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Abstract Positive judgments on the Self are good predictors of academic

achievement. It could be useful to benefit from an instrument able to assess how

pupils elaborate self-judgments. So far, such a tool does not exist. The purpose of

the present study was to develop a self-report measure of social judgment for

children at school (the School Social Judgment Scale—SSJS). 660 pupils completed

a questionnaire addressing 12 socio-academic behaviors. An exploratory factor

analysis highlighted a four-factor structure of social judgment (Assertiveness,

Competence, Effort and Agreeability). A Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

provided further support for this model, both in terms of factorial and construct

validity. Reliability ranged from questionable to good depending on SSJS subscales.

Multigroup CFA revealed invariance of the SSJS across gender and showed that

boys had higher scores than girls for the assertiveness scale. Overall, the SSJS

represents an efficient tool to better understand how social judgment for children

works. As such, it could assist professionals of education to develop suitable edu-

cational support to assist poorly performing children at school.
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1 Introduction

Understanding the possible role of subjective factors that foster learning and

achievement, represents a stimulating challenge for researchers and for teachers. In

this perspective, social psychology has taken a growing role in academic sciences,

in particular to relate subjective judgments on the Self and academic achievement

(Bakadorova and Raufelder 2015; Bong and Skaalvik 2003; D’Amico and Cardaci

2003; Frost and Ottem 2016; Wouters et al. 2011). A well-documented finding is

that many children have difficulty in school not because they are objectively unable

to perform successfully but because they have come to believe that they are poorly

performing pupils (see Pajares and Schunk 2001, for a review). However, what is

the meaning of ‘‘I feel I can do well’’ or ‘‘I know I will fail’’ for a young child? In

the present research, our aim was to initiate an exploration of this intriguing

question by identifying the latent structure of children’s judgments on the Self at

school. In our view, knowing the set of beliefs that young individuals hold about

their own school-related abilities represents the necessary first step to understand

these beliefs and, in a second time, to work on them to foster positive attitudes

towards the Self, towards the Others, and finally, towards engagement with learning

and achievement.

2 Theoretical framework

2.1 Current research on social judgment

An important aim of research on social judgment is to explore how individuals

determine their behaviors and modulate their attitudes towards various objects and

situations. A central question is how someone builds beliefs in him- (her) self and

others, and whether these beliefs might harm or help him or her in life (Fiske 2015).

There is growing evidence in the international literature that two recurrent and

relatively independent dimensions underlie these beliefs, regardless of whether

targets are Self or Others (Yzerbyt 2016). The first dimension (communal

dimension) refers to agreeability, equality and harmony in relationships, the

individual’s desire for affiliation with others. It covers characteristics such as

friendliness, kindness, politeness, honesty, or trustworthiness. The second dimen-

sion (agentic dimension) refers to the human pursuit of differences and individ-

ualization, the individual’s desire to advance personal interests and to succeed. It

covers characteristics such as independence, ambition, dominance, competence, or

intelligence (Abele and Wojciszke 2007, 2013; Paulhus and Trapnell 2008).

Research in this area has consistently showed a relationship between the agentic

dimension and success in life. For example, individuals who are assigned a position

of power (high social status) were found to be more focused on agentic

characteristics than on communal qualities (Cislak 2013). In the same way,

individuals presented as high-income earners are perceived with more abilities and
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more intelligence (agentic traits) than those presented as low-income earners; such a

relation was not found regarding the communal traits (Oldmeadow and Fiske 2007).

Following on from these findings, recent research suggests that the agentic

dimension actually encompasses two different components—one instrumental and

the other motivational—which represent two distinct ways of being successful

(Abele, Cuddy, Judd and Yzerbyt 2008; Carrier, Louvet, Chauvin and Rohmer

2014; Mollaret and Miraucourt 2016). The instrumental component reflects skills

and efficiency and encompasses a set of traits like intelligent or capable; in short, it

is linked to the field of competence. The motivational component is related to the

pursuit of goals and can be illustrated by traits like ambition or perseverance.

