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respect for differences, and open-minded avoidance of prejudice, the

Introduction . : DR

~
>

One of the most influential institutions for the  development of

L3 ’ ? -

- J -
children is the elementary school. This influence extends beyond
; b

- .

intellectual development into the general realm of gsocial development

(see Centt£ & Potter, 1980; Guﬁp, 1980: Hetherington & Parke, 1979). -
. X

In the Caswell and Foshay text Education in the Elementary School (1957),
Y ¢
4 Nl w

4 -

George Strayer presents an idealized view of the school: "The good

t

o3

elementary school is ome in which children learn the tool of inquiry,

difficultrelationship6etween'fteedom and responsibility, and the art

of cooperating..." (p. vi). Furthermore, it has been claimed that the

v

school is second.only to the home as an institution that determines .

Ed

the growing individua%'s self-concept,and his or her attitudes of self-
agceptaﬁce orlself-tejection._ It has been consistently obéetved that
type of school, school orgé%izatioﬁ, and teacher-pupil relationships |
all’ influence children's self-concepts (Metcalfe, 1981).

In recent years, as part of the "back-to~basics' movement in educa~

tion, questipns have been raised about the socializatjon mission of e

»
the schools. Some writerg have argued, ‘for example, that schools

3

should focus their attention on .developing children's fundamental

academic competencies rather than aftempting to develop tangential

- -

quaiities 1ike self-concept (see Letnet,k1981). 'None}heless, there

7 .

is evidence !that "tangential’ qualities like self-concept are related to
.- T

academic penformanc%, Brookove=, Thomas, and Patterson (1974) fcund that °

10

b
i
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' student self—cogcéptionslof ability predicted school performance better

than IQ. Lamy (1965) suggested=tha§ self-perceptions and IQ in kinder-

garten predicted reading achievement in first grade equalfy well.
Wattenberg and Clifford (1964) successfully predicted,readiﬂgachievement

two and a half years later from meaSures of self-concept ptocﬁreﬂ from

kindergarteners. Entwisle and Hayduk (1978) provide data which further

§ v
support the relationship between self-esteem and the school environment.

-
~ .

v

For instance, by the end of the third grade, eveyp ngore the age of

¢ ” ' . [3 y 3 ’
competent- reading and writing skills.a;& acqulteé:/chlldren have

developed fairly stable and complex self-images, How well children
are doing academically at that age is a good, long term indicat%f of
school petforﬁance. The implications are that school pesﬁormance can

be enhanch or debilitated as a.fupnction of the student's self-esteem.

L}
-

There are at least two school-related factors that may influence

: hchildrqﬂ}s”self-évaluation and selft-concept. The first of these is

- .

: actual academic performance, which gradually becomes part of a

reciprocal feedback system. .That is, actual academic petformahgs .

influences self-evaluation, which in turn influences subsequent academic

~srformance. Johnson (1981) assumes that children who have experienceq
¢ t\‘ b .

chronic failure (failed at least three Yeais) in school develop feelings

of learned Helplessness. .Johnsbq's study explored two facets of learned

-
o

helplessness, whether value of outcome would be a predictor of passivity

and, how self-concept is affected by failure. The results were consistent

-

. ‘ Lo
with learned helplessness -theory: low self-concept was predicted

_ independently and significantly by school failure, internal attributionms,

for faiiﬁre, and extefnaliatttibutions for success (Johnson, 1981).

’ T

»




& Lerner, 1977;-Rich, 1975; Rist, 1970;. Rosenthal & Jacobsen, 1969,

A.second school-related factor influencing children's self-eﬁaiua-

tion' is teacher;'_attitudes toward students and their performance (e.g., o

Adams, 19633 Barocas, 1974; Brophy & Good, 1970; Cooper, 1979; Lerner
|

Seavet, 1975) Teacher expectations a:e considered a prlmary ‘source

for information about expected abilities which “shape chlldten s self-
|
|
|
\

concepts. Particularly the expeqtanc{es that childrén hold about.thelt

capability for academic performance (Braun, 1976; Brophy & Goody 19747

Ml

Goad, 1980} Weinstein, et al., Note 1). Achievement is affected in

l" . 3 [ 3 * ‘. .7
that the child inteérnalizes information from the teacher-pupil interac-— .
a ¥ T

tions into self-expectations and the expressions of those self-

*

expectations into behavior and academic performance (Cooper, 19793

Weinstein, et al., Note 1). . .

Considering the information vutlined above, it is not surprising

2

to find that a child's success or failure in the school epvironment is

not just a matter of a child's individual efforts or of effective or
J é

ineffective teaching. ~Nor is it merely a matter of. a favorable .

-

emotional climate at home. The. child who does not compete successfully

e .

in school is likely tc deveioﬁ problems in living and in coping with
his or her surroundings (Chase, 1972). Taken together, these studies

suggest that intellectual and sociai development go hand in hand, and

that "tangentiel" qualities like self-concept and self-evaluation may
L Al q ‘

be very important for subsequent intellectual dgzelopment. )
. N P
There is another hidden aspect of the "back-tprbasics" movement

/

] [ *
that presents a serious problem to the schoolsq If."minimum L
. » *

competencies” in the basics a:e the-criteria for academic success, yhat
N\

is to be done with the students who ap not meet these criteria? " The
M ) .

. {
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0 l
‘tradifional amswer to this question is to retain childrea in grade .

o

] &

' Qntil they had reached the appropriate masteryllevel. 'This solution
is not uncommon apptoximately‘oneemillion American children are
1nvolved in this process annually (Jacﬁson, 1975). r

’ It is surptlslng, glven\the 1mportance of the problem and the large
number of children involved, how little is known about the impact og
o , 2 - -
gtaae retention. There is no cohsistenglmgenerally accepted basis for

1

-
{

‘ [ » A [ i \‘ » [ [ [ [
. non-promotion. Children may be retained due to defficiencles 1n academic

*

performance or to defici§§ciesﬁ1n "social maturity" (Jackson, 1975).
’ Y. ¢ . ~ ~ A

. v . .
Futthermorg,itgége is 'no consistent relationship between the achieveuent

4 . - N . i~
and ability of the student and her“dr his nonpromotion. Almost all
’. ® : O )
surveys of student progress reveal casces in which children of low
™ ’ :
achievement have. feen promoted,and children of Wigher achievement have

* been failed. Additiépally, schools with higher average achigéyement 9f€en

"nachievemept {Caswell & Foshay, 1957).

.

4 ;
fgil a larger percentage of students than schools with Llower average
. v N

~

'

N

. _

. Ayers (1909) reported the firstrcpﬁprehensive analysis of the -

' ’

progress of-tHildren from grade to grade. Ayers concluded that the
rate of gtade retentlon varied from 107 to 347%; Qhe average rate of grade

retention was éign'ficantly hlghet in the,first grade than othets, and

> . »

the rate of grade retention was 31gn1f1cant1y higher for boys than for
girls. These rgsults have been repllcated from 1912 = 1975; the

differences -being the rate of grade retertion variance in differemtf

-
.

cities and states,\the range being between 27 and 20%. According to

-Jackson (1975) there are also differences for nonpromotion for minority

*
~ »

and nonminority students, respectively, 0.7% and 0.4% in Minnesota,

-

Oregon, aad Utah, and in Louisiana 7.9% and 3+6%. ’ .

“




otention as a solution to the* #'minimal competercies" )

~

%8
Q N ’ -
T,

Grad ;

ﬁrdhlem may itself-pose further problers. Early reviews:suggest that

o o o o
nonptomgtlon, as a mecns of improving achievement level, does nou work

a2

: ana that it is likely to be a deterrent to acceptable achlevement
(e.8.y Caswell & Foshay, 1957, Sandin, 1944) . Speclflcally, Caswell

’ -and Foshay (1957) and Sandin (1944) found that the nonpromoted child
’ B

w111 suffer from deptesslbn and dlscoutagement. The personality of a
ehlld is affected, most often unfavorably, when.he or she is not
promoted. The explanatlon of tthphenomenon offerad by Caswell and

Foshay was that the}qhild:gu,ga@pbt discover the relationships between

¢heir activities and outcomes and hence do not see 3 road to success.

* This ambiguity will inadvertently lead to distrust of abilities,-and

very often to expectation of further failure,

Sandin (1944) designed a study in which he assessed the social and
‘emotional adjustments of regularly promoted and nonpromoted students.
) LA
' He obtained 1nformat10n<ftom observations in the classroom and student

records which showed that nonpromotion regulted in the children being

? A N

placed with classma.28 who were younger, smaller, and in many cases,

less mature. Sandln agserts that these differences are zmportantbecause
/

they agpear as factors that influence chlldten ] regectlon or acceptance
as companxons. " From his data, Sandin concluded that chlldten who had

”»
been Tata ained did not conslder their younger, regularly promoted class-

mates,approprlate companlons.

o

¢The studles by Caiwell and Foshay (1957) and by Sandin (1944) are

important because they suggest that peer reactlons can have a strong

1nf1uence-on a ch11d 8 adJustment to gchool, If retained children

3

are teJected or are targets of discrimination in their new classes, then

> L4

Xy

-~
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acadewic and familial ptoolems associated with retention wifi be
compounried, and self-evaluation may suffet further. Althougn;the precise
mechanism responsible for such discrimination remains unclear, some clues
ma2y be found in the 11terature on equity theory. From the perspective

of equity theory, judgments of deservingness are an 1ntegra1 part of
\ _ ) 4,
resource exchanges that characterize social behav1or.’“Axsoc1a1,exchange

is equitable when resources (outcomes) aré dispensed in proportion to
. . . . N g o
contributions or. inputs (Walster, Berscheid, & Walstér, 1973). Thus, a

worker who does 20% df the work deserveé 20% of the available resources.
5 [y * A ’ B

y . ) i -
From the perspective; of equity theory, it could be argued that

. teJectlon and peer discrimination against the retained child may be seen

as thé deserved outcome for the input of poor school petformance. By

itself, this 1ntetptetatlon is too 81mP118tlc. The retained chiid may

actually outfpetform his non-retained peers on at least some school-

relatéd tasks due to greater familiarity with some of the materials.
Ai .

