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ABSTRACT

_ A review of the literature in 1965 revealed
considerable research into the respective merits of policies of (1)
auntomatic proamotion for all pupils, and (2) rigid retention-in-~grade
for those whose achievement wvas judged deficient. Although neither
extreme was a panacea, proaotion appeared to havé feséi disadvantages -
than retention. Pupils who repeated one or more grades tended to . -
become discouraged by their conspicuous failure and to be no better
off at the end of their schooling than if they had been promoted each
year with their age-mates. Studies since 1965 have suggested that for
paximal learning to take place, the.crucial issue is how the
individual pupil is treated in his school--including how he is either
promoted or retained--rather than the adoption of omne policy or _
another. They call for (1) humaa treatment of each pupil as a person
of value, and (2) creative provision of appropriate learning tasks in
vhich the individual pupil can experiemce success. To assure these
conditions, the role of the educator who works with each papil is no
less critical than that of the policy maker. (Anthor/RC)
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A revicw of the !ite}ature/gn 1965 revealed considerible

research into the respecfin weritq'of;;o!icies.of (ﬂ),ﬁazoaatié promo-
i : ' e . ¢ -
tion for all pupilsy, and Qg) rigaﬁhfetcntf;h-in?gfnde for those whose
achievcenent was judued defi;ienfi As a gengral poli:y;raithough neithér
extrere wos' a panacea, pronptidh appeared to have fewer disadvantages
- "than retention, Pupils who rﬁpeated onc or more grades tended tc become
discouragb& Py cheiﬁ:consp!tuous fallure-and to be no better off attthe

end of their schoollng than if they had been promotéd each ycar with.

their age-mates.

Noting that the promotion/retention dilemma has not yet been -

fully resolved, studies since 1965 have suggested that for maximal learn-
ing tq take place, the crucial Issue is how the individual pupi! is |
treated in his school-~including how he is either promoted or retalned--
ratﬁer than tﬁe adoptio;:of one policy or another, They call for (59'
humane t;ééfment of ecach puptl és a person of value, and (2) créntivc
provision of appfopriate !earngng taské in which the individual pupil can
experience success, To assure these conditions, the role of the‘cgucator
who works with ecach pil is no less criticai thanm that of the policy maker,
Numerous Spccific strategies for facilitating--but not guarantec-

ing--maxSMaL?learnTng have been des;ribed In recent research literature,
and many &evélcpnwnts and propusals have been in the daily news_in 1973..

. Some of the stratrgies most rcccﬁtly initiated in the School District of
Phi!adelphia are highly consistent with the research findings and hold
promise of helping {é speed the day when the promotion/retention policy

question will have been outygrown,

¢ . : -
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Unless a youngster is exposcd to meaningful

%earnrng—cxpef+¢ﬂccs—aeﬂa_ievGL—he_Ls_cmational1¥h____h_
and mentally prepared to handle, the qucstion of
whether or not he is promoted should not become a
major issuc; proroted or not, he will benefit very
little from schuo! curricula, |t may well be, then,
that educationally disadvantaged students . . o
should be promoted providing there is the least

L. evidence of sincerc effort., Nevertheless, the
advisability of awarding automatic promoticns to
educationally disadvantaged students should herdly
be considered an Irrelevant or peripheral question:
instead, it defines the core of the larger ¢.»-’lenge
we are likely to face in the near future. :

-

Perhéps sooner than Daniel Levine realized when he wroée those
words in 1966, the School District éf Ph{ladelghia is faéing-that "Iafger
challenge.'" The findings of research into the g;fect; of-promat}on to
the next grade or retention in tﬁe same grade can pfnbab!y be u;dcrstood :

best when seen in historical perspective.

How the Promotion/Retention Dilemma Developed

A

—. 1
- -

HlStoricilly, master;‘of each school grade's tasks was cbn-'
sidered.prercquisite to success in the next grade's taiks, ‘Pupilz_who
demonstrated such mastery were. considered qualified for promotion; those
who did not meet the stéﬁdqrd could efthcr try again {repeat the year's
works é}fgiVe up (drop out of school).

The high-school diplorna was ac;¢§téd as evidence that a person

had distinguished himself from those wio, for variods reasons, had not

attained the prescribed Jevels of mastery in their presceribed annual

T e —— e ——
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" of- dropping out, the pupits in any classroom were presumed to ke thcre

[
o
l

académic tasks. Furthermorc, bncause they had not exvrclacd their epti

[ L

because they wanted to succ;e& in their current ycnrfs acadcmlc tasks.

-~ [

But tht about the unquccessful pupils, vhbse fornal cducatfon

ended short of gratuetienT A-gruwlng concern that they--ané various

other scgments of ur ziety~~were being’ disndvanteged;by their nongradua-

o tion fed to a "keep *hem in school“ campalgn. which’ resulted in legisla-

“tion rcquirlng unsuccessful puplls to remain in school (the scene of
?{ﬁeir fallures) until reaching a specified chroneloglcal age. Thus the
concern for neducation for . all, whether they want it -or not" ferced
educators to contlnue working with the unsuccessful--and unwilligg--

-

‘%upll as repeaters instead of -ignoring them as dropouts.

