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It has been frequently suggested tha‘t girls are
socialized into af\world' which is more controlled and
directed by ‘gé;ifi-tas ;'{Ehan are b‘oys. Furthermore, it has
been also suggested that this differential socialization
has decisive implications for the cognitive functioning of
males and fema}es. The more restric'tive sociagization

" which females tend to receive is expected to foster
’ greatei compliance to adults. A principal hyp?_::hesis of
the present rs@:}:dy_ is that compliance to adults is a
central factor in the link between child}en 's
socialization and their development of cognitive land
problem-solving abilities.

Two studies were. cor;ducted Q4;1'1 four-year~old children
to  test the hypothesis that compliance to adults is
related negatively to 'independent problem-solving |

competence. In the first study it was found that boys and [

T s .

girls who were rated as 1less compliant to adults were

PO,

"better at s::;l\}i’;ig -probj.ems independethly than were the
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more compliant children. A second study was conducted on

.

& larger sample of four-year-old children to eecarﬁine,tfie
replicability of the findings and to allow an extensdion of

the relation between compliance and .d,if-ferent‘ types of

ptoblem—soliring skills. The results of Study II provided 7 -

further support for the principal hypothesis, with ‘low

~

independent problem solving. - .

It was also found that d1fferent constellations oLf

LY

factors were associated with competent, problem solving"vfor

[3

girls than for boys. These results -were interpreted as

~

indicating that, counter to general implic1t asmptions,

the conditions for the optimal cognitive dev%lopment of

girls and boys are 'not the same. The#'role which

l’}{’(\
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‘throughout all phases of 'this thesis,
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‘It has beeﬁ‘frequéntly suggested that girls and boys
are reared in different socjial and psychological contexts
and, furthermore, that thésél differences have decisive

-~ implications for the cognitive ﬁpnctioning of males and

females (Block, 1979, 1981; Chodorow, 1974; Stein &

Bailey, 1973)., A dreat deal of psychological and
aﬁthropological research supports this hypothesis. Block /
(1979) .has mos clearly stated and elaboratéd this‘.
position, specifying those .dimensions of the éhild's
environment provided by adults which differ . for -the two
sexes and which predispose boys and girls toward the use
of .different cognitive heuristics. In essence, ~ the
central thesis of this position 1is that girls are
socia}ized into a world which is more stfhctured and more
contrdilgd by adults than are boys. Bléck contends that
granting children opportunities to confront in an active
and independﬁrtﬁ manner problem situations that are not ¢
o overwhelming for the child, allows the child to "encounter
discrepancies between experience and expectation that

cgnnot be assimilated. Experiencing discrepancies places

demands on the child to alter approach, to re-examing\_

eariier understandings, and to modify premises"™ (Block, .
1979, p.‘3l). Ié is argqued that the development of these

skills is not en;buraged by socialization practices that

are more controlling and intrusive upon the child, which

is the socialization approach more likely to be used with -

girls (Blotk, 1979). 1Inasmuch as girls are socialized
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into a world that is more restricted and. _stfructured by

.,adults than are boys, girls consequently learn to ’rel”y

! ‘ .
more on adults and are given both 1less:  opportunity and.
!

» less pressdre to rely on their own independent efforts ,td

control the environment than are boys. - \

©

Sex Differences in Proximity Reinforcement

Many studies of sex differences in parental and
teacher socialization pa"éterns lend support to this
thesis. For example, girls experience more proxir;\ity'té'
both parents and home thén do boyé. During infancy, girls'
have been' observed to play more 0prpximally to their mothér |
than boys (Lewis & Weinraub, 1974; Messer & Lewi‘s, 1972).
In a home observat.ion~ study, Fagot (1978) found that
parents gave more* p;asitive re;sponses t;) infant girls whe\n _'
they followed them around the house t{an when boys did.
In addition, parents employed girls to help with tasks
while discouraging boys' help. The fathers, . in
particglar, reinﬁorced their .d;';\ughters' proximity, while
the mothers were more encouraging of their daught;zj"
attempté to help. Similar results hgve been reéorted r
children aged eight to nine by Taubef (1979b), who
observed that mothers responded more positively to
physical contact seeking from girls than (E;:om boys in. a
free-play session.  Thus, girls appea; to experience more
reinforcement to maintain proximity to their pgrents than

do boys.
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Sex Differences in Adult Sugervis'ion . :' N

. Girls' prox’imity to adults- and the home 1is also

encouraged th?bugh the type of household c’hores they are

assigned. The socializing function of children's daily

activities has been stressed by Edwards and \Whiting
(1980), whose cross-cultural data -indicate that through
their task assignments girls display greater prox?mity and

compliance to adults than do boys. In. their analysis of

Ysix cultures, Whiting and Edwards (1973) suggested»‘that‘

a .
task assignment might be a ma‘jor factor in the

differential s'ocialization.of‘ girls and Dboys. .They

¢

reported that girls do significantly more domestic chores

and take more care of sibli‘ngs than ‘do boys, resulting in

girls interacting more with adults and infants in a dyadic

helping context. Similarly, Duncan, Schuman, and Duncan

(1973) found that parents assig-n household chores to older
children according, to sex-typed roles.. -

Girls also receive more adult supervision and greater
restrictions on explorhtion. Collard, (1964) has found
that mothers of four-year-olds are more lprotective‘ and
provide more supervision for girls than_.boys. Mothers of

girls indicated 1later ages at. which they would ‘permit

certain behavipbur without adult . supervision than did
mothers of/boys, and these differences were particu_larly
strong ‘for middle-class mothers. Parents consistently

give boys, starting from middle childhood, more freedom to

el
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exblore away ~from the home and to be without adult

supervision than 'they give girls. Boys are allowed more

excursions from home (Saegart & Hart, 1976) and are more

~often left unsupervised.after school by employed mothers

(Gold & Andreé, 1978) than are girls. Further support for
the thesis of differential supervision: of boys and girls
'is pxﬂ:ovided\' by a longitudinal study of 700 children

- (Newson & Newson, 1976). R: sex differences in maternal
o : -

restrictions were found at age four; however, at age seven

there was a definite pati:ern of greater sugervision for
“g%rls. ‘Girls more than boys were likely to bé’accompanied
to }échdol, be ;equireé t<'>4,~come directiy home from school,
-play with friends in thei; ’jown lhomes rather than -in the
stréet, be wilthin calling distance of their house when

playing outsdide, have restrictive rules about how far they

could go from their house, and be allowed less often to go'

aloﬁe to public places. Such differences in supervision
are expected to ha\rLe‘ a persuasive effect on the
differential socialization and development of girls and
"boys. Huston (in press), "in a recent review of sex
typing, has! suggested that chiléren, who are kept under
such close supervision may miss opportunities to develop a

sense of their own competence and may incorporate their

caregivers' fears.- ‘Suc.h a possibility is supported by

- A ‘
. Block's (1978) data, which indicated  that rpothers were

more restrictive and provided' greater supervision of

daughters than sons and that, as young adults, daughters

N
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perceived = such restrictive pafentai behaviour as

, indicating that their pakept:s were worried about them.

Similarly, parental anxjety about children's capabilities
has been suggested by Hoffman' (1972) to affect children's

.o ~
sense of competence.

‘'Sex Differences in Adult Help Giwing

Girls have been found to receive., more help and

comfort" from barents in problem-solving situations than

boys. In a number of studies, parents have been observed

’to utilize different teaching behaviour according to the

sex of their child. In a problem-solving situation,
mothers of preschool girls have been found to respond more
guickly t:o requests for help ‘and to _mistakes (Rothbart,
1971; Rothbart & Rothbart, 1976) than did mothers of boys.
Infant girls' were ofserved ﬁo receive more immediate
physical comfort from -their mother after a frustrating
experience ' than did boys (I:ewis, 1972) . Block and her
associates (Bblock, Block, & Harrington, 1974) reported

great‘:er sex differentiation in the teaching behaviour of

' fathers than of mothers for preschool children on a

battery of four cognitive tasks. Fathers of girls
mphasized the interpersonal aspects o\f the Seaching
situation and. were more prot:eci:ivef and less pressuring,
while the fathers of . sons stressed the achievement and’
cognitive aspects of the situation. Thus; when presc‘hool

o
children confront a difficult. task, girls appear to

s
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receive more help more quickly than do boys.

B . Sex Differences in Children's Play Activities

B ‘ o ‘Q Recently, .Huston (in press) has pointed ‘out that
children's pi.ay activities serve important socializing
functions which help prepare ’children for their‘ adﬁlt
roles. Consistent and earlf sex differences have' been
found in parents' and teachers' encouragement and
reinforcement of sex-typed play ac'tivities (Fagot, 1574,
1978; Fling. & Manosevitz, 1972; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974:;
Rheingold & Cook, 1975). Male and female preferred play

activities differ starting at an early age and diverge

N -

consistently through adulthood (Kagan & Moss, 1962; Lever,
1976) . At the preschool age, girls have been reported to
®

spend more of their free-play time in activities highly

7 )
structured by teacher feedback or availability of adult

models in the home (Carpenter & Huston-Stein, 1980).
Children were tested from five different classes and the
specific activities with nhigh or low levels of teacher
feedback differed.in each of the five classes. Thus, the

sex difference in preferred activity seems to be the

,‘ < _rpesult of the adult-imposed structure rather than of other

qualities of the particular activitiesr. Similarly,
preschool girls have been observed to play at an activity
‘ when teachers are prgsent and modelling the activity more
z than boys dol regardless of whether the activity is male or

female stereotyped (Serbin, Citron, & Connor , '1976).
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Furthermore, preschool 'girls have been found to .receive
more instructions than boys during free-play‘ periods

(Fagot, 1973). Due . to parental and teacher reinforcement,

'gi.rls' play\activities appear to be more structured and

Vi

i

edult directed than are boys' play activities.

Overall, girls tend to experience a socialization
approach which requires proximity to home aud barents,
assigns household chores, provides supervision and

protection, restricts exploration and active play, gives

‘premature or unnecessary assistance in problem situations,

and has more structured play activities, in contrast boys
are more 1ikely to be given greater freedom by and from

adults. Thus, data from a variety of studies in different

spheres of child socialization support the contention xhab

girls are socialized into a world that is more controlled
and directed by adults than are boys. This 1line of
evidence suggests that girls will tend to be more reliant

on adults in general, as well as in problem—solving

£ situations, and such reliance will not tend to foster

- independent problem~solving skills, whereas boys will tend

to be 1less reliant on adult help and to develop more

independent problem-solving skills.

Sex Differences in Problem Solving with Adults

Block (1979), 1in her review of socialization
practices affecting the cognitive development of children,

suggested that boys and girls tend to be socielized—to use
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different cognitive heuristics when déaling with new
exper iences. Recently, Gold and her colleagues (Gold,
érombie, Brender, & Mate, in press) investigated the
problem-solving approach of preschool <children by
examining boys' and girls' reliance on an adult model in a
problem-solving situation. The problem-solving task was
designed to evaluate how effectively a child solves
problems in'situations where cues are provided by an adult
model. The results ‘indicated that when the correct
solution required 1earnin§ to imitate aﬁ adult model's
response, boys. and girls performed'equally well, however
when the correct solution meant learning to 66 the
opposite of an adult's _ response, girfs per formed
significéntly more poorly than did boys. Girls tended to
persist longer in imitatiné the adult's response even when
it did not lead to the solution and found it more
difficult to switch to a strategy which required doing the
opposite of the adult. These results are similar to
earlier work by Mate-Ross (1973), who found that seven-&d—
nine year old girls were significantly poorer in problem
solving than boys in an experimental condition inyolving a
misleading adult m&del. These results lend suppért to the
argument that girls and béys favor different cognitive
styles (Block, 1979, 1981; Kagan, 1964; Lynn; 1969), with
girls relying. more on imitation, particularly of adults,
in that they tend to copy patterns established by others,

while boys rely more on independent, analytical problem-

5
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solving techniques.
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Sex Differences in Compliance to Adults

’A general hypothesis of the present study is that

girls' greater reliance on adults reflects girls' greater

tendency to comply to adults and that such compliance to

adults is expected to ‘be negatively related to the
development of independent problem-solving skills. Some
support for this reasoning is provided by Maccoby and
Jackiin's (1974) well-known geview of psychologicaf'sex
differences, in which they tentatively concluded that
giris are more compliant go adults than are boys. Despite
the scope of this work, Block (1976) has criticized their
review for, omitting many relevant studies which, when
included, would have provided firm suppo&t for the thesis
that girls are more compliant to adults than are boys at
the younger ages at which compliance to adults has been
studied. Minton, Kagan, and Levine (1971) observed that
in the home infant girls more often complied with their
mothers' first command, whereas boys were more likely to
resist initially, requiring the repetition of the
directive more often in order to obtain compliaqce.
Similarly, preschool girls have been found to ‘be more
compliant to teachers' suggestions and directions (Bell,
Weller, & Waldrop, 1971; Serbin, O'Leary, Kent, & Tonick,

1973), while boys have been observed to be more resistive

to supervision (Baumrind, 1971). In experimental studies

M Awders c b mmwe = . - © e e e — o S
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of young school age children's resistance to temptation,
generally girls have been observed to comply for a greater
portion of time with an adglt exper imenter's request not
to touch an attractive toy (Parke,§l967; Slaby & Parke,
1971;. Stouwie, 1971, 1972; Ward & Furchak, 1968). Mofp
recently, 'in a longitudinal study of ,mother-infan;k

interaction, Martin (198l) reported that girls were more

. ?
compliant than boys at 10 months and 22 months, while at |

.

|
42 months /t;e sex difference was in the expected

direction, but did not reach significance.: Moreover, a

, substantial sex . difference in the variability of

compliance was found at 42 months, with (i:he variance for
boys being over nine times greater than the variance for
girls. Thué, at the younger'ages when compliAance “to
adults has been investigated, there appears to be firm
support that girls are more compliant t6 adults than are
boys.

" Girls' greater compliance to adults appears 'to be
based, at least in part, on a greate}: need for adult
approval. Caplan (1979), in a review of the literature on
gsex differences in aggréssion and achievement striving,
suggested that girls have a greater need for the approval

of adults than do boys. The presence or absence of an

adult appears to have a sex-dit}erentiated effect, in that

the achievement and aggressive behaviour of males remained

relatively constant, whereas females exhibited higher

levels of achievemeny and lower levels of aggression in
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the presence of an adult. Similar results have been

reported by Dweck (Dweck, 1976; Dweck & Bush, 1976), who

found that when boys' initial performance was negatively

A

evaluated by an adult or peer, their subsequent

" performance was detrimentally affected by the peer

evaluatiop but not by the adult evaluation, while girls'

subsequent performance was negatively affected by the

~adult evaluation but not by the peer evaluation. It is

also noteworthy that boys have been found to be more
confident. than girls in problem-solving situations and to
be 1less likely to admit anxiety in general, while girls
are more willing to ad»mit fears and anxiety (Block, 1979,

)

1981; Stein & Bailey, 1973). These findings suggest that

the greater compliande of girls to adults is linked to

their greater expressed anxiety and fear of losing adult

approval.

Compliance and Cognitive Competence

A mode;rate amount of parent-child -distance has been
fo;md' to be condpcive to 'cognitive development in females
(Baﬁmrind, 1973; Hoffman, 1972; ‘M*Accoby & Jacklin, 1974;
Stein & Bailey, 1973). Thig finding, cc;mbined with the

data indicating that girls .are socialized in a much more

,proximai and controlling style by parents and teachers,

leads to the hypothesis that females e;cperience too much
parental rapport for optimal cognifive development.

