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The purpose of this study is to describe various aspects of

-

"- student promotion policies in Newfoundland central/junior high and

'associated feeder schools as perceived by administrators of these,
¥

organizations. More specifically, prd%otion policy differences among

"and between school boards, Central/junior high and feeder schools are '

examined Furthermore, the study attempts to examine the relation—

e

'_ ship between central/junior high and associated feeder School response

" All Newfoundland school board superintendents, centraI/Junior

P

'xconcerning student promotion policies. This questionnaire was adapted

"'fzom a similar Toronto study (l964) and was piloted in a St. John s

'school board before mailing. * The questionnaire was mailed in April

_1979 Final overall response rate was 80 per cent.. !

Differences among boards, central/junior high and associated

T e

.feeder schools wvere determined from distribuﬁions and mean responseso'

-\ w“o -
to each.questionnaire statement. 1t was found that all three groups
) At
'showed much agreement in responding. However boards differed on

statements concerning: conditional promotion, grade retention,,‘f

Boards;,fﬁ

'-7high schools and associated feeder schools were: mailed a questionnaire ;'."

disagreed on the importance of the following considerations for non— .7"

student wOrk and study habits effort attendance record

-
’
o

a- slow 1earner.‘

-

/" oo

jeocial maturity, ability to handle work of the ‘next grade, and being _“




Ry

¥y -

D'es.pite overall agreemen't among -ce’ntral/junior high sc'hoolls,

they differed on statements concerning” conditional promotion,

B (9
importance of social group, grade retention, student atti,tude, WOrk

and study habits, effort, attendance, marks in-relation to the class,

A\l LS

" and student s reed for a fiﬂner foundation before mowing on to &he

" next grade. Feeder school response difﬁerences occurred on statements,

.dealing'with': conditional promotion study habits,,effort, attendance .

record, being ‘a slow learner, progress in- relation to the class, class

4 N N
inattentib%ness,' and social maturity. - ' .

To examine differences between these groups, Chi—Square

\ ’ &

analyses were performed} This showed that. board, central/junior high.
and feeder school response significantly" differed on the .following .

state’ments: minimum standards of achievement ‘the multi—factor.

'approach to promotion, skipping, grade retention, and chronological

<

age. '. 0verall Chi—square analyses indicated that most significant

,_differences occurred between central/junior high and feeder schools.

Pearson product—moment correlations were ‘used to point ‘out

':the relationship between central/junior high schools and associated

feeder schools. The mean corr_el_ation between each school was +,448,-
indicating a -moder'ate degree of similarity between Icentral‘/junior
high . and associated feeder scho‘él ‘response, '

| Recommendations and sug'gejstions for further research arose

f_roin this study. . 'l‘he major recommendation indicates that school

"bo_a'rds and schools should further exanine “student promotion policy.

discrepancies prevalent within their districts. Upon complet'ion of

" this activity it should be determined 1f these discrepancies ought to '

.ei{ist. If, they ought not to, mean_s-for'»better coordinating student

N

' promotion policies should be devised,

- - _ 111
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,/-.,'/, . INTRODUCTION- -
Studqnt promotion is a major concern to‘many educators. fJ”ackson ’

(1975) maintains’ that a. dichotomy of opinions surrounding grade promo—

. ~tion’ exist, some stating automatic promotion ‘and others‘declaring rigid .

o :" 3 b grade .promotion. As a’ reIult of the elimination of Grade IxX- snd Grade .

o . . \ X public examinatio_ns, ang the %multaneoua institution of Grdde X

———— ) v

.shared evaluation i'n"'l_9.7.li many Newfoundland educators believed that . AN

more' st-udents.uould be pr moted (Bull and othérs 1977).

L

& .
B sul/ educational goa],s, such as ensuring that all pupil master the

R _-lfundamental skills .of. learniné to the limit of their abiliti s’l may have

j L become secondary to passing examinations. s ) . -‘( }} N L "
.; N ) " 7 - _. = ! M 1

: ‘ A When shared evaluation was first introduced :some e ucators
opposed it claiming schools had too much input when decidin final “ T L
) results. Regardless of the arguments about elimination of ublic

R - . - . ’ o

. ,exsminations, one of'the maJor results is that. it as pade possible .

greater flexibilit of school promotion pol/.[c/ies “ This study investi— "

: \. o : l. Y gated differences in Newfound land. scdpromotion policies as they

exist at boalrd‘and schoa

—— ' : '_fo:\used/onﬁyid' tion differences between central andmiunior high . S Pm
o sehols and associated feeder schools. I st IR :

Y . - .
. Lt N . 4

evels. . Particular attention has been




%~.QF of student promot or policies in Newfoundland central/junior high

‘e

: iuschools and associated feeder schools as perceived‘by administrators of

. r,_
' - o

(2) What differences exist amOng perceptions of selected
ﬂtral/junior high s&hool studeqr promotion policies?
\

(3) What differences exist among perceptions of - Selected‘ele-"

: ..‘{w~“mentary school student promotion)policies? 'fu.,qff“”' j'f

(4) What differences exist between perceations of school bosrd
central/junior high,,and feeder school promotion policies?

e

(5) Is there a relationship between perceptions of central/

-y
- .

promotion policies?

0-

junior high schiool’ and associated ﬁeeder school student -':.“

Evaluation is an integral part of our education system;,

S

Kl

It is

,used to decide if 1earning has occurred and how the learning process

3 ' ,

’A=2might be 1mproved (Frank 19799'

.‘.

ﬁducatbrs make evaluations for ?ﬁ!::'

~

immediate and long—term decisions, and whether'the educator is aware |

: 'The majoriproblem of this study was ‘o.describe various aspects gf ,

-




Ta&lor and

e T o ;

I, 4,_,_.

gMaguire state, ”the uses of the model lie in suggesting variables and

f;x relationships to be inggitigated in the course of evaluation" (p 13)
B ‘ H ‘ e S
. :_\. -y N\ .
4N E-d |
- N
o LA
T RS A
N _F] -
P Il »
- o T
i e D
i '3’,f:{§3f:-_ JUDGEMENTAL B i
/' - LT . STAGES. - _~ SRR 3
T T e .;-E'igti're; 'I_Lv- o A Th’eoretical-'_Ev.alua‘t;ion -Mdde}:_r:(_I’i'.'.'_'J_.Z‘)"..,'-,"'°";

.-;i
N

]

L
et T o Q '
o ': S AN -~..,
o - i. T o A . v . N
. : .- t, o AN

...q",.'.' U

S

These'demands may come from particular .

lresult in broad objectives.

- . ', K "_"" CT
. 0:/_..: C -‘

curriculum evaluation._ The curriculum aspect of this model is especiallyt *ﬂ':”

important to this study because promotion ultimately rests on whether or }PT”C
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S : o s 1
. s ) " ) . A o
,.‘- , .’. ' . . - . . [ T .-‘v:: A . ._ . ’ < ) N 2 i .". : ;‘
i e vﬁgThe Human Rights 0rganization.,‘jj';jﬂeﬂsl ﬁ; ‘ 2
e ‘,;a:' ' Broad objecnives are numerous but are usually imprecise because o %

v:they do not specify behaviour.' Due to their imprécision they are ;f l . \

‘ Sk LR : f

This agent may in fact be a curriculum

-Jrestated by some agent (1)

The judgemental task "
)
'lhl';(B) at this stage is to: determine the appropriateness of the behavioural

"t'behaviou;ally correspOnding to these objeqtives.

”tobjectives. Once the behavioural objectives are determined another '7, J'hzz }'w-

- B IR v

_Tagent (2) has to develop text bopks, lesson aids, etc. to translate;“

?? o ;ithese objectives into~classroom strategies._ These stratégies are then ;' :f ‘
Lg' . ' 3ﬁused by the teacher. o :L' , ‘f ‘ ' . e ‘ ; fl “
f?ﬁ" N ig The application of strategies resqlta in elicitations and e
‘{_ '*presentations.: Elicitations refer to desired behaviours, while preq'jl . f
-"ffsentations arellearning materials applied to‘a;ent (3), the BCUdent'_.;ifjt{_i.*" 'é
VIti;gAt the-"Strategies stage,'the judgemental task (C) is to determine the s -
t .;iefficiency and adéaaaéy of presentationsland elicitationsz : PACEREE
1.?tial effect on student outcome,land the correspondenee of strateeies ”5G;if -
}.i“g~With interpretations. This judéement does not come’ from student results,_rf :.if ;
; .ff'but from teacher: parent and ad/lnistrative reaction to the curriculwm;
Q'. ‘_. After the student/ ) is exposed to these "Strategies" throueh _f};??iyﬁig;' ?{
g thhe teacher,-ﬂautcomes are produced.; "Outcomes refer "to. behaviour Ch\;;ﬁ;}lfq?ff-é”

o

'-fthat is specifically oriented towards the school or behaviour that is

e .

.'-generalized beyOnd the school In this judgemental stage (D) the 1,] ff:

PO

a fevaluator has to‘decide if observed outcomes compare with behaviours

listed in "Interpretations. L Is the student s performance ét an




: NN, “. L L 5. 3!

'G._. o o . . . . A . . e L X Lo . ..‘.' 1‘,(

i : acceptable level? The answer to’ this question determines if a student . ol

2 T fs promoted, since the degree of similarity between actual and intended S RS
[ I B o

'-ji"(Frank» 1979) A high degree of similarity between intended and actual

'f student outcomes forms the basis of most, if nqt all, promotion policies

”‘-outcomes indicates promotion, conversely, a low degree of similarity may '”%~fﬁ o

.hgresult in non—promotidn (Figure 2) ' "?u;kl{;:flf:i:xi-;fl';z.fﬁﬁui'

KR

Cores .

'"‘:'Policy Development

“”Tstudent promotion being no exception. With regard to Figure 2 policy
ﬂ’is needed to continually monitor the degree of similarity between‘{fsff S

'fintended and actual student outcomes It is also needed to determine

T:Ef;‘what action is to be taken on the basis of this similarity 'f;f.f.f‘.i f.”fx'f:f'iuai

Tijrickell explain the process of policy formation,:as well as the various
thfactions involved (Figdre 3) These factions are laymen (school board
Iiﬁ?menbers) and professionals (teachers) A broad boundary exists between
'”f_laymen and professional involvement, indicating the usuallareas "of ,LEHW
' ; , , o "y A T t

"'involvement._zv L 7_,:F-

;feaction.ﬂ It is the organization 5: general philosophy regarding a’
::particular matter. This general philosophy is derived from goals,n
.";which can be developed by laymen and/or professionals.: Once a policy
;”:?lfis formulated administrative regulations governing the implementation

Tzﬁ.of this policy have to- be developed These regulations are specificadf

.'v

".'Policies have been formulated in many areas of education with 'i“.

B

In this study, the concept of educational policy as defined by o

Davies and Brickell (1969) is adhered to Using a model Daviea and

. \

Davies and Brickell define policy 'as a guide to discretionary

e -,

"“ﬁttions of required actions.. These are ushally developed by,professio als
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f ﬁ LMQZ report" provides information on the value,of the policy, e, g., the nniﬁ‘i -ffjl'f
<o 1 T -~ . l’ “ o . B o ':, R . :'
: "”1-number of students who increase their average, and the number of stu—: .
s R o . . ,-:.0 W, R . ]
i - i dents who remain in school : "Process" end "product" reports can influ- T -
‘ “A' Lo ’f'. '; ence policies and administratiVe regulations,- If the process report" ";li"ﬂ”‘“ .

indicates that a- policy is too costly, the policy and/or adminiatrative
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,this process is completed it can result in new objectives.; These

i

'new ohJectives can indiuate the need for a,new policy, thus starting .

1

S .
--the proeéss agais. Davies and Brickell maintain that policy develop-- . ,
e -~ L T A

ment is, a continuous process ”1 L, ':: . X o ;.f- ‘«-. C

This policy formulation‘model indicates the desire for precise

- ! written policies There has been a growing concern to have policies _ .
L ’ .\
. '..available in written form An American School Board Journal editorial
C ' ”1(1969) states policies should be put in writing because. .
1. Written policies show everyondvthat the board is running o,
" a businesslike operation : B : A
. N .
J:JLr——They—in£orm_everyone about the board s intent, goals and'. . o
. aspirations. : : N o . '
.{:-_: o . . ) . ,
43, 'They give credence o board actions. T j':_,¢;~."3 BRNE
b, They establish a legal record AN o "
- : \ ”1 T "" " . . 4 .
.5, -They are impersonal’ They make whimsicsl administrations "
' '~difficult Lo ot A a i e '
':'fd.l'They foster stability and continuity Z“ S ..

1: promotion policies The Schools Act states . ’
o o g

7. ;They give the public a means to evaluate board performance.ns.
:.8.5 They contribute to the bosrd efficiency.
.:9¢y.They‘clarify:board—superintendent functions:' (p 34)
‘Q-Within the Newfoundland education systemr school boards anddgrf'.‘ /;:'J

individual schools play ‘an’ important role in develOpment of student‘_""'

,.(84) Subject to this Act and the’ regulations, every School T
'7' Board shall T Cove e S ;‘jm P

(a) aubject to- the approval of ‘the minister make "ljit
regulations, rules: snd by laws ' ~

a

L 1:'1-:'f" (i) providing for the holding of internal

_ examinations, ‘or. for other methéds of - .7 .
. assessing the 'work of. students, in all = - -, Sl

its schools "'(Schools Act,.1970) pﬁ“-, I "‘“_;ﬁ h.t
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Considering that there are 35. school boards in Newfoundland and L

. that each is reSponsible for its o@n promotion policy, it is possible") -

T

that a wide variety of promotion policies exist If this is the- case

~ one" can expect to find differences in promotion policies among ele—

.. >

mentary, central and Junior high schools since schools are responsible o

.v' ' . .
’ Despite the fact that school boards

' .t.Through a questionnaire, this study attempts to determine ‘the degree of o

'-:variation in promotion policies among school boards, elementary schools,_b,

o interpretation of each board policy.

for implementing board policy.

1 i

' are responsible for assessing student performance, curriculum content

’ _standardlcurriculgm but tovdifferent promotion policies.

~that this inequality ‘has implications beyond the high school

is primarily the responsibility of the Department of Education (Schools

'Act, 1970, Section 59). This means that students may be exposed to a .

This has the
potential of creatingra serious‘weakness in'Newfoundland‘s'education '
?system Students of equal performance may be promoted in one situation

”but hot promoted in another situation. Bull and-others (1977) found

tovpost—fd

secondary institutes They state-‘ : ;,7 e : ’

Shhoolﬂ which give low*grades (marks) are obviously decreasing

Opportunities of their students for access to further . R

'Ei :'education while those that give high grades artificially

o accompanied by administrative regulations.

enhance their students opportunities. (p. 65)

N .

- :'dfntral high schools and Junior high schools. L -".' o

Not only does the potential for a’ variety of . school board pro- ’

'motion policies exist, but the possibility also exists for. the wide -

According to Davies and Brickell

potengial for wide interpretation of policy exists unless policy is

.'a policy without governing regulations, possibility for a variety of

"

: promotion policies within that district exists. Differing promotion

1
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. " ambng student achievement levels because of exposure to ‘a variety ofe\_. S g0
. B . . : /‘“. . ] \\ } ' .. "_5{.' - A
oot promotion policies Students have the problem of adspting to di‘fﬁ‘@t, v

. promotion policies of central/junior high schools and assOciated feeder
':"' L ‘:, schools. This study attempts to determine if students enrolling :Ln
ORI different schools are in fact exposed to different promotion policies.
Lo ' "!:;-'jnelinitaridﬁg_,}; AR A
LR . 0
'I‘his study is delimited to all Newfoundland central and junior 5
. :, . e . ‘_. ':'. . :
high schools and ass iated feeder schools. i Of special importance were ;
X, "', ) students advancing from Grade VI to -VII and changing schools in \;-:e P l"."'- ,
o ' process. . All 114 .central and junior h schoois were examined using

R . _'._:,'3'.," ,. the same questionnaire. . School board officials were also requested to S

Ca e

e i GomPIEte this, q"est1°““aire'_f;’fﬁjﬁfa S uf‘f;Lf_n"j";..';yl(,l:*»»f_L";rﬂ'f.!: =
: ‘ L It iB the aim of this study d:o d'escrib‘e student Promotion poli—-“
” cies extant at bot:h the board and sch001 ZLevel The SChool level i;" '
e .; RIS studied focusing on the central and jUnior hi;(?r schools and associated
3 ‘ feeder BChools, w},ére & board does not haVe central or jlmior high :
‘ | . ‘:".-":1'.-'.:.-:";1‘-.'.5°h°°15’ no . BChools within these boards were studi‘ed v Excluded boards “j:
: % . Were | I:abrador Roman Catholic SchoolvBoard and the Seventh Day Adven-"j:,

: : *tistéSchool Board

[ ' .( -
. Any conclusions or interpretations arising from the results of
this study must be considered with regs.rd to the following 1i.mitations.=

(1) Since the study 18" restricted -to. Newfoundland central
and junior high schools and a§sociated feeder school
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* ) vV to VIIL.
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_l#“;:mﬂ::'uml},;ff .f" §ignificance of the Study

T ‘ - B PR e T L e to
. . .

. - ’ ,___/"’"\ . k : f"' . N
students, results of this study may not be general—
izable to non-Newfoundland situations. L

P .

other streams or grades.l'

espondent perception used in describing student 'fﬁ
romotion policies.. - T

“:;This study has significance for the following reasons"ﬁ

";(l) No extensive research has been done on student promotion
policies 4n Newfoundland .'L o .h,\ﬂ-_ v -

.;'; 5i(2) As a result of increasing echation demands, educators 7&1 :
P have ‘been forced to-deal with issues such as student bk

promotion. Thisﬁ%tudy should .assist’ administrators o
in understanding promotion p%licy problems."

. f(3) This study should serve-as a basis for further student_fi
. ’ promotion research..." : Co
I NS \'... - : LI N | | I,--
: ST “Definition otherme',.f-cf5if‘fi 5b%, f‘t:i:f

L

:‘\- A

;'CompetencvaaSed”f

Central High School“

. .

-Prbmotion‘

Continuous Prog;ess
Promotion.-g,r

R '
r

'»;ﬁ.?éanciquédéfpfédbcioﬁ.

Elementary School.

'A school established within ‘an «area for the . |
jexpress purpose of‘accommodating alI‘pupils}vf‘

1jfrom Grades VII to XI inclusive. WU

‘3A system of promotion based entirely on a. hgll'
-student 8 academic performance.'g_..x . =

) A system of promotion based on a multitude
- of - fact?rs such as. chronological age, social

: maturit \
i status "and physical maturity.

academic achievement, emotional

A system of promotion where a student is

.continuously. promoted. regardless\of his “ja.'i::j‘fCN'

level of performance.;j

VA school established within an area. for the _
- eXPTess". purpose of accommodating all pupils
in designated grades not higher than Grade VI

P
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e

s

" until they -have réached a.specific grade
" level, :After. students of: this school’ have"
'Qreached -that grade level they are absorbed ‘
-~,by another school . e :

A school established within .an ‘area - for the
“exXpress purpose .of accommodating all pupils -

\,. R
¥

.‘“5A school Established within an area. for the
" ‘‘express purpose of accommodating ‘all: pupila_
“.."’in ‘Grades VII and. VIII.or Gradés vty VIII

 and'IX (The Sch!.zols Act, 1970) . -

';

':;J/The criteria used to determine if a student}
i advances to the next

R

higher 1evel or grade'

o
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".j; ) " .'hsvi'sw OF'.I{ELATED..L.IIT;ERa'Ij‘i}RE A_im ﬁsssAch : = :
";} fﬁ }ﬂ..ﬁt .' This chapter, hich presents.a review oflliterature pertinent to -
.an underStanding'of Eé;dent nromotion “has been divided into: three sec-u:'
' }Cﬁtions.‘ The first seé%igh reviews literature dealing with educational
. rf?l'fn i‘t “: measurement relating to assessment of student performance Section Two
‘t\:?zi.f- ff -Lexamines the status of promotion policy-making mithin the Newfoundland
'i context;' Literature pertainihg to student promotion in general is d:'
L eXamined in the third section. . '.-l':l "':;;,'fnn “’g.,°.}ff’ .
L -{Educational Measurement :

- ,'..

';;-:ifv" R --" In the field of education, testing, measurement and evaluation

«
5 -

eare three terms widely used by teachers. According to Ebel (1972)

"Ethese terms are a source of much confusion because of their often inter- .
iizchangeable-usage. However writers indicate that distinct differences 3_/;
n'.do-exist,- Treslan. (1979) describes‘testing as ”the usage of some speci—llﬂ

"fic instrument or set of instruments to determine ‘a’ certain quantity or %:]‘h
,5{1'Lff ’:'7. ',ivitrait" (unpaged) ‘ g -

MeaSurement is generally conceived of somewhat more broadly

'U,than testing to include such matters as purpdses, interpretations and

.f ~-use of results (Lehmann, 1975) Thus‘ measurement includes other ,ih
4 . .-
. .j?types of instruments beside tests, such as rating scales, checklists,
i -:r , ?f hscore cards or any other tools that yield'quantative results.. )
": o We can measure characteristics in ‘ways other than by giving | _
. cW.;': tests. Using observations, rating scales or. any other device f:,.

-_1‘3’.'

B N e o e o e T
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R Eigure'ﬁ; TQSCiﬂg,‘Measurement; and Evaluation'Interaction(pr-S).

that allows .us to obtain information in quantative form is -
_ measurement. Also measurement can refer ‘to both the’ score
obtained and the process used. (p 5) T -

Evaluation is conceived of’as the broadest of these three terms

' Stufflebeam (1921) states that evaluation is\"the process of delineating, ”1}

. obtaining and- providing useful information for judging decision alterna—

tives” (p xxv) In measurement, one generally strivd& to be as objec-

.tive as possible and minimize the role of judgement. However; Stuffler

. beam indicates-that evaluation necessitates judgement in considering a

v ' . ~
;'

.'variety of information. Educational evaluation involves all available

a

types of data,qualitative as well quantitgﬂive.' Coneistent with this

"-;view, Mehren (1975) contends that the intent of evaluation then is to -}. v

o

"determine f?né/céngruence between performance and objectives (p 5)

Despite differences betweén testing, measurement, .and evalua-

-tion,jthe termsirepresent separate, yet overlapping prbcesses., Treslan

. .uses the following figure to illustrate this relationshipf

. R T . o
/' ’ .o

-

L e,g.'School L
Program L

-m—m—i~ e.g. Individual =~ 77
' Group- Teacher
Approach s o

__e_;ee; e. g: Clasgroom - .
: Activity o

P

-

L.
Fl

e : '.This figure along with the Theoretical Promotion Model described
in Chapter I aids in explaining the. important role that testing, R
-'measurement and evaluation play in determining overall student promotion.' -

-:A promotion decision is evaluative based on measurement results derived

.8
i ‘ .

©




:rests on good evaluation, but on accurate measurement and testing Ebel ~ |

“cism.  Orinstein (1976) suggests chat these devices are often biased

especially unfair to children with'poor socio—economic backgr

: Bridgeman (1977) obSi{jﬁE’EEEE/Lh

.ing the efforts of students. Because of this important function,' o - ."~,
B

-expressed disagreement about the accuracy of.theee findings.

e e e Fa s R e e s e e NN y—

' b . C° ’ s ,o" A‘J
15 .
. .. = ' . ’
- from various types of'tests..TThis,suggests thatwmeasurement'and evalua- . \
'tion have major student promotion implications Promotion'not'onlyf
. .

