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Abstract

April M. Maska
“What effect might the No Child Left Behind Act have on
Administrators and Teachers’ decisions to promote or retain the low

achieving student in the Elementary Grades”

2005
Dr Louis Molinari
Elementary Education

This study attempts to determine how this Act impacts professional
educators in their decisions regarding promotion or retention of the low achieving
student. Regular Educators in the West Deptford School District were asked to
participate to show whether NCLB impacts the professional educators within this
district when deciding whether to promote or retaiﬁ the low achieving student. A
Likert survey was designed and distributed to 51 professional educators within the
district. Of the educators asked, 21 responded. The suﬁey results were graphed
and analyze(i. The scores of the West Deptford School District participants were
compared to a hypothetical school district of professional experts.

Comparison of the groups measured by the results of this survey showed a
significant difference existed between tﬁe experts and educators resulting in the
rejection of the Null Hypothesis which states that there is no significant difference
between professional educators and experts decisions to promote or retain the low

achieving student when factoring in the No Child Left Behind Act.
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Chapter 1 — The Problem

Significance of the study

“The No Child Left Behind Act is potentially the most important education reform
since the nation embraced mandatory schooling” (How to Rescue Education, 2004).
Signed into law on January §, 2002, President George W. Bush has developed the most
dramatic educational changes since the Elementary and Secondary Education Act was
approved by Congress in 1965. The No Child Left Behind Act “contains the President’s
four basic education reform principles: stronger accountability for results, incfeased
flexibility and local control, expanded options for parents and an emphasis on teaching
methods that have been proven to work™ (No Child Left Behind In New Jersey, 2004).
As the President signed this act into law he said “T(;day begins a new era, a new time for
public education in our country. Our schools will have higher expectations-we believe
every child can learn. From this day forward, all students will have a better chance to
learn, to excel, and to live out tﬁeir cireams” (Friedri.ch, 2002).

The concept is positive and. promising with the ultimate goal of No Child Left
Behind having all students achieving at proﬁcient levels in reading and mathematics by
2014. “No Child Left Behind represents far-reaching, unprecedented education reform in
the United States. It’s the result of a long public policy debate that has involved teachers,
administrators, parents, and lawmakers, all of whom put forth significant time and effort

with the intent of building a system that works” (Friedrich, 2002). We must now decide



how much we really know about this act, how it affects the educator and is it really
helping the low achieving student. Since its inception ‘in 2001, the No Child Left Behind
Act has become the buzz word in the worid of academia. The Federal Government is
lboking at each state to make sure that they are following the No Child Left Behind
mandated guidelines, States are looking to their school districts and expecting them to
show adequate yearly growth, Districts are looking to their administrators in each school
and demanding that they meet high academic standards, Administrators are looking at
their teachers to ensure that they are considered “‘highly qualified” and teaching the
required curriculum that will help students do well on standa?dized testing. Finally,
teachers are looking at their students to see how their progress is going and if their low
achieving students are making the progress prescribed to ensure adequate progress.

The NCLB Act has been in place for 2 years so it is only natural that teachers are now
asking themselves whether the guidelines set by No Child Left Behind is working and
how is it affecting the teache?s in the claésroom. The pressures put on the classroom
teacher to meet the needs of all of their students are greater than ever before. Gone are
the days when a teacher would teach to the middle of the class. Accountability is such
today that all students must make adequate progress by the end of each academic year.
What will that mean for the classroom teacher if one or more of their students do not
make adequate progress? ;t\fe teachers today changing their opinions as to wha{ to do
with their low achieving stlidents? Are they feeling pressured to make decisions
regarding the future of their students because of the ramifications of the No Child Left
Behind Act which may go against what they believe is better for the student? Federal

funding has been allotted to each state to help them be successful and achieve the goal



that all students become proficient by 2014. However, reports have admitted that the
Federal government has not fully funded the Education budget with states receiving only
a third of the promised funding. Programs needed to help the low achieving students are
not available because the funding isn’t there. “Although the NCLB law would allow for
increases in certain programs, those funds have not yet been pr'ovided. In fact, the
president for FY 2003 would underfund NCLB by some $7 billion” (Ferrandino and
Tirozzi, 2002). In New Jersey, U.S. Representative Robert Andrews has “alleged that
President Bush had failed to seek or approve $8 billion in funding needed to make the No
Child Left Behind program work in practice” (Cahir, 2003). Ultimately, it falls on the
teacher to make the necessary changes to help the low achieving student see success. We
need to ask ourselves if these changes are making a difference and are our students
making progress in the classroom. If not, then what are the options that the classroom
teacher has? They must decide whether to promote the low achieving student and hope
that progress is made or hold that student back in hopes that another year in the same
grade will help. “The No Child Left Behind Act increases the pressure on schools to raise
test scores by any means necessary, and one way to do that is to hold back the students
who do not test well. Given the number of problems facing public' schools in
disadvantaged communities, it is unreasonable to expéct significant and steady
improvement from year to year — especially where norm-referenced (percentile based)
testing is relied on. Thus, holding back low performing students becomes an attractive
solution” (Marshall, 2002). Ho;)vever, studies have shown that most of all retained
students continue to struggle in school and that retention did not help. Yet, what happens

to the low achieving students if they are sent on making minimal progress? Classroom



teachers are faced with the decision that would be best for the student but also shows that
the teacher has used appropriate teaching methods to foster a positive learning

environment and still show adequate yearly progress.
Summary

Teachers have always done What they have felt is best for their students. That is a
characteristic of teachers that will never change. When addfessing the low achieving
student, teachers are inclined to do what they féel will be best for that child. Howevér,
teachers must now take into account what the No Child Left Behind Act implies and how
they interpret the success or failure of their low achieving student. In the West Deptford
Township School District, there are three elementary schools. These schools are situated
in different socioeconomic neighborhoods. The teachers in these three elementary
schools follow the same New Jersey Core Curriculum Standards, District curriculum and
instruction and similar teacher interventions as set by the district for their low achieving
students. The decisions made in each of these elementary buildings regarding their low
achieving students have an impact on each schools “adequate yearly progress’ and on the

standardized testing results required by the State of New Jersey.

With the inception of the No Child Left Behind Act and the demand for “highly
qualified” teachers in each classroom, the question to be answered is whether the
decisions made regarding the promotion or retention of the low achieving student is being

affected by the No Child Left Behind Act.



Purpose of the Study

Studies have proven repeatedly that retention is not the answer to helping the low
achieving student. Many experts believe that with early intervention strategies in place
such as “extended learning programs offering additional instruction before and after
school, on Saturdays, or for extended periods during the school day; classes on study
skills, and corresponding programs to help parents encourage study skills at home; one on
one tutoring with a teacher, or cross-age tutoring with an older student; changes in
teacher or classrop_m assignment and alternative instructional strategies, such as small
group instruction” (Alternatives to Social Promotion and Grade Retention, 1999), the low

achieving student will succeed in school with self confidence and a positive attitude.

The purpose of this Study isto discover if the inception of the No Child Left Behind
Act has impacted administrators and teachers when providing a positive learning
environment, addressing the needs of their low achieving students and preparing these

students to move on to the next grade level with the proper early interventions in place.

This study will also investigate if administrators and teachers have made any
changes in their classrooms to implement appropriate learning environments and aid their
low achieving student to meet success in each grade level but by not rely on retention as

an answer to helping these students.
Specific Hypothesis
The following hypothesis was presented for investigation:

There will be no significant differences between administrators and teachers in

the West Deptford School District and Professional experts’ decision to promote or retain



the low achieving student in the Elementary Grades with the importance placed on the No

Child Left Behind Act.

Method of Study

Through a corﬁbination of research and the vafying socioeconomic neighborhoods
in West Deptford Township School District, a survey will be developed and given to
the total of 51 admi’njstrators and teachers within each of the three elementary
buildings. The results of this survey will be compared to a hypothetical school

district of professional experts and analyzed.
Design

The ;mdy is designed to prove that the participants of the survey will
A show no difference in how they perceive the apbropriate educational approach for the
low achieving student in the Elementary Grades since the inception of the No Child
Left Béhind Act when compared to a hypothetical school district of professional

experts.

Instrumentation

A survey of 20 questions will be asked of each participant. The scoring
will be from 5 to 1 with 5 being “strongly agree” tol being “strongly disagree”.
Participants will be expected to answer each of the questions based on their
knowlédge of the No Child Left Behiﬁd Act and their educational beliefs on
achieving academic success for their low achieving student whether that is through

promotion or retention.