Finding thelr classrobms occupied by pupils whom they had not
successfully educated in previous years, teachers could respond variously

‘to the _pxoblem, lrresponslble teachers could Ignore the spectal needs

. of the repeaters, censc:entlous teachers could try to make the repeated

year a more fruitful learning exper!ence than the pupils? eertier attempts
had bccn. Houever. for the Irresponslble the ignored problems did not
go away, and even for the consclantious thare was a far less than satis-

factory rate of improvement emong the repecaters.

The Futility of Manpromotion

“The apparent futility of using nonpromotion as a remcdlal
treatment in cases of academic failure was noted in our School District’s

research -bulletin, “School Fallure=~A Surnmary of Rescarch Findings,! in

May 1965
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Groda ropcntum particulatrly in the vurly
_grades, not only faitls, to h‘lp the mpjority of -
~ pupils acadenically, but, in cany cases, croatds
additicna! problems. Factors. Tavolved in « student“
failurg vory from fchool to schooli

Thc major problems of grade xepeﬁjtioﬂ are that
the student is older and laryer than his clussmates,
“. i and chat his ability, including his learning rate,
is gencrally below the class average,

« “Several studies have revealed definfte r. lation-
ships between school retardattonAaad delinquency,
. For youth who have already experfienced a poor family
life, school fallure may provoke resentmont,

Yet in partlcular s!tuatiuns T the scnior high
" school and vocational proggans, arbitrary minimum
. Standards must be set for soue skills to protect
life or to meet spec:fic care \\demands.

S

General}y,‘the 1965 findings have been confirmed by more recent

xl:s:ies. For exanpld a follow-up of 1968-1969 first graders In
o

ucky--whe~e the Alrst-grade retention rate is hlgh-~|ed to the con~
clusf§? that “a youngster who attempts flrst grade twice Is not subs tan-
tially better off thpn he was the first time." In a Wisconsin study af
more thah 600 metrqyolitan high-school sfudents repeating an entire grade
(8, 9, IO or ll);/although the whole-grade repeaters generally improved
their marks lﬂrSUbJectS they had previously falled (and in matheratics
and science subjects they had already padscd), the amount of lmprovement
during the sccond ycar was judged "hardly sufficlent to justify‘a whole
year's extra vork." | .

ln other studies it was found that (a) marks in repeated sub~

jects tend to be fower than those in subjects taken for the f:rst time,
(b) fallure can cause forgetting of materiat that was once learned, ,and
(c) the threat of fallure does not increase the rate of educatfonal gain .

; ,

of pupiIS'th are threatened,

-



Thus repeating a year's work docs not assure the overcum?nq

ot a deficiency in academic achicvenent, While some pupils may co?tinue
. . . ' BN

I,
to aain during their sccond year in any grade, the average gain of the
- . ’;

repeaters is less (sovetimes by Your to six ronths) than that of ‘vqually
deficient pupils who are granted conditional propoticn. Furthermore,

achievonwnt-test scores of many retalned pupifs have been found to

«
/

gpcfeaéu during the year after -rete  on.

‘ The damaging effects of nonﬁromation are belicved to result
not from the repetition itself, bgt from “the stigma, of nonpronotion,
the impairment of moralce, and the ekposuru to the same inappropriatc
methods that previously led to failure,"

The contention that a policy of nonpromotion wvould help schools
to "maintcin. standards'' is refuted by eviden;c that (a) greater achieve-
ment has been found in situations where the promotio& policy is lenient
than where it Is rigid, (b) the presence of a large number of retalned
pupils in a classroom can lower the work standards for the class as a
whole; (¢) cxcessfve fa}lures may merely indicate that inappropriate
standards arc being applied, and (g) in their éagerness to pass rather
thaﬁ fail, weak pupils are tempted to 5ecnme “answer qrohbers'' and "teach;r
pledsérs“ rather than ge;uine achieveYs.,

To thaggﬁﬁho suggest that nonpromotion of unsuccessful pupils
would aid learnfﬁéwby.CStab!ishidg more honoycneous groups of pupils, it
must be said that, té whétcver extent such homoueneous grouping is
possible, it tends to put low achicvers of all sorts together. This often
leads to uniform treatnent regardicss of the reasons for deficiency, and
tondg to deprive then of the stimulation to be gained from more capuble

pupils who could be their examples and helpers. In proctice, homogencous
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arouping based on academic ability 1s Impossible with self-contalned

classroons, because not even tne a\;e;age pupll in the aroup is achieving
at the §am level in a‘t'hsubject‘*s. ._Q high rate of nonprorntion has been
flou‘nd not to reduce significantly the range of individual abilities with
_(whi‘ch the t‘c‘acher must dea! in the classroom. Even after retentlon, the
loa achie;mrs are still acnerally ahead of thcir peers physically nd
behiiu! then acadenically.,

* _Although a cause-and~ef fect ‘n.-‘-atic»nship has not lreén clearly
established, failure to be promotcd has been found to be associated with
a negative self-concept, and elementary-school pupils who have f;i’led