(l975) states that the very base of the evaluation process, testing, is.‘

often néglected in many schools.. S s S P
. . . tests themselves are Iimperfect. Indeed some-are seriougly:
flawed. They are -some times unwigély misinterpreted, overinter- ' . .
preted or handled as weapons rather than as tocls. They reflectl o "1-
particular perceptions of the goals of education which not all ST a

educators share. (p 83) : . . ) S .

Owéns (1976) is more'extreme 1in his vieW" . >

I .

Examinations are bureaucratic means of social control, suited - S
to mass' socleties dedicated ‘to propaganda, ‘operant condition— ‘ i
1ing, brain-washing orders transmitted from: the top down, and N
all the other. trappings of an authoritarian soclety that uses
schools as a means of socialization. (p. 13)

Intelligence tests too, are not exempt from measurement criti—n'.

becauselof the ftems used on such tests He claims that these tests are

Despite the massive amount of literatur_ oring test usage,
do serve a valuable purpose.; Theyr a T _' ' *,

help report,studeﬁf’;rogress and provide a mode for directing and reward—-

geman fi %s that test usage will continue.. R ;J/

If 1t wede true in general that marks have little meaning,
students, parents, admissions: officers and prospective

”employers would soon cease using them and teachers would
‘ceage bothering to determine them. (p. 101)

-0

Notwithstanding this fact, many current promotional decisions appear to ©

be made on the basis of measurement results although writers have -

B L L T ST N ) . il a2l [




B Among some Canadian writers l .', ‘a conclusion seems to be sur-

’ policy Despite an apparent need for such policy, many schools seem
. o . ; i
fearful of centralization of control (Fagan, 1980)

- Blanket policies on. promotion ‘are likely to be harmful to.“ﬂ

'main dimensions to this type of policy development"'uii-ahli:h”>

Policy Development f"iﬁ“' ST "fff'u;, TLT

. - el
‘c, LIV

."',

many educators. Stringham (1976) writes".ﬁp

facing ‘that ‘there "is"a ‘needard an- acceptance both-of ‘central-
ization (of policy) for gome purposes and of deCentralization
fOr others- depending, of course ‘upon. situational factors. (p 7)

e &7

vif,control. This seems to be the case regarding educational policy making

f..

TN 1&
in Newfoundland i

local authorities in some matters, while hEta_ning supreme authority in ]f-ﬁ:‘"f

others— This government body maintains control over curriculum policy, f

P .. _7 B . . LT r\} i
while school boards are given responsibility for assessment of student
<i£

performance in relation to curriculum goals This may have the poten—f:

1,

. A .
tial of creating a serious Geakness in Newfoundland 8 education system.

. -" -' ....-'( A
Students of equal performance may be promoted in one situation but not

. ¥
P

[ .‘.‘
s

o

A

*jlstudents. "All relevant. information must. be’ taken dnto . account
~when deciding the best course of ‘action for the progress of: |

. an"individual, 8tudent. All aspects of the: child g needs’ and’ "};f"b
development must be “taken: into consideration. \Academic achieve— TR

:.nment is only one facet of this development. (p. 12)

Stringham notes that government can have[centralized control of policy

developmemm and at the same time provide a degree of 1ocal autonomy. In:i

providing/a framework for this type oi policy, the findings of Dror.-ﬂ-;

(1970) appear particularly apropos.. Dror states that there are four

—Determination of educational policy is of growing eoncsrn for C

o

S

L Dpromoted in'another, thus suggesting a: need for Department of Education -




. m> T ] complex issues. .

‘e
.y

and identification of. possible altarnatives in reapect’ to ..

] -'(2) megapolicy - a master policy, ‘one which provides guides [N g
. for a:set. of di@creet policies. oo :
~ -.(‘3) metapolicy "——'policy on policy making dealing with systemaﬁ\i’c '
characteristics for weighing values, priorities and goéls. RN
-:(4) rea‘lization strategy 2= the means of improving policy making
.~ ‘through, the application of. .policy sciences to. the reality

of recommendations.-v (p. 7) ' S TR
’ ’ . '.,'.:-

If student promotiou pnlicy is envisioned within Dror 8 framework thef‘-’ .

."irole.:of the Newfoundland Department of Education would appear to be of..."" L
’,'-'-'coordinating capacity. This role would Ibe performed by eatablishing a

A ks

; ';megapolicy. It would then be the responsibility of individual schooi
’ T -'-'boards to create metapolicy cansisteht with this Department 8 megapolicy.'_',

o " 'This concept is similar ‘to. the idea of Davies and Brickell (1969) From

L :- their perspective, metapolicy‘ parallels administrative regulations. o

Due to an apparent absence of megapolicy, Dror 'S framework may

.:have little relevance to: develmeent of Newfoundland student promotion

policies.- 'I.'his absence of megapolicy aeems to have created t:he potential

',.for ‘a varying array of School board metapolicies, poasessing minimum - ,

I . ~

A

:_'of decentralized control is the inability to achieve a specific

Sly el

: realization strategy " In practice, the Department of Education doea

'not formally assess promotion policies or: provide via):le alternatives..

7

:More"'ver, there is no existing mechanism where a school board might/ b

"'-.',.-"aasess it;s policy in relation to other board policies (Fagan, ,1980)
. /

"Thus, it is extremely difficult for boards across this province to have i

Lo
v . /
D " ’ R Tooe e ." : .

consis tent metapolicies

(l)"’Policy analyéis' -— ‘an aPPraoch and methodology for design_ N - Rl

'guiding direction. i Under the present -circumstances another consequence S
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z'i};‘ﬁl t::ul_(ti;l.ﬁ_{f Ultimately, the student is most disadvantaged due to an absenceA
%' . e of this megapolicy.f probability of being promoted might simply be -ti;'?njhif ﬂi;;?h
Ef N L a function of the.school attended Interestingly enough the Newfound- T R | "?i}
f - land Department of Education i{s aware that ﬁhis situation exists (Badcock SRR M"‘;;;
’ 4 _32' Fagan & Penny, 1980) : j'.f_tiali_f'g;-,E: ‘ - N i ;ﬁ.. - ':J

N R A B Director of Testing, Evaluation Consultant, nnd Supervisar of Public
i st . .

resources. (unpaged) pornT i ";ﬂ}p; u_l
) Student Promotion f LT " | : ' :
.;gj' - The definition used by Allison (1977) aptly defines Promotion in i;}'é
';“ general.,... e -- R IR
.i;} -,;(:' In universally acceptep usage the term promotion is synonymOUSm; SRS :
U .7, with the. advancement of individuals through the hierarchy o
igf ' 7ri within a: given organization. (p.'33) '-Ln ;[u.uﬁé',.=-'“'afﬁj _
;?. S o } This definitipn is equally applicable to student promotion. Organiza— - .
;:ﬂf;tﬁiyi'jifhzlrl 105 is«aﬁ;logOUB tO SChOOld whilq‘hierarchy may be thought of as grades‘- ii:“l:ﬁ.il QF??

A,

.. L 3 c T . . -, . . . L. . . R .
- . PR % . o N . A "

2
=N
@

Ca QfWe have not changed student promotion [policy]’because by law
Clns et is’board responsibility.- Some'.boards ‘are not willing! O
.~ allow -the. Department of. Education to control this aspect of
feducation.V (unpaged) : o ‘ o

i

. [
a- s

"\ Exams These three offices are directly involved with Grade XI public's

s b X v
SR R N
"fﬁ@fj examinations._ Regarding their areas of future involVement, Penny states

'-ili'r‘j;':g In the past few years much of our activity has been gearedla"
: ' towards improving the’ shared eValuaLion system. Looking at”.
the next few’ years, assessment’ of student performance in:; the

- . l‘-,V ",~ .
) reorganized high -school program will take up most of our

or levels._ As Reiter (1973) suggests, the student has to perform to 'Q"

f qualify for promotion., If he does not gualify, two alternatives

:fnfii'.c'”' remainu-try again or give up., In other words, students may rePeat the_hg

N

year s work or drop out.

“ : vt .
N s o et




) '.,I-._j'decide the promot:ion status of students. ) Marsha.ll (1973) contends that

'.denied the right to fail a student because the teacher exerts undue

B "-'non-promotion outnumber thoee who support it.; Gaite (1969)':examined

A,::study showed that there was no substantial improvement in performance N

"_'for students who repeated grades. TR '_::' e .'-'

: Q_.--,Learning is enhanced when children move on with their class-- I .

,--_..'...'.-__and boredom of repetition. . (p. 38) CTenn -' L

"'-'i‘adds, "since a student takes dnly a few courses (from one: teacher) in a-

,'not been realized " : ,:;:."- :

'-”._of failure

% .-_educational career.. his chances for success in life are greatly

K

&

'this :Ls no lOnger the case.. He belieVes that teachers are frequently

o’

P authority and influence on a student seeking a general educatiOn.-.._H'e

K N RN
A —. . :\'- " . .

.,.l'_-,the validity of the argument that non-promotion and subsequent repeti— ,:,-"

tion of !wrk in a grade could lead to. an improved performance. . He con—.:', REEY

. . -.. . ,_-‘
.’\. N .

:'cluded that non—promotion could not be justified on . these grounds.~" S

:‘.

it .

.

_.\_ A . e

: mates into’ new ‘éndeavors ; . instead of experienclng the drill

1 . JEDERE

Perhaps the most outStanding critic on non-—promotion was

. (1969) ' He strongly advocated that the major problem of sehools is one S

K He believed tha 'if a child fails at any stage of his

A

PN

Traditionally, teachers have had the uanestioned right to

Y - e et
—
..'. . .. _. A .- -
N R o P .
« oLl - - L . P - .
- - o i
Lo ' 4 “
T . = ; .
N R . . . . .
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Funk (1969) aff,irmed that non-promotion does not le;Qd to an - ‘ E
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L diminiehed" (p._ 5). Glasser proposed: that scliools should exist without -
. failure. E ‘ o

. . . . . N . e e . e . (A - L LT "
. . " e ) . A - ."' SNl . o e TN P ..
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N _ Godfrey s (1972) majdr objection to non-promotion is the damaging

- effect it might Eaveﬂon the self-—concept. of students. He maintains that : ‘ ,
not only do failures "doubt their own self worth" -: they eventually '." ‘,: '
have 'little self—confidence inn the school ;and home-setting.., He is con—" :,' RS L o
vinced that school failuge even more,seriousdl'y .affecte the home life of. o " :;--

: ,tion to the fact that fa:Llure is an endlees cycle. He remarks that the

e LTt

DR certain percentage to fail As .a result, a certain percentage dp fail :

P

. VL

. el teachers are not au prised they exgect a certain per-." o
. "centa«gt of failure.. The tragedy As 'that-'after.a. period of/ D S
"_acculturati«m - the pupfls arenot surptised either - they U o
‘become accustomed to being: ,labeled -and, grOuped eVe to the ‘-: B T
e .extent of. being identified as. "failures.'!_ (p..: e
("

practice.

PRI Y
DO

% "A year to grow” :I.s W at some’ people call’ it. Flunking, repeet— B
ing, non—promotion ret ntion or the euphemism, Ma.year-to _grov’ --—‘._
-7all mean the same thing. .;-'_. - One might Justifiably ask . o o

(although one uaually doesn t) "a year:‘to grow what?"...' ('p. 379)

Despite the fim opinions of Gaite (1969) Funk (1969) Glasser

(1969) Godfrey (1972), Ke.epes (1973), and Bocks (1977), others dis—

.8

agree. Ja.ckson (1975) r

RS ,'..‘-‘
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: nIn a similar view, Finlayson (1975) conducted a study on the effects that

R

grade retentiOn had on self*concept. He found that the self concept of

first graders was not affected by faild,ng. = R ”-

T Cunningham (1977) claims that if students are promoted withOut N

meet a more serious failure._. Schools will produce some illiterates and .

S T SRR I .

resulted in a decline in academic standards. ' Furthermore, he _believes

- of a nation. He is convinced that academic standards must be met.,._. .‘-.;.' .

R \:‘ i '\\' ] ) ":-v L.
L It is evident that the literature does not give definita ;:'

answers to promotion questions.". However this literature does indicate

-_.‘, k . ) .
. L . . sl

that a student s welfare muat be a concern at all times. - This is X

Ly LU e R

1" ’ - papparent in Reiter s (1973) statement' "

(Promoted or retained.) he is not to’ be branded a chronic Lo

4fai;,ure, not ‘to: be compared with others who ;are not- really
his peers;. A to be ‘helpéd. ‘and- listened to “and  should. be -
: '.,encouraged ‘and understood rather than being "beaten down
more- and more at home as well as- at school (p 14)

Yo

‘.4.

: best interest of the student. It is "beating him ‘down On the other '

.,(

- N . N K

hand, those who condone non—promotion do so on: the basis that students

oY .-.-
. Doy

Otherwise more serious failure looms in

must reach certain standards.

Tra

lat‘er life. _'

'olicies exist. Ellis
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” \with promotion retention machinery

of grade levels. .

N "for the success of continuous progress programs a.s" ’

- o maintenance of -academie standards, establishment of grade 1evels ia el

Academ:n.c achievement is the sole criteria for advancement.'

continuous promotion theorists believe this philosophy creates an over—

‘.;_‘-," . ‘labelled- a failure’ or. led: to: believe he is a failure through
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d.emands a certain ARV IR
the student; - ° T EPRR
provides annual B PR A

“ first the grades standard" theory which
' -'_'level of. academic achievement before promoting
*: gecond the ' continuous promotion" theory which
_'.:Px:omotion for all- students; and . the third, the "eontindus ot
'progreas theory which provides for an- upgraded curriculum RN RN
. where" promotibns are based upon physical "social and. emotional Lo
: AfaCtora as well as upon chronological mental and achie'vemen.t TR
factors.,. (p ll) i

Perhaps the key Eeature of the continuous promotion theory iB the absence

Walker (1973) states'~"Grade levels are absent along

(P 203) Walker citea the reasons

' o,
. oot K ~

(1)l,increased achievement as a result of each child reachihg o
. his liIﬂit in each area of . study, ’ ’

B

’ - HEESRI

l;elimination of unnecessary retardation of progress for LTI
-individual students,' R A I T R

(3)
(4)

decreased emotional conflict for individual students, Y ’ '
development of positive attitudes towards self and school

. R, ) &
IR Given that the major feature of a(gradea standard theory is '-_- S

"L .. N -

essential
P
Students must know that advancement from one gf'ade 6’ the next :
' -Lf or from' ar baaic course, ‘to.a more ‘advariced ope- ishased.on .- .- ool
o ac.hievement, ot - merely on having been enrolled in a. grade or
: course for a year.. (p. 532) -,.‘ Lo Sl T

In describing a gradea standards program, Owens (1977) states

e -

Despite this, ;'-,"-". '

whelming threat of failure which has to be avqided Glas_se.r'-_-'(-l96__9) s

'."'_'.':Beeause grades [reports] emphasize failure much more than o
sticcess and because failure is . the basis of almoe{t a1L dchool

'—‘-,-‘problems PR 4 suggest that no student"ever at any time be .

_-'.the use of the grading [reporting] system. T -

g
LS ..-’. "

[ays




T TR O PN AR M O T L N I L T . N . - . e . N s -
MR TRT I A LS ST . .. e . - . . K . s by .4 v

: -ing procedures have evolved ) Grading, as defined by Ebersole (1975),
I "~'a method of sorting Grades are usually used to sort 1evels of achieve— s

"ment as. well as distinguish success from failure., They dre also USed

. . N . e . E L, . ,.:. v

as’ predictors of future achievement. R '_ RIS ST

Various means -of - marking or sorting performance have been : ..7 T

_.-developed Kirchenbaun, Napier and Simon (1971) describe some of these._ “

Vo s

LGP ,.:-.

‘Teachers may complete a written evaluation of student progress without T

pré‘senting a numerical or letter grade Students may alao be given the

” o~ o

-

'-.responsibility of assessing their own performance. Another procedure: "

1 ‘even thpugh students are: continually advised about their progress..',

s i

' x 7. " Lo ‘ A system of grading that has 1itt1e failure is contract grading
e Kirchenbaun, Napier and Simon indicate this can be assigned to a class " .

."'.or to students;:)separately. A student is required to complete a pre— :
<At '-g‘ - ,.‘

' -'scribed amount of work Upon completion the student enters a new con-i

'.-tract . Similar to contract grading is blanket grading The es‘sential:,-.‘

S {difference is that students are informed of specified amounts of work o LT

L "-needed' to. obtain,-‘a specific- grade.-_ A student may decide what grade he"'-' I
e e wants, and then complete the work to achieve it. T et T .

i

B

E Kirchenbaun, Napier and Simon cite the pass/fail grade as. an

.'.example of contract and blanket grading. In this case students have Tl 4 o

L - e _.reachEd speCified goals with{in a specified time limit. Successful

o Recent innovations in the area of grading indicates educators .
-g‘ha\/e been moving away from the grades standard philosophy. . However, ' ROV
el - ' SRR
-academic achievement remains 'an essential eomponent of most grading :

- '.5 M
. ‘
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: student promotion policies regionally and collectively..

Yo,

Principals of

.

| selected to allow an analysis of promotion policies a‘ffecting students
N B L
advancing from Grsde VI to Grade VII and_changingl schools in the e

Ellis snd Gill (1964) studied teacher and administ;:ator opin—

ions of student promotion policies in secondary schools of metro Toronto

. ~",4,_-‘

_ . .':.I: - using a questionnaire. - In this study an‘adapted version of this ques—}"

tionnaire was administered t.n..g_\hool boards and p):incipals (Appendices'-t"-',.l" ;

A and B)”i"-

]

The QUestionnaire is divided into three major sections. - Sec-: o

. - L. ~ ."1
',.- 2 PR

tions one and two attempt to determine. the ~nature “'of the organization s

o,

‘ student promotion policy as perceived by the respondent.- More speci—' .

The

_:the first section provides a list of policj statements

I N
el AR AN
. . B K
. - . v . 4
¢ ' v . . .



e respondent waa asked to indicate the extent to which these are practiaed.
l '.\ B ,x-\- '_. . . ﬁ
ol Statementa are COncerned with minimum Btandards of achievement, P

- Lo paasing major aubjects amount of time in a grade, chronological age, e

' i skipping material of a grade, consideration of factors other than

'\".

academic achievement and promotion regardless of academic achievement
“ LA : 7“ ‘

ofo} class ability to learn and social maturity.,

In aections one and two respondenta had four re5ponae choicea.o

AT

They were always, usually,". "rarely, 3 or never. Respondents were s,

IR : . ) L

' not giVen the option of ”undecided" eVen though this reaponse was con—.:-__': o

) ‘:. . "fjsidered in the analvsia of data.- ; Responae categories were somel:imea '.,"'.5:_, .
. » : . combined when there ‘werg, mot enouglh. reaponses in each category to per— Vo

} . - form Chi—square analysis. As an, example, e alz;a&.rs" and usually 'may b _~.""

‘g ; ) = ';:1- altered to "always or uaually."_ s PR . '

AR

B v_..-'“'_"'j n Sl Section three of the inatrument focusea on promotion policy

L regulations.A Questions dealing with c0nditiona1 ptomotion, promotion .',~."". '
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Metropolitan Toronto Educational Reeearch Council It wae revised .

.

T ' several times until approved by ths entire Council ’I‘he questionnaire -

was then presented to similar reapondents for comment and completimr- -

Second 1iterature concerning varioua promotional practices Was s

thoroughly researched by the writer. After completion of this,

instrument was examined for possible corrections. Several changes were

made as a result of this.

To furtherr— ensure that all aquestionnaire items were explicit:

and 'representat‘ive _of student promotion policies in Newfqundland schools; :'.
"'.the instr:u.lnent was .eXamined by all ducational Administration profeasors
' . N ~-with'in-th'e'Facu‘lt'y of Education of lemorial Uni‘versity of Nveoundland ) ~
. r\ " .'v;"It was analyzed by 'll full time gracuates in the said department. Addi
: l tions and deletions were made in courpliance with suggestions from\ t.hese P
i“di"id“als'w?ﬁ
~: A fourth step wasialso taken to—guarantee validity.-;_ A pilot o ) /’

study was undertaken to determine if a population sample perceived _

<

instrument to be an accurate indicator of various Ne'- undland etude.nt

) : .
promotion policies.‘- The questionna re was administered to an assistant

_,..\ S

superintendent, a junior high princ pal and an elementary school princi-.'. L :

Pal within the St John s Roman Cat olic School Board g These individualsf.-"' L

were asked to complete the questionnaire and then provide information on e ’
- clarity, preciseness and appropriateness of each questionnaire item.._ ’ :'. .",‘._- . Jf\

.I““ e

further changes were made on the basis of this procedure.. Because of

J . this, responaes from the St John s Roman Catholic School Board were C ST A

included in the final study.

PRAL I AT A h
s
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. Lo
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. T Admin:lstration of ‘the Queetianneire '3-.'f E G et Ten e ’
’ Lt . C - T R 'L)"’
{

- ._:.'_A'__',,.';.~.'.-,‘~ RN
B ‘ ..

cn Prior to mailing the q,uestionnaire to pri.nc#:pa.ls, a letter was

Superintendents were. ', IR

"‘,sent to all superintendents on Apr:Ll 14 1980._

T T askecL to complete the questionnaire and at the same time grant permis—

,--—r- v

. "sion to have Jgriucipal.s in their districts included in the study
v "‘.‘."‘»‘-f"Within three weeks,,16 euperintendents had replied At this t:ime all

I n

_,_A:::‘remaining euperintendents were telephoned. Permi.s

.'f_j".all cases and superintendents "'”:_ted themselves to complete the

'y May 5 1980 questionnaires were mailed to all princi— o

o

’

After four weeks had elapsed 70 per cent returned the completed

'.'-'pals"'. -

) those SR

. "'questionnaire.f A follow—up letter was mailed May 30_-"

o whq did not reply. All quest

res' received up to. June 16 1980

‘in the-final etudy. : After the follow—up letter,‘ an , i,:' RN

-

_additional 10 per cent responded.. ‘Table 1 presents the number and per— -

Of the 8570 L

; N centage of returns for each group represented in the etudy. S e
' ‘questionnaires mailed to boards, 29 responses were. recei‘ved (82 9/) Lo '
‘ o ' s TABLEl L

"._":;',7-"" NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGE OF RETURNS

. 0" - "\.‘.-.:'I-,
) L Grou T j-thal S 'Nuﬁiﬁéf"'qf"-' | "Percentage ..
e ;’p' S s ol Number | Returns: @ :of Returns . ..

e CeoBbard T T a8yt g9t 0 T 82lg s
T L ,"CentrallJunior H:Lgh o o WAe T D o799 L 186,80
=, Teeder School AT T 282 T IRIRENNRTNEY A L

"_.:-ﬂrotal‘ | e e

N

S C In the central/junior high group 99 of °ll4 _or 86 8 per cent, returned
. = the questionnaire. Over 75 per cent of feeder schools replied I
- sunmary, 303 of 381 reeponded fpr a total resp‘onse rate of 80 per cent. :
: T ' T




"the process of. eat‘ablilsh_-'.- ‘

$1a "ument,
s’altered 'The'-reaso'ns for 't:hi'"s'w'erel'" ' e
' e.ntral idea encompassed “in each item on. the A ' 4

B ing a measure of reliability 3

TR twofold . First, th

'derived from a previous student promotion study (Ellis &

- ‘ o e

411, 1964) This study was: approved and administered to a similar

instrument

sample of respondents in another province snd ‘it is assumed that” the L , :

I ' reliability presumably in\ effect then, is applicable to this situation.