Limitation of the Study

The s;[udy is iimited to a timeframe. Participants iﬁ this study will be from
three elementary schools in one school district. The participants will be given a two
week period to complete the survey and return the completed results to the researcher.
The study is restricted to one school distriqt with the same Superintendent and
Supervisor of Curriculum and Instruction fof all three schools. The participants are all
teaching from the same curriculum and methods of instruction as set by West

Deptford Township School District.
Definition of Terms Used

No Child Left Behind Act: This act was signed into law on January 8, 2002 by
President George W. Bush. This act focuses on four basic education reform
principles: stronger accountability for results, increased flexibility and local control,
expanded options for parents, and an emphasis on teaching methods that have been

proven to work.

Adequate Yearly Progress: The amount of improvement each student makes each

year toward an academic goal.

Elementary and Secondary Act: This act was enacted in 1965 to provide

guidance and funds to K — 12 schools.

Highly qualified teacher: A teacher who holds a bachelor’s degree, full state

certification or licensure and prove that they know each subject that they teach.

Retention: To retain or hold back a student who has not mastered the learning

requirements in a given grade.



Promotion: To advance a student to the next grade level who has mastered the

learning requirements in a given grade.

Standardized Tests: is any test that is used across a véﬁety of schools or other
situations. Designers of such tests must specify a discrete corréct answer for every
question. This type of test includes both achievement (which measures knowledge
already kﬁown) and aptitude' (which attempts to predict future performance or

potential) tests given to grade-school students.
Curriculum: All the courses of study offered by an educational institution.

New Jersey Core ‘Curriculum Standards: In 1996, the New Jersey State Board of
Education adopted the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards, an ambitious
framework for educational reform in the State’s public schools. New Jersey’s
standards were created to improve student achievement by clearly defining what éll
students should know and be able to do at the end of thirteen years of public

education,

Local Educational Agencies: Any local educational agency as defined in section

198 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 3381).
Organization of Thesis

This study will be completed in three stages. First, the research will be
conducted on the No Child Left Behind Act, effects of retention versus promotion,
and the qualifications of a “highly qualified’ teacher. Second7 this research will be
compiled into a survey to be taken by 51 participants in the West Deptford Township

School District. Third, the data taken from this survey will support the hypothesis



that there will be no significant difference between teachers and administrators in the
West Deptford School District and Professional Experts decision to promote or retain
the low achieving student in the Elementary Grades as a result of the No Child Left

Behind Act.



Chapter 2 — Review of the Literature

Introduction

This study looks at the impact the No Child Left Behind Act has on one school
district, its teachers and administrators, and the implicatioﬁs it has on our low
achieving students. As we move forward to discover any implications, we need to
understand the law itself and how it has been working over the past three years. We
will also look at whether educators have been struggling to show adequate yearly
progress, improved standardized test scores and providing the additional help needed
fo.r the low achieving or at risk student. The review of the literature has been done in
threev.parts: First an in depth look at NCLB and how it has been received by school
districts and parents, second is teécﬁers opinion of NCLB and third, the history of

retention and its success rate for the low achieving student.
- No Child Left Behind Act

Hailed as one of the most important reforms in public education today, one must
loqk at how it has affected our schools and the difference it has made on our
educational progress. “Since 1965, when the federal government embarked on its first
major elementary-secondary edﬁcation initiétive, federal policy has strongly
influenced America’s schools” (No Child Leﬁ Behind, 2004). The idea and purpose

behind NCLB has many merits. If implemented correctly this act could help students

10



across the nation achieve to the best of their ability. “The féderal government’s
landmark and bi-partisan 2001 legislative renewal of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, No Child Left Behind, will have a profound impact on every school
district, school building, and classroom in the country. While the actual legislation is
some 1,400 pages in length, the key provisions appear to boil down to a few critical

components, notably:

* Every child in the country at specified grade levels must achieve state-
determined and tested levels of proficiency in math and language arts by the 2004-05
school year. They will then need to reach predetermined proficiency levels in science

starting in 2007-08. Proficiency will be defined on a state-by-state basis.

* Every school must come up with a plan for adequate yearly progress (AYP),
which will provide annual benchmarks for ongoing improvement in performance of

all students.

* The AYP benchmarks will need to be met, not only by the total student
population, but also by nine subgroups, broken down in the categories of gender,
racial/ethnic minority (four groups), disability, limited English proficient, low

income/economically disadvantaged, and migrant.
* All schools must empldy highly qualified teachers.

* Ten percent of all Title I funds must be spent on professional development.”
(Daggett, 2004). Over the years many improvements have been written which were
added to the original act of 1965 to help students achieve across the nation. “NCLB is

the most far reaching social policy enacted in the last 35 years. The effects of this

11



ﬂ policy have been largely ignored by both political parties as the debate in an election
year has focused almost entirely on whether it has been adequately funded. Results
for America is calling for a more open and full debate by all parties on the real effects
this policy is having on kids, their learning, the teaching profession and families”
(Leskin, 2004). So what is the effect that NCLB is having on school districts across
the country? A press release last December stated that “No Child Left Behind is
designed to change the culture of America’s schools by closing the educational
achievement gap, offering more flexibility, giving parents more options and teaching
- students based on what works” (Aspey and Webb, 2003). However, this new policy
comes with added pressures to our school districts. “Under the act’s strong
accountability prqvisions, states must describe how they will close the achievement
gaps and make éure all students, including those who are disadvantaged, achieve
academic proficiency. In addition, they must produce annual state and school district
report cards that inform parents and communities about state and school progress”
(Aspey and Webb, 2003). During this same month, when reviewing the mandated
standardized testing, “Reading School District in Pennsylvania sued over its low
performance rating, saying its Spanish-speaking students could not read the tests.
About two-thirds of the disﬁicts 16,000 students are Hispanic; 15 percent have
limited English proficiency” (Almohd, 2004). Is NCLB working? Are school districts
seeing a difference in their students? Are teachers and administrators embracing
NCLB or are they feeling pressured by unrealistic goals? What about the low
achieving student? Are they making the improvements under NCLB as prescribed?

The NEA has much to say on this issue. “The National Education Association has

12



consistently sought to guarantee every child an equal épportunity to succeed in our
nation’s public schools.” (NEA:No Child Left Behind, 2004). “The No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 presents real obstacles to helping students and strengthening
public schools because it focuées on: punishment rather than assistance, mandate;s
rather than support for effective pro gfams, privatizatioﬁ rather than teacher-led family
oriented solutions” (NEA: No Child Left Behind, 2004). Yet éthers have a different
perspective on what the President is trying to accomplish. This past summer, Sol
Stern wrote an article on how President Bush should be labeled as the education
president. “For NCLB’s reading initiative alone, Bush richly deserves the title
education president. But in addition, NCLB, though not perfect, is a powerful
instrument of reform in other ways” (Stern, 2004). Stern went on to write that “the
educrats have ample reason to be upset. Before NCLB, the public schools’ failure to
educate poor minority kids resulted in ever-increasing streams of federal money to
local districts-more than $200 billion over the last four decades, disbursed with no
questions asked. Now along comes Bush, requiring state and local districts to prove
that programs that federal dollars pay for have a solid scientific basis and actually
work” (Stern, 2004). President Bush had stated during his first campaign, before
NCLB was enacted that “We will start by funding only what works in education-only
those methods and ideas that prove their power to close the achievement gap. We
need good, reliable, scientific information on the best methods of teaching. What the
federal government sponsors, however, is often sloppy apd trendy, focusing on self-
esteem over basic skills. My administration will require every federal program — in

teacher training, curriculum research, school safety — to prove results. If it can’t, we

13



will shift that money into a program this is using it wisely. No federal education
program will be reauthorized merely because it has existed for years. It is more
important to do good than to feel good” (No Child Left Behind, 1999). These are
powerful implications in NCLB that would mean great and positive changes in
education however that is not always the case. Richard Guida, a lawyer for the
Reading School District feels that “It’s a wonderful title, No Child Left Behind. Who
could ever disagree with that? But kids are all different and, unfortunately, this éalls
for a céokie cutter approach to education that doesn’t take difference into account.
Some kids will be left behind” (Almond, 2004); New Jersey Education Association
President Edithe Fulton had spoken'befdre a joint meeting of the Assembly Federal
‘Relations and Education committees on the impact of NCLB. She has strong opinions
of NCLB and its impac.t on schools and the community. She says that “NCLB does
little to help students because it: relies on punishment rather than assisting students
and schools with the gfeatest needs, relies on privatization rather than teacher-led,
family-oriented solutions. NCLB evaluates schools bases on yearly standardized tests
for students in grades three through eight. Many schools are cutting curriculum not
related to the test, and teachers are forced to teach to the test. The rigid regimen fits
all students into a cookie-cutter model, despite how they learn. Instead, students
should be judged by all their work, including homework, attendance, participation
‘and oral presentation, not just one test. Additionally, teachers and school employees
traditionally have helped children succeed in whatever areas the student has ability or
talent — academics, music, art, athletics, etc. NCLB insists there is only one single

