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Children and adults put great effort into pursuing
achievement success. However, individual’ s
achievement might affect his/her interpersonal
relationship with others. This 2-year study intends
to explain the balance of achievement and
interpersonal relationship by modifying and extending
Tesser’ s SEM (Self evaluation maintenance) model.
This study focused on the failure situation for high
school students. The results indicated that (1) there
were significant differences in peer threat, self-
esteem as well as peers ‘ role modeling between
success and failure in academic domain, but there was
no significant difference in art domain; (2)
youngsters tended to shy away from those with
academic success due to lower self esteem and peer
threats from comparison, whereas they perceived that
their parents encouraged them to make friends with
those with academic success due to emulation of model
students ; (3) the effect of successful performance
on children’ s shying away from high-achieving
friends was completely mediated by psychological
threat ; (4) the effect of successful performance on
parental encouragement of making friends with high-
achievers was partially mediated by emulation of role
model 5 (5) psychological threat, learning from
models, and perceived parental acceptance served as
mediators in the relationship between peers’

academic performance and adolescents’ acceptance of
peers. The findings implied that adolescents were
trapped in both intrapersonal and interpersonal
conflicts.



#~ M4 self evaluation maintenance theory, psychological
threat, emulation of role model, parental acceptance,
social acceptance, peer s performance



FRERATFELR AL ATV i %82

ST PTRFRAS QA B ?
—p AR ARG B

FEEY VR d
3+ 4 %% : NSC 101-2410-H-002-043-M Y 2

REFHPF 2012# 8% 1p 3 2014& 7% 31p
PSR SRET S

FEFLFURER P CFERTHR) P AFL
B2 AR AT REAFREIE A ARTALIVE CAIEYE 2 T
'ﬁ-zlﬁ—?lff’} T (A ﬁ%@

st E R MIEE R 4 F S SRR HESLRY K-

REFE - W2 s EFFR T
vER R 103 - 12 125 p



AR EPF T ESREL LA - EZ R ES LR 4T

F-EX 54

i# &

FLaFp i BV BeRARIL A FVEARITR " F2
£ p EFEY RS FELT AP EFARY o %quJ R S
A E R P AT g FB o MERA BT LHI LAY R LT

Ao hT EHRZBFT OFT-HREFY 22234 F T EL P SRR BRE S o

Fr-f23FRie (1) 2w PR (W d ) o Hiiw PR (wf ¥ I)*ﬁ

FoF2-2aBRTARTRE V- 2R BRI DB P o i BFFER

ﬁﬁ.ﬁtfﬂh‘?to(Z)%i BEu@giw phssH frx o pI0* gt p ¢ 228 Pas

Far ¥ - BA ST - (3) am Pl > wBSPR2? iR FIpe s p b

BTN B2 P RRIT 0 (4) B R AL EARGD PR B

CHEEAS K L R AFE AL Y SR 121 - F2

FEOFTILL P HPETHENS P RRFR LT L AN R L

4

BARLAhER P RTIE FEAIRTR > A B4

3*/

B4t @ p AR RIS s CERIP C AFTLA KA HEIFILLARLAE - HP FE
=R



Psychological threat, emulation of role model, inter per sonal har mony?

Salf evaluation model revisited in the Chinese cultural context

First-year Report

Abstract

Children and adults put great effort into pursuiithievement success. However,
individual’s achievement might affect his/her iqtersonal relationship with others. This
2-year study intends to explain the balance ofe@ment and interpersonal relationship by
modifying and extending Tesser’'s SEM (Self evatratnaintenance) model. This study
focused on the failure situation for high schoabdeints. The results indicated that (1) there
were significant differences in peer threat, ssteem as well as peers' role modeling between
success and failure in academic domain, but thasens significant difference in art domain;
(2) youngsters tended to shy away from those waddamic success due to lower self esteem
and peer threats from comparison, whereas thegpextthat their parents encouraged them
to make friends with those with academic successtademulation of model students; (3) the
effect of successful performance on children’s sgyaway from high-achieving friends was
completely mediated by psychological threat; (£) ¢fffect of successful performance on
parental encouragement of making friends with raghievers was partially mediated by
emulation of role model. The findings implied tlyaungsters were trapped in a dilemma
between their own preference to friends and theiemis’ expectation of friends for them in
the Chinese cultural context.