-

‘more than once tend to have a more negatlve self-concept thén those who

-

‘have been retained only once. Low- self-concept has been found to Inter-

fere with scholastic nmotivation, cspeclally among pupils from lower socio-

economic backgrounds and minority groups, ‘

Compared with thelr 'socially promoted' peers, noﬁp}'onn;ed
pupils “show mare symptoms of social and emotional maladjustment, are

more often socia!lj rejected by thelr new classmates, and are more often

“wviewed unfavorably by thelt teathers.™ Pupils who- vlew thelr nonpropmotion

L

-

as a '"'vote of no cmf-dc.ncc“ t\ Lo doub}\ their awm abitity to achicve
and, therefore; tend to put fortPr‘\l\ess than their best cf forts.

lcqative attitudes toward ls‘ch.ooi abound among the nonprouataed,
‘~

Daydreaming and apathy, frequently ohserve)}\are believed to be mechanisms

w .
of self-defenseagainst the ego-shattering effects of o full awarcncss
<

by the pupits of their having been branded failurcs.
Failure is sclf-perpetuating; its effects are cumulative.

Repeated fuallure tendy to induce cxpectation of further failure. A 4tudy
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o Baltinore Beod Start pupils found, even in carly childhood, a §ymlc;
B 8

of frustration and failure in whica the child':s academic deticits become

.cumulativu." An Arizons «<tudy of minurity-;rnup o!cmunt:ry-schoo! pupils

noted that Yeach yuar-of accuwulating regression carries with it a grawe

ing indifference to learning," .

' Numetous othur studies have demdastrated the diruct relation-
ship between nonprowotion and the tendency ld\Qrop out of school before

AN
graduation, A Michigan study of school drOPOUls‘\g?firWud that

The effects of &arly school failure cxpcr;EQﬁgs bave
long-term conscquences for both a child's subsequent
achievement in school and eventual mental health. . . .
It appcars thit the great majority fof school leavers/
drop onut because they sirply cannot tolerace more
failure and the comwensurate feelings of low self-
worth and sclf-esteem,

Overall, tne evidence continues to point stronqly to the con-
clusion that we cannot rely upon nonpromotion In itself to improve school
achievement, A nonpronotion policy assures neither more subject-matter

mastery nor more rapid progress than social promotion, and usually causes

pupil motivation to detcricrate,

The Other rxtremefjfrountion for Al

Long before all those studicy were comnieted, the pendulum of
cducational practice was swinging from the onc extreme of rigid prumutﬁon
requirerents to the opposite extrenc of autéﬁ&tic promotion for all
pupils annually, reqardless of their rate of fogrning or their degree of
subject-matter rastery, Yowever, automatic promotion has fziled to prove
ilself the easy puiacea for which its proponerts had hoped. Some of the

problems evident in nonprosation remcin uncured by autoratic promot i om;



"
“~

ulhers f.uvc boeen eerely replaced by .a’ different set of Aproh!cms.
‘Educatiuunllv disadv;nzpééd youth have been found to learn best
in an cavironcent thot is stfuc{uros and consistent. A study of inner-"
city schools sponsored by the Councll for Basic Education has found
automatic promotion harmful in that {t does not engender self-confidence
tha; is bused ;n deronstrated persLnal corpaetence. To unperceptive
pupils, promotion ubtained without effort can give a false estimate of
;heir ability; to the disillusioncd,.lt is less than an carned revard.
| For the sponsors of co~cnsatory cducational programs, auto-
matic prowotion rewoves a major incentive for their efforts to enable
thefglsadvantagcd to succeed in academic competition: {f there is to be
no competition, éoor academic preparation ds no disadvantage. rFor the
/
educator, also, there is a temptation to fcel less than “accountable!*
for thg performance of puplls who he knows will be p;omoted regardless
of how well or how pno;ly they achieve during the current ycar.
Even when he is Ysoclally" p}qmotcd, the Inadequately achieving

pupil still tends to be raladjusted and at the bottom of his class

scholastically, And cven when his individual learning cxperiences are

~adapted to his abilitics he may find the classroom aroup activities

frustratingly beyond his ability to cope. Insistence that a pupil under-
take an educationai task (such as learning to read) for which he is still
developrentally "unready" has been foun? to create enational blocking and
apathy that can hinder future efforts. Compared with pupils who arc
retained in the same grade for a sceond year, socially pronoted pupils
have shown a gro;tcr tendency (g) to feel inadcquate among their pucrs;

(g) to cheat, (g} to be unhappy abuut low marks, and (i) to feel vumuntoed

at homre. .
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Opposents of Avtoratic prorotion cueation the desirability of
denying any il the "right" to fail during childhood, lest he face
s

[1 a M -
problums In adul i Vife without naving learned cither (a) what he is

individually aﬁ}c and uncble to do, or (g) how to deal effectively with

»
 r—

the ﬁmc of ‘i‘a.i lina., ) . . . } .

’Po&sibly the mnct vigoréﬁé\ebjectors to a policy of social | ;
promotion are those who sce it as lMp;yjng a lack of standards in the
evsluation of pupil achicverent, Al though théir objections tend to he
bascd on something other than empirical research findings in favor of
retention, thiey do }ead to a questioning of the meaning or value of the
high~school diploma. Despite their acknowledgment that pupils differ . e
widely in the obility to profit from formal education, they see something
incongruous about a high~school oraduate who still reads like the average
third gradcr. .

