Running Header: KNOWLEDGE ATTRIBUTIONS TO CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES


26
KNOWLEDGE ATTRIBUTIONS TO CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES












Children’s Attributions of Knowledge and Trustworthiness to Other Children with Disabilities
Megan Wiebe
Vanderbilt University


Abstract
	Young children are influenced by both relevant and irrelevant traits when they infer people’s knowledge and decide whether those people are to be trusted. The current study examines age-related differences in children’s (3- to 6-year-olds’) concepts of the knowledge and trustworthiness of other children with perceptual or physical disabilities. A Character Perceptual Access (2: saw inside a box; didn’t see) x Character Ability Type (3: typical development; perceptual disability; physical disability) x Participant Age (2: 3-4 year-olds; 5-6 year-olds) mixed effects design was used to examine this question with 62 participants. Children were presented with scenarios that involved one character who was atypically developing looking in a box and another character who was typically developing simply holding that same box (without looking inside). For each pair of characters, children were asked questions about who knew what was inside the box, both characters made claims about what object was inside the box, and children were asked to endorse one of the character’s claims. The results indicate that both younger children (3-4 years) and older children (5-6 years) correctly attributed knowledge of the boxes’ contents to the (atypically-developing) characters who looked inside the boxes. However, younger children (3-4 years) were less likely than older children (5-6 years) to endorse claims made about the contents of the box from characters who were atypically-developing and less frequently endorsed claims made by characters who were physically disabled. Theoretical and applied implications of these findings are discussed.



