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Public education in the United States is currently enveloped in an era of intense 

accountability. At the national level the No Child Left Behind Act, demands 

accountability in any district or school receiving federal funds 

One of the goals of the No Child Left Behind legislation had its roots in the Texas 

education accountability statute of 1999, when former governor George W. Bush signed 

into law a mandate that became known as the Student Success Initiative. That law 

required students in the 3rd grade to pass the state reading assessment in order to be 

promoted to the 4th grade, beginning in the year 2003. The same group of students would 

be required to pass their 5th and 8th grade reading and math exams to be promoted to the 

next grade level. The initiative continued for all students. 

 In opposition to the those policies, the body of research regarding grade-level 

retention concludes that the practice of grade retention is ineffective in increasing  
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student achievement (Jimerson, 2001,  Harness, 1984,  McCoy, 1999). 

 This study examined the Student Success Initiative in Texas. The goal was to 

determine whether retention in 3rd, 5th, or 8th grade made a signification difference in 

subsequent TAKS scores in comparison with students who were placed in the next grade 

level by the official Grade Placement Committee. Data was analyzed from three large 

urban school districts in Texas. 

Results were consistent across the three school districts. Students who were 

retained in third grade performed better the subsequent year in third grade, but those 

successes did not continue consistently through the 5th and 8th grade years. Students 

retained in 5th grade for math performed poorly on subsequent tests, as did students 

retained in the 8th grade for reading or math. However, the group of students that was 

retained in 5th grade due to failure of the TAKS Reading test exhibited success in the 

subsequent year as well as the 8th grade year. Overall, TAKS students who were retained 

did not perform better than students who were placed in the next grade level as they 

progressed through 8th grade. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study 

 
Background 

 

Public education in the United States is currently enveloped in an era of intense 

accountability. Students are tested and sanctions are imposed on test failures at an 

unprecedented rate. At the national level Public Law 107-110, the revision of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act, otherwise known as the No Child Left Behind 

Act, demands accountability in any district or school receiving federal funds. Schools and 

districts must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) toward the ultimate goal: ensuring 

that every student (100%) performs satisfactorily on a statewide standardized 

achievement test by the year 2014. 

The ultimate goal of the No Child Left Behind legislation actually had its roots in 

the Texas education accountability statute of 1999, when former governor George W. 

Bush signed into law a mandate that became known as the Student Success Initiative 

(SSI) (Bali, Anagnostopoulos, & Roberts, 2005; Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2006; Stalick 

& Underwood, 1999). That law required students in the 3rd grade to pass the state reading 

assessment in order to be promoted to the 4th grade, beginning in the year 2003. The same 

group of students has been required to pass their 5th and 8th grade reading and math exams 

to be promoted to the next grade level. Thereafter those promotion requirements were to 

remain in place for all subsequent students at those grade levels. As of the 2007-2008 

school year, the state law was fully implemented, with students in grades three, five, and 
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eight subject to mandatory grade retention when they failed to meet the state testing 

standards.  

Although the most recent Texas legislative session considered dropping the 

mandatory grade-level retention based on the TAKS test, the outcome was to keep the 

requirements at the 5th and 8th grade levels ("House Bill 3", 2009). The SSI regulations 

were dropped for grade 3. 

At the federal level, many decisions and programs hinge on the revision of the 

NCLB Act. Although only a few states currently mandate grade-level retention based on 

state testing performance (Causey-Bush, 2005; Hursh, 2005), this appears to be the wave 

of future reform if NCLB is brought to fruition (Hoffman, Assaf, & Paris, 2001; Stalick 

& Underwood, 1999). The state of Texas has become one of the fore-runners in testing 

accountability (Linda McSpadden McNeil, Eileen Coppola, Judy Radigan, & Julian 

Vasquez Heilig, 2008). Currently, the ‗Student Success Initiative‘ goes beyond the basic 

requirements of NCLB to establish mandatory grade-level retention:   

Enacted by the 76th Texas Legislature in 1999, the Student Success Initiative 

(SSI) grade advancement requirements apply to the TAKS reading test at grade 3, 

the reading and mathematics tests at grade 5, and the reading and mathematics 

tests at grade 8. As specified by these requirements, a student may advance to the 

next grade level only by passing these tests or by unanimous decision of his or her 

grade placement committee that the student is likely to perform at grade level 

after additional instruction. (Student Success Initiative, 2008)  
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The nature of effective public school reform has been an issue of debate in our 

country for many decades. Increased private financing for public education has placed the 

topic of educational reform at the forefront in political conversations (Beatty, Chase, & 

Naik, 2006). For example, one large non-profit agency has sponsored a nation-wide 

educational summit involving political, business, and educational leaders, with  

subsequent annual survey reports (Gandal, Kraman, Pelzman, & McGiffert Slover, 2006). 

Yet some researchers are skeptical of current reform efforts in light of the history 

of reform efforts in our country. School reform in the United States has seemed to occur 

in a wavelike nature (Cuban, 1990). Consequently, the school reforms of the 1960‘s had 

their roots in the child-centered reforms of the early 1900‘s.  Reforms focusing on core 

academic subjects were prominent in the late 1890‘s, the 1950‘s, and the 1980‘s (Cuban, 

1990). A strong accountability focus based on core academics has been seen again in 

current policies such as the No Child Left Behind Act ("NCLB", 2002).  As such, some 

school reforms have been implemented, revised, replaced, and later reinstated with a 

different name throughout the history of the public education in the United States.   

In spite of the numerous attempts to improve education, dropout rates are still 

high in comparison to other developed nations and there remains a gap in student 

achievement among ethnic and economic subgroups (NCES, 2005). A recent nation-wide 

survey decried the lack of student preparation for college and career success (Gandal, 

Kraman, Pelzman, & McGiffert Slover).  
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The NCLB Act has attempted to address those issues of dropout rates, the 

achievement gap, and accountability through test scores ("NCLB", 2002). However, 

although the federal policy-makers intended the NCLB Act to initiate nation-wide 

educational improvement, the implementation of those policies varies by state (Goertz, 

2005; Hess, 2005). The variances in state standards as well as the reliance on test scores 

have evoked criticism of the NCLB Act among many educators (Duran, 2005; Hunter & 

Bartee, 2003).  

  Other researchers question the long-term effectiveness of reformation policies  

emphasizing high-stakes test performance, as mandated by federal and state 

accountability legislation (English, 2002; Fullan, 2005; Levin & Wiens, 2003; Popham, 

2005). One recent study suggested that school competition sanctioned by federal 

legislation might serve as a catalyst for superficial changes in school structures that 

actually inhibit reform of instructional practices:  

while reformers positioned competitive incentives to drive efforts to improve 

school effectiveness, schools—cast as businesses in market-like environments—

perceive those incentive structures in ways that may undercut the objectives of 

reformers (Lubienski, 2005, p. 479).  

 Moreover, other researchers conclude that the intense focus on test accountability 

results in developmentally inappropriate practices in schools (Armstrong, 2006; English, 

2002).  
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Finally, there is little empirical evidence that the implementation of accountability 

in the form of high stakes testing produces overall improvement in student achievement 

(Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2006). In fact some studies indicate that current reforms 

based on accountability standards tend to decrease student progression through high 

school (Carnoy, 2005), increase special education referrals (Fielding, 2004), and may 

serve to increase the drop-out rate and the achievement gap between ethnic groups (Horn, 

2003). Thus, the research suggests that the reforms of our current federal policies have 

not resulted in the intended school improvement. Ironically, the NCLB legislation 

mandates scientific research with an emphasis on empirical evidence (Neuman & Reyna, 

2002) while the student testing mandates remain relatively un-researched. 

     In the wake of the NCLB legislation, alternate viewpoints have been articulated. 

For example, Sergiovanni (2002) stresses the role of the school climate and cultural  

aspects in achieving in-depth normative changes rather than more superficial structural 

changes. Fullan (2005) describes the differences in the concepts of reform based on 

accountability versus reform that builds capacity.  His argument is that external pressure, 

via accountability standards, does produce some changes, but capacity-building ―consists 

of developments that increase the collective power in the school in terms of new 

knowledge and competencies, increased motivation to engage in improvement actions, 

and additional resources (time, money, and access to expertise)‖ (2005, p. 175).   

 Those researchers do not advocate the dissolution of the NCLB standards, merely 

a re-focus of emphasis on school culture and climate, rather than high-stakes 
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accountability, as the primary focus of school reform. Their contention is that the basis of 

school reform effort should be the examination and improvement of the schools‘ culture 

and climate to effectively sustain the reforms (Finnan & Levin, 1998; Fullan, 2005; Levin 

& Wiens, 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005). From this perspective, much research has been done 

on school culture and climate (Anderson, 1982; Cunningham, 2003; Henderson, Buehler, 

& Stein, 2005; K. D. Peterson & Deal, 2002). As Peterson and Deal summarized: 

  A great deal of attention is currently being paid to making schools better. 

Policymakers want to know why we cannot get schools to change more quickly 

and be more responsive to students‘ learning needs. The favored response has 

been to tighten up structures and increase accountability, beef up curriculum 

standards, test student performance, and provide rewards to schools that measure 

up and sanctions to those that fall short. In the short term, these solutions may 

pressure schools to change peripheral practices and raise test scores. In the long 

term, such external demands will never rival the power of cultural expectations, 

motivations, and values (K. D. Peterson & Deal, 2002, p. 7). 

 Moreover, the large body of research regarding grade-level retention concludes 

that the practice of grade retention is ineffective in increasing student achievement 

(Jimerson, 2001).                      

Statement of the Problem 

 In spite of the numerous attempts to reform education, our nation still is burdened 

with an achievement gap between ethnic and socio-economic groups as well as an overall 
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system that is less than adequate in preparing students for post-high school academic 

success (Gandal, Kraman, Pelzman, & McGiffert Slover, 2006; NCES, 2005). Nor have 

the current reform efforts legislated through the NCLB Act achieved the desired 

improvement in student achievement levels across our nation (Kim & Sunderman, 2005). 

 Several recent studies have demonstrated that the pressures of external 

accountability through high-stakes testing are actually detrimental to the creation of a 

positive school culture because of the fear invoked (Ginsberg & Lyche, 2008; Schoen & 

Fusarelli, 2008; Triplett & Barksdale, 2005). The greater the sanctions, the more 

damaging the effect on positive school culture can be (Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008). Among 

other negative effects of high-stakes testing are the narrowing of the curriculum to the 

subjects on the test and the depletion of innovative instruction and creative products in 

the classroom (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2006; Hardman & Dawson, 2008; Schoen & 

Fusarelli, 2008).   

 More importantly, initiatives such as the Student Success Initiative in Texas have 

not been adequately studied. Only a few research studies exist, and those include only a 

small number of subjects (G. Hunt, 2008; Rodriguez, 2007; Sims, 2008).  

Purpose of the Study 

This study was to examine the Student Success Initiative in Texas as implemented 

in the elementary schools. The goal was to determine whether grade retention made a 

difference in student achievement, as measured by the TAKS test. 
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Research Questions 
 
1. Did the students retained in 3rd grade improve their reading test scores 

significantly from the first year to the second year in 3rd grade? 

2. Did the students retained in 5th grade improve their reading and math test 

scores significantly from the first year to the second year in 5th grade?  

3. Did the students retained in 8th grade improve their reading and math test 

scores significantly from the first year to the second year in 8th grade? 

4. Was there a difference in 5th grade TAKS reading scores between the group 

that was retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee? 

5. Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group 

that was retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee?  

6. Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group 

that was retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee?   

7. Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS math scores between the group that  

was retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee?  

8. Did ethnicity, gender, or socioeconomic status make a difference in the test 

results in any of these testing circumstances? 
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Methodology 

 This study was quantitative in nature, comparing the test result data from students 

who were retained under the SSI legislation to the test results of the students who were 

placed in the subsequent grade level by the Grade Placement Committee. In addition, it 

provided information on the relationship between the scores of the subject group‘s 

original failing TAKS score and scores of those students in subsequent SSI grades. For 

example, the TAKS scores of the retained 3rd grade students were compared to the 

subsequent 3rd grade TAKS scores as well as their scores in 5th and 8th grade to determine 

whether they showed gains greater than those of their placed-in-grade peers. Finally, an 

analysis was performed to determine if gender, ethnicity, or socio-economic status were 

significant factors affecting the test scores. 

Definition of Terms 

  Grade Placement Committee 

The Grade Placement Committee (GPC) is the committee that meets at each campus in 

Texas when a student has been unsuccessful after 3 attempts to pass the TAKS test to 

make the final determination about retention or promotion (Student Success Initiative, 

2008). The GPC consists of the school principal, the parents, and the student‘s teacher. 

 Grade Retention 

Grade retention is the practice of requiring a student to repeat an entire grade level in 

school due to lack of progress toward academic goals or failure on a standardized 

achievement measure. 
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 High Stakes Testing 

High-stakes testing is defined as testing that implements sanctions or rewards for 

students, schools, and school districts (Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008) 

 Hispanic  

The term ―Hispanic‖ is used by U.S. and state government entities as an ethnic label for 

students whose ancestry originated in Mexico, Central America, or South America.  

 Latino/Latina 

This term is preferred as an ethnic designation by many people whose ancestral roots are 

in Latin America, including Mexico, Central America, and South America. The Texas 

public schools in 2009 began identifying students as Hispanic/Latino  

 NCLB  

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) is the U.S. national legislation governing public 

education, passed in 2001 to revise the Elementary and Secondary Education Act ("No 

Child Left Behind act ", 2001).  It called for more intense accountability in the schools 

and mandated state assessments, among other provisions ("NCLB", 2002). 

Social Promotion 

Social promotion is the practice of placing a student in the next grade level in spite of 

lack of progress toward academic goals or failure on a standardized achievement 

measure. 
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SSI 

The Student Success Initiative (SSI) is the legislation adopted in Texas in 1999 that 

required all 3rd grade students to pass the state‘s standardized reading tests and all 5th and 

8th grade students to pass reading and math in order to be promoted to the next grade 

level (Student Success Initiative, 2008). It has recently been amended to include only the 

5th and 8th grade students in the retention policy ("House Bill 3", 2009).  

 TAKS  

The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) is the title of the standardized 

testing system implemented in the state of Texas. It is the standard by which student 

achievement is measured.             

Significance of the Study 

The predominant body of research regarding grade retention has demonstrated 

that practice to be ineffective in increasing student achievement (Jimerson et al., 2006). 

In spite of that fact, Texas has implemented a state-wide policy to utilize grade retention 

as an intervention to improve student achievement.  

 Since most of the studies on grade retention have been completed prior to NCLB, 

there may be some differences in the effect of grade retention on student achievement in 

the context of a more intense accountability era. Further, few research studies have been 

done on the SSI in Texas, which actually provides the basis for much of the NCLB 

legislation. 
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 This study contributed to the body of research on grade retention and student 

achievement by adding findings from an era in which retention decisions are based on 

standardized test scores. The results can provide data to guide school decisions regarding 

student retention and, hopefully, will influence future public policy. 

Delimitations 

 The nature of a quantitative study imposes limitations on the interpretation of the 

results. The human variables that influence student success and failure were not 

examined in this research.  Likewise, the information that can be gained is susceptible to 

the potential biases of the researcher in interpreting the data.   

