond year of kindergarten; houever.

..this advantage naa not maintained past kindergarten. The retained
uatudenta acored the aame meana on a reading achieVEment teat in
-first grade aa their promoted peera in firat grade waing aame-age
comparisona and aame-grade compariaons.

X Shepard and Smith 1987) tenorted ‘aimilar resulta in their
atndy.of 40 retained kindersarten children who were matched to 40
pronmted children. fo the end offthe first grade there were no

et differencea between the two groups on a mathematica”achievement

- _teat or-teacher ratinsa-of the atudenta‘ reading achievement,
nathematica achievement, aocial maturity level, aelf—concept level,
dand attention level: However. the retained children did acore
higher on & reading achievemant teat .than did their matched peers.
A synthesia of reaearch on retention by Shepard and Smith
(1990) which included over 100 atudiea found that “retained

children actually perform more poorly on average vwhen they go on to

Ci
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Irnﬁ_the next grade then [than] if they had been pmompted uithout

A repee;;ngra grade” (p. 86). Nason (1991) also- revieued the . .
literatu;e andrcdncluded that "a majority of the retention on

.iesearch reports a negative effect. kétedﬁien in kinderﬁarten=or

xﬁ ) firat frade does not produce 1ous-1ast1ng academic gains, but rather

‘ Ancreasis the l1kelthood that, a student will become a high school’

‘ -dropout (p. 302). .

- : uhl (1988) suggested that the latk of academic success of

o retained children could result from th: repetition of a program
“that was not successful the first time and may be equally or less

auegesaful ‘the second time. One qlternative to repeating the same
rgtade wdtp the same instructional matefdale end stra:esies‘ia the

' trageit{on room concept which providessad e&tta'yeaerf scﬁooi

O 7 betﬁeen kindergarten and first grade. Uphoff (1990§’contends that
students experiencing transition eoom proérans instead'of repeating'
(nﬁa&k&ﬁw*emm‘:‘ei ‘new curriculun especislly designed to

- provide them with deVelopnentally appropriate prsctice whiqh can lead
to success in school, confidence in self, and a _positive attitude
‘toward learuing" (p.~3). Children are referred to- the transition
room program based on prodeternined criteria and parents are usually

given the option to decline the services of the program. Since

transition rooms are a special case of retemntion and are designed

(=)
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" to allow extra time for development, the reaearch findings are
. repdrred neparately. -
According to Nason (1991), while the number of tranaition
xooms has béen increasing, thereffectivrneaa of the prograw haa
ﬂff*‘:' not been estaebliahed becauae of the limited atudies conducted-in
- o ’ Uﬁe achonlzsyatemé; Gredler (1984) synthesized the reaesrch on
" transttion rooms and concluded “that tramsition room children efther
do nor perforn aa well or at moat are edual in achievemenr levela
s L;=-teltranaittbn-roonueligiblemchildrenAplaeed in the regular.
claaasrcomn” (p. 469). In only one atudy waa the reading achievement
of the tranaition room children in firat srade highey than the
;ji'_ “ .~ reading achievemeﬁt of the resular children; however, by the third -
) "grade the difference was diminished. The research ayu;heaia did
indicate limited eviden:e that tranaition room children out
performed children uho had been retained. Gredler (1984) also found
that the less experienced teachera were usually aasigned to the
transition rooms and lilited opportunities were provided for
students to improve their reading skills.
- ‘Leinhnrdt (1980) doednented the prosrees of transition%room
children and children referred-not-placed ih trensition rooms.
"3 . The referred-not-placed children outperformed the transition room

children. Leinhardt auggested a replication of the atudy because of

L] ¥
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the diffetencerin 1ns;}uctioha1 sfrategieg éf the two graups, Ther
fefefigdénot;ﬁléced chilafén recei?edfg;gﬁqgié}iééar;ﬁs;;uétidﬁéi--
curriculum and ioré instructional reading time than the t;ansitioﬁ'
room students. . ' o o
Self-Egteem
4 The effects of retention on a child's ag;;;éhtéém has been
AAAAAA ,a topic of‘céncggé_fpr-educatéra. The ﬁﬁjofi;y.oé av;iléhle._
studies on the topic have used parent and child 1n£erviewo ;s
the primary instrument o: data collection. Aftef analyzing the
" results of over Soréiﬁdies_meiaﬁfihkrggp effecté'éf_grédé'”-
retention on sel£~gsteem. Sheﬁagd anA”Smith (1590) concluded that

hoth long-term and shon %term effects reveal "extra-year

)
i1 il =

'childienla:e hbfeiliﬁefgftoAh§véflduérkgéngcanpepfs anq‘puo;er

attitudes tp;ard school coﬁpﬁred to controls" (p. Bf).' Na;bn's
A (1991) review of the research concurred that “a child'§ self-

e~ :esteen-is-nesattvely-agfected;uhen~r¢tention is utiligzed"