Children’s Attributions of Knowledge and Trustworthiness to Other Children with Disabilities
	Children learn about the world through a variety of means. One way of learning is through others; listening to what they say and observing how they act. This information can come from a variety of sources; people who are kind or malicious, knowledgeable or ignorant, typically or atypically developing. The current study is designed to examine how children attribute knowledge to individuals with disabilities and children’s willingness to trust claims provided by people with disabilities. Knowing how these traits affect children’s knowledge assessment and trust will inform us about how children view and interact with children who are atypically developing in their classrooms and other school settings. If children believe that having a disability affects another child’s knowledge and/or the child’s trustworthiness, then they may be unwilling to work with them on projects in school or not listen to their ideas in class. In the following sections, I discuss prior research outlining developments in children’s knowledge attributions to and epistemic trust in typically-developing individuals.  
Knowledge Attributions
Prior research has demonstrated that young children are capable of distinguishing between people who are ignorant and people who possess knowledge (Einav & Robinson, 2010; Koenig & Harris, 2005; Koenig & Harris, 2007; Ronfard et al., 2018; Wellman & Bartsch, 1988; Wellman & Liu, 2004). For example, 3- and 4-year-olds understand that one may gain knowledge about a specific object or situation if they have relevant perceptual access to the information (Lane, Evans, Brink, & Wellman, 2016; Pillow, 1989; Pratt & Bryant, 1990). In one of the earliest studies to explore this topic, Pratt and Bryant (1990) created two scenarios to explore if children understand that people gain knowledge from looking. In the first scenario, children watched as one child held a box and another child looked inside the same box. The children where then asked a simple forced choice question (e.g., “who knows what is inside the box – John or Fiona?”). In the second scenario, children watched two other children either look or hold a box, as in the first scenario, and then where asked open-ended questions about who knew the contents of the box (e.g., “does Lucy know what is in the box?”). In both scenarios, children reported that the person who looked inside the box knew what was inside the box. Pillow (1989) also explored how children infer that a person is knowledgeable or ignorant based on their perceptual experiences in a series of experiments. In the first experiment, either a child participant or a puppet was able to see a hidden object and then the child was asked questions about who was able to see the object and what color the object was. Both 3 and 4 year-olds who participated where able to attribute knowledge and perceptual access to the person or puppet who looked at the hidden object. In the second experiment, a child watched as one puppet looked at a hidden object and one did not. The child was then asked who looked at the object and who would be able to tell them what color the object was. These two early studies established that, by 3-4 years, children can use information about people’s perceptual experiences to determine whether they are knowledgeable or ignorant. In the subsequent years, many studies have revealed this same general conclusion, using a variety of research paradigms (Wellman & Liu, 2004). My study relies on the idea that children as young as 3-years can infer that people possess knowledge if they have had perceptual access. Similar tasks to the one described in Pratt and Bryant’s (1990) study are central to my study to establish whether characters do or do not possess knowledge.
However, studies have also demonstrated that young children’s inferences about people’s knowledge can be adversely affected when those people possess certain traits (Jaffer & Ma, 2015; Johnston, Mills, & Landrum, 2015; Landrum, Mills, & Johnston, 2013; Lane, Wellman, & Gelman, 2013). For example, in a study by Lane et. al (2013), children ages 3 to 6 years were asked to identify which of two characters possessed a particular piece of knowledge. One character was described as having a positive trait, such as niceness, and the other character was described as having a negative trait, such as meanness. The ‘mean’ character looked inside a novel box that contained an unknown item, and the ‘nice’ character did not look in the box. When asked who knew what was inside the box, 3- to 4-year-olds typically reported that it was the character with the positive trait (e.g., niceness), despite that character never actually looking inside the box. 5- and 6-year-olds typically reported that it was the character who had looked inside the box, despite their having a negative trait. Thus, characters’ general traits can influence young children’s knowledge attributions. 
The current study expands on prior research by investigating how descriptions of characters as being physically or perceptually disabled affect children’s inferences about their knowledge. As it has with other traits, it is likely that being physically or perceptually disabled will negatively affect children’s ability to attribute knowledge to these characters (Jaffer & Ma, 2015; Johnston, Mills, & Landrum, 2015; Landrum, Mills, & Johnston, 2013; Lane, Wellman, & Gelman, 2013). Therefore, I predict younger children, ages 3-4 years, will attribute knowledge to the character without a disability regardless of perceptual access more often than older children, ages 5-6 years.
Claim Endorsement
Recently, researchers have investigated how children use information about people’s knowledge to guide their epistemic trust; that is, how children may selectively endorse some people’s claims based on whether those people are well-informed (Birch, Vauthier, & Bloom, 2008; Clément, Koenig, & Harris, 2004; Koenig, Clément, & Harris, 2004; Koenig & Harris, 2005; Ma & Ganea, 2010; Robinson, Champion & Mitchell, 1999; Sabbagh & Baldwin, 2001). For example, Koenig and Harris (2005) explored how people’s informedness affects trust based decisions 3 and 4 year-old children make. Characters in the study demonstrated that they either held relevant knowledge or were ignorant through three familiarization trials. During each of these trials one character would correctly name a common object and the other character would answer “I don’t know what it’s called” when asked to name the same common object. The children were then asked several questions, the one of most interest to this particular study asked children to choose the name of a novel object from two conflicting names offered by the characters. Both 3 and 4 year-old children were more likely to