Previous research focused on achievement goals—defined as motivational processes

affecting learning—showed that two kinds of goals should be distinguished: we can

be motivated to do as properly as possible or motivated to do better than others

(Dweck 1986). In the first case, the motivation is task-oriented: it is crucial for

individuals to make an effort to get there, and they are highly engaged to give of

their best even if they don’t like what they are doing (Rohmer and Louvet 2013;

Schwinger et al. 2009; Smeding et al. 2015). In the second case, the motivation is

self-oriented: the goal is to take advantage of opportunities in order to increase

personal success and leadership (Carrier et al. 2014; Smeding et al. 2015). In line

with previous work, we propose to name Competence the instrumental component,

Effort the task-oriented motivational component, and Assertiveness the self-oriented

motivational component. Several recent findings provide evidence for the relevance

to distinguish the three components. Perrin and Testé (2010) reported that

individuals described as making effort were evaluated more positively than those

described as competent with regard to future professional success. Carrier et al.

(2014) demonstrated that people presented as competitive, leader, or self-confident

(assertive people) were perceived as having more ability to access prestigious

positions than people presented as competent or efficient (competent people).

Cohen-Laloum et al. (2017) found that individuals who described themselves as

assertive had the highest financial resources in real life; simultaneously, effort was

not a predictor of actual financial resources. All in all, these results suggest that the

three components represent three distinct meanings of the agentic dimension related

to distinct valued situations.

2.2 Social judgment for children

Social judgment has traditionally been studied in adult populations and generally

focused on the relation between the components of judgment and social or economic

success. However, recent work yielded some insight into evaluative judgment

towards children, and suggested some discrepancies between adults and children.

Whereas communal qualities are not related to achievement in adult populations

(Cislak 2013; Fiske et al. 2002; Oldmeadow and Fiske 2007), for children by

contrast, Communion (as characterized by traits like kind or nice) is judged to be a

noticeable part of academic achievement (Blackwell et al. 2007; Spinath et al.

2014). With regard to the agentic dimension (at a global level), results are congruent

with those obtained with adults. Generally speaking, agentic characteristics are
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judged relevant for achievement (Smeding et al. 2015). In a longitudinal study,

some authors have even highlighted that students who valued agentic qualities,

showed the best academic performance (Dompnier et al. 2009). However, at a more

specific level, the pattern of relationships between Assertiveness, Competence and

Effort (on the one hand) and achievement (on the other hand) appears to be inverted

in the school context, mainly during primary and secondary school: being

competitive, self-assured, or the leader (assertive child) is often considered as a

potential cause of problems to perform at school. These characteristics are perceived

by teachers as an impediment to be positively evaluated (Heyder and Kessels 2013;

Ommundsen et al. 2005; Verniers et al. 2016). Conversely, intelligence and effort—

considered as two kinds of abilities (innate and fixed for the first one; nurtured and

malleable for the second one)—are consistently judged as key factors to achieve

high academic performances (Blackwell et al. 2007; Spinath et al. 2014).

3 The current study

All together, these findings provide some valuable insight into how social judgment

for children works. However, all these subjective judgments arise from adults

towards children. Therefore, in our opinion, the main issue is still missing: in the

child’s perspective, how does it work? In other words, when children make a social

judgment about themselves, to what extent do they differentiate the dimensions of

social judgment, especially the components of the agentic dimension?

The purpose of the present research was to address directly this key issue. We

investigated the relevance to consider distinct conceptual components of the agentic

dimension (i.e. Assertiveness, Competence and Effort) and Communion (i.e.

Agreeability) as appropriate dimensions in the judgments that pupils form about

themselves, and emphasize at school. Getting some insight in how pupils elaborate

self-judgments across a full set of relevant dimensions can have important

implications for education practice. For that purpose, we aimed to develop a self-

report measure of social judgment at school, as assessed by four distinct components

(Assertiveness, Competence, Effort and Agreeability). We propose to name this tool

the School Social Judgment Scale (SSJS). Our approach first involved exploring the

dimensionality of the SSJS (exploratory phase). Then, we planned to test its

factorial validity, construct validity, as well as reliability; this also involved testing

the multigroup invariance of the SSJS, specifically multigroup invariance across

gender (confirmatory phase). Generally speaking, multigroup invariance is an

important issue in the psychometric development of an assessment tool (Byrne

2012). Moreover, multigroup invariance is a logical requirement in the context of

valid cross-group comparisons (Sass 2011). As educational research often focuses

on score comparison across different groups, especially boys and girls (e.g. Heyder

and Kessels 2013; Spinath et al. 2014), testing for invariance of the SSJS across

gender is of first importance.
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4 Methods

4.1 Participants and procedure

A total of 660 pupils from elementary or middle schools in the East of France and in

grades 1 to 9 (ranged from 6 to 16 years old) participated in this study on a

voluntary basis. All of them studied in regular education classes. A sample of 250

children and adolescents (122 boys and 128 girls; M = 9.98; SD = 2.64) was first

recruited to complete the exploratory phase. An independent sample of 410 children

and adolescents who were similar to the first sample regarding their gender and age

(198 boys and 212 girls; M = 10.21; SD = 2.17) was then recruited to complete the

confirmatory phase.