(p. 302). Gredler (1984) summarized the results of transitionm
" _=pom. children and self-esteem: "Central to all transition room

programs are'th; atrong feéliuss and attitudes of the teachers

that Buch a progtam'will defiﬁitely énﬁance the child's sélf-

concept™ (p. 465); however, these feelings and attitudes were

not supported in the studies. One study cumpargd the scofoe

(%)
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between transition roca children and referred—not-placed childrnn
on-a seif—eateem inventory. The transition Troom children _
acored lower than the referred~nntrnlnced chilnren: ﬁ%uever;
g _ the lonénterm effectn‘of self-esteem eereinotiinrestigated.‘
Much oi the existing reaearch has focnsed nn early grade .
"retention or transition rooms with 1nappropriate 1nstructiona1-
atretegiea'and[or 1nggper1enceq‘tenchers. Ancording to Uphoff
(1990), all transition room programs are not effective and there
are aome essential characteriatica of gond prosrams 1nc1ud1ng
the followiag: ~ - | o '
The extra-year couea‘before.perabnal failure .
is experienced by the 1ndividual child.
-?.Parenta participate fully in the data-gathering
~ and act aa the final deciaion makers. _
Small class atse (12-15) ia maintained. ;ﬁon-
= --- -tracking, flexible exit‘and"prugreasiou policias

are used. Leatrning ‘experiences are based on ®

s e

developnentally apprnpriate curricnla. VHnlti-

factored agsessments are used. (p. 2) H
The purpose of this study. therefore, was to asaeae the effecta
of a developmentally appropriste designed. transition room program
utilizing sn experienced teacher on fourth grade achievement

and aself-esteem levels.

[ 4%)

(%)
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) A N Method
L semme

P vy

v~ The sample for thia study was the only elementary schooi
1n.oﬁt;-'“_achool' district. in ce_ntial Alabama, The system has
a to‘tal enrol.lnent of 1,574 with._sas‘ students ;n the elem;ntal‘-'y .
sch;uor t-rllil:_h__‘ includes grades kindergarten through ;fourth. _
Eépproxiﬁtely'Azl of the eleémeéntary stuﬂeﬁté"patticim-te ia the
. free or }éduqeil lunch prograin and 81% of the studer;i:a are vhite
o e and 19% nonﬁi;:l.te. ‘The school system-initiated a ttans:lt:lon room
‘ | Program in 1981 to identify and assist potential high echool
dropouts. Studenta sre :I.denr.:lf:led in the spring of their
. ik.i.ndersarten year aud parente have the option of plac:lng the
ch:lld in l:he traneir.:lon rooll program or pronoting the child
‘to the first grade. The trans:ltion roon prosram util:lzea !
a deve].opnentany appropriate curriculum with . an enphasia on
If o _whole hnauage apptoach to reading. The .cutr:lcu].,uu is difggrgnt
from the 'kindergattep -and first grade curricula and extra K
attention is devoted to the enhancement of the child's self-
esteem, The .enrollnenf is iiqil:ed to 15 students.
Children remain in the program an entire year and progresa to
the ifirat grade. The asme l:e-acher has tavght the clasa since

D the :anepticﬂi of the program. All students who had been referred

and placed ln_a transition room program after kindergarten, all

IR !
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studenta iﬁn had. been. refettedenot-placed in the'ttansition room, -

and ull atudents who had been retained and wore enrolled in the -

fourth grade in the -apring of 1992 were included in the atudy. -

Also, 8 randon sample of 46 atudents who had not been referred,

placed orrretained (regular program}) were included in the gtudy.r

Several descriptive indices were. computed on the sample énd

- the- results are summarized in Tables 1, 2, and 3'..~"1‘he l:oll:ai sample

consisted of 80 students with 49% temale and 51% male. The racfal

. 90".1!‘.;,5.,1."-10!! of the aample was consistent with the dia:.rihu;mn,qf S

thq“school population with. 83% white and 17% non-white. _The

:transitionftoon atndénts vere majority (85%) males, but the other

,Vgtoups were moye equally diatributed with- 402 uales in the teferred-“

not-placed group, Sﬁ! salea 1h the retained gtoup. nnd 412 males 1n
the resular progzan group. Retained and Tranaitton Room students

vere older than the referted-not-placed and regular prostan

'studenta.