Maternal responsiveness appears to have different

(T s et s A A 4 AN B Ry,
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consequences for girls and boys, Crandal‘l, Dewey;,
Ratkovsky, and Preston (1964) reported that maternal
nurturance was associated with lower academic achievement
for girls in grade school. In thé Fels longitudinal
study, Kagan and Moss (1962) found that adult achievement
behaviour of females wa.s positively related to early
maternal hostility. Furthermore, adolescent females who
tend to withdraw from achievement situations B;ﬂ::en

s

te

Y

reportéd to have had highly accepting and affecti
mothers during their younger years (Kagan & Freeman,
1963). More recently with young infants, Martin (1981)

has found thét maternal responsiveness predicted

willingness to explore for boys, while for girls maternal

;esponsiveness predictegi_,,pnwillingness to explore. In
subsequent work, Martin ;nd his colleagues (Martin,
Maccoby, & Jacklin, 1581) identified two forms of maternal
responsiveness: responsiveness to child's' bidding and
acceptance of child's nonbidding. 'They reported .that the
major source of the differential effect for gitls' and
boys's willingness to explore was mother's intrusiveness

'when her child was not bidding for interaction. For boys,

. mother's cooperative withdrawal duqz'ipg her son's

‘nonbidding was éssociated with willingness to explore,

while for girls mother intrusiveness when her daughter was
not bidding for interaction was associated. with

willingness to explore.
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Baumrind (l§77, 1979) has reported t\’xa\t: different

parenting practices are associated with persohal agency,

that is independent, pdrposive behavior, €£6r rg\%rls than ,

for boys. Parental warmth and encouragementh were related

"t,p personal agency for boys, while parenta{l abresfveness,'

coldness, and argumentativeneés were associated with high

LN

personal agency for girls. Baumrind has suggested that
resistiveness to adult «autho;ity and argumentat;venesa may
indicate in gir'is that they are ‘r:'esisting sex role
preséure to undercompete and underachieve. ( Coates (1972)
has reported a positive' co;:relation between aggression and

intelligence in preschoeol girls and a negative

correlation for boys. Furthermore, in a longitydinal'

study, Sontag, Baker, and Nelson (1958) found that girls
whose intelligenc‘e increased through childhood tended to
be competitive, independent, and dominant. Maccoby and
Jacklin (1974) in their review of the resea:\:ch concluded
that the more bold, assertive girls showed greater
intellectual abilities. The literature does indicate,
then, that girls heve greater parental rapport end are
more compliant to adults than boys and that the more
assertive girls, who are also probablg} less complian_t, arg
intellectua}./ly advantaged. Compliance to adults appears
to be a central factor jin the 1link between socialﬁization

and the development of cognitive and problem-solving

ability.

>
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Parental Socialization, Compliance, and Cognitive
Competence ' |

Although it is suggested that the socialization girls
receive and the compliaﬁce 'i:hey display have decisive
implications for their cognitive 'functioning, there is
some evidence . that certain aspects of the traditional
female socialization pattern are associated with similar
behaviour patterns in both boys And girls. In one of the
first studies to examine auihoritarian parenting and its

relation to children's personality development, Baldwin

and his colleagues (baldwin, Kalhorn, & Breese, 1945;

Baldwin, 1948, 1949) found that boys and girls of

autocratic parents tended to be obedient and not

regsistive, and to lack curiosity and originality. i'lore_.

recently in longitudinal research, Baumrindf (1977, 1979)

»

has repor ted that for 8-to-9 —year-old‘ children

authoritarian parenting was related to low cognitive

~agency for boys. In related research on one aspect of.

authoritarian parenting, the use of '_at direcltive,‘teaching
style in contrast to offering suggestions which allow the
child more freedom of choice has been found more often

among parents of grade-school children with 1low self-

esteem than among parents of high self-esteem children

.(Loeb, Horst, & Horton, -1980). In a naturalistic‘-

observational study, the frequency with which children's
activities were directed was significantly related to

their performance on a standardized coénitive task, with
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the frequently directed children displaying " lower

cognitive ability (Munroe & Munroe, 1978). Similarly,

physical restriction on exploration has been found to be

negatively °related to the cognitive-intellectual
[

developmen-t of infants (Wachs, 1976; white & Watts, 1973).

Getzels and Jackson (1961) have reported that parents of

»child‘rgrxl who were classifﬁied as highly creative accepf:ed

divergenbe and allowed risk taking in their children more
than did famiiies of less creative children. Thus, there
is some e‘vidence indicating that a restrictive and
controlling socialization by parents, one which fosters

compliance and obedience and which mirrors the normative

O

female socialization pattern, has a deleterious effect on:

the cognitive development of both girls and boys.

Children's Play Activities, Compliance, and Cognitive

Competence

In addition to socializa}:ion’py parents, boys and
girls are also socialized by the activities in which they
participate (Hust‘oxz‘, in press). Sex differences are
reported in the choice of activity, with girls being
observed more often in structured and directed activities

during free play. However, when gender is held constant,

P
relatively structured activities and environments have

been found ¢to be associated with similar behaviour
patterns in boys and girls. 1In a recent study, Carpenter

and Huston-Stein (1980) suggested that structured
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activitiehs may encourage child;en to follow patterns
established by others and may foster compliance and
éependence on adults. They reported‘ that, although girls
selected more ~structured activities fthan boys, preschool
children of both sexes .shov‘ved more gouxpliancg and less
innovation when they ©played in * highly atruct\;red
activities. Furthermore, intoierance of ambiguity in N
preschool children has been found to be related to a more
structured environment (Harrington, Block, & Block, 1978).
The critical fécto:, then, 1is entering the- activitg,
whereas the amount of .structure in the activity appears to
have a similar influence on both boys and girls. Thus,
the more restricted and structured socialization whigh

girls tend to receive and the greater compliance they

display should inhibit the cognitive development of

children in general, not just girls.

Compliance

{
Traditionally, children's oompliance to adults has

been studied within a social learning theory framework and
the situational parameters that influence levels of
compliant respopding have 'B'een examined in an experimentaly
setting (e.q., Sea;:s, Rau, & Alpert, 1965).- However, as
i's &requently emphasized, the egperimental findings may
not necessarily reflect the processes by which children's
compliance to adults is socialized. Purthermore, in a

recent 1i&tetature review of socialization in the context’
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of the 'fam‘ily, Maccoby and Martin (ir’xapress)" suggested .
that in order to explain some of‘the inqonéistencies in
—existing findinéé* a diséinction should be made between
compliance that reéults from immediate situnational
/ .pgeSSures an@ compliance that appears to stem from a more
willingness' to . that - is, ~ they

- generalized comply,

distiﬁguished bekween situational \cbmplianye and
dispositional compliance. Support for this distinction is
providéd ’by regearch which has shown that preschool
. children are more compliaat to another child'sumother.than
to their own (Landauer, Carlsmith, & Lepper;'l970); that
thé momént—to—moment' correlationgs between children's
‘compliance and parental control techniques are different
from the more ;dng—term correlat“ionsf (Lytton & Zwix_.:ner,
1955; Patterson, 1976), and that the effé;tivgneés of
various teaching -rand disciplinary methods‘°appear ﬁo be
different for short-term . and 1ong-te£m compliance
(gh'apmah, 1979; Ruczynski, 1983). Thus, there is some
indication that there afe-différent processes underlying

situational compliance and dispositional compliance which

are tye result of a long-term éarent—éhild relationship. &F

8 longitudinal research, Martin (1981) has found that
by tﬁe,q fourth year a parent-child d}ad can be
characterlzed by its pattern of influenée attempts andu'
compliance. Through the interactive history of child and
: pareaés, children's dispoéitional compliance develops and

Tmpatterﬂb of parent:cpildxintgxactionxconcerning compliénce
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become established (Lytton, 1980; Maccoby & Marti;x, in
press; Patterson, 1976). In the present study, because
children's general 1level of compliance and established
.parent—chi:ld socialization patter’ns are -of greater
interest, parental report <'iata-' have been collected rather
~than an examination of moment-to-moment . associations

between' discrete behav%iours .

b

Studies have revealed associations between parents’'
specific so‘cializatio}x practices and children's social’
béhaviour, such as compliance. The traditional appfoach
in the socialization literature has been to view the child
a§ a pr.oduct of the environment, which isf largely provided
by the parents. However, children ;re rarely sufficiently
obliging as to be so malleable. More recently, the active
role of children in their socialization has been
recognized, and some resea‘rchers '(Bell', 1968; Yarrow,
“:Wa‘xler, & Scott‘, 1971) have argued that childreri have a
ma:ior impact on their parents' behaviour. Studies of the
correlates of compliance clearly indi'ca"i:é&'the reciprocal
nature of parent-child compliance (Lytton,. 1977; Schaffer
& Crook, 1980). Ther\e is some indication, however, that
for compliance the direetion of effect is greater ffom the
parent to the child. ‘Lytton ‘(1'980) has stated that close
observation .0f parents' interactions with their children
‘revealed that parents' behaviour was more ‘dependent on

their own socialization goals and‘ emotions than on the

child's compliance behaviour. More recently, Lytton:

R 7 e 14 T MR g2 B s o e .
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(1982) reported that in home observations parents’
influence outweighs the child's in the"area of compliance.
Although there 1is evidence that parents' behaviour
influences children's compliance, the question of whethér
compliance 1is the proéuct of socialization or whether
socialization is partia\11y designed to meet the éhild's
compliance level, which may be determined partially by
genetic factors, has not been definitively answered.
Traditionaliy, compli_ance has been defined in t\‘m
ways: doing as \éne is' requested or directed and;
secondly, as an indicator of Iinternalization of norms,
such as in studies where compliance is observedﬁ in the
absence of sanctions or authorities. The term compliance,
as used in the present study, is intended to convey more
than just obedience to adults; ratper, it refers to a
child's receptivity to and reliance upon all forms of
adult influence, including suggestion and request as well
as command. The theory of child development guiding this
research suggests that, due to a combination of
environmental and genetic factors, children learn to

differ in their compliance or willingness to be directed

. by addlts. Those children who are more compliant to

adults (high compliants) learn to value adult approval
more, learn to expect adults to aid them in problem
situations, have more practice in solving problems with-

adults, and have less practice in solving problems

independently. Those children who are less complianﬁ to .
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adults (low contpliant:s; find adult approval less

reinforcing, are 1less attentive to adults in general

ineludi‘ng in problem si}:uations, yhave less practice ' in

solving problems with adults, and have more practice in

sollv'ing ’problems isdependently. Thus, it is suggested
;

that compliance to adults is related to the problem-

golving competencies of children.

Socialization Model for Problem-Solving Competence
1 ,

The socialization model which underlies this argument

is depicted in Table 1. This model is not unique (Block,,

1979, ‘198‘1), except .for the emphasis on compliarnce. After

a thorough literature search, it was concluded that the

‘central 1i/hk of comp'lience to adults and problem-solving

skills has not been previously examined.

As summarized above, there is evidence .that girls and
boys are reared in different social and psychological
con‘texts, with girls receiving less ‘freedom from adult
supervision and helé than do boys. Research ‘on the
re}ation between parental socialization practices and
children's compliance has tended to rely on global
constructs of parenting behaviour (Baumrind, 1973; Block &
Block, 1980). In the present research, more specific
dimensions of parental socialization will be examined,
that 1is, parental socialization practices which are

expected to‘ be related specifically to compliance and to

the development of problem-solving competence.
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Table 1

Socialization Model

- 21

Social- Sex dif-
ization_ ferences
differs -==|in compli-
for ance to
girls and adults.
boys.

e
Girls get Girls rely
more re- more on
inforce- adults and
ment for value adult
and prac- approval
tice in more.
being
directed
by adults.
Boys get Boyp rely
more re- less on
inforce- and are
ment for less com-
and prac- pliant to
tice in adults.
indepen-

dent behav-

iour.

J e

——

Sex dif- Sex differ—
ferences ences in
--=|in problemj{---|indepen~
solving dent general
with problem
adults. solving
competence.
Girls tend Girls tend to
to rely more have more diffi-
on adults culty in solving.’
to solve problems inde-
their prob- pendently. .
lems.
Boys tend Boys tend to°
to rely less be'better at
on adults solving prob- .
to solwe lems indepen-
their prob- dently.
lems. -

LN
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There is also a fair amount of evidence indicating a
sex difference in children's compliance to adults, with
girls observedﬁ to be more complians than boys as early as
three years of age (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974; Block, 1976).
At - this young age compliance is frequently considered to
be a sign of maturity (Baumrind, 1973; Maccoby & Martin,
in press). Due to their. relatively greater cognitive
maturity at this developmental stage, girls are possibly
more attentive and respbnsive to parents' requests and
directions and, thus, perhaps parents make more attempts )
to influence and have higher expectations for girls than
boys at the preschool age. However, as parents' sex-role
expectations become‘ more polarized, this sex difference in
compliance is expected to increase with age and to change
its associations with competence and maturity.

‘With respect to the remainder of the model, there is
some theoretical support (Bloclg, 1979) and recent research
findings (Gold et al., in press) which suggest that sex
d'ifferences in probJ‘.em solving with adults exist, with
girls being x;lore dependent on adult help than are boys.
Sex differences in generalized problem solvéng have
frequently been reported after the age of eight (Maccoby &

Jacklin, 1974), with males performing better. Males are

-generally cited as being better than females at solving.

problemls ‘requiring analytical insight and reasoning

(Bardwcick, 1971; Block, 1976; Kagan, 1964). Amongst

. preschoolers, however, sex differences in generalized
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problem solving are usually not found, although some sex
di%ferences -in pfoblem-solving per formance have been
found, with girls' performance being superior to that of
boys  (Coates, 1974; Garai & Scheinfeld, 1968; Maccoby &
Jacklin, 1974). These latter results are usually
attributed to girls' relatively greater maturity at this
age, to test bias, or possibly, to girls' greater need for
adult approval and better motivation. Thus, although the
present research is designed to investigate the link
between compliance and problem-solving ability, sex
éifferences in problem solving are not expected at the
preschool age as more time is required for the
differential socialization of boys and girls to affect
their problem-solving ability. <“Both Block (1979) and
gusion (in press), in "~ their review artjicles, have
suggested that sex differences and sex differentiation
increase with age as the effects of socialization become
“cumulative and as role-related expectations become more.
important to .parents. However, if there is a link between
the socialization of compliance and the development of
problem-solving skills, then the investigation of
preschoolers should permit the identification of the
effect of compliance on individual differences in problem
solving, without the confounding effects which are
inherent in between-sex research. Consequently, with

young children the proppsed link of compliance and

., problem-solving competence can best be tested by using
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within-sex comparisons. In sum'mary,l this socialization

“model indicates that to further our understanding of the -

development of problem-solving ability, the associations '

between parental socialization practices, compliance to
adults, and children™s problem-solving abilities should be
examined. Two studies7 have been constructed ¢to test

hypotheses based on this line of argument.
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STUDY I

In the first study the development of‘problem-solving
competence was investigated by examining the relation
between children's problem-solving -abilities and their
compliance <+to adults. Researchers have examined ?:he
relation between children's cognitive development and the
fmount of restrictiveness and structure in their
socialization (e.g., Carpenter & Huston—sﬁgein, 1980;
Epstein & Radin, 1976; Munroe & Munroe, Kl97é). No
studies, however; were found of the'relation betweén
child;:gn's compli”:anc'e to adults and their problem-solving
performance.

