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Abstract 

Meta-analysis of Grade Retention Research: Examining the Empirical Evidence from 

the United States in the 21st Century 

by 

Alessandra Mittelstet 

Grade retention is an intervention widely used in the United States that has students 

repeat a grade if they do not meet grade level benchmarks. Research on the effectiveness of 

this intervention has been studied for more than a century, and while individual studies have 

found varying results, previous meta-analyses have revealed no significant benefits for 

retained students. The most recent meta-analysis synthesizing retention research was 

published in 2001 (Jimerson, 2001), and in the over twenty years since its findings there have 

been numerous studies published and a number of mandatory retention policies have been 

passed in States across the US. This meta-analysis contributes a summary and synthesis of 45 

studies from the 21st century to understand the current trends in retention research and how 

the results of contemporary studies compare to findings from previous time periods. Across 

801 analyses, the overall average effect size was not statistically significant (Hedges’ g = 

.00). Narrow effects within subcategories of academic achievement and social-emotional 
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adjustment were also not statistically significant, which supports previous meta-analysis 

conclusions regarding the lack of support for retention as an educational intervention. The 

lack of effectiveness shown calls into question the persistent use of grade retention, and a 

discussion on the importance of implementing evidence-based practices in the school system 

is warranted. 
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I. Introduction 

 In the United States (US), for more than 100 years, a persistent and perplexing 

question among education professionals, policy makers, and parents has been – “To retain or 

not to retain?” (Jimerson, 2001; p. 435). Grade retention – also called repeating a grade or 

being held back – is the practice of requiring a student to repeat a grade level, typically for 

not meeting behavioral or academic benchmarks for promotion to the next grade level 

(Jackson, 1975; Jimerson, 2001; Jones & Waguespack, 2011). In the US, there are no federal 

guidelines or policies pertaining to grade retention. Instead, such policies are governed state 

by state (Cummings & Turner, 2020). Many states, such as California, allow for school 

districts to determine what retention policies they develop (California Department of 

Education, 1998). Other states have established more specific policies, such as Florida which 

delineates retention occurring for students who do not achieve a specific score on third grade 

state reading exams (Florida Department of Education, 2011). Presently, 17 states plus the 

District of Columbia have delineated grade retention policies, 12 states allow for retention to 

be decided at the local level, whereas the remainder of the states do not have clearly 

delineated policies in place (Cummings & Turner, 2020). National rates of  retention 

reportedly decreased between 2000 and 2016 from 3.1% to 1.9%, given the total K–12 

enrollment of about 50 million students in the United States, this percentage translates to 

roughly 950,000 students being retained annually (National Center for Education Statistics, 

2019; Snyder, de Brey, & Dillow, 2019b; Warren & Saliba, 2012). 
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Though grade retention has been studied since 1908 (Ayers, 1909; Jackson, 1975), 

research examining the effectiveness of this strategy has yielded mixed results. The most 

recent meta-analysis examining grade retention research in the US (Jimerson, 2001) revealed 

that grade retention was an ineffective intervention for academic achievement and social-

emotional adjustment. Jimerson concluded, “Specifically, studies examining the efficacy of 

grade retention on academic achievement and socioemotional adjustment that have been 

published during the past decade report results that are consistent with the converging 

evidence and conclusions of research from earlier in the century that fail to demonstrate that 

grade retention provides greater benefits to students with academic or adjustment difficulties 

than does promotion to the next grade.” (p. 434). 

Many studies during the past two decades have similarly found no academic benefits 

of grade retention (Abbott, Wills, Greenwood, Kamps, Heitzman-Powell, & Selig, 2009; 

Allen, Chen, Willson, & Hughes, 2009; Tingle, Schoeneberger, & Algozzine, 2012), whereas 

other studies found that retained students have improved test scores in math and reading 

during the repeated school year, with no significant long term benefits (Fruehwirth, Navarro, 

& Takahashi, 2016; Moser, West, & Hughes, 2012). Additionally, there have been a number 

of studies correlating grade retention to increased school drop-out rates (Eren, Depew, & 

Barnes, 2017; Giano, Williams, & Becnel, 2021; Jimerson, Woehr, Kaufman, & Anderson, 

2004). Retained students also face lower earning job opportunities post high school, and are 

more likely to engage in adult criminal activity compared to non-retained students (Eide, & 

Goldhaber, 2005; Eren, Lovenheim, & Mocan, 2018). 
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However, there are also some studies that suggest improvements in outcomes for 

students who are retained. Several studies report student initial improvements in academic 

achievement of retained students, particularly in the areas of reading and English Language 

Arts (Greene, & Winters, 2007; Mariano, & Martorell, 2013), and some of these positive 

effects can last up to five years before fading out for retained students (Schwerdt, West, & 

Winters, 2015; Winters, Cooksey, & Basney, 2014). One study suggests that English 

Language Learners (ELL) who are retained early in school show substantial improvement to 

their English skills, decreases the likelihood of additional remedial English classes later on, 

and increases the likelihood of participation in advanced placement and college-bearing 

classes in high school (Figlio, & Özek, 2020). Recent research on the behavioral outcomes 

associated with grade retention has found behavioral issues of repeating students can increase 

in the short term, but the effects dissipate and suggests that retention does not have a long-

term effect on disciplinary incidents or attendance (Martorell, & Mariano, 2017; Özek, 

2015). Finding prevalent patterns in the research on this topic is pertinent both to understand 

the impact of current retention policies and practices, but also to inform the development of 

effective interventions that will support students following below grade standards. 

A. Purpose of the Present Study 

The most recent synthesis and meta-analysis of research examining outcomes 

associated with grade retention was published more than 20 years ago, reviewing literature 

from 1990-1999 (Jimerson, 2001). Since then, there have been a number of policies passed in 

different states within the U.S focusing one grade retention, and as a result a plethora of new 
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research on its effects. With decades of new contexts, policies, insights and information 

available, the aim of the present study is to organize, synthesize, and examine existing 

empirical evidence using meta-analytic techniques to explore contemporary retention 

outcomes. This study will also identify any potentially new patterns of information formed in 

modern research. Findings from research since 2000 will be compared and contrasted with 

findings from previous meta-analyses. The results of this contemporary meta-analysis can 

then be used to inform education professionals, school administrators, and educational policy 

makers to create evidence-based  decisions regarding grade retention practices and/or 

policies at the school, district, or state level (Allen et al., 2023). 