1f, howevnt, the equity formulation is expanded to allow additional

1npucs beyond relative school performance, then the equity interpreta-
tion may be more plausible.
In naturally oceurring circumstances, children are confronted

with information about accomplishments within a context of other

¥ o

1nformation that may be at least as sa11ent as task petformance

(Graziano, 1978 Leventhal & Mlchaels, 1971; Thelen & Kirkland, 1976).
It is these other sa11ent, yet dlffuse, items of information (e.g., size,
race, grade status) that could function as inputs and henoe, mediators if

(-2

children's perceptions of théir peers (Graziano, Musser, Rosen, &

Shaffer, 1982). ) ) : ".




The results of these empirical equity studies suggest that task

petformance is not the only basis fot children's judgments of deserving=-
ness (Leventhal & Michaels, 1971). Walstet and Walster (1975) ptopgggdf

that these contextual determinants, i.e., status attributes assoclated

-

with the individual such 1s physical strength, gender, and race, come
to be seen as inputs. Thug, they are med%ators in the distribution of
resources. ‘ |

Status generalization is a process that.could help us understand

how these relevant and/or irrelevant factors could opetaté to influence

hed - "
J
1

children's judgments of equitable exchanges, Several investigations.

. have observed that children have conceptions which appear to be stereo-

typed about appropriate occupations for males and females, and peers '

younger and older than themselves (Feathet,lQ?S;Thélen & Kirklan&,bQ?é?

H
> i

Graziano, Musser, & Brody, Note 2){ Furthermore, children assume

—————

'~ different statuses and roles withﬂn}the peer group. These group defined

attributes determine *the relationship of each child to other members

\ H - ¢
of the group (Shaffer, 1979). [ : ' ;

N s ~ . L

The implications are that status differences evoke differential

. . o 4 h y/.;(ci . :
evaluations about individuals and provide a basis for inferring di;fet-

ences in other capacities or characteristics possessed byéthe“iﬁézzidual.

R .,

Assumptlons made about a persdétu on the basis of their status category

EN

seen to Bé‘vf“two kinds: Speclflc expectations are formed about

capacities which- are relevant to the interaction itself; general (dif-

\

fuse) expectations are formed about capacities that may extend beyondthe

1

context of the interaction (Berger & Fisek, 1970). y \

f

4
'
i
i

Perhaps an illustration would clarify the point. In accordance '
v - - ‘\

with the status generalization theory (Webster & Driskell, 1978),

-

/




children could possibly perceive a child who has been retained as

having lowet status than their regularly promoted counterparts. These

d1ffetent1a1 status. evaluations would determlne the relatlonshlp between

"

the retained and nonretained c@ildreﬁ’(cf., Walster & Walster, 1975).

o

For instance, ;gxis‘p6§§ib1e that the grade retained child who performed
as well as the non-retained child (on a school-related task) would be

evaluated less favorably by their peers.

The aforementioned implications lead to another way (in additiom to

f

equity ‘theory. and status generalization) to consider peer reactions to

children who have been retaineéd. It is conceivable that a grade retained

child is seen as somehow "different" by his or her non-retained peers.

However, there is little information on the ways children interact with

other children who are seen as somehow "diffefent" from themselves (cf.,

- s

Hartup, 1979; Llppltt, Polansky, & Rosen, 1952). 'For example, Lougee,
Golden, and Hartup, (1977) note that most our knowledge of peer relations
is based on studies in which children are highly similar to each other in

age, race, gender, socioeconomic status, mental and physical capabilities

-

etc. In particular, when grade-retained children interact with their -
. p l

¥

new cldssmates, we may be observﬂig a special case of naturally occurring

mixed-age interaction. \ &
) \

. . Al . .
There is-now art established llﬁsratute demonstrating that children's

interactions do differ in same-age _and wixed-age contexts (Furman, Rahe,

& Hartup, 1979; Golden, 1981; Grazians, et al,, 1976; Shatz & Gelman,

1973). The bulk of this research has stressed the potential ameliorative .

and therapeutic effects of mixed-age interaction. For example, Furman

.-

et al., (1979) found that by pairing socially withdrawn older children
4




¢

) with a younger partner, the socially withdrawn older child becomes more

socially interactive with agemates. '

Ameliorative effects may indeed occur in dyadic interaction, but
i " there is also the possibility that the larger social context can make

e

mixed-age interaction detrimental to.the individual older child. In
the natural ecology of elementary schools, for example, mixed-age
o interaction occurs when children are retained in grade due to academic '

deficiencies. Such grade retention may ameliorate academic differences,

Y but social development may be detrimentally affected (Caswell & Foshay,

1957; Sandin, 1944). .

-

It is because of thesé possibilities that this study was designed to

. agsess the diffgten;ial perceptions of second- and fifth-grade children,

1

- . £ -
based on their grade status. Specifically this study will address the >

following questions: (a) Are older children in the same grade as the
v ’ %
regularly promoted children perceived as having higher, lower, or equal
. . 3

status? (b) Do children who are retained have different perceptions

of others who have been retained or regularly promoted? (c) Given .

v

comparable task performance (by the retained and non-retained students)

what factors will contribute to the allocation of teward§ from their

peers? (d) Are there differences in the social cognitions and

hildren who have been retained and those who 'are . %

‘ expectancies between. c
&

‘ .

regularly promoted?

In light of these guestionms, it was hypothesized that: (a) Grade
retained children would evoke negatibe perceptions, and thus have lower o

status, than childfgn,regulﬂrly promoted. These effects will vary such

)
-

that, .children who are retained themselves will make more favorable

attributiong to similar-others (i.e., retained- target children) than

-~
.
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to the children who are not retained. (b) More favorable attribu-

v

tions will be made to child}én who are regularly promoted than to
their ;-n—retained counterparts. (c) Children with perceived higher
status (i.e., who are regularly promoted) will be preferred for

" academic and social tasks rather than children who are retained. (d)
Given compatab%e,task Rgrfd%mance, the regularly ﬁromotgd student will
receive more rewards tggn will children who have been retained, and -
(e) Children who are retained will have' less favorable social cog- °

nitions and expectancies about themselves and their school environment

‘thén will children wﬁo are regularly promoted. ,

©




Method

Overview of‘DesigB

. females., .

Second and fifth grade retdined and non-retained childte; provided

-

measures of (a) differential peer reward allocations, (b) social partner,
(¢) task partner, (d) impressions and attitudes about the school
environment, (e) report card expectancy, md (f) self-esteem measures.
Race of'examlnet and order of presentatlon of measures were counter-
balanced. Results were analyzed using multlvatlate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) and separate univariate ANOVA's.

Participants

The saﬁple for this seudy cousisted of two hundred and nineteen
children who attended a rural elementary school in Not?heast Georgia.
Particieants were diehotomized by grade level and gender: léi second
graders*(ég'fepalee and 40 males), llﬁ:fifth‘gtaders (53 females and 61

males). Thirty-four percent of the subject population was African-Ameri-

can and slxty-flve percent Caucasian—-American. Mean ages at testing for
the chlldten who were retained second graders were, for males 11l. 50

months and for females 110.75 months. For the chxldten who were

—_ —— = o -

tegulatly ptcmoted mean age for females was 94.89 months and for males

92.65 months. Mean age at testing for retained fifth graders was 146.45

months for females and 145.0 months for males; and mean age for the

non-retajned students for males was }27.48 months and 127.27 months for

»
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Forty-six percent of the population had been retained and 54% had

not been retained in grades. Parental consent was obtained for each’
child and the child was again asked if she or he would like to partici-
pate before arriving to the experimental room; No child withlpatental

pefmission declined to participate. ° .

Procedures’

Six undergraduates and two graduate students served as experiment-

ers; there were two African-American females and one male, four Caucasian

LY

American females and one male. The children were escorted to and from

L4

their classfooms by an experimenter. Each child was interviewed
jindividualiy. His or her responses to each question were recorded by

the experimenter on the children's individual data sheet.

The inigial phase of the experiﬁent consisted of collecting self-

esteip7measutes from each child. The remainder of the dependent

variables were then fptesented, in a fixed order, to each child.

Self-Esteem Measures

The method used was the Katz and Zigler (1967) self-lmage dlspatlty

approach. The self-esteem data were collectgd prior to the other

dependent measures. Each child was assessed individually by an experi-~

‘menter of the same gender, but vace of examiner was counterbalanced

..

within gender. The experimenters were blind to the child's gradestatus,

i.e., retained or not retained.
° 4
The participants were told that the experimenter wanted to find

out what the children thought about themselves. They were toid that-

+

, there were no right or wrong answers, and that they were to respond

t

as they felt. The experimenter collected the information verbally

from each child and reéorded responsec on the appropriate sheet. In

L4 .
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addition, the children were asked if they, understood each word. There

were standard prompts listed for the experimenter for each word.

Each questionnaire consisted’ of 20 adjectives, ten positive and ten
negative. ‘For each adjective there were two responses, "yes" or "mo."
Three questionnaires were given to assess the real self, ideal self;
and social self (see Appendix A). Positive responses ‘were given a
score of zero and negative responses wefe scored as one.

Allocation Task

The allocation task was adapted from the procedures designed by

¥

“ .

Graziaéo (1978); see also Graziaho, Brody, and Berstein, 1980. This
task Qas utilized to assess the effects of ééacus generalization in
specifié situations. The materials used were portions of a story by
Tolstoy (1972) (see Appendix B) entitled "The Turnip," three 13 x 9 cm

Polaroid color snapshots and ten red circular prize chips.

i} v

The students were shown the color snapshots of two unfamiliar

LS

-~

children (from another school district) who were of the same race, Sex,,

and grade as the subject. For second graders, one stimulus child (i.e.,

child in.the snapshot). was. talier and older than hef 6t his counterpart.