Keywords: self evaluation maintenance theory, pshatical threat, emulation of role model,
parental acceptance, social acceptance
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Second-year Report
Abstract

Students in East Asia, including Taiwan, standasuinternational math assessments
(TIMSS & PISA). To delve into the underling factpmsany studies have focused on beliefs of
East Asian parents, teachers and students assvektauctional patterns implemented in
classroom settings. Little attention has been fattie relationship between peer’s academic
performance and friend-making, which may have douted to the academic success of East
Asian students. Research has shown that when thdils feel close to a person who is
successful in a highly valued domain, they ardyike experience threatened self-regard. To
reduce such a psychological threat, individuals negprt to the means of keeping distance
from academically successful peers. This studyesgiiat in the Confucian cultural context,
beside psychological threat, learning from and @eex parental acceptance may have an
impact on the relationship between peer’s acadgeriormance and social acceptance of
peers. Self-developed questionnaires were admiadste 317 high school students. The
results showed that psychological threat, learfiiogn models, and perceived parental
acceptance served as mediators in the relatiohgtvpeen peers’ academic performance and
adolescents’ acceptance of peers. The underlinpanésm might put adolescents in an
awkward position where they suffered from bothaparsonal and interpersonal conflicts.

Keywords: peer’s performance, psychological thriegining from peers, perceived parental
acceptance, social acceptance of peers
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1. Introduction

* School is a place for learning & making
friends.

» Academic (major subjects) vs. Non-
academic learning (minor subjects)

—have different meanings in Confucian
societies.

 The relationship between academic learning
& friend-making is an interesting area to
explore.

Academic vs. non-academic goal
in Confucian societies

* Individuals’ lives are the continuation of their parents’
physical lives = Parent-child blood bond is the
cardinal relationship in all human interpersonal
networks.

* To fulfill role obligations as filial children, children
are expected to attain high achievement in the social
ladder to meet parental expectations and glorify
the family.

* High achievement: High grades in academic domain
—> top schools = good job (fame & status)




High school students’ evaluation on characteristics of
academic and non-academic domain (Fwu, Wei, Chen, 2013)

Academic Non-academic | t-value

(English, math) (Arts, sports)

n=113 n =110

M & SD M & SD
Importance 4.88 (1.17) 2.37 (1.30) 15.16%**
Parental expectation 5.10 (1.23) 2.80 (1.60) 12.03%**
Peer competition 4.72 (1.20) 2.56 (1.35) 15.16%**
Role obligation 4.19 (1.39) 2.19 (1.26) 11.78%**
Self choice 4.35(1.43) 4.90 (1.45) -2.48%**

*p <.05; **p <.01; *¥p <001

Research question

e This study investigates mediators
of the relationship between peers’
academic performance and
adolescents’ social acceptance in
Confucian societies such as
Taiwan.




1.1 Based on self esteem maintenance theory

e Tesser (1988): In comparison process, relevance, closeness
and performance are three factors influencing self
evaluation

» Ex: If academic achievement is important to a person (
), when a close friend ( ) does well
academically ( ) and brings psychological
threat to him, his self-evaluation will decrease.

* To reduce the psychological threat, one can distance
oneself from academically able friends, thereby
reducing closeness.

Psychological threat as a mediator

Peer’s Psychological Personal social
academic threat acceptance
performance




1.2 Confucian context
(1) Social learning theory

* The Analects (Chinese classic book): When we
see a wise, good man, we should try to emulate
him. (Peers’ academic performance ->
Modeling)

* Chinese tradition: One’s potential is influenced by
others: “Near cinnabar, one becomes red; near
pitch, one becomes black.” (Modeling = Social
acceptance)

Modeling as a mediator

. Psychological

/v threat \

Peer’s + Modeling * , | Personal social

academic acceptance
performance




1.2 Confucian context
(2) Parental influence (direct path)

* Li(2012): Academically able students are honored and
upheld as role models in East Asia because bring fame and
wealth to the family. Parents urge their children to be near
good influence. Children can perceive parents’ preference.