In the present study, assessments of children's
compliance were obtained from both ‘mothers and fathers.
Earlier research has been criticized (Block, 1979‘; Maccoby
& Jacklin, 1974; Loeb et al., 1980) for primarily
investigating patterns of mother -child interaction,
implicitly suggesting that fathers play a relative'ly minor
role in children's socialization. Recently, the distinct
contribution of fathers has not only been recog-niz;:d
(Block, 1978; Lamb,‘19‘761; Lynn, 1969), but fathers also
have been reported to differentiate between girls and boys
more than do mothers (Block et al., 197; Rubin,
Provenzané, & Luria, 1974) and to show greater involwvement
with sons than with daughters, particularly with‘r;espect

to sex-role and achievement socialization (Block, 1978;
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Buston, in press). Thus, in the present study both

mother's and father'g assessments of their <child's

compliance wére obtained. In addition, .a situation-
épecific experimental measure of compliané:e was obtained
in order to examine the relation between parental
compliance ratings and an experimental measure of
compliance.

The effect of .children's compliance on their problem-
solving competence wqé examined in two tasks. ' It was
hypothesized that high compliant children would be more
reliant on adult help in‘a problem-solving situation' than
would low compliant children. Children's performance on a
task where they had to learn to imitate or to do the
opposite of an adult model to reach the solution was
examined. The high compliant children. were expected to
havé the most difficulty in a condition which requifed
doing the opposite of the adult. 1In' addition, it was
hypothesized that children who were more compliant to
adults would have lower performank:e on a general measure
of independent problem solwving, one whiqh involved no help
from an adult model, than children who were less compliant
to adults.

The develoi::ment of problem—solving competence was
also investigated 'by examining the rela‘tion between
parental socialization.techniques and children's level of
compliance. This study was designed to determine if

certain pai:ental patterns of socialization, which have
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been: féund to 'be used differentially with boys and girls
(Block, .1979, 198'1), were related to children's compliance
and problem-solving competence in accordance with the
bidirectional effects of parents' socialization patterns
outlined earlier. This present study, although an attempt

to link parental socialization techniques to children's

" compliance, is not -an attempt to specify causal directions

in associationg, between parental socialization techniques

and children's compliance.

METHOD

Design -

The design of the study involves two independent
variables, children's compliance level and gender.
Children's compliance was divided into two levels, thereby
resulti‘ng“ in four groups of children. Children's
compli‘ance level was assessed by a situation-specific,
exper imental measure and:by mother 's and father's ratings
of their child's general level of compliance. Mothe.r-s'
and fathers' compliance ratings were used separately to
select two sets of the four groups of children. In
addition, the design incluaes délpelzxdent variables which
assess children's problem-solving tompetence and parents'
socialization techniqués:' Childken's problem—solving
performance was measured on tw conditions of an

~

exper imental task under a repeated !measures design and

mrme e owme B e o 2 o eama
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also on a general measure of independent problem solwving.

Participants

Children were recruited £rom five nursery and day-
care centers located within the vicinity of the city of
Montreal. Children were included in t‘hekstudy if they
were English-speaking and between the age\s of four and
five, Parental permission was obtained for all child
testing. The return rate for the pa{rent questionnaire was
52% for mothers __and 43% for fathers, which resulted in a
sample of 66 children for whom maternal data  were
avéilable, 55 children for whom paternal data were
available, and 52 children with data from both parents.
Due to matching procedures, ten children were excluded

from the samp le of <children selected by mothers'

;‘\\,',hj'ﬁ,:')
compliance ratings, while two children were omitted éff,gm-‘}?'i‘f"
'N\ ‘

the sample of children selected by fathers' compliance
ratings. In addition, on.the owl task measure of problem
solving, three childf:en were excluded as they did not
reach the task crit;er'ion. The resulting samples of
children are presented in Table 2 for both sets of four
groups of children required by the design of the study.
Means are ,prese\znted for the” matching wvariables of
children's age, verbal intelligence (Dunn, 1959), and
fathers' socioeconomic level.

The 1large majority of the children (92%) came from
two-parent homes with full-time employed fathers and with

most mothers being at home full time (65%). Most

+
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of Matching Variables
for Groups Selected by Fathers' and Mothers'

Compliance Ratings

Low Compliant High Compliant
Boys Girls Boys Girls

e

By Fathers' Compliance Ratings

14

Characteristics

n 13 13 12 12
Age (in months) 58.54 57.15 55.08 58.00
(4.52) (4.52)  (4.42) (4.07)
PPVT scores ‘ 109.85 115.54 122.33 111.42
‘ (18.38) (11.18)  (7.38) (9.73)
SES scores 2.31 2.31 2.00 2.50°

(0.95) (0.95) (0.60) (1L.00) .

By Mothers' Compliance Ratings

Characteristics n 17 18 10 8

Age (in months) . 58.06 56.33 56.70 57.88
(5.04) (4.75) (4.08) (3.94)

PPVT scores 114.47 112.83 119.80 114.75
(9.45) (10.34) (9.90) (8.65)

SES scores 2.40 2.25 1.89 2.25
(.83) (.58) (.60) (.89)

'‘Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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‘families' (71%) sociocéconomic status, as assessed by
father's occupqtion,‘ was classified in the highest two of
five socioeconomic 1levels (Blishen & McRoberts, 1976).
None of the children were pg}'ceived by their’ teaéhers as

having a serious behaviour problem.

Procedure
The children were examined in three individual
sessions by two female examiners, who were tra ined to

interact with the children in a similér fashion. In a

recent study, Gold and her colleagues (Gold et al., ind

prgss) found th‘;t preschool children's problem—-solving
performance was not affected by the gender of the
exper imenter. The sessions were spaced at approximately
two mor:th intervals, and each &perimenter administered
different tests to the children.m

In the first session, the children received the IT
Scale for Children-Neutral Version (Dickstein & Seymour,
1977) and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn, 1959)
to assess sex~-role preference and verbal IQ. .-In the
second session, the children were tested on the New Owl
Task, which was designed to assess children's compliance
in a specific task situation. The children were also
given the Think It Through subtest of problem solving
ability from the Circus preschool assessment bqttery

(Anderson, Bogatz, Draper, Jungeblut, Sidwell, Ward, &

Yates, 1974; Bogatz, 1979). In the 1last session, the

£
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children's performsnce on the 01d le Task‘ (Gold et al.,
in press) was Qi:ested uqcier two conditions 'in a repeeted
me;sures design in .order to measure children's ability to
solve problems by learning to imitate os to do the
opposite of an a;iult model. ﬁithin each session, the
order of the tests or conditions of -the 014 Ow]. '.l‘ask was '
completely counterbalanced. .

Questionnaires for t{nﬁe parents were sent he\‘me, and
the ciSmpleted lforms v;ere returned to the centers by the
childre‘n. In addition, information about‘ the family ;
background of the children was obtained from sghool a

records. '~ The teachers completéed evaluations of the

-children's behaviour in tixe school.

A

~

Me;sure of sex-role preference. A neutral version of -
“ the IT Scale for Children (see .Appendix A) was |
administered to . the subjects as a meagsure of sex-_roJ:e
preference. pre original IT Scale for C;iLc-iren (ITSC) was
éonstructed- 17;( Brown "(qi956) as a’ measure of sex-role \

preference ar/xd consists of 36 picture cards of sex-typed

4

objects and ‘a neutral child named IT. 'Subjects select

o

“items they think IT would prefer. A‘subject's score ’is.

s
S e T

based on three differentially weighted subtests: 8 points

N . :
for the toy-choice subtest, 64 points for the adult and -
g ! childhood sex-roles subtest, and 12 points for ' the child ,
Ve figures subtest. The ITSC is a standardized test with

.moderdte test-retest reliability (i.e., an interval of

3
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approximately one month), .71 and .84 fér boys and girls,
respectively " (Brown, 1956) . The test 1is simple to
administer and takes‘ approximately 10 minutes, which is
within the attention span of most preschool children.
| The ITSC has received some criticism. 'In particular,
Brown's scor.ing. system has been crit.icized for not taking
into consideration the overalld brder of the child's choice
(Edelbrock & Sugavfa'ra, 1978; Thompson & McCandless, 1970)°
and for its 'seemingly. arbitrary assignment of subtest
'weigl;lt\s; particularly as the lowest subtest weight ié
assign‘éd -to the toy-choice subtest, when the effectiveness
\&f té‘y choices in 'discriminating\ between young boys and
gi\rls'has been demonstrated (DeLucda, 1963; McCandless,
1965) .

In the presen; tft_udy, a neutral version of I'I'S(} was
administered. The%@;‘ucture gf the original ITSC (Brown,
"1956) ﬁas been.criiticizgd in that the test offers only two
extr‘eme choices, items strongly sex-stereotyped feminine
or masculine. This teslt format does not \a'p‘pear to offer a
.wide énough range, particularly for boys. Dickste}n and
Seymour (1977) investigated the effect of _adding neutral
items to the ITSC, and their resuits indicate thgt the
.addition of neutral itesz broadens the range of choices <;f
boys and thus_t appears to provide a more galid measure.

Thus, in this study, neutral' items were added, and the

scoring system waé adjusted with neutral choices being

“

" assigned a value midway between the masculine and feminine

L2
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| values (Dickstein &  Seymour, i977). Because the
assumption that the IT stick figure is gender-ambiguous
has’ been Acriticized (Brown, 1962; Endsley, 1967; Thompson
& McCandless, 1970), the IT was concealed inside an
envelope, and the children were asked to i'magine 'IT (Fling
& Manosevitg,,1972; Sher & Lansky, 1968). 1In addition,
because the original drawings are not as clear or
attractive as one would like, the pictu:es_weré redrawn in
a more attractive format.

A subject's sex-role preference was sc;)red in the
direction of same-sex preference. Subjects' scores were
approximately normally* distribu}:ed with a range between

20.0 and 78.0, a mean of 53.9, and a standard deviation of

¥ ‘ ¢

11.5.

Measure of verbal intelligence. The Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test (PPVT; see Appendix B) was administered to

the subjects as:-a measure of verbal intelligence. This

-

test was constructed by Dunn (1959) to provide a measure

of verbal intelligence through assessing a subject's

receptive vocabulary. The PPVT is an untimed individual

3

test, which can be administered in 15 minutes or 1less.

The test 1is attractive and 1is interesting to most

childre;. The PPVT has been e\;aluated as being the best
of its kind in its discriminating ability at the lower

ages (Piers, 1965). Construct v.alidity has been

demdnstrated by studies which have correlated the PPVT

S
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; ' with other intelligence tests. The PPVT has been found to

oy

correlaée most highly with other measufes of vocabulary,

R R

with a médian correlaﬁion of‘ .71  and Ep correlate
moderately well with other tests of verbal ihﬁelligence," .
! .  with a median correlation of .71 and .§2 for -the WAIS and
i , Stanford-Binet, reséectively (Dunn & Dunn, 1981).

In the present study,fmghildrep's PPVT scores we;e
'approximatelyﬁno;mally distributed ;nd ranged between 76
~and 138, with a mean of 113.8,

Measures of compliance. Two approaches were uséd to

- P assess compliance; a general measure and a situation-
. ¢ ’

specific measure.

General measure of compliance. The general meagure
was constructed to assess parents' perceptions of their-

child's general level of compliance; Mothers and: fathers

.independenély completed a scale rating how compliant their
chiid was in compar ison to other children of the same age

o (see Appendix C, item 19). The response format was a 5-

o g e v o

" point, Likert-type scale consisting of the following
responses: A Lot More Than .Other Children, More ‘fhén
Other Children, The Same As Other *Children,‘ Less Than

. Other Children, A Lot Less Than;Othgf Children:

Co | " The distri?utions of mothers' and fat@prs' complia?fe

ratings are displayed in Appe

Nx D. Mothegs' ratings
were positively skewed, wit gavy grouping of rhtings

(71%) at the low compliant pole, while fathers' compliance

T e by e S = . B b e e e o
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ratings were more normally distributed. In addition, this
differential pattern of 1 mothers' and fathers'
distributions was also present. when girls and boys were
éonsidered separately. Children who were rated by their

parents as being above or below the median compliance

\

rating for their own sex were selected for the study. A

.median division of parents' compliance ratings was chosen
to select high and .low coﬁpliant' children because
children's general levei of compliance is conceptualized
~as a dichotomous variable. The skewness in the
distribution of mothers' ~compliance ratings supports a
median split.
Correlation coefficients were calculated in order to
evaluate the extent of agreement between, motﬁers' and

~ fathers' compliance ratings. Parents' compliance ratings

were found to be correlated at a low level, r(50) =.19,

p<.10, with the amount of association low and not

- significant for both girls, r (23) = .13, ns, and boys, r

(25) =.25,‘b§. Because of the’low'level of association
‘between parents' compliance ratings, and because previous
research findi;gs and conceptualizations have p¥ovided
., support for the guggestion that mothers‘and fathers have
different perceptions of their chtggr?n (Block, 1978;
Lamb,  1976; Huston, in press), mothers' and fathefs'

compliance‘tatings were usedﬂseparatelg to selecgglgo sets

-of high and low tompliant girls and boys.
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Test-retest reliability was ‘assessed by having
parents complete the parent questionnaire appngimately\
one year later. Since addresses’ and permission were
obtainable for only 45% of the parents, and a return rate
of 23% on the mailed questionnaires was achieved, this
retest provided only a small sam?le of 10 parents. The
test;retest reliability coefficiént, after one year, on

2

this sample was .60, p<.05.

Situatibn—specific measure of compliance. Compliance

was also assessed by a situation-specific experimental
measure of compliance. An experimental measSure of
compliance on a choice discrimination task (New Owl Task)

was developed based upon the work of Winston & Redd

‘(i976). A diagram of the apparatus for the New Owl Task
is presented in Appendix E. The apparatus consisted of a"

wooden box, .33m by .28m by .40m, with a brightly colored -

owl painted on the front. Two large levers were located
on the front of the box underneath the owl and two small

lights were positioned as the owl's eyes. On the New Owl,

the children's task was to make the owl's eyes light byl

pressing one of two buttons. The children were given an

initial learning period, during which all children quickly

~ learned that button A always made thé owl's eyes light,

while button B ‘did not. After cﬁild;en ‘reached .the

criterion of four consecutive correct button presses, theyn

were reinforced by verbal praise and were told they were

>
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to start again to try to make the owl's eyes light. The
adult experimenter suggesied that thé child press button B
éhis time and then 1left the room, since previous -work
indicates that presence of an adult observer reduces
noncompliance (Winston & Redd, 1976). The children's
regsponses were automatically recorded. The measure of
compliange was the number of trials the child conformed to
the adult's suggestion by pressiné button ’ﬁ, which
continued to not make the owl's eyes 1light, before
switching to button A, which in the child's own exper ience
had made the o;l's eyes light and continuell to do so. The
correlation coefficient between the number of trials to
criterion in the learning period and the number of initial
conforming ¢frials in the compliance period was not
significgnt, r (126) = .05, ns, thus indicating that the
compliance period was measuring more than just a learning

process.

Measure of generalized independent problem solving.