1

The student was told that their ages were nine- and seven-years

respectively. For fifth graders, the student was told that the stimulus

children's ages were twelve- and ten-years, respectively. Underneath

>
~

eg;H stimulus child's photograph was "the printed poréion of the story
wh;:E\the gtimulus child allegedly had read. For instance, onén
stimulus c¢hild had cféarly read a considerably greater portion qﬁfghe
story than had “the other stiﬁulus child. When the experimenter gas

- H

sure the rhild undersgaod which student in the photographhad read the

L y

a

Nl Rl
C , g ~\r\,.\» o
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"Subject's name, I want you to give each child as many prize chips as

-

you think she (or he) should have for reading the story. Now remember
you have ten chips." The experimenter then teold the child to place the

amount of chips they think the child=en should get beside her (or his)

|
I

appropriate story fragment, the following instructions were given: "w
|

|

\

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

snapshot. This process was repeated two more times so that the child
: - w }

responded under conditions where the retained child had sread more than, o
|

\

less. than, and the same as her or his non-retained counterpart.

e

Soci;{g?artnet Choice
This task wa§ designed to assess the degree of status generaliza- U

tion to a task-irrelevant:situation, e.g., not related to the school

environment. Each child was’ shown a different color snapshot of“tyo

unfamiliar chiidfen, from another school district, who Qere of the same

race, sex, and grade as the subject. Next the subjects were shown a

20 x 25 mm color snapshot of a playground. Each subject was asked, "If

jbu had a chance to play at this playground, which playmate would you

-choose'?.

‘ 3

|
\
|
|
1
\
|

Task Partner Choice . _ .

This task was designed to assess the degree of status generaliza-

tion to a specific, school related situation. The children were

shown another pair of: children in a Polaroid color snapshot. The

children were of the same race, sex, and grade as the subject. Then the -

-~
Y

ki
children were shown five arithmetic problems (taken. from either the sec-

ond or fifth graders'etextbook). The children were asked, "If you Ty .

were asked’ to do these problems which partner would you. choose to

help Qou“?
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Imptessions/Attitkdes s .
' v e - Al ‘5 N
were used to assess (a) the child's impressions and

t

tion check: Each child viewed a 13 x 9 cm color snapshot of two strange

children who were of .the same race, sex, and grade as the subject. The

N\ o

b »

gecond graders were told that the stimulus children were seven and nine

years old, respectively, e fifth,graders were told that the stimdlus
children were ten and twelv ye#rs old, respectively. The following G
open-ended questions were as ed in counter-balanced order: \;;
1., MGuess why this studéﬁf~ipningsgg_pig;ute) is older than this ™ -~ ‘
student.(points to pic\ute)"? 1 -
. 2. "Can you think of_someusbtds that désctige this student (points
to pict;te of the older cﬁéld)"? . ‘
sk

3, "Can you think of some words that describe this child (points L AT
to younger ¢hild)"?

4. "Guess who is liked better"?

*

Incomplete Stimulus Situation.

This measure was used to assess the

.

attitudes about the school environment (e.g., "School is a place

where..."; "I like schoB} beéause..."). e participants were ;sked

to complete six'sentence~stems (see Aﬁpendix ). The sentence stems -
used ‘were adapted from Mussen (1960). -

Report Card-Expectancy N - \ -
‘ This method was adapted from Entwifle and ﬁkyduk (19¥§),to assess

the child's academic self-image. Each child was asked ‘to guess what her

"*-“~-»-/

23
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next report card would lodk like. A large red poster ( approximately

960 cm x 960 cm) was prepared with titles of school subjects "reading,"

o
~

"arithmetic," and "conduct", Next to the "report card" were large

letteré, (thtée copies of each) A, B,.C, D, F; which the child was #sked T

to place én the relevant report card squares. o
Before playing the game, the children were asked if they knew wﬁa:

a report card was, and what the grades represented. After the children .

indicated that they understood what was expected of them, the erperi- ;

menter asked them to guess by picking up a letter grade and placing it é

in the appropriate square, i.e., one for teading; atitémetic, and

conduct. . - ’ - A
Upon completion of the tasks outlined above, the children were - -

» .

~thanked for their participation and invited to take a small toy from

the experimenter's prize bin. . ;

“%
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observations, i.e., impression and attitude questions and the incomplete

- J
; Results
* ¢ 13

'Théwexpérimedtet coded ail observations with the assistance of three |
. & N . ) .

undergraduate students. A reliability check was made for the judgmental
. . N

N 4 o
sentence stems. The undergraduates, one female and two males, were
. he j - N
bIind to the predictions and design of the research project. Intercoder

LY

reliabilities for each judgmental observation were calcnulated as

e T Tas . { : . .
correlations. Six sets  of correlations were computed (i.ew, correlations
. . ¢ hd .

S

-'Manipuiggzbﬁiﬁheck

between fodgﬁ'one and coder two, coder two-and coder three, etc.). Of
all correlations obtained none were below .90, (M = .93). Where there
was disagreement, a discussion was held until a consensus wds reached.

Since the correlations were satisfactorily high, the experimenter's

coding sheet was used for all analyses.

N e e

. The first questi&p the children were asked was, 'Can youkgueés
why th;se children are in thevsame éradg and one is older than the .
other"? We -designed this question so that we would not have to
label the children as retained and thus, create a response bias in the

sample population. Basically we wanted to show that the children are ‘ »’

.

cognizant of the grade status of their peers. Our data indicated that K

they are aware of the retained versus the non-retained children.

» &

" The responses to this question were coded: 0- a "hit", meaning the

participant clearLygidentified a retained child; 1, a E§emi-hit",

T 17
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meaning that dlthough the participant did not respond with any key

words, (e.g., "left-back", "not prompted", "failed"), his or her subse-
quent responses indicage&wfﬁé§"ﬁéfe‘aw&te the;stuaent failed a gtaae; ‘

~

- N . . . o a0 ] ."’~ :
- .2, a "migs", meaning that participants did not verbalizé grade status

of the student in any context; and 3, no response, - .

t

A digression is necessary sQ that the "condition"'factor can be.
’

explalned. oThe condltlon Factor was a design ptocedute uged to counter-

- ﬂ%lance the height and grade status of the ’arge; chlldrep. ‘The height ,

-
e 3

> ) - of the target chlldten was mainpulated independently of gtade status SN
since ptev1ous reseatch has shown that height (size) can 1nf1uence ’

chlldten s social judgments (e.g., Grazianmo, 1978; Graziano, Musser, ‘ . ,!
- -~ . . .
Rosen, & Shaffer, 1982). Therefore, in orie condition (coded 0), the
F 4 . >

target children were labe{fed "correctly", i.e:, the taller (blder)

" child was: retained and the shorter (younger) child was not retained.

a2 e .
v - .
- 2

In the other condition (coded 1) the target children wété-lébél;ed in Lo

the reverse order, i.e., the taliet-tytgeﬁ child was labelled as younger.

and not retained, and the shorter target-child was said to be older

and tetained. - - .’ - &

v -t
All responses to question one {except the ' no respbnse" category) -

were subjected to a 2 (grade status) x 2 (gtade) x 2 (gender) x 2« ) -
: (condition) agglysis of variance (ANDVA),> (Lunney, 1979). Slgnlflcant'
main effects for grade status, F (1,184) = 7.95, p = .005, and grade, Ef

' (1,184) = 15,57, p = .0001 emetgég._ The qon-tetained,participancs .

would éeliably identify the :étai%ed-stimulus children moxe often _. ..
" (M = .47) than the retained partlclpants (M = .76) Similarly ;ifth v

gradets 1dent1f1ed the tetalned—stlmulus children more often (M = .40),

than did second graders (M = .86). Duncan's multipie range test showed




: . that these differences were s1gn1f1canc~at the 05 level. Furthermpie : .

|
[ -
AR a szgnlflcant Condltlon x Gender interaction emerged, F (1,184) = -
y

5. 81, p= .005. The shape of the 1ntetact1on_was,dlsotdlnal, which .

suggests that male and<£emale part1c1pants react d1fferent1y to

! o TTTT o 8

- @;‘q«reyﬂtlve‘SIze.’ Post hoc analys:s wh1ch used Dunean s test, revealed

%
b

N - PRIV

> y : g 3
. . significant diffeifnces, p =.05. These analysis were interpreted
. - 2 ’

Sy o . as follow;: female partlclpants would 1dent1fy the retained stxmulus

. -

ch11d in the retained-shorter condition more often (M = ,44) than in

~

““”‘“"”“*,, -theqzetazned~tallet condition (M = .64); however, this occurrence °
- . !

‘ ;

® ‘is reversed w1th males, in the retained-shorter cond1t1on’they

»

1den:1f1ed’the reta1ned stimulus child less often M = .90) than in

- *\
'-g' - the tetained~ta11et condltlon (M = .42)

Al .
L e . H
. h
* I3
R / -
.~ E [ .
v

. . . Slnce this quesb1on served as a manipulation check 1t was assumed

that the‘Pa1or1ty of the chzldren would read11y 'guess' one of the
i x \
L stiﬁnlus children had besn retained. The assumption was conf1rmed.

ﬁu;h - Slxty-seven pe;gget (135) of this sample guessed" correctly wh11e 237

s ' - (65) mlssed B " , )

- . * F * -

A Discrimination Hypotheses'

| M i, , x 8'.“ . F . _" R . N . )
v gre3310n and'Attztude Measures. .The first pred1ct10n was that,

LN -

& cﬁildren would have negat1ve petceptlons about their grade-retained

>

.0 pee:s. Additionally, a rater's gtade status x target's grade status .

Il £

irteraction ﬁal‘predicted. This means that raters who were retained -’

. themselves would make more favorable attributions about retained
B * 3 ; L

targéts than wou1d~ihose raters who were regular1y~pfomoted. .