Limitations 

This study examined data from three large urban school districts in Texas. 

Therefore, generalizations from this study may only apply to urban school districts in 

Texas. It is beyond the scope of this research to explore other factors that could affect 

student achievement, such as a variation in teaching practices or tutoring.  

The datasets for this research were obtained from the research departments of the 

school districts. Thus, the study was limited to the data that were provided. The 

possibility exists that additional data on students were not provided, or that error in the 

assignment of identification numbers may have reduced the number of students who had 

complete sets of TAKS scores. 
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Additionally, success is being defined as a passing score on the TAKS test, the 

statewide measure of grade level success. Other measures of success such as student 

grades and graduation/school completion rates were not a part of this study.  

The data analysis provided valuable information, but further research should be 

done to build on any conclusions.    

Assumptions 

 This study assumed that the data collected are accurate. Moreover, there was an 

implicit assumption the standardized tests are a valid measure of student achievement and 

that the results of those assessments have sufficient reliability from year to year. 

Summary 

 This chapter provided a brief look at the No Child Left Behind Act and the related 

Student Success initiative in Texas. More details will be provided in the subsequent 

chapters.  In addition, this chapter introduced the primary research focus: whether 

legally-mandated grade retention is affective in increasing student achievement as 

measured a standardized state exam. 

Organization of the Study 

 This study was divided into five chapters.  The first chapter introduces the topic 

of the study along with a presentation of the research purpose and questions.  Chapter two 

provides a more in-depth look at the research on school reform, standards-based 

education and grade-level retention.  The third chapter explains the methodology and the 

general procedures for data collection in this research.  
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 The results of the data analysis are presented in chapter four. Finally, the last 

chapter provides a discussion of the results, including interpretations, conclusions, and 

implications for further research. 
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Chapter 2:  A Review of the Literature 

 
Introduction 

The nature of effective public school reform has been an issue of debate in our 

country for many decades. Accountability legislation has provided educational records to 

parents and other stakeholders. Additionally, private financing for public education has 

placed the topic of educational reform at the forefront in political conversations (Beatty, 

Chase, & Naik, 2006; Gandal, Kraman, Pelzman, & McGiffert Slover, 2006). 

Yet some researchers are skeptical of current reform efforts in light of the history 

of reform efforts in our country. School reform in the United States has seemed to occur 

in a wavelike pattern (Armstrong, 2006; Cuban, 1990). Consequently, the school reforms 

of the 1960‘s had their roots in the child-centered reforms of the early 1900‘s. Reforms 

focusing on core academic subjects were prominent in the late 1890‘s, the 1950‘s, and the 

1980‘s (Cuban, 1990). Currently, a strong accountability focus based on core academics 

is seen again in national policies (No Child Left Behind act, 2002). As such, some school 

reforms have been implemented, revised, replaced, and later reinstated with a different 

name throughout the history of the public education in the United States.   

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a review of the literature relevant to the 

NCLB act as well as its predecessor (and, ironically, its successor) the Student Success 

Initiative in Texas. First, both the NCLB national legislation and the SSI state legislation 

will be described comprehensively, followed by a brief review of the history of national 

and Texas educational reform. Studies focused on high-stakes testing and grade level 
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retention relevant to the legislation will then be examined. Additionally, research studies 

on school culture and climate will be summarized as they relate to the current educational 

reform acts. Finally, suggestions will be made for further research.  

The No Child Left Behind Act 

The intent of the No Child Left behind Act was to enact a nationwide school 

reform. This comprehensive legislation, spanning 670 pages, revamps the provisions of 

the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and addresses the overall national 

goals of public education (No Child Left Behind act, 2002). According to the policy 

website the Four Pillars of NCLB are as follows: 

No Child Left Behind is based on stronger accountability for results, more 

freedom for states and communities, proven education methods, and more choices 

for parents (Four pillars of NCLB, 2002, p. 1). 

With these new provisions, states and local school districts purportedly have more 

flexibility in use of federal funds. Another pillar of NCLB is that strong focus should be 

given to scientific research for validation of instructional programs and practices. In 

addition, there is an emphasis on parental choice of schools when district-assigned 

schools fail to meet accountability or safety standards.  

For the purpose of this paper, however, the accountability mandates are the most 

relevant. Therefore, the emphasis will be on that major component of the NCLB: 

Under No Child Left Behind, states are working to close the achievement gap and 

make sure all students, including those who are disadvantaged, achieve academic 
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proficiency. Annual state and school district report cards inform parents and 

communities about state and school progress. Schools that do not make progress 

must provide supplemental services, such as free tutoring or after-school  

assistance; take corrective actions; and, if still not making adequate yearly 

progress after five years, make dramatic changes to the way the school is run 

(Four pillars of NCLB, 2002, p. 1). 

One of the most controversial goals of NCLB is the expectation that all students 

will master basic skills by the year 2014 (No Child Left Behind act, 2002). This goal is to 

be achieved by regular assessment of students, public reporting of student data, and 

school choice (Piche, 2007; Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008). Some educators believe that this 

goal is unachievable or that the sanctions imposed for not meeting the Adequate Yearly 

Progress toward this goal are too harsh (Duran, 2005; Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2006). 

Research on the Goals of NCLB 

One extensive study demonstrated that students in states with high-stakes testing 

programs performed significantly better on the NAEP test than states with less extensive 

accountability measures (Carnoy & Loeb, 2002). However, this study was completed 

before the NCLB legislation was fully implemented.  

A more recent comprehensive, nation-wide study from the Center on Educational 

Policy gave the following comments on the success of NCLB: 

Since 2002, reading and math achievement on state tests has gone up in most 

states according to the percentages of students scoring at the proficient level. 
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Gains tended to be larger at the elementary and middle school grades than at the 

high school level. Achievement has also risen in most states according to effect 

sizes. These findings are drawn from states with at least three years of comparable  

test data (Kober, Chudowsky, & Chudowsky, 2008, p. 2). 

In spite of the success reports, NCLB policies have been criticized for their 

 narrow view of learning and instruction: we focus on three of the most 

 problematic aspects: the heavy loading of responsibility and accountability on the 

 shoulders of teachers without acknowledging the need for policies that deal with 

 school cultures and complex societal problems; the distorted and highly 

 reductionist conception of teaching practice and the work of teachers; and the 

 explicit narrowing of the purposes of teaching and schooling, which results in an 

 impoverished view of the curriculum and the broader social and democratic goals, 

 processes, and consequences of education (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2006, p. 9). 

Also, criticisms have been directed at the general edicts of the NCLB, which are 

sometimes perceived as inequitable toward students already at risk for academic 

difficulty (Altshuler & Schmautz, 2006; Kim & Sunderman, 2005; McLaughlin, Embler, 

& Hernandez, 2005). 

 NCLB and Texas education legislation have been historically entwined. Texas is 

widely regarded as a hallmark state for high stakes testing (Causey-Bush, 2005; Linda M. 

McNeil, Eileen Coppola, Judy Radigan, & Julian Vasquez Heilig, 2008). The Student 

Success Initiative, adopted in 1999, made Texas one of a few states mandating grade-
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level retention as a consequence for failing to meet the passing standard on the state 

exams (Goertz, 2005). Because of this, Texas‘ state accountability system should be 

examined in more detail. 

The Student Success Initiative of Texas 

 The Student Success Initiative (SSI) was originated to increase state 

accountability and to reverse social promotion policies (TexasEducationAgency, 2002a). 

As stated previously, the law was gradually implemented beginning in the year 2003. 

Currently SSI affects all students in grades three, five, and eight in the state of Texas. A 

student in one of those grades has two opportunities to pass the state reading assessment 

during the school year, while students in grades five and eight must also pass the state 

math test (Stalick & Underwood, 1999). If a student is not successful, he or she must 

attend summer school and take a third version of the exams. Upon an additional failure, 

mandatory grade retention is enforced with one exception: a Grade Placement Committee 

(GPC) meeting must convene (involving at least one parent, teacher, and administrator) 

with a unanimous vote if the student is to be placed in the subsequent grade (Stalick & 

Underwood, 1999). 

 For example, during the spring of 2008, ten percent of the state‘s 5th grade  

students, seven percent of the 3rd grade students, and five percent of the 8th grade students 

failed the reading test twice (TexasEducationAgency, 2008). Those students, along with 

the math failures, were scheduled to attend summer school and take another assessment 
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for each subject not passed. Students who did not pass the July administration of the 

TAKS test would be retained unless the grade placement committee decides otherwise.  

The data from those grade placement committees have been documented on the 

Texas Education Agency website:  

Just over 44 percent (5,800) of the third graders who failed were retained, and  

almost 20 percent (7,308) of fifth graders who did not pass the reading and 

mathematics tests were retained after the 2005-06 school year (Lee & Roska, 

2007, p. 86). 

Research on the Student Success Initiative 

 Although few studies have been done on the Student Success Initiative in Texas, 

the consensus of those studies demonstrated mixed results: some research resulted in 

positive achievement gains (Gonzalez-Ramirez, 2007; Neblett, 2007), yet other studies 

concluded that retention based on test results does not promote student success (Lopez, 

2007; Linda M. McNeil, Eileen Coppola, Judy Radigan, & Julian Vasquez Heilig, 2008). 

Whereas the NCLB legislation itself does not mandate grade level retention based 

on passing state exams, it does mandate state accountability standards. The ultimate 

policy goal is that all students will be performing on grade level by the year 2014, a 

policy goal that encourages grade level retention (Bali, Anagnostopoulos, & Roberts, 

2005; Linda M. McNeil, Eileen Coppola, Judy Radigan, & Julian Vasquez Heilig, 2008; 

NCLB, 2001). Moreover, the Texas accountability system, which does mandate grade 
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retention, is viewed as a model for the national reform (Hoffman, Assaf, & Paris, 2001; 

Linda M. McNeil, Eileen Coppola, Judy Radigan, & Julian Vasquez Heilig, 2008).  

The NCLB legislation does mandate that programs be based on research (Four 

pillars of NCLB, 2002). Ironically, most research has concluded that grade level retention 

is ineffective in promoting student success (Gottfredson, Fink, & Graham, 1994; 

Jimerson, Carlson, & Rotert, 1997; S. E. Peterson, DeGracie, & Ayabe, 1987; Roderick, 

1994). 

This discrepancy between research results and NCLB reform policy is not an  

anomaly. Studies have been done on the results of various reform movements throughout 

the history of public education in the United States (Bobbett & Ellet, 1997; Donato & 

Lazerson, 2000; Linn, 2001; McNeil, 2000). In spite of those efforts, U.S. educational 

policy-makers appear to lack a historical perspective of educational reform (T. C. Hunt, 

2005). According to Donato and Lazerson, (2000) educational historians have only a 

marginal impact on educational policy. Thus, school reforms have not been based on 

historical evidence of successes or failures: 

Policy-makers in education have long embraced reform. Unfortunately, education 

reforms have consistently been plagued by the reformers' lack of knowledge and 

appreciation of the history of education. Accordingly, the latest reform, touted as 

a panacea, meets with failure, and the search for the magic elixir begins anew (T. 

C. Hunt, 2005, p. 84). 
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 A review of school reform history in the U.S. and Texas could provide insight 

into current reform policies and assist reformers in avoiding the mistakes of the past. 

History of Educational Reform in the United States 

School reforms have been implemented, revised, replaced, and sometimes 

reinstated throughout the history of public education in the United States (Cuban, 1990). 

As such, education reform has been a hallmark for political platforms (Lehane, 2008; 

Winston, 2008), a rallying point for special interest groups (Mawhinney & Lugg, 2001; 

Salinas & Reidel, 2007) and a debated topic for parents and other stakeholders 

(Betebenner, Howe, & Foster, 2005a, 2005b; Dunn & Derthick, 2007; Robenstine, 2001). 

Cuban (1990) pointed out the wavelike nature of school reform in which certain 

reform efforts repeat themselves across time. Other researchers have reiterated those 

patterns in the history of reform (Linn, 2001; Simsek, 2005). 

 Early reform efforts 

One of the early prominent school reformers was Horace Mann.  He influenced the 

educational arena by establishing the ―common school‖ as well as implementing an 

accountability system (Linn, 2001; Tyack, 1991). The overall intent was to improve 

society by instilling virtue in American students (T. C. Hunt, 2005). 

However, as early as the 1840‘s and 1850‘s, criticism began to arise against the 

predominant teaching method of rote memorization:  

Criticism of teachers requiring students to memorize chapters of a text or the 

entire U.S. Constitution began to appear by the 1840‘s and 1850‘s. … Motivating 
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children through their interests introduces notions of the whole child well before 

the Civil War (Cuban, 1990, p. 524). 

Thus, the first efforts began to improve public education through influencing the culture 

and climate of the schools to educate the ―whole child.‖ 

 The early 1900’s 

 The early twentieth century education movements often focused on assimilating 

the wave of new immigrants into American society by incorporating values into 

education (Beachum & McCray, 2005; T. C. Hunt, 2005). In addition, as high school 

populations grew exponentially, tests were implemented to sort students into different 

educational tracks, the privileged bound for college, and the rest headed for factory work  

(Linn, 2001; Resnick & Resnick, 1985). The creation of a multiple-choice test format 

enabled the extensive IQ testing and subsequent placement of World War I recruits into 

roles according to aptitudes, a practice that was a adopted by most of the U.S. urban high 

schools by the 1930‘s (Clarke, Madaus, & Horn, 2000). 

 That era also incorporated the ideas of John Dewey and his Progressive 

movement, which emphasized social democracy and  the value of educating the whole 

individual throughout his or her lifetime (Cremin, 2007).   

In addition, that reform period brought educational electives for students into the 

incorporation of a junior high school structure (Tyack, 1991). Thus, there was a shift in 

educational culture from a common basic curriculum to a more individualized 

educational effort, although all students did not have access to each of the educational 
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tracks (Linn, 2001). This educational era ended with more comprehensive secondary 

schools being established with a variety of courses to meet individual needs and interests 

(Cuban, 1990).  

 Post-World War II 

 Education reform took root in our nation again as the Second World War ended. 

The growing number of children in the ―baby boom‖ period provided an impetus to 

educational improvements. The era of the late 1950‘s and very early 1960‘s centered on 

rigorous science and math education as a means of keeping pace with other nations, 

especially after the USSR‘s launch of Sputnik (T. C. Hunt, 2005).  

During this period, James B. Conant became a major influence of educational  

policy (Cuban, 1990; Linn, 2001; Resnick & Resnick, 1985). His work served to further 

the use of testing in schools, although students were still not all assessed by the same 

standard (Resnick & Resnick, 1985; Rury, 2002).  

Additionally, the invention of the high-speed scanner in 1955 enabled 

standardized tests to become more widespread by increasing scoring efficiency and 

reducing the costs (Clarke, Madaus, & Horn, 2000). 

 The 1960’s and 1970’s 

 The next decade brought about major reform efforts, with the integration of 

schools and the quest for social justice in education (Donato & Lazerson, 2000; Tyack, 

2000). This era of educational reform was labeled the ‗golden era‘ of school reform, 
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focusing on more equitable system for groups of students who had been previously 

marginalized by the public school system (Donato & Lazerson, 2000).  