II. Literature Review 

 Publications examining the effectiveness of grade retention date back over a hundred 

years (Ayers, 1909; Jackson, 1975). There have been three previous meta-analytic studies 

that consolidate literature on academic achievement and social-emotional adjustment, as well 

as synthesized information on the populations most experiencing retention – up to the year 

1999 – as well as an additional meta-analysis on the moderating effect of design quality of 

retention studies on academic achievement. The following review of the extant literature 

summarizes the information in the previous meta-analyses, then discusses findings regarding 

academic achievement and social-emotional adjustment, and also explores characteristics of 

students who are retained. 

A. Results of Previous Meta-analysis and Synthesis of Literature 
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 Previous meta-analyses and systematic reviews of research examining outcomes 

associated with grade retention within the US have yielded notably consistent results 

throughout the years (Jimerson et al., 2006). Empirical studies examining outcomes 

associated with grade retention during the 1900’s (1911-1999) have been featured in four 

seminal systematic reviews and meta-analyses (Holmes, 1989; Holmes & Matthews, 1984; 

Jackson, 1975; Jimerson, 2001). The findings from each of these studies is summarized 

below. 

Jackson’s 1975 systematic review provided a comprehensive overview of retention 

research between 1911 and 1973, with the purpose of examining the benefits of retention or 

promotion on academic achievement and social-emotional adjustment on students. Jackson 

categorized the studies into three design types: naturalistic studies (studies that occur through 

regular school policies; pre- and post-test studies); studies utilizing pre-post design methods 

to compare the performance of retained students before and after grade promotion; and 

experimental studies (studies that compared students who were randomly assigned for 

promotion or retention). Of these three categories of research, no design type found statistical 

significance of either academic or social emotional benefits favoring retained students 

(Jackson, 1975). Of the 204 analyses in naturalistic studies examining achievement and 

social adjustment, 51 found statistically significant results favoring promoted students (24 for 

achievement, 27 for social emotional), only five found statistically significant results 

favoring retained students (two achievement, three social emotional), and the rest found no 

significant difference between the retained and promoted students. However, 98 out of 114 
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analyses within pre-post studies found significant gains for retained students (69 

achievement, 29 social emotional). Jackson notes on studies using only pre-post analyses of 

retained students that the studies may show stronger benefits in their conclusions due to lack 

of a comparison group of promoted students. Among studies using quasi-experimental 

designs, only one analysis found significant results for retained children and academic 

achievement, the other 39 analyses found no significant differences. Jackson concluded that 

while it is possible for grade retention to have some benefits to some students, the body of 

evidence is not reliable, and grade promotion appeared to have greater benefits. 

 Holmes and Matthews then followed with a meta-analysis published in 1984 that 

yielded similar conclusions. Synthesizing 44 studies addressing grade retention in elementary 

and middle school children between 1929 to 1981, the authors found that overall outcomes 

were more negative than positive for retained students compared to their promoted peers. 

Promoted students scored statistically significantly higher in an array of outcome measures– 

including subject grades, study skills, social and emotional adjustment, self-concept, and 

attendance. Holmes then extended this effort with a meta-analysis examining 19 additional 

studies published between 1981 to 1989 in which retained students were followed and 

compared to their promoted peers (Holmes, 1989). These results similarly concluded that 

retained students were more negatively affected by repeating a grade and further found that 

short-term positive results in terms of academic achievement and social adjustment were not 

long lasting and not seen in later schooling. This follow-up study also found that retained 

students had more behavioral problems, lower academic achievement, poorer attendance, and 
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demonstrated negative attitudes toward school compared to their promoted peers. In 

conclusion, the authors of these studies determined that the negative outcomes of grade 

retention consistently outweighed the positive and express an absence of empirical evidence 

to justify its continued use in schools (Holmes & Matthews, 1984). 

 The most recent meta-analyses of grade retention research in the United States was 

conducted by Jimerson published in 2001, examining literature between 1990 and 1999. The 

results of this meta-analysis and systematic review mirrored conclusions found by the 

previous studies in that the research concluded no significant benefits of grade retention for 

students. Jimerson found that 16 out of the 20 included studies did not find favorable results 

for retained students in either academic achievement or socioemotional adjustment, and 

further found that retention failed to demonstrate long-term effectiveness on socioemotional 

or achievement outcomes. 

 More contemporary meta-analysis suggests that the design quality of a study may 

play a role in the effect sizes yielded by previous research. This recent meta-analysis featured 

studies published between 1990 and 2007 (Allen et al., 2009), with notable article selection 

overlap to Jimerson’s 2001 study. This meta-analysis included 22 studies, with 207 effect 

sizes focusing on “achievement”, and focused on computing the effect size based on design 

quality of the study. Therefore, it did not permit the examination of outcomes by academic 

achievement and social emotional outcomes as featured in previously published meta-

analyses. The findings from this meta-analysis revealed that 12 of the 22 studies found 

overall negative effect sizes, yet it also found that quality of design was associated with less 
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negative effects. The authors concluded that while their analyses offer “no justification for 

the benefits of retention” (p. 495), they also suggest that the results “challenge the commonly 

espoused view in the published literature that grade retention is negative” (p. 495). The 

authors also noted that among “studies that provide strong controls for selection effects fail to 

find benefits of grade retention.” (p. 495). 

 In summary, the results of the meta-analyses through 1999, comprising nearly 700 

analyses of achievement, from over 80 studies during a 75 year period, did not support the 

use of grade retention as an early intervention to enhance academic achievement (Jimerson et 

al., 2006). Furthermore, the results of the meta-analyses synthesizing over 300 analyses of 

socio-emotional and behavioral adjustment, from over 50 studies during the past 75 years, 

fail to support the use of grade retention as an early intervention to enhance socio-emotional 

and behavioral adjustment (Jimerson et al., 2006). Even when considering the moderating 

effects of study design, research has found consistent negative results on achievement (Allen 

et al., 2009). Previous meta-analyses have arrived at similar conclusions about the effects of 

retention, considering the consistency of findings (see Table 1), yet retention laws continue 

to be implemented in many states (Cummings & Turner, 2020). An early example of this is 

the state of Florida, which first began implementing mandatory third grade retention policies 

in 2003. A recent example is the state of Arkansas, which will enact a new third grade 

retention policy beginning the 2025-2026 school year. Considering the extant literature, the 

current study will examine the results of research published since 2000 in the areas of 

academic achievement and social-emotional adjustment. 
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Table 1. Summary of mean effect sizes (ES) from three meta-analyses examining the 

outcomes of studies exploring the effectiveness of grade retention (Jimerson et al., 2006). 