. :

The data relevant to thé above redxctlon were the responses iven
g

-

to the 1mptess1on and attltude qdest1ons. For questlons two and three,
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\

the -participants were asked (in a random order) to describe the retained
. . 1 ) Z

. . \ . . : ’ .
and non-retalﬁed stimulus child. For coding purposes, question two

refers to the retained- stimulus child and question three refers to the

non-retained stimulus child., Responses to these questions were coded:

S y

* -
0 - uiggdable, 1 - negative, 2 - neuttal,/Br 3 - positive, The depen=-
- N I _
7 . i
dent variaB&es were rater's grade status (retained vs not retained),
/' e , a

~ grade (EE:;nﬁ\vs fifth), gender (male vs female) and condition (retained-

-
/ .
> N

Question égg; When the codable responses wereﬂéubjected fo a
2 (gtade,st;tus) x é“(gt;de) x 2 (gender) x 2 (condition) ANbVA, a
significant Condit;on x Gta@e stétus x Gender interaction emetged,.g
(1,184) = 5.37, p = .02, It appears Epat thé male and female patt@ciQ‘
pants are reacting differently to the retained child as a function of
the size of the retaingd-scimulus‘?hildren. For insFance, wpen the
te;ained stimulus child was tallgr/than the non-ret;ined stimulus
child, male students who were themselves retained did not differentiate
between ghe two stimuli children{'gfsc- 1,69 and 1.60, respectively;
however, the non-retai;ed males gave mofe negative descriptions of the
tétained-shOtter'stiﬁulus child than of the tetained-taliét child; gfs‘;
1,37 and 1.75, respectivel}. The retained-female participantg gave moée
negative descriptions about the retained-taller target child (M = 1.54)
than about the retained-shctiet stimulus child (M = 1.73). However, the
non-retained females did the exact opposite, they gave more negative

»

descriptions about the retained-shorter stimulus child (M = 1.30) than

about 'the retained-taller stimulus child (E.'”1'74)'

The children’s responses showed that, while both second and fifth

graders tenaed to respond neutrally (777 and 75% respectively), more

28

=
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fifth graders responded negatively (12%) than did second graders
(Less than 1%). (Eight second graders "and two fifth gtaders gave. o
*

(=3

p031t1ve responses,. ) More females (52%) than male pattlclpants (46%)

gave neutral responses; the male participants accounted for v1rtua11y S

. F

all of the negative responses (minus 1 female) and the females accountéd

” 3 . = v,i‘

‘for "all of the positive responses.

1

It appears that there is some support in the direction of the

* hypothesis. There are different perceptions of the retained children

which are related to the raters themselves. Furthermore, these differen~-

tial evaluations are mediated by the height (size) of the retained

N : v Y . .
,stimuli children Py relation to the height of the non-retained stimulus

children. Sixty-twdlpercent of the children gave neutral responses;

»

with the addition of both size (height) and grade status factors
Y e . . ®

-

however, discriminative evaluations do emerge.

oo

Question three. Thls questlon per;axns to the pattlclpant 8

descriptions of the non-retalned-tatget chlldren. It was~pted1cted

that the non-retalned child would receive more favorable evaluations ;

;ﬁan th; retained child by their peers. When the codable responses’ ’ J

were subjected to a 2 (grade status) x 2°(gr;de) x 2 (gender) x 2’ :
|

(condition) ANOVA, only two marginally significant main effects emerged,

_ grade status, F (1,184) = 3.02, p = .08., and grade, F (1,184) = \ ,

3.11, é.- .07. These results iddicéﬁeé that the majority of these
second and flfth graders gave neutral responses, (74%) while 1% of

the second graders and 6% of the flfth graders gave negative responses;
2% of the gecond graders and less than 1% of the fifth graders gave
positive responses. Furthermore, 73% of the female subjects and 75% of

the males gave neutral responses; while 11% of the males and 3% of

.2

-
B
A 4
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the females gave negative responses; and 5% of the females and less

than 1% of the males gave positive responses. Furthermore, 39% of

the retained participants,and 42% of the non-retained participants gave

- neutral responses. While 5% of the teﬁained and 3% of the non-retain-

ed participants gave negative responses. However, 2% of the retained
and 2% of the non-tecained pefticipants gave positjve descriptions ) "
about the non-tetained'sti;mli children.— - ) . |

Suggieqental analzee . Since responses to ‘questions two and three

included both "hits" and "misses," it was possible that the inclusion

of children who genereted "misseed obscure& any underlying patterns.

»

~Consequent1y, responces of childrea who scpred "hits" on questhn one

were analyzed separately in a 2 (grade status) x 2- (grade) x2 (gender)
x 2’ ( con&rtlon) MANOVA. The.dependent var1ab1e3(qere the 1mpte331on‘and
attitude questionz, task partner, secial'pattner, and allocation -of
rewards. (See Table 1 for significant ueivatiate effec;s for the
impression and. attxtude questions.)

Pillai's trace (Olgen, 1976) showed 31gn1fe;ant effects of gender,
p-= .02, grade, p = .0001,and a Condltlon x Grade 1ntetact10n, p=.01.
Just as the total sample, the majority (70%) of the sub-sample (i.e.,
those ch11d;en“who cprtectly "guessed" that one target child had been
retained) responded with neutral descriptions. However, the males gave
more ﬁegative deacéibtiona than did the females (frequencies were 26
and 4 respectively). Thelsignificant main effect for grade indicgfed
that'whiieuthe*majoricy"of~thisusubrpopu1ation's fifth and second i
graders rcsponded neutrally, more second graders responded negatively |

than did fifth graders. Less than 1% of the samplé responded with,

‘e . o - e ae 2 . .
positive descriptions. Results indicated that, in the retained-

&

- v - ) . S ¥ a
. .- VAY .
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| T ‘ , 'Table 1 ’ i )
L Univariate Results for Impressions’and Attitudes ¢
- - . . . e s -
k ) . Contjolling for "Hit" Responses B R
|[» . A —— -~ e e m"**j—_ T T ’ . - gl
f' . : F-Value* P-Value
Imptessions/Attitudes : ' ’ ) T
T ' o~
o Question 1 ; . L
' Grade status y ' 7.68 .01 o
+ condi¥ion . 5.19 .02 ;
- N Ly i'
Gender ¥ 5.81 .01 -
Grade B _15.16 .002 ‘
l Grade status x grade 4.08 .04 !
‘ Condition x'grade 9,18 <002 ‘
v . . . .
Grade status x conditio§ x grade 4:92 02 °
g
Gender x grade 4.41 .03
Question 2 . : -
, - .
Grade status'x condition x gender 3.65 .05 ‘
- Question 4 -
Condition x grade ' 4.93 . .03 .
*Note, All df = (1,142) ) - E
- &
/.
= ’/, 1
,/: <'F
/
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taller condition, generally all raters (seeond and fifth graders) re-

Y

sponded neutrally. However, in the retained-shorter condition, fifth

. grade raters gave more negative descriptions (M = 1.51) than did second

.

graders (M = 1.69). Duncan's post hoc analysis did not reveal any

. significant differences. . .

Since the sub-population's pattern, as indicated above, did not

differ from'the total population, the univariate analyses will not be

discussed. . .

4

It appeats that there are differential evaluatlons given by the

retained and non-retained raters; furthermore it appears as though these

-

differential evaluations are influenced by the relative height of the

o =

target children and whether or not the raters themselves are male or

)
rg

female.

Question four. The measure asked that the participants guess

~

thch stimulus child (retained or non-retained) would be liked better.
It was ptedlcted that the non-retained child would be favored by their
peets, as opposed to the retained child. When responses to this
question were subjected to a 2 (grade status) ¥ 2 (grade) x 2 (gender)’
x 2 (cendition) ANOVA, a siénificant Condition x Gender interaction
emerged, F (1,184) = 5.22, p =02, The resnlts indicated that the
fifth graders believed the’:etained-shorter target child would be liked
better (33%) than the retained-taller target child (24%.). And
conversely, when the second graders viewed‘a ‘target child who was

retained and shorter, they perferred that child less (22%) often than

when the target child was retained-taller (30%). Whereas, when the

non-retalned stimulus child was taller than the retained stlmulus

child, more f1fth~gtaders (267) than second graders (20%) preferred the
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1

former. And 26% of the second graders preferred the non-retained

stimulus child if she or he ‘were shorter than their non-retained

3

counterpart while only 16% of the fifth graders made similar choices.

Th¢¥e was also a significdnt grade status main effect, F (1,184)
= 3.87, p = 05 Participants who had been retained prefe":red the
retained-target child (M = .50) more often than the particiﬁizts who

had not beén retained (M = .38).
&

In essence, 55% of thf participants chose the retained stimulus

child, however it made a difference as to whether the retained target
. ¥

child, was taller or shorter than their non-retained counterpart.
The results from the impression and attitude questions offer

support for the prediction in that there are'differential evaluations

for the retained and non-retained (stimuli) children by their peers. °

‘e

The moaz/}ateresting findings are that these evaluations are moderated
by the (a) size of the retained and non-retained (stimuli) children,

(b) the grade of the raters, and (c) whether or not the raters have

been retained. themselves. There is further support for these findings

based on other measures used in this study.

-Partner Choice

Task paftner. It was prédicted that children with perceived

higher status (i.e., who are teguiatly promoted) would be preferred for
school-related (e.g., academic) tasks. To test this hypothesis, the

participants were asked to choose (between a retained and non-retained

stimuius child) a partner to help him or her with a math assignment.

When responses were subjected to a 2 (grade status) x 2 (grade) x 2

(gender) x 2 (condition) ANOVA, significant effects for grade, F (1,203)

33
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= 12,17, p = .001, and a Grade status x Gender interactionm, g_(1,203) =

'
¥
& kY ¢

5.72, 2= .02 emerged. L

Fourteerf percent of the secon@'géaders chose the non-retained tar- .
get child and 862 cho;e the‘tetained ta;get-child for the academic )
task. Simila;ly, 34% of the fifth graders chose the non-retained
stiqplué.chiid a;d 66% chose the retained stimulus chiid. This is
eontrary to the predicti%n. When asked directly why they made théit
choices, some of the pérticipants stated that the older (retained)
stimulus child had:mote experience with the academic task, when they ;
; failed & grade, and would be beffét able to assist tﬁéngith the work.,

. \ The shape of the Grade status x Gender interaction was disordinal.
S . -

A smaller percentage of the retained female participants (74%) chose

5;} the- retained stimulus child than did the non-retained female partiei-
» \\\///, . pants (87%), Ns.='55 and 63, respectively. Conversely, 76% of the
. [ > - .

retained male participants and 61% of the non-retained male participants

prefefféd'the.tetained gtimulus child £6r the academic task (N = 47 and

54 respectively). Duncan's test revealed significant differences
between the non~retained male fifth graders M = .40, p = .05, (which

indicates they chose the non-retained stimulus child) and all other

subjects.