Prior to data collection, an information letter about our research program was

sent to the parents a few weeks before the research began. In this letter, it was

stressed that participation was anonymous and the data were confidential. Parents

were asked to provide informed consent for their child’s participation in the study.

Pupils then completed a paper and pencil questionnaire about their usual behavior at

school. The language used in the survey, as well as the native language of all the

participants, was French.

4.2 Instrument

In our scale development process, we adopted a systematic approach to design a

self-report measure able to capture the most relevant aspects of social judgment for

children in a brief and pragmatic manner. As a first step, we considered both (a) the

conceptual definitions of the two fundamental dimensions (Communion and

Agency) used in the literature (Abele and Wojciszke 2007, 2013; see above for

details) and (b) the most commonly used traits for operationalizing them in the

literature (see Carrier et al. 2014 or Cohen-Laloum et al. 2017). Based on these data,

we established an initial list of pilot items consisting of 24 traits known to best

capture Agreeability (e.g. warm, friendly, likeable), Assertiveness (e.g. ambitious,

dominant, leader), Competence (e.g. competent, capable, efficient), and Effort (e.g.

hard-working, courageous, persevering). As a second step, during the item writing

process, each trait was converted into a socio-academic behavior representing a

familiar situation at school. As a third step, the 24-item content was refined in an

iterative process that involved review and commentary by teachers and by experts in

the field of social judgment. Teachers were asked to assess to what extent each

behavior is both common in the school context and understandable by children.

Whenever this was not the case, teachers were asked to reformulate the item. In

order to maximally reduce the length of the final scale to make it suitable for young

children, experts were asked to detect and rule out all the redundant items which did

not provide additional information compared to others. They were also asked to rate

each behavior on the basis of common definitions related to Agreeability,

Assertiveness, Competence, and Effort. These definitions were all presented with

the stem ‘‘In this category you will sort out behaviors which correspond to a pupil
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who…’’ followed by the definitions. We computed the number of times each

behavior had been classified in each category, and we selected the three behaviors

that obtained the highest level of agreement. Only three items per target construct

were retained in order to reduce test burden for young children. The 12 resulting

items can be viewed in the ‘‘Appendix’’. Each behavior was rated on a 4-point

Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

4.3 Data analysis

All the analyses were performed using Mplus (version 7.3, Muthén and Muthén

1998–2012). Initial inspection of the data revealed that 0.30% of the item scores

were missing (for a total of 22 missing values), resulting in a minimum coverage of

.988 for any item. Test for normality revealed a slight—but not excessive—

departure from normality (one item exhibited a skewness value of 2.2 and two items

had a kurtosis value of 2.0 and 4.2, respectively). In such a case, when variables

have four (or more) categories, Bentler and Chou (1987) argued that it may be more

appropriate to correct the test statistic rather than use a different mode of estimation.

Accordingly, as recommended by Brown (2006), we used for all analyses the T2* v2

test statistic of Yuan and Bentler (2000) from a robust Maximum Likelihood

estimator (abbreviated MLR in Mplus) which provides test statistics that are robust

to non-normal and missing data (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2012).

To determine the number and nature of factors that account for the covariation

among the 12 items, an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using MLR as the

extraction method and GEOMIN as the oblique rotation method (allowing factors to

be correlated) was first conducted in a first sample. EFA was used because it is the

preferred method in the early stages of scale development in combination with CFA

used in latter phases (Brown 2006). In addition to Parallel Analysis (PA), factor

selection was guided by goodness-of-fit indices and Chi square difference tests.

Regarding goodness-of-fit indices, we used the MLR Chi square statistic (MLR v2).
However, because this statistic is affected by sample size (Brown 2006), alternative

fit indices (and cut-off values) recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999) were used:

the comparative fit index (CFI) and the Tucker–Lewis fit Index (TLI) (both good

when C .95), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (close fit B

.06), and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) (close fit B .08).