The objectors can cite more solid evidence that automatic promo-

tion does not climinate the inadequate achievers' pronencss to dissatis~

faction, truancy, and dropping out of school. el
Overall, the evidence leads to the conclusion that adﬁanat!c

promotion docs :;t bring automatic freedom from prub!ens In scholastic o

achicverment or in personul/social adjustient, But in terms of its cffect

on the unsuccessful pupils theuselves, a policy of automatic promotion has

been found somovhat less unaati:factnrgﬁthan a policy of automatic retention.,

-

A Diler-a beyond Sclution by Policy

The arbivalence of the findings reported in research litercture

suggests that the '"hest! promotion‘po!icy Is yet to be discovered, perhops
19 |
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1: Vs i . () [ - » - ‘

& . pupils and automatic prorwtion of all pupils, At lcast, neither of these

B y T - o , e

=2 } R VSR . . . . .

sa Y 4 extrges has proven to be either the Ymaking' of Amcrican education or

its uvndoing, Were it otherwise, our dilenma would hove been solved long

before 1973.

The literature suggests that the failure of either ﬁnlicy to

AP Ty ﬁl?"“"' ; o
o U ' ".!"_ - '

gain nermar.ent acoeptance is largely the result of theﬂindividﬁal dif fer-

\

' eaces that exist among pupils. It has been found thot retention.in a

grade because of- inadequate achidvement is not simply the opposite of

promotion based on suecess, but rather has effects that are qualitatively

~
? ~

_different., There is evidéncc, also, that individuals' reactions to

-
Iy
-
» e
e
ot
S
-

-~

&

-

fallu“e aic more varjed than their reactions to success: su ,-different

- - b S-S . . 2
reac:ions as' aggression, regression,-inechanica! repctition, "freezing,”

-

S
g

S b £
skenticism, and panic are not unusual, : : ;

| !
- Different strategies for remedlation have been fouﬁh necessary
¢ . . i
in dealing with academic deficiencies stemming from different causcs.

» ‘ Pupils suffering respectTvefy'from tnadedugte earlicr Ingtfuction, poor _ ;o

T o study habits, dislike of a,subjeét, and general slowness in léarning, are

unlikely to be helped by identical treatment of any sort, whether 1t

. includes Siomotion or retention, Differences in educational ncads among’
“individual puplls must be met, régardfés& of the particular school's
‘grouping and promotion policy. These differences are apparent’only to
persons. who are in close céntact with thc‘individuai pupfi;;'

Where the goal of education Is maximal learning by ‘cach pup!f,

the key question is-no longer, *Should academically deficient pupils béi_

promoted or réfaincd?" They can learn or remain i1literate under either

.;‘-.f*‘é P
- ‘e -

’
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) .
procedure. Rather, the question beconwes, Y"How con the wost favorable

learning situation be provided for this pupil?' 1ln answering this latter

question, the decision whether or not to promote the unsuccessful pupil

must be made on an ifndividual basis. Placing hin with the tcacher who
will rost effectively interact with him and his unique needs usually is

mor: 1mpartqnt thun classifying the pupil's test scores or his chronolog-

‘

ical age. g
. ~ L
When maximal- learning is sought, the pupil's own perception

of the situation is seen to be more Important than administrative con-

venience, The specific context or atmosphere in which the -pupil is

eitherkpromoted or retained Is more critical than the policy itself.

~

This research-based point of view is well summarized in a 1972 textbook

in cducational psvyciology:

-

* It is apparent , ., . that there is no ready
answer to the aguestion of promotion versus non-
. promotion. What is important -is how the learner

Is treated. [Frdgsicd or rctainqu7 he is not to

be branded a chronic failure, not to be compared.
. with others who are not rcally his peers, Is to be
helped and listened to, and should ‘be encouraged ’
and understood rather than being '‘beatén down' more
and more at home as well as at school.

Some Possible Strateqics

The key to attaining the goal of maximal learning for every
pupil is to he f;und not in general statements of policy but in the
atmosphere of cach school, in the Instructional pructices in cach class~
roorm, and in the interaction (relatidnéh!p and tommunica:ion) between the
teacher and cach pupil, ‘

Maximal learning can take place where therc are (g) manifest

€
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! achnezledgrent of the valuce of each pupil as a person, and (b) monifest

é - concern for his rmaximal learning through individually appropriate learn~

v fng-tasLJ in which he can experience success, The former is basically

a mattcr of practicing good husan relations; the latterhca!!s for creative
ways of teaching pupils who do not learn adcquately vhen taught by more . &
conventional methods, )

Such terms as “individualization," Adlagnastic and prescriptive
teaching," and “indivi&ual!y prescribed icstfuction’(lPl)" denote come
specific apprcaches to reducing the cupilfféilure rate, They arc‘based
on the f:ndxng that success in small tasks is more !nsplrlng than failure