endorse the names offered by the knowledgeable over the ignorant informant. A similar study done by Robinson et al. (1999) also demonstrates how children, 3 to 6 years old, use knowledgeability to inform their claims. The study began with two identical boxes, the children were then shown what was inside each of the boxes, a teddy bear or a snowman. The boxes were then placed in a bag and one was picked out. The child was asked what they thought was inside the box, a teddy bear or a snowman. An adult was then either shown the outside of the box or the contents of the box and was asked what they thought was inside the box, a teddy bear or a snowman. The adult would offer an answer opposite of the child and the child was then asked “so which one is it?” The majority of children, regardless of age, would switch their answers to align with the adults’ statement when the adult had looked at the contents of the box and not merely the outside. These studies establish that young children are able to distinguish between people who are knowledgeable and ignorant and use this information to guide their learning. 
Although children are able to understand that perceptual access leads to knowledge, and can use this information to guide their learning, when informants possess certain traits it can dramatically influence children’s epistemic trust (Johnston et al., 2015; Landrum et al., 2013; Lane et al. 2013). For example, Johnston and colleagues (2015) examined how 3- to 5-year-olds weigh competence and benevolence when deciding whom to trust when learning about novel objects. The two informants in their study were each given two traits. The first informant was described as nice but having irrelevant expertise and the second informant was described as mean but having relevant expertise. Two studies were conducted, varying how traits were presented between the two, to explore how traits and the way they are conveyed influence children’s willingness to endorse statements made by characters. In the first experiment, the traits were described by telling the participant about the characters’ prior behavior when referring to accuracy (e.g., correctly naming three common objects in a row) and describing niceness/meanness with trait labels (e.g., “This person is always nice. She shares things, she gives presents to her friends and family, and she cares about people’s feelings.”). In the second experiment, both accuracy/inaccuracy and niceness/meanness where described using prior behavior. Both experiments revealed that children endorsed both informants, the one with relevant expertise and the one with irrelevant expertise, equally regardless of the traits and the way they are conveyed. This is contrary to what one might expect and reveals that irrelevant traits can influence children’s decisions about whose claims to trust.
In a related study, mentioned earlier, Lane et al. (2013) examined how children’s epistemic trust in informants’ claims is influenced when informants have traits such as niceness, smartness, or honesty. Participants were asked to simultaneously consider perceptual access and a positive or negative trait (nice/mean, smart/not-smart, honest/dishonest). In the series of questions following the scenario (and after the knowledge questions, previously discussed) the two characters, one with a positive trait but no knowledge access and the other with a negative trait and knowledge access, each offered a claim about what object was in the box. Children were then asked what they thought was in the box based off of what the two characters had said. Children as young as 3 were influenced by the character’s traits and endorsed the claims made by the characters who had positive traits but no perceptual access. The current study employs similar scenarios as those used by Lane et al. (2013) and looks to the ages of participants in the prior study as a guideline for the ages of participants in the current study, 3 to 6 years old. Although Lane et al. (2013) worked with a variety of traits, few studies have explored how being disabled affects epistemic trust.
Jaffer and Ma (2015) conducted one of the few studies that explores the influence of characters’ disability on children’s knowledge attributions. The study provided evidence that children demonstrate less trust in claims provided by a person who does not conform to typical standards, such as by being physically disabled or obese. Their first study examined if children ages 4 to 5 years considered a person’s weight and physical ability when learning about novel physical activities and novel facts. The researchers presented a common image to a child and asked if they knew either about a novel physical activity or a novel fact about the object in the image. For example, the child was shown a ski and asked “Do you know how to do the skiing move called the Daffy?” When the child said they did not, images of two informants, one who was either obese or physically disabled and one who was typical, where shown. Each informant gave a different explanation of the physical activity or novel fact. The researchers told the child “One of them knows better. Let’s listen to what they say!” After the claims, the researchers asked the child how they would perform the physical activity or what the true novel fact was. In both learning opportunities, children more often endorsed the claims made by the physically-abled, non-obese informant as opposed to the physically disabled or obese informant. In the second study, Jaffer and Ma (2015) pitted past reliability against physical ability with children ages 4 to 5 years old. The procedure was similar to that of their first study, with the addition of images of four familiar objects that obese or physically disabled characters labeled correctly and non-obese, physically abled characters labeled incorrectly. This demonstrated the characters’ reliability before they offered any claims. The researchers found that there was not a statistically significant difference between the informants the children endorsed, meaning children preferred claims from both informants equally. The study provides evidence that children’s decisions and inferences about another person’s knowledge can be influenced by traits such as being physically disabled. In the current study, I will expand upon this research by exploring how children’s understanding of other children’s knowledge is affected by their being physically or perceptually disabled. 
