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ABSTRACT

“CATCH THEM WHILE THEY’RE YOUNG”?: ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN
EARLY GRADE RETENTION AND LATER ACADEMIC OUTCOMES

Jordan E. Greenburg, M.A.
George Mason University, 2019

Thesis Director: Dr. Adam Winsler

Grade retention is a commonly used intervention for children who struggle in
school. However, empirical research does not unequivocally support its efficacy. Some
studies suggest that both the timing (e.g., early vs. late) and frequency of retention may
be associated with later outcomes, though this research is limited. Using data from the
Miami School Readiness Project (MSRP), | examined retention and outcomes within a
large, ethnically diverse (52.8% Hispanic/Latino, 43.5% African American/Black, 3.7%
White/Asian/Other) sample of students (N = 4,763). Most of these students (90.3%) were
receiving free/reduced lunch. | asked the following research questions: (1) in
kindergarten through 5" grade, how many students are retained in each grade, and how
many of these students are retained more than once within elementary school? (2) what
student characteristics are associated with being twice-retained? (3) do academic

outcomes (5 grade) of students who were retained once in kindergarten through 3"



grade differ from those who were twice-retained before 3 grade? (4) do academic
outcomes (5" grade) depend on whether students were retained in kindergarten vs. 1% vs.
2" grade? (5) do students who were held back for the first time in K-2 perform better in
5t grade compared to students who were performing were retained for the first time in 3™
grade? Results indicate that approximately 15% of the larger MSRP sample was retained
in elementary school, with most retention happening between kindergarten in 3" grade.
Twice-retention was rare, with only 391 (1% of all students; 8% of retained students)
students being held back more than once. When twice-retention did occur, the second
retention happened most often in 3" grade. Students who were retained twice performed
more poorly on school readiness and initial school performance and were more likely to
be Black and receive free lunch. Black boys in particular had high rates of being twice-
retained. Students who were retained twice had poorer 5" grade outcomes, even after
controlling for variables such as poverty and initial school performance. Timing within
early grades (K-2) was not associated with later academic outcomes, and early vs. late
retention was not associated with 5" grade GPA or math achievement. These results
provide evidence that multiple retentions in elementary school not only are harmful but
are also disproportionately affecting one group of students (Black males), suggesting this
policy should be more closely examined. Further, these results suggest that early grade
retention (compared to later retention) is not associated with more positive long-term

outcomes.



“CATCH THEM WHILE THEY’RE YOUNG”?: ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN
GRADE RETENTION AND LATER ACADEMIC OUTCOMES

Grade retention is the process of having a student repeat a grade, presumably to
give him or her more time to develop and learn. Educators have long debated whether
struggling students benefit from being held back a year or from being promoted to stay
with their peer group (Frey, 2005; Holmes & Matthews, 1984). Several states have
implemented promotional barriers in 3™ grade (most recently Michigan, effective in the
2019-20 school year) so that students who are significantly below grade-level in reading
will be held back a year instead of being promoted to 4™ grade (Weyer, 2018). Given
research suggesting that students who are retained in earlier grades are less likely to be
subsequently retained in a later grade (Mead, Hutchinson, Levitt, & Winsler, 2019;
Schwerdt, West, & Winters, 2017), some researchers suggest that these polices
“expedite” the retention of students who would otherwise be held back later on (West,
2012). This logic has significant implications for retention in early grades (kindergarten-
2" grade) as stakeholders (parents, teachers, families) may view early retention as a way
to avoid mandatory 3" grade retention.

In general, earlier retention is viewed more positively than later retention with its
potential to allow students more time to recover from the stress associated with retention
(Jacob & Lefgren, 2009). Further, the high-stakes consequence of retention after failing

standardized tests may make early grade retention seem like a more desirable option for



students who are struggling in school. As such, it is possible school districts will
encourage early grade retention for struggling readers who may otherwise be retained in
3" grade (Miami Dade County Public Schools, personal communication, 2018). Of
course, students who are retained in early grades may still end up subsequently retained
in 3 grade or later, resulting in a small subset of students who end up twice-retained
during elementary school. Less in known about the academic trajectories of such twice-
retained students.