2
Ay

Ellis and Gill used a questionnaire prepared by a- committee of - the

Metropolitan ’I.‘oronto Educational Research Council It vas revised R

s Tt .
several times based on’ the recommendations of the entire Council. The oo

questionnaire was then presented to teachers, department heads, guidance '

Lo . I ;'w.. - L . '

e B counsellors principals, vice-ﬂprincipala of _]uﬂiOl‘ high high commercial

technical and composite schools for comment and completion.-, Secondly, -8,
: ' s split—half and Kuder-Richardson coefficients are. reflective of the . . g

internal consistency of the instrument sub—parts, based on response to -' S L

that instrument In this\case .even if the instrument items were .

arranged 80. as to. reflect a high measure of reliability based on internal -' ) -;,7' ::.
- consistency, the results could be: misleading at best. This re]_iability- | \

a’

\would only indicate that the items 1ocated within each sub—part of the

instrument are cohesive "and therefore measure the same characteristic..

However, the goal to be achieved through usage of this nstrument

focuses on - the overall response pattern to ‘the instrument s a whole
5 r I-:: o, _ . i
< . ST and therefore, as previously stated cohesiveness of indivi uaL itema L e

'; is not a concern Hence, establishment of a reliability co fficient

in the traditional sense was not undertaken. .
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Analysis of Data

. “. All data were computer analyzed using the Statistical ?ackage SRR

for Social Sciences (1970) Several statistical operations were com—

~p1eted. In order to accomplish this, the questionnaire wag codedﬂ S

N -y '

. Parts one and two presented no coding difficulty. In order to code

'into categories of distinct response. In no case were different

;
J : .
N
b
.
.

"t- P N KR . . o-...

responses included in the same category since each new response

resulted in e new category

: Utdlizing this approach question alluded to in.the statement 13;'.-:;ff_f :Jwi

BRI
'

) fof the problem were analyzed as followaui For questions one, ‘twor and

three, distribUtions and mean reSPOnBes were found,for each question;nl .

' - | o SR
-;.naire iten.. Results were tabularly’pnesented To ;ﬁsyer question fOur L
f;Chi—square tests of significande v used Question five was answered"iJi{tvflv:;;;':3
;by determining correlations for* central/junior high and‘their réséective 1_;:73:,h'{‘?f;

cbrrelstions wgre pompared with the highest one—third" Furthermore, 43.5' S Sl
.- . E " X - V

. ocentral/junior higb schools having high or low cor;%lations with more ‘ - -
." . 0 0 . ‘-:.'\ v " R "‘ S ‘ “ ~‘Y' R 0 ~' _'.n'- . ’.-.--": :'
than one of cheir feeder schools Were examined in detail A
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I o == ANALYSIS OF DATA - ... D 7T oL

. B - . A . . S ! vy

BRI T A R This chapter presents an analysia of the data gathered from

{u_nj’_;;,',ﬂr ‘ib use of the instrument Information in;this chapter ia 6rganized so that

L i ‘-. i ;

Lo :--gussc‘ian--l' e

S HEY

‘:fe".j What differences exist among perceptions of school board AR

. ] o student promotion policies’n R T g,;.fl;-} .
; . A -: "; : -.:'. ;; . :..-Lu';gf'.' s 'f e
Promotion Practices‘,:.b-g ,”'{ . ‘ﬁ_'f" ?:/,‘&a : T E
; ) Table 2 presents statistics on board response to\policy state—.;{Jp
]?5‘.‘ :a:;:" {‘; %gnts. An: analvsis of the table reveala that five 1tems had a meqn - ‘ _
: i y " '-less than two.' Of the 29 boards surveyed 28 (96 6/) said "minimum( *
- ) | standards of academic achievement must be met in order'to~be promoted"

R T

f;:f;fikgif-_ ?' practice. Similarly, 86 2 per cent &25) said”"a student ia'promoted:;
fﬁ f‘f'.';_:,i:,;l to the next higher gradeﬁwhen all academic requirements of the present
“ET.. L h;.' Alevel are. met was always or nsually a’pr;ctice. ;?iija‘;ﬁ':'t* :"'.
o ”7; f* | Boards were divided ‘in reaponding to, suatement C” "students!

" ff;hose academic achievementﬁis borderliné are conditionally promoted to

:ni,,;lg.' the;next grade.;- Slightly more than half saiq this was rarely a’ prac*

g 'f.f.-L was always or usually a practice. Only one board sald it was rarely a 'ZL'

T .
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) DISTRIBUTION OF PROMOTIONAL PRACTICES BY BOARD : N i
: * — ST PR - St - h . r’ — - 3{
PAEI e, e e T '.':?i ,_—- R L N RESPONSES ".‘;“... o . e ¢ ‘.1
" Policy Statementld filz}“”_fn,.'.’g'fNo Response . Always .'.Usually :.Rare1Y’,“ Never - . o
3*:f-f'"ﬁ C T e oE(F) - T Ee(E) . £ (@) £.(F) - £.().. Mean. . b
S ¥ Minlmum standards of academic achlevement L - . . : S , '
. are specified :for’ each grade level and - Co S U §§
f studeqts mist meet these standards An. R O '~fﬁj_:{"ﬁ' oo e :
3 order to’ be. promoted.',:,f 3 J ;“,_ S 000) o 0 10(34.5) 00 18(62.1) ;. L(3:4) . 040) - 1.69. _f:
’HAsuﬂmtispanaiUJmenamlder?f“;ﬁﬁiﬁf“f':'" T S ' - -

;. . subject lével when all academic require— ’ AR Lo T T T L o
, "f-ments oﬁ—the present level are achieved L 000) f_11(37¥9);5.14(48ﬁ3)L5,4(13L8) 0(0) . 1.76
y ;Students whose academic achievement is - ' TR ey "f" oL e N
'Eborderline .are’ conditionally promoted to L IR
. '[thé.mext; grade - e L -:n"-o(o)g DA N P
:Students are not. promoted if thelr marks ;f;. P s
{”;are below the passing standard An - any ome: . o i e . et ' o
3:.15:Of the maJor subjeqts (e g 5 Math,_Aww,_;._~-.-' SRR 2 I S ) - L T
o - English,iSclence)v | 4 ML LoAT I 000) 4(13 8)_ 21(7214)}"2(6.9) 2(6.9). 2.06 " ]
JNo student remains in any grade for morefd.j }l'.".ﬂ 'lﬂi_,. f} . ='J o S :f e
‘_than two years ;ff:u R ;.L.- ..v~- N 1 (0) . 13(4ég§);' 13(44 8) 3(10 3) . 1.65 . .
‘leo student Spends more than three.years 'tif'a"'“ “-":5:: ;f'f:;;n' B ‘ e o
completing two consecutiye grades. s R :Q(Q) LS 5(LT.2) ‘15(51 7) 5(17 2) 4(13 8) 2 283'-..f
Yoy L e S \ S A
t;6120i1){“17(24 1) 5(17 2y’ 2.211[._” AT |
H Skipping (e g omltting the work of a- ?fi s '5f) - Y -;’ : T o , 'ﬂ“ji"
gradé) is permitted.b~ R - t31'3'70(0Yj~ 1(3 4) 15(51 7)' 13(44 8) OKQ) '3?4 o

~~

CI3(44:8)- 155D - 00) | 2.57

.

;;:AG No student is permitted to spend less ? f{il,‘_ S LR
' =-than three years completing three grades v~;~'Q(O):ﬁ}'c;?ll(3Z;9)f

R

- -!‘ LU L e N
EEI R R
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R R SO TP TABLE 2, (Continued)

M 5 .i .— ' - : -:- -. . :‘:I. N .r. SR s

> — T
B

RESPONSES

~"-.No Response

Always ’

Usually ‘Rarely”;”'ﬁever:

.'??;Eqifeiféﬁetemeﬁt;;“: Lo
LR ?-:‘?“"TT}"'Z’:'? 1'-37¢=f:(2)x~

@)

f (%) - £. (A) £.(2).

I

.Lv}:Students ‘are permitted to get out of 5;ﬂ:
" their spcial gronp throeag either 5}ag;&
f{acceleration or retardat I

”mining promotion.f

:W',.The multi—factor a proach to promotion“f'f';_,a
+ - or; non—promotion deé¢isions - is" used- Lo
.;?(chronological age,. soc1al maturity,

- academic- achievement, emotional

gfstatus, physical maturity, etc )

A student is promoted regardless of fTﬁ_l fj

in"academic - subJects._'U.}”.,jfs-j;i7f;5;;im
.1The.stpdent has. o besable-to: T3 .l A
.".'demonstrate. his: level of | acedemlc R
. f.performance in. order to be o P T
-Jgpromoted T N

Chronological age is a factor in deter—3itiu-".', L
T ‘Q(O)‘3-=“'u

K

‘how Llow his ‘leével of . success:

000"
P

Loy

T2

:-.feké;ﬁj;f;

: Ld

931y

l@@ﬁj~ 00,

9D ON

;:léfﬁséﬁjz

12(41:4) 4 (13.8)

8% 2(6.9) 0(0)

MeenA
.2.31

-2.68 -

“9(0)”*'-1;7; '

e

R

bkt 1 s e e 188 808 . ket i P s
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'Zfl:jiiff' material from student programs.; On both items, approximately 13

,} o '. e . , ._.‘. t T . e e, 3‘4

However, 25 respondents (86 2/) stqted "students must pass all

the major subjects \was always or usually a practice. Of these,.for 72 4

e
) Ve

per cent it was u3ually a practice. Two boards maintained that this-'

is never practised in their board while an additional two maintained

it is rarely practised

,\. .

. Ce
* .

There was considerable consensus on Item E This item States~

hat no student remainsdin any grade for”more than two years.; OVerf89

Althcugh Item F yas not practised to the same extent a Item E
'f the practice is prevalent 1n 20 boards.. These boards said that no
{: student spendsmore than three years completing two consecutive grades."-”'

. s i

Despite its prevalence 17 per cent concluded that it was never ‘a’ prac—;'

.r.'

tice, whereas 44 8 per cent said Item E was always a practice. ff”"

Cor T

Opinion was widely divided ‘on, Items G and H Item G refers to;f:u:%

.n. A

accelerating student programs while Item H suggests the deletion of

.x.
e

respondents indicated that this is rarely or never a practice.- Overv

' ”.f“j 37 per cent said Item G is always a practice while 3 4 per cent believed _;fv

B }Item H is rarely practised A.larger percentage felt that Item H is

o
PR
v

"usually or, rarely a practice.

) Over two—thirds of boards indicated that chronological age is w0

usually a factor in determining promotion. The remaining third main—"a;,-”
‘._ -\ . ot
E tained that it is rarely a factor.= Regarding Item J, more than two— 1 -

-..|

\thirds of boards permit students to get out of their social group ;fﬂ -

=

I

jthrOugh either acceleration or retardation.' However hine boards (31/)

.

'-\ - . 3Gy R v

-y ,:."-" LR
. . L

>
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-:ﬁ' _; §R.esponse to ltem K '"the multi—factor abproach to promotion‘or .;df: I
;ﬁ'/.f; TLE:f'” non—promotion decisions is used" showed considerable agreement;‘ Twenty—id.t'\:' 'ffhf
héf&ll_Tfjj;ffi four boards (82 87) said that this was always or usdally a'bractice._ ‘iaif; ;?f;f

l ;' 'f';k; Half of the respondents said "always while the remaining said usually I '?'ia
! ‘ lSimilar to‘ltem J one board did not respond :\"ﬁl ) . e d?é
| {hl 'wlf}{;: h Item L prodnoed the highest mean, 3 32;f:A high mean indicates'” :::
B thatlthe statement is never or rarely practised; In this case‘ 'a stu—n. ~cl
dent is promoted regardiess—otﬁ'ow low his level of success in academi* ?fi
‘i}3;l<sub3ects" is rarely (51 8/) or never\(37 9/) practised Despite thisl }?f
"%?{_l:i:... be able to’ demonstrate his level of academic’performancerin order to be ﬁf?fﬂhli.’hfjl
jt : o -'dT;jMore than 82 per cent'stated this was usuaily a practice i?,if:ﬂ;ili:. ;;%i'
.ﬂli for their board However; two’ other boards maintained that thiS was :'VI jff;,
R e - " O P
'f rarely Practised within the board | i p -.w; 125
. Reasons for Noniéromotion i{;d5t:qu:i?€€4’;f;ii}t%;j;ﬁzfi':*?f;riﬂ;i{i}figibf“‘?“ L:i:
..h?aﬁﬂ: : lIn cons;dering:these-reasons.for.non—bromotion; it must.be‘ L; ii;}
: remembered that they apply:to borderline students whose promoﬁion.is-;'uﬁ'-' : \';
K in doubt.; Table 3 presents this data. Masterinélthe work of a grade ~‘: n :;
is a must. Twenty-eight boards stated that if a student had not I :‘ .h_” . N E:
"fiifi,ﬂtc_;::’; mastered the work of the grade'it is always . usually a reason‘."‘ﬁ:l e ’-'T

for non—promotion.h One board asserted that this is not ‘a valid reason

f}y' ) o in deciding non—promotion.p:;ll o wl SO0 "H:7“ e
e Ability to. handle the work of the next grade held considerable

importance in view of board response. Twenty-'ixlboards believed that
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i : S

- Reason; for Nop-Bromotion- -

S

RESPONSES

No Response

‘Always . .Usually

Rarely

j~Never::.

'.5He has’ not. mastered the work of the R

"‘.grade _J@a.< ""HLL.;Y'

'?He has very poor study habits.; N

-~

:Li-He would not be.able to handle the work
"E;of ‘the next grade IR

-;He has a poor attitude towards school.‘Hﬁ
.He'is physically immature for his age..é"fﬁ

; He: habitually works far below his e
5grade.‘ i- —

e

fHe has frequently been ‘a trouble~maker
gin class.?:,j, R ;‘ :u_s_;.n--

”He is. rather sickly and seems to lack
.ivitality f} . .

'_|

.-His marks are borderllne and he needs

- firmer foundation before going on to
J’more advanced work L :

CER) -

.'%.$016):%;

.;?¥0(o)
oy
tﬁ_o(o)

l (3 4)
: *’_0(0)

:;He needs to learn that effort is. requiredpﬁ'af
,ffor success in school work. T

N o

5FHis attendance record has been very poor.i‘t:;b(djz“"

" 10(3& 5)

5(17 2)

rﬁt}-o<o>

."l

Eo()

9(31)

0(0) o
0(0),n

0(0)

0(0)

R

: 16(55 2){3
- ; 7 (2% 1)
;14(13 8),

EAOR

5ij’i§t6$:555;#g(3;z);

'étib'éi
'10(34 5). 12(41 )

30(65;5

00y

12(41'4) 13(44 8)’

'39(31 0)

v

.-

: 6(20 7) 1(§=Z):;
_i313(44.8)

9(31 1X

':°*5 8(27 6)" 12(41 4
'f,13(44 8)

7(24 1)f

2(6 9)

;1ii512(41 4) 16(55 2):

. “;§;10(34 5) 18(62 11:

—E.(%) :Mean .;:ﬂg«;l_ :.QF';

'.r;jé L

"~ 1., 76

{3 17 oo
3,31,.~*1‘ '
2. 10 ,
3. 06 ) ”
3;16 ":f?
2.93-. "
352,00
359

. o c, -




"' TABLE 3 (Continued) il L

'TRééggdffgrtNéﬁnyoﬁotioh' . 177, "No ‘Response .

- ~f‘ (z) -

" RESPONSES - °

Always.

:<Usu311y ’Rarely"

- Lf}(Z)"v

£ (é)

Never;"*'

,‘/;'..' Lo

e

L He is a slow 1earner

M. His marks rank him near to the bottom h ;';,:.':
— zGH%‘—«o(o)

of his class. L

L N He is frequently inattentive during
classroom 1essons

Y

0 Hls social maturity s con51dered

below average for hls grade i
level ' : :

0(0)

0(0)'_:?

"k;;ﬁfﬁqzoy‘gﬁ_;{"yg(QI;;Qvf;igczz%ayﬁipgaz;sj};igs?;qq

j' o(o)

0(0) i“

é"fL(Z) ' f (A)

N 1

:9(31 0)

'13(44 8) 7(24 1)‘

\

6(20‘7) 12(41 4) 9(31 l)

{2(6 9)_,.__.10(34 5) 17(58 6)

3,10 .

P .- -
T s S o pntian ek 20 1S
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fd el st Antiénted chat this.
N ;[_5 noc a ré;so'n. .‘ A ‘ RITT ST L e B
.0ver 75 per cent of b;:ards affirmed that.a ;;oor attitude tox.r.ardsl-;;"‘.~
b tii schood is rarely or never ‘a. ralid reason for non:promotion._ The remain-"
AT : : .. -
ing 24 l per cent indicated that it is usually a valid reason. :ﬁ!,ﬁf;ﬁ'”-blll
. | The statementVPhe is physieally immature for his age das over-'.

: -

_is always or usually a valid reason for non-promotion. More than 17

“per cent responded //&ways. - This was considered rarely or never a :1-"””

4f;fff:i-f valid reason by seven boards,_or 25 per cent of the total f One board L

L . R

T - . e

did‘not respond to this item.

l

Poor study habits are not considered to be a non—promotion

X ' reason for many'boards.. In factJ nine boards (31 l/) said that it is jwf i
: 3ﬂ never a reason.u A total df 22 boards (75 9A) advocated it is rarely
;- . : ot.never 'a valid reaeon. The remaining boards contend that it is?cd' S

. L L '1- ﬁ‘“.
"Eﬂ““-.T' is not a valid non—promotion reason.: Ewenty boards (68 9/) indicated

¢

: grounds for nOn_'romotionr: Only.pne board'eXpressed that it was

'\“- 5
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"neveﬁ'a reason;;'Similarly,'Item-J "he is rather sickly and seems to ESJ 3
- ;f lack vitality"'produced strong reaction. This item had a- mean (3 59)
s e T;i'_ﬂ slightly higher than the previous item (3 52) . In view of these means, _;_”?::

these reasons appear to be rarely practised Eighteen boards stated

it is never a reason, 10 held the belief that it is rarely a reason,'

3'and one saidﬂit is usually " reaSOn.:?:"

was divided concerning "the student needs a firmer ;wﬂ-,gj'f

.. . .‘. -

foundation before going bn. Sixty—two per cent said this is a; valid

e

; Almost_7 per cent concluded aiways

Contrary to this, 31 per cent believed it is Iarely a reason while ';j o

the remaining 7 per cent said never a valid reason‘.jj

:U, There was limited consensus on Item L "he is a- slow learner.

Thirteen boards said it was usually a reason while l6 said it was f“;;if

S, e
. L A

rarely or never. From those 16 seven boards said it was never a

e I' "r:

reason. ;.'

AR . B . or . K .

o .
f L.

?ﬂ”f&f. rarely used while 24 l per cent expressed the belief that it is never.s:_

a reason.. The remaining respondents, 44 8 per cent, indicated it is
. L l_~ Ve ' :

nine said it is never a. reason and an addi—

l | |

tional 12 held the belief that it is rarely a reason. The high mean

)
. <

promotion,~ Despite this,

' 'indicated that most boards rarely or never place great impbrtance on




i . ; o an—— W teprimmvroeron
) y, .,I b N ..“:: ) “ . ' ‘ X C _n R i :..'._.. . ‘ K ,')"" 40 - .: .
] - i~ Inattentiveness during classroom lessons produced muah consist— . .
‘ _,' E i . g ..-_, X . K e
: ency in response.n Twenty—seven of 29 boards said it was rarely or "f' R
o : 3 . N . <, “-:A ‘_ ‘v'i ' R
';~neVer as basis for non—promotion.. Ten responded "rarely" hnd l7 said ‘l;ﬁ-;q.:g' SRR

7;,.,7?,.f' neverL’ The remaining two declared this is usually a reason for

~'r‘,'f.rzon—promotion., ,j,f"

wj{" ‘;;}‘"f?:-*‘ff_fAdministrative Regulations A T - __- A
Viaell LR Respondents were asked five questions concerning the adminis-'j‘bf

v

‘"trative regulations governing student promotion policies._ Table 4

Japresents this data in freqUency and percentage form._f

‘.

No board has a generally accepted Pradtice or tradition speci—‘: TR

"Mfying the percentage of students who should be promoted HoweVer,

)
‘I

'ffresponses concerning conditional promotion varied Three quarters of

N . .
,.-,. o . 3 P
.’

”“‘boards permit conditional promotion while the remaining quarter does

'1-hnot;n f the number who permit conditional promotioh,.six distinct

”f“definitions of conditional were derived ..: jﬁ;g;”uijf g ”4'
: v, . R . .

Seven boarda (24 1A) described conditional as "the student must

”Q,show improvement eajiy in the term.¢ Four (13 SA) responded by saying

;jpromoted o "A student must d"'"
o
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.:).', . e N o . .-“ _ o ')_').\'," ) . :
GO e .',J‘.-L TABLE 4 :
. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS e e
g CONCERNING ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS BY BQARD

N
I

vﬁ"~l£“;flzg:fj A Does your board have a generally accepted practice or tradition sp ci—'Jﬁu*“
y fying the percentage of studente who should4be promoted? s

f (%

oco)
T 0(0)
‘29 (100

. No- reSponse

I A T No'response . . 2- 0(0)
'f:i'ﬂ.ffi3'7"flfﬁv‘zf. wYes . . ) . o 22(75 9)
. ST No ~ }r- - - 7(24 1)

'ﬁ:»;Jlftq?zIf your answer is yes please explain what is meant by the term
Sy ' “conditional" g e Dl S

f_'fNot applidable AR u.',;.",“u',“;~ Co ,“ulj“'7(24 1):'"
NG xéspomse” i TR S L‘~t-“-“:_“lﬂ'~ ~3(10.3) -
. Dol satisfactory work.at. summer school '**Q.'é-jzin'?4(13 8) .
L “Show improvement. early in next term N v".'wﬂﬁ1.57(24 A)

",g‘iWrite suppleuentary’ exams’ . - : i ' ’4(13 3)=§; S
R :jy_W«;wip-:w,._nj“Do ‘well in next: grade, 1f: riot the student will o Ll
B A M - have” to. repeat ‘that grade S 0 wi“:-ﬂ. 1(3 5)",~ a e
Vo .ﬂ;g'ﬁ(Jw'Z,'4‘-,.:Fu32romoted without a diploma: ' . - P UM 2 ) BRI,
St okt -l] o Promoated but: ‘placed “in, remedial classes ST e 0y T
' T All borderliue students are promoted _j;~_§"j'nhz- 2(6 9)_["

i

R o Boehfyour board permit promotion during the year (other than T’ June)}ﬁ!kl;: o

0(0)
12(41 4)
17(58 6)

e T ;":f““jll.fNo reSponse
. -3 .:_.,Ye-s e
e No N
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- Y. TABLE 4 (Continued) -
AR 1‘# e L L U::iJ'."' YJV :w-:\"'/f.jy&: ‘
’ GV I ydur a swe:}is yes please explain.';~' ) L PRI
.Lirjh" z ‘J-::. *J‘”"IE?l\;?' 'E,f#%?_3 :J;:&:=?'~ v -fé(Z)-;
: B T Tesponss .- B : : -0(0)
. ‘' Permitted but rarely practiced ,-fl3(44 8)
N ‘Not applicable - - RERREIT 'f,lZ(kl 4)“
S Exceptioﬁal children aré permitted to {;3' - :
h -‘advante .at.their own: ‘pace’ :

Students ‘may be. promoted in various

" 'subjects. throughout’ the year . -.”
- , fStudents are promoted to different

o :f'faf T'f' levels within grades

D By whom is the promotion or, non—promotion of individual students dis— ST
' cussed? R : o . i ' '

A, R AR P . R 2 . o . . o

R T T TQTeacher 3,”& . ; .;.::;:w..;, P c,,_: : T0(0) -

PRl i “Teacher and pripcipal R 5(20 D ] T
2 s . R ’ ;p}.Teacher, principal and parents L '7':';17 ”fﬂ'i } ~000). e 3fgL:33“*L
et L L1 ¢ = SR PR S P O T 15(51 SRR
! L " Staff” and parents N " 4(13.8) A

“ S - Sgaffand’ board personnel - 3(10:3)

'V.' ~Staff, ‘parents and studentsi
" No- response . : e

160 .