Few studies have addressed how others’ physical disabilities, such as walking impairments, affect children’s inferences about and trust in other children, and even fewer studies have addressed how others’ perceptual disabilities, such as hearing impairments, affect children’s knowledge inferences and trust. Lane, Evans, Brink, and Wellman (2016) explored children’s understanding of how others may gain access to information by hearing. Children ages 3-10 were given scenarios where the protagonists asked for help from either God or a human. The protagonist demonstrated their desires by either asking aloud or by hoping silently and the human recipient was either nearby or close. After they were presented with the scenario, the children were asked whether the other person heard and knew about the protagonist’s request. Children as young as 3 and 4 understood that the closer the protagonist was to the person and the louder they spoke, the more likely the person was to know about the protagonist’s request. These findings exhibit that children understand the link between auditory access and knowledge. 
One of the explanations Jaffer and Ma (2015) offered for why children favored information provided by an informant who was typical over an informant who was physically disabled or obese in their study is the halo effect. The halo effect is a cognitive bias where a person’s impression of one dimension or quality of a person (as positive or negative) influences their impressions of other aspects of that person (as correspondingly positive or negative). Fusaro et al. (2011) explore how and when global evaluations, or the halo effect, influence children’s decisions. The researchers interviewed 60 preschoolers, age 3-years-old. The preschoolers were placed in one of two trials: one dealing with an informant’s accuracy and one dealing with an informant’s strength. The children were shown 4 familiarization clips of the informants demonstrating either strength or accuracy. Then the children in both conditions were asked to endorse the name of a novel object offered by the informants, asked which informant could lift a wooden block, and to predict the informant’s behavior on five tasks: sharing food, scoring baskets, lifting objects, labeling unknown objects, and knowing what type of food a certain animal eats. Finally, the children were asked whether each informant was strong or not strong, nice or not nice, and smart or not smart. Fusaro and colleagues discovered that preschoolers often generalized their positive or negative impressions to other questions unrelated to strength when the informant is strong. However, when the informant is accurate, the child’s answers are only affected when the questions relate to accuracy. Therefore, I predict that children 3-4 years will endorse statements from a typically developing child (vs. a child with a disability), regardless of ability type and who had perceptual access to (and knowledge of) that information. However, I predict that children 5-6 years will endorse statements from the character who has perceptual access to (and knowledge of) that information, regardless of the character’s ability type.
Methods
Participants
Participants include typically developing children ages 3-6 years old (n = 62; 27 girls) and their parents. Of the participants, 38 were recruited by phone-call, using Tennessee State birth records. Parents with children in the target age range who were living in the Nashville area were contacted via phone and asked whether they would be willing to have their child participate in a study at Vanderbilt University. Children whose parents provided consent completed the study in a lab on the University’s campus. The remaining 24 participants were recruited through distribution of informed consent documents at a private elementary school in Nashville, TN. Children whose parents provided consent completed the study in a quiet location at their school. Two additional children were excluded from the study because they either chose to not complete the study or were too antsy to attend to the study instructions.
Demographic information for the children who participated was provided through a questionnaire completed by parents. Of the children who participated, 85.5% were identified as White, 8.1% as African American, 4.8% as Asian, and 1.6 % as Hispanic. When reporting their highest level of academic achievement, 6.6% of parents completing the form reported completing some college, 26.2% reported completing a Bachelor’s degree, 36.1% reported completing a Master’s degree, and 31.1% reported completing a Doctorate. When reporting on their partner’s highest level of academic achievement (if applicable), 1.6% reported completing some high school, 8.2% reported completing some college, 29.5% reported completing a Bachelor’s degree, 37.7% reported completing a Master’s degree, and 23% reported completing a Doctorate. 
Design
	The study comprised a 2 (Character Perceptual Access: saw vs. didn’t see inside a box) x 3 (Character Ability Type: typical development, perceptual disability, physical disability) x 2 (Participant Age: 3-4 years vs. 5-6 years) mixed effects design. The independent variables Character Perceptual Access and Character Disability Type were manipulated within-subjects. Children were presented with scenarios and questions about typically-developing characters first, and then they were presented with scenarios and questions about characters with disabilities in one of two orders counterbalanced across participants: either the physical disability was discussed before the perceptual disability, or the perceptual disability was discussed before the physical disability. Within each condition (typical development, perceptual disability, physical disability) participants heard two scenarios and sets of related question (described later). Within condition, the names of the characters were counterbalanced across participants. Dependent variables consisted of children’s attribution of knowledge to the characters and their trust in the characters’ claims.
Procedure
	Prior to the study, children spent a few minutes getting comfortable with the researcher. In the introductory portion of the study, the researcher presented two novel depictions of characters, who were each shown seated in a chair. One character was described as being physically disabled and the other character was described as being perceptually (hearing) disabled. The order the two disabilities were presented in was counter balanced across participants. After each character description, the children were asked comprehension questions (e.g. what part of their body doesn’t work? Can this person hear/walk?). Across the comprehension questions, 63% were answered correctly. Children who answered the questions correctly were provided affirmative feedback (“Yeah,…”) and children who did not answers correctly were provided corrective feedback (“Actually,…”). Next, the researcher presented the children with 6 identical stories that had 3 sets of 2 different characters. Each scenario depicted the characters having different abilities and different levels of perceptual access. 