(Peers’ academic performance = Perceived parental
acceptance of peers)

* Ho (1996): Filial piety and submission to one’s parents are
strongly emphasized. Children are instructed to be obedient to
parents. Children tend to follow parents’ preference.

(Perceived parental acceptance = Personal acceptance)

1.2 Confucian context
(2) Parental influence (indirect path)

e Li(2012): Chinese children’s positive attitude
toward academically able peers has much to do
with parenting process.

 Socialization process: Parents routinely
engage in identifying model students for their
own children, urging their children to emulate
these models. (Perceived parental
acceptance-> role model)

10




Perceived parental acceptance as a mediator
(direct and indirect impacts)
Hypothesized model

n Psychological _
/ threat \
+ * Personal

Peer’s — Modeling —
academic social
performance \ + I / acceptance
Perceived
parental
acceptance

2. Method
2.1 Sample

* Participants: 317 grade 11 students in Taipei
metropolitan area.

» After deleting missing values, valid sample: 289
— 140 males, age = 16.33 (SD = 0.49)
— 149 4 females, age = 16.27 (SD = 0.48)

1




2.2 Instrument

» Real situation questionaire

— Among your classmates, some perform well,
whereas others do poorly on academically.
Select one of your classmates who
performed better/ as well as/ worse than

you and express how you view him/her.
—3 versions: Each participant filled out 1

version.

2.3 variables

% of

Construct items a s
variance

Peer’s academic Better (3)/ as well as (2) / worse (1) than
performance (3 points) | mine
Psychological threat | Feel inferior, pressured, frustrated, 93 |76.76
(6 points) anxious
Emulation of role If T have questions, I can ask him. 94 179.02
model (6 points) I can learn effective study skills from him.

He is a a role model for me to imitate.
Perceived parental | My parents hope me to be close to him. .85 |70.77
acceptance My parents encourage me to make friend
(6 points) with him

My parents welcome my classmate to our

house.
Social acceptance I want to approach him. .89 |78.62

(6 points)

I want to make friend with him.

12




3. Results

3.1 Descriptive statistics and correlation (N = 289)

Correlation
M SD
1@ 6 | @

Peer’s academic

performance 1
Psychological threat (2) 1191 [1.09 | .23**
Emulation of role model (3) |3.56 | 1.48 | .52%* | 22%=*
Perceived parental 348 | 1.32 | .26%*% | .08 |.55%*
acceptance 4)
Social acceptance (5) 1449 |1.25 |.15% |-15% |.43%* | 39%=*
*p <.05; *¥p <.01; ***p <001

3.2 Model fit indices

Indices Criteria for

assessment

x2 (df) <2 5.53(3)

RMSEA <.06 0.054

SRMR <0.08 0.029

AGFI >.95 0.96

CFI >.95 0.99

NNFI >.95 0.97
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3.3 Mediation model

1.1

Psychological
threat
0.23#%* -0.24%*%*
Y 1.20 0¢-84
Peers’ :
academic 0.40%** Modeling ﬂ, Personal social
performance acceptance
0.44 ***
0.26%** 0.21%**
Perceived
parental
acceptance
AN

1.62

*p <.05; **p <.01; ¥**p <001

4. Discussion
4.1 Theoretical significance

 Self esteem maintenance theory is not enough to
explain the relationship between peer’s academic
performance and adolescents’ social acceptance in Confucian
context.

* New: Chinese social learning should be taken into
account.

— Bandura (1977): People can learn new information and
behaviors by watching other people (Peers’ academic
performance = Modeling)

— Chinese tradition: One’s potential is influenced by others:
“Near cinnabar, one becomes red; near pitch, one becomes
black.” (Modeling = Social acceptance)

* New: Parental influence should be taken into account.

14




4.2 Practical implications

 In Confucian society, when making friends,
one faces a dilemma between negative and
positive effect.

— Negative: peers’ academic performance—> psychological
threat = shy away from peers
— Positive:
* peers’ academic performance—> modeling = approach peers

* peers’ academic performance—> perceived parental acceptance
—> approach peers

» Future research: How do adolescents cope
with such a dilemma?

e Thank you for your attention.

cQ&A?
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