With mixed findings among studies, research has yet to clearly determine whether
early retention is indeed more beneficial for students’ long-term success compared to
later retention. If the goal of early grade retention is to help students meet grade-level
benchmarks in later academic years, we need clear evidence that this is the case. Further,
it is important to understand academic outcomes for students who are retained more than
once in elementary school. This thesis addresses the association between
timing/frequency of retention in elementary school and academic outcomes such as
meeting grade-level benchmarks and whether retention timing is associated with
subsequent retention in later grades.

History of Retention

Educators began systematically using retention as an intervention strategy for
struggling students in the mid-19™ century, and the debate over its effectiveness has
continued just as long (Holmes & Matthews, 1984). Because retention decisions are often
based on perceived mastery of skills, the intuitive appeal of holding children back is that

they will have more time to gain these skills. Some students may be held back because



they are perceived by their teachers as immature while their poorer performing but more
mature peers are sometimes promoted (Carlton & Winsler, 1999). Still, the idea of
additional time applies.

According to the National Center for Education Statistics, about ten percent of
students in kindergarten through 8" grade are retained at some point during these school
years (Planty et al., 2009). These rates have remained relatively stable (between nine and
eleven percent) since 1996 and tend to be higher for ethnic minority and low-SES
students (Planty et al., 2009). Retention is an expensive intervention and can cost some
states up to $1 billion annually (Jimerson et al., 2006).

More recently, schools have begun using high-stakes tests as a way to perhaps
more objectively measure student and teacher performance. The results of these tests are
sometimes used to determine whether students are retained or promoted (Duffy,
Giordano, Farrell, Paneque, & Crump, 2008). Many schools have implemented a
promotional gate where students must obtain a specific score on these high-stakes tests in
order to be promoted (Greene & Winters, 2007). Currently, 17 states require that students
who fail the state’s standardized reading proficiency test in 3" grade be held back
(Education Commission of the States, n.d.; Jacob, 2016). However, many of these states
also have some flexibility to the policies where students who can demonstrate that they
are proficient through other means (e.g., another standardized assessment, teacher
recommendation, a portfolio documenting proficiency) can still move on to 4" grade after
failing the standardized, high-stakes test (Greene & Winters, 2009, Tavassolie & Winsler,

2019a). Allensworth (2005) suggests that the logic behind promotional barriers is that the



threat of retention will subsequently encourage both students and teachers to work harder.

This push for high-stakes testing is most attributed to the No Child Left Behind
Act (NCLB) of 2001. Though the goal of this act was to promote equality and
accountability in schools, it may have unintentionally widened the gap between high- and
low-achieving students (Duffy et al., 2008). Using a “one-size-fits-all” accountability
standard stigmatizes lower-performing students and may inhibit their potential for future
mobility through grade retention (Duffy et al., 2008). Though equality in educational
standards may have been designed to assist this group of students, they may be at greater
risk for negative outcomes. Few studies have assessed the consequences of test-based
retention compared to “traditional” retention (e.g., decisions by teachers and parents
without consideration of test scores), which happens most often in the early elementary
years. However, findings among the studies that have assessed test-based retention
suggest that disadvantaged students may be at a particularly high risk of being held back
and that any boosts in academic performance from retention fade quickly over time
(Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019a; Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019b). Though test-based
retention may be different from traditional retention in how students are selected, the
possible effects following retention persist and are likely the same (Allensworth, 2005).
Despite the longstanding use of retention as an intervention strategy, empirical evidence
offers little support for its effectiveness.
Predictors of Retention

Before discussing the effects of retention, it is important to understand how

different child, school, and family factors may be related to getting retained in the first



place. Students who are retained are demographically different from those who are not
retained, and these differences are typically also related to post-retention performance
(Cham, Hughes, West, & Im, 2015; Mead et al., 2019; Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019b). It
is critical to statistically control for these variables prior to assessing outcomes in order to
isolate the effects of retention. Clearly, researchers cannot ethically assign students to a
retention or promotion group, so effects of retention cannot be inferred from

experimental designs, and researchers instead use correlational or quasi-experimental
methods, typically controlling statistically for selection effects. As such, many studies use
these variables to examine who is selected for retention and/or how they moderate
outcomes.