The Think It Through subtest (see Appendix F) from the
Circus preschool assessment battery, Form A, (Anderson et
al., 1974; Bogatz, 1979) was used to assess children's
generalized ability to solve problems independently. The
testrhas a non-verbal cartoon format, designed to evaluate

childten's ability to identify problems, to discriminate

and classify objects on the basis of their -phyBical

properties or functions, to evaluate solutions, and to.
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- identify usual sequences of events or activities. The
test consists of two praétice and 32 test items. On
presenting each item, the examiner asks a question and the
subject responds by selecting the correct answer out of a
possible three or four answers depicted in cartoon-like
pictures. Problem identification (i.e., items 1 to 6) and
time  sequence (i.e., items 10 to 14) are measured by items

in which the examiner asks the child to mark one of three

pictures that "has something wrong"™ or "that shows what

happens first"”. Fér 14 of the classification items (i.e.,

items 19 to 32), the, examiner shows the child a picture, of
three things, and then asks them to mark, from three
response pictures, "the one they go best with". For three
items (i.e., items 7 to 9), the child marks one of -four
pictures that 'd&éé not go with the others”. The items
which measure‘solution evaluation (i.e., items ‘14 to 18),'
present a picture of a problem, for example, "Clarence
wants to get some cookies from a far on a high shelf but
he can't reach it". The child marks, from three pictures
of possible solutions, the picture he thinks shows the
"beét" way to solve Clarence's problem. The test is
attractive and the Circus theme has been found to appeal
to boys ana girls alike. The Think It Through subtest is
an untimed test which can be administered individually in
@pproximately 15 minutes or less. Administration and

scoring of the test is straightforward and does hot

require specialized training.
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Standardization of the Think It Through subtest from
the Circus preschool assessment battery, Form A, was based
on a sample of 273 children, who were drawn from 20
nursery school classes (Bogatz, 1979). .The
standardization sample included children from four regions
of the United States. The mean score for the children,
who were between the ages of 4.4 years and 5.3 years, was
21.53 with a standard deviation of 5.67. Scores were not
reported separately for girls and boys. Based on this
standardization‘sample, alph; coefficients of reliability
have been calculated as a measure of the test's internal
consistency. For the total ¢32 items, the alpha
coeffiqient of reliability was moderate at .82, while for
the Classification subscale and for the Solution
Evaluation and Time Sequence subscale, Alpha coefficienté
were .76 and .63, respective;y.
With respect to concurrent validity, the authors
report a validity study conducted on 600 kindergarten
children in which the teachers were asked to rate each

child's, ability in ghe areas that the Circus subtests

.measured. , A significant cbrrelation coefficient of .38

was found between teachers' judgements of the children's
problem-solving ability and the Think It Through problem-
solving subtest. Support for the validity of the Think It
Through subtest as-a measure of problem-solving ability is
largely Sased on the theoretical and empirical information

about early child development which underlie the item
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' construction and thus influence the face validity of the

teat (Anderson et al., 1974).

In the present study, Think It Through écores were
approximately normally distributed with a range between 14
and 31, a mean of 21.3, and a standard deviation of 3.7,
which is comparable with the standardization sample of
four-to-five~year old children (Bogqtz, 1979). For all
the children in the study, the correlation between Think
It Through scores and verbal IQ as measured by children's

receptive vocabulary on the PPVT was not significént;

however, for low compliant children, a positive

correlation coefficient was found for boys, r(13)=.37,
p<.10, while a negative correlation coefficient was found
for girls, r(10)=-.55, p<.05. Within the ade range of the
present study, -a low correlation coefficient occurred

between age and Think It Through scores, r(50)=.30, p<.05.

Measure of problem solving with an adult model. The
0ld Owi Taék, which is based on a task used by Mate-Ross
(1973), has been used previously by Gold and her
colleagues (Gold et al., in press). 'The 014 Owl Task was
used to measure children's probleﬁ solving under two
conditions: problem solving. requiring . the' direct
imitation of an adult mo@el's response and problem solving
requiring reverse imitation of an adult's response. A
rebéated measures design was used, with the children

receiving both the direct imitation and reverse imitation.
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conditions in counterbalanced order.
The task us:ywy Mate-Ross (1973) was developed to
determine if prior observation of an adult's response

produced greater interference on subsequent learning of an

‘alternate response than that produced by .the child

learning an initially correct response which then became
incorrect through their own direct experience with. the
task. Children's 1learning of the alternate response,
without any prior observation of or experienée with an
interfering response, was also measured. The subjects
were between seven and nine years of age, and after an
initial introduction to the task they worked
independently, except .for the condition when the subjects
observed the adult model. The task was designed such that
the initial response was a press—re‘ward contingency, an
active response, while the subsequent, alternate response
was a no press-reward contingency, an inactive response.

On the Old Owl Task (Gold et al., in press), the

condition of problem solving requiring reverse imitation

of an adult's response was based on Mate-Ross's condition
of tile child 1learning the alternate response after
observing an adult perform successfully with an initial
response. On the 0l1d Owl Task, a second condition wa\s
constructed which was problem solving requix:'ing the direct
imitation Sf ‘an adult's response. Pilot work indicated
that the mastering of the no-press contingency, an

inactive response, was too difficult for most preschool
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children’, thus, the procedures were si‘mplified to make

- them more appr'é:priate for children at the preschool level.

The owl apparatus was described in detail in an
earlier section (see Appendix E). The child was given the
problem of making the owl's eyes light by choosing and-
learning the eorr:'ect sequence of three lever presses. The
child was reinforced for succeeding in the task by \:h;
owl's eyes 1ighting, by verbal praise from the adult model
at each turn, and by being allowed to choose a brightly
colored stick'er from a wide selection at the end of the
task. Pilot work with a sample of 35 four-year-old boys
and girlé had indicated that from a group of potential
si;imuli, the owl pictur.e was equally selected by both as
suiitable for a boy and gir'l. Consequently, the 0ld Owl
Task can be reéarded as sex-role neutral.

The 0l1d Owl Task was introduced to the subjééts using
ajtandardized set of instructions which were the same for -
both conditions (see Appendix G). The children were
instructed as follows. "Let's go play the Owl Game. To
play the game, you want to get the owl'.? eyes to light up.
How do we get the eyes to light up? Weil, you press these
buttons three times. Now there are three different ways
you can press these buttons three times and the eyes will
light up. I am going to show you the three different
ways." The adult model then demonstrated three different

sequences of three lever presses which varied direction of

movement from right to left levers and number of presses
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(one or t;vo) on each lever (see Appendix G). The model
continued, "So there are three different ways you can
press the buttons three times and thé eyes will light up.
Sometimes one way works, and sometimes another way works.
I'll go first." The adult model always chose ;:he second
sequence. "Now it's youf" turn and ;ememb_er there are
three different ways you can press the buttons three
times."

The model took the fimrst turn and, using the second
demonstrated sequence of lever pressing; succeeded in
lighting the owl's eyes in one trial. The next tufn,
which contained four consecutive trials, was the child's.
If the child did not succeed on these four trials, the
instructions were repeated, the adult model demon‘strated

another successful trial using the same sequence she had

previously used, and the child had another turn of four.

trials. The procedure was repeated until th;a child
reached the criterion of four successful consecutive
trials or until the whole procedure had been repeated six
times without the C\hild reaching criterion. At that
point, the child was reinforced on the next four 't:xfial;.;

regardless of the sequence of presses performed, thanked,

and returned to the classroom.

R

In the direct imitation condition, the child was
reinforced by verbal praise and the owl's eyes lighting
whenever she or he imitated the model's sequence. The

reverse 4mitation condition fequired that to succeed the
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child had to. léatn to do either of the two sequences,
other than the one made by the adult model. 1In both
conditions after every four pnsuccessful trials bj the
child, the model consistentiy repeated the instructions,‘
performed the same sequence of presses, and reminded the
child that there were three different ways to cause the
owl's eyes ‘to light, but did not give the c¢hild any
further cues. Sequences of lever presses other than the
three sequences repeatedly demonstrated by the model were
not considered as appropriate responses. L

Children's scores for the direct imitation condition
ranged from 4 to 24, with a mean of 9.1 and a standard
deviation of 4.9. For reverse imitation, the scores.
ranged from 4 to 24, with a mean of 12.1 and a standard
deviation of 6.3.

In both the#§sy Owl measure of compliance and fhe 0id
Owl measure of problem-solving with an adult model, the
children wége pgesented with a goal to be achieved via a
choice discrimination task. However, in the compliance
measure (New Owl), the task was relatively easy since the
children were given an explicit suggestion with which- to
comply, and a specific course of action was indicated.: In
the problem-solving measure (014 Owl), the task was much
more difficult, no éxpliqitbdirective to comply was given, .
and instead of a specified course of action being
indicated to the children, they had to learn to use the

cues provided by the .adult model in different ways.
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Measure of parental socialization techniques.

Mothers and fathers independently complet;ed questionnaires
(see Appendix C) based on the work of Fagot (1978) and
Block (1979, 198l1). The questionnaire was designed to
indicate parents' use of the following four socialization
techniques: reinforcement of children for proximity,

reiﬁforcement of children for compliance, the ‘giving of

‘assistance to children when they are having difficulty in

doing activities, and demonstration and modelling by the

parents to children of how to perform certain activiites.

The ihdividual items which asé‘éssed parents' socialization

techniques are displayed separai:ely'for each of tﬁe four

sociali‘zation techniques in Appendix H. The response .

format was a 5-point, Likert-type scale consisting of the
following responses: Very Often, Often, Sometimes,
Seldom, Not At All. The return rate for the parent

questionnaires was 52% for mothers and 43% for father's.

Test-retest . reliability was assessed by hav'iﬂg‘

parents domplete the parent questionnaire appro*ximat‘ely.

one year later. Test-retest reliability coefficients on
the socialization items, for the sample of 10 parents,
ranged from .89 ¢to .26 with a median correlation

“

coefficient of .48.
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RESULTS

- R

Four groups of children,. high and low compliant girls

and boys, were reqﬁited by the design of the _study.

Compliance was assessed by twé metr;ods, ’dg\ing an.

expg!;imenta‘l situation-specific measure and a general

measure of parents' -ratings of their child's ‘level .of’

compliance. The situation-sp%cific exper imental measure °

" of compliance did not <correlate significantly with
fathers" ratings of compliance, had a low ﬁegativ.e'

association with mothers' ratings of compliance, r(e64) =

-.20, p<.10, and did not correlat;e/ with other c‘hild-

‘measures. In contrast, mothers' and fathers' ratings of
‘compliance did sQow a number of signi{icant associations
with child measures. Due to thése empirical res&lts, and

since a genmerél measure of compliance 1ig of greater

‘the—;retical interest, parents' rating-s of their child's
. géneral level of compliance were uged in the sub%equent
analyses. As mentiprxed~ above, mothers' and fai:hers;

compliance ratings had diyfferent patterns of distributions

énaq were correlated at a ‘low" level (i.e., r=.19);

 consequently, theix.: ratings were usedmeparatel? to select
two sets of four groups of high and low compliant girls

and boys. Those children who"were rated as above or below

’t:he'P median for their own sex were selected for the study.
‘Interesting‘ly, there were no ‘sig‘nifican't differenceﬁ&

between girls and-boys on fathers' or mothers" ratings ‘of .

Al - "
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The analysis of the data for the four groups of

subjects selected by the fathers' ratings is reported

'first, followed by the analysis of the data for the four

groups selected by the mothqrs' rétings. '

A 2x2 analysis of variance for the factors of

. \
compliance (low, high) ipd sex (male, female) was

performed on the Think It Through scores of problem
solving (see Appendix I). As, predicted, there was a main
effect of co&pliance, F(1,47) = 7.42, p<.01, with thq\less
compliant children scoring significantly higher than the
more compliant children (sge Table 3).

A 2x2x2 analysis of variance for the factors- of

compliance (low, high) and sex (male, £female), -_with

repeated measures on the factor of condition of imitation

_(diregﬁv reverse) was performed on the number of'triagg to

criterion on the 0l1d Owl Task of problem solving with an
adult model (see Appéndix I). The expected main effect of
condition of imitation was significant, F(1,46) = 10.30,

p<.005, with the reverse K imitation condition requiring

more trials than ﬁhe direct imitation condition (see Table -

3). The interaction of sex and compliance also reached

significance F(1,46) = 4.09, p<.05, with the high
compliant girls performing better overall 6n the " two
conditions of imitation than kheo high éompliant bo§su
Scheffé, p<.10. The data were examined for poss{ble

effects due to presentation order of the two conditions of.

©
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Table 3
Problem-Solving Means and Standard Deviations for

Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratings

{

Low Compliant Hiéh Compliant

Boys Girls Boys Girls

Problem-Solving Scores® n 13 13 12 12
01d Owl, direct, 9.85  8.62  10.67  6.33
imitation v (3.51) (4.57)  (3.55) (3.17)
0ld Owl, reverse " 10.46 12,92 13,33 11.00
imitation (5.78) (5.92)  (5.21) (5.69)
Think It Through® 21.67 23.83  19.75 20.42

(3.46) (3.51) (3.55) (3.20)

Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.

a Higher scores on 0l1d Owl indicate poorer performance,
while higher scores on- Think It Through indicate better

per formance. ~

b Analyses of Think It Through scores were conducted
on a slightly differen mple due to the requirement
of. having both mother and father ‘data on subjects .for
subsequent discrimination function analyses and due
to the retention of three subjeots who did not reach
criterion or the 0ld@ Owl Task (n = 15, 12, 12, 12, for
the low compliant boys and girls and for the high .
compliant boys and girls, respectively).
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imitation, direct and reverse. A 2X2X2 analyeis of
variance for the factors of compliance;.sex, and order of
presentation was conducted on‘ch-;l.ldren's scores ~ for both

conditions of imitation. Neither ‘the orde‘r of

presentation, nor its interaction with sex or compliance

had significant effects upon childr‘en's'performance (see
Appendix J). . ' : . .

‘ The parents' reported socialization "techniques were
examined for the children selected according to their
fathers' ratings of compliance. A 2x2 mu],tivariatka
analysis of variance for the ’factors of compliance and sex

was performed on the fathers' use of four socialization

" techniques: reinforcemént of proximity, reinfo@%nt of

comp;L(isa,nce. help giving, Jand u'se of modelling (see
Appe\ndix' K) . The multivariate effects were not
significant; howevexg, as the Bartlett test of sphericity
indicated that the four va;iables were not intercorrelated
significantly, _)52(6) = 3.81, p=.71, the univariate effects
were examined (Hummel & Sligo, 1971). The sex and
complianc ¢ intéraction for the scale assessing use of

modelling by the ‘fathers was .significant, F(1,47)=4.05,

p<.05. Fathers reported greater use of modelling (e.g.,

1}

_demonstrating and helping the child in activities) with

the boys they perceived as high compliant and less use
with the low compliant boys and the high compliant girls,
Scheffé, p<.1l0 (see Table 4).
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Socialization Means and Standard beviations for

Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratggps

Low Compliant

High Compliant’

Boys Girls - Boys Girls
Paternal Scores n 15 12 12 12
/ .
R. of Proximity 9.33 10.00 10.00 9.33
‘ (1.84)  (1.54) (1.76)  (1.97)
R. of Compliance 10. 40 10.92 11.25 10.92
(1.24)  (1.00)  (1.29)  (1.68)
Help Giving 5.93 . 5.83 5.58 6.00
(.96) (.83)  (1.44)  (1.41)
Use of Modelling 15.93. 16.67 - 17.17 15.75
(1.71)  (1.15)  (2.44)  (2.09)
Maternal Scores
R. of Proximity 9.47 9.00 8.67 9.25
(2.36)  (2.22) (1.92)  (1.06)
R. of Compliance . 11.13  11.75 8.67 9.25
(1.19)  (1.42) . (1.51) (.85)
Help Giving 6.80  -6.58 5.75 6.33
(1.01) (.79)  (1.48) (.89)
N / “
Use of Modelling 16.40 17.50 16.00 ~ 16.50
(2.06) (2.28) (1.65)  (1.57)
Note. Reinforcement ié abbreviated to R. Standard

deviations are in parentheses. Highe

greater socialization emphasis.