 

B. Grade Retention and Academic Achievement  
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 Retention is primarily used as an academic intervention for students falling behind 

grade level standards. States determine grade level standards, as well as the retention 

guidelines for when students do not meet those standards. For example, the state of Florida 

has a mandatory retention policy that retains students who do not pass a state mandatory 

reading test in the third grade (Florida Department of Education, 2011). If any state is 

requiring students to repeat a grade based on their reading performance, then it is assumed 

that retention is being used as an intervention to support reading. 

 However, literature on the effects of retention on reading skills for students yields 

results contrary to that notion. Some research has found that retention has no significant 

effect on reading scores (Abbott, et al., 2009; Jimerson, & Kaufman, 2003; Silberglitt et al., 

2006; Wu, West & Hughes, 2008), and some have found temporary benefits that do not exist 

long term (Fruehwirth, Navarro, & Takahashi, 2016; Jimerson & Ferguson, 2007; Moser, 

West, & Hughes, 2012; Schwerdt, West, & Winters, 2015). Others however have found 

retention to have negative effects on reading compared to their promoted peers (Hong & 

Raudenbush, 2006; Hong & Yu 2007). Using data from a longitudinal study, Lloyd, Lane, 

and Tankersley (2012) found that students retained between kindergarten and eighth grade 

had lower reading performance scores and lower reading comprehension in high school 

compared to their promoted peers. These retained students also had lower overall reading 

growth rates throughout grades compared to non-retained peers (Lloyd, Lane, & Tankersley, 

2012). Similarly, a dissertation analyzing the longitudinal effects of Florida’s mandatory 

retention policy reported that 93% of students retained in the third grade later continued to 
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score below proficiency on their tenth-grade state reading test and were less likely to 

graduate with a high school diploma than their non-retained peers (Jasper, 2016). 

The impact on reading is particularly significant due to the connection between 

reading ability and academic success. Research has found that reading scores of students are 

strong predictors of later academic outcomes and do have a significant impact on test 

performance in math, language arts, science, and social studies (Churchwell, 2010; Cooper et 

al., 2014; La Paro & Pianta, 2000). Detriments to reading, especially at an early age, can 

have long term impact on many areas of academic success, so it is important that schools 

utilize reading interventions that are shown through data to support and improve reading 

skills. 

Reading is not the only subject impacted by retention, however; research has shown 

similar results for math performance in retained students. Retention has been found to have 

similarly nonexistent or negative effects on mathematics skills for retained students 

compared to the performance of their non-retained peers (Hong & Yu, 2007; La Paro & 

Pianta, 2000; McCoy & Reynolds, 1999; Wu, West & Hughes, 2008; Vandecandelaere et al., 

2016). Retention has shown to negatively impact academics on several fronts, with further 

research suggesting that retained students continue to fall behind throughout their academic 

experience and have a challenging time trying to catch up to comparable peers (Jimerson & 

Ferguson, 2007; Lloyd, Lane, & Tankersley, 2012; Ou & Reynolds, 2010; Roderick & 

Nagaoka, 2005). The proposed meta-analysis provides an opportunity to examine the 

aggregate of the results to determine the impact of grade retention on academic achievement.  
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C. Grade Retention and Social Emotional Development 

 Academics are not the only areas of a student’s life impacted by repeating a grade. A 

large body of research in this area is dedicated to understanding the effect on social-

emotional and behavioral adjustment of retained students. All previous meta-analysis and 

systematic reviews from the 70’s, 80’s, and 90’s found grade retention impacted student’s 

behavior, social adjustment, attitude, school attendance, and was a contributing factor to 

school dropout (Holmes, 1989; Holmes & Matthews, 1984; Jackson, 1975; Jimerson, 2001; 

Jimerson, Anderson, & Whipple, 2002; Jimerson et al., 2002). A plethora of concurrent 

literature agrees. 

 For example, research on teacher’s perception of repeating a grade reveals a favorable 

view of the intervention, viewing it as a useful strategy for students to spend more time to 

gain mastery of academic material, as well as gain school motivation, maturity and social 

experiences with peers (Range et al., 2012; Tomchin, & Impara, 1992). In contrast however, 

a survey conducted on 1st, 3rd, and 6th grade students found that children listed being held 

back as a life event as stressful as losing a parent or going blind (Anderson, Jimerson, & 

Whipple, 2005). The heightened level of stress for children surrounding retention is 

understandable when considering the general perception of students who repeat. 

 Repeating students are often stigmatized by their peers for being held back 

(Anderson, Whipple & Jimerson, 2002; Andrew 2014). Perhaps as a result, research has 

shown that retained students experience significantly more bully victimization, as well 
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exhibit more bullying behavior (Crothers et al., 2010; Van Canegem, Van Houtte, & 

Demanet, 2022). Repeating a grade has been shown to damage the self-esteem and self-

concept of students (Andrew 2014; Jimerson et al., 1997; Martin, 2011; Robles-Piña, 2011). 

Retained students also see a decrease in school motivation and engagement (Kretschmann et 

al., 2019; Martin, 2009; Stearns et al., 2007), which may contribute to the school absenteeism 

(Holmes and Matthews, 1984; Jimerson, 2001; Martin, 2011; Rhodes, Thomas, & Liles, 

2018). 

 Retention is thus linked strongly in literature with subsequent school dropout rates 

(Eren, Depew, & Barnes, 2017; Giano, Williams, & Becnel, 2021; Jimerson, 1999; Jimerson, 

Anderson, and Whipple, 2002; Jimerson, Woehr, Kaufman, & Anderson, 2004). One study 

found that high school completion rates of students who repeat a grade are 60% less than that 

of non-retained siblings (Andrew, 2014). Retained students are also less likely to pursue 

higher education (Fine & Davis, 2003; Jimerson, 1999; Ou, & Reynolds, 2010), and have 

negative job outcomes compared to their non-retained peers (Eide, & Goldhaber, 2005; 

Jimerson, 1999). Literature suggests that retention not only has academic impacts on 

students, but also a social-emotional impact that can lead to lifelong consequences, 

suggesting again that the current use of the intervention should be critically evaluated. 