ﬁ ;,}fﬂ_f"j},jji E Who makes the final decision about the promotion or non—promotionﬁofﬁﬁﬂ;ﬂf
R S : individual students’ Lo i,,__‘ A L “:-t::. Lo o

IR T

e 2(6.9) '

e 05172

'Qj 17(53 6)... .

: 0(0)&1"\L__‘

3(10 3X?“3'i

2(6 9y .. ..

0G0y
0@ L

BRI "g¥ ;}f.;'fff Teacher .
LMLl ""._;j"g_;Teacher and principal
RIS Principal .

L Staff P
_,fSuperintendent f e
." " Promotion committee BTSRRI

:'No response ST

Y




C .student will have to repeat that grade is the way one board described

v.-' AP

' conditional promotion. Another explained conditional to“mean promo— ’;jf=3L T

el

'f_tion without a diplomau No board described conditional as promotion f;'f'. '

- -

"to ‘a, remedial class._ An additional tHree'boards did not respond to

'( . i . . . ¥, '-‘ .
: -‘,-:"\ R S

ftfthis part of the question._f::;f'~

R

Ve “
el ¢

Four explanations of promotionbduring the year weref.

'“1fiduring the year. f

ff:provided Even though l7 boards do not permit this, five proVided

t;comment Thus, 12 ”not applicable" responses were recorded Thirteen i

' vfsaid it wés permitted but the occasion ts practice’it rarely arises.::

In response to question C, 12 of 29 boards permit promotion T

e AL

-3Three boards explained that students are promoted to different levels 7'f
¢ T e >

'.ﬁiwithin grades. Another board replied by saying students are promoted

-fon a subject basis. No board responded by saying excep_ion

: lare permitted to advance at their ownq:§be ',ay{;::-';_j_”;‘i,*”

: ":\.\ et ool ’ . " -

e S 2T
PR

”n'fboards believed it was the superintendent s authority

I

When boards were asked with whom is the promotion or non—fw"

‘T~fpromotion of individual students discussed7" five different responses
'5_were given.: Fifteen an5wered by saying staff Six replied that the fn -

Sﬂlteaches and principal discuss the matter.. Four boards include staff

L

and parents.. Another board includes staff and parents but also

l:students. One did not’ respond

‘

:-'T?{' In res\Bnding to" who makes the final decision, 17\\aid it was

the principals.' Five concluded by:saying it was the principal and

al children e

'teacher s decision. An additional three said it was staff responsi-'f@ﬂfiﬁ '

)

: :”hbility Two maintained it was the teacher s decisiqn while two other f;;

)

iR
3
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‘ ‘ co T _ B -; Question _
' . , What - differences exist among perceptions of central/junior ..
) R, high achool student promotion policies? g N
| inen Promotien Practices N ‘ - : : .. e :
- 3 Table 5 reveals central/junior high sch061 respoases to the l4 | {
- policy sta°tements set forth in the questionnaire.~, Ninety—eight per BN
.' I’ cent of ‘these principals stated that Item A’ is alnays or usually 'a
B3 Pra&tice. ;. Only 2 Per cent said min,imdm standards of academic achieve— :'I
X ’ pfent have to be met is never‘ the practice. . l-';' | 2
- " , ,- | The second statement also has a low mean In fact 91 9" per _
E cent affirmed that it is always -or usually a‘practice to promote a - R
1 X .student only when he has ‘met the ac.ademic requirements of the present
" o : level Slightly more than 6 per cent held the opinion that this is 1 ¥
" rarely or- never -the case., . ‘ ‘ v -
‘ . . o The third item was ‘the only°one that ‘received full response. » ;
‘ i Sixty -per cent sdvocated conditional prormotion qg - always cfr usually _‘ w, i
{ 'the practice. i J'I'he remaining numb.er asserted it is.lrarely gr. neyer a , V
i ) _ .practice. Of tHe 60 per cent who said it is always or. usually a .f :
- practice, 57 per Cent remarked it is usually a, p‘ractice.."“:'l PR .
; v . Eighty principals indicated that a student must pass all major | .
"::' \ .s’u.b:-jects An order to be promoted. They maintained it isb "always .or L
_t 9 usuallyp a practice.. Contrary to this, another 16 said it is rarely
l 5 or .never a. practice. :’- };A’_-.: - e . -
. : a "No student remains in lany grade ror more than two years" is ,

car .

s

Aoy

£y

S 2

oy

Refrs e

" 'd" o

always or usually a practice of 87 respondents» Ten declared it is -

' rarely ot never the case. R R P HT A .;'{',,’-"
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I © . TABLE 5 A
5 ’ -DISTRIBUTION OF PROMOTION ‘PRACTICES BY CENTRAL/JUNIOR -HICH SCHOOLS .
L ‘RESPONSES.

No .Response

Always ..

Usually

Rarely

. Never

£.(%)

- Mean

. Minimum standards of academic thievement
) :}are specified fbr ‘each grade Tevel:-and
"»t%stUJents must- meet- these standards in o

forder to be. promoted 1'.{_""

';;ments of the- present 1evel are achieved

'fStuden;s whose academic achievement is

-~ -+ “borderline “are:’ conditionally promoted

T :-to the next grade. -'.‘;3. e

] ;:Students .are not promoted:if their marks'
. -are below . the, passing standard in'agy -

 ‘ofie of the-major: subjects (e g., MathM '

';ﬂEnglish .Science) - SRR g

- ~-.‘No student remains in any grade for
‘;-.more ‘than” two years. A,

F. :No. student sgends more: than three years
';_completing ‘two. consecutive grades. s

~"No student ig’ permitted ‘to spend dess.. ..
"-{than three years completlng three grades;,iu

i

] f?A student is promoted to’ the next higher L

1,1- 00

.-'f22551

: r{é(ii;_f
'n§(3)

5{_2(2)_

TN

.

T.0%). .
,AﬂAL%)
. 38(38.4),

3

1'”28(28 3)

'_37(37 5)

17(17n2)

,f44(44f5):

49(49 5)

5705726

52(52 6)1{

50(50 5)

39(39 4)

SR

r-;:’..s.f‘('si_s.-.‘ss_i;i

57027 B

£.(%)

0(0)

13(13 l)

7(7)

12(12 l)

G(h.1)

' é(z)

2(2)" .

L

5(3)-"‘

3(3)

21(21 2) 19(19 2)

igz§k29.3j}'16(id,1)_

.14(14:;).

T 1.67

1.91

1.72

(246

1,96
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RESPONSES

NOqRespomse-j

:Always Usually Rarely : Never

fﬁ)

‘ :51‘grade) is: permitted

.:_fmining promotion._ o ,l-x. L
:_Students ‘are. permitted to- get out of

“acceleration or retardation

.egﬂThe multi—factor approach to promotion g
--: ot non-promotion” de¢isions’ 1s' uded
.z(chronological age,_social maturity,

"'Tﬁflphysical maturity, ete.).

R . 3.
.:‘;A ‘student’ is promoted regardless of how
o low hist level.of* success. in" academic

"7_gsubjects.,T;"_2-“r ,1‘.: - ..,, 7-';;1

‘..}E..

fi;in order to. be promoted

i'Skipping (e g , omitting the work of a’ i T
PR R -~ 1)
: Chronological age is a factor in deter—f: - o

ﬂtheir social‘group through either ?Q,f,,#:'

_., ' ‘___ L.

“academic achievement, emotional status;f

.éThe student has e be® able to demon— f;ﬁ~fzn_.
strate his 1eve1 of. academic performance B

S VI

s(spl): ;

P

- .15-_<_1-,i." -

B

;34(36.3)
BRI

o das)

f (4).

“Ziﬂ

ﬁl(%)f. Jf;(%)

__g; .
R

2(2)

51(51 5) 35(35 4) ' (4)

5(5.1).

52(52.6)12(12; 1)

}I76ﬁjg,é}faz<éi}f'}

29(29 3) 66(66 ”

ooy |
1435(35.4). 60(60.6)

im

Mean

3.64°

2.36
. 2.65
1.78

- 3.58
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.:.‘There vas' less consensus for the statement no student spends

more than three years completing two consecutiva grades."-‘ Fifty—six

.'."believed this 18" always or. usually” the practice, while 40 of the o . :
99 said it is rarely or never the case. .,~ \ ‘ . ‘ ’

The item c0ncerning skipping of material produced the hiéhest

e

.j: mean. Stated another wa'y, of all items this is least practised by

y

,,'

'..:‘:?'central/junior high schools. Only lihree held the belief that' this is

‘ ‘Opinion concerning the importance of chronological age was

e

.\... ot K

",_'_divided Fifty*-nine central/jlmior high schools advocated that con— R

X ‘.'-'sideration of chronological age is’ always or_ usually apractice. e o I
f& T IR "r._Fifty-one of these 59 said it is usually a practice, Yet another 39 L N

' "'.:"remarked it is rarely a practice. ) _ ':1: R } '_~ 1.'_'.'21

A The highest no: response . was recorded for Item I, Five did

N .not answer this ques‘tion.. Forty—one indicated that the statement, :

‘_'."students are permitted to get out of their social group throhgh either " —
. i o p. el ‘r -

: " acceleratio Zor retardatio always or usually the case.,. Biit

.,l.”, -__\

. 53 said it is rarely or never a practice. o 'j.'-' '.f . S
'._.y:l T ot ~ _'.‘ - N 1 - : ' '..I. .."'- . .:If'\

There was considerable agreement on Item K. , Eighty-six

LA

central/junior high schools advocated that the multi—factor approach

is always or usually the practice., Thirty—four of these 86 said . ;
always. Twelve principals answered by stating it is . rarely a _:’ Do
N "l R s . . ",-. ',' - ”-‘." o’ '_ ) - _ s _r“ : ..-‘. '
- practice - ..' e : . l':‘l L N ., :.: R '.'; '-..'_‘- B "1',".' ' - " B f"‘..v. L "./

v

L -‘:: guccess in academic subjects is not practised by many schools. Only ‘” .’

B three indicated this to be the case. Sixty expressed never a practice !
. g o
s L




"A

e wh‘i'le- 35‘declared;-:is.':,i;s:;.f’féitel}"-a, practice,". This ttelhad. a mean of . g f
K ! '_ " The practice described in I'tem L is widely used Ninety"f“r -:- RS i
o ]arincipals asserted that ”the student has to be able to demonstrate hiS : ]
' . level of acade.mic performance in order to be: prom(’ted" 13 31"“}’5 or . STt
'“-,'«'__ \ ,.-'"usuall'y él Practiceil..l‘s-eventy—six stated",';l;isually The principals Of R :
!

"he has ‘hot m_' tered the work of the grade produced the lowest mean. AR :.". R

v
,'f

PR s

tement is a valid reason in deciding non--"

St .o -

v

_'_This indicates the.(.:
~promotiOn of borderline st_’de\ts\;.' In fact 97 of 99 BChOOlS maintained
) B e ".:)"_ _"',‘ o “ L c.

"_-‘this is always . or/ usually a practice. Forty-,f.ive stated this was

[T DUt S S U

-_always a practice.-_ Only one. sch¢ol indicated it is rarely a practice. '~‘1'1':-::.-:‘1'

o g

Simiiarly, responses to the second item :I.s characterized by a

: h _ . jl.'{"llow mean. . Ninety—three schools believed "lacking the ability to handle

N jthe work of the next grade" is always or usually a valid non—promotion
3"_“_"reason. Fifty—eight responded always. . However, six schools rep‘lied s
L i "_.it: is 'rarely a,. reason i,n deciding non—promotion. :
:tude towards school .,__Seventy of 99 principals indicated this to be so. : 5
l Lo i .'.'-"._s.'l-lowever, 28 principals held the opinion that th:Ls is "always" orf S CU e

e usually a practice._._- ‘

J

One of the highest meana (3 32) was reached on Item O "he:"' ?i\sﬁ._:,

y

Eighty—f our respondents remarked

':physically -'immature for his age. .

that this is :rarely or neVer a good reason. Forty principals ssid




- TABLE 6 e . e
) s _ DISTRIBUTION 'OF. REASONS" FOR' NON—PROMOT;ON_BY , - -
- S . 5 , CENTRAL/JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS : R . =
™ : . P i - 33: ) LT L . -
Tt T e e AN 'RESPONSES;M~-"ﬂ}itv.i;‘- - )
» E Reasouifor gou—Promotion -?T“No‘Resoohsefa;AlwaYS”';-UsuallyjlﬂRarelyjsf Nevern”{;. :
g %f L i:*f:(%):j%j"ﬁfi(%)u_ﬁ;,.fI(ZJ}rﬁsf:(z)Af-frf.(Z)" Mean " -

'IF"A He has not mastered the work of the
'~A--grade.3t'f ;' Nw ) : «-' R

v Atf_fijﬁieﬂe would not be able to handle the
LN, work of - the next grade . .

: _1:;€He has a poor attitude towards school
*iA}rge is physically immature for his age.;

TR A v e e
.

G

_ D
. }sGE;aHé habltually works fer below hlS grade.;e:i
‘ff;ﬁHe has very poor study habits.-x3;3 o
G

S ;.jff;Vﬁé needs to- learn that effort is ;;m o
S aﬁfrequired for ‘success in school work

;His attendaﬁce record has beenjﬂ;'g.lr.ﬁfoﬁ
‘]very poor.] 'Z;v-; -?_ i h<¢~-‘51'*

o R

ELHe has frequently been ‘a’ trouble—maker

’15vitality.w'ﬂ'"'

.Z;-fflf;ﬁ”{a firmeq foundation before g01ng on’ to t*”
T more advanced work :

:foin class..,,_~,. ERTE S =,jfﬁg

K, His marks are borderllne and he needs fﬁf-:t.:

"’5 1(1)
'“-31(19”
fvz(z)
I
?if;l(l)

4 “-"2(2)

'“ﬁl(l)}”;ﬁf!”
T el
L) T
Ai-He ‘I's ‘rather sickly and.seems to lack .?fq;frzf;_:' -
: S R R TE A X ¢ ) 5

[

-;;1@i;f31

45(45 4)

35(35 4)

f{ 2(2)

2(2)
13(13 l)

151:3(3)

Ty

f?soaiqt

'5*12k12 2)

- 4(4)

52(52 af;ff'

?58(58 6{
&;26(26 £5

ll(ll 0)
58(58 6)

f4;(91:4)

:3§<5§;4)

[:5{36(36 4)

6(6)
52(52 6)
40(40 4)

40(40 4)

39(39 4)

39(39 4)

ot

sz, by

l(l)ﬁ_

f ?=5352<5225>>525t28{21

,_A-' °

o

18§ié11)f
444k, 5{*
23(23 39 : “
14(14 Z)ffi

3(3)

.18(18:1)f

41(41 4)1

e

00

39(59.6).

155
1.71 %
2907 -
53}3?7;15
2.16 ©
2.69
18C18 D277
=330

>‘,3555

xérégf

“éykks{{{rﬁ




';_M. His marks rank h1m near- to the bottom-.z-ﬂ_TE.;.;'='ﬁj*f

':N

EZQO- Hrs social maturity ig. considered

= Pl E Do TRESPONSES -, - i it e P T s T

- - "Reason for Non-Fromotion ,‘-mhlﬁMmeme'Am@s; swﬂy “Rarely:..  Never: .. S,
i'LVLf;Zf'5’igf"{fllﬂg{':"7‘7 Lo E, (4) £ (%) - f (214; f*(?)"' f. (Z) “Mean

'T?TL He is.a slow learner.J-J?'iJ:;;';*7::{}{$=ﬁff 1(1) :5f? 4(4) ' 39(39"4) 41(41 4> 14(14 2) 2 70” .

——-..

. 3. '; s
- . ~(‘r~ ’.“._ . .- < ~
s

’*“44(44 5) 27(27 2) 3. 03'n1f{; N

v

;of his class‘;f;},f‘ . ,a; ,/"” B

.,.

. He 15 frequently inattentive during
classroom lessops.,; L L

beIOW'average for his grade 1eve1 'i'ff: 1(1) 0(0) 16(16 2). 57(57 6) 25(25 2) 3. 09;-':
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: ':-;--.-‘rarely, _ and 44 said never. .

- LT [ -

'Ihe next item resulted in

3

” .reason :l.n deciding non—promotion.

. rarely" or never a reason._'
.’ e . A

";said "rarely..~. Iy

‘ -:_'zi.mcentral/junior high schools expre

~_or usually a practice. ,"-:’.,

‘Forty-—one schools said "u:aually" and 40

::"success in school work" also had a wide range iﬂ OPini‘Jﬂ-‘"‘-

kn’additional 13 said that this:is "always"

A

\

t:he widest division among respondents. g

.

~ -.';"Forty—four principals ‘believed study habitsl "are always or usually a

A further 54 maintained this is n

Forty

s -k B

ssed the opinion that it is always

. SN .or usually a valid non-promotiOn reason..' Despite this, _57 indipated
l e ‘ :l.t is rarely or never the case Of this 57 l8 said never..,_.-. A
‘ ' ’Response to Item H is very similar to the previous' ;item,,l ‘ " ‘T'I-..:.".'-
: . ‘ ';-':Forty~one said poor attendance record :Ls always : or usually" a valid
l : :',fll _ -.reason for non:promotion. ‘ Fifty—-seven ad’v.nnced it is rarely ‘
._:' ) ‘ : o never 'a reason. Item G and H had the same.mean/‘/ R S -
NE :.‘ ‘ : B ': "Being a trouhle—maker .in. class was ruled..out hy .many‘as a .
f B L ‘;_}"}'reason in deciding non—promotion.l Eighty-six of 99 p;:incipals ‘\ T : :
S ~'the Opinion t’nat this is rarely‘ or neVer used in reaching a decision: o
! .’."._APProximately half said ”rarely" and the other said never. ‘4 .Twel‘ve . il’:"
' ::"S"-.‘-';replied that it isu usually“ a valid non-promotion reason.'h'. _
Item J had the h'ighest mean’ (3 55) Most of the schools (93)
\ - - B concluded that "he is rather sicl:ly and seems to. lack vitality" had no . 2
: influence in malting a promotion decision. Fifty-nine claimed this is O r
| {;eéez a practice., HOWever,‘ 'five schools replied it is always or i
B

tisually“ grounds for non-promotion.
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i . . - ..'. .
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)
_ ) - v :
- B e e L e L i e LT SRR ‘ = 4 . - \'
" N * .
S

R DR R T Many principals agreed thzft "a student needs a firmer founda— -
y tion before going on,“ is a valid c0nsideration in deciding non-~ _."" LI
N : : :._x ‘l.“.'

promotion._ welve expressed that \this is always a consideration, -

.l"..
L . I

B Con—- nl

The majority of principals stated that if ar student :s-‘: marks

ranked him near the bottom of his class, it had little bearing on

} .
i c-'“.: SR whether he is promoted or not. 'l‘his is the opinion of 71 of the :1;': : L : :
_ central/ junior high principals. But 24 indicated this is "always o'r !.::5'
ool & -"._’.A usually a valid reason. Of the 71 principals who said it is not
R 8 44 said rarely and 27 indicatedwlever a Ivalid reason. I -.;'_ , :
i :-'j‘ A small number of principals used the statenlent "he 18 frer -‘
; L duently inattentive during classroom 1es‘sonsi 'as a non—pr-omotion . T |
! R - [ "
‘ \reason.-. ; Sixteen said this was the case. However 80 disagreed indi-
1 e -"':"v.'cating it uis rarely or: .never 'a practit:e...- . -
o SR RespOnse to“'the last item 'is- almost identical to Item“ N ; . >
, ’ '-:_’.::ﬂ'Sixteen usually considered social maturity in deciding non—promo,tion
\ . of horder\line( s.tudents.i‘ Yet this is rarely or nevet considered by

82 principals. . Fifty—-seven participants said it is "rarely" 'a valid ' L

reason .




i . \ .. . ’.“ :
e Administrative Regulations ST T e
X - N o~ v R I et .__I _rl\ B -
"-_ \ o Table 7 presents data xeceived from the third section of the
' questionnaire. - In response to the first question,, five indicated that )
. A ',;‘ - 'v." N

: S s . [ -
ot ' s
‘e

L who' should be promoted Ninety—four answered no. e LR

‘."- ¥ o

Conditionsl promotion appears to be al debatable topic’Iamong

- more, a« variety of conditional definitions were given. Despite 44

two responded "Do satisfactory work at summe‘r school", received the

- ,-_ ‘.

most responses. Fourteen referred to this as their definition. _ Thirteen

principals fee;L conditional implies a student must show. :Lrhprovementli_l";_- o
i early in the next term, if not he is placed back to the original grade '
Eleven more advocated the writing of supplexuentary exams. Student e ‘
r promotion depended on the outcomeof these exams\.‘— Principals of four 4:';._;‘;"_;; IR
‘_ | : | schools dee.m conditional to mean that a student must do well i :'.the
‘ ; A' J V. K next year if not the student‘ will“have to repeat that g\rade..: An sd.qi._'., .‘
, o DR tional two principals suggested that all borderline students are proe' i
’: ' E moted while another stated they are promoted without a diploma. Five L
1 ; A principals did not complete this question.. No principal describe_d o '

Gy e

. "."- conditional 6. mean promoted but placed in ia- remedial class. .- :

- Many schools do not permit promotion during the year. Seventy'-'l» S

nine schools revealed that this is the case., One principal did not a

»

.-/

5 describing promotion during the year a VAriety of answers surfaced

. -Thirteen replied that even though it is permitted

PR

N

T .

o
SRR e

CLowt they normally have a practice or; tradition specifying the percentage -

':_44 prineipals claimed it is not permitted in their schools.. Further—w 3

i : 4.
responses," 42 ”not appl.icables were recorded because the remeining

s respond while the remaining 19 indicated this not to be the case. In -

it is rarely Tt

—— e P



s TABLE 7 .
s pISTRIBUTION OF, RESPONSES 10, QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS
- '. CONCERNING ADMINISTRATTVE -REGULATIONS '3V CENTRAL/JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS ;

a

- . s .. Neo response
T T {1 :
. STl No ,

T 1E YOUI' answet is yes please explain what is ‘meant by the t‘.erm; o
S T °°“diti°“a1" e S S A f' o ‘

ey

Not applicable oo e T 62(A2.5)
sl - No Xesponse . AT e \ RS : 5 0 AR
Do satisfactory. work at gummer. -echool
B : - Show ‘improvement ‘early. in- nerxt term L in L L
. Write supplementary. exams.” " .. ,' 11(11 1)"'
D6 well -in next grade, if mot’ the studen’ﬁ: ‘. v
o ‘will ‘ave; to .repeat. that Jgrade . i 0ol Ll 4(4) RS
- Promoted without. 8 Adiploma - TR L B 1(1)1 .
" Promoted but placed An remedial classea LT
All borderline students are promoted

2(2)\

ks PR

C Does your school permit promorion during the year (ot:her than in June)?
'. L e AR SRR R g _:,.: :',_~ £, ()

No response e T PR } 1(1)

Yes T U N A 19(19 2)

SRR tf._(z),_..;,f.? R




throughout the year s .
Students . are promoted to: differe.nt levels
within grades ’ SRR

._r,-

cuased e e B D

o iy
- 5(5.1)

Lo

BTGRP I .'j' Teacher L
A " Teacher and principal :
PR R S Teacher,,principal and parents
TR . Staff-. CLTn
R ' Staff .and-~ parents R
S PR Staff and “board personne]. R 3(3)'»"" "
Sl . Staff,: parents and students D DR ‘
S No response T I AIE I T SO

1

Nanemi iy e e
'

D ememgrine St o

-.,‘1 [

,\,_ -

,.Teacher —
-/ -Teacher and principal
% Principal’ P SR
o Teacher, principal and parents -
Superintendent LTy
?-_-_- 'Promotion committee :_, R

0(0)1

D By whom is the promotlon or non-—promotion of individual s;,t:r.rdIe'nt'_"si_'.-t,iz*.i:.si-‘:,._':..5

12(12 1)
L)
73(73 8) - '.
©22) e

A
1(1):.,

f (7).3_ T

ARy e

20(20 3
60(60 6) .