1

* scores indicate
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The an%lysis of the mothers' socialization scores for

the boys and girls selected according to their father's
o

complian%?/ evaluations, showed a consistent pattern (see
- /‘n

'

Appendix K). The factor of compliance had a significant
multivariate main effect, F(4,44)=4.26, ,p<.005, with
mothers' giving assistance when their ch\ild is having some
Aifficulty with a task, F(1,47)=4.94, p<.05, and
reinforcement of compliance, F(1,47)=9.94, p<.005,
attaining statistical significance. Mothers reported
giving more assistance to and reinforcing compliance with
the less 'compliant children, regardless of the se)g of ‘the
child (see Table 4). '

The analysis of the data for the four groups of
childrén, selected according to their mothers' evaluations
of their compliance, shov;ied fewer results. The analysis
of variance for the Think It Through test of problem
solving fa“iled tc; reveal significant’ effects for
compliance level or for gender of child (see Appendix L).
The\repeated measures analysis of var iance on the 01d Owl
Task of problem solving with an adult model (see Appendix
L) demonstrated a sign;i.ficant effect only for the factor

of condition, F(1,49)=9.13, p<.005, with the reverse

-condition being more difficult for the subjects (see Table

5). Neither compliance, sex, nor their interaction had
significant effects on the matefnal or paternal
socialization scores for these four groups (see Table 6)

(see Appendix K).
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‘ Table 5 »
' ~

> Problem-Solving Means and Standard Deviations for

Groups Selected b¥ Mothers' Compliance Ratings

. Low Compliant High Compliant
' ) .. / . Boys Girls Boys Girls

s Rl 0 gLy BRI A e P v NS SR PR L T
-~

‘
/

Problem—Solving Scores? n 17 18 10 8

T : 014 0wl, direct 10.12 7.56 10.00 6.50
B o imitation (4.27) (4.31) (3.40) (2.98)

| 014 owl, reverse 13,18  10.67  9.20  12.50 -
: imitation | (6.13) (5.13) (4.64) (5.83)

b

\ . ) Think It Through" 21.33 22.00 19.71 22.83

(3.44) (4.07) (3.04) (3.54)

Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
a Higher scores on 0ld Owl indicate poorer performance,
while higher scores on Think It Through indicate better
per formance.

: b Analyses of Think It Through scores were conducted on a
slightly reduced sample due to the requirement of having
both mother and father data on subjects for subsequent ’
discrimination function analyses. Three subjects who did
not reach criterion on the 0ld Owl Task were retained

(n = 15, 16, 7, 6 for the low compliant boys and girls

and for the high compliant boys and girls, respectively).
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Socialization Means and Standard Deviations for

Groups Selected by Mothers' Compliance Ratings
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Low Compliant.

High Compliant

Boys Girls Boys Girls
Paternal’Scores n 15 16 7 6
' R. of Proximity 9.13  9.75  10.71 9.50
(1.81) (:.29) (1.11) (2.59)
R. of Compliance 10.53  11.00 11,14 11.00 -
(1.25) - (1.03) (1.57) (2.19)
- Help Giving ' 5.93 6.19 5.57 5.83
v ' L(1.22) (1.05) (1.40) (.75)
'U__se of Modelling © 16.93 16.06 17.00 16.83
(1.91) (L.73) - (2.45) (1.72)
Maternal Scores
R. of Proximity 9.27 9.44 8.71 -~ 8.50
' (2.60) (1.86) (1.38) (1.38)
R. of Compliance 10.73 10.88 11.00 11.00
. (1.53) (1.54) (1.00) (1.26)
Help Giving 6.40 6.31 5.86 6.83
(1.24) (.70) (1.77) (1.17)
\ Use of Modelling 16.27 16.69 16.00 17.83
, (1.53) (2.27) (1.41) (.98)
Note. Reinforcement is. abbreviated to R. Standard

deviations are in parentheses. Higher scores indicate

greater socialization emphasis.
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In order to determine what variables best identify
children who are competent proﬁlem solvers, a stepwise
discriminant function analysis was conducted on fourteen
var iables of the study. A stepwise discriminant anélysis
is considered to be preferable to the standard method of
including all the variables at once, when the number of
predictor variables is 1large, especially if the sample
sizes are not commensurately large (Tatsuoka, 1976).
Because of the relatively small sample size of 52 subjects
for whom both mothers' and,fathers' data were available,
the girls' and boys' data were analyzed together. Both
mothers' and fathers' compliance ratings and socialization
practices were examined to assess thelr relative power in
discriminating between.yhigh- and "low problem solvers as
measured by the Circus Think It Through scale of general
problem solving. C?u‘.ldren were gelected as high or low
problem solvers if their problem-solving score was above
or -below the median for their own sex. Since‘ no effect of
the order of entry of the. variables was predicted, an
empiricalJ investigation of the possible effects of
different entry orders on group classification results was
conducted. The matching ‘v'ariables were always entered
first, while the remaining variables were combilned into
foﬁr groups of variables: mothers' sociélization
var iables, fathers' socialization variables, mothers'
compliance ratings, and fathers' compliance ratings. The

.order of entry of these four groups of variables was

- R e e e e v o kA A e
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varied. The percent of correct classification ranged

between 70.6% and 72.6% for the 24 ‘:entry orders

considered, indicating that one order of entry was not

significantly better than the others. Thus, the order of

" entry of v‘ariables, was only partially controlled, with

four matching variables (i.e., age, IQ, SES, ITSC) being
considered first and then parents' eight socialization
variables and two compliance ratings entering ‘individually
i'n ‘the order in which they met the cfiterion of largest
increase in Rao's V. The discriminant analysis resulted
in a significant function composed.of six variables,
V(6)=16.68, p<.0l. Of these six yariables, only the

I

addition of fathers' compliance .| rating ‘produced a
significant 'change in Rao's V (see ';able 7). Inspection
of the standardized canonical d;ilscriminant function
coeffic‘ients revealed that fathers' compliance ratings
contr ibuted "the largest weight té\ the discriminant
function. When the groyp centroids\\ were examined in
conjunction with these coefficients, the results indicated
that high problem solvers were maximally distinguiéhed
from_ low problem solvers on the basis of being considered
as - less compliant by their £father. This function
carrectly classified 70.6% of ‘th/ children as high or low
problem solvers, with 73% of the™ high problem solvers

classified successfully as compared to 68% of the low

problem solvers.
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Table 7

Changes in Rao's V, Standardized Discriminant Function

Coefficients and Group Centroids for Function

Discriminating High and Low Problem Solvers

7
L3

Variables Change in Standardized Function
Rao's V Canonical Dis— Evaluated
criminant at Group
Function Co- Means (Group
efficients Centroids)
Age 3.51 . =.5991
i
SES 3.24 .4124 '
Fathers' . N
Compliance "6.67* .9559 Group
Ratings )
: | High Problem
Solvers
Mothers' Help 3.21 .7269 -.6354
Giving
Low Problem
Solvers
Mothers' Com- 1.89 .5459 .6608
pliance Rein-
forcement 3
Mothers' Use '2.90 -.4571

of Modelling

*p < .0l
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DISCUSSION

The results of the study lend some support to the
hypothesis that in girls and boys without apparent

behaviour problems, compliance is negatively related to

indepéﬁdent problem-solving per formance.
although the data support the yypothesis that children who

o d
are less likely to defer to adult authority are more

likely to be able to solve problems on their own, the data
also force a reconsideration of another hypothesis of the
study. It had been predicted that on thé 0l1d Owl problem-

solving task with an adult model, a compliance X condition

" of imitation interaction would emerge, with the high

compliant children doing most -poorly when required to do
the oppgsite of an adult model. Such a result would have
occurred if greater compliance was the factor responsiblé
for‘the poorer performance of girls in this condition‘in
the Gold et al. study . (in press). However, girls'
performance was not poorer in this ‘condition in the
present study. The use of a repeated measures design for
the conditions of direct énd reverse imitation on tﬁe Oowl

Task differentiate the present study from the previous

one. Although no significant effects were found for the

N 3
presentation order of the two conditions (see Appendix J),’

girls' performance in the present study under a repeated
measures design was better in both conditions than in the

Gold et al. study, regardless of the sex of the model,

RAIEIRITENT SV T L 2 L L T S A L T

_However,

b RESR—,



l

Y g e

58

while boys' scores tended to be lower ee Appendix M) .

NPETE A el S

For both girilis and boys, these effects were particularly
evident for -the high compliant children. It appears that
girls' and boys' performances are affected differentially

"by whether the design of the study is a repeated or non-

45 1 R P Y 5 R

repeated measures design, with the g-irls, particularly the
. | high compliant girls, benefiting from repeated test
opp-ortunitie\s. The repeated measures design might allow
the importance of the adult model's role to bec?me more
evident, something to wq}'rich girls‘ might be more receptive,
especially high compliant girls.  Furthermore, the
children in this study had prior experience with the owl
apparatus when they were assessed on the experimental

measure of compliance. This measure precedced the

P N

examination of ‘children's problem solving on the 0ld Owl
Task and provided another opportunity for the children to
- recognize the possible relevance of the adult's role.

Thus, in the present study emblcbying a repeated measures

PN

d'esign girls did not do more poorly than boys in the
reverse imitation condition.

A second difference’ °be'twee1:i~’the two studies is tha;:
compliarice was not measured in the Gold et al. study. 1In
the present research, girls and boys appear to be equal in

/ compliance, in that they were not found to differ on

. fi
compliance level as rated by mothers or fathers. It is

TR N7 ey TRl o At PV BN D 450y R an
.

possible that in ‘the previous study girls and boyé dia

differ in compliance, with the girls being more compliant
, b‘ r - . IS .
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and that this difference was responsible for the . poorer

performance of the girls in the condition which required
that they do the opposite of an ad‘plt model. However,
since compliance was not assessed dir‘éi':tiy in the Gold et
al. study, firm conclusions cannot be made concern:l:hg the.
possible mediating role of compliance. | )

In the present research, compliance as assessgsed by

fathers did have an effect on children's problem-s;olving

o
., performance with an adult. There was a sex X compliance

interaction, with the high compliant gi;:ls performi_ng
better than the high compliant boys as measured by their
overall performance in the two cohditions of imitation.

The high compliant girls' better performance in  the

G

reverse imitation condition was not expec‘tgg_, Jn a
repeated measures design, as menti‘oned abgve, ‘éompliance
seems to help' girls' problem solving with an adult,
whereas for boys, high compliance appears to have a"
detrimental effgcbt on performance. It is interesting that
it was the high compliant boys who received more use of

modelling from fathers, a fact which might account for why

they had more difficulty doing the reverse og a successful

adult model. Thus, high compliance appears to affect
‘ i

‘differentially girls' and boys"“problem solving with an

adult. ' ‘ ) .ok

- . =
The results of the present study can be interpreted

as suggesting tti'xat compliance is not siru;ply negatively

related " to problem-solving competence. It is possible K

hd o

5
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‘that, in girls at least, high and low levels of compliance

are linked to specialization in problem-solviné skills,

!

with ‘low compliant girls becoming better at solving

problems by themselves while high compliant girls become
more adept at sblving p/déeems with other peoplé. Girls
who are highly compl}a(nt to adults are most likely better
at utilizing cues the adult provides. Ausubel (1?58) has

pointed out that the ability to use adults - as resources

appears to facilitate development, and Baruch and Barnett

(1981) found that adult orientat‘ion emerged as the

strongest factor in their study of ' the competence-related
behaviour of, preschool girls. It is possible that these .

girls expect adult behaviodr to be a guide to their own Y

{ .
behaviour to a greater extent than do other children, and
so are more attentive to this behaviour-and therefore have
a more reqeptive set to the cues provided by adult

behéviou’r in problem situations.. Such attentiveness to
- ,

and reliance upgn' other people is frequently considered to

be ty;pically ‘feminine (Birns, 197'6'). The high compliant

‘ . Y . .
‘boys "have: not, as yet, developed this ability. to observe
and utilize cues provided by adults,. and, lacking both.
skill aroid’ practic_e in independent activity, do most’

poorly. It should -be mentioned that thete are other

-
differences betweeri the Old Oowl Tﬁsk and the ’I’hink It

3
P

Through test besides the presence or absence of adult

help. ,’Consequently, due to these, differences and -the

L)

b3
possible effeots of - the repeated ‘measures design,. firng
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=] ncl,sionis cannot%e reeched 'on. the basis of .the present
dz/a/“regarding tie possible link between compliance - and
epecialization in skill at solving problems alone or with
adults, but rather these results genet‘ate an hypotheéis
for further testing in the following study.

The question arises as to .zwhy the fathers'

evaluat‘ioneﬂof children's compliance predicted p.roblem-,y

'solving scores, while the mothers' ratings and the

expe’fimentel task did not. As indicat in the method

A}

section, the mothers' ratin{gs were heavily groupej at the '

low compliant pole; while the fathers' rating,s w 5’9 more -

s

normally distributed. This was probably caused by two’

,b different factors. The fact that these mothers, most of
whom were at hom¢  full time, spent much more time with
tneir childx.;en ‘than did the fathers, whp were employed
full time, probably predisposed the mothers to see their
children as less complfant. The mothez:s undoubtedly gave
.many more ‘Qirectives each day<t9 the children than did the
fathers, which may have led to thé child's . becoming
- relatively . satiated . with - the mother's commands end

becoming oncompliant to her. Landauer, Carlsmith, and

Lepper (1970) found thqt 85% of the pxzeschool chitdren in

their study were less obedient to theix: own mother than to, .

other mothers and éuggested the possible explanation that )

"familiarity breeds contempt"™. The fathers would benefit

-

from their lésser amounts of contact with, the child by

R

'having more nowvelty attached to. their directives. Lytton
\ . )

TV
Tteke 50
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t { was also atttibuted to the mothers' great;r umber of ‘'

; interventions with the children. Furthérmore, sex

: " stereotypes held by children at this jyoung age have

f o /) sometimes been found in the direction of r/egarding males: - . '
,‘ as more authoritative than females (KohlbeZg, 1966). This

may be particularly salient if the other uses the
- strxategy of setting up the father as the authoritarian: C '
figure by threatening the children with "Wait till your "
father gets home‘. ] v
o In additiond, some of these effects are possibly‘ dt?e "aw
to the psychoinetric qualities 'of the compliance measure.
P 3 Parents rated their child's general,leuel of complianoe on
one item vith a 5-point, l.ikert—t,{rpe scaleb .response .
. choice. A scale made up of one - item Qmi’ght.not provide’
s ,

sufficient range and discriminability to tap 'mothers’ \ ) ]

_conceptions of their chi‘ld‘s level .of . compliance.,

Mothers, because of their greater familiarity with their :

D L i Ry

N ‘ " ¢hild, might need a scale composed of a greater number of K

f | items in rder to - make me&hingful and predictive

1 . " discriminations on their cliild's “devel of oompliance. »

% Whatever processes were in effect here; the mothers'

ratings of compliance diffetentiated less ‘amon_g the
.children. |

‘,‘ - It is noteworthy that the more compliant the mothers

\

rated “thelr cyzjrdren, the less compliant the children were

&
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on the experimental measure of compliance. fathers'

ratings of compliance | did show a positime but

insignificant associatiop with the children's compliance

on the experimental task. Lytton (1980) has also regprted
nonsignificant correlations between an experimental
measure of /bompliance and compliance measures based on

home obsérwatioﬁs and interviews. These findings indicate
. : :

that situation-specific exper imental .measures of

compliance are not sampling to any great extent the same

) ”behaviour/\_that parents describe when they 'report

children‘s compliance.