D. The Cost of Retention 

The estimated financial costs of grade retention in the United States are substantial, 

involving both direct educational expenditures, indirect societal costs, as well as opportunity 
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costs (Jimerson, 2001a; Jimerson et al., 2002). The following is a brief discussion of each of 

these financial costs: 

     (1) Direct educational costs are the most commonly cited and measurable 

costs. Including per-student cost of an additional year, on average, retaining a student costs 

approximately $10,000–$15,000 per year, depending on the state and school district. This 

figure reflects the per-pupil expenditure in public schools across the U.S., which varies by 

location but hovers around $14,000 nationally as of 2024 (National Center for Education 

Statistics, NCES, 2023). At the national level, national annual cost estimates retaining ~2.3% 

of students annually (a common national rate) out of ~50 million K-12 students = ~1.15 

million students retained each year. Thus, the total annual direct educational cost estimate is 

1.15 million students × $14,000 = $16.1 billion per year.   

     (2) Long-term societal and economic costs of grade retention can lead to 

additional indirect costs over time, which are harder to quantify but equally important. For 

example, increased dropout risk, as research shows that students who are retained are 

significantly more likely to drop out of school, which is associated with: lower lifetime 

earnings, greater dependency on public assistance and higher rates of incarceration and 

unemployment. Moreover, there are estimated societal costs per dropout, for instance each 

high school dropout is estimated to cost society an average of $260,000 over a lifetime due to 

lost wages, increased public service use, and criminal justice costs (Belfield & Levin (2007). 

Regarding retention-related dropouts, if even a fraction (e.g., 20%) of retained students 
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ultimately drop out due to retention, the long-term cost would increase dramatically (e.g., 

230,000 additional dropouts × $260,000 = $59.8  billion  in  lifetime societal cost). 

         (3) Opportunity Costs includes funds spent on grade retention that could 

otherwise be invested in evidence-based preventive interventions and intervention programs 

(e.g., tutoring, mental health support, early literacy programs) that have been shown to be 

more effective and cost-efficient. 

  Overall, the use of grade retention in the United States has significant annual and 

ongoing costs. This includes annual direct costs of over $16 billion and potential long-term 

societal costs that may exceed $50 billion annually when factoring in increased dropout risk 

and reduced lifetime productivity. Considering the results of the present study that fails to 

demonstrate the effectiveness of grade retention, these costs underscore why many 

researchers and policymakers advocate for evidence-based alternatives to retention, such as 

targeted intervention programs. 

E. Who Is Retained? 

 By 2019 an approximate 950,000 students were retained each year (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 2019). Amongst those students, research has found that higher 

retention rates are found in male students, students from low socioeconomic backgrounds, 

and ethnic minorities, especially Black or Hispanic students (Burkham et al., 2007; 

Davoudzadeh, McTernan, & Grimm, 2015; Frey, 2005; Jimerson, 2001b & 2004; Jimerson 

& Kaufman, 2003; Klapproth, & Schaltz, 2015). Additional predictors of school retention 
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include parental education level and parental involvement (Jimerson et al. 1997; Miedel, & 

Reynolds, 1999). 

 The demographics of who is retained reveals multiple considerations when providing 

support – considerations grade retention may not fully encompass. Taking into consideration 

Brofenbrenner’s ecological model of development (1994), we can view the student as having 

a number of systems of influence that mold their personality and development (e.g. 

Microsystem of a child’s immediate family or friendships, mesosystem of school 

environment, etc.). Those different systems have dynamic and reciprocal influences upon 

each other across time, as well as with the child inhabiting them, creating a transactional 

model of development that views a student and their needs holistically, rather than narrowly 

(Sameroff, 2009). In practice, engaging in a transactional-ecological developmental approach 

in educational or school psychology practice, practitioners can enact interventions that make 

meaningful impact by addressing those diverse, multifaceted needs of students rather than 

viewing them without context (Zhang, Weber, Kaur, Mittelstet, & Jimerson, 2022). In regard 

to grade retention, if research is finding that at-risk and underserved populations are 

disproportionately impacted by being held back, then that may suggest there are non-

academic needs of the student going unmet. 

III. Methodology 

    A. Procedures 
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 A meta-analysis is the statistical analysis of results from a collection of individual 

studies with the purpose of synthesizing information (Allen, Kim, & Jimerson, 2023; 

Jimerson 2001; Glass, 1976). This research method examines the findings of a number of 

independent studies to calculate an overall effect of an intervention which can inform 

practitioners and researchers on evidence-based practices. The Effect Sizes (ES) of the 

independent studies are aggregated to calculate a mean effect size, thus providing 

information about the directionality and magnitude of intervention effects. The first step in 

completing a meta-analysis is the systematic search of current literature to identify extant 

studies that will be included in the meta-analysis. 

B. Article Selection Criteria 

 The inclusion criteria of this study are reflective of methodology followed in previous 

meta-analysis on this topic (Holmes & Matthews, 1984; Jimerson, 2001), as well as guided 

by literature on criteria selection. Articles selected for review and analysis met the following 

inclusion criteria: (a) research must have been presented in a professional publication (e.g., 

journal article or book); (b) results must have addressed the effects of grade retention (i.e. 

achievement, socioemotional); (c) study must have included an identifiable comparison 

group of promoted students; and (d) research must have been published between January 

2000 and December 2023. Each criterion point has been selected based on both the extant 

literature recommendation and to align with previous studies. 
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 Criterion point a - professional publication is to ensure articles selected have gone 

through a peer review process to ensure the accuracy and quality of the reported information. 

Additionally, as this was a criterion point set in prior meta-analysis, it follows a set 

precedence that enables progress over time with more consistent parameters. Additionally, an 

international meta-analysis done on grade retention applied a publication bias analysis and 

found “no difference” in effect sizes from published versus unpublished literature on the 

subject (Goos et al., 2021), indicating that the use of this criterion will not create a 

disadvantage in interpreting results. Goos and colleagues accessed unpublished articles 

through targeted hand searches based on the reference list of known studies or authors on this 

topic, as well as through open access journals that include master or doctoral thesis on the 

topic. Criterion point b - addressed effects of grade retention is to address questions on 

intervention effect, and the two most common measures for examining the effects of 

retention are academic achievement and socioemotional adjustment. Generally, the rationale 

for using grade retention is to help struggling students falling below grade standards either 

academically or social emotionally “catch up” to their peers, however considering the 

confluence of previous data and conclusions from priors meta-analyses do not find empirical 

support for grade retention, its ongoing use as an intervention warrants further evaluation.   