L16(16:2) -

: 0(0)-_'-
Ko 107 DEUNET R
0(0)‘-..- S
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R ' practised Five indicated that students could be promoted on - a subject

“’.a -

"j D S __‘- basis, while three maintained students are promoted to different levels \:'

' within grades..' "Exceptional children are permitted to advance at their
E own pace" is hOw another two eXplained "conditional " ‘

R . [ te T, '. AT
LN . ~ Lt “ RS

o

~ : . ‘v'-. 3

-"-~,=~I:';.:,. : ual students discussed" . 73 participants indicated "staff e ‘p

B

- "".:( and principal" was the response of 12 Five soh,ools said it was ‘the

'-_,: : teacher, three maintained I etaff and board personnel " while. two'indi—v_ o SR
: e cated it was' staff and parents. 'A Three_ principals involved etudents P
E "'".';- One principal did not respond to. .this question.l, All principals
. a responded to‘ ho has the finalrdecision about\ the promoﬁion .or non-" :
R promotion of indiv1dual -students‘?"' Eighty principals stated the princi—-.-"".:

PR

_' pal was involved Sixty respondents revealed it is solely the princi-—'-..‘

, Lo pal s decision, while 20 hold the belief that it is the f'teacher and i
: ‘ principal. ) -"Staff“ is how another 16 replied . Only two schools left o
'Z g | ..1- e the final dECision to the teacher. Furthermore, an additional school l
o had a’ promotionc‘onmx'itteeAestablished'asy a means of determining pro—'::"i:.l.'
P ) motiron qolr non-.promotion of students..

- S e T mesmes gt T

- What differences exist among perceptions oft- selected .
Sl e elementary schoo]—. (feeder school) student promot;h\n policies‘Z

1]
’

‘,".‘n,: I : Promotion Practices

Table 8 illustrates reaction of feeden school principals to

. \u . \,-,

"",policy statements presented in the first part of the questionnaire.;-‘_l -

The first item is practised widely )'This item states that minimnm

- -:standards of achiev_ement must be obtained :

~,\. -.,

:Eighty’-eight per cent (154)

TR AT e T

Dees -.'...\;'.:_t.._.'.__".___m_.-.:.,_.-r JERA




:'_r.

5f}D Students ‘are not. promoted if their

””iﬁj‘in any one of the~maJor subJects

TABLE 8 3

f:__('

U DISTRIBU‘I.‘ION ‘OE PROMOTION PRACTICES BY FEEDER SCHOOLSJ-'_-".‘

- "l‘;,

.
LIl
» "'

N :
o

RESPONSES"'

& u[NoiResponse

Always 7y Usually

“Rarely .. Never.

T Peiiéy Statenentr

y :f;(Z);_ v

_;ﬁ'(é)iw'

f;(%)'

_ment are specified for each grade ", . e
‘"Jevel ‘and students must méet: these L
standards in . order ‘to be- promoted ) SO

B A student is promoted to” the next - _;ii' 1

higher subject level when- all. academic
i requirements of the present 1eve1 are

achieved “;' e .),E‘A '.2jﬂb,

Ty

N borderline ‘are conditionally’promoted '~.-'* T
~ to the next grade. - )

‘marks are»below ‘the’ passing standard

*(e.g7, Math, English, Sclence). 1?_§_'

E No student remains in any grade for~more“':3
than two years.;” RIS S A:n

F No student spends more than three years g;'” __-_. o
completing EWG consecutive grades " ‘j_ﬁ(zlgx.g

2D

.A Minimum standards of academic achieve—‘ AJ'ff' 4.Lii?iﬂ“‘:

"5 1056

JC Students whose academie ‘achievement 1s AR 1”_?»tg;f'*-'53:“

| 1‘1‘16‘«6'_6;-»35

54(30 9)

L~:~'58(33 1) 196(54 9)

*ﬁagggsx

'%

':f_(7)

. 10(5 7)

2(1 1)
80(45 5)v 22(12 _

' '._.- .65‘g37___.-_7')

~1;f;(2)=3

R B N
R
. .
" .

8{4 5)

8(4 5)

7(4)

22(12 6) 15(8 6)

Ii(q;siggf““‘

T

e o




. TABLE 8 (Contirued) ... -

;;zzpéiigy:sfaceﬁéQtzﬁl B ﬂif;:v

‘... RESPONSES - .

" No Response.

Always

- Usually .

ey

Never .

£.(%)

Mean °

“grade)” is- permitted.q B

.“;mining promotion

__ﬁStudents are permitted to get out of
f{*their social group -through either
g;acceleration or retardation

;scademiC‘achievement, emotional
status,LphySical maturity, etc‘)v ;’

3academic subJects. f

. hislevel. ‘of academic performance in
! f?order to be promoted. RS

’?Skipping (e P omitting the work of a. '_‘- S . *,"
% 2106

:;ChronoIogical age is a’ factor in deter—

*the multi-factor appxoach to ptomotion-V
-~ or* non—promotion decisions 1s- used - .
=(chronological age, “social: maturity, o

;! student s’ promoted regardless of {f“"
How 1low ¥il's .levél. of, success in PR

E.®)

s—rrt

[in§5”iu97),f

Cit
"-:'d(d)

ff?ﬁx;g)

";.The student has to ‘Bé: able to demonstrate .'.F'? T

Cio

“:4(2l3)3

-f-:' '(z-)

4(2 3)

123(15Y

2(1 l)

31(17 7)

5(219):
) "'"15;?._1’

Ty

4(2 3)

101(57 7)

-y{r§5k54?si¥5575141-?17*

5(2 9)

R

87(49 7}

38(21 7)

58'(3_3_'.'1')-:'f5'<"42.9)»--~,

7(5)f5f

80(45 7)

141(80 6) 2(1 l)

'|' .

2 1(.6)

79(45.1)

A

20(11.4)

n .

{

: O(Of‘?*

a

87(49.7) ;- 3.

3.40

- 2.10

2.69

11.50°

46

© 1,84

=
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7 - '-1 .‘w”; S ’ - ' A 59
. .' - - - . . . ".‘ ’ . . , " ) .. ‘..
54.9 per cent of these said ”uSually. A Contrary'to this, 10.9 per cent

N ¢1°)) said this is rarely never a. practice.

Item B produced similar responseg; Over 89. per cent or 156
i

_schools believed the statement "a student is promoted to. the next ‘sub~
TR }f " _Tject 1evel when all requirements of the present level are met is

always “or usuall ‘a practice. Over 10 per cent said this is "rarely"

Co or »never ~a.practice. Sixty per ‘cent’ maintained that it is usually

PR

Lf"'.V g j': R ;fh practiceL ,,“

el T : St
«

Opinion was split regarding conditiopal promotion. Fifty-two

~

AR }'1};5per cent condoned this while 47 44 held that it is

".»,fp"=a.practice. Thirteen per cent of the total said "never.- ,3”

.;Qﬁ: f. S Item D indicates much agreement Seventy—six per cent of »

:.':‘_'ifeeder schools indicated that there "abways or usually exists a V{.:'ilf"fn o

-. . A ;

e g RN

gi: *i;':‘ R :'.practice £ insisting all students pass all major subJectB. Slightly

A

‘“1'-more than 19 per cent said always while 55 6/ said "usually., .Eorty-

*gf T o one elementary principals (23 4/) held this to be "rarely qr’-neverﬂ

'1:a practice. Nine of the 41 principals stated never.'q-' ‘

-~

'\jﬂﬁgi The lowest mean was recorded on Item E It was indicated by

"-{165 i&incipals that "no student remains in any grade for more than two:ﬁ'”

years., One hundred and sixteen said always a practice.| Five per

”»cent or nine schools, rarely or never practice this. 757:};g ~';f;
. . R

”?The mean of the next statement is alao relatively low. More ;.dd-f

./';. '4-'-

-xthan 76 per cent of the participants indicated this is alyaysror

. o
oo

'-?':'usually a practice.‘ More than 45 per cent said ”usually" while 21 perf,*‘

rarely"

'“cent rev:"l d. it is 'or never “a practice. One hundred and

5




.. years completihg three grades.‘ Eeventy of.133'principals (40%)-

_claimed this is always a practice. Similar to _the previous policy

v

- statement 21 2 per cent suggested it is rarely or rnever4-a practite.:

dbned'this practice. JSeventy—nine'said .never;' while an additional 87

.,'

.felt it is rarely 'a practice.;i

Unlike response regarding skipping, the chronological age

'.fstatement is characterized by much agreement'

Sixteen per cent assert ¥

’.Jthat consideration of chronological age is always a practice while N

A

C'J57 7 per cent maintained usuallj

”hold the opinion it is rarely"or 'never practised

. . .;f;Tf*b : A high percentage (9 7) did not respond to Item J

o

. . Ge I

.i'case. More than 33 per cent declared it is A usual practiCe. iess ,g'
than 3 per cent said "always. [f_}‘ 35 f.':f-lf“L;”;.

“~. All principals responded when asked if the multi—factor approach

"?M' N

to . promotion or non—promotion decisions is useda Ninety-six per cent

'"'f(17l) contended that this is the practice of their schools.L Ninetxf :

e j“:f-'hs"f_practice of their schools. -J7

..\.

-Iment as an.acceptahle practice. One hundred and fifty—seven advocated
i ithis is rarely
iﬂfresponded rarely.; ~Howey

;;is permissible. ;1[*’“‘"

Very few feeder schools permitted sk~pping.-'ln fact, eight con—,'~.“.

L 'magority of responses (54 37) maintained it is rarely orunneverﬂ'théfi}u}:'“":

Few deemed promotion regardless.of how low academic achieve-“;‘ K




o .‘." . o : . B _— - Lo Co T
C . -“ By o . . ' R ) . B . . i - I..:.. . 61 . . : . -__ L
R “o . 0f all items, the final one appears moat practised Over g8 . 7 o b
: . L PRI
" per cent stated that the student has to be able to demonstrate his [
1,37 > L "'fv level of academic performance in order to be promoted ' One hundred.and' ._;; SR

.f-;f ;-’ . Qa forty one respondents claimed this is a usual praotice of their school }”l

. Only.three-held the opinion-that this“is'_rarely ,b, never theggase. B 'f-f'J? d”f

o

T Lo Reasons for Non—Promotion.:'

f; with regard to the first Listed reasbn for non-promotion of borderline'

" students. Over 95 pet cent maintained if a student has not mastered_

.,'. B

the work of the grade this is a valid reason for non-promotion. Forty-,'

t.f’;}{i;?:lfnf:fﬁyﬁﬁ cgix (26 34) indicated-”alWays a valid reason, while lll‘(69 l/) ; ::f RN
i;?ft ) .-'responded usUally a valid reason.. Less than 3 per cent'deemed this. Iflﬁz
i R : rarely 'ort;dever a valid reason .W;Ef_ - d' :.fj iﬂ:_ "\f-E;T?.... T
Lol One hundred and sixty—fopr respondents declared the‘statement,:t ;
-“: “he would not be able to handle the work of the nentAgrade :as a: valid ALSE . .;

consideration when making a promotion decision. Fifty—seven (32 64

.\-

15.;3 claimed this is ”always a reason. In addition 107 (61 l/) thought ;};-5 v

of this -ag usually a reason.- Slightly;more than 5 per cent rarely

;'br neveril viewed this as a valid reason. ;«f'f'g'?‘éfi" '

'T_ﬁ ,i; : Poor attitude towards school is not a valid reason for non—
promotion of borderline students., This is the view of a majority of' 731l§

principals (130)

Ninety (51 4/) rarely deemed it a validwreason,




"\QhReasoQEEor‘Noh4Promotioﬁ;L."_',U

i'RESPONSESf;u-f

"No Reaponseh

iAlwaysciv'USdally.:-Rarely‘

. .Never

‘Mean

- A

ije has not mastered the work of the L

Cgrade.

' 6

:’Q:He is a slow:learner

;frequired for success in school work

His: attendance record has been very
’:poor i :

‘I;{He would not he able to handle the _'.
:g}work of thé next grade :

:1_He has a hoor attitude towards school
'Ti:He is physically immature for his age _
.__;;;He habitually works far below his grade.;'_:
T;?i{ge has very poor study habits ' l

“He- needs to learn that effdrt is

;fﬂe has frequently been.a trouble-maker!t"f
:-in class B DR . SR

.;He is rather sickly and seems to lack -
=}v1tality ';f:_:,___f\_ﬁlzn_- oy p,&;

. _,\-

:.Hiscmarks are’ borderllne and he needs
RS- firmer foundatlon before going on to
“_'more advanced work.‘ :

Lora.
;;{ifzgi.

R TeN
PETeR
:;'\”z(i{

i

'*'3(r.

R

3 '(.'1_;

1):;;¥;irr f{ «

_TEQ)

DI IO

1)

9). i

7_')'_ _
SRR

:_:{;;"jiéifi :'}*

2D 0@

ol

r75§5f
D

-;fssczof';
?14(2 3!

£.(2).

121(69.1)

:108(61 8)
77(44)

21(12)
73(41 7)

. o _53 (-1_3'0'_{;) L

ﬁ§47(26 )

:'fﬂ(Z) _‘

*4<5;35;

f'='§.ff5<2 9
38(21-7),_90(51 4).740(22.9):2.99
86 (49. 1) 57(32.5)_3.18‘}
8(4.5) 200

169(39;4)_

,;fligéékébfszﬁja7(49 7)

tf%86(49 1)}

1»f_45(25 7;f' ;
:'24(13.6)r2;5§1;

_jf.(Z)

Ei(,s> :Ii.

AN

4(2 3)

b
76

1. 7zfﬁ

2.01 <. |

19(10 9) 2. 64 L

(). 81(46:3)_3.42.

6(3 55

,37(21 2y 2. 8 -
,26(14.9)-2;30

82(46:9) 3,45,
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. - “RESPONSES '

'anResponeefi

.AlWayS"

Usually'

Rarely

: Never'

-°'__mf.(2) T

£ (Z).

f (7)

f (Z)

_Mean, - .

M His marks raﬁk him near to the bottom ','}'

v of his classr

K M .He is frequentiy inattentive durlng
W classroom lessons. R .

O His social maturity is considered
; 'ébelow average for»his{grade level

CE@) o

T3$b(46)

1588

53(30.3)

. 53(30.3).

2.98 -
3,02 .

44(25:1) . 3.00

L2450 o ey
g

A
gﬂ'uuun.m_‘zr w2 = 3 -
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Physical immaturity does not receive extremely high considera—
tion either. Only 27 of 175 respondents viewed this as "always or

-;ﬂ%_ . é'-' : '}'_ usually a reason.' However, 143 rarely or ""never" viewed this as
5 lf'l' s T al reason in deciding non—promotion of borderlines. Fifty—seven;princiéf-'

- pals said never

N . . . oo > TS o

'; The statement ”he habitually works far below his grade,? is

TN j'jWJ.:.very often a reason. Over 81 per cent of respon&ents belieVed this to f*l*

"Gf thislis 'usually ‘a reason.'ﬁl;'l

. Dissension regarding study habits is apparent among feeder 'J\' g
Eightyvone principals said it is a consideration while 92 f"'

' schools.:

1,
>

—.*} stated the opposite

':A'considered while 73 of 92 asserted rsrely.q'}}}ijsfit{"

Principals placed 1ess emphasis onl the statementb ”hg needs to."“:

.A‘_. .~ Lo R - ._.‘ ___.,,. -

.,

.~ .

'jSeventy—seven of this 81 claimed it is' usually f-'::f'

learn that effort is required L Yet there was considerable dis-;*f L

agreement here.. More than 35 per cent viewed this as a valid reason."lf‘gtf_}an‘r‘"

P . . . Sy

r .

-

t

M
?};.-;nid}fp :;5 Slightly more than 61 per cent refuted this by saying rarely or-

t

| . 3:3a: cent advocated never..:“W'. ;'{5 g -”:;
'yé : ; : .Many schools consider a poor attendance record as ‘a reaso?;: -
o 'T}TZ" Mbre than 34 per cent believed it is "always dsually a considera;i'
o -.' CoEy tion, nearly 50 per cent rarely considereq it, and 14 9 per cent Q?Vé?;
. . g » L N i N

The next item‘had the highest mean..

Only five (2 95) viewed

P o

Ninety—six per cent rarely or never" considered this )

- Students.i

never. ; Approximately 40 per cent maintained rarely" while 21 2 per*ﬂi:l-” L




e T e

i - neason. -"Rarely" was: the response of 49.1 per cent. Nearly 47 per cent- B
,stated "never..' "He is rather sickly and seems to lack\vitality" also
I ,"%.'1-:1 : ":;_ received a very low rating. Orily eight "usually considered this. Lon .

\

the other hand 83 declared "rarely" and 8l schools responded "never
‘a valid reason.;‘f_.-:\ D :;_:..fl' ,-; i"-". . _{. ‘“'

' V?"lj Item K is considered valid by many principals.: One hundred and

'ftwenéy-one advocated this is "always

hundred and eleven of these claimed

vt

'iw35ffzf and rarely was the opinion of 47 An additional 28 principals

-

"q.f“ﬂf; emphasized never.,“

CE B , . . N e _’--

: R . ,. ,
borderline student '8 academic standing in rela?ion to his class is a.

C .t

'"H"_f_i_?e”# f} ;{3 valid reason for non-promotion.- One of 49 responded always The

'remaining 48 claimed

_usually.?‘ More than 70 per cent (133) held the

view that this is rarely- or‘ never the case.fz”Rarely" was the ;'“

7" response of 70 principals, while 53’responded never;

v N

\ '-»
cent held the view that inattentiveness during classroom lessons is

t RN R ;‘

sl __;;.4

;In fact 30 3 per cent stated this is "never ‘a reason for non—'-l

promotion. More than 27 per-Cent expressed that it "usually" is a

7~consideration.g

: Social maturity was also given a low'pgiority by many princi—

_{ 'fﬁ" Forty—nine (28/) elementary principals held the opinion that a"'

uSimilar response was recorded for Item N More than 70 per j__”;"=

not a factor when determining promotiOnal status of borderline students.

'"i.pals.~ Abdut one—quarter considered social maturity when it is below e

"Ztion while 71 indicated.it is not.~ Of these} 92 responded usually.-;.ii-”

R e S
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o par. Half indicated this is "rarely" & reason, whilé the remaining - - - Cr g
' quarter said this is "never' a consideration. oo LT oL
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1

As illustrated by Table lO four (2 3/) asserted that their L
school has a generally accepted practice or tradition specifying the _F:

' percentage promoted This formed only a smal':percentage, Since more .w -

.. t

: . ) 1"' N S
ﬂ explaining conditional 5more disagreement is apparent.: Over 9 per centl

) . . f"\.,-__.

. did not explain conditional Of those who responded l9 described it

s . 4 "

e é"“ showing improvement early in next term ‘Another 13 referred to ff?l’j:g ‘1Tf' '

<l e e e

o é,”'tg.f'fff,'.; it as promotion with remedial placement. Satisfactory summer school ;Llf'f};_'.}‘

X

is what nine principals depicted it to be.l Principals of seven schoolsE”” N

believed conditional to mean that a @tudent must do well in the next

grade..AIf not, the student will,have to répeat that grade.~-3:{flni:'_;f1:'. . 'l{i'f

Nearly 18 per cent of responding schools permit promotion :i'.

' . N

during the year. Eighty per cent do not allow this practice in their.f:'

::%}.f schools.' A nnmber of explanations was‘siven. Even though "if your B

'-answer is yes tplease explain was not applicable to 140 10 did,

_‘r

give comment.J Eight per cent indicated it is permitted but rarely

-;practised More than 6 per cent said their schools have promotions" 2'
to different levels within grades.l_"Exceptional children are permitted ' -Lﬁ
to advance at their own pace was the reply of an additional 4 6 per . :

Cent . N
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R ﬂ‘ SR TABEE 10
DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES TO QUESTLONNATRE TTEMS CONCERNING
= ADMINISTRATIVE: REGULATIONS BY. PEEDER ‘SCHOOLS - .-

A.¢Does your sch001 have a generally accepted practice.or tradition -~“d
'pecifying the percentage of students ‘who' should be promoted?

£, (/)aiffz\'

‘--.x,'., '.'..\-.,.

; jﬂ‘No responSe
“Yes

v
@

"-:}: =:ﬁfNo responae T
e i YGS .
- G{No

e Pﬁiﬁ: :f..fe'lf your _answer is yes please explain what is meant bY the term L
v : ’ .‘"conditional" r” L oL ' RPN

zév'!a?u$'3m. 5_;'ﬁtj,Not applicable :.A;ﬁlf?ﬂi n: o f”:il'f‘

?A*’ 4(2.3)".

CL6(3.8)

165(94 3{3

£ w., ;
.. 3(1 7) ':r B . [N
72(411)

100(57 z).f= Ly

Il

g, (/)’

' 100(57 1y
. 16(9.2)7 -

1:9(5:1)

19(10 9y o
2(151)<?f

3(1 7).

13(7 5):':13lf‘57 :
6(3 4),} .