The parental.socialization data indicate that the use
of mo&elling by fathers differed significantly for low and
high compliant boys and girls. It'is interesting tnat it
is the high compliant boys, who'are not in accoidance with
sex-role stereotypes of male independence, who received

more paternal socialization in the form of greater

N

.Jemonstration df how to do tasks, while the low compiiant

bo and high compliant girls, who are in agreement with

‘sex-role stereotypes, received less. This suggests that

. P v A " .
boys who do not conform to conventional sex roles' receive
B

more . socialization empnaais from fathers, a finding

similar to other reports in the literature (Birns, 1976,

12

///Bldék, 1979). In. contrast, the mothers, who Kbear “the -

major responsibility for the énildren, Eonsistently

_exexted more socialization pressure in’ the form of givinc'

more help to and reinforcing compliance more with.the less

\

..
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t

compliant children, presumably reflecting a pragmatic

bias. ‘ s

&

The hypothesis that compliance| can be both a

aciiitator and a hindrance in dev loping skills in .
‘

'solvzﬁg problems alone or with other eople needs to be

examined further, It is necessary to\obtain additional

]

éapport for the suggestion that high chpliant girls are

better at using adult help, regardless ¢f whether the help
is to be copied or reversed, in order to shed light on the

possible effects due to the use of a| repeated measures

v

rather than a single-test design. ' !

/
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STUDY II -

3
!

The purpose of Stud? II was to further our
under;tanding of the socialization of problem-solving
ékﬁlls by assessing the replicabiL§ty of the results of
Sguay I and 'by examining whether compliance could be boﬁh
advantagedus and disadvagntageous for the development 07
different types of problem-solving skills. The‘results of
Study I indicated that low compiiance was related t9 good
per formance in independeqt problem-solving éituations for

both boys and girls, while high compliance was assogiated

with good performance in solving ‘problems with adult help

_(i.e., direct and reverse imitation) for girls but not for

boys. Hig@ compliant boys tended to'do most poorly on
both independen£ problem solving and problem solving with
adult help. At this eariyfage, there is some evidence
that gitls' problem solving is superior to that of boys,
with this sex gifference being ’genetally' attributed tb
girls' relatively greater maturity (Coates, 1974;'Maccoby
; "Jacklin, 1974). The results of Study I led to the
revised hypothesis that children of differgnt compliance

levels .specialize in developing different kinds of

problem—solviﬁg skills, with 1low compliant children

performin§ best in independent problem-solving éituations,
while ‘high compliaht childfen' per form best at solving
problems with adult help. However, in Study I there were

other differences between the task on which independent

ot
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problem solving was measured (i.e., Think It Through) and'

the task on which problem solving with adult help was

assessed (i.e., 01d Owl Task ; diréct and reverse
imitation) besi%es the absence or presence of adult help.
Thus, in Study II the specializntion hypothesis was
examined by measuring children's independent problem
solving and also their problem solving with adu;.t help
(both direct and rev\erse imitation) on a single problem-
solving task tn ensure that the problem-—sol(ring situations
differed only in whether the adult modelled or did not
model the behaviour.

The first hypothesis of Study 1II. was tha.t low
comp%iam‘: children, both girls and boys, would perform
better on independent probletn solving. In this study,
independent problem solving was assessed in two tasks; the
Circus Think It Through and a condition of t Owl 'I;ask
requiring independent problem solving, that is, problem
solving' without any help from an adult,‘-model'. A
replication of the results of Siﬁdy I was expected on the
Circus Tnink It Through with 1low compliant children
expected to perform better.. Measurement of independent
problem solving on the Owl Task perxﬁi’tt‘:ed examination of
the specialization hypothesis. The second hypothesis was
that, in accorda‘nce with the specializa"tion hypo;hesis;
high compliant c-:hildren would be more adept at solving
problems with adult help and thus would pefform better on

the remaining two conditions of the Owl Task, problem
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solving requiring -eithen direct imitation or reveree
imitation of an adult. Dee to the possible developmental
lag‘of boys at this age level;(Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974),
this hypothesis was expected to be true for girls but
possiply not for boys. '

The development of problem-sglv’{ng skille was also

investigated b& examining the relation among parental

socialization patterns, children's compliance to adults,

and children's problem—-solving competence. As summarized
ab‘eve, sex differ‘ences in the socialization patterns
applied to young children are frequently reported (Block,
1981), with girls appearing to receive more direction and
control in their sociélizatiog, while boys are encouraged

to be more independent. In Study II an examination was

made of parents' use of the follov}ing socialization

1

techniques: reinforcement of children for compliance,
reinforcemeﬁt of children for proximity, demonstration and
medelling .by parents to children of how to perform certain
activities, and reinforcement of children for
independence. A third hypothesis  was that differential
parental reinforcement patterns would be. related to
different levels of children's compliance and problem-

solving competence.
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METHOD -
¥
Design "
In general, the design of Study II is similar to the

i d s gy e <

design of Study I. In Study II, however, children's
problem-solving per formance was measured on three

conditions of the Owl Task rather than on two conditions

* as in Study I and a single-test design was used 1in

:““ contrast to the repeateld-measures design which was

j utilized in Study I.

Participants
\ ‘ \ Children were recruited from 34 nursery and daycare
centers located within the vicinity Of/\,\;‘-:\he citj of
Montreal and were considered for the stud:; if their
parents 'had granted permission énd if both .parents had
returned completed parent questionnaires. The return rate
) . for the parent questionnaires was 50% for mothers and 43%
| for fathers. Children were included in the study if they

‘were English-speaking and between the ages of four and

e s o, e

;ive. Four children were assessed by 'their teachers as
presenting a serious behaviour problem and thus were not
included. Of the 314 remainin§ children, 28 had either

moved or were absent for the second testinglsés“sion, 15

g 2 s e e

were assessed by the ex{)erimenter as not being on task

i
!

(e.g., alternating back and forth between two responses,
‘responding without observing which lever they pressed),,
: +

six declined to participate, and five were eliminated due

[ T e .. .
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to ‘administrative errors, resulting in 260 children.

FPorty-nine subjects did not reach criterion on the Owl

: éask, thus providing a sample of 211 subjects for the

study.

Due to matching procedures, three children were
exéluded from the sample of children selected byhmothers'
compliance ratings, while eight children were omitted from
thg sample ff children selected by fathers' compliance
ratings. The resulting samﬁlgs of phildren are presented
in Appendix N for both sets of the four groups of children
required by the.design of the study. Means are presented
for the matching variables of chi{dren's age, verbal
intelligence (Dunn & Dunn, 1981), fathers' socioeconomic
level (Blishen & McRoberts, 1976), and mothers' and
fathers'oeducational level. ‘

Almost all of the children (93%) came from two-
parent, English-speaking homes with full-time employed
fathers and with the majority of mothers (65%) being at
home full time, although 20% of the mothers did work full
time. Almost all .-the parents had finished high school,
while 36% of the mothers and 55% of the fathers had
obtained at least one university degree. - With respect to
socioeconomic status, 68% of the fathers were plassified
in the highest two socioeconomic levels (Esishen &

McRoberts, 1976).
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. Procedure
In general, the procedure and measures are similar
for the two studies, however, because the proéedure in

Study II does differ somewhat from Study I, it will be

S aerm e meremanag A

. ’ ouglined. When the same measure is used in the two
spudies, the reader will be referred to Study I.
The childfen were examined in two individual sessions
. by four female examiners, who were trained to interact
- with the children in a simil&r fashjon. The sessions were
approximately one month apart. The children were seen in
the first session by one of three experimenters, while the
. . - féurth experimenter tested the children in the second
session~ ‘ ‘
In the first session, the children received the Think
It Through subtest of problem-solving ability from the
Circus preschool assessment battery (Anderson et al.,
1974; Bogatz, 1979), followed by the Peabody Picture
4 ‘ ' .Vocabulary Test (Dunn & Dunn, 198l) to assess verbal IQ.
‘ In the ’second session, children's problem-solving‘
per formance on the Owl Task (Gold et al., in press) was
tested unde‘r one of three conditions; independent problem
solving, direc.i: imitation, or reverse imitation of an ‘-
adult model. The children were randomly assigned to one
of ‘the three conditions with ‘the limitation th.at within
each .school the number of 'béys and girls Jassigned to each'
- condition’ 3as as equal as possible. After completion of

the Owl Task, children received the It Scale for Children, ,
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Neutral Version (Dickstein & Seymour, 1977) to measure
their sex-role preference. ° ’ y

‘Quest'ionnaires (see Apﬁendix 0) for the parents were

sent home, and the completed forms were returned to the

centers by the children. In addition, the teachers.

completed evaluations of the children's behaviour in the
sc?hool. Test-retest reliability of L;arents' questionnaire
data was assessed by having a subsample of the parents
complete the questionnaire approximately six months later.
'I;wentyj-five pércent of the parents were solicited by
teleppone to participate in a follow—up study and
responded with a return rate of '72% on the mailed
. questionnaires.

-’ D

Measure of generalized independent problem solving.

The Think It Through subtest (see Appendix F) from the

-

Cirg:us preschool assessment bgttery, Form A, (Anderson et.

.al., 1974; Bogatz, 1979) was used to assess children's
deneralized ability to solve prqblems independently. 'I:his
me_aasu-re was used in Study I, to which reference can be
made for further information on this test.

. .
In the present study, Think It Through scores were

approximately normally distributed with a range between: 11

'#nd 30, a mean of 22.4, and-a standard deviation of 3.8,
~which is comparable to the standardization sample of the
same age‘ (Bogatz, 1979). Gi.rAls 'scorgd significantly
higher than boys, £(209)=2.61, é<.01~. .'Ao linoderate

-
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vierbal IQ, r(209)=.40, p<.001, and four groups of

he
children required by the’designlbf the J%y, low and high
compliant girls and boys, were examined separatel&,
correlation coefficients ranged between .@5 and .29. For

the)present age range, low correlations occurred between

b age and Think It Through ‘scores, 5(2&9)=.16, p<.0l.

Measure of verbal intelligence. The revised version

of the Pedbody_ Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-R; Dunn &

Dunn, 1981} was administered to' the subjects‘ as a measure

&

similar in format, construction, and administration to the

. original PPVT (Dunn, 1959), which was used and described

in Study I. The revised version has increased the test

. #
sensitivity by adding 25 items to each form and has-

provided better racial, ethnic, 'and seéx ‘palahce in all

test plates. . .o

.In the present study, children's PPVT-R scores were

approxfmateiy normalf& distributed and ranged between K 70

and 141, with a mean of 105.6, which is-comparable with‘

the standardization sampié of four-to-five-year old

children (Dunn & Dunn, 1981).

-4

Measures of problem solving using the Owl Task. The
Owl Task, which was used in Study I to assess children's

problem solving under two conditions, was extended in the
- " “ - \

e

of verbal intelligence (see Appendix P). The PPVT-R. . i's

[

o
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*

present study’to measure children's problem solving under ' 3
three conoitions: problem solving without adult help -~ -
(ise., 1independent problem solving) problem ~solving
requiring the direct imi’tf:tion 6f an adult model's
responge, or problem solvimlﬁ requiring reverse imitationh‘

: i

of an adult's'-response. The Owl Task! in general, and

- specifically, the two co’ditions of problem solving

e J
o i e AT

requiring direct imitation and reverse imitation of an
adult model's response are described.in detail in Study ID.“
In the present study, .a third condition, problem solving
without adult help (independent problem solving) waa also
administered, with the three conditions of problem solving
. being assessed within a nonrepeated measures design. ¢ :
In the independentD problem—solving condition, the ‘
experimenter did not participate in the Owl Task except to
introduce the Owl Task to the subjec?s and to repeat the
standarg_ized set of mstructions, which were the same for
Lo all three conditions (see Appendix G) and are outlined in
Study I. In this condition, ‘in contrast to the direct

imitation and reVerse imitation conditions in Study I, the

o S

e,xperimentef did not have a turn in which she modelled a

. * ' .successful performance- on the Owl Task. Af}:er the
g experimentef’ had repeated,~the standardized instructions,
the sub'ject; were direoted to take their first turn, which

" consisted of four éon‘eecutive trials. - If the child did

- M , N . [ . . N
not succeed on thege: four' trials, the instructions were

repeated an’g the child had ano’ther. turn of four  trials.
42
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criterion of four‘ succedsful consecutive trials or "until
theﬁwhole procedure had been repea ed six times without
the child reaching criterion. At thet point, as ‘in the
ot,her two éonditions; the child 'w\as reinﬁorced on the next}:
fo’Ljﬁr ttials regardless of the sequence of presses
performed, thanked, and returned to the classrqom. In all
conditions, the child was reinforced by verbal praise and
the owl's eyeé’/lightmg whenever she or he performed the
second demonstrated sequence of lever pressing.

i

In the present.study, children's scores ranged from 4
, 0 ,

to 24 for all three condition.s.m For . the, independent

problem-solving condition, there was a mean o;f 11.8 and a

standard deviation of 5.7@ while for direc't imitation the '

Mean was 10.1 and the standard deviation was. 5.8. For

2
réverse imitation, children's mean score was 12.4, with a

%

.8tandard deviation of 5.9.

o y

Measure of sex—role . preference. A neutral .version . -

(Dickstein & - Seymqur, 1977) of the IT Scale for Children

"(see Appendix A) was{ administered to the ‘Subjeckts as a’

i, !

measure of séx-role preferenge. This measnre ‘was used in
Study Ijnd is desoribed in deta11 in an earlier section
of this theSJ.S. As in Study I, a  subject's 'sex-role
preference was scored in the direction of same-sex

preference. Subjects' scores were approximately normally

) distributed with a range between 4.0 and 83 5, a mean\-of

.Thi\g‘ﬁprocedure was y_ggeted until the child reached the

N
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56.2 and a standard deviation of 15.0. §
Measure of compliance. The children's general level
of compliance was assessed on §he basis, of factor .analysi/s
of mothers' 'and fathers' i’ndependent rat"ings of 12 items

[ J
on the parent questionnaire. As the one—item compliance

scale used i'\&tudy I.did not appear to provide, sufficient

range and variability, the number of items used to assess

- compliance was expanded from one item to 12 it,‘ems. Item

~Selection was based on. three sources. A"pilot study was

\ ¢

conducted to coiléct data from a new ‘sample of parents of

four- and fiveryear 0ld day care children -on an expanded

compliance scale consisting of 10 itgms. A return rate of

45% provi‘ded a sample size of '25 parents. ' Factor

~

analyses, using the ’princi al-components method and

varimax rotation, identified two factors which accounted

"for 60% and sz%‘{%f the variance, respectively. The first

factor appeared to be a compliance, obedience measure,‘
composed principally. of threer 1tems, while the second

@
factor seemed to be measuz‘ing independence based on factor

‘loadings of three items. These six items were included in-

the parent cuesti"onnaire in the present studyl. y Two items
from the Study I parent questionnaire whi correlated
with the original compliancm item, were re?ained In
addition, four items wvere newly constructed items which

were based on empirical findings -from compliance research

(Block, 1981- Maccoby & Jacklin; 1974) , Thus, items:

[y 7
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selected from these three sources provided 12 "items- on the
parent questionnaire which were psed to asses compliance.