During these years, the original Elementary and Secondary School Education Act 

was adopted (Cuban, 1990; Donato & Lazerson, 2000). That reform affected a wide 

range of students, including special education students. The original Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was put into practice, which provided differentiation 

in instruction for special education students and assured their right to a ―free, appropriate 

education‖ (Hardman & Dawson, 2008).  

 The 1980’s 

According to Cuban, (1990) the reforms of the 1960‘s and 1970‘s were followed 

by a wave of more traditional, basic education. Since the initiation of the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in the 1970‘s, our nation has subscribed to  

an increasingly standards-based educational model (McClure, 2005).  

In the wake of this standards movement, the publication of A Nation at Risk in 

1983 launched the era of high-stakes testing and accountability through the envisioned 

future of an imperiled economic security (Nichols & Berliner, 2007).  

Cannell centered public concern on the flaws of standardized tests when his report 

showed that almost all schools and states demonstrated above-average test scores 

(Cannell, 1988). Further investigation concluded that those results were due to using old 

norm bases, teaching the test, and requiring high-stakes consequences that inspired 

cheating (Cannell, 1989; Shepard, 1989). Suggestions included changing the test 
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questions annually and increasing test security to prevent some of these skewed results 

(Cannell, 1989; Shepard, 1989). 

 The 1990’s 

The next decade saw an increase in testing standardization at a national level, 

predominantly due to the passage of the Goals 2000 legislation in 1994 (Campbell, 2003; 

Superfine, 2005). The education act was intended as a comprehensive reform:  

The eight specific objectives called for in Goals 2000 are: all children starting 

school being prepared for learning; a high school graduation rate of 90%; all 

Americans being literate; the absence of drugs, guns, alcohol, and violence; a well 

educated teaching force; parents involved with the children‘s education; America 

being first in the world in science and math achievement; and high world class 

academic standards for all students in the traditional academic disciplines 

(Campbell, 2003, p. 40). 

However, Goals 2000 failed to meet its lofty aspirations. Although there was 

some educational improvement, the publication of  A Nation Still at Risk near the end of 

the decade highlighted the continuing shortfalls in our nation‘s schools (Bennett, 1998). 

That report called for stronger accountability standards, more school choice, including 

charter schools, better qualified teachers with higher pay and greater resources, and more 

parent involvement in educational decisions (Bennett, 1998). 

By the end of the decade, almost all states had developed more standardized 

curricula, implemented more comprehensive testing programs, and increased 
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accountability standards (Linn, 2001). These changes helped pave the way for the 

reforms of the next century. 

 The 21
st
 Century and NCLB        

 The most recent national legislation, the No Child Left Behind Act 

(http://www.ed.gov/NCLB/landing.jhtml?src=pb), had its roots in standards-based 

reform. As a result, NCLB has required states to adopt measurement standards and has 

created a sense of public accountability for achievement of all students (Causey-Bush, 

2005; Goertz, 2005; Hursh, 2005; Skrla, Scheurich, Garcia, & Nolly, 2004). The stated 

purpose of NCLB is:  

to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain 

a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging 

State academic achievement standards and state academic assessments (No Child 

Left Behind act, 2002, SEC.1001). 

Thus, the emphasis is on academic success nationwide, but the particulars of 

implementation are left to the state legislatures (No Child Left Behind act, 2002). 

 Currently all states have accountability systems since federal funds are contingent 

upon adherence to the legislation and monitored by Adequate Yearly Progress reports at  

school, district and state levels (Linn, Baker, & Betebenner, 2002). 

 Texas has become one of the leading states in the development of standardized 

testing and accountability, as is reflected in its relatively long history of educational 
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testing (Causey-Bush, 2005; Skrla & Scheurich, 2001). Therefore, the next section will 

highlight the details of the Texas accountability reforms 

The History of High-Stakes Testing in Texas 

 The TABS Test of the 1970’s 

The Texas Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS) was implemented by the Texas 

Legislature in 1979 (TexasEducationAgency). That initial high-stakes test is best 

described by the Texas Education Agency website:  

The legislature passed a bill requiring basic skills competencies in math, reading, 

and writing for grades 3, 5 and 9. Because there was no state-mandated 

curriculum at that time, the learning objectives for the TABS were created by 

committees of Texas educators. In 1983, the Texas Legislature began requiring 

retesting. Although TABS was not a ―diploma-denial test,‖ 9th grade students 

who did not pass the test were required to retake the exam each year thereafter 

while in school. Because results were reported, the TABS test was the beginning  

of ―high stakes‖ accountability for school districts (TexasEducationAgency, p. 1). 

 The TEAMS Test of the 1980’s 

 In the 1985-1986 school year the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum 

Skills (TEAMS) replaced the TABS test. TEAMS was intended to impose more rigor, 

broaden the number of grade levels tested, and create a passing standard for high school 

(Cruse & Twing, 2000; TexasEducationAgency, p. 1). As such, the state testing system 

promoted a more comprehensive, intense state testing system. The high-stakes nature of 



   
 

29 
 

the testing system was increased as students were required to pass the TEAMS in order to 

receive a high school diploma (Cruse & Twing, 2000; TexasEducationAgency). 

 The TAAS Test of the 1990’s 

 During the testing era of the 1990‘s Texas increased its emphasis on 

accountability with more comprehensive assessments. The testing program also 

attempted to incorporate higher-order skills. Thus, the Texas Assessment of Academic 

Skills (TAAS) was more aligned to the state curriculum, the Essential Elements (Cruse & 

Twing, 2000). After its implementation several revisions were made in the testing 

program, including the move from the fall to the spring for the assessment dates and the 

expansion to all grade levels from third through eighth (TexasEducationAgency). In 

addition, the accountability pressure increased with the release of school and district 

ratings to the public and the media (Cruse & Twing, 2000; TexasEducationAgency). 

 The TAKS test of the 2000’s 

The most recent state test, the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) has 

brought the state‘s standards to an even higher level of accountability beginning in 2003.  

The exam became aligned to the more rigorous state curriculum, the Texas Essential 

Knowledge and Skills, and tests were developed for special education students 

(TexasEducationAgency,nd). Currently, the accountability requirements and results are 

published annually in an extensive report (TexasEducationAgency, 2007). 

 Along with the development of the TAKS test, the state legislature authorized the 

Student Success Initiative, which was fully implemented during the 2007-2008 school 
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year (TexasEducationAgency, 2002b). As previously stated, the SSI elevated the state 

accountability standards to an unprecedented level with mandatory retention in grades 

three, five, and eight awaiting students who failed to meet the assessment standards.  

Summary 

In short, the history of American education has progressed in cycles or waves 

(Cuban, 1990; Tyack, 1991). Reform efforts in both U.S. and Texas history have moved 

from education of the ‗whole child‘ to education standards for all children. In spite of 

repeated educational reform movements, lasting improvement in our nation‘s education 

has not been achieved (Cuban, 1990; T. C. Hunt, 2005; Tyack, 1991). Although some 

increase in overall academic performance has been noted, recent school reform efforts 

have not been effective in implementing lasting change that will increase achievement for 

all students (Levin & Wiens, 2003).   

Yet the waves of reform have progressively instilled more significant 

consequences in the high-stakes accountability of public schools. Consequently, research 

has expanded considerably on high stakes testing. 

Research on High Stakes Testing 

 The term ―high-stakes‖ testing was becoming common in the early 1990‘s, but the 

definition became more formalized by Mehrens and Popham: ―When tests are used for 

high-stakes decisions, such as for employment, licensure, or a high school graduation 

requirement, they are commonly termed high-stakes tests‖ (1992, p. 1). 
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 High-stakes testing reforms have spawned a myriad of topics for research which 

resulted in both positive and negative conclusions. This section will summarize both the 

positive and negative effects of high-stakes accountability.  

 Positive effects 

 Undoubtedly, the most positive consequence of high-stakes testing 

implementation has been the emphasis on demographic variables within the testing 

results. In other words, high-stakes testing has placed an emphasis on previously 

marginalized groups such as minorities, disadvantaged children and English language 

learners. In fact, a main focus of the NCLB act is on improving the achievement gap 

found between middle class white students and students of color or students of poverty 

(No Child Left Behind act, 2002, SEC. 1001). 

 However, results of those efforts have been mixed (Cizek, Hirsch, & Trent, 2001). 

A recent nation-wide study by the Center on Educational Policy concluded: 

…we looked at achievement gaps in reading and math for four subgroups at three 

grade levels on two indicators. Gaps in percentages proficient narrowed in 327 

instances, widened in 76 instances, and showed no net change in 20 instances. 

Gaps in effect sizes narrowed in 184 cases, widened in 56 cases, and showed no  

net change in 30 cases (Kober, Chudowsky, & Chudowsky, 2008, p. 4). 

Other studies have concurred that certain subgroups are not making adequate 

progress under the current educational policy (Altshuler & Schmautz, 2006; Braun, 

Wang, & Jenkins, 2006; Christenson, Decker, Triezenberg, Ysseldyke, & Reschly, 2007). 
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A second positive consequence has been the increase in student performance on the 

NAEP, the nationally-normed assessment which serves as a standard amid the state-

developed testing variables (NationalCenterforEducationalStatistics, 2008). Carnoy and 

Loeb (2002) discovered that high-stakes accountability increased NAEP scores while 

having no measurable negative effect on high school graduation rates. Even so, this 

increase in achievement has been limited. According to the Center on Educational Policy,  

―Of the 134 comparisons made between state percentages proficient and NAEP 

percentages basic, gains occurred on both assessments in 108 cases and declines on both 

in just 2 cases.‖ (Kober, Chudowsky, & Chudowsky, 2008, p. 3). 

Other research on high-stakes testing has indicated some positive achievement 

gains, yet those studies were based on data previous to the full implementation of the 

NCLB legislation (Carnoy, 2005; Lewis & Haug, 2005; Mintrop & Trujillo, 2005). 

 Negative consequences 

In contrast to the few positive studies on high-stakes testing, a great many 

research studies have centered on negative results of high-stakes consequences. These 

can largely by summarized into categories: an inconsistency of performance between 

state exams and other measures of success, a narrowing of curriculum due to testing 

emphasis, a decrease in emphasis on higher-order learning skills, and a decrease in  

intrinsic student motivation. 

As mentioned previously, research has highlighted the inconsistent relationship 

between increased achievement in high-stakes testing and achievement on the NAEP 
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(Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Marchant & Paulson, 2005a; Nichols & Berliner, 2007; 

Stoneberg, 2007; Valencia & Villarreal, 2003). For example, Texas, a leader in state 

accountability measures, was rated toward the bottom of states by a study that compared 

state assessments with the rigor of the NAEP (P. E. Peterson & Hess, 2008).  

Nor have standardized exam scores used for college admissions shown an 

improvement during the years of high-stakes testing accountability (Amrein & Berliner, 

2003). In fact, a subsequent study revealed that states requiring a graduation exam 

actually performed more poorly on SAT scores (Marchant & Paulson, 2005b). 

A frequent problem cited by teachers and administrators is the amount of time 

that must be devoted to the state exams, which often narrows the curriculum (Gallagher, 

2007; Goldston, 2005; McNeil, 2000; Moon, Brighton, & Callahan, 2003; Wilkins, 

Graham, & Parker, 2003; Yeh, 2005). Various studies have focused on the decrease of 

curricular options beyond the core subjects tested (Wilkins, Graham, & Parker, 2003) and 

the lack of emphasis on academics which are not central to high-stakes sanctions (Agee, 

2004; Goldston, 2005; Grant, 2001; Vogler, 2005).  

Further, high-stakes testing reforms have been criticized for emphasizing basic 

skills rather than higher-order thinking skills (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 2006; Gallagher, 

2007; Hoffman, Assaf, & Paris, 2001; Rex & Nelson, 2004). Booher-Jennings termed it 

‗educational triage‘ as opposed to quality teaching (2005). 

Another finding of researchers is that high-stakes testing can inhibit intrinsic 

motivation of students (Amrein & Berliner, 2003). Cuban (2007)  pointed out that the 
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influence of high-stakes testing has had a major impact on classroom structure. 

According to Harlen and Crick, high-stakes testing may raise the standards, but the long-

range impact on students is to reduce the motivation that is needed for lifelong learning 

(Harlen & Crick, 2003). 

Indeed, a high-stakes testing environment can be detrimental to the development 

of an overall school culture that promotes student achievement (English, 2002; Popham, 

2005; Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008).  

One study of eleven elementary schools suggested that certain school 

characteristics such as a collaborative culture and a high level of support for teachers are 

predictive of greater achievement (Ross et al., 2004). Low-income, high-achieving 

schools have been examined to determine what characteristics of school culture and 

climate are present. Results of those studies demonstrated that collaborative leadership, 

communication, teacher empowerment and teacher autonomy are organizational 

components of the high-achieving schools (Chan, 2004; Henderson, Buehler, & Stein, 

2005; Hoy & Hannum, 1997; Lang, 2004; Onoye, 2004; West, 1996) 

  Several more recent studies have also documented the overall effect of a positive 

culture and climate on student success (A. P. Brown, 2004; Chien, 2004; Hoy, Smith, & 

Sweetland, 2002; Liberati, 2004; Sashkin & Walberg, 1993).  

Some studies have indicated that healthy school district cultures with high levels  
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of interconnectedness and trust had significantly greater student achievement than 

districts with unhealthy cultures (Marshall, Pritchard, & Gunderson, 2004; Sweetland, 

2001).  

Further, a sense of trust was found to be an underlying essential element for 

school processes to run smoothly (Bryk & Schneider, 2003). Positive collaboration 

occurs when a high level of trust is present, both among teachers and between the 

teachers and the administrators (Tschannen-Moran, Hoy, & Hoy, 1998). Trust is also an 

essential component of professional learning communities, which in turn can promote 

student success (Bryk & Schneider, 2003; DuFour & DuFour, 2007). Moreover, the skills 

built from a culture of trust, such as risk-taking, problem-solving, collaboration, and 

flexibility, are characteristics that will be sought in employees of the future (Carnevale & 

Desrochers, 2003) 

The overall school culture and climate can be influenced by the school leadership 

to create an organization that is more productive in regard to student achievement.  

Supportive, collegial leadership promotes teacher empowerment, which, in turn, is a 

factor in student success (Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). As such, leadership is flexible and 

collaborative. That type of leadership enhances student problem-solving skills through 

collaboration in group work, a low-threat environment which supports learning through 

mistakes, and  a high level of trust and communication (Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008).  
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Unfortunately, the pressure of a high-stakes environment can undermine the 

attempts of leaders to produce such a school culture (Murillo & Flores, 2002; Schoen & 

Fusarelli, 2008). The more sanctions imposed by a state‘s accountability system, the  

greater its influence on a positive school culture (Murillo & Flores, 2002; Onoye, 2004). 

Although the term ―high-stakes‖ is applied to all legislated assessments, there are 

varying sanctions imposed on failing scores, ranging from published reports of school-

wide test scores to mandated interventions in schools and grade retention for individual 

students. Carnoy and Loeb developed a five-point a rating scale to measure the strength 

of accountability in each of the fifty states (2002). During the time of that study, Texas 

was rated one of the top three states in terms of accountability sanctions (Carnoy & Loeb, 

2002).  