Regarding Chi square difference testing, a scaled difference in MLR v2s test (named

TRd) was conducted because the difference between two MLR v2 values for nested
models is not distributed as v2 (Muthén and Muthén 1998–2012). If the difference

test is non-significant, the fit of the two tested models is considered as equivalent.

To examine the validity of the model highlighted through the EFA and confirm

its meaningfulness in an independent sample (cross-validation), a CFA was

computed in a second sample. For this analysis, latent factors were defined by their

respective items (as found in the EFA) and correlations between latent factors were

permitted. Goodness-of-fit indices and tests for Chi square differences were the

same as those previously used for the EFA. To test for multigroup invariance across

gender, we used the stepwise analysis outlined by Brown (2006): prior to conduct

the multigroup CFAs, we ensured that our posited model was acceptable in both
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groups; subsequently, multigroup invariance was tested with a least restricted

solution—i.e. equal factor structure across groups (or configural invariance)—first

evaluated. Nested models were then used to test subsequent models that both

maintained previous equality constraints and added more restrictive constraints

across groups in the following order: equal factor loadings (or weak factorial

invariance), equal item intercepts (or strong factorial invariance), equal item

residual variances (or strict factorial invariance), equal factor variances (or variance

invariance), equal factor covariances (or covariance invariance), and equal latent

factor means (or mean invariance). To assess invariance, a non-significant Chi

square difference has been traditionally used to demonstrate evidence of invariance

between groups (Byrne 2012). However, basing invariance testing solely on a Chi

square difference test may be too stringent because this test is very sensitive to

sample size and model complexity (Sass 2011). For these reasons, we assessed

invariance not only with the scaled difference in MLR v2s test (the same as for EFA:

TRd) but also with alternative fit criteria (RMSEA value and decrement in CFI) first

proposed by Cheung and Rensvold (2002) (see Table 2 for details).

5 Results

5.1 Dimensionality of the SSJS

EFA with oblique rotation was performed on 12 items for our first sample. Based on

a scree plot of the eigenvalues obtained from this sample data against the 95th

percentile of eigenvalues produced by 50 sets of completely random data, PA

suggested four factors. Fit indices indicated an excellent fit of the four-factor SSJS

model to the data (MLR v2 (df) = 15.824(24), ns; CFI = 1.000; TLI = 1.065;

RMSEA = .000; SRMR = .019). Comparing the fit between consecutive models

revealed that the four-factor model fitted the data significantly better than the

(lower-level) three-factor model (TRd = scaled DMLRv2 = 45.717, Ddf = 9,

p\ .001), and that the three-factor model fitted the data significantly better than the

(lower-level) two-factor model (TRd = scaled DMLRv2 = 63.651, Ddf = 10,

p\ .001). Table 1 presents the four-factor SSJS model. All primary factor loadings

but one (equal to .39) were above .40 (recommended cut-off; Velicer et al. 1982)

and all of them were significant at p\ .05. No secondary loading exceeded .20.

Correlations revealed that Agreeability was moderately related to Competence and

Effort, but unrelated to Assertiveness. Assertiveness did not correlate with other

components, while Competence was moderately related to Effort.

5.2 Validity and reliability of the SSJS

From the second sample ratings of 12 items, a CFA was computed to examine the

validity of the four-factor SSJS model. Fit indices indicated an excellent model fit

(MLR v2 (df) = 55.340(48), ns; CFI = .986; TLI = .980; RMSEA = .019; SRMR =

.039). Figure 1 represents the SSJS model. As in the EFA, all standardized factor

loadings were higher than .40 (except for one equal to .39) and significant at p\.05.
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Correlations between the four latent factors were very similar in magnitude to those

previously observed among the four factors resulting from EFA. Reliability as

estimated by the rho coefficient was good for Effort (q = .71), acceptable for

Competence (q = .63), but questionable for Assertiveness (q = .59), and

Agreeability (q = .54).