Demographics. Grade retention tends to be associated with gender,
race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and family characteristics. In general, students who
are ethnic minorities are more likely to be retained than their non-minority peers
(Alexander et al., 2003; Cosden, Zimmer, & Tuss, 1993; Dauber, Alexander, & Entwise,
1993; Hong & Yu, 2007). For example, Warren, Hoffman, and Andrew (2014) found that
between the years of 1995 and 2010, rates of retention for Black and Hispanic students
ranged from 1.6 to 4.9% whereas rates for White students ranged from 1.3 to 2.4%.
However, these group differences may be attributable to other factors such as school
readiness and poverty. For example, in a recent study examining predictors of
kindergarten retention in an ethnically diverse, low-income sample in Miami, researchers
found no racial differences in kindergarten retention after controlling for poverty and pre-

kindergarten readiness (Winsler et al., 2012). Interestingly, in the same study, White



children were actually more likely to be held back than Black or Latino children after
controlling for academic performance in kindergarten (Winsler et al., 2012). These
findings suggest that a) there may be unique sociocultural differences that drive retention
rates by race (Hispanic and Black students are the majority population in Miami) and b)
controlling for students’ academic competence may be important factors in understanding
disparities in retention.

Further, boys tend to be retained at higher rates than girls (Alexander et al., 2003;
Cosden et al., 1993; Dauber et al., 1993; Winsler et al., 2012). Recent research suggests
that the effect of gender disappears when controlling for factors such as school readiness,
social skills, and behavioral problems (Winsler et al., 2012). Some research also suggests
that students who are significantly younger than their peers are more likely to be held
back (Willson & Hughes, 2006; Willson & Hughes, 2009; Winsler et al., 2012) Finally,
students from low-income households (often defined as qualifying for free or reduced
lunch) are more likely to be retained than are their more affluent peers (Alexander et al.,
2003; Dauber et al., 1993; Fine & Davis, 2003; Tavassolie & Winsler, 2019a; Winsler et
al., 2012). These findings often remain significant even when controlling for pre-
kindergarten performance, suggesting that early economic advantage does play a role in
children’s progress through the school system (Winsler et al., 2012). However, as with
the effects of race in the Winsler et al. (2012) study, the effects of poverty status are
sometimes nonsignificant after controlling for academic performance, though this is not

always the case (Fine & Davis, 2003).



Parents and families. Willson and Hughes (2009) looked for variables that were
associated with first-grade retention. After including academic competence in a
hierarchical regression model, they found that variables related to home environment,
such as parental engagement with the school and shared responsibility for education,
predicted retention in first grade. In general, more parental engagement is associated with
lower rates of retention. Dauber et al. (1993) compared family-level variables of students
who had been retained between 1% and 4" grades and those who were continuously
promoted. They found that parents of retained students were more likely to have dropped
out of high school and have a lower SES than parents of continuously promoted students
(Dauber et al., 1993).

Academic and school variables. In addition to demographic variables, children
who are retained in elementary school tend to score lower on school-related variables
(prior to being held back) compared to their continuously promoted peers. In general,
students who are retained are more likely to have lower academic achievement—the
primary predictor of retention status—and poorer relationships with teachers (Cham et
al., 2015; Fine & Davis, 2003). In one study, students who were retained in 2" grade
scored lower on academic competence and reading skills at the beginning of 2" grade
when compared to normally-promoted students and students who were identified as at-
risk for retention by their teacher (due to low reading achievement) but were promoted
anyway (Beebe-Frankenberger, Bocian, MacMillan, & Gresham, 2004). Further, when
compared to normally-promoted students, retained students tended to have lower social

skills. However, they did not differ significantly from the students who were identified as



at-risk for retention but who were promoted (Beebe-Frankenberger et al., 2004). Winsler
et al. (2012) also found that students who were retained in kindergarten were more likely
to have poorer school readiness skills prior to kindergarten entry than promoted students.
Methodological Considerations

Comparison groups. Given the demographic and academic differences of
retained students compared to continuously promoted students, a major consideration for
studying the effects of retention is the comparison group. Prior studies have been
critiqued for lacking this control—researchers argue that comparing retained children
with all promoted children does little to explain the effects of retention given that
children who are selected for retention and those who are promoted are initially different
(Allen, Chen, Willson, & Hughes, 2009; Wu, West, & Hughes, 2008). When comparing
students who have been retained, researchers generally use three possible groups:
students who have been retained, students who have been promoted, and students who
were similarly low-achieving but promoted (Xia & Kirby, 2009). In order to control for
potential moderating variables on the effects of retention, the most recent and
methodologically rigorous studies match retained children with similar, but promoted,
peers (Wu et al., 2008). These approaches often include comparisons among children
who performed similarly poorly on academic measures as the retained students but were
promoted anyway. However, given that the differences between retained and promoted
students extend beyond classroom performance, it is important to control for other

variables related to academic outcomes (e.g., SES, school-readiness) as well.