Social partmer. As stated previously, it was predicted that the

non-retained stimulus child would be preferred for the school-irrelevant

«

(e.g., soc%ar) activity. The participants were asked to choose a play-
mate for going to the playground. When responses Qére subjected to a <
2 (grade status) x 2 (grade) x 2 (gender) x 2 (condition) ANOVA,

" _significant main effects‘fOt'tatets' grade status, E.(1’203)x' 3.99,

= 05, and\ grade, F (1,203) = 4.42, p = .04.

U
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Support for the prediction'was indicated. Overall, the majority of
the sample preferred to play with the non-retained stimulus child (55%).

However, differential preferences were stated, the non-retained raters

v

prefetred the younger (non—retalned tatget child) more ofter (59%) than‘

did retained raters (48%). The grade effects showed that the second
graders 5tefetred the (older) retained-target child more often (52%) '

than did fifth graﬁers (40%). Duncan's test indicated these differences

. T

were significanf, p = .05.

-

Allocation task. Prediction three states that given comparable
task performance, the teguxatly bfomoted stibmlus‘child will receive
more. rewards (prize chips) th;ﬁ will stimuius childfen who are retained.
Allocation data was analyzed using a 2 (condition) x 2 (grade status) -
x 2 (gtade) x 2 (gender) x'3 (relative task petformaece) ANOVA, with
repeated measdteszon the 1é§a factor. Additionally, a separate p -
correlation between allocations and task performance was computed for
each individual participant (see Graziano, 1978). These correlations
were-anelyzed'in the same format as the afqgspentioned ANOVA, exclud-
ing.:the repeated measures factor. ‘

A}
The univariate ana{ysis showed significant effects for task

performance, F (1,406) = 189.85, p = .0001, & Gender x Performance

'1nteract10n, F (1, 406) = 7.64, p = .001, and a Condltlon x Gender

x ‘Grade interaction, F (1,406) = 6.74, p --*01.

How well the retained-target child performed, in comparison to his

b

) i - L3 3 N
or her counterpart, was a major contributing factor for the number of

prize chips awarded to them by the participants. A total cf 10 chips

i

were to be allocated. In allocation one, when the target child did not

l
’

read as much of the story portion as his or her counterpart’ (the non-:

N

S e
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retained child), an average of 4.0 prizg chips were allocated by the
pa:Licipants. The avetage number of prize chips allocated to the target .

shild when she or he read the same as their counterpart (allocation 2)

o ne -

was 5.0; and 1q allocation 3, where the target child read more than his ;
or her countetpatf, an average of 6.0 prize chips were allocated by
participants. Post hoc analysis, using Duncan's procedure revealéd

significant differences between males (¥ = 3.6) and females (M = 4.0)

on allocation of chips in the "less than" condition, p = .05. ‘Addition-

- -

ally, gender differences between males (M = 5.1) and females (M = 4.8)
on allocation of chips ;n the "equal" p;tformance p = .05, emerged.
Furthermore, significant differences between conditions for "equal"
performance were revealed, p = .05, Ms = 5.1 for the retained-shorter
coad1t1on and 4.8 for the retained-taller cond1t10n. This means that
the non-teta1ned tallet stimulus child received less M= 4 8) even
though performance was equal and the non-retained shorter sthglus cpkld
received more (M = 5.1) than the fetained=ta11et géimulus child.

The notion that both the grade status of the target child and the
height of these children are important factors f&; childfen when
allocating feWatds was further supported by the three-wa} interaction.
This Condition x Grade stagﬁq\? Grade interaction 1indicated that, when
the target child (retained) waé\gallét than his ot‘her counterpart,
both.retained second and fifth gt;agts were less charitable with.
rewards than when the target child was shorter than his or her counter-
part. In contrast, when Ehe target chiia\gtetained) was taller than
his or: her counterpart, the non—reté?ned‘éeébpd and fifth grade subjects

AN

were more generous than when the target child was shorter (see Table 2).

As such, results seem to indicate that while grade scatus of the target
. AN -

L4




T;ble 2

Allocation Task "Equal" Performance

10
9 . ? \
8 .
7 . Retained taller
6 *—e LB
T —05.07 ~ LB '
T 5.03/ 3:00 "L o0 ~ LB
41 4.72 . T
3-—
2 .
= == . é
1
. T
2nd  5th . - -
10
P =
9
8&-
7_d Retained shorter
6] /5'03 LB . g—e LB
4 4.97 .
3..4..- .
2 1 0
1..-.- .
, \
2nd 5th >

Condition x' Grade status x Grade, p =,01
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cay s s ’ . S .
child is important, the size of retaaned-tatget children cannot be

discounted, The teason(s) that d13cr1m1nat10n occurs is, unclear;

-

1

perhaps the tetalned rater feels as though a teta1ned-ta11et (target)

-

child should be- able tqﬂpetform better than his or’her Tetained-shorter

counterpart. As such they reward the retained-taller child_with:fewet

chips than the retalned shorter (target) child. |

P-correlations. These correlations were computed for each individ-

ual and assessed as the dependent variable in a 2 (grade status) x 2

(grade) x 2 (gendet ) x2 (cond1t1on) MANOVA. The s1gn1f1cant effect

revealed was 3ender, F (1, 203) = 6.04, 2'- .0l Herxe, the male subJects

tended to be more taskeoriented than the female.subjects, P = .80 and
63, respectively. Namely, these results are consisf&nt with Graziano,

Musser, Rosen, & Shaffer, 1982. i : Vi

Social Cognitions and Expectations

It was ptedictea that children who are retained will have less
/
favorable social cognitions and expectancies, both about. themselves and
their school environment, than will children who are regularly promoted.

Data relevant to this prediction are the incomplete sentence stems and

the reporﬁHCard expectancy measure. These measures were analyzed in

separate 2 (grade status) x 2 (grade) x 2 (gender) ANOVA's.

School-Environmental Hypotheses. \j

~

Incomplete sentence stems. The first sentence the participants

i 4

3

were asked to complete was "school is a place whete..;“ Reéﬁonsesa

were coded 0 = subject matter, 1 - socially related, 2 - achievement

,xelated, or 3 - uncodable. The univariate analysis did not include the

dncodable responses,

38
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T id" indi ignifi ¢ There was

‘The ANOVA did wmot indicate any significant effects.

- a marginally significant main effect for gender, F (1,95) = 3.44, p =

.

L . :Q6{’ The fesponses'indicated that 47% of the males gave responges
;:’ . o pe?téining to gubject matt;t and 53% of the females gavetteébonses‘
& - ;:f pertaining to the social aspects of school, .
=I. ) . B . ’ -
é o “ *  The second incbmﬁiete-fentence blank was "Home work is..." .The
. & . S, , * . . .
§; responses were coded 0 -'uncod%bié, 1 - negative, 2 - neytral, or 3 =

1
positive., It was predicted that the retained children would have a less

Y

,‘ . . ] . . o
favo:able v1ew'of homework than the non-retalned children. Univariate

;analyals did not include the uncodable tesponses. Szgnlflcant maln

A

effects emerged for, grade; F (1,95) = 4 53, p = .03. These tesuits

indicated that the second graders (M = 1.66) were neutral tpwatd; ) . |
homgwo;k, whereas the fifth graders were ge;etally negative (M = 1.35).
Furfhermore, the female participants were more negative towards hqmework

(M = l.koiighan were the male participants (M = 1.56). Dunc?q's multi- “
ple range te;f indicated that thesevéfffereﬁces were significant at‘the

.05 level. . .

. The third incomplete sentence stem was used to investigate the,

differences between retained and non-retained students' view of the -

teacher. Responses ware coded: 0O- task relevant, 1~ socially related,
*oor 3-_neithet.1_ The ANOVA did not include the "neither" éhtegofy. The
junivatiate qnalysis'did not reveal zny significant differences. Clearly

.« \ 94% of the populution responded with task relevant statements; while

. N /
- - [

‘ ' ' 6% gave socially related responses. . ‘ : s

-

' . c ’ .- ’ -
‘ R The fourth incomplete ‘sentence stem was I like school because..."
R . . {

Responses were coded: C - subject matter, 1 = socially related, 2 - )
Lo . ' . \
achievement related, or 3 - uncodable. The uncodable redpgnses were not '

* . .
- i~
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. included in the analysis. There were no significant effects indicated

o

° -
by the univariate analysls. A matgihally significant Grade status X

Gender interaction was indicated, F (1,95) = 3.15, 2= .07. Ehe

»

retainwd and non—retained malez gave subJeCt'mattet responses (M 3 = 43

&
T

and .44 respectively) wheregs the retained females gave subJect matter

“~

P

responses (M = .27) and the non-retained females gave more soclally

related responses, M = .60. ’ S

-
. » "
>

~ When the parthlpants were asked to complete the sentence “I do
. ;

not like school because“..", responses were coded 0 - subJect matter,

1- soc1a11y telated, 2 < achievement related, 3 - uncodable, or 4 - s

.. .

xd1sc1p11naty measures. (Only one student gave an ach1evement-r lated ° o

-
* -~ .

_— response.) Again, the uncodable tespcnses were not included in the Y
N .analysis. When the tesponses were subjected to ar ANOVA a slgnlflcant

: - main, ‘effect for gtade emerged, 7 (1,95) = 13 11, 2_- ~.005. The £ifth oo

graders stated that they d1d not 11ke school because of the subject

L} - "

matter (M = « .37); whereas the second graders indicated that they d1d not
like "school because_of socially related aspects (M = 1.46). .