. in larger ones. Using this approach. the teacher aims to counteract in~ o

-~

effective- behaviors by arranging progressively more difflcult tasks in :
which the pupll can succeed The personal sacisfac;lon to be derived < .
from such successful achlevement—-not mere praise for effort--seems
especially important in the child's early elementary~school years. . s
| The attitudes of pupils, teachers, and parents ace crucial If
-retent}on-in-d;ade is to be ihterpreted‘constructive!y. {f promotion and

retention are to bc viewed not ‘as reward and punishment, but rather as

alternative placements for maximal learning, 2ll three groups must be o

helpcd to understand them as sucﬁ. Close communication betwcen school
and home can aid this understanding., Our School District's current Pupil
Progress Reporfing liaprovement Project (PPRIP), using narrative report-
‘cards and teacher-parent conferences, helps both teachers and Qarents-to
. understand the child's educational development cnd_the role that the
school is seeking to play:in it., This decper undcr#tanding can help to
overcom~ the potentially. traumatic effects if retention is later found

- . -advisabie, . o
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1 the pupil is to repeat a grade, it usually is better for
him to heve a diffgrent teacher for 2 “fresh sg;rt."‘ in any case, the
first ycsr's teacher <hould be carcful 5éirtéhéppear to have lost faith
in the unsuccessful pupil; otherwive, it would;ﬁe'diffiéslflfor the pupil
o accept retention as . being bost for him.  §f the déficient pupil is
prowbted his new teacher should do whatcver is possible to elininate
his stress and anxicty in the new classroom_whérc most of his classmates

Rccognizinguthas nei ther Qniversal promotion nor excessive

}etention is;h'satisféctorx policy, many school syStems scek a compromise
between thos: extremcs. One such p!an is the Settsng of m!nimum standards
for-each grade but not app!ylng them to any pupil who is already &0 years
behird his age-mates NewsYork City schools‘have recent ly speciflied a
limit of one year's retention in the elementary grades and one In fhe-
secondary grades, and the provision of "{ndividually prescribed programs'!

for repeaters, based on their individual deficlencles. Such "comp romise!!

policies are consistent with the research finding that, if absurd ext remes

. are avoided, ‘exact grade placement in itself tends.to have lsttle cffect

J-x?

on a child's educational development dur!ng a given schooF year. N Sl

r
1.

- Ideally, tire avoldance of fai!urc Is a worthy goal It is:

.
-

‘attalnable.when cach pupxi’s program, pace, and learnsng tasks are wl
’ .

[ 4

appropri«te to hic precent s;ate of readincss, and wh n carly idenxlf:ca-

-

tion of a learning diff:cul:y is fqllowed by swift and effective treat-
ment. | in practice, most schod1s why need 'to settle for a polucy generalliy

favoring promotion, but a!!owing occasional purposeful.rutentlon in the

primary grades. Our School District's recently annornced "checkpoint

L L e Y
Y
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conterst are a soundly based effort to provide the AdnSi_rublc carly idunt‘i-‘
fication and preant runmdinf treatrient,

Sch&ol counselors can continue their contributinu-gu fallurc-
reduction as they guide pupils in the scttfng of realistic (attainabie)
academi; and carcer goals. Flexible scheduling, also, con cnable marginnf

z

pupils to take some subjects in which they arc interested and can tastc!
success even i f their other subjects are mare difficult. !
Complcte alternative programs, likewise, can encourage success

by making the ecuucational experience relevant to the pupils' diverse necds
) ;A-N“ & .

and interesté. Our. Schoo! District has recently cxtended the évallahilfty.

of alternative programs to elamentary~-school pupils.

In its 1973 feport, the National Commission on the Reform of

Secondary Education, privately supported by the Kettering Foundation, has

proposed a reduction of the compuiéofy attendance agé (now 16 in most

states)_to 14, stating, "If the hlgh's;hool is not to be a custodial
institution, the state must not forcc adolescents to attend." Such a
plaﬁ,‘?f adépted, could allow qnsuccessful or uninterested pupils to
sééklﬁbétéyef cxperiences they consider more relevant or hore conducivc.
to their succcss; leaving high school to the-m&re willing an& scholastéc-
aliy ahle pupi)S; : | ' )

A no;gradcd organization has bécn tried in varigyéﬂgettings as
a vioy of de?emphasiziﬁg promotion and thus avoiding or re&ﬂ??ng the
problcms inhcrent én the proretion/retention dilemma, Nopgr&deggcss
makes the question of promotion or nonpromction obsolete. Children do
ncf get promoted from grade to grade, Bor dq they ropégf grades,‘because ‘
there are ﬁc gradges as sugh.

o f

Lot -
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In corpatison with overage pupils in a graded organitétinn,
overace pupils in a nengraded situation have shéwn yreater CUncchgd‘
matu;jty, more participation in group activities, and a greaéor tendency
fo”gg,"contributlngﬁ*mcmbers of the!r clasges. Although results at higﬁcr

~ grade;fcvels have been somewhat equivocal, and although organizational
f - structure does not in itself assure attalnment of objectfves, nhongraded-
| ness has Seen usced successfully ‘in the priuary grades.
One publicized example of a nongraded ﬁfogram is the McKinley
‘Schoo! Project f? Warren, Ohio, where nongradedness has been combined4
with tcani tea;hing in an effort o overcqmé‘some of the disadvantages
° é of the‘self-;oniaincd cla;;roqm. A promising development in our own
Scheol D{strict in 1973 is;thc eﬁtablishmcnt'of nongraded instruction in

. *

T oa number of elémen@ary'schpolSIWhere five, six, or seven years will be

~considered a Y"normal" peri§d for completing the proggém. Under tﬁIS:plqn .
the slower !earneé;can'prégreSS at his own pace without the_tréumé of
form%l, ce65picu0qs retentjons., h