To control for variables that may affect academic outcomes beyond just grade
retention, many recent studies use propensity score matching. This technique attempts to
estimate the effects of an intervention where conditions cannot be assigned (such as
retention) by accounting for possible confounding variables (e.g., SES, gender, ethnicity).
Some researchers suggest that better-controlled studies are more likely to find positive (or
less negative) effects of retention (Allen et al., 2009). Regardless of findings, techniques
such as propensity score matching allow researchers to control for a variety of variables
that could be related to initial (and later) academic outcomes in order to better understand
the effects of grade retention. Propensity score matching works by allowing researchers
to match participants on many covariates, with the goal of reducing the potential bias of
these factors (D’ Agostino, 1998). For example, in propensity score-matched retention
and promotion groups, subjects should be similar on demographic factors, pre-retention
academic factors, etc.; theoretically, the only difference between the matched pairs
should be whether the student was retained or not.

Same-grade vs. same-age comparison. Further, researchers question whether it
is more beneficial to compare retained children to children who are the same age but
promoted (same age, different grade) or younger children who are now their classmates
(same-grade, different age). Researchers who use same-age comparisons most often
compare children who were retained to a similarly at-risk but promoted sample (Wu et
al., 2008). Allen et al. (2009) suggest that type of comparison matters when attempting to
understand the effects of retention. In their meta-analysis, Allen et al. (2009) found when

researchers used same-grade comparisons, results of retention tended to become weaker



more quickly. That is, when retained students are compared to their same-grade peers, the
small, short-term positive effects of retention on achievement that are sometimes
observed decline more steeply than they do when students are compared to their same-
age peers. Allen et al. (2009) suggest this supports the hypothesis that retained students
may experience a short-term boost in achievement, but that the advantage declines over
later years. Even within studies, using both same-age and same-grade comparisons can
yield conflicting results. For example, one study found that the positive effects of
retention faded out when using same-age comparisons but remained more stable when
using same-grade comparisons (Schwerdt et al., 2017). This project will use same-grade
comparisons to compare outcomes within retained students. Same-age comparisons are
often more useful for researchers who consider growth between retained and promoted
students, while same-grade comparisons are appropriate for assessing grade-level
performance at a specific time point (Steiner, Park, & Kim, 2016). Because | only
examined one timepoint for later academic outcomes and compare outcomes within
retained students, same-grade comparisons are more appropriate for this project.
Effects of Retention

Negative effects. Despite the theory that holding students back will give students
an advantage in subsequent years, several studies have found that retention is associated
with negative outcomes for students, including poorer academic achievement later and
school dropout (Hong & Yu, 2007; Jimerson, 2001). In a recent meta-analysis that
assessed the effects of early grade retention, Bright (2012) found an effect size of .5,

indicating that students who were retained any time between kindergarten and 6™ grade

10



performed half a standard deviation below their non-retained peers on academic outcome
measures which were assessed between 1 and 5 years post-retention. All studies included
in the meta-analysis included a comparison group and reported both null and significant
findings.

In a well-controlled study, Hong and Yu (2007) analyzed data from the Early
Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS-K) and compared retained students to a group of
propensity score-matched promoted students. Students were matched on a variety of
demographic and academic variables. Hong and Yu (2007) found that students who were
retained in kindergarten showed immediate negative effects of retention through
performing more poorly on standardized reading and mathematics tests compared to the
promoted students. While the negative effects of kindergarten retention had faded by fifth
grade, the negative effects of first-grade retention stayed constant, though they appeared
to weaken over time. The authors concluded that even though the effects of retention
seemed to fade over time, retained students did no better than they would have had they
been promoted.

