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: : MOTOR COORDINATION, *FRESCHOOL CHILCREN, *PARENT CHILD |
RELATIONSHIP, MICCLE CLASS, LOWER CLASS, FARENT ‘ROLE, L4
.. SCORING, MOTIVATION, FARENTAL BACKGROUNC, FATHERLESS FAMILY, ° y
] | INTELLIGENCE GUOTIENT. FREDICTION, ETCH A SKETCH TOY | e
. : - ALY ‘
- RELATIONSHIFS BETNEEN SOCIAL CLAss. succass EXFECIATIONS | A
A T OF MOTHERS, AND A TASK PERFORMANCE OF MOTHER AND CHILD WERE : Yo
v ) o EXAMINEC TO DETERMINE WHETHER CIFFERENCES IN EXPECTATIONS OF ‘ :
~ | | 3yccsss WOULD EBE REFLECTEC IN FERFORMANCE SCORES AND IN . -
| ' EAQUREQ;CF EFFORT IN A FERCEFTUAL MOTOR TEST.' THE SUBJECTS

S

“f“/ﬁeas 160 NEGRO MOTHERS FROM FOUR SOCIOECONOMIC LEVELS--MIDDLE . ' ‘.

Ca .7 "7 CLASS INTACT FAMILY, UFPER-LOWER INTACT, LOWER- LONER INTACT, — @~ )
| ANC LOWER-LOWER FATHER ABSENT--ANC THEIR 4-YEAR-OLE CHILCREN - .
L o - DIVIDED EQUALLY BY SEX. THE TASK WAS TO REFROBUCE FIVE SIMFLE
O . FOLYGONS ON THE -ETCH-A-SKETCH- TOY WITH ONE KNOB WORKED EY

E o ' THE MOTHER AND THE OTHER BY THE CHILD. BEFORE EACH TASK THE . -
| ‘MOTHER WAS*ASKEC TO FREDICT HER SCORE IN DUFLICATING THE ‘
| MOCEL. THE MOTHER"S: TASK .WAS SEEN FRIMARILY, AS THAT OF
| CONTROLLING THE CHILC ANC EVOLVING A MUTUALLY UNCERSTOOD
S N .- DIRECTIONAL SYSTEM. CATA WERE COLLECTEC ON FIGURE SCORES, AND
[ S ~ ' . .- VERBAL BEHAVIOR AND FHYSICAL ACTIVITY WERE OBSERVED AND.

- S RECORCEC. THE MIDCLE QLASS GROUE SCORED HIGHER ,THAN THE - -
E (w0 " OTHERS, wMO CIC NOT CIFFER sxcﬂ’FICANTLY AMONG THEMSELVES. 1T

, - WAS ALSO FOUNC THAT THE KINC AND EXTENT OF CONTROL EXERCISED -
= . o .OVER- THE CHILC WERE MORE FOTENT IN BETERMINING SCORES THAN
;_ o . : WERE "STRICTLY. MATERNAL C NI TIVE,VARIABLES." THERE WAS, IN
t:g' e . ADDITION, A LACK OF CORRELATION BETWEEN FRECICTIONS ANDC OTHER
' oo MEASURES. ALL EXFECTATIONS THAT THE FREDICTIONS WERE

E Lo | 3 MEASURING ACHIEVEMENT MOTIﬁATION’WERE UNCONFIRMEC. THIS FAFER
e ‘ WAS FRESENTED AT THE SCCIETY FOR RESEARCH IN CHILD B

‘ ‘ S DEVELOPMENT MEETINGS (MINNEAFOLIS, MARCH 25, 1965). (JG)
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I; Introuuction

ﬂThe present study (partc of a 1arger study of the Cognxtive

EDO1 .1520_'6@0 I

VEnVLronments of Urban Pre-Srhool Children) - investigated the rela— o ‘s
tionship between achievement expectations and perfo;mance in a v -
Dstructured ‘interaction during whlch mothers worked cooper;tlvely
with their four year~old chlldren. It is part of a large scale
effort to specify and measure cultural factors that contribute to
the cognitive environment of the preschool child, emphasizinq those
that appear to influence hls,educability. oOne.area of cultural
factore‘thét'seems relevant here is the cluster Of‘parentaitatti~'

w'tudes and child ”earing practices that Rgsen (1) has called "The
Achievement Syndrome. COmparisons of lower class subjects with
middle claségsubjects have shown that the middle class subjects -