In the subsequent years Texas has added the Student Success Initiative to the 

equation, making the consequences for test failure even higher for individuals, teachers, 

and schools with a state-wide grade retention policy. Therefore, the research on grade 

retention is pertinent to this study. 

Research on Grade Level Retention 

 The Student Success Initiative in Texas was implemented in part to end social 

promotion (TEA, 2002). However, some researchers have concluded that neither social 

promotion nor grade retention is an effective means of improving academic achievement 

(Thompson & Cunningham, 2000).  
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 Grade retention has been correlated with dropout potential in several studies. 

Grissom and Shepard (1989) examined data on more than 100,000 students in Austin, 

Chicago, and two other school districts. They concluded that there is a definite 

relationship between grade-level retention and dropping out of school (Grissom & 

Shepard, 1989). A later study in Chicago also indicated a relationship between retention  

and dropping out of school: students who had been retained were twice as likely to drop 

out of school, regardless of the grade-level of retention (Roderick, 1994). In fact, further 

research found retention  to be the single most powerful predictor of dropping out 

(Goldschmidt & Wang, 1999).   

Allensworth (2005) examined the 8th grade retention policy in Chicago and its 

effect on high school dropout numbers. The study examined retention and dropout 

statistics prior to and after the implementation of the retention policies, including 113,937 

students from the years 1992 to 1998.  The study concluded, ―Retention rates rose with 

the policy, and post policy retained students were more likely to drop out of school than 

similar students who were not retained‖ (Allensworth, p. 353). 

 Another finding of grade retention research is that it does not improve student 

achievement. Jimerson (2006) summarized the data from three mega-analyses which 

spanned 80 studies over a 75 year period. None of the studies showed an improvement in 

student achievement due to grade retention. Roderick (2005) examined the data for two 

years on students who had been retained in the third and sixth grades. She found that 

there was no evidence of achievement gain (Roderick & Nagaoka, 2005).   
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 Early retention does not appear to be more effective that retention in late 

elementary years. Research on over twenty thousand students, using data from the 

National Center for Education Statistics, concluded that retained students did not perform 

better than their at-risk peers who were promoted (Hong & Yu, 2007). 

One study (Buly & Valencia, 2002) indicated that the components causing 

reading failure were due to several distinct patterns of reading deficits. Because of this, 

policies that treat all test failures the same cannot be successful. 

 Moreover, grade retention has a negative psychological effect on students. 

Behavior problems, lack of motivation, and lower self-esteem are characteristic of 

students who have been retained (Frymier, 1997; Gleason, Kwok, & Hughes, 2007; 

Gottfredson, Fink, & Graham, 1994; Hagborg, Masella, & Palladino, 1991). One study, 

based on extensive interviews of 24 students, concluded that those students felt ―dumb‖ 

and frustrated, and they were subject to much teasing and bullying from peers (Penna & 

Tallerico, 2005).  

 In spite of those numerous studies on grade-level retention, several states have 

adopted grade-retention policies (Carnoy & Loeb, 2002; Kendrick, 2001; Lee & Roska, 

2007). Thus, grade-retention has become more of a political stance than a policy intended 

to benefit students (Bali, Anagnostopoulos, & Roberts, 2005; C. Brown, 2007): 

Retention is a byproduct from instilling accountability into the education system. 

The individual who fails due to these statutes is not the problem. Rather, that 

individual is the result of a successful system of accountability—the retained 
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individual demonstrates that the system works. The ‗failure‘ of the education 

system corrects itself through failing the individual. Without the retained students, 

the system opens itself up for questioning, and thus, eliminating social promotion 

becomes an issue of quality control. (C. Brown, 2007, p. 17) 

Researchers have made several suggestions for alternatives to social promotion or  

retention policies (Jimerson, Pletcher, & Graydon, 2006; Reynolds, 1991; Smink, 2001; 

Thomas, 2000). These suggestions go beyond basic tutoring and summer school options 

to imply that schools must incorporate an overall culture and climate of success for all 

students.  

Conclusion 

Reforms in the U.S. have moved toward more accountability and high-stakes 

testing. Consequently, if the ultimate goals of NCLB are to be realized, it is likely that 

more grade retention policies such as the Texas Student Success Initiative will be 

implemented in other states. However, the research on high-stakes testing and grade 

retention has been predominantly negative. Moreover, a high-stakes testing environment 

may reduce motivation and teaching of higher-level thinking skills.  

A positive school culture has been demonstrated to be important for lasting school 

achievement. Nevertheless, few studies have been done to investigate the effect of high-

stakes accountability pressure on the culture and climate of schools. In particular, 

research is needed on the Student Success Initiative and its overall effect on school 

culture and climate. In general, more recent studies must be conducted on NCLB and its 
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implementation throughout our nation with the hope of influencing the policy-makers 

who will determine the next wave of educational reform. 
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Chapter 3:  Methodology and Procedures 

 
Introduction 

 The previous chapter highlighted the research involving school reform efforts as 

well as research in the areas of grade level retention and high-stakes testing. In general, 

there is little research on the current legislation in Texas, the Student Success Initiative, 

which mirrors the national No Child Left Behind reform in its ultimate design.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the effect of grade level retention 

during the years of the Student Success Initiative. Specifically, the research focuses on 

the students most affected by the SSI legislation: those who failed the TAKS test in the 

first year of the SSI sanctions. As such, students in three large urban areas of Texas who 

failed the 3rd grade TAKS reading test in the year 2003 were studied as a cohort to 

determine their success as measured by subsequent standardized scores on state exams. In 

addition, students who failed the 5th grade TAKS reading and math tests in the year 2005 

were studied as a cohort to determine their future success on 8th grade exams. 

This chapter explains the methodology and procedures that were used in this 

research study. First, the research questions will be presented. Then the appropriateness 

of a quantitative analysis will be presented along with discussion of the specific statistical 

measures that were used in the current study. The chapter will then examine the 

theoretical basis for the research study. Finally, the chapter will describe the data and 

procedures for obtaining the data. 
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Research Questions 

1. Did the students retained in 3rd grade improve their reading test scores 

significantly from the first year to the second year in 3rd grade? 

2. Did the students retained in 5th grade improve their reading and math test 

scores significantly from the first year to the second year in 5th grade?  

3. Did the students retained in 8th grade improve their reading and math test 

scores significantly from the first year to the second year in 8th grade? 

4. Was there a difference in 5th grade TAKS reading scores between the group 

that was retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee? 

5. Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group 

that was retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee?  

6. Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group 

that was retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee?   

7. Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS math scores between the group that 

was retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the 

Grade Placement Committee?  

8. Did ethnicity, gender, or socioeconomic status make a difference in the test 

results in any of these testing circumstances? 
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Hypotheses 

1. There is no significant difference in the first and second year reading test 

scores for those students who were retained in 3rd grade.  

2. There is no significant difference in the first and second year reading or math 

test scores for those students who were retained in 5th grade.  

3. There is no significant difference in the first and second year reading or math 

test scores for those students who were retained in 8th grade. 

4. There is no significant difference in 5th grade TAKS reading scores between 

the group that was retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th 

grade by the Grade Placement Committee. 

5. There is no significant difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between 

the group that was retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th 

grade by the Grade Placement Committee.  

6. There is no significant difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between 

the group that was retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th 

grade by the Grade Placement Committee.   

7. There is no significant difference in 8th grade TAKS math scores between the 

group that was retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade 

by the Grade Placement Committee.  

8. There is no difference in the test results due to ethnicity, gender, or 

socioeconomic status in the retained groups or the socially promoted groups.  



   
 

44 
 

Research Design 

The methodology of this research was a quantitative design. A quantitative study 

can determine the significance of any difference between the academic achievement of 

students retained and those who were promoted in the light of the SSI legislation in 

Texas. The advantage of utilizing a  quantitative analysis is that it can yield results that 

are considered valid, reliable, generalizable, and perhaps more acceptable in many 

research contexts (Babbie, Halley, & Zaino, 2003; Morse & Richards, 2002).  In addition, 

the national education department, under NCLB, calls for scientifically-based research 

studies, which are, for the most part, quantitative studies ("NCLB", 2002).  

Specifically, a t-test was done to compare the original failing scores of the 

retained groups in 3rd, 5th, and 8th grades with their subsequent year TAKS scores. This 

demonstrated whether significant improvement exists in the mean test scores of the 

retained students after an additional year in 3rd, 5th, or 8th grade.  A t-test is an appropriate 

and effective statistical measure when two mean scores are being compared (Nthangeni 

& Algina, 2001; Zimmerman, 1987). 

In addition, a t-test was done to compare the mean scores of retained students to 

those of promoted students. In order to make a meaningful comparison of the groups, 

fifth grade scores from the students retained in 3rd grade in 2003 were compared to 5th 

grade scores of the students who were socially promoted in 2003. Thus, the 2006 scores 

of the retained group were compared to the 2005 scores of the socially promoted group. 
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Subsequently, for the 8th grade comparison, the 2009 Reading TAKS scores of the 3rd 

grade retained group were compared to the 2008 Reading TAKS scores of the socially 

promoted group from 2003. The same pattern of data analysis was done with the 5th grade 

retained and promoted groups in relation to their 8th grade scores. In other words, 5th 

grade students retained in 2005 had their 2009 math and reading scores compared with 

the 2008 scores of students who had been promoted after their 5th grade testing failure. 

Thus, the scale scores for the same grade level test were compared between the promoted 

group and the retained group. 

Then, a comparison was done between demographic groups (gender, ethnicity, 

and socioeconomic status) to ascertain the percentages of students in each subgroup who 

were retained or socially promoted. Finally, the gender, ethnic, and socioeconomic 

subgroups were compared in regard to the percentage of students who passed the TAKS 

test in subsequent years. The results thus indicate whether particular subgroups of 

retained students met the passing standards on future tests. 

Scores were analyzed only for 3rd, 5th and 8th grade TAKS testers since those 

grade levels are the focus of the SSI legislation.  Beginning in 2003, the 3rd grade 

students were provided with three opportunities to pass the TAKS test. From 2005 the 

students in 5th grade were given three opportunities to pass the reading and the math tests. 

Then, beginning in 2008, the 8th grade students were given three opportunities to pass the 

TAKS. Additionally, in those grade levels the pressure is more intense for students to 

pass the reading and math tests because of the promotion requirements   
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Theoretical approach 

 The approach of this study is considered a post-positive theoretical construct. The  

analysis of existing data makes this a study that is objective, valid, and generalizable to a  

degree: the characteristics of a scientific study as defined by the epistemological views of 

post-positive researchers (Crotty, 1998; Guba & Lincoln, 1998).  

However, another paradigm is also applicable here, since the results could be used 

to influence public policy for an at-risk population. This perspective is inherent in the 

epistemological viewpoint of the critical theorists (Guba & Lincoln, 1998). From this 

viewpoint, the quantitative, objective results could be used to create more informed 

insights in a political arena (Guba & Lincoln, 1998). 

 Description of the sample and participants 

 

This is a study comparing test data over several years. The participants will 

remain anonymous to the researcher, identified only by gender, ethnicity, socio-economic 

status and research-assigned student numbers (for accurate tracking of student data).  As 

such, it is an examination of existing archival data to form a statistical analysis. 

The sample included the students who failed the TAKS test in the first year of the 

SSI legislation, 2003, or the students affected by the subsequent gateway testing of the 

SSI, when those same students reached 5th grade or 8th grade. Data on test scores and 

grade-level retention or social promotion were gathered for those subsequent years. 

The method of purposeful sampling was used. Three urban school districts were 

chosen for the study because of their large number of students and their diverse 
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populations. Only students from those districts in Texas were included in the data 

collection. The actual sample included approximately 2000 students across the three 

school districts. Although that sample was substantially reduced by students without 

subsequent scores in the 5th or 8th grade, the sample was large enough to provide patterns 

of results.  

The entire population of students who failed the TAKS test in the  

year 2003 was approximately 14,000 students (TEA, 2003). In order to maintain accurate 

comparisons, data from students who left the school districts were eliminated. Thus, the 

results will be reflective of a truer cohort sampling. 

Permission was obtained from the school districts prior to the dissertation 

proposal, followed by IRB approval. The agreement with each of the districts assured that 

the districts would not be named or identified in this study. Therefore, overall numbers of 

students and ethnic groups are not included in this paper, since those numbers could help 

identify the particular school districts. 

Summary 

This chapter summarized the methodology of this research study. This 

quantitative study compared the standardized test scores of students who were retained 

versus those who were socially promoted during the Texas SSI. The subsequent chapters 

explain the findings and conclusions. 
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Chapter 4: Results 

Setting 

Data were procured from three large urban school districts in Texas. They are 

named only as District One, District Two, and District Three to protect the identities of 

the districts, in accord with the data sharing agreements. 

District One retained a larger percentage of students who failed the TAKS in 2003 

(63% retained), Districts Two (48% retained) and Three (41% retained) tended to 

promote students more often through Grade Placement Committee decisions. Results 

were analyzed separately for each school district. This provided a look at the results in 

terms of the separate school districts with the patterns of retention or promotion exhibited 

by the Grade Placement Committees.  

Instrument 

The instrument used to measure student success was the TAKS test, which is the 

standardized measure adopted by the state for grades three through eight. The Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) is a criterion-referenced test which was 

developed to measure objectives in the state curriculum, the Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills, or TEKS. The scores were converted to scale scores at each grade level so that 

a consistent passing standard, a score of 2100, could be established by the Texas 

Education Agency.  The TAKS test went through a revision process across the years to 

provide a more rigorous assessment of the state curriculum, yet the passing scale score 

remained the same through 2009. 
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During the 3rd, 5th and 8th grade years represented in this study, students were 

given three opportunities in the spring and summer months to pass the TAKS test. This  

study used the highest score attained by each of the students during the school year the as 

the basis of comparison. Highest scores were chosen because they are more 

representative of student achievement than the average of the scores from the three test 

administrations. 

Sample Description 

The first group of students affected by the SSI legislation was the 3rd grade 

student population in the 2002-2003 school year. Those students who were promoted 

from that first group were also the first to experience the 5th and 8th grade mandates in 

2004-2005 and 2007-2008. Because the TAKS test was administered in the spring and 

summer of those school years, the reference will be to the 2003, 2005, and 2008 testing 

years. 

For the purpose of this research, student samples consisted of students who did 

not meet the passing standard of the TAKS test, a scale score of 2100. Although the 

initial year of the TAKS test allowed a slightly lower passing standard, the scale score of 

2100 was utilized to provided consistency. Additionally, students who took a simplified 

special education instrument instead of the standard TAKS test were removed from the 

samples. 

The first sample included students from each of the districts who had failed all 

administrations of the 2003 reading TAKS test in 3rd grade. This group was further 
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divided into two cohort groups for each district: students who were retained in 3rd grade 

after failing the TAKS test and students who were promoted to 4th grade by the Grade 

Placement Committees in spite of failing the TAKS test. Initially there were 326 students 

from District One, 363 students from District Two, and 70 students from District Three. 

These numbers were reduced in further analyses when the TAKS scores were  

not available for individual students in subsequent school years. 