The response format for each item was a 7-pqint, Likert-
type‘scalé. ' g 2
«~ To a§§ess the factor structure of these 12. compliance
items, ‘aééa on the 211 subjécts selected for the study’
were enteré&d into principal-components varimax rotation
factor analyses. Motﬁers' and fathers' compli%nce ratings.
were analyzed separately, and factor strué}ures were
measured for the <children in general, as well as
separately for girls and boys. Factprs were retained if

their eigenvalues or factor contributions met the Raiser

criterion offbeing greater than one (Weis$, 1976). items

constructed scales if they had factor loadings of .40 or

’“higher on one factor and less than .40 on the other factor

v
.and if they correlated with the total of the remaining «

items at a level of .40 or higher. In addition,

.Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for the. items of

o

the constructed scales had to be significant.
The same'two,factogs emefged for both mothers' and
. . . [

fathers' complianbe Eatingg, and this occurred whether

responses were analyzed togetller or separately py sex of

" subject,. although there'were slight differences in "factor

loadings. These two factors accounted for 45.2% and 17.3%

of the »variance in mothers' compliance ratings " (see

Appendix Q) and 40.6% and 17.1%) of the variance in
i s \ .

€
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fathers' ratings (see Appendix R). The first factor was

identified as a compliance, obedience factor and was

~similar to the first factor which emerged ‘in pilot work.

In the .present study, this factor was cqmposed of nine

g ‘ .
items (see Appendix S), and this composition supports the

selection of these nine items for consideration based on

the previously mentiorled three sources. The second factor

appeared to be measuring independence and was constructed

from the same three items (see Appendix .S) as was the

second factor in the pilot study. The similarity in

factor structure of the data from ghe pilot work and

present stuﬁy provides some support for the

generalizability of the two factors, Thus, on the basis

of factor analysis of the data on the 211 subjects, the

nine items of the compliance, -obedience factor were

retained and a compliance scale.was constructed with equal
This nine-item
compliance scale was used:in thé prgsent study to assess
parents' percéptions ‘of AFheir .child's lgenﬁfgl' level qf
compliqnce. '

In ofder to assess the comparability of the
compliance scales used in the two studies, the corgglation
between the ohe item used in the fi}st study and the nine-
item scale was calculated for the children in the present
-study. An inspection of the.data indicates that in this
study using a 7-point, Likert-type scale, moﬁhers' ratings‘

on the onk compliance item are symmetrical rather than
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"positively skewed as they were in the first study. The
éwo scales were corréihted at a- moderate 1level for

mothers' compliance ratings, for both girls, r(102) = .76,

- p<.001, and boys, r (105) = .68, g<.601. Similar results

,wefe féund for fathers' compliance ratings, for both

girls, r(102) = .78, p<.001, and boys, r (105) = .71,

p<.00l1. The amount of association between the two scales

was sliéhg}y higher when girls were being rated, whether

by mothers or fathers. - These results provide an

indication that the two scales are at least moderately.

comparable. ' !

Means, standard (deviations, 'and frequency
distributions of mothers' and fathers' compliance ratings
on this scale are'displayed in pppendix T, for children in
general and separately for girls and boys. There were no
significant diffe;g%ces between girls' and bqys'
compliance 'level, whether rated by their mother or father.
Inspection of these da}a indicate that.pérentaL ratings of
children's 1level of compliance deviate somewhat from a
‘normal distribut}on. Furthermore, as compliance %?s been
consistently conceptualizeé as a dichotomous variable in
this research, children were selected for the study on the
basisAof being above or below the median for their own

sex. ) »

In order to evaluate the amount of agreement. between
mothers' and fathers' compliance ratings, Pearson
correlation co%fficienté were calculated. Parents'

9 .
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compliance ratings were found to tze corrélated at a
mode;ate level, r(209) = .57, p<.00l. The correlation is
eignificantly higher (z=1.84, p<.05), for girls,
r(102)=.66, p<.001, than for boys, r(10/5)=.49, B<. 001.

)
The percent of agreement between mothers' and fathers™

'classificatiorr of their child as a high or low complier
(%4

(i.e., above or below the median) was also moderate "with a
o J

69% ratffe of agreement; 74% agreement for girls and 64%

agreement for boys. Since parents' ratings of _their

- child's compliance are only moderately correlated, have

less than 70% agreement on classification of their chilad
as a high or ’J.owl complier, and differ ‘gignificantly in the
extent of association according to the gender of the
child, mothers' and f’thers' ratings were nsed separately
to selec‘t two -sets of ' four grou_pe of high and 1low
compliant girls and bois‘_ These tnod/}erate assoclations are
in agreement with previous search findings and
conceptualizations of mothers' and fathene' differential
pe'f:ceptions and interac,tions'with the_ir children (Block,

1978; Lamb, 1976; Huston, in press). However, in order to

“investigate empirically the predictive wvalue of a

composite «ating, an additional.compliance measure was
constructed by 7 combining parents’' compliance
classifications. Children were selected as high or low

compliers only 1f they were classified as such by both .

’ their mother's and father 8 ratings. Thus, ]{0 children

were included in the analyses with the four groups of

[N ) DY
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mpliant boys and girls and high compliant

consisting of'*l, 39, 33, and 37 children,
Nx;‘ , P

X

children, low
boys and girls

respec tiveiy.

Test-retest reliability was assessed by having 25% of
the parents complete the pare'nt questionnaire

approximately six months later. Twenty-five percent of
gited by telephone to participate in

“the parents were soli

“

a follow-up study. _A return rate of 72% on the mailed
questionnaires provided a sample of 38 mothers and 37
fathers of 21 boys ;nd 17 girls. Incomplet)e\iata occurred
on five Gquestionnaires. The test~-retest reliab:ll’it:\[
coef.fici'ents.varied according to the sex of the _'parent"and
the sex of the child. Mothers' test-retest ;eliabivlity
was lowest for girls at a moderate level, r(1l4) -.66,.
f2<.005, and higher for boys, _r_(l9$ =,78, p<.001. In
contrast, fathers' test-retest reliability was highest for
girls, r(12) =.91, p<.001, and somewhat lower for _bo;hrS but_
still at- a moderate level, r(17) =.77, p<.00l. Test-
retest reliability coefficfents for girls Qer?

significantly higher for fathers than for mothers, 2 =

1.80, p<.05.

.

Measure of parental socialization techniques.

.. Mothers and fathers indepenclep&ly completed questionnaires

which were designed to assess parents' use of the
foliowing socia'lgzation ’ techniques: réinforcement - of

children for compliam/:e,‘ reinforcement of children for
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proximity and supérviéion' of children, helpfu; contact and
assistax;ce rgiven to children, ° and reinforcement ﬁf
independence in children (see Appendix O0). The parent
questionnaire contained 24 items: which assessed "paréntal‘
socialnizatic.m techniques and the response format for eaéh
item was a 7-point, Likert-type scale. There were three .
different response options ;vhich were necessitated by the
different phras\eology pf' the items, however, each of the ‘
three - response ‘sets were similar in meaning. The most
f&gquently used set consisted of the followiné r‘esponsesr
Ven} Often, Often, Slightly  More Than Sometines,
Sometimes, Sligh,}:ly Less Than Sometimes, Seldom, and Very
Seldoxﬁ. . ’ , '\

Item selection for this measure .was‘ based on two
sources. Factor analyses, using the principal-components
method and varimax rotation, of the parent questionnaire '
used in Study I « -indicated ﬂthat two items loaded
significantly on a compliance factor, two items did not
load significantly on any of the principal factors for
e;ther' t:he fathers' or -mothers' scores, while the
remaining - ten items assessing parental socialization
techniques did load significantly. Thus, ten items on thg
present i;uesl;ionnaire were retainéd from the originai
parent questionnaire used» in-Study I. In order to ﬁrovide
a 1arger' number of . items for each of the fbunr

Qusocialization techniques assessed, fourteen new items were

{

added on the basis of empirical research on the effect of -




+

FH A b e o g

Lk g

S > ¢«

i & N
§ differential 'socialization techniques (Baumirind & Black,
1967; Birns, 1976; Block, * 1981; Fagot, 1978; Tauber,

“

1979a)., Thus, .the “present questionnaire consisted of

£ o ot W W s e 9F 74

.three items which were designgd to assess reinforcement of

children for compliance, four u'items - measuring

reinforcergxent of chilldren. for pfoximity and supervision of

children, ten items assessing helpful contact and

assistance given to 'child;en, and seven iﬁéms measuring
reinforcement of independence’ in children.

In orﬁen to assess the factor structure of the 24

E sociali"zation items, ‘data for the subjects selected for

i the study were entered into principal-components varimax

rotation factor analyses. Mothers' and fathers'

socialization scores were analyzed separately, ar;d factor

; structures were identified for the children in general, as

; " well as separately for‘ girls and boys. Factors'-apd items .
were retained if they met the' same‘ criteria as outlined
" previously for theo compliance measure. .Sincé' the sample o
of children selected according to mothers' rati{Ags of
compliance and the sample based on fathers' cémpli}ance

. b .
ratings differed in size, 208 and 203 respectively,

A —— s g Wag et

b‘ecause of matching procedures for the four_. groups of hiéh

and low compliant girls and boys, factors and _.their

(

~ related items were retained if they®' met the—add®tional

criterion of occurring in both samples.

e srenies e
B

When mothers' socialization scop#® were factor

analyzed for girls and boys combined, three factors

L)
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emerged. Three maternal socialization scales were
constructed of equally weighted items with factor loadings
greater than .40 (see Appendix U). L’rhe' three scales were
Reinforcement of Children for Helping with Tasks,
-Reinforcement of Requests for Assistance with Easy Tasks,
and Reinforcement of Child Compljiance.

When mothers' socialization scores ' were fac tor
analyzed separately for boys, four factors were suggested
from which socialization scales were constructed (see
Appendix V). The " four scales were Reinforcement of
Children for Helping with Tasks, Reinforcement of Requests
for Assistance with Easy Tasks, Reinforcemént of Child
Compliance, and Reinforcement of Exploring Outside.

When mothers' socialization scores were factor
analyzed \geparatej_.y for girls, five factors emerged from
which five socialization scales were constructed (see
Appendix W) . The five scales were .Reinforcement of
éhild@ren for Helping with Tasks, Reinforcement of Child
Compliance, ining of Overhelp, Reinforcement of Requests
for Assistance with Easy Tasks, and Reinforcement of
Independence. ‘

On the basis'ﬂ of factor analysis, mothers'
socializaiion data indicated the presence of three
socia;ization techniques for children in geperal, four
male socialization scales and five female socialization
scales.  When fathers' sacialization data were examined

>

partially similar- results occurred, however, there were
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also significant differences. Factor ana‘lysis'of fathers'

socialization data for girls and boys combined resulted in’

the eniergence” of three factors. Scales were constructed
of equally weighted items wijith factor loadings of greater
than .;10 (see Appe'ndix X). The three scales were
Reinforcement of Ch/ildren for Helping with Tasks, Giving
of 'Overhelp and Reinforcement\o Réquests for Assistance
with Easy Tasks. - °

When. fathers' socialization scores were factor
analyzed separately for boys, four factors ~emei:géd from
which scales weé‘e cqns‘tructed (see Appendix Y). The four
factérs were geinforcement of Children for Helping with
Tasks,- Giving of Overhelp, Reinforcement of Compliance,

and Reinforcement of Requests for Assistance with Easy

- Tasks. . ) '/

When fathers'® socialization scores were féctor

analyzed separately for girls, five factors emerged from

which scales were constructed (see Appendix 2). The five

scales were Reinforcement of thldren for Helping with
Tasks, Reinforcement of Attempting Difficult Tas.ks, Giving
of Overhelp, Reinforcement of Prgximitx, and Reinforcement
of' Child Compliax{ce: .

On the basis of faétor analysis, fathers"'
gsoclalization data indicated the présence of. three
gsocialization techniqugs for children in general, four

male socialization scales, and five female socialization

Jac’ales. When the factors for’ mothers and fathers are

a
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compared, the first two factors, which are the ones that
account for the largest portion of the variance, tended to
be similar, while the remainit factors which emerged were
more dissimilar. |

It shoqld be noted that él% of the constructed scales
are made up of only toc‘items, while the remaining scales
are composed of three or four items. Tﬁe fact that the
scales are based on a small number of items limits their
psychometric strengths, particularly their reliability and
replicability. However, the majority of the first three
factors that emerged in each analysis occurred on both
mothers' and fathers' data and for girls and boys, giving
some evidence of the reliability of these scales.

Test-retest reliabilitg was assessed by having a
subsample of the parents complete the ﬁereﬁt questionnaire’
a second time approximately six months later. Test-retest
reliability coefficients were calculated on mothere' and’
fathers' three ' socialization scales for children in
general and on their four male and five female
socialization scales. For the 24 socialization scales,
reliability coefficients were above .59 fqr 15 scales;
however, the coefficients varied according to the sex of
the parent and the sex of the child (see Appendix AAL.
‘Both mothers and fathers had higher overall reliability
coefficients fori boys than for girls. ‘Mothers'
reliability coefficients for boys ranged from .46 to(/78,

B

while f&thers' reliability coefficients ranged from, Sé\to*

y

4‘ '(' B : . ! : ~
¥ ” .

e L ———

- e

Beom—



RS FPUS

e b . AT P oD T 4 T

W sy

A e e an ad i

o g e -

| e Ggerm s e pp A

g

S | . 86

.80. In conti‘ast,. for girls, mothers’ reliabi.tity '

coefficients for two of the five scales weré particularly

.low (i.e., .04 and .13), while the reliability on ‘the

remaining three scales ranged from .48 to .7I. Si_xgil_arly, ]

fathers' reliabflity coefficients for gitls were low on

"two of the five scales (i.e., .30 and ".38), while the

other -three scales ranged from .53 to .7%7.
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In 'orde'i' to investigate the effects of ‘cﬁi%dren'/s
gender an.d level of compliance .on thgir problemrsolving.. .
;;erformance, four groups o§ children, girls and boysd who
wefe high 8r 16w compliant to adults,. were chosen for‘ the
étudy. As indicated above, pargﬁts'_ c’om\pli-ance ratings
. : were not. correlated at a high 1eve1_; consequently,
mothers' and fatht—;rs" ratings were used separately ¢to
seiect‘ two sets of four groups of children. ° . .

The -analysis 6f the‘d’ata for -the four grg'up:s of
subjects selected by the mothers' compliance ratings is

reported first, followed by the a;xalysis of the data for

-

P~

, the four groups ’s’elécté‘d by the fathers' ratings. =
S;.xbsequently, analysis of °the| data foxi'*\f the four g'ro‘ups of
subjects selected by the composite compliance meagutg,
Pased on -both parents'’ complviance ratings 1is presen;ed. .

In order to test the hyi)othesis that low complie__rs'

are better on g'enerp".l‘sized, independent problemAsolvin’g,‘A

. 2x2' analysis of-variance for the variables of sex Of,Childp, .

.

and level of compliance - was performed Aon children’
-‘, . ) séor_es on the Think It Through general problén;-solvingo,
meisure (sée Appendix BB). As pred‘k&ggb there was a main"
effect of compliance, F(1,204)=4.63, 2<.05i“wi£h the '
”f‘* h children who .weré rated by ‘the mother as being less.
compl'i‘aﬁr:\t per forming significantly b.etg:é; th%n ;hér_m;rg
compliant children. In addihtion, sex of ‘child had a
0 T :
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significant main effect, F1,204) = 6.78,/p<.05, with

»

girls scormg higher than boys (Lsee able 8).--

v 7

The specialization hypothesi; which suggests that ”

while low compliers should be* better at independent

probleri solving, high compliant children s;houil be more

-~

profmient at prob}ffﬂ‘ solving with adult help (regardless

of whether thatj/he.lp i& to be copied or reve was

y . invest_i ated by examining children's performance under
these three conditions on the Ov-zl probl@lming task. A

- 2x2x3 analysis of vax;iance for the varlableﬂ of sex of .
! / C chiid (male, female), level of compliance (low, high). and
condition of problem asolving (independent, direct
imitation, reverée imitation) was conducted on children's
pﬁoble{n-solving SCOEES on the. Owl Task ~(see. Ilppendix BB) .

