v TN 1 . i‘ B - T 9 N -4_ j ‘;. -
ks ‘ 'y i B l .
’: Lo ' ) g . . ) : ] . . - . * .
. ( * DOCUMENT RESUME _ = o Co S
: ) b . . & ' ¢ .
- .BD 111 SQB . . , <\>\ f Ps 008 029: ";g
. AUTHOR ‘ .Ruble, Diane" N.,,And Others
IITLE - ' Development of’Ach1evement~Related Judgmental
ko _Processes. ‘
I PUB “DATE. . . - Apr 75
I NOTE . . . 26p.,.Paper pregented at the biénnial meetlng of ﬁ
LY Society for Research in child Development (Denver//g
. &k . :Colorado,.Aprll 10-13, 1975) . . ﬁ - K
;\\%l EDRS, PRICE. HF~$0 76 HC $1.95 Plus Postage - cT '&f -y
- 2 DESCRIPTORS ~ *Achievement Ratrng"Affectlve Behav1or- *Agea "o .
i 8§,  Differences; *Elementary School- 'Students; *Self
. i - Evaluation; Student Reaction .
> ‘IDENTIFIERS © *Attribution Studies; §chal Cemparlson “ !
'+ ABSTRACT roo 0 e *

4

. This paper presén%s a.series of studles rglated to
the guestion of how children learfl %o evaiu@te themselve¥ in
tlevelent §1tuaqion5x The approach to the.Tesearch is. based on the
We ner et al attri utlonal model of achievehent. The paper describes
three studies designed to determine the extent to which first, second
‘and third grade children yse outcome and norm cugs to make judgmenis
. ~about ability, effort, and .task difficulty attributioms. The ‘results
¢ of the 3 studies 1ndlcd&ef§lear developmental, differences in the use
- 'of achievement-rélated in 9ématlon in making evaluative judgments. In
addition, it appears' that social norm information was not used .
predlctably even by second and thlréﬂgradérs, though outcome
;- inforration was. Possible reasons for these developmental changes and °
thelr lmplrcatlons are d;scussed {Author /JMB)

!

-~
»

************************************************************ﬁ**********

* Documents vacquired by*ERIC include many informal unpubllshed *<

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *

. * to obtain the best copy available. nevertheless, items of marginal

~ * reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
- *
*
*
*
*

*
*
) the wicrofiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
via .the ERIC Document Reprodugtion Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
*
*
*

responsible for tHe quality of the original document. Reproductions_

. supplied by EDRSrare the best that can be made from the original.
L ***************************************w*****************************

<

- .

‘ DN
. LI




s ) ‘ e J\\ - ‘( - o o a T L : .
» 5 -7 > T . ¢ o » a,
Ly - \ " D °  * - " =
é L. : 'A o ) - @ —\Q s
.~ “\ s ” - u / =l i
. A 4 ) . - . s . 2 |
» Y d ) ~n HEALTH, - . ‘ |
. \ . . s . U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ) E -
o ! Y Difmsiene
. o THIS oocumEEr?':Jc»::S thE!lE,\;*ébRE;%?AA v . . < g
;o hd o DUCED EXACTLY K meonomion, : L
» LN ’ 1¥ING i PoiNTsor:\gfsmAI;t?F:gL%N; ; ~ . f . o
ARG S - | STATED DO NOT NECESARLY BECGr L o R A
. . : Coa ” . EDUCATION POSITION OR pOLICY. o e }
. —i & - / . ) - o e |
o .. . : e . |
EERR O o Fe : o -
- . . - + L3 . - ) — 1»/" ! . B . 1
Y > @ . L, . .
/ .o .
- 7 T , - .
e . - ) - B .- y -
. - 3 = . a .
) _ Development of Achievement-Related - {
- S A Judgmental Protesses . _ . . o .
! ; - o . ‘ s » 2 .
. ‘ . o
.~ - L, ¢ . ' . |
. ' o .. Diane N. Rubile . .
. . [ |
- T o * < -
O : ‘princeton University . S
— ‘ . ) s ® /) i o ) )
'; - L l... . - <N ’ B
E ) o In collaboration with’ : .
. AN S . : , 2
B 2 N Judy Loebl (Princeton), Jacque Parsons {(Smith),
v . . ’ - - - o
R . and Jenise-dRoss (Lincoln). .- .
° » .\ < 'A . ° _.‘ » . " :
2 . . ' ) ?
t
. S " . >
. 3 e = ’ . N
. A V ) L d - \V .
) g Paper présented at
. o SRED méetings, - _ :
. " Dewtver, Colo., 1975 . . s
N c Symposium: Issues | . '
. » in the Development of R -
m- Social Perception and Judgment
m . - &
’ SN
& (:’ Y
\ . .
) ; !
i
-l
;o .

. 0 o . P
! - i
Full Toxt Provided by ERIC N j ’ « 3 . B (




SYMPOSIUM: * ‘

- . / ISSUES IN THE DEVELOPMENrP QF- SOCIAL
. T !. . s 7/
o PERCEPTION AND JUDGMEIT . s

AJ
..