- gcore significantly higher on measures of need achxevement (2),
Just as ‘they’ do on cognitive performance/measures. A study by
Rosen and D' Andrade 1n 1959 (2) showed that differences 1n need

achievement arc'reflected‘xn performance. Working with 9 db 11

1. This resoarch is supported by the Research Divmsion of the ~
. Children's Bureau, Social Security Administration; Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Ford Foundation for the
Advancenent of Learning;, and grants~in-aid from thb Social
~ Seiences, Unwversitysof Chicago. P . -
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year old boys-and their parents, they showed that parental differ~5'
ences. in achievement socialization,mere reflected in the perfor-
mance of the boys at various inteIlectual and motor tasks,.even | ¢f: Z».Q
though the boys had been matched ‘by social class and by intelli- |
{gence. In other words, differences in achievement training by theé S
,‘parents had led to differences not only in the achievement motiva—
ntion of the boys‘hut in their actual performance as well. Onekja' f-f }A;:
rsuchpdifferencegoccurred in the levels of.the_standards of excel-;v .}/f'ﬁ
lence posed hy the parents-for'their-sons‘ perforﬁance,fQWhen .
_asked to set goalsfor to predict their sons scores, the parepts»n
of high achievers showed qreater expectations for success "than the
‘parents of low achievers--they set higher standards of excellence..

The present study addressed itself to the standards of exeel-

lence of mothers of different social status levels as expressed in

 an. interaction situation in which they worked cooperatively with .
itheir four yéar—old children,at ajperceptuai-motor task‘, We wished
to seeiif-social class differences would appear in the success
' - expectations of the mothers, and to Specify the relationship
. ' between these expectations ‘and the,performance at the task.~
© Specifically, we expected that differences in expectations of
success would be reflected in performance scores and also in mea~ = °
sures of effort expended at the task, since this seems to be ano-

-

ther aspect of achievement motivation.ﬁ.
|
\“ .

A, Subjects~ The sub;ects were 160 Negro mothers and their four

‘year old children divxded equally by sex. There were four social

status groups- "

view or opinici ¢
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B.. Apparatus-'

Group qA.

: or managerial level.

,'jGroup B.

fpation.
-.fGroup C.

”»at an unskilled or semi~skil]ed occupation.

-had no more than a lOth grade education.

. . a o
." . .
—3-3 . ® "y '
, P
e .
) P
. f
a

Parents with

—— ¢

Middle class intact families.

L‘.college education, father's occupation at a professxonal

.

Upper Lower class intact familiess Parents had

a high school education, fatheruworked at 'a skilléd occu-

L 2]

Lower Lower class intact families.‘ Parents

| had no mor& than a 10th grade education, father worked

L N

/
Group D. Lower Lq&er class. father absent. _The mother

by public assistance {Aid to Dependent’ Children)

The task involved the copying of five relatively

'i“simple geometric polygons with the "Etch~A—Sketch“. a commercially

uavailable toy.

f clockwiserwalline will apgear moving
to the right.*

The toy consists of a screen on which lines may’

- be drawn by manipulating two knobs.‘ Xf one of the knobs 'is turned

- SN o R - o
If the knob*is turned counterclockwise, the line

“:pwill move to the left. Simi%ar use of the other knob causes the -

/

5line to move<gp or down. If the knobs are turned simultaneously, |

;diagonal lines appear.ﬂ Many two»dimensional figures and designs.

{
can be produced by proper and systematic manipulation of the

knobs..

b

knobs in succession.'

All that was required to construct a qiven line correctly was to

' place,

The board can be cleared at- any time simply by shaking it.jh
The five models that the subjects were asked to copy were all

nsimple geometric polygons that could be constructed by turning the -

No aiagonal or curved lines were included.

Iz

‘ start turning in the propai direction and to stop at the proper

If an error was made in either case, it could be corrected

T 2 R L

Family supported

horizontally across the screen

.

L

A\
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';44\' ~~‘s .v B h:”:i  se'u
" by reversing the knob, although ghort‘"tail" mould'rem&in,f
hextending off from one corner. Since there is no wef tO‘erasei
»,one part of a figure without destroying the entirety, the only ‘ -
way to get a perfect figure once . an error is made is to start all ;5=
>/over again with an empty screen. - | f.‘ A | | ;esiw |
. The»task from -the standpoint of the mother, then, was pri- 3
t;lmarily one of controlling the child. She had to be able to com— R
A municate to the child which way she wanted him to turn the knob

