" evaluations of their $tudents, differences in teachers!' attitudes .

e T N R

*  DOCUMENT RESUME =~ . )
C v ' 1 .. -
ED 111 495 X ‘ ;95 v o~ . : . PS 008§ 008 - . )
AUTHOR ' Dweck, Carol S. ’ . ”1
TITLE . ' Sex Differences in-the Meanlngxof Negativ Evaluatlon .
L “in Achievement Sltuatlons° Deterrinhnts and ' ' w
- : Consequences, a,
INSTITUTION I;l;n01s Unlv., erana.,ﬂ
SPONS AGENCY National %fst. of“Educatlon (DHEW) , Hashlngton,
b D.C. .- e ’
- PUB DATE. . . Api 75 S .
GRAN g;-e 00-3-0088 . ’ s ¢
NOTE N e p.s Paper presentéd at the Blennlal Meeting of the
- Society for Research -in Child. Development (Denver,
‘ s Colorado, Aprii 11, 197%) ',<‘ - . N
EDRS PRICE ¥ MF-$0.76 HC-$1.58 Plus Pos age RN x &
DESCRIPTORS Academlc Ablllty. Academic Failure: Achl Vement' . !
BehavipT Patterns; ' Classroom Communicaticn; Classroom
- rResearch;c*Elemeatary Educatlon,\iieedback° T L8
Interaction Process Analysisy; Negatlve Reinforcement;
Positive Reinforcement; *Sex Differences; Student ~
‘ Attitudes;' Stident Motivationm; *§tude2},ﬁeaction;
. 0 ‘;*Student Teacher Relationship | i » .o A
ABSTRACT ™ : - L T g :
. Sex dlfferences in chrldren's reactions to failure s
feedback in school situations Were investigated by" asSesslng the vays
in_which teachers use negatlve&evaluatlon in the classrooms Three, ™ |, a
aspects of teachers' evaluative feedback were studied: Q)] Fatio of
negative to posltlve feedBack- (2) contlhgency vs. ?gﬂtontingency of
feedback;, and, (3) (the major aspect) the particular'a aspects, of .
performance upon whlch,negatl e évaluation was contlngent In 5 .=
fourth and fifth grade’ classrooms, every contingent evalyative, .
statement\nade by the teacher Wwas class1ff‘&\accordlﬂg to“the cldss’ '
of behaviors upon. which it wa's contingent (conduct, int&tlectual
guallty of acadenmic performanceméor 1ntellectua11y irrelevant aspects
of acadenmic performancep. Peedbé k -was also classified agcording to
the reason for fallure (Yack of motivation, lack of ablilty, or other
external factors). Boys and glrls,secelved virtually the sanme
roportions of positive ahd négatlve evaluation for the intellectual
guallty of their work. Howeyer, there were striking sex differences
in the contexts in which'nedative evaluations were .given. ) ,
Impllcatlons of these results were discussed in terms of teachers' . .

e e e e L .- LN - -t

towards boys and glrls, and sex differences in chidren's own. .
achievement expectations and ability assessments. Some suggesrlons

for consistent uses of negative evaluatlon in the classroon are
included. (Author/ED) r . . g

> )