, ‘ Cooe ’ L
- ' s
Development 'of Athievement- Related Judgmental Processes

o

. ‘ \/'
Diane N. Ruble

. 5 Y

Prlnceton Unlverfitx

y ; '
fSeveral soc*al‘psychologists have recently described the

ES

-~

1mportance of attrlbutlons as medlators‘jor 1nd1v1dual's responses
\ . L 0
to enVLronmental events: In the area of achlevement ngner,

. Frleze, Kukla, Reed‘ Rest, & nosenbaum (1971) have modified the

Atkinson model of achtevement motivation to show how cagSal attri-~

r

™ butions of success and failure affect achievement-related behaviors.
- . (‘ -

Research with adults Has generally supported the hypothesized’re-

lationships among type of information (e - soclal norms}), causal

o

attributions (e.g., ablllty), and behav1o“al responses (e. .; level

of affect), However, research in this area becomes more compI{cated
. ) : 2 ' ) ‘,'
"~ gwwhen ane is studying children. .Unlike~adultsf children.at various
! . ‘ .
ages potcnt*ally differ greatly on both the cognltlve capac1t1es

necessary for the demands of judgmental tasks and on the degree

N A
LI .
- °

o
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of experlence with the achlevement 1nformatlon inyolved.

4

ThlS paper will present some research my colleagues and I

have done on the cevelopmentalmgf achleyeme?t-related judgments.

'.O - .. . - c. S - = - v/ ' - *
The initial question prompting this series of studies was, concerned
with how children learn to evaluate- themselves in achievehent

~ situations. .What is it that make@ children afvdifferent=ages feel

“goodfoabcut‘succeeding and "bad" about failing? What information

4

P~

'

\%4z?a° they use in making these kinds of judgments?‘
-y

.- The approach to thé research described in this paper was based

on the Weiner et al. attrlbutlonal model of achlevement They sug-.

o

gest +hat aﬂ 1nd1y*dual s level cf affect (prlde/shame) after a

successful or unsuccessful task performance is related to attrlbu—

-
L
., W

.trbnf\concernlng the causes of the performanCc Attrlbutlons to

“internal factors (ablllty or cfforb) are aSSumedffo result in
greater positiéeqor negative affect than‘attributions to{external
factors_(task,difficulty or tuck). One cﬁe'commcéky use& in making
a causal attrlbut;ons is soclal norms. Whec an in&ividﬁal”s per-

\.

'formance is’ con51stent with the pcrformance of others (e\g I
‘succeeded and everyone ecse sueceeded), attributions should be to
2 o o . . o

an external factér--task ease. C(Conversely, when the individual‘s

pPerformance is-inconsistent with that of others (e.g., I succeeded
- - * - ‘ & N

andueverybody clse failed), attributions should be made to an
internal factor-fability or effort. Empirical suppdp&vfcr the (

‘ex;stenceuof these ‘Pelationships in adults is provided by Weiner -

. and Kukla (1970}.
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- A '
o .- Inj1b72, uacque Parsons and'I condueted a»studyvto test/

developmentally these hypotheélzed relationshlps between Outcome

Ty

. cues, Soc1a1 Norm Cues, "and self—evaluatlon. Chlldren at three

age levels (6, 8, and 10 years) performed matchlng-famlllar~_

;flgures tasks, on Whlch they elther succeeded or falled (outcome

o f ~ "

cue). *hey were also told that%other chlldren the1r age either

L .

‘succee?ed or falled (soclal norm cue) The major dependent vari-

° : - S

able was level of p031t1ve or negatlve affect, It was Pﬁedlcted

%

that yevel of affpct would be related to social norm and outcome

A

"'_ 1nforma{10n ‘as suggested by the Weiner ‘et al. (1972) model,

szeﬁbrlbed earller, and that_;here would be an'lncrea31ng use of

=T

~ the in?ormationwwith age. ., (The develob@gntal predictions were.

based on'theoretical formulations by Inhzlder and Piaget (1958)

and by Veroff 61969)5. The-resuits showed that, as expected,

%here were main effeects- for Outcome (p < .001) and for Soc;al
L; . - ,‘
Norms {p < .05). The chlldren felt better after succeedlng than

LY

after faillng, and they felt more- pryde about success and less

"~ shame about fa;lure ghen tHey were-told that everyone else had

falled. fThese,effects can be seen in Figure-1l. .

4 In terms of deveiopmental findinés,'there was an Age X

Outceme interaction (p < .05), which indicated that OQutcome

&

_information had an increasing impact on self-evaluative ratings
' . =y ’ .

' " . N 4 L d - v . -
~vf':lﬁ.th age, but only for failure information (See Figure 1). There

(

P65 : -
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was no age&difference in level of affect after success. This
) . E) . |
finding is worth noting because it represents one of tne major _ ) ﬂ

conSistenCies acﬂoss the studies, and because it relates to
L] . 1]
« recentcfindings in the moral judgment literature (Costanzo, .
K L5 N .

Coie, Grumet S'farnill 1673) that age differences in the use

of SOClal cues wvaries as a function of the valence 6t tbe outcome

N,

informationa The expectedsAoe X Norm rhteraction was not s1gnLr

oo,
-

ficant though analyses ‘done within each age level indlcated

that the main effect for Norms was ndot s1gnificant for the 6

©
- n

' year olds. Thus, it was only the older. two*age groups that were

using the norm information in a'reasonably consistent way. . !
. In general, the results‘of this study wore basically can-
sistent with the Weiner’et al. model. Affect ratings were more
. \é
cxtreme in a poafxiveﬂor negative direotion when attributiona

»

,éhould haq&fbeen made to internal as opposed to external causes.