" Anbthesyggpstructive dcvelopmén; stemning frqm our School

District's ackﬁawledgment that individual pupi}s differ from one dnother
is a gradually changing emphés!s in the use of standardized test results.,
There appear to be a‘decreasihg-conccrn for cpd-of-year statistics, and
a growing feeling that teachers should have’the test fcsults in time to

use them in planning the lessons that will be most aﬁpropriate for their

pupils, Our Decerrber 1973 achievement test{ng is part of an exploratory
.  move In this direction,
N

- Unfo}tunaip1y; the problem of evaluating the high-school diploma

Is not ecased by a school system!s provision ofﬁgighly diversified programs

AFT
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a

T A )

2, ﬁ and ind}u}dhaii;yd expectations of pugils' progress,  One suqqestion in
\\\‘- this !Jud}é has ﬁvcn of fured in 1973 by the Pennsylvania Citicons!
.- 1 ..
Cenirission on Hasic Educﬁtion. Decrying a “custudialh appreach to educa-‘
‘Lion, the commisSion has pruposéd that tﬁc high-schoojl diploma be replac-d
- : { .
with an “cxit cdrtificatc“ wirich would include an indicatiun of the
specific level of academ%c proficiency'atta!ned by ghc individual pupil,
Even with the ixplem;ntation of these aﬁh’qther‘enCUurag!ng
sttategies,.thefc are so;iolcg!cal-rcaséﬁs to believe that urban education
will continue to facetan uphill struqggle for 4 long time., A 1958 study
" - .. . ' .
A 1971 study‘of Hexican American, American Indian, and black pupfls in

five southwestern states indicated.that the members of minority groups

' have”a greater tendency than other pupi{é to. repcat grades.~ A University

' j ) ‘of Wisconsin analysis of 1960 census data revealed §h5t a pupills rate
;J:fth N of progrgss;l? school.ié closely related fo.his 55&, race, SQx, rural/é
7ﬁ\ﬁ ‘.f urban status, parents' income, and especially parents' education,
4 . ’ ‘
- ~ Such findings léad to the ob§ervatidh that the variables most

closely related to childrent's progress in school are demographic factors:
which are quite beyond the control of the puplis’themselves. Furthermdre,

except as lorg-term evolution may change the home conditions in the

- .

*

makers.,
In the meantime, the schools can strive to provide the supportive

therapy of a personalized cducational experience for every pupil., At this

point in'dur School District's history, it appears that another twing of

the pfomotion-policy pendulum=<~back toward stricter v rqui rements=-mjght

L&Y

found that nonpromoted pupils tcnd to come from culturally deprived homes.,. °

community, these factors are also beyond the control of the schools! policy. -
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serve At g sleaan G sy toi ander whiich our ccal tor effective education

can b g irended, lfu “logaen valus is not dé:tr@yed by the fact that a
strici retentlon policy in jtself has . been found snncwhat less effecttve
than & policy‘favnring social prvmotioﬂ.

Eve& i1f cesearch bos' found it to be less than i&ehl, no slogan
can he "ali bad" if iis_use as a rallying cry indirectly facllitate§ tﬁ;

¢ .

really cffective claysroom conditions unéer'which cach child {s stinulated

to attala his an highest possible level of ach!evcumnt.: After all, as.

’

research tells us, how the pupil is promoted or retained is more important

than ubether he is.

e
-
-
A &
. f E
- R «
’
§
*
! -
[ -
- a
Ay
[
H
- hl
- : ) - s S
" ¢ - s
[ N -
- ! -
-
a
<
s .
-
%
-y,
. - 2
H L]
.
<«
LY
-
!

:Zea’: )

1%



L]
-

Bighyo . o-AVHY

L)

.

Arfzona S¢ ot DBosar e of ubtic- Inutry o fen, A rovnvy O th.
'nt e, s rie (o dent a0 rabLlg sl TR “‘_nn. Flooiniyg,

AYLTOBAT Ardlny Stu e s A tRCHL ef Puldie tadtruction,.
becoarber 13, Y50, (G DALy . .

Ausubel, DLy, Sdac:lianal w*m",-v’u pr==A can! tive \Hc-\* 'eww Yourk:s
’

cte e . e -~..---

t"“.t‘ !‘.1“. frast & Wi eleyer, f¢ ’(18 .:.‘. :‘,\‘J.

¢
Avsubel) ‘b,t,, Q Pom:'.s'un P.G. &~ 24:)1 lovrnd - =An i:rﬂ ey ok :f*f-inrg_ t,(

;;ug&_g._,gg_gg_l-l_—wg}_]g]n‘cw.’. How Yori: Lolt, Ritehare § h‘iu.uon,
1949, Pp. 259-259. - : . .M
Blair, G.M., Jones, R.S8., & Simpson, R.H. Edye: xtjnnél neycholoaey.
' (3xd ed.) Phw York: ti.ciillan, 1: iuﬂ Pp. ‘-51—..:53.