More recently, researchers compared propensity-matched groups of children who
had never been retained, those who had been retained in kindergarten, and those who had
delayed kindergarten entry (Mendez, Kim, Ferron, & Woods, 2015). By comparing
delayed-entry students to the retained students, these researchers were able to control for
possible age effects and isolate the effects of retention. They found that students who
were retained in kindergarten experienced the poorest academic outcomes (reading,

mathematics, and language) through 7" grade compared to the delayed entry and
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typically progressing students. However, when Mendez et al. divided the sample by
students who were and were not receiving free and reduced lunch, the results changed.
The comparisons between the retained and promoted students still suggested that the
promoted students had more positive academic outcomes, but these were stronger for
children from more affluent families (i.e., students who were not on free/reduced lunch).
Essentially, the differences in long-term outcomes between retained and promoted
children were more evident among higher-SES children—retained children who were not
on free/reduced lunch performed significantly more poorly than promoted children who
were not on free/reduced lunch. These results indicate that while there were negative
associations between retention and long-term outcomes for all retained students, these
associations were more pronounced in non-poor students. Overall, because students who
were retained had the poorest outcomes even after controlling for lunch status,
socioeconomic status alone does not account for poorer outcomes of retained students.
Though fewer studies have looked at longer-term outcomes such as post-
secondary education enroliment (Xia & Kirby, 2009), some research suggests that
students who are retained at some point throughout their school career may be less likely
to pursue more schooling following graduation (Fine, & Davis, 2003; Xia & Kirby,
2009). Using both regression analyses and propensity score matching, Ou and Reynolds
(2010) compared 1%-8" graders who had and had not been retained to see whether they
pursued postsecondary education at different rates. In both the regression and propensity
score matching analysis, they found that overall, students who had been retained were

less likely than their non-retained counterparts to pursue post-secondary education even
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when controlling for factors such as SES, race/ethnicity and, maternal education. These
findings suggest that the effects of retention on post-secondary education enrollment may
be independent of other risk factors such as SES. Further, those students who were
retained in later grades (4"-8") were even less likely to enroll in postsecondary education
than those who had been retained in earlier grades (1%-3™).

However, not all students who are retained even graduate from high school:
studies have also found links between retention and school dropout (Alexander, Entwisle,
& Dauber, 2003; Hughes, West, Kim, & Bauer, 2017; Jimerson, Anderson, & Whipple,
2002; Stearns, Moller, Blau, & Potochinck, 2007). Researchers who study the links
between retention and school dropout suggest that the decision to leave school is the
result of cumulative risk factors, one of which may be retention (Cham et al., 2015). In
their study, Stearns et al. (2007) compared eighth graders who had and had not been
retained any time before the eighth grade. They controlled for SES, family structure (two-
parent household or not), public vs. private school, geographical region, achievement test
scores, educational aspiration, misbehavior, self-concept, academic engagement,
preparedness, social capital, and peer relations. Overall, even with all of these controls,
students who were retained were more likely to drop out of school than their non-retained
peers. These findings suggest that retention may explain the likelihood of dropping out
beyond previous controls and risk factors.

Finally, Hughes et al. (2017) examined the association of retention in grades 1-5
and later school dropout. They used propensity score matching to match retained and

promoted groups on 65 covariates including SES, family structure, prior academic
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achievement, and social/emotional variables. Even among this well-matched group,
students who were retained any time between 1% and 5" grade were more likely to drop
out of school than their non-retained peers. These findings support previous research
(Andrew, 2014) utilizing a similarly rigorous methodology that matched retained and
non-retained students on the basis of demographic variables (e.g., household income,
family education level) and pre-school cognitive test scores. Andrew (2014) found that
students retained any time between kindergarten and 5 grade were significantly more
likely than their non-retained peers to drop out of high school. Studies such as these
suggest that even if retention is not associated with sustained positive or negative effects
on academic achievement, it does increase the likelihood of eventual school dropout.

Even though retention does not always show sustained effects on academics,
something about being retained “weaken[s] repeaters’ attachment to school” (Alexander
et al., 2003, p. ix). It is possible that being held back thwarts children’s sense of
belonging within the school. Students who are held back are removed from their peer
group and may feel stigmatized because of their retention. Being retained may also
compound stigma experienced by low-income or minority students, with students from
both groups already at a higher risk of dropping out than more affluent, non-minority
students.

Positive effects. Some studies have found positive associations between grade
retention and academic outcomes. However, findings are mixed even among studies with
good controls and comparison groups, with some showing only short-term improvement

and most showing that the positive effects disappear over time (Moser, West, & Hughes,
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2012; Xia & Kirby, 2009). For example, Mantzicopoulos and Morrison (1992) matched
retained and promoted children on demographic variables and school readiness scores
and found that students retained in kindergarten had an initial increase in academic
achievement their second time around, but that this boost did not last past kindergarten.