34

o

There is a fundamental problem of interpretation, however. The

mediating’ attributions were only assumed to bp consistent with

kY

the model. We do not gnsw for sure that, for example, cwn suc-
icess coupled with successes‘by others resulted in an eiternaln
task difficulty attribution. Without this information, it is
difficult to fully understand the developmcnt of how the use of
social norm and outcome information a%ﬁpcts self-evaluation.
There are various reasons to suspect that young children

.

may not use social norm and outcome information in the ways

suggested above. First, Veroff (1969) has described two kinds

i

YR £ ' '
SRR .




. « - -
. “ o R B
. > . . . 5

. L LN : . ) ) L
“ of achievcement motivations: (1) autonomous, which is.based on - : w

internalized-sxandards’enui'(2) sgcig},.wh;chpconcerns standards

+ - Dbased on social comparison. He suggests “the second.type does
. R . QQ s ’ ‘1." / . ) ‘ ) J\
'not derelop until the early school years. fccording to Veroff, ~
S < R o -
a motive to socially compare develops only after "considerable

\ reinforcdement, usually from siblings or paﬁentstiﬁ SecOnd

) i ¢ % ¢ H
. Plagetlam theory and research ‘has 1ed to. suggestlons that young;7 .
* a,et ’ Q‘a
R AN - o

chlldren may be lﬂmlted 1n “their abllltles to process certaln

: v .t

J,xad kinds and amounts of 1nfbrmatlon. For example, a joung ch11d may ° ,
- } ) s N .
s - 77 be too "egocentrlc“ to notlce or care about the performance of .

anyone eicept h1m/herself (Veroff 1969) Alsog, a'young child's
.tendency to "center" on-one cue may prec;ude hls/her ab111ty to

1ntegrate the social norm and outcome information in maﬁ%ng
. judgments. Thlrd many young chlldren may have llttle opportunlty

® .

'ﬁ - "to socially compare untll they enter school. It may not be untll

kindergarten or flrst grade forées them into competltlon that they T

rbegln to recognlze that the pcrformance of others affects how L
their own performanze is evaluated. N ‘

‘ Thus, thred“studies. were indtiated toﬁattempt to replicate’ ' .
‘the above results and to determine 'to what extent chiidwen;uéc

R n
Yo

outéome and norm cues to make judgments about ablllty, effort, ~

and task dlftﬁcultﬂ attrlbutwons The bas1c des1gn of these . 5

> J -t -
three studles (as well as Parsons g R b’e (1972) descrlbco ebove) v

is very 81m11ar-and is shown in Table 1. Basically, the inde-

pendeft variabfesﬁare Age fé,or 3 levelsg), Norms or Task Ease -
‘ ’ ! .

* (2 levels), and Outcome (2 levels). The basic’ dependent variablés ' ‘

i




(:;
are ratlngs of abl¢lty (e. g., How good are you at this task’)

i
effort \e.g,, Howtmuch dld you try%ﬁ, task'dlfflculty (e.g., How - 1

\feel about how you did on the task”) Some of the malor differ-

- ~

entaatlng~features of each study are also listed in Table 1.

‘These include witHin-vs. between subject design, whether subject e
. . .

" rates self dr'angther; age levels of +the subjects, etc. Let me e

r“’?’. <A . ) - ’ * s ¢ . . . "
briefly outline the major features of each study, and then T will - . I

atte?pt to pull them together in-terms of the major consistencies
- aqross studies. A more detziled description of the;metHod of

+£aeh study is-also presented as part of Table 1. .
S . ) . W 13 @ * . s

. Ruble s'Ross‘(197u) , : g
This study attempted to repl*cate the affect flndlngs of

Parsons and Ruble and to“examlneclf'chlldren would use the ) "

informatipn in.a predictable wav.in making attribution ratingsi
! A majcr variation was that, instead of u51ng Soc131 norms,
:F/d information about the ease or d*fflculty oF the task was glucn
directly. It was assumed that thls change would 51mp11fy
- ,
.the process of meking internal vs. external @ttributions for | r
success or failure 'since it would eliminate one step‘ef:inform-'

ation proces51ng (i. e., everyone succceds - easy tas&,

everyone fails = hard task) The subjects ¢ & - §-
12 ' s




Lt}

¢

N SN . . j-% . | y . ,
lf years vs. -8 1/2 - 9 1/2 years) performed #-series of trials of
My '

¢ - .
- matching familiar figures ‘given various combinations of task

- "

_ o 3 Cos
difficul y and outcome information They then made self-ratingse |

"of affeci,‘ability, effort and task Hifficulty In adé&ition,

' e

obsérvatrons of various nonvcrbdl behaViors wenr made%throuyh a’
- AY
one-way mirror'in order to determine if, for exampleg number of
smiles was related to self-ratings of affect. The results showed
. . o T . . D _',,' /!r

.very similar ﬁatterns .for affect and abilitY' maln effcets. for

' Outcomc (Succcss>FaiLure), main effect foér Age (young>01d) and

L)

Age X Out”ome 1nteractions Thefpattern of these 1nteractions
I

. .
= P

~ r

c
wé& essentially»identical to that" discussed above for the Parsons '
i .