Y




N . * ( -
. \ U.S.DEPARTVENT OF HEALTH, Voo b \
. . \ BDUCATION AWELFARE - - o . .
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF \ s >
¢ .. WODUCATION S . " .
L . THIS \DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRC .. N - . !
OUCEQ EXACTLY AS RECEIVEO FROM N . - - .
O~ THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATIONORIGIN 1} ~ ‘ : o .
ATING 1T, POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS ‘ o s .
4 ‘ STATEOD NOT NECES$SARILY REPRE- ol .- . . - +
"d‘ - SENTOFRICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ~ \ f . . . (
EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY.
i ‘ ; . A . . v . \.
—i AR .- . Sex Differences in .
L . X ’ FECI . S ’ )
N : thg, Meaning of Negative Evaluation in A¢hievement Situations: . -
. . . ) N - \‘} . .
L Lt Determinants and Consequences \ A somje
. & : ’ B - ‘ L Lt
’ . AN . . >
‘ J. . LY . 7 ” i . ‘- 3 - b >
¥ ° ) ::":‘? . ’ . G ’ . ‘
“ . - ) e - T
e Y . * . 2 -
. ’ T s - “ A
. i Cardl-S. Dweck L . .
) ~ " . - . . " . 4
N . . 3
. . University of Illivbis; Urbana-Champaign ' - . :
4. - ! " R " ‘ , ld ) ;
“ : . ’ i . Y i -J' . . .
. Ty ~ . ,'; )
£ ° » g . -
. v o~ . - ‘ s, " ! -
-y * -~ ) * ’ € § !
» . \ Sy gy '
- - b . oo ' : . . , i v )
. \ . . . . N :
! s .\ . . R “ . ! ' * 74 . . -
- 4 ° “ ? . . ' - ‘ * W 14 .
> R » . A ‘. . C .' [ .
- “ . y - Vd v N A N < L\ <
L ’ . -. ; ~ R "\ . :
s - n . [4
g by - v ",’ 4 ' \ O ‘ ‘-* ‘
( g & .t . ’ o, 3 - ! -
i * - .a toe \.‘
- . . . . [] ] . ¢, ” ‘ - . " A
. : E ‘ & ! A : .
PR "' “w < o . F\.,
e ° .- . T T T A e T v . ) . ~
. . » “. S ) Y. ’ . ~ ° \
: Y v . L. : - -
R Presented ‘at the biemnial meeting of the Society £or Research in Ct‘xild Development, :
‘ hd * . T f T fe
~ovdénver, Colorado, A?ril 11, 1975, as part of a Symposium on Negative Evaluation and -
- r é} &

@Feedback: Impact and/Implications for the Agent ahd Recipient, ° . : A '
N . 1 ’ " . ! ‘

o Y
- - . 3 e A ) ‘
1 . . ~ R y . co
_ . The research reported here was supported i pazc by Research Grant Number \
Lo Tlw - . ! x
NE-G-00-3-.00§.8 from the National Institute of Educatiow, * v <) - ’ 2 c“’
R ] ~ - :"( . . ‘ B . ) . . c’ \. - . :‘ -:' + ’. . /' B R
Q P ] P L - ]
ERIC - .m0 30002 -
. oy -, .




< ¢ - ' p N . : . '(‘ .
>, Sex differences'ﬁn reactions to failuré feedback in highly evaluative

. . . . . i - o = .
‘situatlons are wel*—documented The evidence shows that under these circumsta es,f
o , - R -

% girls are more likely than boys\to sho¥_ disruptiﬂ Performance, decreased perais-

’ v b 7

-, tence, or avoidance-gn the task at which~they failed (Butterfieltl 1965;

[

~ v. J. Crandall &'Raoson, 1960; Dweck & Gilliard, in press; thcoby, 19663 .”- - . z
/ Lt .. i
:\ Nicholls, 1975 Ve;off 1969; Young & Brown,~1973) Roys, on the other han? ! - :
- L4 A
y

often show improved performa ce, increa d persistence, and approach to tasks

"appears to occur only with adult evaluators. We have~rebently found (Dweck & Bush v

~

\\, 1975) that with peer valuators, it is the b ovs whose performance is adversely

- L]
.

affected and who tend to attribute failure 'to lack of ability, The question, ' /"
vy , .
‘then, is how\ does pegative evaluation from adults come to have different meantn? " 7, N
. i and impact for boys and grrls7 Hdw do their historfbs of feedback from adults ‘ b
differ so that girls come 'té Siew‘fallure feedback as a condemnation of their S
- 7 abilitiearan boys d dometr " e T &' L Co e

-

To beg?ﬁ"to answer these questions we looked at the ways in which teachers ‘use

. neg@tive evalu%i;on in the classroom. It vas assufjed that the information value

¢ <

‘of negative evaluation for b/ys and girls would depend on vhat it was typically

‘ ., used to convey to them. The research of Cairns and others (e. g., Cairns, 1970; ol
v Eisenberger, 1974 Paris & Cairns, 1272; Warren & Cairns, 1972) has clearly ° "