, The lasts incomplete sentence stem was designed to see:if the .
» £ b} - -

retained or non-retained’students would include school if they céugd be

granted a wigh. Resﬁbnses were coded, 0 = school relevant, | - school

- irrelevant, or 3 - no response. The analysis did not include the "no

3
- -

tesponse " category. Ihe unlvatlate ana1y81s 1nd1cated a qxgnlflcant

mair effect for grade, F (1,95) = 8.15, p = .005. These results .

L

indicated that 902 of the second graders and 70% of the fifth graders
wanted -to be gtanted a wish which was irrelevanft to school Whereas

’ 10%2 of the second gtadets and 30% of the fiftb gradﬁxs wanted a, w1sh

.
= ‘-




that was relevant .to school. Thefe were no significant main effects or

*

o g interactions with retention status.‘

5. «;-""v\‘ . . . , -
A - . o . ,
e as Seif-Expectation Hypothesis ' R
[ . fRzgortécaxd;eggectancz. It was predicted that retained children ;

. wbuld have lower academie.self-images than their non-retained counter- L

?;«f- ‘ parts. FoIIOW1ng the procedure of Enthsle and Hayduk (1978), the
’ o e }

b , ' © participants were asked to guess what grades. they would. recelve on

-

AN . their.next report card in reading, math, and conduct. Responses were S

cgdediﬁ'Ao- 4, B= 3, C= 2,‘b=-?1,qand=F = 0. When responses were

2 .
* 2
-

- X gigifificant effects were revealed.

< .
> <

ading. The children were asked to pick the 1etter grade they
;" ' would recexve on the1r next report card in read1ng. Alth8ugh there’

s . were cxgnlflcant main effects for grade status and grade, these effects

-

\)

. ‘ subjected to a 2 (grade status) x 2 (grade) x 2 (gender) ANOVA; geveral |
|
|
|
\
|
i
|
|

&
were moderated by a sipnificunt Grade status x Grade 1nteractzon, F

o

(1321})'- 8.06, p = .005. These results showed that the non-reta1ned ‘ of

- and retained fifth graders expected similar grades (M's = 3 12 and’3.16

respectlvely) but the non-retazned second graders expected hlgher ‘grades

2

(M = 3.70) than tirir reta1ned counterparts M - 3. 18. Addltlonally,

slgnlflcant maig effects for gender, F (1, 211) = 3. 87, p = .05, emerged.

\\ ' . It ‘was .indicated that the female studenté expected hlgher grades in

IR h ’ %
AU . reading (M = 3.41 than d1d the male students 3. 19). ;
S : L ' C . :
I Arithmetic and -conduct expectatlons. There were no significant s
- o~
- feffects revealed in the univariate analysis for either the arithmetic or s

<

conduct expectétlons. Marginally slgnlflcant for the arithmetic

»
.
-
3 . *

> ,expectatlons-were grade effects, g.(1,211) - 2.77, 2.- .09 and a Grade x




Gender in;etaction,AE'(l,le) = 3.57, p = .06. The conduct expeccation
. Vo
‘analysis indicated marginal effects for gender, F (1,211) = 3.59, p =

' .06. Fost hoc analysis for the arignﬁetic expectation (using Duncan's f
ptOcedure) 1ndlcate sighificant differences between the tetalned fifth
grade males (M = 2.91) and all other participants (311 Ms = 3 0),

- | 2;- .05. Also s;guxfxcant differences were 1nd1cated between non-

te:ainedgflfth grade males, ;.- 2.62, for the conduct expectation, and

alk other pexticipanﬁs, 2= .05, T .

It,wgg predicted fhat*ﬁhe retained students would have lower
academic self-images th;n their non-tetaineg counterparts. However,
tcete wag no support for chie’hyﬁothesis. It is interesting to find
that the second graders expected highec'gtades in.reading than«did the

fifth graders. It is possible that the fifth graders have a "reality

*

constraint" operating, in that they are more aware of the work involved

~

in excelling in school, as well as of higher demands are placed upon

them in relation to the second graders.

-

Self-Concept Hypothesis

Self-esteem.heasutel It ‘'was predicted that students who have been

tetaiped would have a lower self-concept than non-retained subjects.
Following Katz and’ZigIer (1967), we first employed the usual measure
} of difference between "real” and "ideal," labelled "actual." Also
a. correlation matrix (see Appendix D) was constructed to see the degree
of relationshigﬂbetween each of the ;elf-concept megzsures. Available

data also allow thé assessment of the effect of exparimenter's race on

children's*aelf—repor;s. ‘ 2
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Actual self-concept. The participants' discrepancy ("actual)
scores were analyzed by a 2 {grade status) x 2 (grade) x 2 (éender)_

x 2 (experimenter's race) x 2 (participant's race) ANOVA. Sevetai
’ ' - . N B
significant effects were ‘reve‘ale"d: (all F's (1,188) ), participant's

race (_E_‘. = 5,73), p=.02, grade status (F = 8.30), p=.004, grade (E =

—~—r

9.17), p=.0003, Participant's race x Grade interaction (¥ = 4.37), p=
.04, Grade status x Grade interaction (E = 5..42), p=.02, and an Experi-’
menter's race x Patticip;nt's race. x Grade status x Gender ir;tetactiOn
(E = 12.52), 2_-.000*5. '
» As predicted, differences were found between the retained and

non-retained participants; however, the differences were in the opposite

direction, with the retained participants' [actual" concept being

higher (M = 2.02) than the non-retained participants' (M = 2.88). These

differences were gignificant, as indicated by Duncan's test, p= .05.

%

The significant effect -for participant's race showed that the

African-American participants had a higher actual-concept (M = 2.0) than

’

the Caucasian-American participant's (M = 2.74), Duncan's analysis
indicated that these differences were significant, p =.05.. The main ef~-

fect for grade indicated that second graders' actual-concept (M = 2.02)

was higher than fifth grader's (M = 2.91); Duncan's analysis\ indicated

£

these differences were significant, p=.05. Furthermore, the Race X

3

Grade interaction indicated that the African-American second graders'

1

(M = 1.94) actual self-concept was higher than the African-American

fifth graders' (M = 2.04) and the Cqucasian-Amétican fifth graders'

3,39). Generally the se}:ond graders' actual-concept was indexed as high-

.er (i.e,, more positive) than the fifth graders'.

43




Self-, Ideal, ard Social- concepts. A'?'(experimentééﬂs

race) x 2 Iﬁarticipant's race) x 2 (grade status) x 2 (gender) x

0

2 (grade) MANOVA was computed to.assess the relationship of the )

“

participauts' self-, ideal-, and social-concepts. Pillai's trace

-

significance test revealed many main effects and higher-order inter-

actions, so interpretation of multivariate effects are complicated.

(See Table 3) ' ’
%

_Self-concept. When responses were subjected to the univariate

o » P ] -~ b .
analysis, using the same format as the MANOVA, many sighificant éffects
emerged., The grade status main effect indicated that Barticipants who

had been retained had a higher (more favorable) self-evaluation

(M = 3.18) than éatticipants who had not been retained (M = 3.85),

F (1,188) = 4.91, p=.03. Also an Expetimentet's’ race x _Pattic'ipant:"s

race x Gender interaction emerged, F «1,188) = 8.01, i:_- .0005. These

results indicated -that the African-American males reported a higher
self-concept with the same race experimenter (M = 2.81) thgn when

interviewed by a Catcasian-American-experimenter (M = 2.94). When the

Caucasian-American females were interviewed by the same race experi-

menter, their self-concept was more favorable M = 3.46) than when they
were interviewed by an African-American experimenter, M = 4.25. When

interviewed by an African-American experimenter, both Caucasian-

_American males and African-American females held a more positive View

of themselves (M = 3.05 and 3.57 respectively) than when the interviewer
was Caucasian-American, Ms = 3.96 and 3.76, respectively. Post hoc

enalvsis using Duncan's test indicated these differences were signifi-
y g L g

cant, p =.05.

°

—

\\
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- - " Table 3

MANOVA Results for Self-Esteem Measures

-

, i Pillai's Trace Statistics
e F-Value . ‘ P-Value ¥
Expetimenter'§ race l . * 3.30 .03 T
Experimenter's race x pagticipant!s race 6.50 .0004
Gtége‘sé;tus T ’ 2.50 05" .
Expetrimenter's race i.gtade status 2.65 .04

-

Experimenter's race x participant's race x §

grade status ‘ - 3.33 ' .02

Participant's race x gender 2.66 .04

Experimenter's race x- participant's race x
» *b

gender ) 5.11 ‘:..002 "
Experimenter's.race x grade status x ) ; . :7

gender 3 2.98 .03 -

. Grade - - I 4.78 003 -

Experimenter's race x gender :’ 2.50 05
‘Expetimentet's race x participant's race x | ’ ) ‘
 grade . : 2.89 C. .08
Expétimenter's race x gender x érade 2,53 .05 E
Participant's race x grage‘x gender x ‘ 6

grade status ‘ 4.57 .004 ;

#Note, All df = (3,186)

(e
(w31




Furthermore, univariate analysis revealed significant effects

-

/ ~ for .an Experimenter's race x Grade status x Gender interaction, F

(1,188) = 6.54, p .0l and Subjects’ race x Grade, F (1,188) = 4.47,

p=.03. Post hoc analysis, using Duncan's procedure, did not reveal

>

any significant diffrerences. Z

I@eal-doncept. The most pronounced effects were indicated by
the univariate analysis of éhe}sample's jdeal-concept. Again, many
“main éffeéts and higher order interactigns complicate the inte:ptéta"
tion of the tgiulfs (see Table 4). Given that the primary focus of
this investigatioﬁ was to assess the relationship of the sample's
gé;de status, geﬁdet, and grade to the. dependent measures, only
these yatiables' effect will be discussed., Significant effects were

»

revealed for gender, F (1,188) = 4.08, p =.04 and yrade, F (1,188) =
~ 6.73, p =.01. Results indicate that malés have higher ideal standards,
M= .99, in-comparison to the female participants, M = 1.12. The fifth

| graders' ideal-concept measure indicated that thei have higher ideal

* standards M= .88, than the second gfades, M= 1.25.