‘and~Rub1e Study The younger chiidrcn rade less use “than the

“for "Parsons and Ruble.-’ .

older children of the Outcome information in the1r self-rating,
but only when they failed. owever, information about the

difficulty of the” task was irrelevantkﬁp affect and ability
X - h
ratings for both ages.- Thus, the expected relationships derived
I ) ‘ . q; . . 2 e ’ P ¢
from the Weiner model were not found for this study as they were
, . B

Do
*

‘Task diffiéulty information\was relevant to effort and (not

<

furpriSing y) to task difficulty ratings,’ but mainly for the old

“‘children These rcl tionships were not Simple, howcvcr, cnd

thus/h descripticon of them will be delaved until the®diocu
of consistencies across the three studies. It is worih nctingg

though that the younger childrer did not use the information

el
e

* about. task diffLCulty given by the experimentcr in making their

[

" . . ’ . ' .. Q

-t
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a | . g8
‘own task difficulty judgments. Either. they forgot this informa-

tion,aor they preferred t& make this judgment’tofal;y
)
ndependontly
Flnally, fgere were some clear cons1sten01es between the.

self-ratings and the observatlonal measures; Both the measure§4
‘ ' .

,
for number of smiles and general facial expressions showed signi-
v . - {/ .

ficant maln effccts for Oumcome and Qutcome X Age Int

a

raction.

“Again, the older chlldren made greater dlﬁferentlutlons between

success and fallure than the younger children. However, unllke

ihe selfratlngs, @bese age dllferences seemed to appear in both

uuccess and fallure COhd%thﬂ%. Compared to the young children,

the older group smiled more after success and less after fallure.

]‘ o .

. . 7 . ' o - .
- & N

This was the first of a set of two studies designed to -fccus
' ' : . Y
on young children's zse of social comparison 1nformatlon.W First

and .second grﬂders served as siudbjects because, ‘or varidus reasons

o

the time in which a shift in the

s

this was expected

. § .
social comparison information shaquld occur. Thes

a s ‘ N - ¢

ximately when the shift from pruoperationfil to concretc operaticn~
B . © . ' - .

to ke use of
L ]

1

]

dges are appro-

7l stages, in a Piagetian sense, arc expected. Also, for most
. ©
;tudents, these years represént. their initiation into a competi-

: . ‘
tion and evzWuatlon-orlenf d nnv1ronm<nt Thus, a major chahgc

Ay

in the use of the information gould be anticipated in spite ¢f n
. v 8
R '

relatively small difference in mean age (approximatelv 1 yenr).

W
S

gt ! i A
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SR G Thi% flﬁét study 5sed a verbal-story methoMology, in.which
- ' . . . 3 . . . .

the éubjeéts ratéd hypothetidal other children doing puzzles. In

--each stOryg the ChllO actor either succeeded or fail d &nd his/her

- . R ;) R

peers either succeeded {high norims) or failed &ﬂow norns) The"”
. 'subjects made ratings on'a,five-point 3cale of the extent_of task

> dlfriculty, dblllty, and effBat prebent in each story. The

a

results showed thﬂt for tp@ most part, socond graders used the

) %:, ﬁvninxormation in- the expected way to mage thq1r judgments. Fpr
. exaﬁ%le, they made‘higﬁer effort and;ability ratings after succgss
than after failure,'and higher“taek difficulty ratinge,giyen low
v tnofms as ouposed to hiéh The first grdaers, on the other hand,
' | did notguse the informatlon in uny kind of Dredictablc WAaY . Their

¢ ]

A

\ﬁﬁean ratings of ebility and effort were nearly as high given

.

’ failure as when g.ven success, and they aven Had slightly higher
mean “task difficulty ratings when told that everyone elsc succceed-

- “ed Lhan when told thit othcrs had faﬁlcd

/  peecbl & Rubie (1975) -

The specific causes of this fairly dramatic shift hitwcen
- vn ? 4
first and sccond graders in the above study is not cicar. How-

v

, /
ever, beforc ocarching for some copnitive-dcvclcmrente oy sncial-
! , =

‘learning explanation for the change, we wanted to make sure the
“ . results weny not simply an artifact of the abstractness of the

verbal- stﬁr/ methodology. Thus, Study 2 of this sot roplicated -

P

‘ [ 3 ' - .
andnextendgd the above study of involving subjécts s actual parts

icipantsg in' a social comparison situation. B

-
&
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. boys and- twor glrls from the same grade). Thoy perfovmaed

children (all swcceeded/failed). The order of prascating

. - P LIS
-Qutcome X MNorm interaction for the ability rartliness,

©

ez

§ ' -
« Flyét and geCOnd graders were tested in groups of

tasks, and after each, were given informatinn about thelr

formance (success/failure) and the performances Hf i

. . . o " - ' .
information was . counterbalanced across subiects. Thoy

o
o

self-ratings of wffect, ability, cffert, and difficulis

5

]

{

task.