5.3 Multigroup invariance across gender of the SSJS

A preliminary CFA conducted separately for each group indicated an excellent fit

for boys (CFI = .998; TLI = .997; RMSEA = .008; SRMR = .051) and girls (CFI =

.966; TLI = .953; RMSEA = .029; SRMR = .053). Having now checked this

prerequisite, we were ready to test for multigroup invariance across gender. Table 2

shows the goodness-of-fit statistics for each model, the scaled difference in MLR v2

test (TRd), and the CFI decrease (with cut-off values). Results provided evidence

for configural invariance (excellent model fit indices and RMSEA value\ .093 cut-

off) as well as for all subsequent invariance models (excellent model fit indices,

non-significant TRd, and decrement in CFI less than cut-off values), except for two

models. There were only a partial weak factorial invariance (due to a single non-

invariant factor loading across groups, thus not preventing invariance evaluation to

Table 1 GEOMIN rotated loadings, eigenvalues, and correlations of the SSJS factors

SSJS items and factors Factors

Agreeability Assertiveness Competence Effort

Be helpful .74* .06 .06 - .02

Please friends .44* - .09 - .05 .08

Candy sharing .39* - .09 .02 .10

Leader .02 .59* - .08 - .05

Decision-maker - .14 .59* .01 - .01

Act as a leader .05 .57* .06 .10

Quick understanding - .01 - .08 .72* .04

Easy drills .01 .05 .65* .01

Faster understanding .04 .08 .61* - .04

Effort to be good .01 .03 - .06 .89*

Hard-worker .10 .03 .07 .61*

Do the best - .03 - .09 .19 .56*

Eigenvalues 1.27 1.32 2.83 1.83

Agreeability

Assertiveness .01

Competence .26* .12

Effort .29* - .09 .31*

Hypothesized factor loadings in bold

*p\ .05
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continue—Byrne 2012) and no factor mean invariance (significant TRd and

decrease in CFI more than the .006 cut-off value). One latent mean differed between

boys and girls. Whereas the means of Agreeability, Competence, and Effort were

equivalent between boys and girls, the mean of Assertiveness differed across

groups. Specifically, girls had lower scores than boys for this dimension (M = - .39,

critical ratio = - 2.84, p\ .01).

6 Discussion

The aim of the present study was to develop a self-report measure of social

judgment for children at school, namely the School Social Judgment Scale (SSJS).

Designing this scale, we intended to explore the latent structure of social

judgment in children, a rarely investigated population in this area. To be suitable for

young children, SSJS needed to be brief, clear and pragmatic; accordingly, in the

Fig. 1 Four-factor model for the 12-item SSJS. The values above one-headed arrows are standardized
factor loadings. The values at double-headed arrows are correlations. The numbers in brackets above the
circles are rho coefficients of reliability (rho = ratio of a scale’s estimated true score variance to the
scale’s estimated total score variance; Yang and Green 2011)
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SSJS, each of the four components of social judgment was operationalized through

(only) three socio-academic behaviors which were situations typically encountered

at school. We also intended to have an instrument encompassing dimensions which

are both relevant within the context of social judgment (as evidenced on adult

populations, see Cohen-Laloum et al. 2017, for an example) and strongly related to

subjective qualities valued in school (e.g. Verniers et al. 2016). In line with recent

literature on social judgment, SSJS needed to distinguish four fundamental

components of social judgment—Agreeability, Assertiveness, Competence, and

Effort—which are consensually considered as relevant individual differences within

an educational context (Dompnier et al. 2007; Pansu and Dubois 2013; Qureshi

et al. 2016; Verniers et al. 2016). Taken together, these two points are real assets of

the SSJS because they make it the first assessment tool of subjective scholastic

judgments to deal successfully with these challenging requirements.

In the first stage of the scale development, we explored the dimensionality of the

SSJS through an EFA. Results (1) highlighted certainty about the optimum number

and nature of latent factors for the SSJS, and (2) provided support for the relevance

of distinguishing various components within the social judgment for children: the

best solution to structure social judgments made by children about themselves was a

four-factor model consisting of Assertiveness, Competence, Effort and Agreeability.

Compared with lower-level models, the four-factor model provided the best fit to

the data. In other words, to capture the specific dimensions underlying the social

judgment that children form about themselves, a four-factor solution as highlighted

by the SSJS seems more appropriate than any other solution, in particular a two-

factor solution just including the communal and the agentic dimensions (without

any distinction between the components of the latter). This results match those

obtained with adult participants (Cohen-Laloum et al. 2017).

In the next phase, we carried out a CFA in order to cross-validate the four-factor

structure of the SSJS. Results showed (1) an excellent fit of the four-factor model to

the data, (2) a pattern of primary loadings which were adequately high—both of

them providing evidence of factorial validity of the four-factor solution of the SSJS;

(3) a set of low to medium-sized correlations between scales which represents a

valuable clue for construct validity of the SSJS. In addition, the values of the rho

coefficient provided mixed support for the reliability of the SSJS subscales. As a

whole, this set of results supports the four-factor structure of the SSJS.