standard of success — narrow academic rote learning.” (No Child Left Behind:
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Rhetoric V. Reality, 2004). Besides the rigid testing and accountability, districts have
to face whether funding and proper programming will be available to help their low
achieving students. “The premise of the No Child Left Behind Act is admirable but
the practice is severely lacking. While the program is uﬁder funded and awkward in
its adherence problems it is also sucking up supplemental monies that provide life
skills programs and creative material that is necessary to a well rounded education.
There is a huge gap between getting a great education and having the life skills to use
that education in real life. Academics are only part of the equation when we are
speaking of the success of the next generation” (No Child Left Behind Holds Every
Child Back, 2004). Public Schools have been working with this Act in our districts
for 3 years now and now it is time to look back and see what has been accomplished.
According to the Editor of the NJEA Reporter “Our first four years under President
Bush has been difficult for public educ;ation. This cornerstone of his education policy
— The so-called No Child Left Behind Act — boasted bi-partisan support when it was
passed. However, it has turned out to be a grossly under funded mandate intent on
destroying public confidence in our nation’s public schools. Negative labels and
unpreced;:nted standardized testing and private school .vouchers are just fwo features
of this law. The president has already said he is unwilling to make changes to NCLB.
As a matter of fact, in his speech before the Republican National Convention, he
called for even MORE standardized testing” (Hiltner, 2004). So, if there are problems
with NCLB, what are school districts going to do? If their funding is cut, how will
they be able to offer programs and sufficient support for the low achieving student?

“NCLB’s unfounded mandate to eliminate all test-score gaps in 12 years assumes that

15



schools by themselves can overcome tl;e educational consequences of poverty and
racism. Not only has the federal government failed to meet the social, economic, and
health-related needs of many children, but NCLB itself does not authorize nearly
enough funding to meet its new requirements. The Bush administration has sought
almost no increase in ESEA expenditures for the coming year. The current education
appropriations bill before Congress would under fund the already inadequate
authorized spending levels by nearly $8 billion. Meanwhile, states are suffering their
worst budget crises since World War II and cutting education as Well as the social
programs needed by low-income people” (Neill, 2003). Besides lack of funds to aid

school districts, we are still facing AYP through standardized test scores.

Under NCLB, schools must show AYP or face being labeled as “needing
improvement” or “failing”, risk losing what federal funding they receive and possibly
look at being restructured in the future. Is testing the appropriate way to assess how
children are learning in schools? “Even if the testing were appropriate, the plan starts
it too late. Too late, at least, for eliminating the rich-poor achievement gap. Currently,
it is too late once the child is born. Poor mothers often do not receive the pre-natal
care they need, especially in the first trimester, and as a direct consequence, some
children are born with conditions that later impair their intellects. No wonder that a
US. Depértment of Education study found that children from low-income families
were mentally well behind their middle glass peers—in kindergarten. A program that
doesn’t get any formal information about children’s functioning until the end of third
grade is doomed” (Bracey, 2001). School districts are faced with the very real

problem of showing that all children regardless of their socio-economic backgrounds
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will progress as proven by standardized testing. “Bush’s plan is fragmented,
incoherent and poorly thought out. It has been flung together with clichés, buzz
phrases, and piecemeal ideas. It bears all the hallmarks of haste, of ideological rather
than logical and systemic thinking. It reveals an extremely limited understanding of
how schools work, what education means or how children learn. No workable bill can

emerge from it” (Bracey, 2001).

It is the opinion of many that teachers and administrators have taken their
responsibilities seriously when it comes to the academic success of their students.
“Teachers want to achieve the No Child Left Behind Act’s goals of closing the
achievement gap and helping all students achieve to high standards. And yet,. they are
pragmatic about what it will take-more than rhetoric and political posturing. It will
take resources for things that work” (New NCLB survey: teachers want reform that
makes sense, 2004). Has there ever been a time where educators did not do the best
that was available for the low achieving student? “Education reform was already
underway in most states and that, in many cases, the No Child Left Behind Act has
interfered with those efforts” (New NCLB survey: teachers want reform that makes

sense, 2004).

Teachers’ Opinion of No Child Left Behind

The implementation of NCLB depends on how teachers and school districts
interpret the law and what steps must be taken to see that qll schools show academic
growth and improvement each year. “At a legislative hearing held by State Assembly
member Loni Hancock, D-Berkeley, the educators shredded the No Child Left

Behind Act, saying that the law will actually damage the quality of K-12
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education”(Chen, 2003). Another reports states that “Teachers want to achieve the No
Child Left Behind Act’s goals of closing the achievement gap and helping all students
achieve to high standards. And yet, they are pragmatic about what it will take — more
than rhetoric and'political posturing. It will take resources for things that work”
(Listening to Teachers: Classroom Realities and No Child Left Behind, 2004).
Teachers have been vocal on their opinions of NCLB. In a recent article “The
American Association of Family and Consumer Sciences reports that most FCS

. teachers say the new initiative has not been very effective. Slightly more than 68
percent of the teacheré indicated' test scores or student performance had not improved
in their classe; since implemented, while almost 32 percent felt they’d seen
improvemént. Similar findings were reportéd for the (iuestion, ‘Do you think NCLB
enhanced or will enhance the ed;lcation of children in America?’ of the teachers
responding, 62 percent said they did not thing NCLB had enhanced or would enhance
the education of American children and , slightly more than 37 percent responded

positively” (Do NCLB Results Match Promise? FCS Teachers Poll Says No, 2004).

A survey that was conducted by the Civil Rights project at Harvard University

stétes a “study found that, contrary to conventional wisdom, education reform was
already underway in most states and that, in many cases, the No Child Left Behind
Act has interfered with those efforts” (New NCLB survey: teachers want reform that
makes sense, 2002 — 2004). “In a talkback forum, a number of teachers posted
comments suggesting that socioeconomic factors play too great a role in student
performance for educators to be held solely accountable for getting 100 pércent of

students to meet progress goals. Sheri McLeod-Rose characterized the accountability
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requirements for student achievement as ‘absurd, I have never met one educator that
was not in support of the success of every student. But ‘No Child Left Behind’ Act
assumes the responsibility is only up to the education system” (Stone, 2003). One
writer states that “education in this country is a mess. With the NCLB Act, Congress
and President Bush are telling educators to clean up that mess. No one has said ‘or
else’, but the implication is there. Who will do it if educators don’t? And what
valuable stuff will our students lose if that happens? Many of the teachers I know are
worried about the implications of NCLB. They’re worried that federal interference in
éducation will squash their creativity, override their judgment, and turn them into
assembly line workers, producing reading-and math-literate students (perhaps), who
are knowledgeable about facts bgt educated only in the art of test taking.” (Starr,
2002‘). Others have said that “No Child Left Behind is not the best accountability
system ever invented. But, most policy makers and educators say, it has the right
idea”. Mathews continues to say that “learning should be measured with tests.
Standardized test are in many ways better then the teachers’ tests that have ruled
schools up to nm)v, because teachers can quietly deéide not to test concepts that they
have failed to teach well. Other forms of assessment, such as collections of work and
conversations with teachers, have potential, but nobody has yef shown a way to make
them work well with elementary school children from low-income homes” (Mathews,

2004).

Comments on another aspect of NCLB called AYP, teachers participating in a
Harvard University Project had this to say, “They did not believe that identifying

schools that had not made adequate yearly progress would lead to school
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improvement. They viewed the transfer option quite negatively but were somewhat
more positive about the potential of supplemental educational services to improve
schools. Teachers strongly believed that the NCLB sanctions would unfairly reward
and punish teachers. Many of the teachers in schools that were identified as needing
improvement do not plan to be teaching in them five years in the future. Teaéhers also
believed that NCLB sanctions would cause teachers to transfer out of schools not
making adequate progress. These results suggest that there is a very serious problem
in gettihg teachers to make a long-term commitment to teach in poorly performing
schools and that designating schools as ‘in need of improvement’ under NCLB may
| make things worse” (Kim, Orfield, Sunderman, and Tracey, 2004). This n;,port went
on to say that the “Teachers confirm that the NCLB accountability system is
influencing the instructional and curricular practices of teachers, but it is producing
unintended and possibly negative consequences. They reported that, in response to
NCLB accountability, they ignored important aspects of the curriculum, de-
emphasized or neglected untested topics, and focused instruction on the tested
subjects, probably excessively. Teachers rejected the idea that the NCLB testing
requirements would focus teacher’s instruction or improve curriculum” (Kim,
Orfield, Sunderman and Tracey, 2004). Finally, “committed but dispirited, most
teachers say they are unfairly blamed for shortcomings, undermined by parents and
distrustful of their bosses” (The Bush “No Child Left Behind Law” Means Most

Schools Will Fail by 2009, 2003).
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Retention

With the NCLB Act in place, administrators and teachers must decide what to do
with their low achieving student. To make AYP, decisions must be made regarding
the below aiferage student, and the effects their academic progress has on the teacher,
school, and fhe district. Are educators thinking about what is best for the student or |
for the school because of the implementation of the NCLB Act? Should students be

retained for another year if they have not mastered the required curriculum?