Insert Taﬁ;es 1¢}2,'6qd 3 ebout here
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" Instrumentation
Tﬁd'ins;rumants vere used in this rgseafeh:-'fhe Piers--

Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (Piers, 1991) and the

o Stanford Ach;eveuent‘Tbst; eighth edition. "The Piers-Harris

is an 80-item, se}f—reﬁhrt qpeatipnaire designed to assess how

"chilﬁren and adoleacentsgfeéliabout théméelveé“'(Piegs; 1991,

‘p. 1). Internal consistency coefficients of .88 to .92 were
reported for students in grades. 3-6 and correlations between

the Plers-Harris total score and orher measures of self-concept - -

- ranged from .32 to .85. The total score is reported as a T-score

with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation bf 10 (Piers, 1991).

- The Stanford Achievement Test is a nationally normed (1988)

achievement test.
Method
Sample .

The Statford Achievement Test was aduministered to all fowrth

~ grade studﬁntq in April, 1992. The Piers-Harris was administered

1nrsna11 groups to all fourth grade studeats ln May, 1992,
Following the administration of both imstruments, students in the

regular program were randomly selected to be included in the

~ study. All students who had been placed in the transition room,

referred-not-placed, and retained were included in the study.
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‘Dats Anaslyses © =
' _fﬁe four groups (ttanéitioh'roon.'rgfergéd-ﬁoteblaced.
retsined, snd regulaf broﬁran) were\cumpared .on the Stanford

] o Achievement Test (SAT) and tne Piera-Harr%" Self-Concept Scale.

An analysia of variance (ANOVA) procedure uaius the Normal Curve

u
&

-Bquivalént-acorea on the Baaic Battery aubteat of the SAE vas

LI . *

: uaed to compare “students’" achooI :chievemeut. An ARDVA.p:uce&nre

M v

‘ o L was also used to compare the astudenta’ Total SelfiConcept T—scote

By

— o on_;he Piers-Harris, Ihe:s;attgticalmintotqatipq_gga_gnalrssd,”_
using the Statistical Analysis System's (SAS)-gemeral linéar "

model (Preund, Littel, & Spec:of. Lqée). The homogeneity of

o

vnriance assumption for the two ANOVA procedurea vas teated and

o

E not violated. B = T ""_ﬁ” o o - L
The four groups did not differ aignificantly (p < .01) on

7 achievement level as ueaaured by the Baaic Bnttery. The lcnn

AR

NCE score for the transition rbnm students vas 57.1, regular

o

prosram'atudents vas 53.5. referred-no;-plnceﬂ atudent; was 47.0,

. and retained students was 45.1. While the mean for the trensition
‘room studenta -was higher, it was not ailgnificantly higher. Iablee
4 and 5 show the resultas of‘the snalysis. The cslculated F was

1.88 with a probability level of .14.

(%)
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i

Insert Tables 4 and 5 aboui‘hete

) The four groups did differ significantly, however, .on the

D

I T sisniiicance at a probabiliby lovel -of .00b9. Ihc negn Totnl-

T scores uere the follouinsz tranaition touN‘studenté. 68-2;
"teguiar progzau stndtnts. 5. 8. referred-not-placed nﬁudents, '
54, 8. and retained students, 54 4. (See T:ble 6 and 7 The tesnlts

o were then furthet analyzed usihs Tntey 8 BSD test with hatnnnic mean.

" The t:lnsition roou students had aisni!icantly high!t lelf-ostGEl T
scores than ;he regulat progra- etudbnts.‘ reterred-not-placed s
students, and retained students. Theae resilts are réported in

oo .. Table 8. . .

Insert Tables 6, 7, and 8 about here

- Summary and Comclusion
The purpose of the study wsse to-determine the effectn of a
developsentally appropriate transition room program on students’

achievement level and self-concept at the end of the fourth grade.

"seifbconcept neasure. The calculated F value “of 5,6b resulted Ca

Year -
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th__l,é 'i:hé'trans'i:t';ld_n room’ students had a higlier mean a?:ﬁievb‘-:é&‘
score. tlurug regular program 'sr.udenré."E‘rvierréd-hét'-placed students,
Sy " and retained- students. the nun was nor. sisnif:lcanr.ly bigher. Also,
the trauution yoom sl:udantg were older than th- regular Program aud
: referred-'not-plnced students. The results ot‘ th:ls study indicated |
rl:hat there were 0 benetit for trena:l.tion room Btudeuts or reutned -
‘studeuts in .uclde-ic, progress. 'rh:ls f:lndins was consiatenr. u!.th the
liternture cm retention ‘and transition room students. |
1 o S (V3 l:rﬂu:lt:lan roo- .twentl ‘hag s‘.l.:nlﬂcmtly hislu'r aelf-meu -
Cavr T scores ;han nny ottner gron#-. All r.he groups. houever. had man scores
_nt or above l:he nvernge. Jhese resull:s vere in contrut to the teporred
“'_'nteratnte auﬂanea, m\e upunluon for the contradictory renlu of
e this stody was the use of a nelf-es;;en Inventery rntlur tham an