‘ demonstrated that when feedback is used indiscriminately and’ for a wide.apectruu

) of‘nonintellectual behavioi it come§ to lose its meaniné‘as‘an evaluation of the '(;
qualitylbf the Lhild’s performance., So, for s};;pié, if.teachers negative evaluae

L) . 45

tion to boys.ig used for a great many intellectually irrelevant,behaviors

.-
{ F - F D N
. v » A
* B »
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(partieula y intellectual y irrelevant aspects of academic‘wor , 1t may often
< 5 -

" fail to- convey informgtion about thekintellectual quality of the wqu-~even when

.

it is used for this purpose. If teachnrs negative evaluation to girls is reServed
. 1 < ~ -
T spegf;ically for occasions on which they give an inc\rrect fespbnse or displaf

N .

inf'rmation about the intellectual quality of their work. Therefore, Ve ‘vere. |

_ interested ot only in the ratio of negative to ppsitive feedback or in the ;Egtin-
2 . e
gency versus noncontingency of the feedhack but, more importént in the particular

" aspects of/ erformance upon which negative eva%ﬁation was confinéent In five

e

‘4th‘and‘5th grade classrooms every evalqative statement made by the.teacher that

. was categorized as contingent was furthér classified accq;ding to the class of

» T, e

./beégviors upon which\it as contingent‘ ‘}ther (a) conduct, (b) the intpllectual

quality of academic performancé (exg., correctness oF response), or '(c) intel-

/ c ] L *
Eectually irr??evant aspects of academic performance--the form as opposed to the

r

tontent ,(e.g, neatness, instruction-following, and the like). K It was further

.
¢ >

. , ’ l‘\ 4

t, Boys and §1rls received v1rtually the same proportions of positive and

- Y 3 <
positive, 24.7% negative, 12, 32 no feedback Girke: 60, 4% positfve, 24.4%

‘}‘ negative, 15 1% no feedback) However, there were striking differences in the @ay
}‘ negatives in genetal,&ere used for them~~and therefore in the’context in which

the feedback about the gorrectness of, their anéWers was embedded . For boys, on1y

one—thirdbof the total negative evhluations they received were at all.related to

>
e -t . - o v, .
o4 * } = L R v

e T SR L EINY A “

4

-

: :5 negative evaluation for the intellectual quality of their work\(Bp§s 62.87% A

N .

vt w
’ ) assumed‘that the meaning of negative evaluation for the child, woudd_also be -
- affecﬁbd by the attributions teachers provided to "explain" the child's intellectual
P failures, “Therefore, ghenever p0331b1e, feedback wasﬂblassified as conveyinéﬁanuﬁvr_AJMA**-mt
attribution ofdfailure to lack of motivation, "lack of ability, or. to sonle . / 7
»:, external factor; ”," - <t - . .
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tde intelldot

intellectually irrelévant aspects of acadgmic performance. In contrast, for, girls, 5

‘v

over twodthirds of the nenative evaluation was specifically addressed to the

. r

*»

3

1 quality éf their work,

g

“All the rest referred to conduct or

i

correctness or quality of their products." .

*

¢

.
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»

J

-
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It could be argued that bo

vs§ can diécriminate between feedback for conduct

l\

¢

<

and feedback fot work, so that although condUct criticismlmay convey info&mation »

about. the teacher s attitude, it might not disrupt the information value of the,

30wever, even looking only at feedback for academic

feedback for academtc Work.‘
N

. v
(j.work (omitting feedback for conduct), still a surprisingly large proportion of the -

¢
negative evaluation for boys referred not to the correCtness of their reéponses,

but to nonintellectusl aspects of performance. Qver 402 of the criticism directed'

1,

at boysi work had nothing to do ;ith its’ intailectual qéality. Indeed in many

> e
aC
instances such feedback followed a correct answer, For girls, almost all ofvthe

~

negative evaluation referred directly to the incorrectness of their answers or the

¢ 4 Y.

iﬁ%ellectual inadequacies of their work. Moreover, teachers explicitly attributed

] . ' "
intelle&tual railures to lack of motivation six times as often for boys than for

- Y '

, girls., It might also be mentioned that for positive evaluations, 94% were contiﬂ%*

gent on/the intellectual quality of the work for boys, but only 797% for g rls.