: before he began to turn, and then get him to stop at the precise

S

point she desired | Errors were inevitable unless a mutually under—

¢

'atood directional ystem was installedzg _‘. .;o ‘h'oi “», ,
- ¥ o | - S ~ :
c. PrOcedure- Before the child entered the room, the mother was
familiarized with the ”Etch~A~Sketch“ and allowed to practice
until she was able to draw a square by herself.. Later, with the ;:
-child present, the mother was - told that she and'her child were to
copy five designs together. She would use the knob that drew hor-
vizontal lines, and the child would use the one that drew vertical

flines. Tha mother could give ‘the child any directions she wishedt

"_'but she was never to touch his knob. At this point the mother and

@

’_child werenallowed three minutes to praetice together. Following

this the n ther was shown the first model and qiven the remaining

,directiong. Bctore attempting each model she would be asked ‘to
: o

predict ﬁow many points she and her child could earn out of a spem'

cific maximum (equal to thé number of lines in the model) They

) could attempt each design as. many times as -she desired, continuingu

until they produptd a figure Wlth‘Which the mother was satisfied.;

)
]

. This f;qure woyl&*bg tha att@mpt that'would be‘cgunted in deter- -

N

Tt e o ol .,H,.'. PR N R " . '.
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ﬁminingotheit score. Points would be awarded according to how
e closely the model Qes_duplicated. The mother could turn in a board
'.at any'timeiand start'd figure over. The models were inttoduced
one at a. tzme as the. mot er indicated that she wished to go o; to
) a new one. Every attempt, whether or not the mother accepted 1t.
was traced by the experimenter and later scored by measurinq/devi- |
" ations from the models. \ R S
) In additzon to thefscores for the figurés, the predictions,
" the number of attempts s and the time spent at the task, were recorded.f
.Intelligence data were available from previous testing (WAIS o N
varbal subscales for the mothers, Binet and cOlumbza Mental Maturity

’ffor the children)., The verbal behavior of the subjecta was tape

recerded and their physical activity was described by an observer
V] . /

.statianed“behind a one-way mirror.

v o _ ’

'IIL."Resulte | R A
S A | I o
- A. Social Class Differences: The results for predictionS'ahﬂ

]

scores are presented in walei 1 and 2. * They show that thé means

- are rank ordered accordinq to social class, except -for Frqup D. A

t t—test of statistxcal signifzcance shows that the mmddle/class .
'group gave signlficantly hiqher preuictions than both /f the
lowernlower class ‘groups C and D (p.§fﬂ3) and the up/er~lower group i
B gave sxgnxfxcantly higher predictiona than Group/c (p(.OSh.

':9' The data ﬂxom the performance scores showa that the middle class

scored hxgher than a11 _the other groups (p<&01)” which dia not

4 f
P

differ significantly ariong themselves.i,

T dif?érs Somewhat Jn the tables because all data were not avai1~
. able for sone subjects. = :




» ' W, ° ’ . ' '
- +The data for the number of attempts and ‘the . time spent at Zhe
el aa

- task are presented 1n Tables 3 and 4., For total attempt Grqups

and B each differ significantly from the other two groups (p<103).**t
| 81m11ar relations?ips are seen in the data for time, although

“here only the two lower~IOWer groups c and D differ significantly. |

In general, Groupe D ‘and B invested more. time and effort in the

,task than did Group c._ The middle class means fell in between.

a e RS ¢
- - 3

B

‘ B. I. Q. Effects

(

1. ?redictiohsr The prediction totals show no correlation
whatever with the 1nte111gence measures from eit;er the oo
mother or the child. A1l cortelations ere appxoximately “
‘zefo, in spite of the fact thet'preaictions.do co:ielete
with level of 3ocia1 class (rq .24, p<.01). 7

'Z.l.$cores- The score totals correlate positiveiy {r= .37~.47,«

| ‘§<;005) with.the verbal subtests of the WAIS. Corrala-,
tiotis with the child's I,vameasuree are pos;t;!é:;Zt
insignificengg(tg~.14-.18).o,The relationehip\between .
mitefuai.i;d. and totaleecoée Qas:stronger'then that

between social class and total score (rw .25, p#&Ol);

L The data from the upper~lower subject who had 83 attempts
were excluded in running significarce tests on the data for
for attempts. Her extreme score would have added over two .
points to the upper-lower mean and seriously skewed the cdig=-
~ tribution. We believed that the relative position of the upper-

lower group as a whole is better represented by the adjusted
figures, which appear #n parenthesis in Table 3.