The second sample consisted of two separate samples: students from each district 

who had had failed all administrations of the 2005 reading TAKS test in 5th grade and 

students who had failed all administrations of the 2005 math test in that same year. These 

groups were further divided into two cohort groups for each district: students who were 

retained in 5th grade after failing the TAKS test and students who were promoted to 6th 

grade by the Grade Placement Committees in spite of failing the TAKS test. The initial 

group of students who failed reading numbered 38 for District One, 580 for District Two, 

and 56 for District Three. The initial group of students who failed math in 5th grade 

consisted of 23 students in District One, 448 students in District Two, and 46 students in 

District Three. Numbers of students reflected the data available, and thus may have been 

lower than expected in District One. 

The progress of the first and second sample of students was analyzed during the 

following school year as well as their 5th and 8th grade school years, since those were 

promotion-dependent testing years. However, the sample number was reduced to students 

who displayed TAKS results in both the 5th and 8th grades in the available data samples. 
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The final sample also consisted of two separate samples: students from each 

district who had had failed all administrations of the 2008 reading TAKS test in 8th grade 

and students who had failed all administrations of the math test in that same year.  

Method of Analysis 

T-tests were used to compare the means of the student scores. First, a paired  

sample t-test was initiated to determine the difference between the highest TAKS scores 

in the first year of 3rd grade and the highest scores in the second year in 3rd grade. This 

same statistical test was utilized to determine the differences between the first and second 

years in 5th grade and 8th grade for students retained in those grade levels.  

 A t-test was also used to determine whether grade retention made a difference in 

the success of students in the 5th and 8th grade. Students who were retained in 3rd grade 

took the 5th grade TAKS test in 2006. Those scores were compared to the socially 

promoted group who took the 5th grade TAKS in 2005, so the analysis included only 5th 

grade tests. Students who were retained in 5th grade for math or reading failures were, in 

the same way, compared to their 5th grade promoted peers in the years 2008 and 2009. 

 To compare how student demographics might affect the results, percentages were 

disaggregated.  Students were compared with regard to ethnicity, gender, and 

socioeconomic status. For the purpose of this study, socioeconomic status was coded as 

―low income‖ or ―not low‖; ―low income‖ including both free and reduced lunch status. 

Ethnic groups were defined with the state coding terms as used on the TAKS test from 
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the years 2003 to 2009:  American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black, 

not of Hispanic Origin, Hispanic, and White, not of Hispanic Origin.  

 The chart in Appendix A shows the analysis of the data for each district, broken 

down by research question. The first column actually specifically the research question 

itself with a yes or no. The second column indicates the number of students (n) for which 

data were available to answer the question. The mean scores of each group are displayed 

in the 3rd column. The t-score is shown next, followed by the mean scores which were  

analyzed to create that value. The column labeled ‗Met Stand.‘ shows the percentage of 

students who met the passing standard at the grade level indicated in the research 

question. For example, the first row gives the percentage of students who met the passing 

standard in the second year of third grade. The column labeled ‗Sig.‘ indicates the level 

of statistical significance. The chart does not show the total number of students (N) for 

each district or for the disaggregated categories of ethnicity, gender, or socioeconomic 

status. This information was deliberately omitted to protect the identities of the school 

districts. 

 To further clarify the findings, the overall chart was broken down into sub-charts 

based on the individual research questions. These are presented separately by research 

question.  

 None of the charts display the total number of students (N) for each district or for 

the disaggregated categories of ethnicity, gender, or socioeconomic status. This 

information was deliberately omitted to protect the identities of the school districts. 
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Research Question 1:  

 

Did the students retained in 3rd grade improve their reading test scores significantly 

from the first year to the second year in 3rd grade? 

 The results from each of the school districts demonstrated a significant 

improvement between the test scores in the second year of the 3rd grade compared to each 

student‘s highest score of the previous year. 

Table 1: Students Retained in 3
rd

 Grade 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number 
of  

Students  
T-score Mean Scores 

Significance 
at 

  < .05 
Level 

Percent 
Meeting 

the Passing 
Standard 

After 
Retention 

Year 

District One YES 326 33.242 
Year 1:  1963    
Year 2:  2174 

0.000 79% 

District Two YES 363 29.596 
Year 1:  1943    
Year 2:  2144 

0.000 70% 

District 
Three 

YES 70 14.115 
Year 1:  1953    
Year 2:  2131 

0.000 70% 

 

In District One 326 students failed the TAKS reading test in 2003 and were 

subsequently retained in the 3rd grade. Scores indicated a significant improvement from  

the first year to the second year in the 3rd grade (t=33.242, p<.05). The mean score of the 

first year in 3rd grade was 1963 compared to the mean score, 2174, in the second year of 
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3rd grade. However, the TAKS scores of those retained in 3rd grade indicate that 21% of 

those students failed to meet the passing standard of 2100 in their 2nd year in 3rd grade. 

In District Two there were 363 students who were retained in 3rd grade after 

failing the 2003 TAKS reading section. A t-test revealed a significant difference between 

the scores in the first and second years in grade 3 (t=29.596, p<.05).  The mean scores 

were 1943 and 2144, respectively. In spite of that improvement, 30% of the retained 

students failed to meet the passing standard in their subsequent year in 3rd grade. 

The t-test of District Three included the scores of 70 3rd grade students who were 

retained in 2003.  There was a significant improvement in the TAKS scores in the 

repeated grade (t=14.115, p,<05). The data on passing standards revealed that 30% of 

those retained did not pass the TAKS test in their subsequent year in 3rd grade. 

 

Research Question 2: 

 

 Did the students retained in 5th grade improve their reading and math test scores 

significantly from the first year to the second year in 5th grade? 

 

 This research question has two sub-questions regarding reading and math TAKS 

scores. Therefore, those results will be reported as separate questions. 
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     Table 2:  Students Retained in 5
th

 Grade for Reading TAKS 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number 
of  

Students  
T-score Mean Scores 

Signific
ance         

at          
< .05 
Level 

Percent 
Meeting the 

Passing 
Standard 

After 
Retention 

Year 

District One NO 38 1.65 
Year 1:  1978    
Year 2:  2004 

0.107 76% 

District Two YES 580 34.222 
Year 1:  1982    
Year 2:  2113 

0.000 72% 

District 
Three 

YES 56 8.076 
Year 1:  1992    
Year 2:  2105 

0.000 63% 

 

 First, the reading TAKS scores from District One were examined. The data 

available revealed that there were 38 students retained in the 5th grade due to inadequate 

performance on the 5th grade reading TAKS test.  There was not a significant 

improvement in test scores from the first year in 5th grade to the second year in 5th grade 

(t=1.65, p>.05). Furthermore, only 24% of those retained met the passing standard in the 

second year. The mean scale scores for those students were 1978 in the year 2005 and 

2004 in the year 2006. 

 The reading TAKS scores from District Two showed more favorable results. A 

much larger dataset was available, including 580 students. The scores showed a 

significant improvement between the first and second year in 5th grade (t=34.22, p<.05), 
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with a mean score improvement from 1982 to 2113. However, 28% of those retained in 

5th grade again failed to meet the TAKS passing standard of 2100. 

 According to the dataset, a total of 56 students in District Three were retained due 

to not passing TAKS reading. The scores from the subsequent year in 5th grade showed a 

significant improvement (t=8.076, p<.05).  Mean scores improved from 1992 to 2105.  In 

spite of that improvement in scores, only 63% of the students passed the TAKS test in 

2006. 

Table 3:  Students Retained in 5
th

 Grade for Math TAKS 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number 
of  

Students  
T-score 

Mean 
Scores 

Significance         
at          < 
.05 Level 

Percent 
Meeting the 

Passing 
Standard 

After 
Retention 

Year 

District 
One 

YES 23 6.875 

Year 1:  
1989    

Year 2:  
2005 

0.000 96% 

District 
Two 

YES 448 33.642 

Year 1:  
1973    

Year 2:  
2146 

0.000 79% 

District 
Three 

YES 46 11.09 

Year 1:  
1964    

Year 2:  
2121 

0.000 63% 

 

 Math scores in District One did indicate a significant improvement (t=6.875, 

p<.05).  The mean scores rose from 1989 in 2005 to 2185 in 2006 for the students who 

were retained in 5th grade. In addition, 96% of the students passed the TAKS test during 
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their 2nd year in 5th grade. However, the dataset only included 23 students who displayed 

5th grade scores in both years. 

 In District Two there was also a significant difference in the scores between the 

two years (t=34.222, p<.05). The second year in 5th grade showed a 79% passing rate, 

with a mean improvement of scores from 1973 to 2146. There were 448 students in this 

retention group. 

 District Three showed a similar pattern for the 46 students who were retained for 

5th grade math. The mean improvement in scores from year 2005 to year 2006, mean 

scores of 1992 and 2105, was significant (t=11.09, p<.05). A total of 63% met the 

passing standard in their second year of 5th grade. 

Research Question 3: 

 

 Did the students retained in 8th grade improve their reading and math test scores 

significantly from the first year to the second year in 8th grade? 

 In each of the districts, the number of students being retained was much lower 

than the numbers of students who were retained in 3rd or 5th grade. This could be due to 

retentions in previous years, so many of the students were not yet at an 8th grade level in 

the year 2008. In many cases, however, students had to be eliminated from the analysis 

because no scores were available for their second year in 8th grade. Further examination 

of the data revealed that the withdrawal rate among the retained 8th grade students was 

84%.  Although the withdrawal rates were not available for District Two and District 

Three, it is important to note that 230 of the students from District Two and 170 of the 
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students from District Three had no data available for the year 2009 after they failed the 

8th grade TAKS test in 2008. 

 Table 4:  Students Retained in 8
th 

Grade for Reading TAKS 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number 
of  

Students  

T-
score 

Mean 
Scores 

Significance         
at          < 
.05 Level 

Percent 
Meeting the 

Passing 
Standard 

After 
Retention 

Year 

District 
One 

YES 5 3.065 

Year 1:  
1964    

Year 2:  
2174 

0.037 60% 

District 
Two 

YES 83 7.411 

Year 1:  
1953    

Year 2:  
2075 

0.000 53% 

District 
Three 

YES 12 4.649 

Year 1:  
1972    

Year 2:  
2101 

0.000 67% 

 

There was very little data available from District One to use in this analysis. The 

scores of the 5 students retained due to 8th grade Reading TAKS improved significantly 

during the second year in 8th grade (t=3.065, p<.05). The mean score went from 1964 to 

2174, with 3 out of the 5 students (60%) meeting the passing standard in their second 

year. 

In District Two 83 students were retained after failing the 8th grade Reading 

TAKS. Their mean scores improved significantly during the second year in 8th grade 
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(t=7.411, p<.05). Mean scores went up from 1953 to 2075, yet only 53% (44 students) 

passed the test in the subsequent year. 

Students also improved significantly in District Three (t=4.649, p<.05). The mean 

score improved from 1972 to 2101, with 8 out of the 12 students (66%) passing the 8th  

grade Reading test in 2009. 

      Table 5:  Students Retained in 8
th 

Grade for Math TAKS 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number 
of  

Students  

T-
score 

Mean 
Scores 

Significance         
at          < 
.05 Level 

Percent 
Meeting the 

Passing 
Standard 

After 
Retention 

Year 

District 
One 

NO 3 4.049 

Year 1:  
1973    

Year 2:  
2142 

0.056 33% 

District 
Two 

YES 71 7.234 

Year 1:  
1948    

Year 2:  
2018 

0.000 24% 

District 
Three 

YES 18 5.585 

Year 1:  
1952    

Year 2:  
2062 

0.000 44% 

 

Students in District One did not show a significant improvement in math scores 

(t=4.049, p>.05), but the data was limited to 3 students, two of whom did not pass the 

math section of TAKS in 2009. 

District Two included 71 students in the dataset who were retained in 8th grade, 

and their scores did improve significantly during the second year (t=7.234, p< .05). 
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Although the mean scores improved from 1948 to 2018, 76% of the students still fell 

below the passing standard of 2100. 

In District Three the analysis also showed a significant difference in the 8th grade 

scores between 2008 and 2009 (t=5.585, p<.05).  Again, the mean score showed much 

improvement (1952 to 2062), yet only 44% of the students passed the TAKS in the  

second year. 

Research Question 4: 
 
Was there a difference in 5

th
 grade TAKS reading scores between the group that was 

retained in 3
rd

 grade and the group that was placed in 4
th

 grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee?  

To answer this research question and the fifth research question, cohorts of 

students were formed for each district according to the data available from 3rd grade 

through 8th grade. Then the longitudinal data was analyzed through 8th grade based on the 

students who were retained or socially promoted after the 3rd grade TAKS test failure in 

2003. 

For all three school districts there was a significant difference in the 5th grade 

reading TAKS scores between the groups that had been retained in 3rd grade and those 

who were placed in 4th grade by the Grade Placement Committee 
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Table 6:  Students Retained in 3
rd

 Grade Compared to  

   Students Promoted to 4
th

 Grade by the GPC— 

   Performance on 5
th

 Grade Reading TAKS 

 

  

Significa
nt 

Differen
ce? 

Number of  
Students  

T-
score 

Mean Scores 

Signif.        
at                  

< .05 
Level 

Percent Meeting 
the Passing 

Standard After 
Retention Year 

District 
One 

YES 
Retained:   73             
Promoted:   76      

2.363 

Retained:  
2075    

Promoted:  
2031 

0.019 
Retained:   51%             
Promoted:  29%        

District 
Two 

YES 
Retained:   177             
Promoted:   198      

3.281 

Retained:  
2089    

Promoted:  
2050 

0.001 
Retained:   59%             
Promoted:  43%        

District 
Three 

YES 
Retained:   35             
Promoted:   47      

2.657 

Retained:  
2060    

Promoted:  
1996 

0.010 
Retained:   45%             
Promoted:  26%        

 

In District One, TAKS scores were available through 8th grade for 73 students 

who had been retained in 3rd grade and 76 students who had been placed in 4th grade in 

2004 by the Grade Placement Committee. The students who had been retained performed 

significantly better on their 5th grade reading test, with a mean difference of 2031 to 2075 

(t=2.363, p<.05). The percentages of those meeting the reading passing standard in 5th 

grade were 51% for the retained group compared to 29% for the socially promoted group. 

District Two had a larger cohort of students: 177 students who were retained in 3rd 

grade and 198 students who were placed in 4th grade by the Grade Placement Committee. 

Again, the students who were retained did significantly better on their 5th grade reading 

TAKS test (t=3.281, p<.05). The retained group had a mean score of 2089 in 5th grade 



   
 

62 
 

with a 59% passing rate. The group that was placed in 4th grade had a mean score of 2050 

with a 43% passing rate. 

In District Three there was no a significant difference between the students who 

were retained and those who were placed in 4th grade (t=2803, p.>05).  The mean scores 

on their 5th grade reading TAKS test were 2996 and 2060, respectively. In terms of 

meeting the 2100 passing standard, 45% of those retained passed the 5th grade test as 

opposed to 26% of those who were moved to the 4th grade passing the 5th grade reading 

TAKS. 