3

ihe pattern'ol reoulta was very similar oy

; <
In additioch the.qprrelatlons between the ratings aeros
tasks were quite high (cver .50) for affect, abilitv,

and somewhat high ( 30) for t sk difficulty. Thug thilg

o

crude index of relis= blll;y oF the dependont variah
positive results. o

= .

Since thec pattern of results was similar for Toth

, . - "
the pesults af the ratings for the first task will Lo
There were main effects for success/failure Cutcomns {ov
‘ %

ability, and task difficulty ratings,, but not foy i

——

—i
.
=

there was no Grade X Ouucome interaction, unlile the T
studies, for apy of thea@ ratings. A significant oo

Norms occurred only for task difficulity vatings Ly ooy
. -"\' P .

They ratad the task as significantly harder when o
cne else failed than when told the othors succonand,

predicted. The only other consictent and strong Sl
o B

.
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;} uati\n/’ln whlch the chlldren actually Dcrfegﬁ a task, they can

o

ConsmstengéPlndlngs Acros’s The; udles
' taln-patterns emerge falrly cons1stently These patterns will be
£ o -

) mation, (2) Use of Social Morm (or Task Difficulty) Information,

1
Ly

-

subjects ra ted themselves as more able when others also succeeded
' t
(A;gh norms) whlle fob faklure, they rated themselves as more

able when others falled (low norms) .
1y 4

-

o

In spite of the numeréus dlfferences among the studﬂes, cer- |

)

descrtbed ‘in termg of four major areas: - (1) .Use of Outcome Infor-

-,

(3) Relative impact of” Outcome.vs. Social Norm cues, and (4) De-

velobmental‘Tfends.~

1. ,Uséfof‘Outcome information in self-evaluation. Children's

perceptions about whethef they succeeded or failed had a clear
impact’ on -their achlevement related judgments. Ihere were'strong
and c9n81stent maln effectsho Success/gallufe Outcome fof‘self-
ratings of affect and ablllty, and‘for observations (e.g., smiling?
of‘affect.( Thefc'were moderately consistent»effects of Outcome on |

task>difficplty judgﬁents;’but for effort'ratings, Qutcome infor-
matieh had very little impact. It is possible that lack of dif-
ferences for effort ratings ﬁay’be due’ to. a ceilino effect.

Chlldren seemed unw1lllng (pernaps for oOCL&l des1rab111ty reasons)

to ?6y thc] d1d not try ' It is 1l°o worth noting that in the sit-

make 1ndependent judgments about task difficulty and effort fi.e. .
they have!internal knowledge of how hard they tried, thus, it ic

not surprising that information provided by the experimenter

<

should be less relevant to these ratings. Thus‘in-sum;ithe




S

chlldrenaln these studies sa&id that they felt more. p081t1ve
affect that they had higher ablllty, and (sometlmes) that the

task was edsier after success than after fallurs Ay

2. Use of Social 'Norm (or Task leflcultz) anormatlon in

self-evaluatg;g If theﬁchlldren were u31ng*the‘soc1a1 norm

information.in a logical and eonsistent-wayg there should be

8

main efifects for social norms. That is; there should be higher

'affect ablllty, effort ‘and taék‘difficulty ratings for low

enorms (everybody ‘else failed) than for high norms. Howeverjy thére

.

were few main effects for norms; and when they were found, the ..

~

effects were significant only for childreﬁ in second grade or
older. Norm information was ﬁsed quitewconsistently h&lthe older
chiidren for task difficulty judgments ‘and occasionally for effort:
The only other main effect -for norms was for affect in the origi-
nal Parsons and Ruble (1972) study

There were ‘several interacticns of Ncrms with Outcome; how- . °

ever, these are somewhat difficult to ihterpret since the direc-

.tions of the effects were not-&bnsistent. For example, children

=3

in the guccess condition in the hdble and Ross study said they had!
higher effort‘wheh everyene else failed thaﬂtwhen everyone else
succeeded—-a flndlng con81stent with predlctlons In contrast,
children 1n the success condltlon in the Loebl and Ruble study

said they had higher abllfty when everyone elSe succeeded than

when everygne‘else failed-~finding opposite to what would be

N

N\

)
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"kinds of ratings were affected bﬁg%he two types of cues. Affect

. ) . ' L. . L
been due, iIn-part, tc the order in which the cues were presented.

two s®g¢ial cues has a clear “impact on achicvement judgments (Kun,

&7

predicted. “It may be that sometimés the éhildreq responded to the
content 6f the norms, as intended, but sometimes they responced
instead to the valence of the norms, cregting a %kind of halc
effect. That ié? the infofmation that év%ryone else did wbil may
créate a kind of‘positiVé’set that leadé the children tc respond

™

positively on other ratings as well.
\k)

3. Relative impact of Oufcome and Social Ncrm Cues in Self-
. B T T

Evaluat¥on.  Genera11y, Outcome information had a much greatcr
impéct‘than Sceial Norms ‘on judgﬁénts related to self-evaluation.
The main effects’' were consistently stronger and shcwed up more
Ffrequently for}Outcome. However, there were differcnces iﬁ thé%

and ability ratings were, with few exceptions, only lnTLUGHCGd by

Oukcome._ Task dlfFlculty was influenced about eqqally by Outcome

and Social norms , with some varlatlonu across the studies. Effort
oSy
wds only weakly affected by elther que, 2
‘ The relative stpength of the outcome information may have o

- . L
»

A 13 . . . .
Por all except oné of the studies discussed in this. paper, out-

come always followed social norm information. Results of recent

investigaticns indicate that the order of prescnting as few 3s

Parsons, & Ruble, 1974) and op moral judgments. (Feldman, Chercskin,
Parsons, Rholes & Ruble, 1975). Yuun? chlldrcn appear to be more

influe?ced by the second, more recent cue in ma klng judgments

o

-
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Howgver, crder ofﬁcue Fresen?ation-cannot explain the findings .