Mead et al. (2019) similarly examined the effects of kindergarten retention. This
study used propensity score matching to match retained and promoted students on a
variety of demographic and academic variables. When compared to the promoted
students, retained students performed better on a standardized math test in 2" grade.
However, by 3" grade, the retained students were actually less likely to pass high-stakes
reading and math tests. These results suggest that while retention may give students a
short-term boost in academic achievement, it is not associated with longer-term success
in meeting grade-level benchmarks. However, this study also found that even though
retained kindergarteners performed more poorly on standardized tests in 3 grade, they
were less likely to be retained on the basis of those scores compared to students who were
promoted in kindergarten. According to Florida policy, students who fail the FCAT in 3
grade are required to be retained. However, certain student progression plans allow
students who were previously retained to be exempt from the 3™ grade retention policy
(Florida Department of Education, 2018).

Schwerdt et al. (2017) studied the effects of a test-based promotional gate on
third-grade students using state-wide, administrative data from Florida public schools.
Using same-grade comparisons, they found that students who were retained in third grade

scored higher than their promoted peers on standardized tests in both math and reading
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and that these effects persisted until 8" grade for math and 10" grade for reading (though
differences in scores diminished over time). However, they also note that the effects of
these comparisons may be confounded by retained students being a year older and having
one additional year of schooling than their same-grade peers, as some research suggests
that comparatively older students test better than their younger classmates (Black,
Devereux, & Salvanes, 2010). This same study also used same-age comparisons to assess
outcomes and found that the increases in math and reading performance faded out within
five-years post-retention. Finally, Schwerdt et al. (2017) also found that third-grade
retention did not have an effect on a student’s probability of graduating high school.

It is important to point out that several of the studies that find positive effects of
retention are conducted in countries outside of the U.S. Though these studies are valid
and well-designed, the context and prevalence of retention may be different, which has
the potential to influence outcomes (Ozek, 2015). For example, Marsh et al. (2017)
studied a sample of German students who were retained in grades 5-7. They found that
the retained students performed better in school and on academic achievement tests than
their promoted peers and that these effects persisted over six years. These findings were
maintained even when controlling for gender, age, SES, previous school grades, and 1Q.
They concluded that retention is not as negative as most researchers assume. Klapproth et
al. (2016) studied children from Luxembourg who were retained in 7™ and 8™ grade.
They used propensity score matching to match retained and promoted students on
variables such as SES, ethnicity, and school track (academic vs. vocational). To control

for potential age and grade effects, they used a “same age-cohort, same grade, different
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times of measurement” approach (Klapproth et al., 2016, p. 186). This analysis held age
and grade constant by delaying the measurement of outcome variables for the retained
students by one year. Results indicated that retained students performed better than their
promoted peers in their classes the year after retention, but that these differences were no
longer significant after two years. Standardized test scores were not significantly different
between the two groups immediately after retention or in longer-term follow-ups.
However, Klapproth et al. (2016) note that rates of retention are particularly high in
Luxembourg—up to 20% of students are retained by 3" grade and approximately 40%
have been retained by 9" grade. The effects of retention may be less negative in contexts
where being held back is more the norm (Ozek, 2015).

No effects. Finally, some studies show no differences between students who are
retained and promoted on academic (Jimerson, Carlson, Rotert, Egeland, & Sroufe, 1997;
Westbury, 1994) or social outcomes (Pagani, Tremblay, Vitaro, Boulerice, & McDuff,
2001). Researchers differ in how they interpret these outcomes. Some researchers suggest
this lack of research invalidates findings that retention has negative effects, while others
suggest this lack of difference is simply further evidence that grade retention does not
work and should not be used (Silberglitt, Appleton, Burns, & Jimerson, 2006b). Jimerson
et al. (1997) compared children who were retained once in kindergarten through 3" grade
to a similarly low-achieving (but promoted) group. For the students retained in
kindergarten, there were no short-term differences in academic achievement. The retained
kindergarteners did, however, show higher rates of absenteeism in later years. The

students retained in 1% or 2" grade did show a short-term boost in math achievement
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compared to the low-achieving but promoted group