\
Thus for boys.positives may be’ more valid assesshents of their competence than they

N
.,

are for girls.,

This pattern of results whE obtained in every classroom.

Further-

.

L4

more, it was general across bqys and girls within the classrooms ‘and was not &

- ,\( accountsg for by a small subset,of children, -

-

¢

TheSe findings suggest that the indiscriminate use of negative evaluation for

[P

boys may make it ambiguous and somewhat invalid as an assessment oﬁ‘tbeir inte 1-1

e

lectual performance.

~

their

™

it most often provides information ﬂbout the propriety of
/,

conduct ofLintellectually irrelevant aspects of their work and may convey

-

{

-

more about the teacher’s attitude than about the child's own behavipr or abilities.

o’




1] ‘o
mnes$ of the negative evaluations the teacher delivexs and in her valence for the
‘s

child; Past research does, in fact, indicate that hoys perceive less positive
LIS e A b .o , ) . "
féﬁiing toward them on the part of teachers SDavidsoﬁ & Lang, 1960) and that the
k] . / = ) . " ) -
bJ§,; in rurn, xprgig less”?ositive attitudes toward sghool and qheir tedacher

v G}rk Rose, & Stuart, 1970; Neal & Proshek, 1967). Howevér, when the feedoack

- 122

i3

- ' is. construed by the boys as-representing a neasonable asSessment of the quality of
& |

- g
) which does imply a strategy for attaining success (DWeck, 1975, Dweck & Reppucci,

% )
1973, Weiner, i972, 1974)

3
.2

A 4

. . ) L] /‘ . . . i .
. The way, negative evaluation is used for girls,,on the other hand, makes it a,

vaiid cue for asscssing the intellectuallquality of their work, but may often N

convey an explanation of a mistaken or unhelpful nature--lack of ability. Unlike
t .
A 'bOys, they are assume§ to b? exerting max*malseffort the teacher is generally
positive toward them and uses negatiVes distriminatingly. While~this may 1ead to
1 A 1 . ¥

changes in perfdrmance, research rongly suggests that these changnq may not "be

-

adaptive in nature (bWeck 1975; Weiner, 1972). The gir1 may‘loWer her estimation

=
2

7
~of her’ abilities (See V. c. Craﬁéall, 1969) and cease to persist despite her

@ . M
] -~ P 'L < R /
\ -~ 4 )

actual ability td attain success.

e o The observed patterns of feedback and the’ attribug}ons they appear to

' : . v 7

edcogggge provide a good fit with the sex differences we see over *and over again
o * ! !

! in achievement situations.wf”h adu1t evaluators. Moréﬁver, these finding may

8 (o

) help to explain some ofﬁ%he more puzzling sex differenbes in achievement-related
. behavior. For erample, Crandall (1959) pr sénts a great dea1 of evidence that

girlp consistently underestimate their chgiides for success relativp to what their

P N P

. . [
past performance would warrant. Boys) ‘on the other hand, overestimate the

° probaé%lity of future success relative to th&ir past'accomplishﬂ%nts: Crandali'
A . . "' ) ) \_ &. . .o \ ,‘\.\

. . ?V-/\‘l‘."‘ o . . .
v YO Hy§ Lo

. ’ ’ 1'\ o .
. J . .

) r .
would pot be surprising if this led to a marked decline ‘both in the effectiye- -

their work, they are then likely to attribute their faiIure to‘1ack of motivation,~

v

[

»




5.

data alsofsuggest that when feedback from the,environment is inconsistent girls

v '

key on the negative aspects and boys on the positrve aspects of thd feedback. It :
‘ -«

$

is plausible to assuﬁe thit when aschild is asked to make a prediction about

~

O

will key\on past outcomes that he views as relevant to evaluating his ability.

\

present resultsasuggest that past failure feedback for boys may

\ v

e
thiir assessment of thelr dbilities (since tHey can blame their effort-or the agent), .
' -

. A
while gast successes have conveyed important information
B -

.4‘}

~

\heigh past successes more heavfly than~past £ailures.
v

efailure feedback has provided information abou their abilities and ig therefore

. future outcomes (be it grades or performance on an experimental task), the child

' »

about their competénce.