Sociai-concept. Part of the Katz and Zigler (1967) self-concept

measure included a questionnaire for the assessment of children's

opinion on how "others" saw them. This measure was utilized in this
¢ B

study. ' '

4

The only significant effect revealed by the univariate analysis, on
the participant's social-concept measure, was an Experimenter's race X
o
participant's race x Gender interaction, F (1,188) = 5.30, p= .02.

The results showed that the African-American experimenters reteived

responses which indicated a higher social concept from the Caucasian-




x#

& . o 'i‘able 4

Univariate Results for Ideal Self-concept

’ *F=Value P-Value
Expetiment;t's_tace 17.64 .01
Pattiqipant's race 5.30 .02
Experimenter's taée x pafﬁicipant's race 17.56 .0001
Experimenter's race x grade status 7.00 01 7
Experimentétts race x participant's race x. ¢

grade status 8.02 .005
Gender 4.08 .04
Experimen;et's race x Gender . ’ 4,97, .02
?articipané's race x gender 5.36 .02
Grade 6.37 .01
Experimenter's race x grade 5.82 .02
Experﬁmentet}s race x participant’s :aégki

grade 7.18 .61
Grade x gen&er 3.89 .05
Experimenter's race x gender x gtadé 6.97 .01
Participant's race x géﬁder x grade 5.75 .01

-

\

*Note. All df = (1,188)

N v e e
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o

Ametigan males (M = 3.02) and the African-American females (M = 3.84) |
than did(the Caucgsian-Amefican exper{mentets, Ms = 4,32 and 5.0 respec-
tively. In contrast, the Caucasian-American experimenters received ) :
responses that indicated a hlghet soclal-concept from the African~ !
tmerican male partlclpants (M = 3,35) and the Cauca51an-Amer1can female

|

participants (Qﬂg 3.64) than did the Aftlcan-Ametlcan exper1menters,

Ms = 4.0 and 4.30, tegiectlvely. Duncan's multiple range test indicated

that these diffgténé@%qwete significant, p=.05. Furthermore; Duncan's

post hoc analysis showed that Caucasian-American non—retéined fifth .
g%ade males had a signifié;ntly (p =.05) lower social-concept (M = 6.60)

.

than all other participants. -

~-




Discussion

Grade retention is a widespread policy used in the educational

®

arena. As previously stated, children are usually retained ‘in grades

because they fall below cettii? standards of academic achievement or
social maturlty. According to Sandin (1944), "Non-ptomotlon is a sort of
official reminder to the pupil that he (she) has failed in an aspect of
his (hér) career which to many children is quite important. Moreover,

a child who is held back academically, continues to grow in years, in
physical—dimenéions, and at least to some degteé in his’(het) social
aspirations and attitudes..." (p. 1).

On the o;ﬁer hand, a few investigators claimed th&t non-promotion
was not detr{ﬁental to the child as believed (Chase, 1972; Saunders,
1941). There has been little systematic investigation of these claims
and the information available could not allow us to make many - con-
clusive statements about the effects of grade retention on the ;ocial
development of children (Chase, 1972; Jackson,‘1975; Sandin, 1944). .
Therefore, we désigned”%his study to investigafé thg‘impact of grade
retention on children, from the perspectives both gf their own perceptions
and from the perspective of "yalued others," i.e., their peers.

The literature suggests that the_ school is one of the most influen-
tial institutions in the gocialization of children. Additionally, it
has beeﬂ shown that peers play an important role in the socialization of
children (Gump, 1980; Hetherington & Parke, 1979; Shaffer, 1979). n

Tﬁis study was designed to assess second- and fifth-grade children's

3
.
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perceptions about the retained child. We believed that the children's
age (e.g., gtade 1eve1) would effect theéir ability to differentiate
between the tetalnqd and non~retained children.- It was possible for the

youager childten (due to their developmental level or to their less so~-

phlstlcated level of soc1a1 (cognlt;on) to the less discriminative toward

[4

a retained child chan would thelr older counterparts (Shaffer, "1979).

In other words, we anticipate developmental trends.

Our first &ask was. to show that the children (both second and

fifth gtade;s)‘;te cogniz;nt of -the grade-retained child.- Qur data
indicated that they are aéle to distinguish between a non;retaingd and
retained child. When the children were asked to "guess" why two child=-
ren were in the same grade and one was older than the other, sixty-~seven
percent of the participants stated that one had been retained; and more
oftgh than not they would point to the older child in the dyad, regard~

less of the height ﬁanipulation.

Ba;ed on past ressarch we predicted that the grade-retained
children would/evoke negative perceptions, and thus have lower status
than children who are regularly promoted. The literature suggests
that children do have stereotype conceptions and that they assume o
dlffetent statuses and roles within a peet group (e.g., Féather, 1975,
Shaffer, 1379). If we could show that children do indeed have these
differential evaluations for, the retained child, then we could possibly
observe discriminatory behavior towards a retained chil& by tﬁeit peers.

Although the results were mixed, there was some evidence to
support the above prediction. There are differential evaluaéions

about the retained and non-retained children by their peers. For

instance, when the children were agked to describe the retzined-target

-
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child (impression and attitude~question two) a significant interaction

&

was revealed. The interesting finding here was that the non-retained

males gave more negatve descrlptlons about the retained-shorter target

child than of the retalned-taller target child. The non~retained glrls
followed this pattern. However, the retained-female raters gave more
_ negative descriptions about the retained-taller target child than to
" the retained-shorter target child. Clearly the grade states and gender
of the raters ete’moderating their judgments; It appears as though the
. ndn-reteined (male and female)atatets focus on disjunctive informa-
. . .
tion, i.e., the height of the target child is inconsistent with'theit a
grade status. Therefore, the evaluaeion is less faverable than when
the infofmation is consistent, i.e., the thller child is the retained . -
r
\\shlld. However, the retalned female raters appear less tolerant of
’ Jéimilar others", i.e., they gave less favorable descrlptlons about

\
the retained-taller target child. The retained males were generally

neutral about the target children, e.g., they gave description’s about

the color of clething. .
\ -
When ﬁQe children were asked who would be liked better, either ;

the older (re;alned) or younger (non-retained) child, flfty-flve percent

said the retained-target child. Again their choices varied according

\
b & ¢

to the height of the retained-target child and the grade of the rater,

i.e., a significant Gondition x Grade interaction emerged. It was

o .

shown that the older raters (fifth graders) said the (older) retained-

ghorter target child would“be liked better. Whereas the second graders

said the retainedﬁpaller target child would be liked better. So it
i .

- . ." \ 2
seems that the fifth~grade children were focusing on social status, //

while the s=cond graders were focusiné on height (a more visible cue).

-

.
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. >
e/;atets themselves had been

B

and non-retained peers are moderated by (a)

Our data suggest that the ch11dten s evalpations of the1r retained
the size (helght) ‘of the
retained-target child (b) whether cx'not th

Further support for these

*

retairned, and (c¢) the grade of the raters.
findings were shown by other measures u;ed in this investigation.

:
As stated previously, status difgétences evoke differential
.basi // inferring differences in other
' i . Based on the status

evaluations and provide the basis for
& ;

capacities or characteristics of the individual
generalization theory, we predicted that (a) children who are regularly
o0

-

promoted would be prefetted for a school-related task and (b) would -
OQur data indicated

&
also be-preferred for a schdol-ltrelevant task.
that grade status promoted diffuse expectations but not specific

I3

eipectations.
The children

Y

Seventy-five percent of the sample chose the retained-target child
Spontaneous comments the child-

-4
to help them with the academic task.
ren made explained these seemingly contradictory results.

stated that slnce the child had repeated a gtade, he or she would have
more experience and would be in a better posltlon to help them than the

But post hoc tests showed slgnlfxcant differences
A

responses afnd all other

non-retalned child.
between the non-retained fifth graders'
These results showed that the. non-retalned

) patt1c1pants responses.
fifth graders pteferre& ftie non-retained children to help them with thﬁ
D1ffetent1a1 ::clal\cognltlons arg suggested by these
be1ng

academic task.
The older children seem to focus on the implications of
retained, whereas the younger children seem to reason that bein (\\

results.
retainev and older implies "more experience," hence more helpful.

&




‘younger children (second graders) preferrzed the older (retained) target

" relevant tagk from their peers; ir other words, the grade-retained ,

I

Nontﬁeless, given that the-majority of the children preferred the older

e Y

(retained) ﬁarget child to assist them, it was, concluded that there

was no support for the predlctlon as stated,

- .
Support was revealed for prediction (b);the maSOtlfy (552) of the .

children in thls study prefetred to play with the non—retalned (youngetY
target child rather than the retalned (older) target child. Slgn;f&cant

/
main effects for grade staivs and gtade were revei;ed» The non-tetalned

Y
Ld 04

raters preferred the (younger) non-retained play partner more oftell than

- ~

the retained partner; and the retained raters preferred the retained

partner more often than the non-retained partner. Furthermore, the

cpild more often than did- the (older) £ifth grédets; It appears
as though the younger children would pte%et to play with someone older, L0
. ) ) < i ‘

whereas the older children would preafer a same-age playmate. Again,
K

since the majority of the children had a significant preference for the*

non-retained play partner, it was concluded that there was sqppott’éOt

the diffuse-expectation hypothesis, . ‘ ) i‘ - i
We also predicted tbaejthe target children's grade status would

influence the distribution of rewards they received on a school

L : .
children would be discriminated against, Past research suggests that,

when children\ allocate rewards, task petformance is not the only ’ '
-~ - AN s

basis for chill ren's judgmé%ts (e.g., anziaﬂo, 1978, Graziano, et al,,
1980; Lepenthal & Michaels, 1971), Our data indicated that the most

cogent evidence pf dlscrlmlnatlon occurred in the reward-allocation task . 5

when the retained)\and non-retalned ¢hild's petformance was equal.




N

"The resulcs 'suggest the subtle influences rade status' ¢ould
244 . g ; .