. ‘
-.;nterviw foraat and the extended u.u pt'r:l.cul from retention to testing.
e A.Hhui'...;ié‘ud.e‘ntp_.uy_ report negative _,aft,ti,t.rud‘e_.!_gqr_tcerni_na_retentmm._t.he o
“ event piy net negauwlyl_etfec.t l:l;eit' nesl.f-coﬁ’_ceﬁlt ovr-r qu ;xtended
| period of time. Also, the rr‘anutiouvrom students end in the .
atudy, t‘lerei exposed l:o_"a curriculus that promoted the deve.;op-eﬁt pf a
positive ‘lglf-colnicépt; 7 p
| Further monitoring of ‘the _r.rgnuitiou TOOR Program will assist

© systems in developing practices that sre appropriate for students.
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. A atudy that controls for chronological age and dbility leval of
E students would provide ‘benef ici&l infornation t0" acRool systeﬂls.
The researchers of this study are considerins modifications to -
)4‘ B ~
their present ttansition room»program that would allow for flaxible : o
: ‘fexit Pr promotion to. seconﬂ grade instead of first 3radz at. the
i
. " end n& the transition room program.
Lol Ly, 4 ‘ N 2 -
_— — ric"
w 1
. i >
pd L
r -
He OPY AVMLABLE
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. . Table |

-

Sex and Race of Fourth Grade Sample = -

Effects of an_Extra Year

=

Number Percent - . Number

" Female - 39 49% vhite 66
Male & S1%. ., .Noa-White ~ 14
Total - - 80 = 100% Total 80

5

1 f".t

(%)

ERIC
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Percent -

‘83%

17

- 100%

16

5
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- I ' . 17
'_ '_1'_:.\!)16 2 -
Description of Sample
Group - S {.}), : Numbers “Percent "
:}
f
Traunsition Room ] Males 11 ‘ as¥
- - ' : _ Females 2 - 15%
4Total 13 100% -
" Vl‘., . - N .
" Referred Not Placed Males 2 40%
. \ T Females - 3 60%
o _ Total .5 100%
Retained .7 Hales e 56%
Females 7 44
Total 16 100%
Regular Program  Males 19 a1x
) . Females. - 27 -
) Toral 46 100’

ERIC
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VT'a.i_ ples 3

Age of Fourtﬁ Grade Sam;le

7

Group. ;,Nuﬁber Mean_Age - Standard Deviation

SN , Transition Room 13 10.9 S 1
... Referred Not Placed 5. . 2 . .56
- Retained . - - 16 . 1.2 .57

Regular Program . = 46 10.1 .38

(%)

ERIC
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Table 4

' .Basic Battery Achlevement Score Means

' Group , - N A Mean ‘ SD

Transitign - . " 10 o s7. ' - 9.7
Referred-not-placed. 4 - s T 810 A2.8
Regular Program, . 46"\,\? T 83,5 . . - 14.9

Retained T el 168
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Table 5

S

g .’ Summary of ANOVA for Basic Battery’
. vy, . . N ENY R . " .

. Source OF - . ss CNs F P

Model © 3. - 1037.9 . 345.9- 1.88 L1415 -
- o '. o . ! . - ' 5 - I % 7 ’
T Error cc 68 12527.3 184.2

Total - - 71 . jases.3 L -

B
e -
M - \
T 2 ¢
- -
-
© —
o
PR N - - .
B8

21
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Table 6

Self-Eateem Score Meani

[

Group - N

SD

Transition N - 13t
.. Referred-not-Placed . 5

~Regulér Program- a6,

Retained .. 16

't
o Yool -
et . ggn P L L
"
.
'
k]
Y
y

S

Mean
68.2
54.8

- 56.8 -
54.4

o

o

9.1

1173 )
' 10-_._'_7fl T

12,7 -

Effects of an Extra Year
. ’ 21



(%)

ERIC

PAFui et provided by ERIC

.
o
]
5
o
«

i
o
i L

g _‘ETAble: T

Summary of ANOVA for ‘Self-Esteem Inventory
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Source

DP

M 2

]

M F - P

- . Model
Error' . -

Total

76’

Vo

1657.6 .

9041.0

" 10698.7

. .552,5 7 A.68 . .0049

118.9 . »

A
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-Tab’le 8

Mean Differences by Group for Self-Esteem - -

= BN L]

Transition -B@guiar Referred Retained
-68,2 . %6.8 54,8 34,4

=,

EREERN Transition: . R - y ;"11.30*: S 13.4% - 13,7%
Regulay ' P _"'j-": 't""_ - “ - - ’ 2-0 Y P

Referred ;(”z’ . o ' > ’ ¥

el oRetatmed e -
fal . .o __ R " -

'NOTE: Significant difference values were identified as *, p, < .03.
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