\
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The correlations within social elass between maternal I.Q.
and scores on the task show that I.9Q. was most highly correlated,
" ag’ would be expected, at the lower ranges. The correlation within |
the middle class Group A was not significant (r- .22). .Por . .

mGroups B, C, and D,»however, the correlations rose to .46, .58,

. Fand 47 (p<’001) respectively. While these are highly significant

correlations, they reflect an association of only moderate o
:strength . Except at the lowest intellectual levels, it appearsd' )

'.that the mother~child relationship, in particular the kind and o ‘-
. extent of- control exercised over the child, was more potent in . »‘ P

¥

o |
.- var ables. S .

- . ) .
‘ . 3 * . .
- . “
. ) Lo . . . . . L4
s S « N
. | » . B . ) .
E L0 - g .

- .c. Effects of Time Spentat the Task: The correlations within

°deqtrmining the scores than were. the strictly coqnitive maternal

'ciass between time spent at the task and the totaIS‘forfpredictions
and scores are presented in Table 5. cCOnsi-derations of practice
-'effects (with regard to the scores) and of achievement motivation
(with the predictions) would lead one to expect moderate correla-
tions here,.but they do not appear. There are positive treads.in
Groups A and D, but neaxr~zero values for the other two groups.
@‘ None of the correlations reach statistical significance. S o
. N | | | : o

- D, Interaction of Predictions wrth Scores- Table 6 gives the o

correlations within class betwten predictions and scores. - Of
particular interest here is the similarity between theGroups A and

D ‘and the contrast between these groups and the other two. The

correlations between total predictions and total score are all positive,

a

-mugh ﬁfgher in Groups A and Dn. The correlations between predictions |

b

- ' . ° N » ; . 5 % ' . L g oae ot e - e = Ty
L,w( e & 4.%‘!3} {.'I H : S &Ly s - [DA 4 ! muh bd!““w‘ aa :’L“‘)l‘xwﬂe‘: U;“:;‘icj t«‘) &vtﬂe




on each design are presented in Table»?. Inspection of these

. . . ]

.
) . . .
. N . B

-uneven, but a pattern is discernib1e°f as the task progressed,

Groups A and D tended to predict more eccurately..,The other

“groups, ‘especially Group B, fail to show a c1ear~cut trend.v When".

PR

-the individual predictions are: correlfted with the scores for the

-

previous figure, the same tendencies appear.

The percentage of the total possible predicted and sconed

'percentages shows that the predictions drOpped consistently for

‘all groups, but that. the scorei were affected by differences in

the difficulty of the designs. The gradual rise in correlation-'

between prediction and score appears to have resulted from the

gradual drop in the predictions, while the unevenness of these

'correlatiohs seems relatfﬁ to the unevenness in score percentages.

"It is of interest that the w1de difﬁerences between the groups

(Groups A and D vs.\Groups B and ©) in the'pattern of correla—

' tion between predictions and scores are .not evix?nt fxrom inspec~7

tion of the percentage data.f These data sho highly similar

. patterns across social class for both predictions‘and scowsis.

Iv. Discussion .

Two trends seem striking in these data-- the large differé
ences amcng the three lower class groups, and the general lack of
correlation between the predictions and the other measures.

The lower~lower Group c scems best described as ﬁaving shcwn

R lqw achievement motivation on this task. They showed the least

'’
erpectation of success and lowest expenditure of effort at the

. | / ‘ - ‘
task. The upper-lower group B had high expectations and expended

much time and effort, but wag no more successful than the two lower-

/ ‘ | S
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o ;'ﬁlower.ciaSS éroups. They consistently showed a lack of relationship
| between(their §eore and the other measures. One clue to what may
" have been involved appear; in the soatterpkot for predictions and
scores of Group B.' While a low positive Pearson correiation is
obtained, thefecatterplot shows a clear~cut and pronounced curvi~
linearity. In this group, and only in this group, high scores are
. associated with both very low and .vevy high predictions. It may be ”
that’ for some of this group, motivation to achiejg,was 80 great -

v

<. that it actually interfer ed with. performance. We suspect tnat many
ﬁ/p;\EEEer-lowers wene characterized by a- riqid and demandinq but not
very effective determination. It is of interest here that the
lilprediction leve s of’%he upper*lowers fell more slowly and ended
up at a much higher 1eve1,than{those of the,lower-lower groups‘i 5'9i.
L 1;-(See/mabie 7). Ve hoge-to iearn nore about the upper-lowers
when we analyze the ratings of the mothers' expressed pressure .
support, praise, and critic;sm of the children. ' ’ , |
. %/ Theadata for Group D parallel those for the middle class o SR
ﬂworoup A for the most part in the way that ‘the variables interrelate.“
They add up to a picture of a greup of willing subjeets who have ’
‘ limited skills. They show neither the high motiwation and rigidity
' of thc upper—lowers nor the suggested apathy of the other, lowerw
lower group. AS yet we cannot say whether their results are due
?lo‘qualities of the;mothers themselves or to class specific factors
in the motheraohild relatidnship; ﬁe‘hope to shed new light on
rhe matter by anaiyzing other data. -
The prediction data ccnform to'some extent with similar .