“The whole idea of grade retention-holding kids back-is tremendously popular
because it sounds like common sense. If students aren’t achieving, you hold them
back a year and they do better. Research shows it doeén’t work that way” (Holding
back students no help, 2004). Retention has always been deemed the answer to the
low achieving student. Many districts across the nation have done just that to help the
low achieving student meet success. But does it work and what are the long term
effects? “Research examining the overall effects of 19 empirical studies conducted
during the 1990’s compared outcomes for students who were retained and matched
comparison stﬁdents who were promoted. Results indicate that grade retention had a
negative impact on all areas of achievement (reading, math and language) and socio-
emofional adjustment (peer relationships, self esteem, problem behaviors, and
attendance)” (Position Statement on Student Grade Retention and Social Promotion,
2003). Can there be any positive results to retaining the low achieving student?
“Initial achievement gains may occur during the year the student is retained.
However, the consistent trend across many research studies is that achievement gains

decline within 2-3 years of retention, such that retained children either do no better or
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performed more poorly than similar groups of promoted children. This is true whether
children are compared to same-grade peers or comparable students who were
promoted” (Position Statement on Student Grade Retention and Social Promotion,
2003). Linda Darling-Hammond, Executive Director of Columbia University’s

" National Restructuring Education, Schools, and Teaching “concedes that grade
retention might benefit somé students short term but in the long term, holding
students back puts them at risk. More often the students who are retained never catch
up acad&niéally. Many evenfually drop out and some end up ir; the juvenile justice
system” (Black, 2004). If the results regarding retention are negative, why do so

many districts do it?

“Under the laws, the school is penalized for poor test scores, but not for holding
children back-if it were, you might see a lot more effort placed on individual tutoring
and remediation. A chﬂd who is denied promotion to the next grade based on a test
score is, indeed, a child who has been left behind. Study after study shows that
retention, for most children, does more harm than good. High stakes standardized
testing places increased burdens on the student, and forces teachers and struggling
students to de;fote time to 'practice and preparation for the artificial environment of
testing rather than working on strengthening basic skills. Testing should be used as a
means of qualifying students for additional support and help, not as an additional
barrier laid before the students who already milst work the hardest to progress”
(Marshall, 2002). Shane Jimerson of the University of California, Santa Barbara feels
that before making any decisions on whether to promote or retain a low achieving

student that teachers should be aware of the following research “Retaining
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elementary-age students may provide an achievement ‘bounce’, but gains tend to be
slight and temporary; once the bounce tapers off, students either level off or again fall |
behind their classmates. Retaining kindergarten and first grade students as a
preventive intervention is no better for students than retaining them in upper grades
and retaining students without providing specific remedial strategies and attending to
students’ risk factors has little or no value” (Black, 2004). In a‘recent article, it was
stated that “Teachers may believe retention does no harm, but (Beckie) Anderson
says researcher’s interviews with children who were held back in elementary school
tell a different story. More thaﬁ 25 pércent of the children were too ashamed to admit
that ﬁey had failed a grade. Almost without exception, the retained children said
staying back made them feel “sad”, “bad™ and “upset,” and they thought repeating a

grade was “punishment.” (Black, 2004).

In the New York City school aistﬁct, retention is being used for the low achieving
student. “The city’s Department of Education released the so-called holdover
numbers. After last year’s standardized exams taken by about 80,000 third-graders in
the spring, there were 939 third-graders who had already been held over at least once
and who scored poorly 6n one or both of the tests. Some left the city’s school system,

‘and 907 entered the summer school program. Eighty-two percent of those students, or
746, were promoted to the fourth-grade after passing the failed exam or through their
in-class portfolios, according to the department. For those who were held over again,
city officials said they are being monitored, among other ways, through so-called
personal intervention plans. The plans are an evaluation of support services for

struggling third and fourth graders who scored poorly on citywide exams.” (Cruz,
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2004). Another article stated that “in the short term, retaining kids this year will
make next year’s AYP scores look better. But what about the long term
consequences? The relatio-nshjps between retention, race and dropout rates are amply
documented in research on retention. Hold ten students back a grade and only three
will be around on graduation day; hold those students back twice and none will
complete school. And African-American and Latino students are retained at twice the
rate of white students” (Ohanian, ‘2003). “Critics of the retention plan have cited
research showing that holding children back leads to greater dropout rates, causing
moré harm than good; supporters, including New York City Schools Chancellor Joel
I. Klein, have attributed the city’s dropout rate to a history of promoting students
despite poor performance, only to be lost in high school” (Gootman, 2004). More
research states “schools often retain on the basis of a shortsighted belief that repeating
a grade will give kids a boost that will last through 12 grade. It’s true that retention
reaches far into studénts’ futures, butv often the long-term effects are devastating.

J imérson’s studies show that students who are retained once are 40 to 50 percent
more likely to drop out that promoted students. Retaining Astudents twice doubles their
chances of dropping out raising thé risk to 90 percent” (Black, 2004). Lorrie Shepard,
Co-editor of a book on retention in 1989 states Fhat- “one factor contributing to the
widespread support for tough promotibn policies is that teachers feel pressured to
retain students by their colleagues in the next grade. It’s very hard for a teacher to
examine her own beliefs about whether retention is a good thing or not, because she
has to fight her colleagues. Another problem is that most alternatives to retention cost

money, which must be requested in a district’s budget on a line-item basis. In
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contrast, the cost of retention is hidden in a school system’s general education budget
and billed to the state in the form of per pupil costs.” (Olsen, 1990). Another reason
mentioned in the literature as to why teachers retain is thét “teachers promote
retention because they believe it is an effective remediational strategy. To the extent
that retention, at least in the early grades, shows some short term benefits for
students, teachers’ conclusions are understandable. Teachers in the early grades are
not able to follow their students over time to see the effects of their decisions on

students’ later development.”(Roderick, 1995).

And to sum up this debate, “Neither social promotion nor grade retention is an
effective remedy for low student achievement. Instead, schools must ensure that all
students have opportunities for learning as well as support and assistance when
needed. Through ﬁe use of school structures and policies that support intensive
learning, professional development for teachers, prevention and intervention
strategies, and assessments that inform teaching, schools can help children reach their
full academic potential and achieve success both in school and in life” (Alternatives
to Social Promotion and Grade Retention, 1999). NCLB does not demand retention
for low achieving students however with the AYP, retention is one possible way to

raise district scores.
Summary
The No Child Left Behind Act started out as a good idea with many possibilities.
However, strict mandates, under funding, labeling of schools and standardized tests

have made this Law difficult for many administrators and teachers. Stan Scheer,

Superintendent of Littleton Public Schools in Colorado feels that “while there is a
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place for the Federal government to be involved (in eduéation), it is not at the level
we now have with NCLB. It is a state responsibility and more importantly, a local
responsibility through loc;al governance in concert with state expectations. In
addition, it is the state that creates the consistent on-going revenue streams that are
essential for the stability of the local éystems. The soft-money from the Feds will
never be a good source for supporting reoccurring expense that tends to inflate every
year. The fact is, if you want to serve others at a level where you truly are going to
serve all kids and leave ﬁo child behind, it is labor intensive and cannot be done just
because of slogans based on good intentions™ (Scheer, 2003). Have we as educators
had to embrace NCLB too quickly? “NCLB may well have been too fast out of the
gate and too crude in how it rates schools. Even after a built-in yearlong delay, the
law?s school rating system sets an extremely high standard for academic achievement,
compared to what most schools have experienced in the past, and relies on a
simplistic thumbs-up, thumbs-down approach instead of giving schools letter grades
or numerical scores” (A Failing Grade, 2003). Finally, teachers and administrators
need to look at how they can better serve the low achieving student in their schools
without the constant worry of consequences set forth by the No Child Left Behind

Act.
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Chapter 3 — Design of the Study
Introduction

The major purpose of this study is to determine whether the No Child Left
Behind Act has ariy influence over decisions made by administrators and teachers

regarding whether to promote or retain the low achieving student.
Setting

The study was completed by the teachers and administrators in the
Greenfields, Oakview and Red Bank Elementary Schools in the West Deptford
School District in West Deptford, New Jersey. West Deptford is located in the
northwestern part of Gloucester County in Southern New Jersgy. The majority of the
families in the district can be considered to be from mixed socioeconomic classes.