- entirely, since;the*LoéBl and Ruble gtudy gounterbalanced the

order of.presenting"%he cues, .This study, like the others, i -

.. found stronger and mbre ‘consistent effects for Outcome.+han for .

. ©

Norms. Thus, it is’ likely that thn dlfference 1s also Huu, in .
part, to the, contgnt of the. lnrormapion,. Outceme may be more

concrete, more sa llent more £z mllla , etc, thnﬂsocialﬁgorms

I

forjifung ¢hildren. ‘, g

- ; B T Y
. IS
¢

i, declopmental Trends in the use of cues :in sclf§evalua-,

. &

..

tion. - Thc, rcsults of ull@thesa studles shoﬁ that thk_ use of both

Outcomc and Social Norms cues becomes stﬂongé? and(more prndlc‘fabln
\ »

w1th age, cven when the age difference was as small as one.year
- ., ’ ’ : dﬁs_
(first vs. seccond graders). There were several Age X Outcome

. . interactions, in which, with increasing age, failure resulted in

less positive ratings. Why age differences should ‘dcecur only for

4

failure conditicns is not complétely clear. A simple explanatioh
for these data baseq on a cognitive process sugh as decentering

is difficult to formulate. It is possible that *he relatively

. hlgh scores after suhcess reflect a celllng effcct - It is also

.

possible that younger.children arc more defensive about failure
. { .

than older childreng though this explanation scems unlikely

kY

éince the‘s amc Age X Outcome integaction occurred in. the Ruble :
& ;

-and Loebl s;udy in“which the subjects were not rating themsclves
As‘mcﬁticnég/garlier, this pattern is similar to o finding repcrt-
ed by Costanzo et al. (1973) for moral ﬂudgments,~and a spcia1— 

- . - ‘ @
; experiential explanation: similar to theirs may be relevant hera.
. X : - ' !
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That 1s, experiances with failure, and eSpecialiy social disi‘
‘( ¢
approval and punlshment associated with fallure, probably

1 r.w 0

1ncrease substantlally once children enter school. -
v . & ' G

2 Although there were few Age X Norm 1nteractlons,,no main
effects or 1nteractlons W1tn Norms were S1gn1flcant for chlldren
six’ years or younger ‘_Thus,rln the s1tuatlons represented in
“these studles, children under the age of seven were not using
‘soéial norqs at-all in evaluative juggments. However; the eéfects
of” NOYms in these studles were also not strong or cons1stent for
the older ch17dren g "judgments. | a |
Discussion 5
The yesults of these studies indicate cleap developmental’ .
differenoes‘infthe use of adhievement-related information in
naﬁing evaluative'jydgmentsn; In-addition, social norm infopna- -
tion is not used péédictably even.by second and third graders
thouéh outcome is. Thus, in answer to a basic: questlon underlylnc
these studies, young children are not using social norm and
outcome 1nformatlon con81stently in their judgments accordlng to
predictions derived from{the Weiner et al® model-—at least not
in tﬁ’gé\labd;atory 81tuatlons. I do not, however, want .to imply

.that they cannot use thls information.

fz;Why do we get thdse develoomental changes'> A number of

poss1b111t1es have already been mentioned. Plrst there are a

series of_possible cognitive or information—process1ng explana-
tions. For example, Piaget suggests that it @s not until the

.stage of qonprete:operations (about 7 years) that children

r . . . .

decenter and can integrate information in making judgments.

5

g
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However, this does not seem tc be a likely explanation for the

findings, aince~similar‘workcwitﬁ motal, judgments (Costanzc et al.,
!1973)7and with achievement judgments (Kug et al., 1974) indicate

that very youngichildren do integrate mudtiple cues in making

v

ratings of the kind used in the present studies.

Perhaps the source of-the developmental changes lies at a

[}

" more basic information—probessing level, such as attention to or

¥ memory of theé information. Intultlvely, it is very difficult to

5

belicve that young chlldreﬂ are not able to compare their perfor-

mance w1th others and then use the'lnformatlonvgalned from this

compawlgon in evaluatlng thpmsnlveo. It seems more'likelj that

scmehow our e%purlmcntnl sxtu1tvons cloud the proceSSJng ofjthla
infogmatlpn through, for example, 1nduc1ng them to attend o more

.salient extrancous information. It is also possible that the

. ‘ . . .
scurce of the problem is at the response level--the way the ques-
T ﬂ -

.. .

tion is asked or the rating scales emplcyed. ' Ruling ‘outsthese

-

various thk;‘or,sifgation-relatgd erplanatidns could be an inte-
resting problem-in itself, |

A soCond p0581blc snurcc nF dovn opmentai differences is
sccial-e D 1ent1al in néture.'.Av e tioned carlier, children

probably become more famlllar w1th making evaluatlve ]udgmcnto,
with successtand, fallure outcomes, and with comparlng thelr per-

W

formance with others, once they enter school. Thus, a large

s ‘ 3 = . . ~ . . . :
changeiin'the,use of this kind of information in the early grades

of schoOl,‘hé found in these studies, would be expected.