 

Research Question 5:  
 
Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group that was 

retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee?  
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Table 7:  Students Retained in 3
rd

 Grade Compared to  

   Students Promoted to 4
th

 Grade by the GPC— 

   Performance on 8
th

 Grade Reading TAKS 

 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number of  
Students  

T-
score 

Mean 
Scores 

Signif.        
at                  

< .05 
Level 

Percent Meeting 
the Passing 

Standard After 
Retention Year 

District 
One 

NO 
Retained:   73             
Promoted:   76      

0.45
3 

Retained:  
2172    

Promoted:  
2162 

0.651 
Retained:  75%             
Promoted:  79%        

District 
Two 

YES 
Retained:   177             
Promoted:   198      

2.10
9 

Retained:  
2189    

Promoted:  
2160 

0.036 
Retained:  80%             
Promoted:  78%        

District 
Three 

NO 
Retained:   35             
Promoted:   47      

0.68
7 

Retained:  
2180    

Promoted:  
2159 

0.494 
Retained:  89%             
Promoted:  83%        

 

In District One there was not a significant difference on the 8th grade scores in 

reading between the group that was retained in 3rd grade and the group that went on to 4th 

grade in 2004 (t=0.453, p>.05). The mean scores for the groups were 2172 and 2162. Of 

the students retained in 3rd grade, 75% met the passing standard for 8th grade reading. 

Similarly, of those who were placed in 4th grade, 79% passed the 8th grade reading 

TAKS. 

District Two had data for 177 students who were retained in 3rd grade and 198 

students who were placed in 4th grade by the Grade Placement Committee The students  

who were retained did significantly better on their 8th grade reading TAKS test (t=2.109,  
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p<.05).  The retained group had a mean score of 2189 in 8th grade with an 80% passing 

rate. The group that was placed in 4th grade had a mean score of 2160 with a 78% passing 

rate. 

District Three also showed a significant improvement in 8th grade reading scores 

between the two groups (t=0.687, p<.05). The group that was retained in 3rd grade had a 

mean score of 2180 and a passing rate of 89%, whereas the group that was placed in 4th 

had a mean score of 2160 and passing rate of 83%. 

 

Research Question 6:  
 
Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group that was 

retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee? 
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Table 8:  Students Retained in 5
th

 Grade Compared to  

   Students Promoted to 6
th

 Grade by the GPC— 

         Performance on 8
th

 Grade Reading TAKS 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number of  
Students  

T-
score 

Mean 
Scores 

Signif.        
at                  

< .05 
Level 

Percent Meeting 
the Passing 

Standard After 
Retention Year 

District 
One 

YES 
Retained:   22             
Promoted:   68      

2.397 

Retained:  
2211    

Promoted:  
2136 

0.019 
Retained:  96%             
Promoted:  77%        

District 
Two 

YES 
Retained:   421             
Promoted:   769     

7.39 

Retained:  
2206    

Promoted:  
2152 

0.000 
Retained:  89%             
Promoted:  78%        

District 
Three 

NO 
Retained:   5             

Promoted:   27      
1.326 

Retained:  
2242    

Promoted:  
2158 

0.195 
Retained:  80%             
Promoted:  78%        

 

 District One showed a significant difference between the groups (t=2.397, p<.05). 

Data was available for 22 students who had been retained in 5th grade due to failure of the 

5th grade reading TAKS and 68 students who were subsequently promoted to 6th grade by 

the Grade Placement Committee. The mean score of the retained group was 2211, while 

that of the promoted group was 2136. The passing rate on the 8th grade reading test was 

96% for the retained students compared to 77% for those who were promoted. 
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 A larger n available from District Two to answer this research question: 421 

students who were retained in 5th grade after failing the reading TAKS and 769 students 

who were placed in 6th grade. There was a significant difference in the groups (t=7.390, 

p<.05),  with mean scores of 2206 and 2152, respectively. The retained group had an 

89% passing rate on the 8th grade test, as opposed to a 78% passing rate of those who 

were promoted.  

 A small n in District Three (5 retained and 27 promoted), yielded no significant 

difference between the two groups (t=1.326, p>.05). The mean scores were 2242 and 

2158. The passing rates were similar: 80% of the retained group and 78% of the 

promoted group passed the 8th grade reading TAKS. 

Research Question 7:  
 
 Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS math scores between the group that was 

retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee?  

None of the districts showed a significant difference in 8th grade math scores 

between the group retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade.  
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Table 9:  Students Retained in 5
th

 Grade Compared to  

   Students Promoted to 6
th

 Grade by the GPC— 

         Performance on 8
th

 Grade Math TAKS 

  

Significant 
Difference? 

Number of  
Students  

T-
score 

Mean Scores 

Signif.        
at                  

< .05 
Level 

Percent Meeting 
the Passing 

Standard After 
Retention Year 

District 
One 

NO 
Retained:   13             

Promoted:   212      
0.140 

Retained:  
2058    

Promoted:  
2058 

0.890 
Retained:  46%             
Promoted:  50%        

District 
Two 

NO 
Retained:   7             

Promoted:   212    
-

0.430 

Retained:  
2094    

Promoted:  
2110 

0.668 
Retained:  71%             
Promoted:  66%        

District 
Three 

NO 
Retained:   24            

Promoted:   150      
1.287 

Retained:  
1993    

Promoted:  
2014 

0.200 
Retained:  8%             

Promoted:  14%        

 

District One displayed the scores of 13 students who had been retained in 5th 

grade because of math TAKS scores and 48 students who had been placed in 6th grade by 

the Grade Placement Committee. The mean 8th grade math scores were essentially the 

same at 2058 and 2059 (t=.14, p>.05).  The percentage of students meeting the standard 

passing score was also similar, at 46% for the retained group and 50% for those placed in 

6th grade. 

In District Two, 8th grade scores were available for 7 students who were retained 

because of 5th grade math scores and 212 students who were placed in 6th grade after 
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failing the 5th grade math TAKS. Again, the difference was not significant (t= -0.429, 

p>.05). The mean scores of the groups were both 2094 and 2110, respectively. The 

passing rate for 8th grade math was similar, at 71% and 66%. 

In District Three scores were available for 24 students retained in 5th grade due to 

math results, and 150 who were placed in 6th grade after failing the math TAKS. Mean 

scores were 1993 and 2014, respectively. The difference in scores at the 8th grade level 

were not significant (t=1.287, p>.05). Of the retained students, only 8% met the passing 

standard in 8th grade. The 8th grade passing standard of those who were socially promoted 

was 14%. 

Research Question 8:  
 
Did ethnicity, gender, or socioeconomic status make a difference in the test results in any 

of these testing circumstances?  

To answer this question, percentages of the students in each category were 

disaggregated. The charts included the percentages of retained students in each 

demographic category that met the passing standards in 5th grade and 8th grade.  

Ethnicity was defined according to the categories that were designated by the 

Texas Education Agency through the year 2009.  They are: American Indian/Alaskan 

Native, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black (not Hispanic), Hispanic, and White (not Hispanic). 

However, the numbers of students in the first two categories were very low: 5 students 

from District One, 5 students from District Two, and 1 student from District Three.  

Because of the low numbers in other groups, this analysis focused only on the three 
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largest ethnic categories: Black, Hispanic, and White, according to their designation in 

school enrollment. 

Groups of students who failed the 3rd and 5th grade TAKS tests were 

disaggregated to display the percentages of students from each demographic category 

who failed the TAKS and were retained in that grade level. Then the retained group was 

analyzed to determine the percentage of students who met the passing standard on the 

next benchmark test of the SSI.  . In this analysis, 8th grade TAKS failures were not 

included because there is no higher grade level available in this dataset for comparison. 

The following charts give a more detailed explanation. 

 Table 10:  

Ethnic Information From the 3rd Grade Reading TAKS Test of 2003 

       

 District One District Two District Three 

Ethnicity 

Number 
of 

Students 
Who 

Failed 
the TAKS 

% 
Retained  

Number 
of 

Students 
Who 

Failed 
the TAKS 

% 
Retained 

Number 
of 

Students 
Who 

Failed 
the TAKS 

% 
Retained 

Black 160 60% 319 31% 33 36% 

Hispanic 346 66% 713 37% 111 51% 

White 15 27% 24 17% 2 50% 

 

District One retained students at a higher rate than the other districts, although the 

retention rates were approximately the same for Black and Hispanic students. 
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Approximately 60% of the TAKS non-passers were retained in both groups. In District 

Two the retention rates were also similar for those two groups, with retention rates about 

30%. In District Three, retention rates differed substantially, with 36% of the Black 

TAKS non-passers being retained, but 51% of the Hispanic non-passers being retained. 

The number of White students failing all three administrations of the TAKS was 

low. In District One and Three, scores were available for a total 17 students who failed 

the Reading TAKS. District Two data showed that 24 White students failed. 

Retention rates were also low for White students, at 0% and 17% in Districts One 

and Two.  The exception to this is District Three, with a 50% retention rate. However, 

District Three showed only 2 students who were eligible for retention, with 1 student 

being retained. 

 
      

 District One District Two District Three 

Ethnicity 
Number of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Number of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Number of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Black 
READ  31             

MATH  22 
55%          
18% 

READ 474             
MATH 69 

31%       
39 % 

READ 6             
MATH 78 

17%          
10% 

Hispanic 
READ  114             
MATH  39 

66%       
23% 

READ 1077              
MATH 372 

40%       
49% 

READ 23             
MATH 255 

17%       
14% 

White 
READ  1        

MATH  N/A 
0%             
N/A 

READ 29        
MATH  8 

41%          
25% 

READ N/A        
MATH  14 

N/A       
21% 
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The 5th grade chart from the school year 2004-2005 displays data for both the 

reading and the math TAKS test by ethnic groups.  

District One retained more reading non-passers in 5th grade than math non-

passers. For Black students, 55% of the reading non-passers were retained, but only 18% 

of the math non-passers were retained. In the Hispanic group, 66% of the reading non-

passers and 23% of the math non-passers were retained. In the White group, data were 

only available for one reading student who was not retained.  

District Two had more data available in regard to ethnicity. Also, retention rates 

were generally lower than District One.   

Students who were retained after failing the 5th grade reading test included 31% of 

the Black subgroup, 40% of the Hispanic subgroup, and 41% of the White subgroup. 

Although the percentages did not differ much, the numbers of students varied greatly: 

474 Blacks and 1077 Hispanics failed the 5th grade Reading TAKS as opposed to 29 

White students. 

Concerning the math scores, the Black subgroup consisted of 69 students failing 

with 39% of those students being retained. The Hispanic group consisted of 372 students 

failing with 49% of those being retained, and the White group consisted of 8 students 

failing with a retention rate of 25%. 

In District Three, the 5th grade reading data were low or not available. Of the 

scores in the database, 6 Blacks and 23 Hispanics were shown as failing, with a retention 

rate of 17% each.  
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The District Three math scores were larger in numbers, showing 78 Blacks, 255 

Hispanics, and 14 Whites who failed the TAKS. The retention rates were low for the 

math non-passers, at 10% for the Blacks, 14% for the Hispanics, and 21% for the Whites. 

A second analysis by ethnicity examined the scores of the retained students to 

determine their passing rate in the subsequent grade level of the SSI. Therefore, passing 

rates were determined for 5th and 8th grade based on the students who had been retained 

in 3rd grade, disaggregated into ethnic groups. The analysis was limited to students who 

had TAKS scores available in the 3rd, 5th, and 8th grade, in order to create a longitudinal 

cohort. Because of this, the n has been greatly reduced. 

Results by ethnic groups varied greatly in the analysis of 3rd grade retained 

students meeting the passing standards in 5th and 8th grade, as the following chart 

indicates.  

The first line in each row shows the number of students meeting the standard and 

the total number of students who had been retained. The second line shows the 

percentage of students meeting the standard of 2100.  Thus, ‗8 out of 13‘ means that, out 

of the 13 students retained in 3rd grade, 8 (or 62%) met the passing standard in 5th grade 
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Table 12: Ethnic--Grade 3 Retained Meeting Standard 

in 5th and 8
th

 

       

 District One District Two District Three 

Ethnicity 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  5th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  5th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  5th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  8th 
grade 

Black 
8 of 13           

62%        
7 of 13      

54% 
26 of 48       

54% 
35 of 48      

73% 
1 of 5     
20% 

2 of 5     
40% 

Hispanic 
28 of 59       

48% 
47 of 59       

80% 
104 of 174     

60% 
140 of 174     

81% 
16 of 30     

53% 
29 of 30     

97% 

White N/A N/A 
0 of 1         

0% 
1 of 1         
100% 

N/A N/A 

 

 Across all three districts, negligible information was available for the cohort of 

White students who were retained in the 3rd grade. In other words, scores from all three 

grade levels were not available, except for one student retained in 3rd grade who failed to 

meet the 5th grade Reading TAKS standard, but passed the 8th grade exam the first year.  

 For the Black group, the numbers were also not large. In District One, 13 students 

had data across all 3 grade levels. Among them, 62% passed the 5th grade reading test, 

and 54% of them passed the 8th grade reading test.  

 The Hispanic group in District One showed 48% of the 59 students passing the 5th 

grade test, and 80% passing the 8th grade test. 
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 District Two data were available for more students: 48 Black students and 174  

Hispanic students, in their respective cohorts. In the Black cohort, 54% of those retained 

in 3rd grade met the passing standard in 5th, and 73% of those students met the 8th grade 

reading standard. In the Hispanic cohort, 60% of those retained in 3rd grade met the 

passing standard in 5th grade, and 81% of those students met the 8th grade reading 

standard. 

 In District Three the data were very limited for Black students. Out of 5 students, 

1 met the 5th grade passing standard and 2 met the 8th grade passing standard. 

 Among the Hispanic students who failed the 3rd grade Reading TAKS, scores for 

30 students were available through 8th grade. The results show that 53% of those students 

passed the 5th grade reading test and 97% passed the 8th grade test.   

 The next chart displays data by ethnicity for students who failed the 5th grade 

TAKS test in 2005. The chart is divided into TAKS Reading and TAKS Math scores for 

each ethnic group. These data are not the following of a cohort, since different students 

may have been retained for failing math and reading. Again, limited information was 

available for White students, with scores available for only 6 students. Math scores, 

additionally, were limited for all 5th grade retained students in relation to their 8th grade 

TAKS scores. 
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Table 13: Ethnic--Grade 5 Retained Meeting Standard in 8th 

 
      

 District One District Two District Three 

Ethnicity 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Black 
9 of 22     

41% 
2 of 2     
100% 

94 of 101     
93% 

1 of 6      
16% 

1 of 1      
100% 

0 of 4      
0% 

Hispanic 
21 of 39      

54% 
4 of 5     
80% 

272 of 312     
87% 

1 of 1     
100% 

4 of 4        
100% 

18 of19     
95% 

White N/A N/A 
5 of 5     
100% 

N/A N/A 
1 of 1     
100% 

 

 In District One, 41% of the 22 Black students retained in 5th grade for failing the 

Reading TAKS met the passing standard in 8th grade. The data shows that 100% of the 

Black 5th grade math retainees passed the 8th grade Math TAKS, but only 2 students were 

represented.  

 Only 54% of the 39 Hispanic students retained due to 5th grade reading scores 

passed the 8th grade Reading TAKS. Math scores show that 4 out of 5 (80%) of the 

Hispanic math non-passers in 5th grade passed the Math TAKS in 8th grade. 