	At the beginning of each scenario, the child was introduced to two characters by name. The first set of characters was used to determine if the child had reached the developmental milestone of explicitly understanding that perceptual access leads to knowledge; thus, both characters were typically developing. The characters acted out a story where one of the characters looked inside a two-dimensional box by lifting a flap that covered the box top, and the other character simply picked up the closed box and placed it back down (without looking inside). The child was then asked memory check questions such as “Did [character’s name] look inside the box?” If the child answered the question correctly, affirmative feedback was provided. If the child did not answer correctly, corrective feedback was offered. After it was established that the child knew which character looked inside the box, they were asked a knowledge question: “Who knows what’s inside the box?” The child was then told that one character says one type of object (e.g. a stick) is in the box and the other character says a different type of object (e.g. a rock) is in the box. The child was then asked a claim endorsement question: “What do you think is in here?” The whole scenario and series of questions was repeated once more. After the condition with two typically developing characters, children were introduced to a new set of characters where one character was either physically or perceptually disabled (order counterbalanced across participants) and the other character was typically developing. Following the introduction,  the children were asked a memory check question: to point to the character whose legs/ears do not work and to point to the character whose legs/ears do work. If children answered these questions correctly, affirmative feedback was provided. If children did not answer the questions correctly, corrective feedback was provided. The characters with disabilities always looked in the boxes, and the typically-developing characters did not, and children were asked both knowledge and claim endorsement questions. Then a final, similar scenario was presented with a new set of characters where one of the characters is either physically or perceptually disabled, which ever was not shown in the previous scenario. Children were asked similar memory-check questions, knowledge questions, and claim endorsement questions. 
	Each study session lasted approximately 20 minutes. Along with the consent forms, parents were given a brief questionnaire that asked questions about family demographics (reported earlier).
Scoring
	  Responses to each memory-check question was coded as either '1' for correct answers or '0' for incorrect answers. The total range for the memory check questions was 0-4. For the knowledge questions, children earned scores based on the number of times that they attributed knowledge to the correct control characters (range: 0-2), the hearing-disabled character (range: 0-2), and the number of times they attributed knowledge to the physically-disabled character (range: 0-2). For the claim endorsement questions, children earned a score based on the number of times that they endorsed information provided by the correct control characters (range: 0-2), the hearing-disabled character (range: 0-2), and the number of times they endorsed information provided by the physically-disabled character (range: 0-2).
Results
To analyze age differences, the remaining children were divided into two groups. The younger group consisted of children 3.00 to 4.99 years old (n = 29), and the older group consisted of children 5.00 to 6.99 years old (n = 33).
Memory Check Questions
Before exploring how children attributed knowledge to and trusted the characters in these scenarios, it is important to first establish that children attended to and remembered key details of each scenario. Thus, I first examine children’s performance on the memory-check questions (“Did X look inside the box?”). For each condition (typical, physical disability, and perceptual disability) children answered four forced-choice questions about whether each character had looked inside the boxes; thus, chance performance is 2.00. Table 1 presents children’s average performance for each condition, per age group and across the entire sample. Collapsing across age groups, children accurately reported (significantly above chance) which character had looked into the boxes in the typical condition (in which both characters were typically-abled) (t(61) = 15.18, p < .001), in the physical disability condition, (t(61) = 20.67, p < .001), and the perceptual disability condition, (t(61) = 15.58, p < .001). This was true as well among just the youngest children, who endorsed the character who looked into the boxes in the typical (t(28) = 8.97, p < .001), physical disability (t(28) = 17.60, p < .001), and perceptual disability (t(28) = 10.12, p < .001) condition; and among just the oldest children, who endorsed the character who looked into the boxes in all three conditions: typical (t(32) = 12.75, p < .001),  physical disability, (t(32) = 13.15, p < .001), and perceptual disability, (t(32) = 11.73, p < .001).
Next I examined whether performance of the memory-check questions differed by participants age and characters’ ability with a 2 (Child Age: 3-4 years; 5-6 years) X 2 (Characters’ Ability: Typical, Physical Disability, Perceptual Disability) mixed-effects ANOVA. This analysis revealed no significant differences in children’s responses based on characters’ ability (F(2, 59) = 1.12, p = .33), no differences between the two age groups (F(1, 60) = .75, p = .39), and no significant interaction between Age and Ability, F(2, 59) = .97, p = .39.  These results indicate that children were able to remember who looked into the boxes, and children’s performance did not differ by their age or characters’ ability.
Knowledge Attributions
I next turn to the first focal question, concerning children’s attributions of knowledge to individuals with disabilities. Initial analyses examine children’s knowledge attributions against chance levels. For each ability condition (typical, perceptual disability, physical disability) children were asked two forced-choice questions about which of two characters was knowledgeable (“Who knows what’s inside the box?”); thus, chance performance is 1.00. Table 2 presents children’s average performance for each condition, per age group and across the entire sample. Collapsing across age groups, children accurately attributed knowledge (significantly above chance) to the character who had looked into the boxes in the typical condition (in which both characters were typically-abled) (t(61) = 13.41, p < .001), in the physical disability condition, (t(61) = 8.86, p < .001), and in the perceptual disability condition, t(61) = 7.70, p < .001. This was true as well among just the youngest children, who endorsed the character who looked into the boxes in all three conditions: typical (t(28) = 6.86, p < .001); physical disability, (t(28) = 4.33, p < .001); and perceptual disability, (t(28) = 4.04, p < .001); and among just the oldest children, who endorsed the character who looked into the boxes in all three conditions: typical (t(32) = 13.59, p < .001), physical disability, (t(32) = 8.91, p < .001), and perceptual disability condition, (t(32) = 7.09, p < .001).