 Criterion point c- comparison group is essential to ensure that an effect size could be 

calculated for analysis. Effect size was calculated by the difference between the means of the 

retained group and the means of the comparison group and dividing by the standard 

deviation. This revealed the effect of the intervention on the group that received it. Criterion 
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point d- publication date placed time parameters on articles selected. The last meta-analysis 

on grade retention collected research from 1990 to 1999 (Jimerson, 2001), therefore, the 

present study included the period since then, from the years 2000-2023. 

C. Article Search Procedures 

Article selection procedures for this study were guided using the Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA). PRISMA is an evidence-based 

set of items focused on evaluating intervention-based literature in the form of systematic 

reviews and meta-analyses (Page et al., 2021). A flowchart of the PRISMA inclusion and 

exclusion reporting guidelines is illustrated in Figure 1. Online digital databases (Education 

Research Information Center (ERIC), Psychological Information Abstracts (PsychINFO), 

and Web of Science) were used to filter publication searches using keyword search 

descriptors (i.e., grade retention, grade repetition, grade failure, repeating a grade, flunking, 

being held back, repeaters, retainees, or non-promotion) to find related articles. In addition, 

targeted searches were conducted based on the reference lists of the retrieved studies and the 

publication lists of known authors working in the field of grade retention effectiveness. The 

selected terms were searched in the title, abstract, and keywords of the online database 

search. Using PRISMA guidelines, duplicate studies and papers not found eligible by 

automated search tools were excluded (Figure 1). Systemic review and the data extraction 

process were used for further screening of criteria eligibility. For example, searching 

PsychINFO and ERIC using the above parameters yielded 1003 and 881 results, respectively, 

whereas Web of Science yielded 967 results. After the initial identification, the 2851 studies 
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were then screened through the Covidence meta-analysis software to identify duplicate 

articles, which left 1609 articles for the title and abstract screening phase (Figure 1). The title 

and abstract of each article was examined by two reviewers to determine if the information 

provided would find the article eligible for full text review, and 86 articles were voted by two 

reviewers to undergo review of the full article.  

 During the full text review, 41 articles were eliminated due to not meeting inclusion 

criteria, not including enough information to calculate effect sizes, or not including original 

data or analysis. In one instance there was an article with enough information to find effect 

sizes but had a total sample size of 18, and though there were not defined inclusion 

guidelines based on population size, this was deemed too small of a population size to 

include in the overall analysis. The details of article selection and exclusion for the present 

study are featured in the PRISMA Flowchart in Figure 1. Ultimately, 45 articles were 

selected for inclusion in the data extraction process. The data was used to calculate effect 

sizes associated with grade retention. 

Figure 1.  PRISMA Flowchart 
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D. Data Analysis 
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Meta-analytical statistics emphasize the computation and interpretation of effect size 

(Ferguson, 2009; Hansen et al., 2022; Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Effect size is important as it 

provides information regarding both the magnitude and direction of differences of an effect 

between groups (Durlak, 2009). The present study calculated the effect size for each of the 

included studies. Consistent with previously published meta-analysis (Holmes & Matthews, 

1984; Jimerson, 2001), the Effect Size (ES) from each analysis was calculated using the 

difference between the means of the retained group and the means of the comparison group, 

divided by the standard deviation (ES= (M1-M2)/SD). This is known as a Standardized 

Mean Difference and is commonly used for measuring ES between groups (Durlak, 2009). 

Not all articles provided means and standard deviations. For example, several articles were 

identified using propensity scoring, odds ratios, or OLS regressions methodology, thus did 

not report means and standard deviations and instead reported coefficients, t-scores, or p 

values. In these instances, an effect-size calculator created for meta-analytic studies was 

utilized in the calculation of effect sizes (Wilson, 2023). This calculator was created as a 

companion to the book Practical Meta-analysis by Mark W. Lipsey and David B. Wilson 

(2001) and it is updated and maintained through the Campbell Collaboration, a global group 

of researchers and policy makers with primary emphasis on the standards and methodology 

of systematic evidence. This organization also facilitates the Campbell Systematic Reviews 

open access journal. 

It was also important to address potential inaccuracies in effect sizes through 

weighting effect sizes. Because the sample size of the individual studies varied in numbers, 
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the accuracy of the effect size and their subsequent standard error would be impacted. To 

address this, the included studies were weighted through an inverse-variance method that will 

give more empirical weight to studies with smaller standard errors and minimizing the 

imprecision of pooled effect sizes, called a Hedge’s g (Deeks, Higgins, & Altman, 2022; 

Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Mean Effect Sizes reveal both the directionality of the effects of 

retention (e.g., negative mean effect size indicates a detrimental effect of retention on 

retained students), as well as the magnitude of the effect of retention (e.g., the further away 

from 0 in either direction the stronger the effect). Generally an effect size of .20 is considered 

small, .50 is considered a medium effect, and an effect size of .80 or higher is considered a 

large effect (Ferguson, 2009). 

IV. Results 

 A. Overall Effect Sizes 

 Among the 45 articles included, a total of 801 effect sizes were calculated. Overall 

the effect sizes yielded an average Hedges’ g of .00, indicating that there was not a 

significant effect associated with grade retention. Among the 514 analyses of academic 

achievement outcomes, there was not a significant effect associated with grade retention 

(average Hedges’ g = .01).   Among the 287 analyses of social-emotional adjustment 

outcomes, there was not a significant effect associated with grade retention (average Hedges’ 

g = -.01). A detailed summary of the effect sizes within each outcome area is featured in 

Table 1 below. 
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Table 1 

Mean Effect Sizes (ES) of Included Studies 

 
# of 
ES 

 # of 
Studies 

ES 
Weighted 
by Effect 

ES 
Jimerson 

(2001) 

ES 
Holmes & 
Matthews 

(1984) 
ES Holmes 

(1989) 

Overall Effect 
Size 

801 45 .00 -.31 -.37  -.15 

Academic 
Achievement 

514 39 .01 -.39 -.44 -.19 

English Language 
Arts 

39 6 .02 -.36 -.40 -.16 

Reading 151 28 .11 -.54 -.48 -.08 

Mathematics 97 21 .05 -.49 -.33 -.11 

Total/Composites 8 3 -.35 -.20 na na 

GPA 4 2 -.65 -.18 -.58 -.58 

Attendance/Enroll 215 13 -.05 -.65 -.12 -.18 
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ment 