. -

For girls, hnwever, pas

likely go exert considerable influence on- their prediction of . futuie outcomes. ' S

.

milaﬁ‘histories of
&

. even when boys and girls experience

N

the impact on future behavior will,differ as well.

r

, . In addition,.the present findings may have importan

succkso and failure® feed

" back for intellec%ual performance, the feaning of these evaluations’has differed
: v
/"‘\

a
L

t implications for sexa‘.

aifferencés in academic achievement. We know that although girls outperform ooys

"in grade school boys gainvthe‘advantage later on, Whil

sex-role pressures, certainly ¢ontribute to this reversa
aluation for the two ‘sexes may also play a role. Spec

intekpretations that girls apd boys give for failure fee

di%ferfnt pattetns of generalization to, new situations;/
: ™

failure to lack of ability on a task or 'in an academic a
ke “

presented with a similay task in the future, the same at

* school, earlier “tondemnations of their ability remain re

e
however, althOLgh blaming the teacher 8 “attitude or bias may impair,motivation and '( ‘

. . &
-, * \ <« ~

Lo N
SRR D
B

W

\

e other factors, suth as.
[ *
-+

* %
1, the meaning of negatfve

0

ifically, the different
dback ar
Girls' attributions of .

rea 1mply that dBen ')\\

tribution will be appli-

' 'ceble. To the extent that girls encounter similar aéademic subJectslghroughout

levant. For.the boys,

The*-

not be relevant %o

» Therefore inﬂcomputing their chances for success 5n_the,fu“ure, the boys %re likely

e likely 40 promote ..

v e

.

—

t >

0]  «

and

%

.
‘

J

4
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s

performance in the immediate situation, by blaming ghe evaluating agent, he can. .
maintain his belief in his ability to succéed. Therefore when the agent changes, -

as when he is promoted to the next grade or attends a new school ‘he may confront

7vnthe situation with renewed effort, Thus girls attributions of failure to lagk of

t ability may discourage continued "testing" of the environment in future grades-- :7

4

both becaus® similar tasks may nediate generalization of former attridutions aud\__,/

begause concluding that one lacks abi11§§ despite reneved effort is not the kind qf

.

information one might continually seek. Boys' attributions of failure Lo the -

1

> agent on the other hand ‘may encourage testing of the environment when the agent

changes. it is far less ‘threatening to conclude something negative about a new

-
W

agent‘than it is to confirm _something negative about one's. abilities. S
I ] /” ‘
In a‘way, ‘it 1is ironic that>'the adverse effects of negative evaluation on

.~

© gi¥xls? perfo?mance stem, not frcm7any discr&minatory praétices in, the usual sense,

but really from the more favorable treatment they receive--widespread use of :
{f v ~ y

positives and discriminating use of negatives. Needless tio say, this does not

‘u 1 4

imply that teachers should engage in the wholesale use of cr;ricism for, all
children so that criticism will become 1ess meaningful and g

rls will not blame

their.abilities. Nor is it;suggested that teachers allow boys‘ disruptive or
AN K}
inappropriate behavior to go unnoticed for the sake of preserving the information
, «* \’ - . ) 4
v value of negative evaluation, Instead in order to maximize the probability of ,a

u
positive change in performance, negative evaluation in the claBBroom should

-

1. Provide explicit information abcut the quality or. correctness of the

»
- R . - -
N ¢

response with little ambiguity as to the referent of the feedback, . - ¢

2. Provide, implicitly or expliceitly, an exp&anation of the failure, indiceting

how the failure can be overcomg, for example, by syggesting strategies that
A

are appropriate for reaching ths'correct solution, BN R

L 4

To the extent, then, that feedback is ambiguous Ain its meaning for the child ox

i

provides no altegnative mode Of responding, it is unlikely to bring about desirable

Q changes in. performancguand may, in fact, result in quite the opposite, ?
ERIC © - T ,/ ‘ N
t) f} 0 Ug T T e .
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