/
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» The above explanaticns are of necessity speculative; there

N v

vhas beeh_little research in thigaapea epeciiically oriehfedstéward
;understanaing underlying deveiopmeﬁtal proceeses. The Fﬁr%her
rexplanatlon of the sources of developmental changesmln judgmental”

. Processes would be fa0111tated by a theoretlcal model of dlmen-
sions along’ﬁhich relevant social cues vary. This kind of model
wo;ld allow rescarchers worklné in dlfferenx content areas of

social gudgments (e.g., moral .evaluation, perceptlon of xlndnéss,

achievement- related evalua+1on) to see the ovenlap in their

s

..Flndlngs--an ovcrlup whlch must surely be con31derable. For , s
" staPbters, the follow1ng dlmen310ns of sgcial cues m*ght be ‘)
. e
considcred: S ' -j { - ’ N
1. Valence-—positive; negd%ive, or neutfel ‘ -
2. Concretenees Tq, . : o ‘ﬂ 1
3. Location--perscn or envircnmentv ‘. ;ihui_
/ 4. TFamiliarity | Ty | P
. 5. Quantity--the tota% ﬁﬁhber‘o% cuee‘prescﬁted

Y

6. Order--thc order of prescnting the cues

If we ca n)b(,comn mﬂre explicit about what the- cues prestnted

’

. -
mean to the children (c.g., Is. success more familiar than failure;

—

Is Outcome more concreté than social norm infeormation), then we

should be able to make more\rapid progress toward ﬁpégzgthg and1¢

. i & ) ' ygw

“ interpreting the changes with age that occur.
. L
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’ o Table 1 .o ‘
Basic Design of ‘the Judgmcnt Studies i
Age '
. Younger - Olderx
Outcome’. - Outcome /
o Ssuccess Fallure ,, Success . Failure
B High . /j_ , : ‘ ;s
Social (Everyone . ‘ N T ' :
succueds- . .
Norms easy _ “1 e " _ '
task} v | . ’
. 14 \‘ ‘r . (f , .
Low ' \ B |
/ (BEveryone T - -
[ fails- \ o '
hard ? : ‘ ’ ’ P
task) 4 , . . |
—b—-—————-———-—-—-——-: ————————————————— S —— - o e G = - - — . —— T_’--z ———————————
A ' ' . [
Some distinctive features of each study: . ‘
Rublc & Ross’(L9745 , - : !

. ' £ ,‘v .
1. Task difficulty information is given instead of social norms
2. “Outcome is a between § factor; task difficulty is within.

Ruble & Loebl (1974)

1. The study is a complete within S dL51gn. o
2. Ss rated hypothetical other chlldrbn instead of salvbd.

Loébl & Ruble (1975) | .

I. The study is a completce between S design. :
2. Order of presenting the cues was counterbalanced.

L. o YN AY9
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Ruble & Ross (1974) |
. - Method o . : :
C'a‘ 23 . " . i 1
N
SubjecéE“ . ' ‘ B
Ul . B C |
! The subjebts~wc£€f72 children recruited from Princeton ‘and |
* surrounding areas by means of an adewhich was run in the local . ‘ . |
«newspapers for.a weeks Each subject received two dollars for . &
their participation. There were 18 boys ‘ana 18 girls in each.of. .
two~age levels: (1) 4-0 to .5-11 years, and (2) 7-6 to 9-5 years. - .. vl
Testing was done during July, 1974. ’ - |
. . R [ ¥ 1
Procedure ° .. . ‘ _ ”
|

The subjects were tested individually in one twenty-minute
'session. They were first given practice with the rating scalcs.
The scale for affect consisted of a large cardboard face with a .~
moveable mouth alsg used by Parsons &-Ruble '{1972) which the )
children could manipulate up br down to indicate their affective
reaction to their performances. The scale for ability cffort, and -
task-difficulty-ratings eonsisted of nine circles of-increasing size!
The subjects werc randomly assighed to experimental (n=48) and con- = *
trol (n= 24) groups and to success (n=36)" and failure {n=36) con-
ditions. ° o ' s '

The subjects were told that they would be performing a. gerics
of trials on a matching familiar figures task ‘and general instruct-
ions were given. Then all subjects were givenmtwo practice trials
after which the¢ were given success or failure 'feedback depending
on condition but no other information. For the next four trials,
the experimental subjeccts reccived task difficulty information
in addition to success/failure feedback; while the control subjects
received only theoutcome information. Half of tho experimental
subjects were told these tasks were very hard before' the first
set of two trials and fhat these tasks were very easy before the
second sct of two trials. The other half of the experimental
subjécts recaeived the task difficulty information in the reverse
order. : . ) ‘

o ' » 14

After cach set of two trials, the suBjects were rominded -of
the task difficulty information, werec given outcome feedback, and
were then asked to make the self-evaluative ratings. 1In addition,
subjects in the failure condition were given two. additional . ‘
trials, which were supposedly very hard and on which they werce told -
they had done very well. :