‘ndeta from other level of aspiration experimente in that the pre-

ER&C
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a dictions vere higher thah the actual scores and in the tendency
of the predictions to move closer to performance levels as the f _;2!; .

‘ subjects got feedback from doing the task.; However, éven the ””', o
‘latter trend ls ambiguous since it appeared cnly An- groups A and .

o -,b;‘ The curvilinear trend in Group B accounts for the low cbrrela- _;f_.

L g %
‘tions within that group, but no recognizable pattern of any kind

appears for Group C.

. g
e ) S 'y

-~ Even” though there is some interaction of predictions with L
\' ,‘Fifscores, Ell expectations based on the theory that the prediétt:ns
=~ gwere measuring achievement motivation were disconfirmed.‘ The re-ni
A‘“f'f;‘dictions shcwed no significant correlation with the measures of

'feffort (time and number of attempts).. Furthermore, if the pre-t"ﬁ
e

“,dictions are construed as, measures of achievement motivation,
e . 2 ' .o
L there should be some ev1dence that they acted as antecedent deter—

N J

xinants of performance. Tables 6 and 7 show that there is no -
-\

O such evidence in ‘the data and that, on the contrary, changes in the-

SR predictions seem best understood ‘as consequent variables with
i;7_,' respect to the previous scores. Changes in the scores reflect
| M‘I"differences in the diffigulty of the figures, but show no relation-‘»

| fship to prediction changes.; Qs] o , o~

- What it is that the predictions are meésuring remains an open

}vquestion. Hierarchically ordered class differences do appear, and -
\ the curvilinear distributicn in Group B conforms to the theoreti-~ -
| cally cescribed relationship between motivation and performance. »
',\In Group c, however, the predictions may reflect only a tendency (

© to comp11 outwardly with the demands of the task without being

li,rﬁ,sujﬁﬁ_ﬁ.*ﬁ—r-——-.
s
El
-

o ffego—involved in it. In any oase, the predictions of . the mothers

-




B
do not predict the‘seores for»either group. T
— A ol

'“_ Other measures do not add much more information, since 8o
| _far ‘the predictions have been found to correlate significantly
"' on, y with. the Thurstone Sociability Scale and- with the total number ;

- ;of "Yes". responses on an inventory of likes and- disli SQ This_

Pa high enerqy

squests that high predictions may be associated with
level and an interest in doing many different things as well as
r'a desire to get along with others.- The possibility remains open

'that predict!!n levels were related to differential treatment of

- fthe child uring the task., We intend tosinvestiqate this possi—/"‘

' bility, and perhaps in this way to shed more light on the meaning

.~ -

_of the predictions in our sample. S | B A

'

.

.»Q ‘
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TABLE 1.

c3g

S aE 37
 39n

38
0
37
39

A

A 40

B 42
BT
c 3@’

o

D 38 -7

\

".Meanipre

27.500
.. 25.650
© 21.216

22,950

g
N

15.053

" 9,500
. 8.811
©10.026

12,700

17.317

(15.293).

.11.921

15.684

6~50

 7-45_

0-42
7-43

" PREDICTIONS

89.003
113.285

§9.050

TABLE 2.

 SCORES.

0-39
0-30

"o-31
0-32

}

90.430

59,897
61.824
64,026

TABLE 3.

TRIALS

7-28

7-83 158.137

(7-30) .
5-32
g-54

75.103

. 20.780

L
(50 .212)

124,364

o
1 -
- (2)

(4)
(1)

4

2

1
T2

4

3

TN W

diction Range Variance . Rank .

(3)

%*tefest'(l*t511°d’-

Y

B ‘D ¢
N.S,: '.'..0.5 A?_.OS

- NeS. g5
| ; - . N;s.

0.9 W »

F Saud .
Pz

Y

c
01

D B
01 .01

N.S. N.S.
- N.S.

Q ©W o »
i

B* . -

.,
=4

*Por t-tests, Group B results were adjusted to remove the individual who

had 83 trials.

" Key: s - . : : , o
A=Upper Midd£5501qss (professional, managerial; college education),family

intact

intact,

t

LN ve P e Ly e )
D=omzp Iin ol Slam:
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 Fig. 2 .39 - L,17
Fig- 3 » - 038 1 v. P "008
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