 Information from District Two shows a larger database for TAKS Reading, with 

101 Black students and 312 Hispanic students. 93% of the Black students and 87% of the 
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Hispanic students passed the 8th grade TAKS Reading test after being retained in 5th 

grade. Although the percentages indicate 16% versus 100% passing rates, data included  

only 6 Black students and 1 Hispanic student. 

 In contrast, few numbers of Black and Hispanic scores were available to analyze 

the retention rates for math.   

District Three also showed a limited number of Black 5th grade TAKS non-

passers from which to draw conclusions. However, the 4 Hispanic students retained for 

reading and the 19 Hispanic students retained for math had a 100% and 95% passing rate 

in 8th grade, respectively. 

Table 14: Gender Information From the 3rd Grade TAKS Test of 2003 

 
      

 District One District Two District Three 

Gender 
Number 

of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Number 
of 

Students 

% 
Retained 

Number 
of 

Students 

% 
Retained 

Male 312 64% 612 36% 81 47% 

Female 202 63% 456 34% 65 48% 

 

 The number of male students who failed the 3rd grade Reading TAKS was larger 

than the number of female students who failed in each of the school districts. However, 

the percentages of students retained were the same for both genders in all three districts. 
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Table 15: Gender Information From the 5th Grade TAKS Test of 2005 

       

 District One District Two District Three 

Gender 
Number 

of 
Students 

% Retained 
Number 

of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Number 
of 

Students 

% 
Retained 

Male 
READ 93             
MATH 28 

58%          
10% 

READ 799             
MATH 325 

36%          
41% 

READ 20             
MATH 158 

25%          
14% 

Female 
READ 56           
MATH 33 

70%          
30% 

READ 795           
MATH 329 

38%          
42% 

READ 9           
MATH 189 

0%          
13% 

 

 The information for District One showed more students with failing reading 

scores than math scores. The boys failing reading were retained at a 58% rate, and the 

girls were retained at a 70% rate. The math retention rate was 10% of the 28 males and 

30% of the 33 females.  

 In District Two, however, the number of students and the retention rate was 

similar for males and females. The data showed 799 male students with failing reading 

scores and 795 female students who failed 5th grade reading. Of those students, 36% of 

males and 38% of females were retained.   

Math data showed the same pattern for District Two, with 325 males and 329 

females failing the 5th grade exam. Retention rates were 41% for males and 42% for 

females.  
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In District Three, reading failures were low in 5th grade. Of the 20 males with 

failing scores, 25% were retained, but of the 9 females, none were retained. 

Math data showed a low retention rate for District Three, with 14% of the 158 

males and 13% of the 189 females being retained. 

The scores for males and females who were retained in 3rd grade were analyzed in 

relation to the passing standard of the 5th and 8th grade tests. Results are displayed in the 

following chart: 

 
Table 16: Gender--3rd Grade Retained Met Standard 5th 

and 8th 

 
      

 District One District Two District Three 

Gender 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  5th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  5th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  5th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

standard 
in  8th 
grade 

Male 
23 of 45     

51% 
32 of 45     

71% 

55 of 
101     
55% 

78 of 
101     
77% 

9 of 19     
47% 

15 of 19     
79% 

Female 
14 of 28       

50% 
23 of 28    

82% 
49 of 74     

66% 
63 of 74     

85% 
8 of 16     

50% 
16 of 16     

100% 

 

The cohort group of males who were retained in 3rd grade from District One 

numbered 45. Within that group, 51% met the 5th grade reading standard and 71% met 

the 8th grade reading standard.  
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From the group of 28 females retained in 3rd grade in District One, 50% passed 

reading in 5th grade and 82% passed reading in 8th grade. 

In District Two, scores were available for 101 males and 74 females who were  

retained after failing the 3rd grade Reading TAKS. The males showed a 55% passing rate 

in 5th grade as opposed to a 66% passing rate for the females. The females passed 5th 

grade reading at a rate of 77% and 8th grade reading at a rate of 85%. 

In District Three, 47% of the retained males passed 5th grade reading and 79% 

passed the 8th grade test.  However, the number of students was only 19. 

Similarly, the number of females was low, at 16. The results showed that 50% of 

those girls passed 5th grade reading and 100% passed 8th grade reading. 

Gender information from 5th grade failures differ from math to reading. 

Table 17: Gender –5th Grade Retained Met Standard 8
th

  

 
      

 District One District Two District Three 

Gender 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Male 
37 of 54     

69% 
11 of 28      

39% 
183 of 208       

88%    
55  of 151     

36% 
4 of 5     
80% 

1 of 13     
8%     

Female 
33 of 39      

85% 
19 of 33         

58% 
213 of 213     

100% 
71 of 174     

41% 
N/A 

1 of 11     
9%     
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Data were available in District One for 54 males who were retained after failing 

the 5th grade Reading TAKS, and 28 males who were retained after failing the 5th grade 

Math TAKS. The Reading non-passers had a 69% passing rate on the 8th grade reading 

test, but the math non-passers had only a 39% passing rate on the 8th grade math test.  

The females performed better on the 8th grade tests. Out of the 39 students 

retained in 5th grade, 85% of the females passed the TAKS Reading in 8th grade. The 33 

females who were retained due to Math TAKS showed a 58% passing rate on the 8th 

grade math test. 

District Two showed high passing rates for the students who were retained due to 

5th grade reading; with 88% of the 208 males and 100% of the 213 females meeting the 

8th grade reading standard. Math, however, showed low passing rates: only 36% of the 

151 males passed 8th grade math, and 41% of the 174 females passed the 8th grade math 

exam. 

In District Three the numbers were very low. However, it is worth noting that 

only 1 of the 13 females and 1 of the 11 males passed the 8th grade math after being 

retained. 
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Table 18: Socioeconomic Status Information From the 3rd Grade TAKS 

Test of 2003 

       
 District One District Two District Three 

SES 
Number 

of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Number 
of 

Students 

% 
Retained 

Number 
of 

Students 

% 
Retained 

Free or 
Reduced 

Lunch/Low 
Income 

491 62% 994 35% 127 44% 

Not Low 
Income 

23 87% 69 32% 19 68% 

 

 All three districts showed a much larger number of low income students failing 

the 3rd grade TAKS Reading test, although the rate of retentions varied per district. 

District One retained 62% of the 491 students, District Two retained 35% of the 994 

students, and District Three retained 44% of the 127 students. 

 Of the students who were not on the free or reduced lunch list, 23 from District 

One, 59 from District Two, and 19 from District Three failed the 3rd grade TAKS 

Reading test. The retention rates were 87% from District One, 32% from District Two, 

and 68% from District Three. 
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Table 19: Socioeconomic Status Information From the 5th Grade TAKS Test of 2005 

 
      

 District One District Two District Three 

SES 
Number of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Number of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Number of 
Students 

% 
Retained 

Free or 
Reduced 

Lunch/Low 
Income 

READ  54            
MATH 42 

 60%        
29% 

READ 1010            
MATH 602 

40%     
42% 

READ 28             
MATH 306 

14%     
12% 

Not Low 
Income 

READ N/A        
MATH N/A 

N/A      
N/A 

READ 65            
MATH 45 

 42%        
44 % 

READ 1            
MATH 41 

 100%       
19% 

 

 District One had data available for 54 low SES students who failed the 5th grade 

Reading TAKS and 42 low SES students who failed the 5th grade Math TAKS. The 

district retained 60% of the reading students and 29% of the math students. Data were not 

available for students who were not low income.  

 For District Two, the data showed that 40% of the 1010 low income students were  

retained after failing the 5th grade reading test.  The retention rate was similar for the 602 

low SES students who failed the math test, at 42%.  Only 1 student who failed 5th reading 

was labeled as not low income.  

In District Three 14% of the 28 low SES students were retained after failing 

reading. Retention rates were 42% in reading and 44% in math for the students who were 

not low income. Data were available for 65 students who failed 5th reading and 45 

students who failed 5th math. 
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 For the TAKS math, District Three showed 12% of the 306 low SES students 

being retained. Those who were not low income had a 19% retention rate. 

Table 20: Socioeconomic Status Information--3rd Grade Retained Met Standard 5th 

and 8
th

  

       
 District One District Two District Three 

SES 

Retained 
met 

standard in  
5th grade 

Retained 
met 

standard in  
8th grade 

Retained 
met 

standard in  
5th grade 

Retained 
met 

standard in  
8th grade 

Retained 
met 

standard in  
5th grade 

Retained 
met 

standard in  
8th grade 

Free or 
Reduced 

Lunch/Low 
Income 

117 of 176     
67% 

18 of 73     
25% 

98 of 162     
61% 

130 of 162     
80% 

13 of 30     
43% 

27 of 30     
90% 

Not Low 
Income 

4 of 6        
67% 

N/A 
4 of 10      

40% 
8 of 10    

80% 
4 of 5     
80% 

4 of 5      
80% 

 

 The chart above displays the percent of 3rd grade retained students, sorted by 

economic status, who met the TAKS passing standard on their subsequent 5th and 8th  

grade reading tests.  The number of low income students failing the TAKS test is much 

greater than those who were not eligible for free or reduced lunch. Therefore, the passing 

percentages of the ‗not low income‘ students are not comparable to the low SES students. 

 In District One, 67% of the low SES students passed the 5th grade Reading TAKS, 

but only 25% of the low SES students passed the 8th grade Reading TAKS.  
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 District Two showed 61% of the 162 low SES students meeting the passing 

standard for 5th grade. The district also showed 80% of those students passing the 8th 

grade exam.  

 In District Three, 43% of low SES students passed the 5th grade exam and 90% of 

those 30 students passed the 8th grade Reading TAKS. 

 

Table 21: Socioeconomic Status 5th Grade Retained Met Standard 8
th

 

 

 
      

       

SES 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

READING 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Retained 
met 

MATH 
standard 

in  8th 
grade 

Free or 
Reduced 

Lunch/Low 
Income 

24 of 90     
27% 

16 of 29  
55% 

344 of 390     
88% 

112 of 294     
38% 

4 of 4    
100% 

19 of 20      
95%     

Not Low 
Income 

N/A N/A 
29 of 30     

97% 
12 of 26     

46% 
1 of 1   
100% 

1 of 4     
25% 

 

This chart shows the percentage of students, categorized by income status, who 

were retained in 5th grade, yet met the 8th grade standard for math or reading. 

District One shows 90 low SES student who were retained after failing the 5th  
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grade TAKS Reading. Only 27% of those students passed the 8th grade TAKS. In Math, 

55% of the retained students passed the 8th grade test. No scores were available through 

8th grade for students who were not low income. 

In District Two, 88% of the retained low income students passed the 8th grade 

reading test. However, only 38% of the students retained for math passed the 8th grade 

math test. For the students who were not low income, the passing rate was 97% for 

reading and 46% for math.  

It is notable that the numbers of low SES students were 390 and 294, as opposed 

to 30 and 26 for those who did not qualify for free or reduced lunch. 

Very little data were available for the 8th grade tests in District Three. However, 

the data shows that 95% of the low income students retained in math met the 8th grade 

passing standard. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion and Recommendations 

The purpose of this study was to examine the results of the Student Success 

Initiative (SSI) legislation in Texas. The goal was to determine whether grade retention 

made a difference in student achievement, as measured by TAKS test performance.  

The SSI legislation mandated grade level retention beginning in the year 2003 

with the 3rd grade students in Texas. Subsequently, the retention laws extended to the 5th 

grade in 2005 and the 8th grade in 2008.  

Students were given three administrations of the TAKS test in each of those years. 

If the students failed all three testing sessions, they were retained in the grade level unless 

a unanimous vote of the Grade Placement Committee determined otherwise. 

For the purpose of this paper, three largest urban school districts in Texas 

provided TAKS scores to be analyzed. The scores were compared to see if retention 

made a difference in the TAKS scores at the subsequent grade levels of 3rd, 5th, and 8th. 

Research Question 1:    

 

Did the students retained in 3rd grade improve their reading test scores significantly 

from the first year to the second year in 3rd grade? 

 Retention in 3rd grade made a significant difference in the TAKS scores. In each 
 
of the three districts, TAKS scores improved significantly after the year of retention. Data 

were analyzed for a total of 759 students in the three districts. 

 There did not appear to be a difference among the districts, although District One 

retained a greater percentage of students than the other two districts.  
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 This result seems to contradict the large body of research on grade level retention 

(Frey, 2005, Jimerson, 2001, McCoy, 1999, Harness, 1984, Southwest Educational 

Development Lab, 1981). The majority of studies show that grade retention alone is not 

an effective intervention for students. However, the findings of this research question 

only related to the improvement from one year to the next in the same grade level.  

 Almost all the students showed some improvement, yet not all students passed the 

exam in the second year of third grade. The passing rate was 79% in District One, and 

70% in the other districts. This fact shows that 20-30% of the students are still failing the 

TAKS after their second year in 3rd grade. 

Research Question 2:   

Did the students retained in 5th grade improve their reading and math test scores 

significantly from the first year to the second year in 5th grade? 

The scores for District Two and District Three showed significant improvement in 

reading scores after the second year in 5th grade. There were 636 students studied in those 

districts, and most of them improved their 5th grade TAKS scores. Data for District One 

were only available for 38 students who were retained, but those students did not make a 

significant improvement in reading scores. 

For the Math TAKS test, scores significantly improved in all three districts for the 

students who were retained in 5th grade. Scores were similar in all three districts 

regardless of the number of students who were retained. TAKS scores were examined for 

a total of 517 students in the three districts. 
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Again, although improvement was shown, not all students passed the TAKS tests 

in their second year of 5th grade. The passing rates were between 63% and 76% for the 

reading TAKS in the second year.  

For the math students who were retained, one district showed a 96% passing rate,  

although data were only available for 23 students. The other districts showed that 79% 

and 63% of the students passed the math TAKS test in the second year. The number of 

students in this study was a total of 494 for the two districts.  

Research Question 3:   

Did the students retained in 8th grade improve their reading and math test scores 

significantly from the first year to the second year in 8th grade? 

 All three districts showed significant improvement in the TAKS Reading scores 

after the second year in 8th grade, although Districts One and Three had very few students 

available for this analysis, 5 and 12, respectively. District Two had data for 83 students.  

 Districts Two and Three also showed significant improvement with the Math 

TAKS scores between the first and second year in 8th grade. Improvement in District One 

was not significant, but data was only available for 3 students.  

 It is a concern that test scores were only available for a limited number of 

students after 8th grade retention. The data showed that many students were withdrawn 

after being retained in the 8th grade. For others, no scores were available for reading or 

for math after the first year in 8th grade. The possibility exists that additional data on 
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students were not provided, or that error in the assignment of identification numbers may 

have reduced the number of students who had complete sets of TAKS scores. 

 The percentage of retained students who passed the TAKS after their second year 

in 8th grade was low. For the Reading TAKS, the passing rates were 53%, 60%, and 67% 

across the three districts. A further breakdown of the eighty-three 8th grade scores 

revealed that 14 students increased their scores substantially (over 200 points), and all but 

one of those students passed the second year. Overall, the range of those passing varied 

14 percentage points or less, with the highest percentage being 79%. Twenty-eight 

students increased their scores over 100 points, with 18 of those students passing the 

TAKS. Seventeen students gained over 50 points on their TAKS scores, with 9 of them 

passing, and twelve students gained up to 50 points, with 5 of them passing. However, 

another 12 students obtained lower scores during their 2nd year in 8th grade. 