" The .educators asked to participate in this study were the Supgfintendent, Supervisor
of Curriculum and Instruction, the three building principals and 43 regular education
teachers (5 male and 43 female) who ages range from 25 to 58 years of age. The

teachers instruct in grades from Kindergarten to Fourth Grade.
Description of Instrument Used

The instrument used in this project was a Likert survey developed by the
author of this study consisting of 20 questions pertaining to the No Child Left Behind

Act, the participants’ knowledge of this act and the effect that this act may have on
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the educators decision to promote or retain the low achieving student in the
Elementary Grades. The questions were to be answered using values from 5 to 1 with
5 being strongly agree and 1 being strongly disagree. Participants were encouraged to
offer comments to explain a point or opinion.given by each participant. The survey
was developed by the author of this study and is being used to gain insight from the
opinions of educators, their knowledge of the No Child Left Behind Act and how this

act may have affected them in the classroom since its inception.
Validity and Reliability

The survey was given to four elementary teachers and one child study team
member in the West Deptford School District who agreed that the survey was valid.
The survey was proven reliable when given to these same five individuals on two

'separate dates.
Relationship of the Instrument to the Null Hypothesis

The hYpothesis states that there will be no significant difference between
the opinions of professional educators and experts in their decision regarding the low

achieving student when factoring in the No Child Left Behind Act.

The purpose of the survey was to determine the concept and implication of the No

Child Left Behind Act on the decisions made by professional educators.

Further analysis will reveal whether there is a difference in the retention and
promotion policy implied in the No Child Left Behind Act. This will be determined

by the statistical analysis of the results of the survey.
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Procedure

Administrators and teachers were sent an e-mail within the district
introducing the purpose of the study and the significance of the survey. Beginning on
January 31, 2005 and continuing until February 11, 2005, teachers and édministrators
were given letter of agreement and guarantee of anonymity to be signed by each
participant along with the survey. Each participant had been told as to how the results
would be used and included in this study. All completed surveys were then collected
by each building principal within 5 days of the participants’ receipt of the survey. All
of the completed surveys were sent by the building principals to the Oakview School
building principal for' collection and for protecting the privacy of each educator’s
participation. The Oakview principal then gave completed surveys to this author for

study and analysis.
Time Period for Data Collection

The Administrators V\;ere asked to distribute and collect the letters of
agreement and surveyé within a two week period. The participants were instructed to
.complete the letters of agreement and surveys within a 5 day time period. This time
period gave all administrators and teac_:hers a reasonable amount of time to complete

the survey and have the results returned to this author to study and analyze.

The survey was well received by many of the participants who were asked
to be included in this study. The educators who responded felt that they did so

honestly and were willing to comment on many of the questions that were asked of
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them. Several of the teachers expressed interest by e-mail in the outcome of the study

and asked to be informed as to the results found in the analysis.
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Chapter 4 — Analysis of the Data

Description and Analysis of the Data

The main purpose 6f this study is to discover whether the enactment of the
No Child Left Behind Act has made an impact on professional educators in the
classroom especially in depisions made regarding the low achieving student. To
accomplish this, a survey was given to administrators and teachers in one school
district where the No Child Left Behind Act is to have impacted educators inithe
classroom. The final outcome is to prove the null hypothesis that there is no
significant difference between administrators and teachers’ in West Deptford School
District and Professional experts’ decisions to promote or retain the low achieving

student when factoring in the No Child Left Behind Act.

The researcher of this study developed a survey of 20 questions which
addressed the No Child Left Behind Act, professional educators understanding of this
act, and how it affects these educators in the classroom. The survey further asks
participants whether the No Child Left Behind Act has had any influence over their

decision to promote or retain the low achieving student.

This survey’s (Appendix B) 20 questions were randomly listed on the
three sub hypotheses of this study. This was done deliberately to assure that the
participants were answering each question separately and not as a topic. A second

survey (Appendix A) was developed by grouping the same questions by topic to aid
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the reader when reviewing the data and results of this study. The survey was
distributed to 43 Kindergarten to 4™ grade regular education teachers, 3 principals and
2 administrators in the West Deptford School District. Of these 48 educators, 21
professionals agreed to participate. The results of this survey will help determine
whether the null hypothesis will be accepted or rejected which states that there will be
no significant difference between experts opinions compared to administrators and
teachers decision to promote or retain the low achieving student when factoring in the

No Child Left Behind Act.

The survey used in the project was developed on a Likert Scale of 5 to 1
with 5 being strongly aéee to 1 being strongly disagree. The survey asked questions
pertaining to the No Child Leﬁ Behind Act, teachers’ reactions and understanding of
this act and how this act affects them in regard‘tol their low achieving student. For the
research to be accurate, an understanding of the participants’ opinions toward the No

Child Left Behind Act and how it affects them was important to this study.

To determine tﬁe results of this survey, graphs were developed to
demonstrate the results of the three separate topics of questions. The questions were
discussed and resﬁ]ts were evaluated as a result of these graphs. Finally, a mean and
a t-value of Independent samples was determined using Stat Pak to test the Null

Hypothesis of each part of the survey as well as the complete survey.
Data Presentation

The survey (Appendix A) contained questions on three separate' parts of

the study. In the first part of the study, participants were asked to answer six
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statements or questions pertaining to their knowledge of the No Child Left Behind
Act, its implications on the West Deptford School District and whether the goals of

the No Child Left Behind Act can be attained.

As table 1 shows, the professionals surveyed had sﬁong opinions of
NCLB. Questions 1 asked teachers how well versed they are on the No Child Left
Behind Act. 72% of the respondents felt thaf they had some understanding of NCLB.
Question 2 then asked participants whether they felt that West Deptford has made
positive changes in policies and programs as a result of NCLB. 76% of the.
respondents felt that West Deptford has stepped up policies and programs as a result
of NCLB. Questions 3 asked educators whether schools were being punished by
being listed on the early warning or needs improvement lists when students
standardized test scores do n;)t reflect 95% student success as outlined in NCLB. 94%
of participgnts agree to strongly agree that schools are being punished by being listed
on early warning or needs improvement iisté. When asked on q\iestion' 4 whether
West Deptford is receiving the funding it needs to help meet the needs of the low
achieving students in the district, 71% somewhat to.‘strongly disagreed that West
Deptford is réceiving the fundiﬁg it needs to help meet the needs of the low achieving

students in the district.

The final two questions on this topic, numbers 5 and 6 respectively asked whether
the requirements of the NCLB Act are realistic and attainable for all students
‘regardless of their academic abilities and whether it is conceivable that all students
will achieve 100% proficiency by 2014 as outlined by the NCLB Act. 90% of the

participants somewhat to strongly disagreed on question 5 which states that the
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requirements of NCLB are realistic and attainable for all students regardless of their
academic abilities. The professional educators do not feel that this is attainable for all
students. On question 6, 100% of the participants responding somewhat to strongly
disagreed that all students will be able to achieve 100% proficiency by 2014 as
outlined by the No Child Left Behind Act. The professional educators do not believe

this is possible for all children.

Table 1 — Sub hypothesis one results on participants’ knowledge of the No Child
Left Behind Act, its implications on the West Deptford School District and whether
the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act can be attained.

Table 1

Participants ,
answers for 1
each question 8
or statement

@ Strongly Agree 5
@ somewhat agree 4
O agree 3

O somewhat disagree 2

ON A~ O®O

" 1 2 3 4 5 6 m strongly disagree 1

Scores for each of the 6
questions or statements

t-test for Independent Sample

Survey results for the first sub hypothesis on the six statements or questions
pertaining to participants’ knowledge of the No Child Left Behind Act, its
implications on West Deptford School District and whether the goals of the No Child
Left Behind Act can be attained were then entered into Stat Pak where a mean and t-

value were calculated to test the Null Hypothesis of this section of the survey. The
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independent scores of the participants from the West Deptford School District were
compared to the same number of answers from professional experts in a hypothetical

school district of professional experts.

Table 1A

Survey results on 6 questions or statements on the sub hypothesis of participants’
knowledge of No Child Left Behind, its implications on West Deptford School District
and whether the goals of NCLB can be attained.