Next, I examined whether children’s knowledge attribution differed by participants’ age and character’s ability with a 2 (Child Age: 3-4 years; 5-6 years) X 2 (Characters’ Ability: Typical, Physical Disability, Perceptual Disability) mixed-effects ANOVA. This analysis revealed no significant differences in children’s responses based on characters’ ability (F(2, 59) = 1.68, p = .20), a marginal difference between the two age groups (F(1, 60) = 3.66, p = .06), and no significant interaction between Age and Ability, F(2, 59) = .01, p = .91. The marginally-significant effect of age indicated that older children performed slightly better than younger children when attributing knowledge to the characters. These results were not consistent with the hypothesis that younger children would be less likely to attribute knowledge to both physically and perceptually disabled characters than older children.
Claim Endorsement
Finally, I examine children’s endorsement of claims provided by the characters. Initial analyses examine children’s claim endorsement against chance levels. For each ability condition (typical, perceptual disability, physical disability) children were asked two forced-choice questions (“What do you think is inside the box, an X or an X?”); thus, chance performance is 1.00. Table 3 presents children’s average performance for each condition, per age group and across the entire sample. Collapsing across age groups, children accurately endorsed (significantly above chance) the claims of the characters who looked into the boxes in the typical condition (in which both characters were typically-abled) (t(61) = 5.13, p < .001), physical disability condition, (t(61) = 4.35, p < .001), and perceptual disability condition, (t(61) = 4.96, p < .001). This was not true among just the youngest children; who endorsed the character who looked into the boxes in the typical condition (t(28) = 2.12, p = .043), and in the perceptual disability condition, (t(28) = 2.20, p = .04), but not in the physical disability condition, (t(28) = 1.36, p = .18). In contrast, the oldest children accurately endorsed the claims of the characters who looked into the boxes in all three conditions: typical (t(32) = 5.29, p < .001), physical disability (t(32) = 5.29, p < .001), and perceptual disability (t(32) = 4.99, p < .001).
Following this, I examined whether children’s endorsement of claims significantly differed by participants’ age and characters’ ability with a 2 (Child Age: 3-4 years; 5-6 years) X 2 (Characters’ Ability: Typical, Physical Disability, Perceptual Disability) mixed-effects ANOVA. This analysis revealed no significant differences in children’s responses based on characters’ ability, (F(2,59) = .07, p = .93). However, there was a significant difference in endorsement between the two age groups, F(1,60) = 6.73, p = .01, with older children endorsing the knowledgeable child more often. There was no significant interaction between Age and Ability (F(2,59) = .22, p = .80), indicating that the significant effect of age did not vary by ability type. These results were somewhat consistent with my hypothesis. In line with the data, I predicted that older children were more likely to endorse the claims of the person who looked in the box, regardless of ability status. However, I predicted that ability status would not be relevant to children 3-4 years and the data revealed that young children performed no different from chance only when faced with claims by the (knowledgeable) child with a physical disability.
Discussion
	The goal of the current study was to explore how children’s understanding of a character’s knowledge and trust in their claims is affected by that character being physically or perceptually disabled. Based on previous literature, I predicted that younger children would be less likely than older children to attribute knowledge to and endorse claims made by characters that were either physically or perceptually disabled. These predictions were partially supported by the data collected.
	For the memory check questions, children performed significantly above chance indicating that they paid attention to and retained information about the scenarios. There were no significant differences in memory-check performance between the age groups and between the characters’ ability types. This indicates that performance was similar for younger and older children and similar regardless of characters’ ability. A similar analysis pattern was seen among the results of the knowledge attribution task, (“Who knows what’s inside the box?”). Children performed significantly above chance on the knowledge attribution task questions, indicating that the children understood who knows what is inside the box. There were no significant differences in knowledge attribution between age groups and between characters’ ability types. This indicates that performance was similar for younger and older children and similar regardless of characters’ ability. Although previous literature has not looked at the effects of disability on children’s knowledge attributions, these results are consistent with past research that indicates children are able to discern those who have knowledge from those who are ignorant based on perceptual access (Einav & Robinson, 2010; Koenig & Harris, 2005; Koenig & Harris, 2007; Ronfard et al., 2018; Wellman & Bartsch, 1988; Wellman & Liu, 2004). This means that children appreciate that perceptual access leads to knowledge regardless of ability level.
	Although knowledge attribution was not influenced by ability, children’s subsequent endorsement of character’s claims was. The analysis for the endorsement of claims task, (“What’s inside the box?”),  revealed that children in the younger age group did not endorse characters who were physically disabled significantly above chance. This means that despite these characters having knowledge about what was inside the box, younger children did not endorse the claims they made significantly more than the claims of an ignorant, typically-developing character. One possible explanation for this is that children in the younger age group struggle with the idea of not being able to hear more than not being able to walk. Younger children understand what not being able to walk means more because it is a concrete thing that they can see. While younger children understand how auditory access affects knowledge, as demonstrated in Lane et al. (2016), they may not fully understand what not being able to hear means because it is not something they can see. Due to this increased understanding, younger children consider being physically disabled more when making claim endorsements and let it influence their endorsements. These results are consistent with the results from Jaffer and Ma (2015) experiment, where the fact that a character was obese or physically disabled influenced children’s willingness to endorse claims made by these characters, regardless of previous accuracy.