 Math passing rates were even lower, at 24%, 33%, and 44%.  This means that 

more than 33% of the students retained for reading failed again after another year in 8th 

grade. Over 56% of the students repeating the math test in the second year failed to meet 

the passing standard.  

Although the majority of students improved their scores, there was not enough 

improvement to ensure that students will pass the TAKS after another year in 8th grade. 

The same problem exists for the retained students in 3rd and 5th grade, but the 3rd grade 

reading passing rates were more positive overall. 
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Research Question 4:  

Was there a difference in 5
th

 grade TAKS reading scores between the group that was 

retained in 3
rd

 grade and the group that was placed in 4
th

 grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee? 

 This question examined a more long-term effect of the 3rd grade retention, 

whether a positive improvement was still evident in 5th grade. It also compared the two 

groups of students, retained and promoted, that had failed all three administrations of the 

Reading TAKS test in 3rd grade. A total of 285 students were in the retained group, and a 

total of 321 students were in the group that was placed in 4th grade. 

 A significant difference was found between the two groups, with the retained 

group performing significantly better than the group that was place in 4th grade. In 

addition, the passing rates on the 5th grade Reading TAKS were higher for the group that 

was retained in the 3rd grade. For District One, the passing rate was 51% for the retained 

group compared to only 29% for the group that was placed in 4th grade. In District Two 

the rate was 59% for the retained students and 43% for the placed students. Rates for 

District Three were 45% for the retained students compared to 26% for the placed 

students 

 Even though scores improved significantly, none of the passing rates were very 

high for the 5th grade Reading TAKS test.  
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Research Question 5:    

Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group that was 

retained in 3rd grade and the group that was placed in 4th grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee?  

 
 The results were inconsistent for this question. In District Two there was a 

significant difference between the 177 students who were retained in 3rd grade and the 

198 students who were placed in 4th grade by the Grade Placement Committee. However, 

there was not much difference in the passing rate of the 8th grade reading test between the 

two groups: 80% and 78%.  

 For the other two districts the differences were not significant between the two 

groups, although there was some improvement with the 3rd grade retained group. 

Numbers in the groups totaled 108 in the retained group and 123 in the socially promoted 

group. Passing rates were similar: 75% and 89% for the retained group compared to 79% 

and 83% for the promoted group. 

Research Question 6:    
 
Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS reading scores between the group that was 

retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee?  

 
 Results were inconsistent for this research question. For two of the districts, the 

scores of the retained group were significantly higher on the 8th grade Reading TAKS. 

These two districts also had the largest amount of student data available, with 443 
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students retained and 837 who were placed in the next grade level. Passing rates also 

differed for those groups. In District One, 96% of the retained students passed the 8th 

grade reading test, but only 77% of the promoted students passed the test. In District 

Two, the rate of students meeting the standard was 89% for the retained students 

compared to 78% for the promoted students. 

 In District Three, there was not a significant difference between the groups, but 

the numbers involved were small: 5 retained and 27 promoted. Passing scores were also 

similar for this group, at 80% and 78%. 

Research Question 7:  

Was there a difference in 8th grade TAKS math scores between the group that was 

retained in 5th grade and the group that was placed in 6th grade by the Grade Placement 

Committee?  

 There was no significant difference in the groups for any of the school districts. 

This study examined the scores of 410 students who were placed in 6th grade after failing 

the Math TAKS, but only 44 students who were retained due to 5th grade math scores.  

 In District Two, 71% of the 7 retained students met the passing standard, while 

66% of the 212 placed students met the standard. In District One, the rates were similar: 

46% of the retained group passed compared to 50% of the promoted group. In District 

Three, the passing rates were very low: 8% and 14%.  This means that for Districts One 

and Three, students who failed the 5th grade math test were also likely to fail the 8th grade 

math test. District Two results were better, but 29% and 33% of the students still failed 

math a second time. 
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 There are many fewer retained students in this group. Most students who failed 

the 5th grade Math TAKS were socially promoted.   

Research Question 8:    
 
Did ethnicity, gender, or socioeconomic status make a difference in the test results in any  
 
of these testing circumstances?  
 

 In general, ethnicity did make a difference. More Hispanics failed the tests, and  

they were also retained at a higher rate than the other ethnic groups. Many more Black 

students failed the tests than Whites, but the percentage retained was similar, and there  

was no consistent pattern in the passing rates. 

 More males than females failed the TAKS tests overall, but the retention rate was 

similar for both groups. In addition, the passing rate was similar.  Among those who 

failed the TAKS, there appears to be little gender difference in the subsequent years 

scores. 

 In regard to socioeconomic status, many more low SES students fail the TAKS 

tests, although the retention rate seems to be comparable with students who are not low 

income. There is no definite pattern of differences in the rates of meeting the standards in 

future years. 

 Generally, students who fail the TAKS test after three administrations tend to be 

poor Hispanic or Black students. Although the percentage of retention may be similar to 

that of White students, a much greater number of those students are being retained each 

year. 
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Conclusions 

 The findings for this study indicate that the students retained after the 3rd grade 

reading TAKS were successful initially, but that success was not evident past elementary 

school. The group that was retained in 3rd grade showed significant improvement on the 

subsequent year‘s 3rd grade Reading TAKS. The group also exhibited significantly higher 

scores on the 5th grade Reading TAKS, yet there was no significant difference in two 

districts on the 8th grade Reading scores between the group that was retained in 3rd grade 

and the group that was socially promoted. Furthermore, the district data that did 

demonstrate a significant improvement in 8th grade scores after 3rd grade retention failed 

to show a difference in the success rate of meeting the passing standard in 8th grade. 

 The findings showed that the majority of students performed significantly better 

on the 5th grade Reading TAKS after being retained a year. The district that showed an 

exception to that pattern had a low number of retained students. Retained students also 

had significantly higher scores than the socially promoted group on the 8th grade reading 

test in two of the three districts. Again, the district that was an exception to that pattern 

had a low number of retained students. 

 Findings for 5th grade group retained due to Math TAKS demonstrated a 

significant difference in their second 5th grade year. This was consistent across all three 

school districts. In their 8th grade year, those same students showed no significant 

improvement in math scores over their counterparts who were placed in the 6th grade 

after failing the 5th grade exam. That finding was also consistent across all three districts.   
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 The findings for 8th grade TAKS Reading non-passers showed a significant 

improvement the next year for the retained students. Similarly, the findings for TAKS 

Math non-passers showed a significant improvement the year after retention in two of the 

districts. The third district, with a very limited amount of data available, showed no 

significant improvement. 

In addition, the findings showed that the numbers of students decreased in the 

second year of 8th grade. Data available on student withdrawals showed that a large 

number of students were not enrolled in the districts during the second year in 8th grade, 

indicating a possible dropout problem. That would be consistent with the body of 

literature regarding grade level retention (Frey, 2005, Jimerson, 2001, McCoy, 1999, 

Harness, 1984) 

 The findings exhibited some patterns in the percentages of students meeting the 

passing standards for the TAKS tests during the second year in a grade level.  For 

example, of the 3rd grade students who were retained, 70% to 79% met the passing 

standard in the subsequent year. Those retained because of 5th grade TAKS Reading 

passed at the rates of 63%, 72%, and 76% the subsequent year. Those retained because of 

8th grade TAKS Reading passed at the rates of 53%, 60%, and 67% the subsequent year. 

Thus, the range was 14 percentage points or less among the three districts.  

 Findings showed that the math passing percentages had a wider variation among 

the districts. Passing percentages for students taking 5th grade Math TAKS the second 

year were 63%, 79%, and 96%. Students retained in 8th grade met the math passing 
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standard at the following rates: 24%, 33%, and 44%. Thus, less than half of the students 

retained for math in 8th grade passed in the second year. 

 For those retained in third grade, the findings showed that a greater percentage 

passed the 5th grade reading test when compared to their socially promoted counterparts, 

and those results were consistent across the districts. However, when those same students 

reached 8th grade, the difference between the groups was 6 percentage points or less. 

 Findings demonstrated that a greater percentage of 5th grade non-passers met the 

8th grade Reading TAKS standard when they were retained in 5th grade as opposed to 

being placed in 6th grade. In contrast, the 8th grade passing percentages for students 

retained in 5th grade for math were not much higher than those placed in 6th grade. 

 In conclusion, retention in 3rd and 8th grade made some difference, but not enough 

to increase the overall number of students passing the TAKS tests. Retaining students in 

5th grade for math did not create a significant improvement for those students. The group 

that showed the most longitudinal improvement was the group that was retained in 5th 

grade due to reading scores. However, this study did not control for other variables, such 

as tutoring, so it is inconclusive whether retention alone made the difference for those 

students. 

The findings also showed that the differences between the three districts were not 

great, although District Three tends to retain fewer students and promote more students 

through the Grade Placement Committee. 
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Recommendations for Practice 

 The findings of this study may be useful to the Grade Placement Committees in 

making decisions whether to retain or socially promote a student. The findings would be 

especially relevant for GPC decisions in large urban areas. 

 Overall, there is not enough statistical evidence to suggest continuation of the 

mandates that retain students. Nor were there enough positive results to refute the 

extensive number of studies arguing against grade level retention. Moreover, the pattern 

of TAKS failure and retention mostly affects low socioeconomic minority students. 

Although these results are limited to large urban areas, the Texas legislature should 

consider evidenced-based findings such as these when making policy decisions.  

 Further, there may be some inaccuracy in the data reporting. The Texas Education 

Agency might standardize the testing databases maintained at the district level to ensure 

more accuracy and consistency. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 Further studies should be done to follow the retained students through high 

school. At the time of this paper, that data were not available. This study examined 

TAKS non-passers students through the 8th grade. Extending the study would provide 

information on whether those students successfully graduated from high school or 

dropped out before completion. 

 Qualitative information could contribute much to this research. TAKS scores 

alone do not represent the entire picture of a student‘s success in school. There is 
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currently no information on interventions other than retention that may have affected the 

TAKS scores. Also, student interviews could provide information on emotional, social, or 

family issues that may be affecting student motivation and outcomes.  

 In addition, this study only dealt with major urban areas in Texas. Further studies 

should be done on the effect of the SSI in rural areas or small towns to determine if there 

is a different pattern in the scores. 

 In summary, this study provided quantitative, longitudinal information regarding 

the Student Success Initiative in Texas as it has been implemented in three large urban 

areas. As such, it provides a glimpse into the outcomes of the decisions to retain or 

promote students. Much more information is needed in order to make definitive 

conclusions.  
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APPENDIX A:  The Complete Data Chart for This Study 
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APPENDIX B:  The Student Success Initiative of Texas 

Student Success Initiative (SSI) 

Overview  

The Student Success Initiative (SSI) includes three initiatives that provide a system of 
academic support to help ensure achievement on grade level in reading and mathematics 
so every student can succeed in school. The SSI incorporates a grade advancement 
component adopted by the Texas Legislature in 1999. The law ties promotion to 
performance on state-mandated assessments in reading at grade 3, and reading and 
mathematics at grades 5 and 8. The law applies to students who take the Texas 
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) and TAKS (Accommodated) tests in 
English or Spanish. The law does not apply to English language learners (ELLs) who are 
exempt on the basis of limited English proficiency and qualify for a linguistically 
accommodated (LAT) administration. In addition, the law did not apply in 2008 to 
students who were assessed with TAKS–Modified (TAKS–M).  

Students must be allowed at least three opportunities to pass a test under the SSI grade 
advancement requirements. Except as follows, a student may advance to the next grade 
level only by passing these tests. If a student has not passed after three opportunities and 
a parent submits an appeal, the student may be promoted by unanimous decision of a 
grade placement committee (GPC), consisting of the principal or the principal‘s designee, 
the student‘s parent or guardian, and the student‘s teacher for the subject area tested. The 
GPC may advance a student only if it determines that he or she is likely to perform at 
grade level by the end of the next year after accelerated instruction.  

The academic support provided under the SSI takes many forms. Students who are 
identified as being at risk of failing an SSI assessment must receive extra instruction prior 
to the first test administration. Students who do not pass an SSI assessment must be 
provided additional instruction before each subsequent testing opportunity. In addition, a 
TAKS study guide is provided by the state to any student who does not meet the standard 
on a TAKS assessment. Funding and instructional support for the SSI also are provided 
through the Texas Reading Initiative and the Texas Math Initiative.  

 
The Grade Placement Committee  
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The Grade Placement Committee Manual for Grade Advancement Requirements of the 

Student Success Initiative provides detailed information about the grade advancement and 
accelerated instruction requirements of the law. The manual is designed to guide GPCs 
through the process of evaluating student performance, determining accelerated 
instruction, and, when applicable, making promotion decisions. The manual also provides 
districts with detailed instructions for implementing all the requirements of the SSI and 
includes timelines and flowcharts as well as sample forms and letters to aid districts with 
parental notification and documentation of activities. The manual and other information 
related to SSI requirements can be found online at 
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/student.assessment/resources/ssi/. Links to other agency 
websites, such as those for the Texas Reading Initiative and the Texas Math Initiative, are 
also included in the manual.  

Students Receiving Special Education Services  

The SSI also applies to students who receive special education services, whether they 
take TAKS or TAKS (Accommodated). The grade advancement requirements differ 
depending on which the student takes. The admission, review, and dismissal (ARD) 
committee makes all assessment decisions for students served by special education. The 
ARD committee also serves as the GPC for students who receive special education 
services and fail to perform satisfactorily on any SSI assessment. ARD committee 
members are responsible for making all decisions about accelerated instruction and grade 
advancement.  

In 2008 the SSI grade advancement requirements applied to all enrolled students who 
received special education services and took TAKS or TAKS (Accommodated) in grades 
3, 5, and 8 reading and grades 5 and 8 mathematics. Students who took TAKS–M in 
these grades and subjects were not subject to SSI grade advancement rules.  

The ARD Committee Decision-Making Process for the Texas Student Assessment 

Program and the Grade Placement Committee Manual include sections on SSI 
requirements for students who receive special education services. Both manuals can be 
found online at http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index3.aspx?id=3320&menu_id3=793.  

Alternate Assessment Option  

State law allows districts the option of administering a substitute assessment—approved 
by the Texas Education Agency (TEA), in lieu of TAKS—to students who have failed an 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/student.assessment/resources/ssi
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index3.aspx?id=3320&menu_id3=793
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SSI assessment on the previous two testing opportunities. The GPC is responsible for 
deciding whether a student may take a substitute test.  

The Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), Form B, Grade 3 English reading test was the only 
substitute assessment approved for use in 2008. Using data from a study conducted by 
Riverside Publishing in 2003 that links TAKS and ITBS, TEA‘s Student Assessment 
Division determined a comparable scale score passing standard for the ITBS that reflects 
the 2008 TAKS grade 3 reading scale score passing standard.  

Technical Digest 2007–2008 99: Chapter 11: Student Success Initiative (SSI). Retrieved 
from 
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/student.assessment/resources/techdig07/Chapters/Chapter11-
StudentSuccessInitiative.pdf 
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