. R

have on children's perceptions.of their peers. Both second and fifth

4 YN .

graders allocatg§ fewer prize chips to the retained-taller target child

» -,

than to their non-retained counterparts, even though their performance

was equal, i.e., they had read the identical portion of the story. There
v o’i y - ' ' ’
was a notable exception.to this occurrence. _The non-retained second

_grade raters allocated more prize chips: to the retained-taller child in

-

the dyad. Intuitively this can be uderstood size is a more salient

o

(1.e., highlty v131b1e) cue to the younger ratersy thus more 11ke1y to

‘Zf
infTuence their judgments: than is task performance (Gta21ano, 1978;

< L}

Gfaziano, et al., 1982). In contrast, older phlldteg (£ifth graders) .

are more aware of "social cues,' and from ;he aforementioned }esulfo

they appear to have lower expectations about the grade retalned child

than about the non~retained child. -

It was concluded that there was some support for the predictions |
A

that the teﬁalneu child would be the recipient of dlacrlmlnatory acts. .

3

The tetdlnih chlldten received less rewards even when their performance

-

was equal to that of the non-tetglned chlldren, however, this effect

7/ ' .
appears to be modexdted by the height of the retained children. The

- %

? .
retained children were not preferred for the school~irrelevant task;

L

get they were preferred for the school-relevant task. anetheless, tﬁe

- .
N B '
~

noteworthy findings were that these effects can be enhanced or’

. debilitated by the height of the target child (in comparison to the -

3
non-retained target child) and the grade status ind grade of the raters.
PR B 'a ‘_ "
Chase (1972) ptopoaed'that a child who does not compete success=

fully in school could develop - problems in living and in coping with |

his or her environment. Th18 is not inconsistent with the conc1u81on

04

.
-
-
7 5
_. . .

L
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/by Chase (1972) that uon~ptomot10n is not as detrlmental as pteV1ously

!

- belleved. .Chase ciarlfzes his. pgsltlon by stating that careful gelection

.

of.the‘chlld who is retained and consistent monitoring of that child's

L3

.. L . . .
progress is necessary, to alleviate or decrease the possible negative

. Tt -

K S effacts of grade retention. This study'gahd others outlined eariier)

suggest that academic performance and social adjustment are highly

:

telated. As such, we predicted that children who are retained wouldphéve

~

less favorable social cognitions and expectancies about themaelves and

thelt 3chool surroundings than would children who are regularly

N

promoted. The data relevant to thls predlctlon are (a) the incomplete
9%

@

s sentence stems (b) the tepoft card expectancy measure and, (c) the

o

gself-egteem measures, 5

The results from the: iricomplete sentence stems indicated that the

retained' and non-retained children did have different perceptions about

>

. . i 5
their environment. However, the results of thecc measures are not

a

conclusive. Forty-six percent of the population did nét give "codable"

-responses. At best we can say that the results were mixed. Perhaps

tﬁg students were not able to respond in such an abstract manner; support
\ « e ) )
is suggested because more fifth graders responded (56%) than did second

-
¥

“ graders (32%). Nonetheless, interpretations of these results afe
difficult. Clearly more research is needed in this area that would
Egploy mote concrete dimensions for the younger less "cognitively"
aophist{cated student.. ' ‘

1t was predlcted that the retained chlldten would have less
favoravle expectancies about themselves than their non-retained counter-

parts. . Support'for this predictiou was not indicated- even though there

were significant main effects and high-order interactions on the reading
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£

expectansy measure. For instance, the non~-retained and retained fifth

graders expected similar grades but the non-retained second graders

4

[ L3 [ 4
expected higher grades than their retained counterparts. We suspect
that the older children have a "reality constraint" that operates
which allows them to consider the responsibilities that are required

of them to receive high grades; support for this contention is suggested

AN
by the fact that even the retained-second graders (who are older than

tB;ﬁ their non~retained counterparts) expected lower grades than their

.

non~retained classmates. o

hd -

It has been proposed that reading is 2 impbrtang/faccbr in the

_M"gelf-definition" among elementary school children and that children do
teiy on their classmates (in their particular &lassroom) fotacademiéally
relevant social comparisons (Smith & Johnson, Note 3). Therefore, N

we are not alarmed by the lack‘of significan; effects for the math and

conduct report card expectancy measures.
Based on previous research, we hypothesized that the rétained

children would have a lower self—coﬁcept than the non-retained children.

.

However, the present data suggest tﬁét‘childfen‘who have been retained
have a significantly higher "actual"‘se1f~concept than the non-retained
children, ‘ . \\\

‘ There are two possible explanations for this. First, chilafeg\who
have been retained are placed in classrooms where the work could be\‘
repetitive. Hence, they could perform better in this situation than the& /
did previously. Since they could also be doing comparatively better //

than their classmates, their self-esteem is higher. This possibility

has received support by Strang, Smith, and Rogers (1978) in their

investigation of the mainstreaming phenomenon. Thege investigators //

. |
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found that the educationally gifted children (when placed in classrooms .

* 7 ~

‘together) make comparisons with "similar others" children. As such;

their s%lf-esteem was lower than when éhey were in a regular élassroom.‘
Ib;factthat our tesul;s showed that the non-retained children had

sigﬁificantly'highet "ideal" standards thanétheit retained peers proposes

another interpretation. Since the "actual" self-coﬂcept igs computed by

. « . R

‘the discrepagcy score beF;een the real-concept and ideal-concept measures

the individual "ideal" standards of the children are important. It is

possible that the retained children have lower "ideal" standards due to

their past e*petiences in school (e.g., Centra & Potter, 1980). Con-

versely, the non-retained children have had more rewarding experiences

and are motivated toward further success.

Our data support the second explanation. Furthermore, in this

particular sQ?odl, the retained children are not given "repetitive" ’
work per se, Rather they start the new year at the level they completed
the pgevious year and work from there,

Taken togefher, these data sugges£\$hat the impacts of grade
retention are manifest in subtle ways. It is noteworthy that differenf
effects of retention are obtained from youngé: and older children, and

: > \
are differentially elicited by different examiners (e.g., recall the

sifnificant race of examiner effects). These data also suggest that the

impact of mixed agé interaction is moderated by the larger ‘:ocial context

in which the interaction occurs. h

There are certain limitations to the present investigation. A

large number of the children had been retained (46%). Since we did

find som discriminative behavior toward the retained children, we feel

o

the results are noteworthy. Perhaps if this study were replicated in an -
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institution where the rate of grade-retention was lower, different results °

could be obtained. There is a possibility that in the situation where

grade-retention does not occur as frequently as it did in this school,

2

children who are retained could be the recipients of more blatant acts

of digscrimination.

-

The fact that the measures of peer discrimination. did not yield

identical results could be attributed to the school's high retention

&

rate or to the facébthat different grade leigls were in the assessments. -
Meaning that -perhaps an investigatiou with children in the same grade

could provide more clear-cut responses. This would of course entail
. :

either a longitudinal -assessment or several replications which involve

children in different gfﬁdes. . .

>
a

Futhermore, some people might argue that our-methods were "arti-
ficial" in that the children were only shown pictures. Ethical concerns

would not all us to do otherwise: (a) we did not wish to stigmatize

any child as grade-retained, and (b) we did not wish to solidify the

_children's attitudes toward a retained child.

The notion that grade-retention does in fact influence children's
perceptions about their peers has been substantiated. ,Thesevdata also
suggest that the grade status of the rater, the level of their secial
cognition abilities (é.g., grade level), and che height of the target

(zetained) cpild could possibly mediate children's perceptions. These

speculations warrant further research.

L .
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Appendix A b ;
Self-esteem Questionnaire
S . The participants were asked to respond to the adjectives‘ listed :
below in three situations, (1) For tt.\e real-concept measure, i.e.,
"Are you...?" 22) For the ideal-concept measure, i.e., "Would you '
' E 1ike to be...?" and (3) For the social-concept measure, i.e., "Do 3
' . other people see you as..."? Q
‘ cheerfu].T yes no )
~noisy _ yes no Lt
hot-tempered ‘ - yes no ’
shy yes no
good-natured ) yes ne -
fair o yes no
selfish yes no
stubborn ; yes no
moody ‘ yes no .
smart yes no
. successful" . yes no
- friendly‘ ) yes no
- ud. ’ yes no f )
easy-going yes no ‘ ‘\
sneaky yes no ' }
lonely ’ yes no x
popular . yes no V'
calm ‘ yes no , !i
lazy yes no .
honest ' yes no '

N

* ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Appendix B |

Story Portions in the Target~Child's (retained)

Greuter-Performance Condition

The Turnip

. Once upgn 8 time an old man planted a 1itele

"Grow, grow, little turnip,

9

turnip t?ﬁ/::id:
grow sweet! Grow, grow, little turnip, grow -
strong.'" And the turnip grew up .sweet snd atrong
and big and enormoua. Then, one day, the old
man went:to pull it up. He pulled and pulled

again, but he could not pull it up. He called

-

the old woman.
»

The old woman pulléd the old man. Tﬁi old
man pulled the turnip. And they sulied ané pull-
ed again, but they could not pull it up. So
the old woman called her grandfntﬁér. The grand-

father pulled the old woman, the old woman pull~

ed the old man, the old man pulled the turnip.

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

" The Turnip '
~
Once upon a time an old man planted a little

turnip and aaid: ''Grow, grow, little turnip, grow

i

aveet! Grow,/grow little turnip, grow atrong! And -
/ .

the turpip gt%w up sweet and strong and big and enor-
i

mous. Then ﬁne day, the old man went to pull it up.
He pulled and pulled again, but he could not pull it
Y
up. He called the old woman. )
£
)
1 ) . ,
N
. <
. L3




.8. - - . Appendix C

0 ‘Incomplete Sentence Stlems

' 1, School is a'pléce where

2
2

2. Homework is

-~

3. A teacher is a person who

- /

5. I do not like school bec.dse /

4, Iolike school because /

7

. ) /
6. If I had one wish, I would like /




’ ~ Appendix D

Correlation matrix fdf7Self-concept‘Measures ,
“ c "7 rsc . - oc -
] C 1.,000 0.860 - . =0.244 ° T 0.517 . :
] . » . * . - . M ° » " N
sc - - *0.284 ) 0.634 ) '
Ic - - - 0.233 ' .
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