-

Brown, L.I. A smﬁ‘vov of wastar: srnblms in «lementarr aduc ation.
Iw.‘ist:c)1 Fn,lanfi- Bri:tal Univer y Institut.e of Edu¢au<m,
: ,1966. (nxxc £LD39053)

-

Buder, L. City to end mMmbiomatic nromotion of pupxls in new reading drive.> )
- Kow \'ork 2imas, December 3, 1973. . ‘

-

Conveission onh Civil® 2ights., The unfiniched c-duuation- Cutcomes for
- minorities in the five southwestern states. Ilexican Amorican
‘Iducational Lo ies, Revort $MAES- -IT, 1971l.- (ERIC LDO5SGH2L)

Conlisk, J. Determinante of schaod onrollmcnt .md schnnl e-orfnnl_:nnuﬂ
rladj.snn, Winconsin: Unn:rsxry ot itis sconsin fnesti tute for ‘"
Research dn Ioverty, 1967, (ERI(‘ ENO12011)

Cronbach, L.Jd., Hilgarg, E.K., £ Spalding, W.B. qucxﬂoml :.gych-sh, .
(202 ecd.) _llew Yorks farcourt, Bruce & World, 1*'63. Pe 207,

Ltis-.-nherq, 1. Sorme cnildean ar:s convinced u ¢ can't mn. B:xltimnrm
baltimore jublic schogl rroject tcud o tzrt, 19G7.
(LR2IC EDO21&32) .

'3

Hllnnburq', .C. Pr-g_mgt pusilsg tn railt Clering ﬁm.“.‘il 15’72, :1__(_1‘ (9’;
553-555 (l‘.f TC I-JOJ’?‘“)’) - .

Eson, M.E, Paycholoais () h-n.:.*ﬂx s of atwcetion.  (Ond od.f

HM.‘ York: i :lt, Alpenart & afim.hm, 1970, 1., 23:3-24%,

4




f .
| gt Con ALALE
. ..; i
! .
y : s ‘
. [ ] \
Faotterr, Wi, « rrean, Y. SRR R IS BALORY § B R A T Al B _"_g'.--_‘ir'in__w_r_:r‘ .
froo TRt e e LR S T P At S .
’ - R P W N AT Sr BPY 2 BTN :".‘.;L"E""""" SR ALEAR
B LIS PRV I § POF RN IST RN FEFE RIIPRY Ciorretin u-]leuc @ latucatic 1,
Nor. e o aly .
/ ’ :
Vindtoey, Mo, & Drean, 20, MY it ronnine: }:f_h*—-f\’ Jaen cluaions
. _.:p.! r: 1(_\___'_3_11_‘?.‘_"_'-'___-:. .sl‘ Lo, Coorg: o lnigeer ‘i\ K tmqitf
Cey? 'd-z.‘ vl kdeetian, 0T, (ERIC EDY 38T
;
Froslitag, ALt ! ducaticnal zovechole v (20d «dl) How Yo:rk: (O W

ank, H.D.

]
{

/

(.cite/ A.T.1l. On the val:cy.tg of r.).:-'vn,mtion .xf”an cdvueational pro-~ure.

!
!

!

llil] '] ‘47. L LI 24';“:‘:4‘.'.

*

t ‘ .
Moumremotion teaches, children thev ine inferior. Fdncat ion
Digunt, 19¢9, 3%, 3, 38=3%, (ERICFJI0IGA10) -

ot

L N

Madinon, Jisconsin: uni\nr..tty of Wincuusin, 1o,
(ERricC PTDG-IuOJB‘) .

G.n-rlv. R., & Kingsley, H.%.. 7The natore and d_colitions 5 Of Tmrmnu.

£

; (3xrd ed.) hnalm‘md f'lim‘., view Te: ey T Prentico-i: xl.l, 1y70,
}‘ P. 231. ) .
‘ s s ¢ :
Godfrey, F. The traaedy of failure. Edncation Digont, 1973, 37, 5, 34-15. - -
‘ (1RIC 1305 »1419) . . . C
Hawachek, D.E. HEffact of carly school failure cy¥prriences on self-imago -
. developrsent and im!ic.:tmm for school commselore. Paper :
presented at the snnual me. iny of the Ancrican i'dacational '
Rescarch Association, Chiczago, Aprcdl 1972, (ERIC PROG266Y)
Hawilhiorne, s. Drr_z_q_q dts: A challonse o cocioty. t’nnx\rillu, Tennesisios
Teunessae curaficma,.l it it and D \'Monmem. Lo vdinating
Unit, 197. (r.vc¢ HRGILGHE N
Lufenne, W.D., & Grm.eno, b.T, qu wations] imelicatious e Mf;c-p_n_.*._:*f_
thcg_._x‘y_. facis s L.;H~ i, Catifornias CoodyCar wlli-hing Cco.,
l.:‘ .’Q} 3j.‘;' 06-7:‘- ) ’
Lovipe, DU, Raising stoni2rds in the inoor-city cchenls, Occacional moper
nurkby LL. Aariiigiton, detfer Counzil for basie i duciation, Vo6,
(LLYC - u)28204) - -
‘Lipsan, J.¥, Yeatividvalic fien of i e r"*_f'tl:::_t:_p_x:_; not el "v--_n. 1y’ ]
Sobe .))_ l-s;t_)_.__t_&._i Ze b lld(:-'fgnfli-:. Peisarel for iette roachor 1o, -
l'm?. (RIS 1rtacz3)) '



i iy teer Yeerrtoo: ot Senintoe soioole=Sn wiceriment
. ' in .2“.'.!15 U EYCELILC IS PRV YRR LA venar e, at tae gl