Totaled professional experts scores of Totaled West Deptford Educators scores

hypothetical school district of professional "

experts '
1. 100 67
2. 100 37
3. 100 43
4, 100 60
5. 100 53
6. 100 53
7. 100 37
8. 100 | @
9. 100 ' 60
10. 100 47
11. 100 40
12. 100 50
13. 100 57
14. 100 53
15. 100 50
16. 100 47
17. 100 47
18. 100 50
19. 100 40
20. 100 . . 47
21. 100 B
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t-test for Independent Samples

Survey results from the group of professional experts test results of group

one compared to West Deptford School District test resuits of group two
Group 1 ~ Professional experts totaled survey scores

Group 2 ~ West Deptford School District totaled survey scores

Computed t-value is 29.92 with 40 degrees of freedom

Group 1

N\}mber of scores in group' one 21

Sum of scores in group one 2100.00
Mean of group one 100

Sum of squared scores in group one 210000.00
SS of group one 0.00
Group 2

Number of scores in group two 21

Sum of scores in group two 1028.00
Mean of group two 48.95
Sum of squared scores in group two 51546.00
SS of group two 1222.95
t-value 29.92
degree of freedom 40
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: Based on the statistical data for this first section of the survey as to there
being a significant difference between the participating professional educators and a
hypothetical group of professional experts’ opinions regarding their knowledge of the
No Child Left Behind Act and the impending success of NCLB, the null hypothesis
can be rej écted. Analysis of the completed data as showed by the above graph and the
results of the t-test proves that there is a significant difference between the educators’

opinion regarding their knowledge of NCLB and its impending success.
For the second part of the survey (Appendix A), participants were asked

to respond to statements or questions pertaining to implications the No Child Left
Behind Act may have on the teachers of West Deptford School District and their

decisions made in the classroom.

As this second graph sﬁows, the professional educators of West Deptford
are mixed as to how the NCLB Act a&fects them. Question 1 asked participants
whether West Deptford has made positive changes in curriéulum as a result of NCLB.
71% of the responses agree to strongly agree that the school district has been
proactive in this area. Question 2 asked educators whether they feel that their teaching
methods have come under scrutiny because of NCLB. 67% of the participants
somewhat to strongly disagree that their teaching methods have come under scrutiny
because of NCLB. However, 33 % of the responses agree to strongly agree that their
teaching methods are being looked at because of the impact of NCLB. The are many
teachers in the classroom who are affected by the enactment of the No Child Left
Behind Act and these responses should not be ignored. For Question 3, participants

were asked whether the achievement of the low achieving student is a reflection of
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their teaching methods since the inception of NCLB. 52% of the responses somewhat
to strongly disagree that the success of the low achieving student is a reflection ‘of
their teaching methods yet, 48% agree to strongly agree that the results of their low
achieving students are a reflection of their teaching methods since the inception of
NCLB. There is enough of a significant division between the West Deptford Teachers
feelings on this topic to show that NCLB does seem to have an impact in the
classroom. When asked to respond to question 4 where professional educators were
asked whether they felt the need to adjust their teaching beliefs when it comes to
educational decisions on behalf of the low achieving students because of the
implementation of NCLB, 52% somewhat to strongly disagreed that they needed to
adjust their teaching beliefs where 48% agree to strongly agree that they have
adjusted their educational beliefs on behalf of the low achieving students since the
inception of NCLB which again shows this districts educators divided on this topic.
Educators are mixed as to the pressures put upon them by the enactment of this act.
Question 5 asked prbfessional educators whether they have made any significant

- changes in their educational methods to help the low achieving students because of
NCLB. 62% of the participants ,ﬁgree to somewhat agree that the& have made some
significant changes in their educational methods because of NCLB which indicates
that this act does impact the teachers in the classroom. Question 6 asks participants
whethef the NCLB Act has made them find different approaches from what they were
already doing to help the low achieving student meet success in the classroom. 52%
responded that théy agree to strongly agree that they have tried to find different

approaches to help the low achieving student meet success in their classroom because
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of the implications of NCLB. However 48% of the participants’ somewhat to strongly
disagreé that they have tried to find different approaches to aid the low achieving
student in their classroom because of NCLB. The results of this question again
suggests that the professional educators are divided on this topic and NCLB has

impacted the teachers in the classroom in regard to the low achieving student.

Questions [0 and 11 >asked participants whethe; they have made significant
changes in their educational methods to help the low achieving student because of the
NCLB act and are they finding different approaches to help the low achieving student
meet success. Méfe participants somewhat agree or agree that th;:y have made
significant changes in the classroom because"of NCLB as well as finding different
approaches to aid their low achieving student because of NCLB. It is evident that
NCLB has made a difference in the classroom when aiding the low achieving student.
Question 7 outlines what a highly qualified teacher is under NCLB and 80% of the
responses agree to strongly agree that the guidelines are sufficient in proving that the
teaching staff is highly qualified. Question 8 asks the participants® whether their
educational credentials might come into question if the low achieving student in their
classroom does not meet enough success as outlined in NCLB. 71% of thé responses
somewhat to strongly disagree that their educational credentials will be a factor
should the low achieving étudent in their classroom does not meet enough success as
indicated iﬁ NCLB. When the participants were asked to respond to question 9 which
states that their peers are respbnding to the needs of the low achiei/ing‘ students in
cdmpliance with the NCLB A(‘;t, 95% agree to strongly agree that thei; peers have

responded to the needs of the low achieving student in compliance with the NCLB
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Act and many comments have indicated that their peers always ﬁave met the needs of
the low achieving student. When asked to respond to question 10 which states that

_ adjustments are needed to be made in the teaching methods of this district to meet the
needs of the low achieving student bécause of the NCLB Act, 62% of the participants
somewhat to strongly disagree that adjustments are needed to meet the low achieving
studeﬁts needs where 38% bf the responses indiwca"te tﬂat they agree that more needs to
be done to aid the low achieving student since the inception of NCLB. There is
enough responses to show that many educators feel that more needs to be done to
meet the needs of the low achieving student. The final question in this section, #11
asks the participants whether they feel that the NCLB Act has had any effect on their
teaching methods in the classroom regarding the low achieving student. 57% of the
responses indicate that educators’ somewhat to strongly disagree that the NCLB Act
has had any effect on their teaching methods in the classroom regarding the low
achieving student however 47% agree to strongly agree that the NCLB Act has had an
effect on their teaching methods. These results indicate that the teachers are divided
on this topic and NCLB has had an impact on many professional educafors in the -

" classroom regarding the low achieving student.
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Table 2 — Sub hypothesis two results on participants’ response to the implications
the No Child Left Behind Act may have on the teachers of West Deptford School
District and their decisions made in the classroom.

Table 2

It ‘ [ mstrongly agree 5 |
answers for each ‘
question or m somewhat agree 4 |
statement O agree 3
O somewhat 2

@ strongly disagree 1

10 1

Scores for each of the 11 questions or statements

t-test for Independent Sample

Survey results for the second sub hypothesis on the eleven statements or questions
pertaining to participants’ response to the implications the No Child Left Behind Act
may have on the teachers of West Deptford School District and their decisions made
in the classroom were entered into Stat Pak where a mean and t-value were calculated
to test the Null Hypotheses of this section of the survey. The independent scores of
the participants from the West Deptford School District were compared to the same
number of answers from professional experts in a hypothetical school district of

professional experts.
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Table 2A

Survey results on the 11 questions or statements of the sub hypothesis pertaining to
participants’ opinions pertaining to the implications the No Child Left Behind Act may
have on the teachers of West Deptford School District and their decisions made in the
classroom. :

Totaled professional experts scores of Totaled West Deptford Educators scores
hypothetical school district of professional
experts
1. 100 78
2. 100 35
3. 100 49
4. 100 44
5. 100 51
6. 100 73
7. 100 24
8. 100 49
9. 100 - 47
10. 100 51
11 100 36
12. 100 58
13. 100 60
14. 100 84
15. 100 60
16. 100 49
17. 100 65
18. 100 55
19. 100 78
20. 100 65
21. 100 35
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t-test for Independent Samples

Survey results from professional experts test results of group one

compared to West Deptford School District test results of group two

Group 1 ~ Professional experts totaled survey scores

Group 2 ~ West Deptford School District totaled survey scores

Computed t-value is 13.27 with 40 degrees of freedom

Group 1

Number of scores in group one
Sum of scores in group one

Mean of group one

Sum of squared scores in group one
SS of group one

Group 2

Number of scores in group two
Sum of scores in group tWo

Mean of group two

Sum of squared scores in group two
SS of group two

t-value

degree of freedom

43

21
2100.00
100
210000.00

0.00

21
1146.00

54.57

167464.00

4925.14

13.27
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Based on the statistical data for this second section of the survey as to
there being a significant difference between the participating professional educators
and a hypothetical group of professional experté’ 6pihions regarding participants’
opinions pertaining to the implications the No Child Left Behind Act may have on the
teachers of West Deptford School District and their decisions made in the classroom,
the null hypothesis can be rejected. Analysis of the completed data as showed by the
above graph and the results of the t-test proves that there is a significant difference
between the educators’ opinion pertaining to the implications the No Child Left
Behind Act may have on teachers of the West Deptford School District and their

decisions made in the classroom.

The final three questions of the survey (Appendix A) dealt with retention
and how the participants felt the No Child Left Behind Act influences their decisions

to promote or retain the low achieving student.