Nevertheless, some findings deserve specific attention. First, the reliability of two

scales (Agreeability and Assertiveness) was somewhat questionable, even though,

given the breadth and brevity of the scales (consisting of only three items per scale),

the scales’ reliability was not expected to be extremely high, as with most short-

form scales. In addition, such a level of reliability is not uncommon for a self-report

measure in the initial step of its development (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994).

Finally, when reliability was measured using q and not a (as in the present study),

values over .50 have already been considered as acceptable (Raines-Eudy 2000). It

seems clear that future studies will have to examine to what extent the standard cut-

off values for the Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient also apply to the rho coefficient.

Altogether, given the questionable level of reliability for the agreeability and

assertiveness subscales, future studies using SSJS may benefit from an increase in
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the number of items on the two scales, moving it from three to four; for example,

‘‘you like to assist other children with their homework’’ and ‘‘you like to be the first

one’’ might be good candidates for respectively depicting Agreeability and

Assertiveness. This may serve the dual function of achieving high levels of

reliability (Nunnally and Bernstein 1994) without increasing too much the work

load of young children. If not—given that such reliability values result in attenuated

correlations between predictors and criteria—researchers should be cautious

regarding the predictive validity of these SSJS subscales.

Second, the low to moderate level of cross-scale correlations is a good point for

the construct validity of the SSJS because it provides further empirical support for

considering Assertiveness, Competence, and Effort as three distinct components of

the agentic dimension (as suggested by Cohen-Laloum et al. 2017). As a matter of

fact, Assertiveness was not correlated with Competence or Effort, while the two

latter shared a moderate and positive relation. This pattern of relationship probably

reflects what each of these components actually refers to (at school and elsewhere).

On the one hand, both Effort (being courageous and assiduous) and Competence

(being intelligent and capable) (a) are associated with task-oriented behaviors which

are expected and rewarded at school (Dompnier and Pansu 2010; Verniers et al.

2016), and (b) represent two sets of intellectual abilities (one is nurtured, the other is

innate; see Dweck 1999; Ommundsen et al. 2005). On the other hand, Assertiveness

is self-oriented and refers to the intent to satisfy personal interests, which is

perceived as a potential cause of problems at school (Dweck 1986; Heyder and

Kessels 2013). Regarding correlations between Agreeability and the three other

components, a mixed pattern emerged: (a) as consistently shown in previous

research (e.g. Paulhus and Trapnell 2008), Agreeability was not related to

Assertiveness because they emphasize two different fundamental aspects of human

existence. Assertiveness characteristics involve the motivation to go ahead, whereas

agreeability traits involve the will to go along (Hogan 1982); (b) at the same time,

Agreeability was moderately and positively associated with Competence and Effort.

Both points—(a) and (b)—can be interpreted within the context of Piche and

Plante’s (1991) values applied to the educational context. School promotes self-

transcendence values closely related to Agreeability, Competence and Effort—

namely cooperation, rigorousness, or hardworking, but not self-enhancement values

as represented by Assertiveness—like domination, competition, or ambition

(Heyder and Kessels 2013; Verniers et al. 2016).

The last phase was to assess multigroup invariance of the SSJS across gender.

Until the test for factor mean invariance, multigroup CFA revealed no significant

between-group differences in any parameter (except for one factor loading).

However, the results indicated that the factor means were not invariant across

groups. In other words, a significant gender effect was found for one factor mean:

girls scored significantly lower than boys on Assertiveness. This finding is in line

with studies showing that boys are more prone than girls to promote themselves and

to be self-confident in many various contexts, including school (Abele and

Wojciszke 2013; Halim et al. 2016; Spinath et al. 2014). This could be interpreted as

the result of gender differences in socialization (Heyder and Kessels 2013). Boys are
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socialized to display more self-enhancement than girls, leading them to be more

sensitive to assertiveness-related values in a self-evaluation process.