POTERS IEETTENCTR o FOTRRNINE TN S+ S SRR Sewnrnd e s vett Arnceeriation,

flew ool s, bt vegore 1970, (ootal et}

Toast oz, i. R

Macz:sefs, Gul. Flexibidit . ‘d foer Wil r'.g.hur‘l... Pewr o0z Timer,
Moverds o 243, 1t 3, -
L

Halional Flueitiop Assol 3: f ian,  Prosoention of fal latce Yarh tnaton, L .C.:

PRV -t

fational .Jp‘-‘(t r, .x.,‘sc-:: ity B, (3 i R TTT)

v o msataar .-

sitn-,t}‘m‘m BT SOOI LA B L -nuv ¢ h--:tq ..p.'

Scheurvyr, DLT., et ol '_i:;_!.:-‘_z\_l:n.c*-t-n-._&::._t af f.tudcnh'_ i vis jahl. Y -.'_ni*‘-.:t

- - -

g_xir:}‘mit_-_y_i_qg retii o th,n oy nh anmit. ! : r‘._mtio*: __.“..I r' e bl nhun,

Volumes: § and bh, i'tual - LT Washive:a, Dl D.Ca ‘r-‘,{-- oLt tce
.. ) of nducation, 1970, (ERIC £TO%7068 anld L'P’)S?Oﬁ&x) .o . .

3

School bistrict of Philudelyhia, Departmont of Sur-rintendence, BDivivion .
N of rauncatiomal nenuarch. ohrot failure--A gummeny’ of rescarch

fzndtgt_r:.., Bulletin 586. LI'ni 1...nprhmT...clmo.l natrice of
vhiladelohia, 1963, (ERIC xmumx?) _ ;

-  Schwartg, L.L. I.durati_o_g:gl psycholony: Fecus on the learner. Boston: ‘
o _ P uol.bru.a‘ vress, 1272, Pp. T4 3%-157.
= SeuGoc, M.V. The learning oc28s and ‘.chuul practie2.  Scranton,
. Pem:sylvaxua: Chandler, 197, Ip. T4~ 77, ’
- : ¢ '
shaniro, 1.8, Sweeping r-forms on sciools urqaed. Phi.ladol'i'hia Inquircr,
aft o . - e et o
Movoerhior 25, 2473,
Swith, E.W., Yrousc, s..:., Jr., & Atkinzon, M.M. ‘the educator's cncvclowdia,
Englcwood Clifrfs, MNew Jerueys i'renticﬁ-.!nml, 1501, I'p. 43i-i4l.
. Streot, P., & Leigh, T.M, - Suffer the littie Fontucky fira(-araders.
‘ : Bueain ot Schenl iervies tulletin, 1971, 13 (3y, 5=-1a.
LR o (ERIC BIU37223) , N
Strod, Robre dooveboleas too 00 oo '_‘:'.lﬂ.).l.. Enal.wcd Cliffs, Yew Jeracv:
‘ Pront iev=1a1, 1t Ip. oG=Tde T, . -
- lavlor, P. Sihools to chano: for tie agick ani the slow, _1'_2.1_-2.!_.-.-#:1:;’;_?_.1
Loptiye r, Howvimier 360, 1973, T

-—

”»




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-g‘ - .
' .
° . ;
. a BEST COPY AMLADLE
. ) ‘
[ P < - . N .
' s 2y
‘ T AR MO LU B EL & RYRS KISRRR SO TR f:_“l_?-:"- 0t QAmerioon
Petaomooct ot Cufaewe, Aseoeiaticap, 10, e (3, 4.
-“tt&'. ] P (;.;". 1"¢Rii x Sl f:".‘;‘. . -':_ X (Y T '__§~|ge.§x ‘\!‘;A)‘.‘.‘-),:\_.,.... scr."i."".
Poemtiy by etior 11400 HALIIMEIL e ik ok k“,.‘, ,“n‘/n. Feoa I° tfim 3000,
Voual, 1.R., & Bowers, Yo, Toe roelalionsiin of fore of school
' ormamiiation to st beluwi-re Fapar ;oacne ated at the:
amug“. ) ;3O ti.n.‘t (.l! t!!f: A::(‘r-' [ PR ] ":‘_Zi“:d...;‘-“":l I"‘S(‘r‘!‘g‘l‘
. - »
. Assovialion, Loa Apgclos, doorunvy Jaet,  (KRIC P Lisoy)
) ]
. Whitc, K., & Howaid, L. Failure to b gromoted and nel fecanc of
ancie eleiontary Schaml chil-hien,  Elesontare Setyond ‘
Coidanes and Cevig o1 aers ETIIRTIT S
faneancy an ! Cova sing, 1973, 7 (3), et 197, {oon
: CEJOTS919) .
) ) ]
' -
[] N A
- é- . N
-~ - Y
¥
&
“ -
-
-
K
oL - e
l-_.._. - e —— ﬂ-—«.— ————— a—
L]
‘ L
- - 'g
O
.
1]

T e