The analysis for the endorsement of claims task also yielded significant results showing a general effect of age. Younger children were more likely to trust and therefore endorse claims made by characters who were typically developing as opposed to characters who were either perceptually or physically disabled. This result is consistent with previous literature indicating that children are influenced by various traits when making trust-based decisions such as Johnston and colleagues (2015), Lane, et al. (2013), Landrum, et al. (2013), and, more specifically that physical ability influences children’s decisions to endorse statements made about novel facts and physical activities (Jaffer & Ma, 2015). As opposed to the current study, Jaffer and Ma’s study focused on one characteristic, e.i. accuracy or inaccuracy, and one trait of the characters, i.e. whether they were obese, physically disabled, or typically developing. Children then were influenced by the information they knew about the characters and made global assumptions based on this information, a phenomenon known as the halo effect (Fusaro, Carriveau, and Harris, 2011). In the current study, children knew both the character in the study’s ability level and their knowledge status and made decisions using this information. Younger children chose to endorse claims made by those who were typically developing as opposed to those who were knowledgeable. A possible explanation for this is young children view being physically or perceptually disabled as a negative trait and therefore have an overall negative impression of characters who fall into one of these categories. This general negative impression is not influenced by the character’s knowledge status because it is not a permanent quality of the character; the child instead endorses the claims of the character for whom they have a positive general impression because of their typical development.
	An alternate explanation for accurate knowledge attribution but lack of endorsement of claims among younger children is that younger children know that children who are deaf speak differently from children who are typically developing. The younger children then endorse statements made by characters who are typically developing over statements made by characters who are deaf because they believe the character who is deaf did not say what they intended to say. Older children understand that children who are deaf speak only slightly differently than children who are typically developing and therefore their answers are not influenced. However, this is not a viable explanation because children did not endorse characters who are deaf less than characters who are either typically developing or are physically disabled. Another alternate explanation for these results is that young children do not believe that children who are physically or perceptually disabled are being honest when they say what is inside the box. As demonstrated in Lane et al. (2013), a character’s honesty influences children’s decision to trust that character, regardless of knowledge. Children could believe that although the characters who are perceptually or physically disabled know what is inside a box, they do not answer honestly.
[bookmark: _GoBack]	One limitation of the current study is that it only looked at one type of scenario where children could acquire knowledge and how being typically or atypically developing affected claims made using that type of knowledge acquisition. It is possible that the scenario used in this study is unique and in other scenarios where the way knowledge is acquired is different, children will make different decisions that are based on knowledge not ability. Along these lines, an additional limitation is how knowledge was covered. In this study, knowledge occurs by chance and is not a permanent quality of the character. It is possible that if knowledge were conveyed in a more permanent way. For example, the characters consistently answering questions about novel items correctly demonstrating an innate intelligence, then children would be more likely to endorse claims made by knowledgeable characters. Another limitation of the study is that the majority of the participants that belong to the older age group came from a private, religious school in the Nashville area. Only 39.39% of the older age group came from in lab participants compared to 79.31% of the younger age group. Therefore, the difference between the two groups could possibly be due to something greater in the population differences. 
	Despite these limitations, the current study is a good starting point for future research. Researchers could explore how different types of knowledge acquisitions outside of perceptual access influence both children’s views of character’s knowledge acquisition and endorsement of character’s claims. Additionally, researchers could explore the effect of conveying knowledge as a trait of a character instead of a temporary circumstance. This could be achieved by demonstrating knowledge repeatedly in similar scenarios or across different scenarios. Future researchers could also pit other traits such as reliability or niceness against ability type in different trust-based scenarios to see whether ability level out weights those other traits as well. Finally, future research could parse apart the younger age group in this study (e.g., 3-year-olds vs. 4-year-olds) to more precisely reveal when exactly the developmental shift associated with endorsing claims made by the knowledgeable character occurs.
	In summary, the current study revealed that children 3-6 years accurately attributed knowledge to the character who had visual access to information, regardless of whether that character was typically-abled, or had a physical or perceptual disability. However, younger children were more likely than older children to endorse the claims of characters who were typically developing, despite the characters not knowing what was inside the box. Additionally, younger children less frequently endorsed claims made by characters who are physically disabled. 
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Memory Check Questions by Participants’ Age and Characters’ Ability
	