Socioemotional 
Adjustment 

287 13 -.01 -.22 -.27 -.09 

Social 34 5 .01 -.08 -.27 -.09 

Emotional 18 6 .04 -.28 -.37 .03 

Behavioral 221 7 -.03 -.11 -.31 -.13 

Self-Concept 14 3 .05 -.04 -.19 -.13 

Adjustment 
Composite 

2 1 -0.91 -.15 -.16 na 

Note: na = not available; Negative ES indicate outcomes in favor of the comparison promoted group 

 

 It is important to note that these overall effects include studies that measure both 

retention, as well as retention plus. While retention plus also engages in the practice of 

holding a student back, retention plus differs from traditional retention in that it includes 

additional interventions as a part of its retention (i.e.- targeted interventions, placing retained 

students in the classroom of high performing teachers, summer school enrollment). When 
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separating these studies between types of retention, there is a difference in effect sizes 

between the practices. 308 effect sizes from 33 articles measuring traditional retention found 

an effect size of -.01, while 493 effect sizes from 12 articles found an effect of .00 for 

retention plus research. Similarly, if we look at the effect sizes for the academic achievement 

and social-emotional adjustment for each retention type, there is a notable difference in 

effect. For traditional retention research, the overall effect size of academic achievement is -

.01, whereas the effect on social-emotional adjustment yields an effect size of 0.02. As for 

retention plus research, the effect on academic achievement is 0.03, whereas the effect for 

social-emotional adjustment is -0.04. Though none of these scores yield even a minimal 

effect, the difference between the types of retention is worth noting for direction of future 

research. 

 The only overall effect sizes that indicate a small effect or higher is Total/Composites 

of academic achievement (-.35), effect on GPA (-.65), and measures of Social-Emotional 

Adjustment (-.91). All three significant effect sizes indicate a negative influence of retention 

on student progress. These subcategories do notably have less articles and population sizes 

contributing to their overall effect compared to reading scores, for example, which is more 

widely studied but yields no significant effect negative or positive. All other specific effects 

were found to be not significant. 

  B. Summary of Included Research 
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 The second part of this analysis is a review of the included literature. In this, details 

of each of the 45 articles included in generating the overall effect size is outlined in a 

systematic summary. This information can be found in Table 2 below. It is noted that 

multiple studies included results for multiple samples, therefore, each sample size utilized to 

calculate an effect size is noted in the table. Similarly, many articles utilized matching 

procedures to create comparison groups, or controlled for different independent variables that 

prior research has found may impact the retention experience of a population, such as gender 

or socioeconomic status (Burkham et al., 2007; Davoudzadeh, McTernan, & Grimm, 2015; 

Frey, 2005; Jimerson, 2001b & 2004; Jimerson & Kaufman, 2003; Klapproth, & Schaltz, 

2015). Table 2 includes this information in column 6. Additionally many of the articles found 

effects that were not accounted for in this study due to not meeting inclusion criteria (i.e.- 

comparing retention groups against each other, or effects that did not fit into the categories of 

academic achievement or social-emotional functioning).  

In summary, approximately 26 of the authors concluded negative to non-significant 

results, while 19 reported positive results of grade retention as an intervention. The largest 

number of reported findings of one study that were included in this meta-analysis is 236 

individual effect sizes. Interestingly, when the articles are once again separated between 

retention and retention plus, it is notable that 8 of the 19 articles that report a positive 

conclusion are from research on retention plus. This indicates that 67% of retention plus 

researchers report positive results whereas only 24% of retention researchers indicated 

positive results. 
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A list of citations for all included studies are as follows: Allensworth, 2005; Andrew, 

2014; Buckmaster, Urick, & Ford, 2023; Burkam et al., 2007; Cham et al., 2015; Cooley-
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V.  Discussion 

A. Effects of Grade Retention 

 The results of this meta-analysis and systematic review of 45 studies published 

between 2000 and 2023 reveal no significant benefits of grade retention, as either an 

intervention for academic achievement or social-emotional adjustment (overall effect size of 

.00). These findings are consistent with previous meta-analyses of grade retention, which 

examined published studies across the previous decades. The previously found overall effect 

in Jimerson (2001) was considered a small negative effect (-.31), and comparable to the 

findings (-.37) from Holmes and Matthews (1984). Given the lack of demonstrated 

effectiveness in the research across the past two decades, the conclusion of the present meta-

analysis is consistent with the conclusions from the preceding century: research does not 

support the use of grade retention as an effective intervention.  

B. Key Considerations in Contemporary Studies 

There are a few key differences between the present meta-analysis and the prior that 

warrant careful consideration in interpreting the results. One example of this is the statistical 

methods applied in several of the recent articles. Multiple studies compared the use of 

different statistical methods on measuring significance (such as comparing propensity score 

matched groups versus not), thus leading to a large number of included effect sizes. While in 

some of these cases the use of comparing methods yielded a difference in significance (n= 4), 

in most cases there was no difference in the end calculated effect sizes. Additionally, many 
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of the studies studied the effects of retention over time (e.g., multiple grade levels following 

post grade retention), which include multiple time points of data, and similar to previous 

research on this topic, positive effects of retention are seen to diminish over time (Klapproth 

et al., 2016; Lamote et al., 2014). Thus, even when the article found a positive effect of 

retention in the short-term, it would often be preceded by multiple nonsignificant effects over 

time and may contribute to the overall non-effect found (e.g., Martorell & Mariano, 2018; 

Moser et al., 2012; Schwerdt et al., 2017; and Wu, et al., 2010). 

A particularly poignant consideration in the present meta-analysis was the inclusion 

of “retention plus” research, which would not have been available at the time of previous 

analyses. Traditional grade retention simply involved having a student repeat the grade in 

which they were deemed to not have met passing standards in. “Retention plus” often 

involves the use of grade retention coupled with other intervention strategies (e.g., summer 

school, intensive reading intervention, high quality teachers, and other evidence-based 

intervention strategies). For example, those studies that included data from students in 

Florida each included some version of “retention plus.” (e.g., Green & Winters, 2007, 2009; 

Figlio & Ozek, 2020; Ozek, 2015; Roderick & Nagaoka, 2005; Schwerdt, et al., 2017; and 

Winters & Greene, 2012). Florida's grade retention policy, (Florida Statute ANN. § 1008.25; 

2013) particularly for third-grade students who don't meet reading proficiency standards, 

emphasizes the importance of providing intensive interventions, high-quality teachers, 

targeted reading support, and progress monitoring.  Florida's grade "retention plus" policy 