Ly ; x

LW rm it - No' responsé :
T S I o[- B satisfactorynmrkat summer school ‘
ERERT R ”‘”;:L-Show improvement early An: next term iy
R b ""“":write supplementary ‘éxamg.. ., G Moo T e
BT a fDo well in mext grade, 1f not: the student will e
B "L have tol repeat that .grade’ SRR G DS
PN : ,:'Promoted withouta'diploma =~ ‘i'"”"ﬁ KON
f.'W o - .j;Promoted but" placed in remedlal classes
N - Alle bordevline students are promoted
é' - ';_c_;poés-yqupﬁsqhoﬁl1p¢rm;;ipromotlonﬂduring_the year.(other bhan in June)?

o j-rNo reSponse 3AE:5'L
;:;5£Yes o s
_ No ﬁn

£, (7)
4(2.3) )

31(17 7)["'

140(80)]




TABLE 10 (Continyed) ~ . . -

- C. Ifzyour-enéﬁétlis yee please explain. e .il‘__'fu'.”
ol .7 Norespemse .l . R e 9(5 17 ey
R "fv“ﬂ'f‘ .. Permitted but rarely-practiced .“gs_”g' Q~“nj [ : 14(8)5 P
o et T UL D L Not lapplicable:’ o e e 130(74 3)
. . Exceptilonal children are permitted toi'* S
- R ‘advance -at their own ;pace . .’ 8(z 6)

. subjects thIDUghoub the year
f'Students are, promoted. to' different
levels within grades -fﬁ5§;05

D By whom ie the promotion or non—promotion of individual stqdenta diga
'”;cussed? o CE S T S ) . :

'J;QTeacher AP ~L\" R 2(1 l)

.+ .Teacher -and: principel 'f.v*":ﬁ PR A.‘ii" 57(32 6).-

.\Teacher, principal and . parents T e L T BT

: e T e T e Staff - o e EER 66(37 7)

. P staffy and parents o _':' 29(16 6) -

oo PRI V;‘_Staff :and , board- persomnel . ool T et - 14(8)"
R . e es ol Staff, parents ‘dnd ‘students’’ 1 l_,"i?iix:f'“:: 1)

UL ”j .,*:'No uesponse,_--:;,__ -,,.;\»e\\igl{ f1'-535.~:?in, 3(1 7)‘"'

L :'Q””iE Who-makes the final decision abOut the promotion Qr non-promotionf?-f.e:
R : of individual Studenta7'_¢Tm' T B A

n»§162i17

'QTeacher Uﬂ-, . e
E S ;Teacher -and . principal
<%, Ui U Prinedpalyn Uit "
ORI 3Teacher, principal and parents
;- Staff- s - : ,
“ﬁ}‘Superintendent ..A'(yff<: e :*_.QH;,H,;_ 0(0) e,
;. "Promotdon’ Committeelf‘zfﬁfﬂ'-ii e };--T'*‘ AO(O)’»~~
' No: response TN e

' 69(39.4)
86(49 1)

Students maj be prompted in vafieus‘ “”:hﬁ_ : J;T LA A'~\'*7‘7'3

11(6;3Y;9{E;:A..”

:3(1. 7»-?&’fj;ﬁﬁ“.,>;
4(2 3) Wl A I
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) Qo Feeder achools answered in a number of ways when asked with [t';:_ iZV"
y '“whom promotion of students is discussed More than 37 per cent
L "responded staff Almost another 25 per cent indirectly involved staff .f-fi’:fi_-i;ZVH‘
. o fFrom this 25 per cgpt, 16 per cent indicated staff and parents, 8 per ' ;
} - :,fcent involved staff and board personnel while 0 6 per cent included

.\.

H*-staff, parents and students.‘ More than 32 per cent of principals

./;ﬁmaintained discussion resulte between the teacher and principal

“:;_:"Teacher was the resp_nse“of 1'1 per cent'

o Almost'half of the respondents stated the principal haawfinal : :

.
:

fauthority in.this matter. More than 39 per cent indicated the decisionﬁ

ﬂis left“to the teacher and principal. Staff makes the final decision

-;i:[faegéfaihgf;béiae“pé}‘éept" More than 6 per cent of principals indi—

el RETE Q’ue's‘tio'nf'a

R '"*;rfﬁﬂ?’**',f_ What differences exist between perceptions of school board 4

,3f. f{ i -';central/junior high and feeder school promotion policies? ¢
- - R SR
SR o L The Chi—square test of significance was used to answer this.;'; Loy
.QE' i . «“ﬂ;.question.‘ Five items were not tested because the number of responses

|
e S _
;¢;: o .,f?‘_-'_’”ﬁ ﬁ(Furguson, 1976) This alao posed a: problem in aome of the completed

ngf;., ﬁﬁfiiﬁi .,:analyses. ~In those cases, several response cells were collapsed to

:form one cell For example; always and usually nay have been

'“”fcombined to forﬁ "always or- usually‘ Analyses having six or two

R T ° : .
:degrees of freedom do not have collapsed cells,lwhereas those with
;,f°“r do.. Despite the fact that 30 Chi—square analyses were performed 'friyff'

. only items with significant differences are explained in detail. f-"
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- associated feeder schools) showed statistically ,significant differ- K

while two significant differences occurred in the third question.-,_?. R

1. Promo tion Practices

. [UREA . e e,

As shown by Tahle 11 groups (boards, central/junior and K

EET

NPT "

R ences on 12 of 30 analyzed items.' Six significant differences

1
.t

. ‘.., . . - a
T N : -}4-.—_. =

S :43' f_.:.i TABLE 11 ce e b
‘.‘ N . ; -7 b g . ..

CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS “FOR RESPONSES OF GROUPS

S BY SELECTED QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS :

R Item T

A9

45:. '.' '_"4.".? )

A. Minimum standards of academic achievement Lo e
© . are” specified for.-each’ grade level and _' Ve PR
" atudents must’ meet these standards in NS
order to be promoted et ,‘ i 1-'1.,.7055'* S

B A student: is promoted t:o the next
higher subject level when all academic

o requirements of the present level . T
i .+ are - achieved R IR Lo 6067337 0 b
i C Students whose academic achieVement is
" .. .borderline are conditionally promoted :
: - to the next grade. R \ 8 8275
i - ; ,--.D.' Students are not " promoted if their marks S e
S : S are below the passing - -standard: in- any . . - .," :
L - * one of.- the major. subjects (e g., Math., . '
R English Se.ience) e A 8 3184
- E. No student remains in any grade for more ', ;
" than two years. “‘% SR _.::-_.:,_,: 22 04112***
Lt * SRS D PRCETY IR
: F No student spends more than three years
-, Y o completing two consecutive grades. Lo .1,5_.‘?4:57_6,*7;'_- R
‘ G No student is permitted to spend less "..:‘ : _
than three years completing three grades. : 9.30488
) SEipping (e g., omitting the“worlvof -an it :f" '“'———
N grade) is permitted. LR T T 13 00061*
. ; .
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I TABLE: 11- (Continued)
- Item . ‘
& : Ao ° LT
T A R 7} e g ' :
BRI S Chronological age 1s & factor in 5
SRR R determining prom.otion.-u ;¢r~ Sl

T . e

T f{"“f;i77q, Students are. permitted to- get out ‘of . 'libp L

S . ® . their social group- through either v R A
NI acceleration.or retardation.- ; e 8733 -
w;? ; The multi—factor approach to promotion"
R -or non-promotion decisidns is:.used ‘
A - (chronological age, social maturity, Nt
A . academic achievement, emotiomal. . ... =~ oo e D00
N : status, physicalwmaturity, etc ),. ST 1k b6968%%
Lt : R T
';!?} ~A student is promoted regardless ';.._15;;_?'“
ERE “.0f. how low his-level of: succEss in. B ek
f:'y_f . : acsdemic subjects.; R s 2:_”{" :k517229g Tt
o i Ty e grudént. gasy for be able to 47
' o demonstrate is. 1evel of -academnic A . 57
. performance in order to be promoted. ;_": .3:50112'u:p,V R/

- [LPCIRI

T2, Reasons for Non—Promotion s

(r«:. -

;;r"pg,: R '. A, .He” has not mastered the' work of the T L
T . I - : ugrade. Sl :.M :_..,._. ‘ ;_ : ,'i P 3;10;9gg§*ﬁgpx.

‘i T:V:BLlHe would not be able to handle the R 1T P
- 7?';1:~york of the next grade.;,'_-v,, ;it;ﬁ'g,}t4537f;”

: \.j;,?C.:He has'a poor attitude toyards ;ﬂ,v*{f i;“.f;ﬂﬂ<gr‘7
'V}::;:H'\school - Ll W_.,‘_ ~‘f’:' .f-'?.'g,?;L3§47

. T

-_}D;;He is physically immsture for his age.

;lE;'He habitually works far belqw hisliit S O
jgrade.g“;,a._Q,_x a._. Lo obowL T, 7250555
e e 10,619k Ty

';He has very poor study ha‘n:l.ts.f.=
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. % ' TABLE 1T (Continfed)

lItem . ., — ’
*fi.-fj~.} ,1.v* -u:~“.:. e o

e ' F
‘G He needs to learn that effort is

R 8 32206

RN

7. He' is rather sickly and seems to
. .?lack vitality._

o — .--'_ cL . \

K. His mérks are’ borderline and ‘he needsd il
v a. firmer foundation beforeagoing on AT . :
. to” more advanced work, © . i.lC el 6304770 0
v . ,v y' w "" v t ) . . l\

L He is a slow learner.

. 8.36162. 1 .

M“.His marks rank him near to the»'f
bottom of his class."_~

R :: Lo

N He is frequently inattentive during .
_classroom lessons.n- o

,\

A Does your board/school have a generally :ﬁ:'f
" accepted practice .or tradition'apeci-“
fying. the percentage of students ‘who

B Does jour board/school perm%; condi~
y tional“ promotion at ithe.endy of: June?

‘f C Dbes“your board/school permit promotionzﬂ';
'”'. during the year (other ‘than-in" June)?‘ &

v N -
T ReN l“"-‘\" A0 "t'.l-..,. 31-"'} MRt
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”Mi“im“ﬂ‘SténdardS'of‘Achievement= Zﬁj: e L

e,

. _"1;'J" i'?.‘. /;hen group response was measured by.- the statement,i'minimuml"
standards of academic achievement are specified for each grade level and

-‘students~must meet these in order to be promoted e it was found that

ML
]

i;_ff;'Vi]‘v response widely Varied (Table 12)

e Always a‘3' Usually Zl;: Rarely of Never
'-Hfth Practicef Practice ,;32 g Practice

@) ‘g?afv D 1_.rw. f.(%).,(

R S '--‘:Board e \'10(35) : 18(62)'-‘}‘?; LBy s
A tCentral/Junior R ure KT(48) . 49(50) ﬁlu‘f“" j 22y e .
LT T L Feeder .. -‘_,-,\', 58(34) ‘ 96(56)' 2 19(10) o \\’"

'i{ . ; .
EE ;;-~ e %*Total¢" ‘::‘i5§38);t 153(54)7ig' 22(8) SRE

I TR "':i‘?chi_-'éi';h{a;:fé %'l‘fl‘l“.:;'?(%o,‘.f('(;,i;id."f"...)-,,‘-: '-‘.,o_s' f’éignificqn¢e~-"1éye1.. A e ."

Y

[

N Group response was found to be statieticallysignificiant at the 05 level

C The percentage figures 1ndicate ' me similarity of response.< Similar

nunmers of board officials'ane feeder school principals responded
IR e R 3

always.z, Board'personnel were Jlso similar to central/junior high
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" Chitsquare =

. ’ReSpansé' to |

'1T{ centage figures indicate most differences occur among central/junior - $

s ﬁ CE -
AN - L.
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i though there were discrepancies

S ffBoard L
g }ﬁf-Central/Junior
"'7;:4Feeder ORI

"t
| e &
, 2
g B .

TABLE 13

, \‘ o _"«.

Always a- liUsually a
Praccice “';;Practice )

. ._"_a ~,l. . (%) K f (y)

Rarely or Never : e
-8 Practice '{4¥;:. a

f (A)

bup

3(10),
10(10)
9(5)

22(8)

;.@“ .13(45)3jﬁi£i? 13(45)%{'
PIEERC Y16 :) R 50(52);;'—
'116(67);_ s 49(28xr2

' l66(55)if 112(37){}?:4:H

'."".- : '.-‘.\1 Lo

22104112 (4°d.£.) 5,001 significahce’ level,” <" '

Lo el
D N L . s \\" .
"rarely. or never.a,practice"

shoﬁs-sligﬁtfsgreeﬁent.f‘; ;

s e
i

Completing Two Consecutivelcrades

”'H:;h Table 14 illustrates areas of difference among groups.,

:\..

Per— 1;: -

'-\4‘.“' ’

high an& feeder school principal responses. Responses of school board
" ' o ..‘| . ‘

officials tended to be more similar to feeder school principals even

: GRDUP RESPONSE TO‘“NO'STUDENT SPENDS MORE THAN .
“THREE YEARS COMPLETING HO. CONSECUTIVE GRADES" e

v,

“Never a
~”;Practice

,'fpﬁﬁﬂlliﬁf -
'Practice"

AlWays a-
Practice

f (7)

E 1852 -
' 39(41),
8047
' 134(45)

P R R R
e B

[y

Ve SR

2

K




Skipping Wotk of a Grade '_ /' .‘_'. . :.

The item "skipping (e g., omitting the work of the grade) is

o _permitted" also elicited significant differences (Table 15) Board ‘::' N ,-‘-

T ,and feeder school respondents answered t.his statement in an almost

5 identical fashion. Central/junior high principals differed most.-:, e .

: "_;ilarge percentage of these indicated skipping work o' 'a grade is rarely

Always a: Uaually a” Rarely or! Never :
Practice Praqtice L '. ‘a Practice__‘

| @ R® ED
" Board - i BEYe)) " 15(59) 13(45)
Central/Junior B 3(3) £229(30). R 66(67)
.'Feeder ) "': T 8(5) 87(50) w0 79(46)

g i s

i, Gitisquate = 13,00061, (4 d.£), .- .05 eignificance:.level . :




\ - Sl S
f =-~’~—:_—--‘-—~;f~-"' 3 e e e - R - e e
‘ ot ’ ‘“. . - ‘: .v' . ~' N | . \’ X Il_' @ a7§ . I
) : . . ) ‘-. ’ . ': R ‘ . . . ' '. . <-"’. T
) L TABLE 16 LT | !
.-_.GROUP RESPONSE TO"CHRONOLOGICAL AGE" :

- Always a Usual/}} Rarely a . Never a . -

Group Practice . Practice . ._‘-Practice P'racﬁice";""-""".'

o TR @ o L@ E®

Board SRR 0(0) : 26(69');
e Central/Junior ' ‘; CBEBYS i 51(52).,
Ui Fedder. it L 28(16) 101(58)_ g

*9(30> K t"‘.';o<0)
i 38(22) J on

"'"'-,Io‘.c‘al :5 36<12> 1..7,2<5_.8>_'.' 82<28> '-’-:.-."8(2) e

| " Chidsquare 14 42712,- (6df),05 sighificancelevel

1 L Muvlti—Factor Approach ‘ o ‘ ' ,
» ’ rI.‘able 17 shows the frequency of response.of groups’ for each cste-
| -.gory, indicating the degree to which promotion statements are practised

” . ; The Chi—square value indicates significance at the .Ol leveI.‘ Most dif-

ferences occurred between central/junior high and feeder school groups. B
5'1':;‘ This is especially true when the rarely or never category is examined. ,
S "Always a practice also produced large differences for these groups.- ..".-’Z

'.."1\4‘ ;,' . '~-u

;_"-:'-_; Even though respondents of school boards differed from both groups they IS ‘- :

S :i;._‘?-,” N e

differed most with feeder school principals

e :,_",',.'TABLE 17 | ;'}:.5 '-j': :

. .';.-'('?Bb‘i?.‘.ﬂRES:P'ON'SE TO' '"MUL‘].‘I FACTOR APPROACH" DR

. ',:Alwaya a "-'Usually -9 Rarely or Never
Practice Practice & Practice '

oy £ £ (74) P (z)

12(43)-"'. +
’9 3263




'.'Mastered Work of Grade ',.‘f- o L o - S L o

When groups were tested for differences .on the statement, 4"he B v
. - . : i - :. S 5
' ER Dol
§ _ has not mastered the work of the. g,rade," it was ohserved that consider— de s
-,' _:abiop of this as a valid reason for non-—promotion significan’tly dif-- R \ )

. l "« .

.""-'".fered among groups The Chi-—-squsre value indicates differences at the::
e 05 level (Table 18) There was close similarity of respons"_—‘éng

board and feeder school respondents ln fact, 97 per cent of & ese L

groups. . Ninety—nine per cént of central/junior high principal&min_ |

. tained a student must master work of the grade to be promoted but 46

v per cent said this is always” the case. - -:';':» -

o ; . . s . . 9. Ly
: f“"--‘&.};"';.n- “:=Q;<?<~<'ﬂs-%-*'" Do L ey L
" | CTABLE 18 0 el n T

S e GROUP RESPONSE TO "HAS HOT MASTERED WORK OF THE GRADE" R

LA

v o -(;,ro Alwa&vs a Valid Usually a. Valid Rately or Never " L , - ».’_:f'; '
ORI uP Reason . o Reason'_l".-' j: Valid Reason DT A

ﬁ £ (7) T tz)-'j.._‘, VL -1.f (2)
' 9ai), 19(66)7'-"»

45<46) CSaday
46(27) 121(70)_-".

100(33) 192(64)
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o I Do o EEREE
.respondents were the dissenting group on', this particular item. A much

smaller percentage (24&) of" these felt poor study habits" sas a. factor' S

- ”i ..'.in~determining.promotion. Contrary to this central/juni°r high and ;ﬁ

R feeder school principals reSponded 45 per cent snd 47 per cent, respec—-<
l ‘ ‘

tively.‘ Furthermore, s much higher percentage of board officials (314) '.ﬂ'

- EE P v~_.
”f~ claimed this to be never a valid reason Even though response of bosrd
personnel'iiffered with central/junior high and feeder school princi—j"“

l

' TABLE 19

S T |GROUP RESPONSE TO "POOR STUDY HABITS" ‘

0 R A :'.h-Always or- Usuallyl Rarely a Valid NeVer a Valid '
= e i e TR S T A Valdd Reason L “Reason” '_- Reaso“ o
) O Em T R m

Board - L
Central/Junior ' GGGy

7(24) L _'_ 13(45) e ':9,,(31,)": T S
‘:,.‘ ‘;"‘-"”-. ':. . * | ’-'.‘ -: Feeder 4. . 81(472) —I-.._: o __‘ oo

4041, . oo 14(14)5.'-‘ DL e e
73(42)--._.-'-‘ -,"'19(11)',' PR S [

K

.:,has frequently been a trouble—maker in class..~ Response,ehows signifi—
AR o . R SR RN
ssﬁ'can differences st the .05 level There werevinstances where all
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@ S board officials responded rarely. Feeder school principals also tended:

Cone .-grooos' .'to rarely a vulid reaé’on were COmpared llL per cent more of

- '.

ot

wh “to differ more with board respondents than central/J\mior high princi— s
.\" ‘. . T palS- ‘ "‘_ .r“ - -‘»“‘ S ;' .. .o ,., ) ':'_ ‘;‘l' Y. ; ' ‘. . ".‘. Tl o -_. \ '

Never a Valid. '."'
Reason

Rarely a: Val:l.d
a; Valid Reason“ -

\ .—.- f-‘;'(.Z) . K

IR

ety :
1202 7
5(3> RIS ST -86-..(5.-0?3 Con

" Central/ Junior

| .j-;s<6>._ Lol ey

~
-

Differences :Ln response to the statement

"he is frequently




. . . N
R AR

"' . "\ S .. e .'.‘ .': a .". . ""_.' TABLE 21 '. .”'o :..'H_ :.‘ .. ..:;' ) .:i;;‘. o

o GROUP RESPONSE 0 "INATTENTIVENESS DURING LESSONS”

Always or Usually Rarely a Valid Never a Valid
a'Valid: Reason Reason Reason

AR EECR ', TEE® o

ST :Group.

||||| .
- RN

ETN
' P

o ~Board AR T 2(7) L
SR Cent:ral/.]’unior 16(17),".'.-"‘-
Lo Feeder 49(29) o

10(35) -17(58)",
54(50) g .-?\26(27)‘
~ ~70(41) 53(30)

134.045) 3

(S S J-‘.-
. N

) 001 aignif icance level i

‘ illust:rates response differences. A Chi-square of 13;30841 was

'Board G
' -Central/Junior 5o

.;' T ;j I

obtained, _mean:l.ng tesult:s are significant: at the .001 J.evel Similar R
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RESponses are significant at the 05 le‘vel Response of school princi—

Promotion During Year o

Table 23 depicts 1evel response t:o the question,\ "does your SN
board/school permit promotion during the year (other than in June) ?"'

.r -

5

gals was almost identical' aone per cent: difference.A When school

s

S ) Y ¢ N N ¢ B
SBoard L L 1@y ’~'-'17(59)
Central/Junior ot 19(19) 0 S 79(8L)
Feeder ‘,'1_31(18),. 140(82)

']_‘otal : };.62(21),. - .:'5-:236(79)

,“‘

- .Question 5'.' ’

Is there a relationship between paréeptions of central/







The mean correlation waa + 448 whil.e the median was + 446
Stated differently, half of the correlations were J.arger than +. 4% and
the other half were smaller The histogram indicates that'“ many cor- '

i) relations were near the + 446 mark The majority of responeea (76)

r

A were in the + 40 to + 60 range. ; However, 44 other feeder schools had '-;._-

|.
2

Sy

";a' correlation of +"20"' to, + 30 with their assoTiated central/junior /'. :.“‘

and its central/junior high had a perfect correlation -i-l 0

%) . ~*.. R

T '_ ',»-__ . Figure 6 presents the average correlatipn of each board BO they
B IR may be viewed in depth To obtain averages s correlations were trane-.," '

A

« -

formed to Z-scores. . The mean Z-score was found and then converted to.'_‘,-’,"

raw correlation epores4.. One board had a%gative correlation, wrhile

. e
L remaining boards had correlations in excees of + 30 The mean cor—

:- .r‘..

relation was . 468 and the median, jl- 478 Correlatione of + 30° were ;o

- “ . (_"\.,

‘:of+6 or=+7.

ﬂ To further analyze .theae correlatiorrs they were subdivi ea
L. . "y -

IS




“Miyerage Cotrelation:
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Feeder and Central High School’ fo
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L AlL.7 Correlar | of .Total Cor-" . -Correla— :‘. . of Total: Cor~:_

Law %orrelationa o ) - ST H,:Lgh 'Correlé’t'iogs.'

i Num‘ber of Percentage - Number of - ' Percentage . : thg

Board tions An- ‘relationsy - Board -tions in ", .relations'

Number Low Group Performeda_-'.'»; Number high g@up Performed o ‘

o
<
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; Ta'ble 25 illostrates the number of central/junior high sch0013
. that correla‘ted lowly or highly with more than _omne of its feeder schoola. N

'—, . _ A' indicate board code numbera. .. For example, board ll has three eentral/ - L :

U o junior high schoola that eorrelatel lowly with more than one : of its o >. :
fee:ier echools. : This board also hae\ one central/junior high school a
that correlates highly with more than one‘ of its feeder schools.

TABLE

25

. \1.

The firSt two, digits of central/junior high echool code numbere also 3.‘

T CENTRAL/JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOLS HAVING LOW OR HIGH CORRELATIONS* WITH
. MORE THAN ONE OF THEIR FEEDER 'SCHOOLS ' N

Y "'-. I T

Low Group

r

High Group « o

Central/Junior
: . ““High School
T Nurnber

'..',Number and (per—". i
'.:'centage) of féed~. .

" er schools: that

. Central/Junior
..'.'High School ™
3 Number RE

' '.Number and (per-' s ;'._'
g centage) of- feed—. L
oer: sqhoola that

, correlate high_y

Tt

'.'0‘43 Co
064 -
! 2. .

: ﬂcorrelate lowly

T 2(50)7,
L 2(66) -

. T2(66) "f"

041
- 045

o11.f***" -

v 2(50)
. 4(57.1) -

‘r 2(66.6) = 'gfz:'

STHE L 2(66) - 0637 .;,,='-2(100)s.