This final graph shows the participants’ résponses to the questions that
culminate the survey. Question 1 asks the professional educators‘whether they feel
pressured to compromise their educational beliefs when deciding to promote or retain
the low achieving student because of the NCLB Act. 62% of the participants strongly
disagreed or somewhat disagreed with this question whefe 38% agreed to strongly
agreed. More educators participating in this study feel that NCLB does not affect how
they feel when deciding whether to promote or retain the low achieving student yet,
the number of participants who do feel it act affects them again shows that NCLB has
had an impact on some educators in the classroom regaljding the low achieving

studerit. Questions 2 and 3 ask participants whether they are more compelled to retain
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their low achieving student because of the fear of not showing adequate progress in
the classroom because of NCLB and whether these decisions are respected by the
administration. 76% of the professional educators responded that they somewhat to
strongly disagree that they are more compelled to retain because of the fear of
showing adequate progress in the classroom when factoring in the NCLB Act and
86% feel that their decisions regarding the low achieving student is respected by the
administration. The No Child Left Behind Act does impact on participants when

making decisions regarding the low achieving student.

Table 3 — Sub hypothesis three results on participants’ opinions on how the No
Child Left Behind Act may influence their decision to promote or retain the low
achieving student.

Table 3

T
0T |

1 g
Participants | 1 __‘ |
resultsfor 6 @ strongly agree 5 I
each question 4 ﬁ @ somewhat agree 4 }‘
or statement " " Dagree 3 ‘\
0l ' O'somewhat disagree 2| i
1 2 3 m strongly disagree 1

Scores for each of the 3
questions or statements.
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t-test for Independent Sample

Survey results for the third sub hypothesis on the three statements or questions
pertaining to retention and how participants felt the No Child Left Behind Act
influences their decisions to promote or retain the low achieving student were entered
into Stat Pak where a mean and t-value were calculated to test the Null Hslpothesis of
this section of the survey. The independent scores of the participants from the West
Deptford School District were compared to the same number of answers from a

hypothetical school district of professional experts.
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Table 3A

Survey results on the three statements or questions pertaining to how participants felt
the No Child Left Behind Act influences their decisions to promote or retain the low
achieving student

Totaled professional experts’ scores of Totaled West Deptford Educators scores

hypothetical school district of professional

experts
1 100 S T3
2 100 60
3 100 47
4 100 33
5 100 o 33
6 100 : 47
7 100 53
8 100 53
9 100 60
10 100 33
11 100 | 67
12 100 60
13 100 | 67
14 100 60
15 100 60
16 100 ‘ | 40
17 100 : 40
18 100 53
19 100 _ 53
20 100 - 53
21 100 47
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t-test for Independent Samples

Survey results from professional experts test results of group one

compared to West Deptford School District test results of group two

Group 1 ~ Professional experts totaled survey scores

Group 2 ~ West Deptford School District totaled survey scores

Computed t-value is 19.07 with 40 degrees of freedom

Group 1
Number of scores in group one
Sum of scores in group one

Mean of group one

Sum of squared scores in group one |

SS of group one

Group 2

Number of scores in group two
Sum of scores in group two

Mean of group two

Sﬁm of sciuared scores in group two
SS of group >two

t-value

degree of freedom

48

21

2100.00

100

210000.00

0.00

21

1092.00

52.00

59446.00

2662.00

19.07
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Based on the statistical data for this final section of the survey where
participants’ responses were to show that there are no significant differences between
a hypothetical group of professional experts and West Deptford’s professional

educators, the null hypothesis can be rejected.
Analysis of the data as shown by the graph above and the results of the

t-value prove that there is a significant difference between participants’ opinions on
how the No Child Left Behind Act may influence their decision to promote or retain

the low achieving student.

Data Analysis.

Upon completion and collection of the surveys, the information was
entered into the Stat Pak program where a mean was calculated and a t-value of
Independent samples was determined to test the Null Hypothesis of the complete

survey.

To calculate the mean and t-value of the completed survey, scores were
taken from each of the independent surveys taken by participants of the West
Deptford School District and were compared to professional experts’ scores of the
same number of participants in a hypothetical school district. The scores were then

calculated and analyzed for the purpose of this study.
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Table 4A

Survey results of the 20 questions on the hypothesis of the study

Totaled professional experts scores

Totaled West Deptford Scores

AR S S R T o i

[N I N i e e e e e e e D
I A o

100

100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
100

63
49
47
47
36
74
39
58
63
51
56
50
57
72
59
57
37
51
52
49
30
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compared

t-test for Independent Samples

Survey results from professional experts’ test results of group one

to West Deptford School District test results of group two

Group 1 ~ Professional experts totaled survey scores

Group 2 ~ West Deptford School District totaled survey scores

Computed t-value is 19.64 with 40 degrees of freedom

Group 1

Number of scores in goﬁp one .
Sum of scores in group one

Mean of group one

Sum of squared scores in group one
SS of group dne

Group 2

Number of scores in group two
Sum of scores in group two

Mean of group two

Sum of squared scores in group two
SS of group two

t-value

degree of freedom

51

21

2100.00

100

210000.00

0.00

21

1097.00

52.24

59789.00

2483.81

19.64
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The survey conducted for the purpose of this study showed that there is a
significant difference between experts and professional educators of the West
Deptford School District and their decisions regarding their knowledge of the No
Child Left Behind Act, teachers’ opinions regarding this act and the decisions
regarding promotion or retention of the low achieving student when factoring in

the implications of the No Child Left Behind Act.

Based on the results of the survey and the analysis of the data, the Null

hypothesis can be rejected.

Summary of the Findings

As can be seen from the data presented when calculating the results of the
survey, the professional educators in the West Deptford School District overall have
very strong opinions on the No Child Left Behind Act and its implications regarding

their decisions pertaining to the low achieving students.

Analysis of the data clearly shows that there is a significant difference
between the experts and West Deptford professioﬁal educators’ opinions regarding
the No Child Left Behind Act and their decisions to promote or retain the low

~ achieving student when factoring in the implications of the No Child Left Behind Act.
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Chapter Five — Summary, Conclusion and Implication

Introduction

The No Child Left Behind Act was developed to reach the goal that all students
will achieve at the proficient levels in reading and mathematics by the year 2014.
Educators today are expected to embrace this educational reform and apply its four basic
principles in the classroom when making educational decisions for their students. Much
research has been done in reference to the No Child Left Behind Act and the expectations
that are to be met regarding the future of all students in school. The goal of this project
was to determine how the professional educators of the West Deptford School District are
responding to the No Child Left Behind Act and how it impacts the teachers’ decisions in

regard to the low achieving student.
Summary of the Problem

This study was done to determine how the enactment of the No Child Left Behind
Act has influenced professional educator’s decisions regarding promotion or retention of
the low achieving student. This topic was broken down into three sub topics to which 3
sub hypotheses were formed: 1. The barticipant’s knowledge of the No Child Left Behind
Act, its implications‘on the. West Deptford School District and whether the goals of the
Nov Child Left Behind Act can be attained. 2. The participants’ response to the
implications the No Child Left Behind Act may have on the teachers of West Deptford

School District and their decisions made in the classroom and 3. The participants’
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opinions on how the No Child Left Behind Act may influence their decision to promote

or retain the low achieving student.

Summary of Procedures and Results

A review of related literature was conducted. Research was completed on the
Internet to compile articles and documents pertaining to the topic of this study. Scores
came about for the Professional Experts from the research that was compiled during the
course of this study. A hypothesis was developed and then divided into three sub
hypotheses. A Likert scale was developed by the researcher and distributed to 51
administrators and K to 4 regular education teachers in the West Deptford School
District. Of the educators asked to participate, 21 professionals returned completed

surveys.

Upon collection of the surveyé, an analysis of the scores was completed to
determine how participants responded to the questions asked on the three sub topics of
the survey. Each question was then discussed with results shown for the reader. The final
results were then entered into a t-scale where the scores of the professional educators in
the West Deptford School District were compared to a hypothetical school district of
professional experts with perfect scores. A t-scale was also done on each of the sub

“hypotheses to show the comparison of the professional experts and the West Deptford
educators on each tbpic. The? test was done at the .05 level of significance for a test which
showed that there were sigrﬁﬁcant differences between the two groups which showed that

the null hypothesis could be rejected.
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Conclusions and Implications

The study showed may opposing opinions regarding how the professional
educators reacted to the No Child Left Behind Act, their knowledge of the Act, how it
affects the decisions made in the classroom as well as decisions made as to whether to

promote or retain the low achievingA student.