	Character’s Ability

	
	Typical
	Physical Disability
	Perceptual Disability

	Age Group
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)

	3-4 years
	3.45 (.87)
	3.72 (.53)
	3.62 (.86)

	5-6 years
	3.76 (.79)
	3.79 (.78)
	3.67 (.82)

	Total
	3.61 (.84)
	3.76 (.67)
	3.65 (.83)


Note. Higher numbers reflect correctly identifying whether or not each character looked inside the boxes. Individual scores may range from 0-4.


Table 2
Descriptive Statistics for Knowledge Questions by Participants’ Age and Characters’ Ability
	
	Character’s Ability

	
	Typical
	Physical Disability
	Perceptual Disability

	Age Group
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)

	3-4 years
	1.69 (.54)
	1.55 (.69)
	1.55 (.74)

	5-6 years
	1.91 (.38)
	1.82 (.53)
	1.76 (.61)

	Total
	1.81 (.47)
	1.69 (.62)
	1.66 (.68)


Note. Higher numbers reflect correct attributions of knowledge to the characters who looked inside the boxes. Individual scores may range from 0-2.


Table 3
Descriptive Statistics for Claim Endorsement by Participants’ Age and Characters’ Ability
	
	Character’s Ability

	
	Typical
	Physical Disability
	Perceptual Disability

	Age Group
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)

	3-4 years
	1.28 (.70)
	1.21 (.82)
	1.31 (.76)

	5-6 years
	1.61 (.66)
	1.61 (.66)
	1.58 (.66)

	Total
	1.45 (.69)
	1.42 (.76)
	1.45 (.72)


Note. Higher numbers reflect greater endorsement of claims provided by the characters who looked inside the boxes. Individual scores may range from 0-2.