This study suffers some limitations. First, the present study used a French

sample of children to develop the SSJS, which limits the generalizability of the

results to other populations, such as English-speaking pupils. A widespread use

of the SSJS requires future research in various languages in order to replicate

our findings and test for the measurement invariance of the SSJS across

countries (Ziegler and Bensch 2013). Second, reliability of the SSJS should be

improved. As previously discussed, this could be achieved by increasing the

number of items on the two less reliable subscales of the SSJS (Agreeability and

Assertiveness). Further aspects of validity also need to be examined before

professionals can trustfully use the SSJS as a self-report measure of social

judgment and, further, as an assessment tool for better understanding academic

achievement. In particular, future studies should examine the construct validity

of the SSJS more thoroughly. It could be made through Multitrait-multimethod

(MTMM) analyses as a method for assessing the convergent and discriminant

validity of the SSJS, especially in relation to (1) other ways to assess the

dimensions of social judgment (see Rohmer and Louvet 2013, for example) and

(2) teacher and/or parent report formats of the SSJS for characterizing children.

In addition, criterion validity should be investigated to provide evidence for the

predictive power of the SSJS regarding criteria related to academic achievement.

Future studies should investigate to what extent Agreeability, Assertiveness,

Competence and Effort (as measured by the SSJS) are related to success at

school and, if so, how their relations with academic achievement are strong and

distinctive. This step is fundamental because it has been demonstrated by

Schwinger et al. (2009) that intelligence as well as self-reported perception of

effort were equally strong predictors of academic achievement as operationalized

by report cards. However, in this study, intelligence was measured by objective

measures, but self-perceived competence was not assessed, and self-evaluations

of assertiveness as well as agreeability were not included. All these elements

serve as the next logical step in the psychometric evaluation of the SSJS. A third

limitation concerns the sample size. Although it was adequate for performing our

analyses, future studies could be more extensive by including larger samples,

therefore allowing for additional investigations such as multigroup invariance

and test for mean differences across age. Such analyses were beyond the scope

of the present study but would be of primary interest in the educational context.

7 Conclusion

The results of the present study provided support in favor of the SSJS as a brief and

psychometrically sound four-dimensional measure of social judgment. The SSJS

offers attractive features for school teachers, psychologists or researchers looking

for an instrument able to identify the specific components through which children

form a social judgment about themselves. Moreover, the SSJS provides the

opportunity to identify whether these components are the same for young people
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with or without disability for instance, or for pupils and college students. In line

with this, recent research has suggested that the relationship between achievement

and subjective feelings of competence or motivation to boost efforts may differ for

students with dyslexia and average readers (Soriano-Ferrer and Morte-Soriano

2017). Further, Cvencek et al. (2017) found less positive self-judgments and lower

performance among U.S. pupils belonging to ethnic minorities (as compared to

pupils from the White majority), especially in older samples (8–10-year-old

children). Insofar as these components seem to be involved in academic

achievement versus school failure—beyond other features usually considered in

school (such as standardized Intellectual Quotient tests or level of education)—the

SSJS is a promising instrument which could help such professionals to develop

suitable educational support for children who underperform at school. For example,

it would be useful to know how pupils evaluate themselves on effort. This

knowledge could allow professionals to help pupils to integrate this dimension

which is both more malleable than intelligence and related to positive attitudes

towards school promoting a better investment in learning (Corbières et al. 2006;

Scholtens et al. 2013; Wouters et al. 2011).

Moreover, as already pointed out, self-evaluations of pupils are closely related

to how teachers subjectively evaluate them. Social support from teachers would

thus appear to be an important factor in enhancing the judgment made by

children about themselves (Hascoët et al. 2017). By providing specific

information on features to promote, the SSJS could help to point this

fundamental support in the right direction. All in all, it could be relevant to

better value self-judgments at school, rather than emphasizing only objective

indicators of school achievement (academic performance), to provide support for

children during their educational path.
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Appendix

The School Social Judgment Scale (SSJS) for children

Instructions and items

On the following pages, you will find a series of phrases about you. Please read each
phrase and decide how much you agree or disagree with that phrase. Then indicate

your response using the following scale:

1 = strongly disagree

2 = disagree

3 = agree

4 = strongly agree

Feel free to answer without cheating. Nobody will know about it.
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1. In games, you always decide the rules

2. You do your schoolwork to the best of your ability

3. You like making your friends happy

4. The exercises that you have to do in class seem easy to you

5. You are usually the leader when you play with others

6. You understand quickly what you are asked to do in class

7. Whenever you have candy, you give some to your friends

8. You are often the leader of a group

9. You do everything you can to be a good pupil

10. You understand faster than other pupils in your class

11. You like doing favors to make people happy

12. You are working hard even though it is difficult
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