The final result of this study determined that 1. There 1s a significant difference of
opinion bgtWeen tile experts and the professional educators regarding their knowledge of
the Nd Child Left Behind Act and its impending success, 2. There are some differences
of opinion regarding how NCLB affects their teaching methods used in the West
Deptford School District when cc;mpared to a hypothetical school district of professional
experts when meeting the needs of the low achieving student and 3. that there is
significant difference between professioﬁal experts and West Deptford School District
professional educators’ decisions regarding how the No Child Left Behind Act may

influence their decision to promote or retain the low achieving student.
Recommendations for Future Study

After completing this study, the following recommendation is made. The study
giveﬂ to the administrators and teachers in the West Deptford School District should be
given to several school districts that come under the guidelines of the No Child Left
Behind Act. The districts should be broken into 6 regions of the United States and resuits
should be calculated comparing the six different regions. This would give a more

aécurate account of how the enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act has influenced
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professional educator’s decisions when considering promotion or retention of the low

achieving student.
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Appendix A
Survey

Thesis Project
Rowan University
April M. Maska
January 2005

“"What effect might the No Child Left Behind Act have on Administrators and
Teachers’ decision to promote or retain the low achieving student in the Elementary
Grades?”

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 was signed into law on January 8",
2002 by President George W. Bush. This act contains President Bush'’s four basic
education reform principles. These principles are:

Stronger accountability for results
Increased flexibility and local control
Expanded options for parents
Emphasis on proven teaching methods

PN

Reflecting on your knowledge of the NCLB Act, please answer the following
questions. Circle the answer that most describes your opinion using the scoring rubrics
below. Feel free to include comments to any of the questions or statements.

The scoring will be as follows:

Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly -

adree agree Agree disagree disagree
5 4 3 2 1

Section One — Knowledge of the No Child Left Behind Act, its implications on the
West Deptford School District and whether the goals of the No Child Left Behind Act can
be attained.
1. You are well versed in the basic principles of the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:



. Your School District has made positive changes in its policies and programs as a
result of NCLB.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

. Do you perceive that schools are being punished by being listed on the early
warning or need improvement lists when standardized test scores do not reflect
the 95% student success as outlined in the NCLB Act?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

. Do you believe that your School District is receiving the funding it needs by the
Federal Government to help you meet the needs of your low achieving student
under the NCLB Act?

5 4 3 2 -1

Commerii:s:

. The requirements of the NCLB Act are realistic and attainable for all students
regardless of their academic abilities.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

. It is conceivable that all students will achieve 100% proficiency by 2014 as
outlined in the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:



Section Two — Implications the No Child Left Behind Act may have on teachers in
the West Deptford School District and their decisions made in the classroom.

1. Has your curriculum been updated in your School District because of NCLB?
5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

2. Have your teaching methods come under scrutiny because of the NCLB Act?
5 4 3 2 1
Comments:

3. When assessing the low achieving student, are you concerned that the
Achievement of that student is a reflection of your teaching methods since the
inception of NCLB?

5 4 3 2 1
Comments:

4. You have felt the need to adjust your teaching beliefs when it comes to
educational decisions on the low achieving student because of the
implementation of NCLB.

5 4 3 2 1
Comments:

5. Have you made any significant changes in your educational methods to help your

low achieving student because of the implementation of the NCLB Act?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:



6. Has the NCLB Act made you find. different approaches to help the low achieving
student meet success in your classroom?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

7. A highly qualified teacher under the NCLB Act must have a bachelor’s degree, full
state certification or licensure and prove that they know the subject they teach.
NCLB requires states to adopt goals and plans to ensure all teachers are highly
qualified, publicly reports plans and progress in meeting teacher quality goals
and measure the extent to which all students have highly qualified teachers.
States are further aliowed to develop an additional way for current teachers to
demonstrate subject matter competency and meet highly qualified teacher
requirements by showing proof that consists of a combination of teaching
experience, professional development and knowledge of the subject garnered
over time in the profession. Knowing that 96% of Elementary School Teachers in
New Jersey meet the federal guidelines as a highly qualified teacher under the
NCLB Act, do you agree that these quidelines are sufficient in proving that you
are a highly qualified teacher?

5 4 3 2 1
Comments:
8. Your educational credentials will come into question if your low achieving student
does not meet enough success under the NCLB Act.
5. 4 3 2 1
Comments:
9. Your peers are responding to the needs of the low achieving students in
compliance with the NCLB Act.. .
5 4 3 2 1

Comments:



10. Adjustments are needed to be made in the teaching methods of this district to
meet the needs of the low achieving student because of the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

11. Has the NCLB Act had any effect on your teaching methods in the classroom
regarding the low achieving student? '

5 4 3 2 1
Comments:

Section three — Implications the No Child Left Behind Act may have on teachers’
decisions to promote or retain the low achieving student.

1. Are you feeling pressured to compromise your educational beliefs when deciding
to promote or retain your low achieving student because of the NCLB Act?
5 4 3 2 1
Comments:

2. Many studies show that retention is not the answer to helping the low achieving
student however, are you more compelled to retain a student as opposed to
promoting a student because of the fear of not showing adequate progress in
your classroom with the NCLB quidelines being implemented in your School
District?

5 4 3 2 1
Comments:

3. Your decisions to promote or retain a low achieving student is respected by the

administration since the inception of the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:
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Appendix.B
Survey

Thesis Project
Rowan University
April M. Maska
January 2005

“"What effect might the No Child Left Behind Act have on Administrators and
Teachers’ decision to promote or retain the low achieving student in the Elementary
Grades?”

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 was signed into law on 'January 8",
2002 by President George W. Bush. This act contains President Bush'’s four basic
education reform principles. These principles are:

1. Stronger accountability for results

2. Increased flexibility and local control

3. Expanded options for parents

4. Emphasis on proven teaching methods.

Reflecting on your knowledge of the NCLB Act, please answer the following

questions. Circle the answer that most describes your opinion using the scoring rubrics
below. Feel free to include comments to any of the questions.

The scoring will be as follows:

Strongly .  Somewhat Somewhat Strongly
agree agree agree disagree disagree
5 . 4 3 2 1

1. You are well versed in the basic principles of the NCLB Act.
5 4 3 2 1

Comments:



Your School District has made positive changes in its policies and programs as a
result of NCLB.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

. Has your curriculum been updated in your School District because of NCLB?
5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

. Have your teaching methods come under scrutiny because of the NCLB Act?
5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

. When assessing the low achieving student, are you concerned that the
achievement of that student is a reflection of your teaching methods since the
inception of NCLB?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

You have felt the need to adjust your teaching beliefs when it comes to
educational decisions on the low achieving student because of the
implementation of NCLB.

5 4 "3 2 1

Comments:



7.

10.

11.

Are you feeling pressured to compromise your educational beliefs when deciding
to promote or retain your low achieving student because of the NCLB Act?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

Do you perceive that schools are being punished by being listed on the early
warning or needs improvement lists when standardized test scores do not reflect
the 95% student success as outlined in the NCLB Act?

5 4 3 2 1

' Comments:

Do you believe that your School District is receiving the funding it needs by the
Federal Government to help you meet the needs of your low achieving student
under the NCLB Act?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

Have you made any significant changes in your educational methods to help your
low achieving student because of the implementation of the NCLB Act?

5 4 3 2 1
Comments:

i

Has the NCLB Act made you find different approaches to help the low achieving
student meet success in your classroom?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:



12. Many studies show that retention is not the answer to helping the low achieving
student however, are you more compelled to retain a student as opposed to
promoting a student because of the fear of not showing adequate progress in
your classroom with the NCLB guidelines being implemented in your School
District?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

13. Your decisions to promote or retain a low achieving student is respected by the
Administration since the inception of the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

14. A highly qualified teacher under the NCLB Act must have a bachelor’s degree, full
state certification or licensure and prove that they know the subject they teach.
NCLB requires states to adopt goals and plans to ensure all teachers are highly
qualified, publicly report plans and progress in meeting teacher quality goals and
measure the extent to which all students have highly qualified teachers. States

-are further allowed to develop an additional way for current teachers to
demonstrate subject matter competency and meet highly qualified teacher
requirements by showing proof that consists of a combination of teaching
experience, professional development and knowledge of the subject garnered
over time in the profession. Knowing that 96% of Elementary School Teachers in
New Jersey meet the federal guidelines as a highly qualified teacher under the
NCLB Act, do you agree that these guidelines are sufficient in proving that you
are a highly qualified teacher?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

15. Your educational credentials will come into question if your low achieving student
does not meet enough success under the NCLB Act.
5 4 3 2 1

Comments:



16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Your peers are responding to the needs of the low achievihg students in
compliance with the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 .1

Comments:

Adjustments are needed to be made in the teaching methods of this district to
meet the needs of the low achieving student because of the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

Has the NCLB Act had any effect on your teaching methods in the classroom
regarding the low achieving student?

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

The requirements of the NCLB Act are realistic and attainable for all students
regardless of their academic abilities.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:

It is conceivable that all students will achieve 100% proficiency by 2014 as
outlined in the NCLB Act.

5 4 3 2 1

Comments:
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