
Gender, School SES and Racial Makeup: Predictors of Social Perspective Taking

Research Questions
How well can students’ social 
perspective taking performance be 
predicted by their gender, literacy 
level, school overall SES, and 
school overall racial makeup?

Background

Social perspective taking (SPT) is –

• the ability to take another 
perspective, or to adopt a non-
egocentric view and see the world 
from another’s view point, a 
fundamental aspect of human 
cognitive and moral development 
(Piaget, 1932).

• a sophisticated socio-cognitive skill
- to acknowledge the point of view of 

another person,
- to explicitly articulate that point of 

view, and then
- to position the point of view with 

respect to its genesis in the person’s 
experience, history, or current 
circumstances (Selman, 1980).

• involved in various academic tasks: 
academic language (LaRusso et al., 2016), 
argumentative writing skill (Hsin & Snow, 

2017), and standardized measures of 
literacy achievement (Kim et al., 2018).

• Girls tend to have higher levels of 
empathic concern and perspective 
taking than boys (Van de Graaff et al., 2014; Carlo 

et al., 1999).

• Exposure to racially diverse 
environment correlates with 
perspective taking level (Gurin et al., 2004). 
However, perceived dissimilarity may 
discourage perspective taking acts 
(Williams et al., 2015).
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Discussion

Method
Data Source

• Cross-sectional data, 4th-7th grade, school year 2013-2014

• 10441 students from a representative sample of public schools 
(school SES: lower to medium) in a Northeastern state

• Schools enrolled in a RCT study of the implementation of the Word 
Generation discussion-and-debate-based curriculum across 
disciplines

• Word Generation (WG) – Tier-1 intervention 
curriculum designed around discussion and 
debate

• Final sample: 1515 students (766 female) from 11 schools

Analytic Plan

Binary logistic regression

Outcome:

• Social Perspective Taking 
Acts Measure (LaRusso et al., 

2016) –
• Students were given prompts 

based on familiar school 
scenarios and asked to 
provide answers as “advisors” 
who solve the social 
situations.

• Student responses coded 
separately into Perspective 
Acknowledgement, 
Perspective Articulation, and 
Perspective Positioning 

• Then coded into binary outcome 
variables: Low-ACK, High-ACK; 
Low-ART, High-ART; Low-POS, 
High-POS

Predictors:

• Gender (male/female); 
• Standardized ELA score on Massachusetts Comprehensive 

Assessment System; 
• MeanFRL (the percentage of students receiving reduced or free 

lunch in a school); 
• Minority (the percentage of minority students in a school)

n Max Min Mean SD
ELA 1485 204 280 240.40 13.807

ACK 1515 1.00 5.67 3.31 0.813

ART 1515 1.00 4.33 2.39 0.607

POS 1484 1.00 2.20 1.20 0.236

Some students at a nearby middle school 
wrote essays just like you do in your Word 
Generation activities, and we want to know 
what you think about their writing. 

Please read the whole set of essays, and then 
answer the short questions about them. There 
are 5 questions; please answer them in order!

Now flip to the second page of the packet 
to find the essays

What do you think about 
Neighbors’ Middle School?

(If you have some extra time after you’ve answered all the questions, please use the space 
above to give us some feedback. What do you find interesting about this exercise? Does it 
remind you of anything you do regularly in your classes? Do you think you will approach writing 
in class differently after doing this exercise? Let us know! Thank you!)

Name __________________________________
ELA teacher ___________________________

Predictors of High-ACK

"Ali would feel sorry for Jariah because 

she has also been teased before so she 

knows how it feels.”

“She would recommend Casey to tell 
the teasers to stop teasing Jariah.” 

Predictors of High-POS

Predictors of High-ARTDescriptives of ELA and SPT score

B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
FEMALE .953 0.113 70.609 1 0.000 2.594

ELA .042 0.004 91.046 1 0.000 1.043

MEANFRL -6.30 2.062 9.333 1 0.002 0.002

MINOR  48.445 2 0.000

MINOR(LO) -2.468 0.820 9.055 1 0.003 0.085

MINOR(MID) -1.303 0.209 38.847 1 0.000 0.272

Constant -4.603 2.089 4.854 1 0.028 0.010

B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
FEMALE .813 0.113 51.768 1 0.000 2.255

ELA .034 0.004 63.33 1 0.000 1.035

MEANFRL -6.182 2.075 8.875 1 0.003 0.002

MINOR  35.633 2 0.000

MINOR(LO) -2.140 0.822 6.783 1 0.009 0.118

MINOR(MID) -1.124 0.209 28.871 1 0.000 0.325

Constant -3.390 2.106 2.591 1 0.107 0.034

B SE Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
FEMALE .284 0.108 6.934 1 0.008 1.328

ELA .018 0.004 19.464 1 0.000 1.018

MEANFRL -3.273 1.955 2.802 1 0.094 0.038

MINOR  8.930 2 0.012

MINOR(LO) -1.341 0.776 2.984 1 0.084 0.262

MINOR(MID) -0.560 0.195 8.198 1 0.004 0.571

Constant -1.606 1.988 0.652 1 0.419 0.201

• Full model against a 
constant-only model brought 
the predicting correctness 
probability from 51.0% to 
66.3%, which was statistically 
significant, indicating that the 
predictors as a whole reliably 
distinguished between 
above-average SPT skills 
and below-average SPT skills 
(chi-square = 243.906, p < 
0.001 with df =5). 

• Nagelkerke’s R2 of 0.202 
indicated a moderate 
relationship of 20.2% 
between prediction and 
predictors. The Hosmer and 
Lemeshow goodness-of-fit 
test statistic was 0.646, 
meaning there was no 
significant difference between 
the prediction and 
observation. The model was 
a good fit.

Predictive equations 

logit (PHigh-ACK) = 0.953*Female + 0.042*ELA – 6.300*MeanFRL – 2.468*Minor(LO) – 1.303*Minor(MID) – 4.603

logit (PHigh-ART) = 0.813*Female + 0.034*ELA – 6.182*MeanFRL – 2.140*Minor(LO) – 1.124*Minor(MID) – 3.390

logit (PHigh-POS) = 0.284*Female + 0.018*ELA – 3.273*MeanFRL – 1.341*Minor(LO) – 0.560*Minor(MID) – 1.606

• Students whose gender was female, went to 
schools where the percentage of free/reduced-
price lunch was low and proportion of minority 
students was high, were more likely to score 
higher on SPT measures.

• ELA scores did not have much effect on their 
SPT scores (though its contribution was 
statistically significant in the equation).

• This detachment of literacy level and SPT ability 
suggests that the actual SPT expression of 
students were not much constrained by their 
language skills.

• Low correctness (58.9%) when it comes to 
predict High-POS. This could have been caused 

by the low variance in the POS outcome itself. 
Compared to ACK and ART, students scored 
lower on the POS subscale in general (see 
Table 2). The three subscales vary in level of 
sophistication and it seems that the majority of 
the students in this sample have not acquired 
that aspect of SPT.

• Limitations: 
- a relatively small sample size
- the lack of experimental/control group 

information 
- more (possibly stronger) predictor variables 

need to be included, such as individual 
differences in parent educational background 
and executive functions etc.