While onc experimenter was. testing the subject, a sccond experi-
menter observed- the subjecet through a one-way mirror and rated
several non-verbal behaviors. These measures included number of
smilcs, number of eye contacts, gencral negative to positive facial
expression, and general relaxation. - ’

> o AP X




: o7 Rubln & Loubl ( 1974) : T "‘W

. Method —~ . @
) &
’u L,Cts . ; . /. ,’ | P
The SubjLGt% were 18 flrst and second gradels from a public ' 1

clementary school ,in certral “New Jersey. . There werc five boys w
and four girls in 9ach grade. TLstlng,wes done during lotce , .
- Maxch and «arly April in 1974. \ -, . , .
Procedure w L . ' o

session.. First, they were glven practlcc u31ng the five-point

rating scale (five circles of increasing area). All children '
could LaSlly radte three stick figures according to helght along the
scale. Aftcer some gcneral 1nstructlons, the subjects were then
told four stories about other children doing puzzles. In each
storj, the child actor either succeedod or failed and his /her
pecrs cither succeeded (high normsg or failed (low norms).
Each subject received each of the four combinations of 1nformutlon N
and made ratings on the five-point scale of the cxtent of task
difficulty, ajility, and cffort present in’ cach storyy

P

. ‘, . .
i Thc children were tested 1nd1v1dually in one ten-minuée . 1
|}

An exam e ofi a high norm, success séﬁry is as follows:
\The teacher gives Lisa a puzzle to work onw ) )
The teacher says’ that ‘almost cveryonce ¢lse in the <
class finished the puzzle when they tried it. Lisa - i .
finishes the puzzle. ° . . . C .

Each story had a male #d a female version, ‘and each
subject received two male and two F¥emale stories. The order
of presenting the stories was counterbalanced. . ap

'

red < /r‘
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. Loebl & Rusle (1975) .
| o ) . Mcthow ‘
[ . S - . f-

4

. Subjects' . Lo

N . B . ) B . 'S L B
» ' - . : - . . s .
S The subjects wefe 104 first sand second graders from a public

) o ‘school in centrai New Jersey. There were 26 boys and 26 girls in .
-~ "' : gach grade. ' Testing was done during February, 1975.
‘ o : - S :

- <  Procadure . v o - “
. ———— [

Pty

. f ‘ué*

s . LS )
- Subjects were testcd at gsehool .in grofips of four (2 boys and
2 girls from" the same gradce) in one thirty-minutc. session: They :
were randomly assigned to one of $ix outcome (succcss, failure) ( .
7 x social norm (high} low, cz}trol)’cond;tions. The four childrens |
¢ in each group were seated a¥ separate désks, some distance apart.’ |
They werc first given practice with the rating scales. The scale .
for affect was the cardboard face‘with the moveable mouth,,as - 3
described in Ruble ‘and Ross, The scales for ability, effort, and .
_ task diffigulty consisted of five dircles of .increasing arca; and
- the questicn each scale represented was illusgtrated with a
: ‘ cartoon (e.g,, d person struggling to 1ift borbells represented
effort). - oo o oo y

Next the children were given the first .of twg,expeéimental

. . 7Y .games, a picture arrangcment task similar to that in the WAIS.

\ It consisted of six cartoons that could be arranged to’ form a story.
The children were told there #s only onc way to arrange the cards.
THey wore, also told they would all be working on the sam¢ type

: @

~of task, but the instructions minimized competitien. :

P

———

e

.

After all children were finished, the .experimenter (E) looked
! ' at cach child's sct of cards and gave feedback individually.
) The E spoke in a low voice (and music was playing in the back-.
around) so that the other children:could not hear. According
to cqndition,, each fhild wds told that hc/she succceded ox failed
and tRat ‘the other‘children succeedcd ¢ failed (or for the control
, no information was given). The'order of prescnting the outcome
and -ocial norm information was countdrbalanced.
.. Then E askcd the judgment questions. TFor example, for ability.
.~ L asked, "How good do you think you.are at this kind of game? Arc |
_ &+ you a“little bit good, pretty good,  or vury good? Mark the circle: |
N that shows me how good you arc at this."  Thce order of presenting
the judgment questipns was counterbalancefi ‘across subjects. TFinally,

F E apked two memory check guestions to make, surc the childran
" Yemmbered thoe ocutcome and social norm information they wegs_given.
S L ! \ .
Nuxt,- the second task, a hiddcn-figures game was, desceribed.
-t (hildren were asked to find as many faces.as they could in &

: ' picturceof @ forest. The rest of the procedurc was identical
to tha'/dgscribed'above for the stoyy cards game. Since this
sccond task was mainly intended as a reliability check, the gocial

@ Norm x Outcome condition remained the same as for/ task 1.
|
\
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FIGURE 1

' Level of Affect as asFunction of Outcoms,
Social Norms, and Age (Pargons & Ruble)
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