(Florida Statute § 1008.25; 2013) mandated that students must receive "intensive reading 
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interventions" designed to address their specific reading deficiencies. These interventions are 

required to include: (a) evidence-based, explicit, systematic, and multisensory reading 

instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension; (b) 

participation in the school district's summer reading camp; and (c) minimum of 90 minutes of 

daily, uninterrupted reading instruction incorporating the above strategies. In addition, the 

Florida "retention plus" mandated that "high quality teachers" are provided, such that 

students retained in 3rd grade be provided with a highly effective teacher. This teacher must 

be certified or endorsed in reading, indicating specialized training in literacy instruction and 

the teacher's effectiveness is determined by their performance evaluation as per Florida 

Statute 1012.34. Thus, the inherent confound in studies investigating “retention plus” is that 

the evidence-based interventions that are mandated are likely to be associated with student 

outcomes. As evidenced in these studies, the outcomes of students experiencing “retention 

plus” are generally comparable to those students who were promoted. (e.g., Figlio & Ozek, 

2020; Greene & Winters, 2007, 2009; Ozek, 2015; Schwerdt, et al., 2017) 

At least four of the research articles included in this meta-analysis explore a unique 

form of retention plus through the use of summer school programs in Chicago and New York 

(e.g.,  Jacob & Lefgren, 2004; Jacob & Lefgren, 2009; Mariano & Martorell, 2013; Martorell 

& Mariano, 2018). Students who did not pass their standardized state test were required to 

attend summer school where they received targeted intervention in the subjects or areas they 

failed. Students then took the test again after receiving the intervention, and if they scored in 

the satisfactory range they would progress to the next grade during the school year. Though 
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neither version of these retention practices yields a significant effect of retention on academic 

achievement (i.e., the .03 effect size yielded by “retention plus” compared to the -.01 effect 

size of traditional retention models). These findings appear to both obfuscate the potential 

impacts of grade retention and suggests further research is needed on the effectiveness of the 

summer school programs aimed at remediating and accelerating the reading skills of low 

performing students.  

An additional methodological distinction evident in research published in the past two 

decades is the use of “regression discontinuity analysis” (RDA). RDA is a quasi-

experimental method used to estimate the causal effect of an intervention by comparing 

outcomes of individuals just above and just below a cutoff point. Among studies included in 

the present meta-analysis, RDA was frequently used to examine large data sets that emerged 

following the implementation of state level grade retention and promotion policies (e.g., 

Figlio & Ozek, 2020; Greene & Winters, 2007, 2009; Jacob & Lefgren, 2004; Jacob & 

Lefgren, 2009; Mariano & Martorell, 2013; Martorell & Mariano, 2018; Ozek, 2015; 

Schwerdt, et al., 2017).  Whereas some suggest RDA may have the potential to generate 

credible causal inferences when randomized experiments are not feasible, it also has 

significant shortcomings that can limit its utility and generalizability. 

For example, because RDA estimates the treatment effects based on those individuals 

near the cutoff point (in this instance, most frequently 3rd grade reading scores), this means 

the findings apply only to individuals close to the cutoff threshold and may not generalize to 

those further away. For example, an intervention demonstrated to be effective for students 
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just below a test score cutoff may not be effective for students far below that score. 

Therefore, this limits the external validity and the generalizability of the conclusions drawn. 

Indeed, limiting the comparison of students to those just above and just below the cutoff 

point would feature the highest performing students experiencing grade retention, thus, not 

addressing the extent to which lower performing students may be impacted by grade 

retention. 

C. Implications for Practice and Policy 

Contemporary research does not indicate that grade retention is an effective 

intervention to promote the academic achievement or social-emotional development of 

children. Though these findings are consistent with the results of previous meta-analysis on 

this topic, more and more states are adopting mandated retention policies. A recent example 

of this can be seen in the state of Arkansas, where the 2025-2026 school year marks the first 

year of the newly formed LEARNS Act that includes a policy of mandatory grade retention 

for students who do not pass the third-grade state reading test (Arkansas Senate Bill 294, 

2023). Despite multiple systematic reviews and meta-analyses compiling the findings from 

research across the past century finding that research does not support the use of grade 

retention as an intervention, it is still being adopted by states, districts, and schools. As of 

June 2023, the Education Commission of the States found that 26 states and the District of 

Columbia had any type of policy, statue, or regulation regarding grade retention, including: 

Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, 

Illinois, Indiana, Maryland, Michigan (repealed in 2024), Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, 



 

64 

 

Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico, North Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, 

Tennessee, Texas, and Washington (Fischer, Jamieson, Silva-Padron, Peisach, & Weyer, 

2023).  

If an intervention fails to yield effective results, then it requires shifting to practices 

that are evidence-based (Farmer et al., 2020). Implementation of evidence-based 

interventions and practices in schools is found to increase academic achievement in students 

(Shanahan et al., 2010; Vaughn et al., 2014), improve the effectiveness of mental health 

support in schools (Owen & Murphy, 2004), and manage student behavior effectively 

(Simonsen, 2008). Additionally, de-implementing low-value practices helps allocate 

resources to interventions that are evidence-based (Farmer et al., 2020). 

As stated, the overall effect size across the 45 studies in the current meta-analysis was 

.00, which indicates that there is neither positive magnitude or directionality of effect 

utilizing grade retention as an intervention. If a school, district, or state is going to put into 

practice an intervention aimed to support students in their academic and social-emotional 

development, then that intervention should be able to demonstrate statistically significant 

positive impacts on student outcomes. And if it does not, then either the restructuring of said 

intervention is in order, or the use of a different intervention entirely based on the empirical 

evidence. One way to find more appropriate and effective interventions to support students 

within schools is through the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC, US Department of 

Education, 2025). The WWC aims to provide evidence-based information to help educators, 

policymakers, researchers, and the public make informed decisions about educational 
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interventions. WWC systematically reviews research studies to assess the effectiveness of 

interventions (curricula, teaching strategies, professional development programs, etc.), and 

provides actionable recommendations for how to apply these interventions. Utilizing this 

would be a great service to schools, districts, and practitioners in making decisions for how 

to best service their population. The results of this study provide decision-makers in schools 

with additional evidence to select the best interventions to promote the success and 

development of their students.  

D. Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

 While this study included a considerable number of research articles for the final 

calculations, it is not inclusive of all studies on grade retention due to exclusionary factors, or 

due to inadequate information needed to calculate effect size. This study chose to include 

only peer-reviewed published research largely to follow similar inclusion criteria set by 

previous meta-analysis to be able to track the progression of effects over time. This excluded 

non-published works and dissertations from being added to this study. However, as 

previously mentioned, an international meta-analysis on grade retention included a 

publication bias measure that found “no difference” in the effect sizes calculated between 

published and unpublished research (Goos et al., 2021). Future research on this topic may 

consider the inclusion of unpublished research to gain additional data that could provide 

meaningful information. 
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 Similarly, some research was excluded due to not enough information being present 

to accurately calculate effect size, even with the use of an effect size calculator that accounts 

for many different statistical measures. For example, some articles did not include means, 

standard deviations, or standard errors, while other articles did not include demographic 

information about their population that would be needed to calculate effect size. This 

additional information may make it possible to run additional effect analysis on other 

characteristics, such as the effects of retention on specific populations. 

E. Conclusions 

As highlighted by Farmer et al. (2020), reducing the use of ineffective practices is not 

only beneficial for schools when allocating resources, but also beneficial in supporting the 

outcomes of students. Requiring students to engage in an intervention that has not been 

shown to have a meaningful impact on their progress not only wastes the time of the student 

and service provider, but it also raises ethical questions on whether best practice is truly 

being followed (Lilienfeld et al., 2012; Kratochwill & Shernoffm 2004). Practitioners such as 

school psychologists have an ethical obligation to uphold best practice when providing 

support to the students and schools they work for, and de-implementation of ineffective 

interventions supports long-term sustainability by clearing the path for proven methods to 

take root (Farmer et al., 2020; Montini & Graham, 2015; VanDerHeyden, 2018). By getting 

rid of ineffective practices, this clears up time and resources to introducing evidence-based 

practices, and as previously mentioned, implementing evidence-based practices has been 
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shown to provide better outcomes for students both academically and social-emotionally 

(Shanahan et al., 2010; Vaughn et al., 2014; Owen & Murphy, 2004). 

An example of utilizing evidence-based practices within schools is the use of targeted 

intervention. A targeted intervention identifies specific areas of support needed by the 

student (i.e-., for developing reading skills, targeting supporting reading fluency as opposed 

to reading as a whole) and provides evidenced-based support in that targeted area. A 2019 

international meta-analysis conducted by Snyder and colleagues on the use of target 

interventions finds a moderate effect in both academic achievement (g = .45) and 

psychosocial outcomes (g = .35) of school children. These effects were also stronger for 

younger children, suggesting its use as an effective early intervention (Snyder et al., 2019a). 

Additionally, early identification of an underdeveloped skill addressed by targeted 

interventions helps prevent the need for grade retention in the first place. 

The results of this study are a continuation of a series of work dating back over a 

century that fails to find evidence of effectiveness for grade retention as an intervention. It 

would behoove schools, districts, and policy makers to shift focus on applying evidence-

based practices in order to support their students. The de-implementation of ineffective 

strategies allows for time and resources to be reallocated to services that would provide 

students with interventions that would facilitate their progress in an effective manner. 
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VIII. Appendices 

Appendix A. Dissertation Matrix 

Questions Hypotheses IV DV Analyses Results 
Q1: 
 
What does 
contemporary 
(2000-
present) 
research 
reveal 
regarding the 
academic 
outcomes 
associated 
with grade 
retention? 

H1:  
 
Contemporary 
research will 
yield similar 
results as the 
previous 
major meta-
analysis. That 
grade 
retention will 
be associated 
with possible 
short-term 
academic 
gains (during 
the repeated 
year), and then 
yield neutral 
or negative 
impacts in 
studies 
focused on 
academic 
outcomes 
beyond the 
repeated year. 

Retention 
status of 
student (ie– a 
retained 
student  in 
comparison 
student who 
was not 
retained) 

Achievement 
Standardized 
Tests 
(Language 
Arts, 
Reading, 
Mathematics, 
Total/Compo
sites) and 
GPA 
 
(categories 
are 
consistent 
with last 3 
meta-
analyses) 

Standard 
Meta-
analysis with 
an inverse-
variance 
method 

Supported. 
Contemporary 
research 
shows that 
there is no 
significant 
effect of  
grade 
retention on 
academic 
achievement, 
as seen by the 
overall 
academic 
achievement 
effect size of 
.00. 

Q2: 
 
What does 
contemporary 
(2000-
present) 
research 
reveal 
regarding the 
social-
emotional 
outcomes 

H2:  
 
Contemporary 
research will 
yield similar 
results as the 
previous 
major meta-
analysis. That 
grade 
retention will 
be associated 

Retention 
status of 
student (ie– a 
retained 
student  in 
comparison 
student who 
was not 
retained) 

Social, 
Emotional, 
 Beha
vioral, Self-
Concept, 
Adjustment 
Composite, 
Attitude 
Toward 
School, 
Attendance 
 

Standard 
Meta-
analysis with 
an inverse-
variance 
method 
 
 

Supported. 
Contemporary 
research 
shows that 
there is no 
significant 
effect of  
grade 
retention on 
social-
emotional 
adjustment as 
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associated 
with grade 
retention? 

with possible 
short-term 
social-
emotional 
gains (during 
the repeated 
year), and then 
yield neutral 
or negative 
impacts in 
studies 
focused on 
social-
emotional 
outcomes 
beyond the 
repeated year. 

(categories 
are 
consistent 
with last 3 
meta-
analyses)
  

seen by the 
overall social-
emotional 
effect size of -
.01. 

Q3:   
 
How do the 
results of 
contemporary 
(2000-
present) 
research 
examining 
outcomes 
associated 
with grade 
retention in 
the United 
States 
compare to 
previous 
meta-
analyses? 

H3:  
 
The pattern of 
results in the 
present meta-
analysis will 
be comparable 
with previous 
meta-analyses. 

Contemporary 
results vs 
results of 
previous meta-
analyses 

Patterns of 
significance 
in each of the 
areas of 
academic 
achievement 
and social-
emotional 
development 
compared to 
findings in 
Jimerson, 
2001. 
 

Comparison 
of findings 
from present 
Meta-
Analysis and 
previous 
Meta-
Analysis 
(Jimerson, 
2001) 

Supported. 
The results of 
these finding 
are similar to 
the previous 
meta-analysis 
in that 
research does 
not support 
the use of 
retention as an 
effective 
intervention 
for either 
academic or 
social-
emotional 
development. 

 