. RO Lo 2040) C074 T 3(100)‘

i 26"4' ©.2(100). ... - . '11:5 I 2(40) -

3 L 3(100) - LT sl e e 3¢78) 0

3 .91 ST E(66:6). 7L 2343 - - ;2(33 S
3 S a16” ST 2066:6) | :

; 342 023, Bik
S : ;*cbffelatians;i Low;'f— 235 to +i 373._ High'_ +15395£b 41.01

' Central/junior high schools of eight different boards were 1ocated in ,

: :"'.".' the 1ow groups. On the other hand, schools of six different boards

N . :i__were found Xn the high group.'

schools located in the high and low group

o ‘more than one of their feeder. schools. ’

p,-:-..

a7

Four.‘boards had central/:junior high
In view of the fact that

' this atudy included 35 bqards, it is evident that 25 boards dij x\ot

R P . >
' ' R . R R
1 i RN -
7 |
o X
S A .
q,' o . [ AT
A =

o have central/junior high schools that correlated lowly or highly with
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“;ﬁ; ascertain what differences in student promgtion policy existJbetween L
school boards, central/junior high schools and associated feeder "
-schools.;'. An effort was also made to discover the extent of student

i T
promotion policy differences prevalent among central/junior high
8chools and their associated feeder sch.o'o'ls.-;'_"": : " o SRR
Instrumentation and Methodology ‘ ‘ a - o -

B .. Vo :
. L o, . *
. e d e
¥ - N N N P
;“ .] o . . . ) '... s s -
. ot T PR )

N . . N K .ot

: "(' . O3 ‘
S :

‘data._ General conv\lusions are presented and recommendations . .' e

-gn..

The Problem “"f' -,'5: S

v

This study was designed to det' w what types of student

promotion policies currently exist among schooldboards, eentral/junior

high schools and associated feeder sehools.- It also attempted to S Rk

e .

Sy 3 g e b R
Thi{ Study is baaed o}da"data gathered by means of ‘a question— o

naire. The questionniare ﬁ" an a&pted Vetsion of one used by Ellis

and Gill in a 1964 'J.‘oronto student promotion study. : 'J.‘he questionnaire

was examined by all Educational Administration professors in the " ' I.'. o

Faculty of Education at Memorial University of Newfoundland It was e

- N




y e . . . e

, also exam:tned by all full—time graduate students within this department. "_"'-." ?
T 5 ° \As a’ result of this process,: minor changes were made. A pilot study in , . f

R 'l" - the St. John 8 ,Roman Catholic School Board was then undertaken. ;fb.l'o'_, - .".;‘

; ;j; ol \. additional changes fwere made a's a‘result of this study. The adjusted .

. , questionnaire used in collectin; data is presented in Appendix A ) o
. o ' L Quéstionnaires were mailed to all school boards (35) , central/ o ;
' )',‘ T °

o junior high schools (114) and their associated feeder schools (232)

response was divided on particular questionnaire items.. Agreement of

response on items concerning minimum standards of achievement, com-.-

-\'. m

pletion of acs‘demic requirements,tpassing major subjects, continuous -

N : promotion and student 's. ability to demonstrate his level of performance

.4.."-

promotion. However, response to Uthe multiwfactor apprZach to. promo—

‘s

indicated that most board personnel follow the practice of not allowing

St more, many board officials do not permit condi,tional promotion

Board response was typified by much agreement eVen though this A

i
Y T indicate board emphasis on academic achievement as a criteria for U
I
{
1

tion strongly indicated £actors other than academic achievement were e

also considered Board response to Sect(.on One of the instrument . il

-a student to remain in th\é\ same grade for more than two years. Further—..- i

‘ Response was sharply divided on ststements dealing with con-,_”f' Pl e
ditional promotion and students spending 1ess than three years com—- - J
b e '.':’: pleting thl:ee grades. _ Statements Concerning students spending more-‘[l'»-'" o
R . o S
o & SR ",‘ 1




- oo : W than three yeqrs completi"-né two consecutive ére:gs,
'J ” : ‘ “ and importance ‘of social‘ éroup also produced disagreement : ,
S ' -,,, . Section Two did not show as much -agrleement as Section One. .
. 0 ‘ SeVen statements depicted disagreement. 'l‘hese (E F G H K Li and 0)
» e - indicated that board officials disagreed on the following reasons for-'
' non—oromotion. habitually working below grade ‘level poor study u..“
i habits- effort and attendance record ‘ socisl imatqrfty, olack of '

and being a slow learner.. ; -Poo'i:'j_'

ability to- handle work of next grade,-

. . \ o .

class, and classroom inattentiveness, were rarely ,-or never valid
; '\/ B i SERN e Q. . R Tt o N :

reasons for non—promotion. _"- _;._,; -;_ . i -

' t'hoee' who p'ermit. its' lusage- The majority défine‘i i als nsmdent lmugt
, .. 'A"f,__:' : - show imerVement early in’ ‘_‘ext te , | Response was#iso ‘ili“’id'ed con-
E '. r cerning Promotion during the ‘ylea‘glmn Most boarde maint:ain thar; promotion‘ l
' % “ is discussed with the staff énd the s;:udent s teacher, but the princip—
°" * .pal ‘h;s ultimate say. . ° :‘-."' l L G
P ""Fin‘}inss Related t° Questi"“ 2 N AR
"'1":,4 - :,'”'_ : Response' to- statements concerning miniml;‘m Stan ards °f achieve—
oA ' " -j,.‘:n.lent, comoleti?n of. academic reqU1r‘;—“l;3ni:9:; sassing majqr B“bj ects,”.
: '.?:multi factor aPProach to promotion, continuous promotion, ‘and sltudent
: - . ;':i';bility to detnonstrat:e his 1evel -of academic performance, _dienlayd the

. '-"",'large emphasis principals of central/junior high schools piece on, ';.?_-’

Sy -

-'_".academic achievement. \‘However, response to the multi—factor approach ;

v 'to promotion (K) indicates pther factors are also considered h'\:a_:?'.

P

s :1arge majority pf central/junior high schools, no student remains in

ol

PO




T UF,G, H K and L) The remaining items showed relative agreement.

! f-reasons for non—promotion to statements dealing with physical and
. . \ . -

N’v"less than three years completing three grades,‘and skipping work of a'3"f£:

.:{grade is not permitted

--“ing c0nditiona1 promotion, chronological age and importance of the s
.{f;-igﬁcial group (B bs and J) “Almost; half permit conditional promotion, s
: consider chronological age, and do not permit students to get out ofu'f”.

";their social group. The statements, ‘ﬁo student spends more than

. three consecutive‘years completing two consecutive grades and "no [.ffﬁfl*

'Z? grades also showed disagreement.,u

;f'Section Two of the instrument showed more disagreement.. Statements'f:f?
”.prOducing disagreement regarded attitude towards school work and study ‘f'nilf:
c;habits, effort, attendance record 'needing a firmer foundation before T

- advancing to the next grade and marks in relation to the class (C E

”i;;'Central/junior high school principals IEBPOHdEd rarely or .never"”

- in relation to the class, classroom behaviour and physical health

.: ; Findings Related to- Question 3 ‘f ff

"f;responding to the first section of the instrument._ Much emphasis was
”Q,'placed on' the importance of academic achievement., However other 3'i.jﬂf
'~:factors, as indicated by response to the statement concerning the B AT

.,multi—factor approach to promotion (K),'received extremely/high ?f

any grade for more than two years, no student is permitted td spend

»
S

.

o

Central/gunior high principals were divided on items concern— -

-

.

'-A;v .I.\ B )

In comparison to centralljunior high response to Section One,.ﬁ';fx

"-.. .f_-/, B -._-- N I,

T e

R

social immaturity, inattxhtiveness during classroom lessons, results o

‘.
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r
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Y
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P

. - : Coes T --)

“jfthree years completing two consecutive gradea, and is permitted to

‘-:'.‘mining promotion.\ SchOOls were divided .on’ the item regarding c0ndi

- '-;the remainder do not. L W

B i'l__‘,c}rning the following reasons for non—promotion' ' poor study habits,.
: K 40 . - N

v poor effort poor attendance recordS, needing a firmer foundation :

L 7
S progress in relation to thf class, inattentivenees during classroom

,:cone'ideration.

’l‘he maj ority of feeder achools stated

~ ,,r- BN

".usually a consideration.

. a

\',

* o

_""Itional promotion. Slightly more than half permit the practice,,lwhile N

L o PR ! . ) v .
Less agreement was prevalent in the Becond eection of the

\. .

instrument‘.~ Considerable divisio-n ch response occutred on items con—._"

: ._'-'-before moving on to more adva /céd work being a- slow learner slow

v

ot

: ~1esaons and social qmmaturity. A large percentage agree that academic

ot
l.- . . et Wl

also agreed that poor attitude towarde school physical immaturity, -~

:A;Z_not valid reasons in deciding non—promotion of borderline students.

5o )

More than 57 per cent of feeder schools do not permit condi--.__:"

"".,tional promotion., Of those who do, the majority defined it as doing

oo T e .-. ‘*-

“"'.:"well early in the next grade. Very few schools permit promqtion

o '_during the year. When asked with whom ig* promotion discusoed 38 per‘

~ A

-c;ht responded "etaff ", An additional 33 per cent i’ndicated teacher

. V'.‘;'.and principal ' Slig/htly more than 16 per cent involved parents in

{

\—bhe discussion. Nearly 49 per cent claimed principals make the final,_.(_‘

R e S N NS PR R A e A

'spend less than three years completing three gradea. 'Many maintain ///':.,".:

"skipping is not pex:mitted and‘ that it 1s not: a m.ajor factor in deter—-'

o 'achievement is an important reason for non—promotion." Feeder schools o

'f.requently being a trouble-maker in clase and 1acking vitality were o A




\ L ey i) . .
W e i o 3 '
decision about prombtion while another 39 per cent responded principal ~
and teacher. - S Ll ':' \ : R S R
' e R e L e '
- Find g Related to Question 4 SRR i,, .

Chi—square calculations were performed to determine if groupe \ R
o (boards, central/junior high snd associated feeder schools) signifi-

cantly differed on: selected questionnaire items. It was found that - ‘
on Section One of th’é/instrument groups differed on items pertaining to

AP
,n : ~t X 1 . v
t

Ly
,min:hnum standards} of achievement the multi factor approach, skipping,

; _':',remaining in a grade for more than two years" indicated central/junior

r‘ L_- L St

-"high princi'pals and board ,superintendents were similar while feeder

PR .'1, - R -

,,';a'choo1 p'rincipsls differed 'Feeder school principals did not consider

o et

< ,minimum standards of achievement as much as the other two groups.

v .,, S #, e st .‘. e ot .

B These principale also indicated"they practice no -student'..remains' dnt, o
v . ot ,-’.."'_."-- 5

A

."L' ..

pny grade for more than two years.

. e , -\,,-..:
"‘! u, -

: J. e L Similarity of response among groups to ""né student is”._per-' BRI

.t . I 0 - '
. ”\ [ o . PR v, IL, RRTINY ,

mitted t:o spend more than three consecutiVe years completing two con-_' eTer

.’.' .. secutive g‘rades was minimum. Fe\ader school principals practiaed this
v N .
. ,'_ more than the other groups. . Central/ junior high schos%ﬂrespondents
3 £ practised it the least Central/junior high school ‘princip'als. ‘permit ) .

1ess skipping of material than the remaining groups.; Feeder school

a/’ - e ,. and board respondents indicated theyf"' idely practice this. Feeder -'-'-‘ ‘
schools consider chronological age more than any other group 'I.‘he . u

llllll [-, .r.‘ HEAN |

. statement concerning "multi factor approach to promotion" revealed

- . P l‘-

_— L .:‘immense differences.j Feeder school principsls practice this the most'

and central/junior high respondents the least.. School board officials

R N T ®
EEN - >4 i : . *
w . T . > -
: s «
. . v N
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R . Lo - . ’
e . . a ! 4
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S """-fact that school boards dhad varying numbers of correlations included

) I . 1 ) h a
" L Do v ; o
Y prerTTeRy ; e ;
.

R responded moderately.— e R,

Items concerning mastering the work of the grade,'_'., "study

: .habits" and "classroom behaviour showed group differenc{es in Section

'..;’I‘wo of the instrument Feeder school and board officials consider o

“mastery 1eve1 and tlassroom behaviour less than central/junior high/&’ o E

ERENEN

' ",'school respondents. <
Group differences were significant on two questionnaire items
"',"'dealing with administrative regulations. A large percentage of bosrd

-’-‘,'.-.a much smaller percentage of central/ junior high and feede school

v “_'."'principals indicated this to be the éase Similarity of response

"'."ing promotion during the year. Despite this, response was much dif—' :

,""

i Findings Related to Question 5 IR .
s S : .
Questionnaire responses for central/junior high schools were ": A
paired with reSponses of each associated feeder schcol A correlation T

R PR

coefficient wasyobgined for eech case Then all correlation coef- -

ficients we/re converted to Z-transformation scores so that the mean

[ .
’ K K N oA

: j9~$'"cotre1ation could be found. _,f' e "-,tj‘j-;$r,,c

/ To fdrther dnalyze these coxrelations, they were divided into :
| .'-‘Jthree equal groups low,.medium and high correlations.~ It could not

""-:.he determined from this data if particular characteristics such as -

s AN

_' 'geographica‘l location and size of schools snd boards were inherent ’to PR

schools found in high medium and low correlation groups., Fourteen i

4

g

occurred among cent:;al/junior high and feeder school principala regard—

"l. R S

R ferent fxom, that. of board participants . A S

(--J n

'hoards had schools in high and low groups. This was compounded by the z

e st
kA L
Voo ‘

- .':"respondents indicate conditionsl promotion at the"end of June.{_‘ However, SH

o R

PO
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in the study.l :

E . . The relativeiy high mean cotrelation (+ 448) eugge&telthere \ SRR

) *:: - .

. .'-."..';is considerab e agreement among central,/ junior high and associated K ) -

0 ' :"T"":,.feeder schools ’This figure does not indicate the nature of agreement, I T
3 i-'merely that the response .between groups was, similﬂrg ; T

. : Hean} cotrelations t'or schoole within each board were a]_s? Cal.; T
"»';»:’:fculated ThLLs data Was computed due to the uneven distribution of
e -__:j-.school.s throufhout boards.-.-, :r examp].e sone bogrd may have 18 of its
) :’:"schoolo inc:.I uded. in the .t-ul ;' while another hae two. This statistic

T allows fo:; Fiatrict andn -nciul analysis, -

‘ ‘ ' Boards. had a mean correlation of + 468 and a. median of + 478 g
..: i':- ' .';::':\..-I’-j:;.:'rrhevrangeﬂwas computed to be _lﬁ to +. 70 Results were found to be 5

- .'_'similan to. overall central/f\mior high and aeeoci&ted feeder school

S . _.-correlations "-:. R R ;
TR ,.\ R Lo _ . ]’ _4 e . - : '
S BT ¢ '.i A ":.:". , e RO _:' :'. AL e R

[ L RO [ B Conclusione oo T A TR T

A 'I'h[e following may bé listed as conclusiona to this study.
(1) Academi.c achievement is the essential component of student e
Lo promotion policies in Newfoundland school boards, central/junior high o S |

'._echoole and asaociated feeder Bchools. Items cOncerning the importance '

of academ:{c achiavement prbduced most consensue.,"‘ In fect, theﬂdegree

"'~-'""to which cademic achievement wag’ considered varied only slightly forJ

SN € each grou}? :

T T e :‘1 Myt

Three broad promotion phvi‘l_\o'eophiee_. v"gte"'outlined".in.',_th'e"' litefe'

t:ure revi w.' It 15 evident that continuOuB promotion ie non—existent_./f
' : "in Newfo 'dland Academic standards and continuoue progrees are the.” o

o

N ‘4-
- N accepted rule Academic achievement is the basis for theee even
R N o S i ~..” : " 0
H o L ' *
o '.u' ) -:. 2 , ’
. "
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T

ﬁachievement. Due to Newfoundland's grade level education truoture, it ', _.}_"__. X

‘_.-‘l.this type of policy may have stronge’r academic overtones in the New—

s

:-foundlan% school system other then the.literature would normally sug—-." ES v

~-,\

gest. The literature indicates academic achievement is one of_many '
factors but the school structure mdy cause it to be the essential

e [ r.'.

2 .' actual school‘ practices thus leading to usually

iy responses.v An alternative explanation is th.at school bosrds spec:[fib» ‘ '.‘_:":.' o

':~-'fector. - This could explain why sc‘hools etrorrgly consider academic Lt TR

perceived they had some involvement in deciding promotional status of

Co [P - - .

(2) Board officials were less likely to respond "always or never._,

i a guide for discreet policies and sre not meant to be defir\ite.. There— SR

o P Loy ’-,

achievement and at the same time consider other factors.;_ -

-y T '.":'-‘.'-,v.-‘ .

to instrument items. , Items concerning reasons for non promotion of

borderline students were given minimum consideration. This grOup ;also B

students. B
This ~form of board response could indicate three things. Ihe"" |
liter&ture review presented Dror s (1970) concept of mega and meta

— \ f r [
- Tace N . e

policies. Due to the apparent absence of megapolicy at the Depsrtment

& " u-

of Education level it is possible that echool boards assume responsi-

E U e '-I.:i:_' i =
bility for megapolicies.: By their very nature megapolicies serve as Sl e i

v

fore, it would be difficult for boards to hsve definite responses.

Board response could a.lso indicate the lack of awsreness of d

..

\‘ o ' .,"

rarely L L ": R

’r :r.

cally allow flexibilit:y within schools because excepcional circum— "‘:;‘{.;-: — '

|
stances might require flexibility. & Boards may have perceived involve—"- ERE o : '

ment in the final promotion decision because legally it is their duty 'f, ' . o -'; ¥

to do so (Schools Act 13 5)




\ . . (3) Céntral/junior)igh principals tended to respond more B ﬁ |
’; - -I\definitely, using always and." 'never" frequently.' In centr' /junior ;
g : .".;_H, ‘high schools steff had major input in deciding promotion of studenrs. .
(% " Tlhere\'are :ev\veral possible explanations for 8 more.de;‘inite
% - "':.rdnlponse ' One might be the presence of more definite student
L - B behavioural objectives.' It was concluded from the theoretical frame— : \.'l. . .
’ ; .“:wor'k that actual atudent out‘comes should fom the basi.s ot promotion L .
% "., I-=..‘decisions—-—that is; when hey are measured against intended outcomee s N
. " ' .._'I'Centralljunior high sch 13 msy determine intended goals in view of ) :
f° ’ R ".cou:tae objectives and 'udent achievement, where student achievement : -_.:‘"j"'-‘l‘
L -l.;':\-"s\/.:"can be assessed usirrg testing; measurement and) evalustion The result_»-l'_:.j:'" .
){ " L .-might be -a more defined promotion pollicy. IR ' S '
i : Another explanatiomaﬂay be derived from Davies and Brickell s : -
% | (1969) model They identify product report as a key element of . --','
' . policy implementation._ The product report indica,tes policy effedtive— e
: ) :':ness.,_ Principale,\—aq alresult of . the product repott," msy have a. . ‘ 1 -
; A-clela.rer idea- of what is prac;ised. P o L
g . - ' Staff may have a 1arge inp'ut in promotion decisions due to the"i": ;
‘; - ':..‘,.'structure of- high schools. . Genex‘.'ally, teachers are responsible for .. ;:.
% ".‘:"_specific bubject arees and “in the co hrse qf a program, a student may
% . : 'tbe exposed to several teachers. . Staff involvement could indicate a?ll .
!? . subject teachers are consulted Unlike high school students, éle— —,-l “
. E o o mehtary studedts tend to have .one teacher. - This might explain why I
‘ - prom/o.tion decisions are diecuseed more often with the teacher than .I .""
S staff in centrsl/j unior high schtgols. . o :,_.4“-. : _ “o : ,._"':
(4) When queationnaire response wes analyzed dby group (board o |
I central/junior high or feeder school) cer/tain similarities werz evi— ,
: '-:‘dent. Central/jtinior.high ,and feeder :gchoo_l prin-cip.all ;ree_pons_ei_was i 1 : “
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similar on items concerning student ustudy habits and promotion during : ‘
. . . . oz '
' the year. . L. T . .
L. 2o . L N ' ' "r T . . o 1
Board participants responded similarly to feeder school princi— SN C |

pals on stat‘ements concerning skipping work 6f a grade mastering

L work of a grade, and being a trouble—maker in class, There were few
.'instz‘mces,of response .similarity among central/j unior high'and, board
Hrespon‘dentus.. Two examples of board respondents disagreeing with both -
central/junior high and feeder school principals occurred. 'I'hese 2

- R

: examples dealt with student study habits and conditional promotion.

Some questions produced only slight agreement between all three °
gtoups These questions focused on minimum standards of achievemglt,
grade repetition,¢chronological age and cl-\assroom behaviour There ' ' Py

: w_as no questionnaire dtem where all three’ groups responded simi larly.

. The fact'that' response of board personnel tended to be more

copsistent with feeder rather than central/Junior high school principalsw
may ‘be explained by referring ‘to @ point made Adn an earlier conclusion. 3
Megapolicies of boards may be designed to allow flexibility at - the

: school level resulting in general board policies. These policies '
.might allow cont:inuous progreas and competency based promotion at the .

'/'same ‘tine. If central/Junior high schools tend to have a stronger

academic emphasis then the response pattern is explainable. Both. - - i

feeder schools and boards gi've greater consideration to factors other

than~ academic achievement causing these groups ‘to. be- similar. But if L
central/junior high school principals primarily consider academic -
- achievement, their responses will differ from participants of feeder ‘:' e

"-scho'ols and_boards._ ' o o _' A . . SR

N o
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Similarity of résponse betw/egr—)\board and feeder school partici-

4 [

pants may also be’ influenced by the proportion of feegler schools within- = A L

3 . RN
. :

~a district. There is a greater proportion ot feeder schools within
3

" /each board and board participants may be responding according to- the "‘

. o
) L *
-

There appears to be less grade retention among feeder schools

.as indicated by their strong response to no student remains in any

- ‘ - |
_grade for more th_an two, yearn,_ and. 'no student __s,pends- more than'three '
1 4]

"yeare'compl'eting three grades.” The le'ast amount. of 'ekipping'occnrs_ '

s in central/junior higb'Schools. .Chronological' age, as a factor'in

deciding promotion, tends to.be considered most frequently in elementary

A B
schoofs. With regard to classroom béhaviour as a promotion factor, L

] v g v

' central/J unior high principals tended to consider "being a trouble—maker
. while feeder schools considered “inattentiveness " Board officials

™ underestimsted the use’ of both.

_Probably more-"skipping' occurs in. feeder schools because there =~

‘may be greater differences in ability among elementary students in their

i o . e

beginning yeara. This may be a result of factors sueh as rate of

'
. v
)

N physical and ment'al development or home preparation.

Central/ Junior high principals may not consider chronological .

o

age to the extent that feeder school principals do because of the - ‘,
o dropout rate. - If feeder schools ignored chronological ege, -the : ,- T
poténtial~ for extreme age ~differences would exist-. ' In centralljunior

"--high'schools,‘.th_e ?ge range would not be as great because most students
1eave s'chool at the age of 16. Furthermore, age differences in feeder
schools’ would create more difficulties. These difficultie§ would .\ '

arise from yariation in t%physical and social maturity of students. U
i :

7

policy of the majority of schools. o h B L '_ R

‘
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"'questionnaire. Board response appeared to be contradictory. On' the

) 1. first question (163 half did not conditionally promote students while

fFeeder school* response shows that physical and social maturity are -

'-' feeder school,e

e n.‘ f . o
- . '

S tiopal promotion. This concept was questioned in two places on, the

. bne—quarter stated they did not on the second

. : <

considerations in’ deciding promotion. |

: . Y
. . b
Schools consid'e-r 'classroom behaviour when deciding promotion, ¥

Central/junior high schools may consider "being a trouble-maker in

-

.clase because disciplinex problems may arise from such behaviour.

Inattentiveness may,be more serious than discipline “4n. elementary .S

- \. '_'_;' .'"..-, * ‘.\,i..l

T . e e -

(5) There was considerable disagreement on(the issue of condi— R

r “
e & L e o

,
.

. l‘

uestion ( 3b) There

. was not as mich conditional promotion among feeder schools as in high

3

merg:ary school has a more integrated curriculum, students may’” not be

4 »(6) 1‘n many, cases, there was little similarity in promotion o e

L)

schools. »However, boar} response is not rea contradictory because

"inv responding to the first question, boards may ha\ge known only certain

\ i

schools practice this. . For-, example, this may not be the practice of
b

' Qll schools within the dist{ict In the. second instance,'boards were .

s
ésked if they allow conditional promotion : .

4y Lt

Conditional prombtion may be more viable in central/ junior high

.“

schools due to the prevalence qu subject teaching. Since th’eﬁ

.

12

promoté"d unleSSvthey perform well in. all areas of a: program. An -

d

opposing view would auggest less conditional promotion occurs among “

RIS IRN

elementary schools because borderline students may be. promoted without

-n . g v -

having conditions" attached a )

policies of central/ju.nior high schools and their associated feeder
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consistently with many of their feeder echools,-whether this correla-

tion was high or low. One central high and 1ts feeder schools“had"a

\ ;-

negative correlation, while another had a. perfect positive correlation.

The mean correlation between schools in each hoard was relatively low

‘even though some boards had consistently ‘high means..

These results could indicate one of tWo things.) School boards,

are not coordinating promotion policies in their schools or they have .':_'

s

intentionally devised different policies for elementary and secondary

i

‘nschools., Within some boards, promotion policies of centralljunior » “**'iirlih:

)

.:. o Loy . o o . - ‘

board had a negative aorrelatiOn because feeder schools were matched

. with only one central high school. This. central high school returned

J

the questionnaire“uncompleted A perfect'correlation was obtained for-

. I .
one central/Junior high and its. feeder echdbl because both schools ‘had

the same administration. In. view of the fact that some boards have .

‘high correlations among schools, oné. can speculate that many og the

remaining boards do not coordinatehpromotion policies., The result of

- .
o K

e this is central/junior high schools enroll students from other SChOOlS x__”=fl”

R x

:the study - ,' ..-‘ o ':¥ " .tﬁ~ o : T

v

(l) The Department of Education shbuld asaess school board promo—,'

tion policy differences occurring throughout the province. It should

be determined if such difEerencee ought to exist, Methods of better

.coordination should be developed if these practices ought not to- exist. o

Zifhigh schools and aesociated feeder schools do show coneistenoy., One ,ffr; _“'7””:‘“
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(2) School boards and schools should further examine student

promotion policy discrepancies prevalent: within their districts.. Upon

"completion of this exercise, it should be determined if ‘these dis—

C a7 SRy ta e g oS-

- crepancie‘s ought to exist. If they ought not to, meéns of better
. S

_ coordinating student promotion policiea should be devised

TSN

-

andber

(3) Every board and achool should state its student promotion'

:‘A.':':g,-“;"schools should assess the merits of differing policie_-;.with a view of i
v/\/improving their present student promotion policies_;'-'i':'- o B ,_»"'
l (5) A. study should be undertaken to. determine teachet perceptions ‘
of their school's promotion policy to detemine if this view differs - ‘ " ‘.

from that of their principal s. o

R e Tt e St g 4 Vs e .'—-.—«-q R e RN
" . . - .

(6) A similar study should be undertaken to examine different

r 2N

; - gr'ades and streams in the Newfoundl nd school System. - LT ',"\'_. S
? (7) Further stud;..shOuld be undertaken to assess teacher,.parent_:i‘ e B
:[ and student reaction to existing promotion practices with the aim of ' .
S ) seeking suggestions for i;nprovement..: 1.:--' S s ' T ” h l
(8) A study of other provinces should be conducted*so that com—' e : B
2 l " parati’Ve analyses of student promotiOn policies can be made. ., oL
(9) The relatj,onsl?p\between student promotion policies and ' .
Variables such as.' principal 8 experience and professional ‘prepara-'-".
. tion, achool' c‘ommuni;ty and board size and board denomination, should,_f . 1
e determine d. .' ll
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. o - SN R - C
- . ‘.- . L - ), . o s 1
e .il.....:l._.a_._—‘.‘ ~ .;
' . N o " A
| K : N -
] L N ," . : J
[l N R Study'df'Student'Promotion-§oficiee'ih Neufodhdiand~':: o T SR SR
i . . _' _-\’ ) ‘- N ,‘ ', D -_- - . ._ R - _. : N :_ v ‘. R . N .' - ‘.__ ‘ R I!
R S In answering the followxng questions focus prlmarily on GRADES V. T L T IR
" ISR VI, VII MND'VIII. .7 .. o R R L R DI IR N
L RS P R A R S n - NP L B
; e Co ! ) T -
! v - l. Indicate ‘by, means of a check mark (/) the extent to which theae B C e
o ©+ ' promotion policies are the'PRACTICE .OF !OUR BOARD for - regular.: R L AR
" , n stream students. ST B R T T T IRt '
' I C L f L ' . o ' R . R
- ' " . SR . . = = - SIS o . TR -
. . S S y C A PR . N :
ey SN 0y T @ o8, W .
' Lo AR P P o .o~i§4»>w [SERY. I KR . :
T R . L ) o R . W S . : A K™ .,-q. e -_"":_ N
: L e o Fue’to. o0 POLICY STATEMENT G . 70 Ho/Te 8% -
S B T R e e st BER RN O RN . N
" R i ’ : . i s AN N DN L0 M ;.
- : . . Ca T L gsd So-ha oq :
wp ‘ A:“Minimum standards of academic achieve— R e

.ment. are specified for each qrade o
"level and students must meet 'these- o
standards in order to be promoted

o

‘A student is’ promoted to the next R
‘higher subject level whén all-académic': -
s R IR .requirements of therresent level are '’
T achieved. -]< AR Lo ,-

C. Students whoee academic achievement ig -
R P ‘“borderline are conditionally promoted
e i i e P to the next grade. O -\ ,",,.,-&"

vy . S L L .

Students are‘not promoted if their o
marks are below the paseing standdrd
in any one. 6f the mojdt subjecte ’
(e g., Math English Science)

LA T ST SR SRR e
v

F U ot i e

NER = B

. 0
’ . No’ student remains 1n-any grede for
o more’ than two years. ) T “
; e Ho ;tudent spends more than three
o .years. completing two' consecutive o
- grades.,._; J el
. | ’

L fG} ‘No- studént. is permitted to. spend less"
S =* ™. ;' ’than three years completing three Tl
L e o qrades.m._ : : » |

Skipprng (e g., omitting the work of el
"a grade) is permitted.-cgf- , o
o :

"

‘g R
Chronological age is a factor:in ?
determining promotion. .

N

. °? :

: Students are' permitted to get iS'v
" of ‘their-social. group ‘through either-
L acceleration or retardation. g»,-

Y

' The multi-factor approach to pro-' ' U g
-motion ‘or.. non—promoiﬁon .decisions are

Z‘,ﬁ":,.":"ﬁ‘ ..-7 used’ (chroholdgical %ge, social ma- ...V
jv'fn,, ,;:'4 turity, academic achievement, emotionali*-

R Tﬁ'statua, phyaical meturity, etc.)r.f

A atudent ia promoted regardleas of ol
.how low- hig level of- succesa in-
academic subjecte.,,v .

.The student has. to ‘be.. able to demon- o
strate his- Jlevel of acndemic per~

formance in order to ‘be’ promoted. e
) l. o . PR " . X - ‘. . _. \:
. N . " - } L e
s o : % L
T . ) . . X ' e K --,.
- . 13 . .. n »
Ve R L 0 e B . \ . PR
; T [ A ’ ’ o E




%12, 7Use’ a’check mark, (/) to indidate the-validiby of'the -
. following reaeone “for - non-nromobion of-a. borderline student

ason

L

.always .a.
.a

veiid re

pever.a~ | i
.valid'reason| . - .’

e

valid reason f~
usually

'He would not be able to handle the'
work of’ the next grade “ R.;_'

He Has' a poor attitude towarde )
school. :

,'He needs 'to learn that effort is
. required for success in school work
. I

'hu:H:E Hf ‘attendance record has been very
'-_.odpoor., : X

He'has frequently been a troublermaker
in class.~ J”nﬂ .

; He ie rather sickly and seems to 1ack
: vitality. w

His marka ‘are borderline and he needs
. a. firmer foundation before goinq on to.
more*advanced work. - . N

of his class.. i .

e ,,_u.
He s frequently inattentive during
classroom 1easons._A:”

His social maturity 18- coheiderably'
below average for his grade level :

,'I '-7- H',,/“_‘T“.
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{ . ,' _ A )..' ) { ‘o ' ’ ‘.;- " - '.- . ‘ "_. - :
j . v S BT T ) ; PRt
b e ..' ’ sl - 2 ,f. : ‘ . o e e
: ;} L " , (a) Doea this board have a generally accepted pract:.ce or. T e :’;
b ‘] ) ‘L t ,'tradition specifylng the parcentage oE studente who ehould L o 3
i g e . be* promoted? . o .- - e Ay
3 b . ', C " ) Je ¥
', . e - o . . R .y
i . . . Check apprdpriate reeponse. Y'e.s '(".' . Nc (") T s ’ 3
N ] o . _ _ . : . SRR . g
- '(b') Does your board permit '“conditional" promotion at the end - I_- . ' .
' ) " £ CT of June? ‘ o B ) . L ST g ~
o S 'Check appropriate responee. Yes ( ) No'“( ) ' % e
P w N L E .
14 . al
S [ IE. your answer . is yee" please exp'lain what ie meant by A O
ke e : - . the ‘texm "conditional" (e.qg., the Btudent who réceiyes a’ . ~.
- - o . '_'zconditional promotion must’ do satisfactory work ‘at’ summer : Y
o T B echbol) . . . .
¢ , Lo ‘ o - 2. ‘ a
, I R . ’O : L - ‘
e AT ‘ T ; e N
. ‘ re O .
' :-'. . ) o, : . " L a_. .
’ - ) (c)".Doee your - board pérmit promotlone duri.ng the year (other
' : .. :thaq.rixv June)? L ._-:* S s . .
h . " :Check appropr:.ate response. Yeé ) -'_‘No ] ) s
§ . ) . If‘ your - ane'wex.* is "yee" piease explain’(e.qg., students i'n - B
. R N I 'accelerated programs colnp’lete the work of four qrades in . - i
- t : L V. threa" academic years) . » . : : I S -
" N - ' . Y ‘ N . ’ o i J
-, ,. . . i __ v S L 'l '. - L - - .. . .A
.“ J v :_ . - . . ' . :
Sl ; (d) By whom Le the promotion ‘or non-gromotion of indivi\iual ] A
: students diecussed (e g. ’ the 8t ff in a. staff, meeting)? ! - .
N (el Who makes th ’rfinal decismn about the promotxon or’ non-\., . '
. S ’ ! promotion of 1nd:Lvidua1 students (e giy cl‘hesroom teacher, b
" : v . .principal)?¢ . - . - . o
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Study of Student Promotion Policies in Newfoundland
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1

In answerlng the following questions; if you are an ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
PRINCIPAL focus primarily on GRADES V AND VI. 'If you are a CENTRAL/
JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL focus primarily on GRADES VII AND VIII

1. Indicaté by means of a check mark (/) the extent to which these
. promotion policies are the PRACTICE OF YOUR SCHOOL for. reguLar
. stfeam students.

L4

v

i ¢ e s ] S G e e, s mape -

v

rarely a
| practice

POLICY STATEMENT . .

always a
practice
usually a
practice.
never 'a

practice

" - S N ' P N . .
IR B ‘A.  Minimum standards, of academi¢ achieve- Lo
= .00 7 'ment are 'specified for each grade .. - | :f

T level -and . stydents must meet these“ N I oL

[ standards 1n order to be promoted. ! : S .

S -B. - A’ student is promoted ‘to the next M L :
T .+ higher -subjéct Jevel when all. academie | R
L St ~requirements ‘of. the present level are | = -

o aehieved P K I

Teu Students whose ‘dcademic achlevement -
borderline are conditionalIy promoted - -
. to the next grade. *° L :

T . . D, oStudents ‘are not promoted if their 1o .
R E . marks are below the passing standard
S o in any one Of the major subjects

: T (e.g. Math, English, Science) .

No .student remains in any grade for i v
more than two years.

P. No s€udent epends more than three
’ years completing two consecutive
grades. .
‘G, Np student is permitted to spend less : )
_ than three years completing three : s .
lgrades. N

~uSkipp1ng le.g., omitting the work of . ,
8 grade) 13 permitted. 4 . oL . a

' Chronological -age. is a factor in . R
determining promotion. s A e T
Students arg permitted to get oﬁt I ‘L e

!  _of their social group.through ‘either’ R S o

’ . accelerﬁtlon or retardation. o T e

The': multi- factor approach to pro- -

motion’or non—promotion decisiorns ‘is
used. (chronological age, social ma- . . St
) turity, academic achievement,_emotional e
o, -status, physiqal maturlty, etc:). .

A student is promoted regardless of " . . )
how .low his .level .of: success in’ T I N
academic subjects... . ’
P . M. Theistudent ‘has to be able to demon-
, -t v . gtrate his level Of academic per-
v formance in order to be. promoted.

s
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. ‘of the next grade.
c.’

" D.

E.

P

" G.

H.

L.

" M.

:He has a poor attitude Qowards school :f‘i . L '."1 a

.He is physically imma:ure for his aqe.

. classroom leseons.

114

L 2

Use a check mark (/) ro indicate the valldity of the followinq ' -
reasons for non-promotion of a borderline student in view of
your school's promotion practices. K

REASON FOR NON=-PROMOTION

valid reason
usuaily a.
valid reason

never a
|valid reason.}’

rarely.a
‘| valid - reason

always a

He has not mastered the work of the
grade. . .

He would not be able to handle. the work

He habitually works, far below his grade. A "'ij:”'l- x,:;{;\f,‘f.f'

He" has very poor study habits.iii -":Q o _':~~

He needs to 1earn that effort is required" T : .
for- success in school work . o ; o . :

-~ — ——— —

His attendance record has been very poor.

He has frequently been a trouble—maker in
class,

Ha is rather aickly and seems to 1ack . .
vitality o ’

»

His marks are -borderline and he'needa a .
firmer foundation" before going on to more te . .
dvanced ~work.

He is a. slow learner. = o .
" < o - ‘

His marks rank .him near. to the. bottom: of :

his class. . )

He' is frequently inattentive during . _3j o T :

Hie soc1al maturnty is. considered below
average for his grade level .

AR ERN S
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(a)

(b)

; rf-.yo'u"r ans‘v}e'r '.1
- acceleratdd prog:ams complete the work of four qradqs in
,fthree academic years) e B L L L

(d)

(e)

' Cheek appropriate responaa.

fDoes your school permit promotion during the year (otherﬁ'yg
fthan ln June)? e A . . . .

Doe¢s your school have a generally accepted practice or
tradition specxfying the percentage -bf. students who should
be promoted? i
Chepk appropriate response. Yes l ) _No ( ) _; '

Does your school permit “canditional“ promotion at the end
of Juhne? - . .

' Yes Syl No ()

IE, your answer is "yes” please explain what is meant by
the "term "conditional” (e.g., the student who ‘receives a
conditional promotion must do satisfaotory work at summer
school) .7 . _

.

' .
> ’

‘By whom is tbe promotion or non—promotion of individual
students discussed (e. g... the staff in ‘a. staff meetlnq)?

. . . L ._,r

Who makes’ the final decision about the promotion ox non-
psomotion’ of indiv;dualustudents (e q.,'clasaroom teabher,‘i
principal)? 3 - . L o
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e . . MEMORIAL UNIVFRSITY oF NEWEOUNDLAND R ’( N R
i . B p ' . - Sz. Jobn'’s, Newfoundland, Canud.l. “AIB 3X8 S R o T i
) . Depurtmenl of Educatlom-l A.lmmufmhun \ P '_ o ‘: T‘kx 016-4101 .‘~“ - S .' ,. o . 1o i
‘ ‘ o _ . ) g : : S Tcllphano (709) 753’:1200 . !

. . ’ .

:April 187 1980

. "ll').‘«'aa'r 'S'irl, .

We ara, uri:ing to yo this ttme r.o requeac your'petmlssion,_"
' to. allow "Mz, Cyril Coonba,' a graduate s!:udeut in Educntlonal
Admiuiacrat:ion at Memorfal Univetsi:y.»nceeu to" you.r dlst:icc ao
that’ “he : might, ¢arry ‘out-research, for g s(:udy ‘he.i8 condlu:t.:hfg on-
s:udent promotion prnc:iceﬂ ia: Hewfoundland centtal/juuior high .
achools, arid” asuaciaced geedu nchool.s, Thiu u:pdy yill, examine
student.: promotion yracrines ar-two levels - achool boaxd" ‘and- school.
Can:taL/JUnior high schools apd amsociated: fee&u schooll have .been
sale;:ed Eor utudy ao.-that atudent axposute +6. differant ptomo:lbn
practices, a8’ thay euroll Ain dif!erent schoola, can be examlned. R

.

Parciclpan:a in t:h;ta u:udy will include’ dla:rfcr; uuPerintendents'

: and principal- of. .central/Junior: high.sthools and addociated feeder -

o B schools. ':If'your school ‘district. dogs not have cen:;nl/junior -high” . R

L © . schools, ; no principals. w11l bé {ncluded £rom your .districe. : Rouever, A P

e "~ . as adistrict supetrintendenty’ 9& request thet. you complate :he - . C
: - q“ queationnairo and rcturn" ir. to ua as soon aa possibla. AR ’

. Two importan: fncta nust be emphuized here et E the intent oE
:hic a:udy {8 to de:erm:lne exfating. studenc promotian practiceai’ - ’

No ac:gmp: 9111 be uade” t:d‘ evaluate exln:ixfg practices efthar withiq™
oz‘ between school di-triccs, -and, o 2) each® quea:lonnatn beaxs -a code
_'munber. This is neceuaty for any- follow-up t’egarding quESEionnaijre
returns. ,and to match cencralljun:lor high” achools ‘and.assoelaced V.- S ,
Lo - feadar ‘schools’ with thefr respect:ive boarda., ‘No. lndivldual patticipant ST
".~oi: school nnma Hill gver be 1deut£fi d in :he hody of :his s!:udy. ‘ -

‘. ' . . s ar T -
oot TS

AT e T e ] To asnia: in diattibutins the quea:ionnaite to: 511 participants, S

: ’ st T : we: have enclosed a 1list of ‘all. cenr.ral/junior high ‘dchools iocn:ed

Cer oL EeY your' diatrlct.; Could: you- please ‘f1ll2dn. the - name(s) of the !
Ty respattive. elemeh:ary !‘ee’der schools Ior eaoh: centralljunior high',
-school - :ctted? 'Ih:‘.s lppcars to be.’ the only avenue available to
ncquire chin parcicular informticm.- . .

o8

j' ' It: '1s’ excrcnely importan: :hn: You. raspond to chia 1e:t:e:.~md
C e ol ::et:urn the. comple:ed quu:ionmlrc as soomn. as’ posaible. A. a:amped

aelf nddruaed envqlope 1% provlded tor-chis pu:poae. “If you ahould-
requlre any udditioual intornacion, plaase contact ma a:. e
' 753 1200 (ext 3221) or. 753 5983.‘- . S

Thank you !or 'your-help I.n t;h:!.s ma:ter.

X Cyril P Cbomba -
R Researcher -
R

_' UELIILD e LESHLAL ) KO U.
: Project Supervisor
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. Deat Sit/Hadnn,

PR ey

. He ate witing yon at this time to. reques\: your nuistance in'
he!.ping Mr. Cytil COonbs. a 3raduate studeric in Educational Administration,
cnrry out reséarch’ for a. ‘atudy he Le conducting on utudent -promotion In
. Newfoundland central/judior high ‘schicols,’ and auQc:Lacgd feeder. schoolu.,

. Thia atudy will examine student promot{on practicea st two lavels - school
.board" and school. Centtal/junior high .achodl :and. luociated feeder schoola '
" have " baen “selected for’ study ao.that student upoaure to different: promotion
. ) racticeo, u they euroll in different schooln, cau be exmined.-_- .

L I L S Lon R i’articipnnts in this study vﬂl 1uc1ude diutrict auperintendents-
T T ] BT and principals of central/junior. high achbols “and ‘dssociated, téeder achools:.
Lo s yo © .~ Your - nuper!ntundcnt hss already granted Mr. Coombs pemiasion ‘to include your -

T v e * board in'the study;” s & principal of A ‘ceiicral/junior. high ‘school 6t .
et e T EES - . -associated faedet school. wé_reqiest that’ you complete the questionmire and
L retu‘m e to us- as’ aoon an, pouible. - g

v

CoEL e T e e  1wo mportant facts muat be emphauizqd ‘here '~ 1) the Lntent of '
5o LT L Lo this atudy {8 \to determine- exiating student promotion : ptactice-. No” attempt
. 'will be made’ to’ evaluita® ead‘uting practices either within . or- bocvecn school
«distticts, and 2) aach queationmu'e benru a code numbor. . I'hh is nccusaty -
for any ‘follow-up raguding queutionnaira retutqn nnd to. mtch centx;al/junior
'high schools-and’ .asgociated ‘feeder- schools with theiz ' ‘requctive boards. No .~
individual participant or achool name will ‘ever . be identified 1n the body of
this study,, Lo _._, e SR

e T It 15 extramaly i.mportant: that you tupond to this 1ettat and Te

T tum thﬂ completad quutionnaire a8 soon ‘a8 poa-iblo.. “A utmped. selt-uddreaaed;
anvelope is ptovided “for .this" purpou.. “LE you should require any’ .additioml .
" Lnfomation, pleaae contact me at: 753—1.200 (u: ; 3221) o 753-5983.

Thsnk you Eor: yout hel.p in thia mttet., ,': 5

Youta sincerely v

tytg P. - Cotmbs,
"____Buutche: '

'Dmnin i.' V’ft"d’l’an. "l”h'%"
Project Advuor T
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H ' ,

MEMORIAL UNIVER.S]TY OF NEWFOUNDLAND
' S(. J'ohn l.\Ncwfound.land Ca.nada AIB 3X8

A few weeks ago Hr. Tyril ~Coombs, »grnduata athdent in!

Educationnl Adlninistrntion forwarded. you a questicnnaire, dealing -

vith promotion prauuc\ea of. Newfoundlaud cantul/junior hf.gh schoolq .

" and’ associlated feeder schools. In the eveat you’ have ‘nét nlrendy- A

comﬁleted this” qusutionnaire. would you please take &’ “Eéw ‘dinutes

of your busy schadule to’ complete and., teturn it as sdon as po-sibla S

: Nat only -are .ths. result- of:your queutionmtu lmportant to ‘thisi,

N study. ‘bue a couparnt:ivq analyaiu of several othex gchools Gannot be - -y

m.ada until youra is' retumedy If. ydu have ratumed the’ questionnlire, N
ple“d ccepc our- sincere thanks. ‘Pleage be -assured. that no -

]

"inddv al. partictpant or. school will evex: be’ 1denc1f1cd Ln t:he . g
body of r.hia study._ - :

toa

o lf 'you hnvs mispldced or uot received the queutionnalre, M
- would ynu pleese adviae us sn l:ha!: we might: Eomrd you anothex‘.-

oura siuca!;elv,
PPN Jot

eyri¥e: Codmbs, ~_ .~ .01,
; Reselreher LN T w

"‘_mﬁ‘nu L. ‘L'realan.'Ph D,
- Projecr. Supnrvisor' »
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