»

The expected main effect of condition 'was significant,

* -

F(2,196)=3.44, é<.05, with. the ,reverse condition 'being' g

ﬂ significantly more difficult than the imitaqion‘conqgtion,

) 'Scheffé, pP<.05. A significant main effect for the factor

of compliance level was found, F(l l96) =4.36, p<.05, with

. low compiiant éhildren performing best é‘erall on the task

(see Table 8). There was no main effect for sex of~child,

x 'npr did sex of child interact signigicantly'wifh any other
variable. )

Parents' . socialization data ~ were examined for

differences in sogialization_ patterns for the children

. selected as being’ low or high compliant according to their

mothers' ratings. The factors based on factoéx analyses

Pl
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N Table 8
Problem—éol&ing Means and‘Standard Deviations for  ~

*

Groups Selected by Mothers' .Compliance Ratings

<
.

- ‘ owl Task?

Think
it , . .

Througha Independent Direct Reverse
Imitation Initation

L4

‘Group

T :
Low Compliant “ -

Boys  22.39(3.62) 9.11(4.91) 9.41(4.23) 12.00(5.84)
(51) (18) (17) (16)

Girls 23.53(3.29) 11.43(5.17) 9.88(5.31) 11.64(5.08)
(53) (14) a7 T (22)

High_Compliant

Boys 21.06(4.37) 13.04(6.18) 10.50(7.28) 11.71(5.97)
(53) (23) (16) - (14)

Girls 22.63(3.62) 13.50(5.82) 9.88(6.50) 14.22(6.75)
coan (18)

(51) - (16)

.Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses adjacent,

- to the means, while the number of subjects in each

group are in parentheses below the means.

' y

a Higher scores on the Think It Through indicate

better performance, while higher scores on the Owl
Task.indicate poorer per formance.

IS e e e e | SN gy o b e et
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""using variimax - rotation * of mothers fathers'

- | \ . :
'soci’al‘ization data were assessid fo’r .children in general

and

and also separately for girls and boys. The éxtractéd

factors will tend to be orthogonal; however, in each set

of analyses the extent of intercorrelation among the

i socialization variables was assessed, and the Bartlett,

k test of sphericity was eéxamined to determine whether
myltivariate or univariate analysis of variance was the

appropriate technique to use (Hummel & Sligo;” 1971). As
mothers' socialization variables were correlated at a 1low
-

level, separate -univariate analyses of variance were

.conducted on each of mothers' .socializatién tecfxniques
(see Appendix CC).
for the variables of sex of child and complianceslevel was

performed on each of mothers' three socialization

techniques derived from the(‘factor analysis for both__ga’les

and females. The factor of compliance had a marginally

significant main effect for the scale assessing mothers'
. re '

approval and tolerance of child disagreement, F(1,204) =

2.77, p<.10. Mothers who rated their child as being more

'qompliant tended to be more disapproving .of their child's
disagreeing or questioning their decisions or rules than
N did mothers who rated their child as being less compliant.

The factor analysis of ''mothers' socYjalization data

resulted in four male socialization factors when males

were considered separately. One-w'ay analyses .of variance

for- the variable of compliance (low, high) for each of

A series of 2x2 analyses of variance

/l*
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these four socialization techniques for males revealed no
significant effects. However, when the ‘five socialization
factors:‘:which emerged when females were considered
separately were analyzed, a main effect of cqmgliance
occurred for. the: scale measuring mothers' approval of

child disagreement, F(1, 102) = 4,92, p<.05. Mothers who

rated their daughters as being comgliant did not allow

~ their daughters'to question their decisi‘ons or rules (see

Table 9). , éii:’
Fathers' sogialization variables were intercorrelated
at a low level;‘(t . .
Bartlett test of sphericity indicate i:hat a multivariate
approach would be appropriate, §2(3)=14.40, p<.005. A 2x2
multivariate analysis of variance for the variables of sex
of ghild and compliance level as selected according to

mothers' ratings was™ performed or fathers' three

socialization techniques (see  Appendix DD). ; The

multivariate main effect for sex of child was marginally'

'
significant, F(3,202) = 2.27, 'p<.10. A wunivariate effect

was found for only one ‘of the three var.iables, the scale-
assessing parents' tendency to give overhelp, F(1,204) =

- 3.68, p<.10. Fathers reported that they 'helped sons more

than daughters with difficult tasks for which their help

had not been asked. Although the sex of child x

compliance multivariater F failed to reach significance,
the one scale to indicate a marginal effect on the

univariate analyses was the scale measuring the giving of

-

owever, the significant results of the
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' ‘ Table 9

ﬁothers' Socialization Means and Standard ngiations

'for Groups Selected by Mothers' Compliance Ratings,

*

-

Low Compliant High Compliant

' Boys Girls Boys Girls
x , 7
. General Soc. Scales n 51 53 53 51
R. for -Helping 16.06 15.64 15.06 15.88
. . : (2.73) (2.66) (3.04) (2.72)
‘ R. of Easy Requests 7.45 = 7.81 7.92 7.41
‘ (2.21) (2.26) (2.47) (2.20)
. R. of Compliance 6.98 " 6.85 7.19 7.90
' ) . (2.75) (2.29) (2.97) (2.87) -
Male Soc. Scales
R. for Helping 21.65 , 20.66 - '
(3.45) (3.68)
R. of Easy Requests 7.45 . 7.92
) N (2.21) - (2.47)
' . R. of Compliance 6.98 o 7.19
[ : (2.75) {(2.97)
‘ R. of Exploration - 11.49 ’ 12.34
: (2.72) (1.98)
- : »
Female Soc. Scales
' R. for Helping 15.64 15.88
- (2.66) (2.72)
‘ R. of Easy Requests @ 7.81 7.41
- (2.26) (2.20)
R. of Compliance ;" 10.57 12.14
) C : (3.18) (4.01)
Giving of Overhelp 8.02 - 8.25
' , : (2.02) (2.14)
R. of Independence 11.47 11.73
‘ : : "(1.55)

.

«(1.64)

Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R. Standard
devIations are in parentheses. Higher scores indicate

greater socialization emphasis.
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overhelp, F(1,204) = 5 43, p<.10. Inspection of the data

14
indicated that the above mentioned nmin effect of eex of

child was almost)totally due to a d1fference between high
compliant - boys and girls, with fathers giving more
overnelp, to the high ,compliant boys than the hidh
compliant girls (see Table 10). No significant ‘effects of

compliance level dere found when'multivariate analyses of

variance were conducted on fathers' four male )

»

socialization factors and on\ fathers' five . fema;é'

'

, 4 .
socialization factors (see Appendix DD). . A,

The analysis of the data for the four groups of
-.?'!

. children selected according to fathers' ratings ofﬂtﬁeir

compliance is presented next. The 2x2 analysis of
variance for the Th1nk It Through test of ggneralized
problem solv1ng revealed a significant effect fQ& sex of
child, F(1,199) = 6.58, p<.05, with girls scoriggwbetter
than boys (see Table 11) (see Appendix EE) ﬁheﬂ 2x2x%3

h k\
analysis of variance on children's problem—so}yiﬁg‘adores

’
on the Owl Task demonstrated no 51gnificant efgécts fxcept,'

k L

for a marginal effect for the factor of~acbndition,
F(2.191) = 297, p<.10, with the' reverse conditlon
'requiring. more trials than the imitatign'.eondition,

Scheffé, p<.10 (see Table I1) (see Appendix EEf: ‘

’ Parente"socialization technigues wefe'exam '_ for
! differences in socialization éatterns for children

assessed as being low or high compliant by their fathers'

ratings. As mothers' socialization variables were

M
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J) Fathers' Socialization Means and Standard Deviations"

, for Groups Selected by Mbthers' Compliance Ratings

;

[ 4

!

/

Low éompliant

High Compliant

Boys Girls Boys Girls
General Soc. Scales n 51 53. 53 51
R. for Helping . 9.69  9.30 9.42 9.25 .
. (2.57) (2.39) (2.18) (2.58)
R. of Easy Requests 7.08 7.51, 7.53 7.6%
(2.31) (2.25) (2.52) (2.26)
Giving of Overhelp 8.00 7.98 8.47 7.41
- (2.16) (1.98 (1.80) (2.15)
Male Soc. Scales
R. for Helping _ - 14.51 14.45
R (3.33) (2.74)
R. of ‘Easy Requests 7.08 . 7.53
‘ (2.31) (2.52) 4
Giving of Overhelp 13.04 13.74
‘ (2.90) (2.83)
. R. of Compliance 7.84 8.00 .
o (2.87) (2.91) ‘
Female Soc. Scales ?
R. for Helping ' 14.13 13.84
. - (3.02) (3.34)
Giving of Overhelp 13.04 12.18
(2.75) (3.08)
R. for Difficult Tasks 9.75 -~ 10.08
(2.39) (2.39)
R. of Compliance 8.06 8,06 -~
St . (2.42) (2.78)
R. of Proximity 5.15 5.55
"« (1.85) (2.14)
Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R. Standard

deviations ‘are in parentheses. Higher scores indicate

greater socialization emphasis.
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Problem-Solving Means and Standard Deviations for |

[:3

Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratings \\

Group

Think
It

Through?®

-

Owl 'I'askél

]

!

Independent . Direct

|

Reverse
- Imitation Imitation
. |

I
|

. Low (xmpliant

Boys

S~ ;
Girls 23.25(3.43) 12.31(5.53) 10.12(5.68) 12.38(5.201)

High Compliant

21.80(3.92)

(50)

(51)

(14)

- (13)

9.71(5.14)

8.67(5.70) 11.78(6.21)

(18)

(17)

(18)

(21)

3
3(5.89) 12.73(5.00)

L]

Boys 21.67(4.30) 12.15(6.22) 12.
- (51) (27) (13) (11)
Girls 22,92(3.32) 12.71(5.70) 9.87(6.39) 13.26(6.81)
(51) (17) (15) (19) !
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses adjacent

to the means, while the number pf subjects in each

group are in parentheses below the means.

9
.

Higher 'scores on the Think It Through indicate better

per formance, while higher scores on the Owl Task indicate

poorer per formance.

,
% " B

v,
-«

1
!




PR R

T ST e e o . e N

96

correlated at a low level, univariate analyses of variance

s .
were performed oNothers' soclalization factors. No

significant effeqts were found when mothers' three general

socialization techniques were considered, nor when

mothers' four male socialization factors were examined.

However, when females were considered separa{:ely and

univariate analyses of variance were conducted on the five
female socialization factors, two of the five scales
'revealed a significant main effect for compliance level

(see Appendix ﬁ'F‘). Both scales showgd the same pattern of

results, with mothers reporting more of a tendency to have.

their daughter help them ' with tasks, g‘_(l,ﬂlOO)‘ = 5.78,
p<.05, and to let them do things independently, F(1,100) =
5.12, p<.05, “if the daughter was classified as being more
compliant by fathers' ratings than if the daughter was

-

rated as being less compliant by fathers (see Table 12).

In contrast,’ when ‘multivariite ’analyses of variance were
conducted on fathers' socialization techniques, no
significant effects were found for the four gr'oups of
children selected according_to their fathergd evaluation
of their compliance (see Table 13)( (see App?ndix GG) . -

In order to investigate:» the predi;;_ive value of a
composite rating of compliance, children were catego,gized

S
as being high or 1low compliers only if they “were

classified as such by both their mother's and father's -

ratings. Since mothers'K and fathers' classification of

-l

their child's compli:nce_level agreed only moderately
: .

I .
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‘ N Table 12 p

Mothers' Soéialization Means and St;ndard Devi‘ations

for Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratings

’ Low Compliant High Compliant

. . - - . Boys Girls+- -Boys Girls
. 1y, ’ .
General Soc. Scales n 50 51 51 51
R. for Helping 15.56 15.14 15.57  16.39
(2.98) (2.69) (2.89) (2.58)
R. of Easy Requests 7.64 7.75 7.73 7.53
(2.20) (2.22) (2.47) (2.29)
R. of Compliance 6.94 7.14 7.24 7.49
\ . (2.52) (2.68) (3.23) (2.60)
Male Soc. Scales B
R. for Helping 21.28 ) 21.00
- ' (3.67) (3.57)
R. of Easy Requests 7.64 7.73
‘ (2.20) (2.47)
R. of Compliance 6.94 7.24
' (2.52) (3.23)
R. of Exploration N1l.72 . 12,25
(2.70) (2.04)
/ i-‘emale Soc. Scales
R. for Helping ' 15.14 16.39
(2.69) (2.58)
: ' R. of Easy Requests 7.75 . 7.53
» (2.22) (2.29)
, ' R. of Compliance ¥y 11.12 11.51
: (3.63) . (3.82)
\ Giving of Overhelp ‘ 8.14 8.00
v : (1.95) (2.13)
R. of Independence 11.24 . 11.94
‘ (1.72) (1.42)
‘ ~ , ]
j 3
: Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R. Standard
. E deviations are in parentheses. Higher scores indécate
4 greater socialization emphasis.
P
é -
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(\ Table 13
A% B
Fatherg' Socialization Means and Standard Deviations
for Groups Seleqted by Fathers' Compliance Ratings
¥
Low Compliant High Compliant
Boys Girls Boys Girls
_ General Soc. Scales n 50 51 51 51
R. for Helping 9.54 8.98 9.53 . 9.53
‘ (2.57) (2.30) . (2.23) (2.66)
R. of Easy Requests 7.40 7.41 7.10 7.75
(2.59) (1.92) (2.26) {(2.54)
Giving of Overhelp 8.02 7.88 8.29 7.53
(1.95) (1.89)  (1.94)  (2.22)
Male Soc. Scales ' »
R.'foq Helping 14.56 14.37
) (3.26) (2.90)
R. of Ealy Requests 7.40 7.10
(2.59) (2.26)
Giving of Overhelp 13.08 13.55
(2.65) (3.04)
R. of Compliance 7.62 8.29
(2.-84) (2.95)
Female Soc. Scales
R. for Helping 13.49 14.41
(3.06)" (3.26)
Giving of Overhelp 12.71 12.53
(2.49) (3.37)
R. for Difficult Tasks 9.71 10.16
' (2.04) (2.69)
R. of Compliance 8.06 8.06
. . (2.58) (2.67)
R. of Proximity 5.14 . - 9.61
(1.93) ° (2.07)
Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R. Standard

deviations are in parentheses.
greater socialization emphagis.
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(l.e., £ = .57), 63 of the 203 subjects were not include'

in the! analysés. No significant differences we::e found

amorgig the - four rgroups of children on the matching
variables (see Appendix HH). A 2x2 analysis of variance
for .the variables sex of child and level of compliance was
conducted on the Think It Thro;Jgh general problem=-solving
heasure (see Api:endix II). The main effect of compliance
was margi-nally significant, F(1,136)=2.65, p=.10, with the
children who were rated by both their mother and father as
being. less ‘compliant perforn\inq better than the\more
compliant children (see Table 14). Sex of child also’ had
an effect, F(1,136)=7.83, E<.01,°with the girls scori/ng
higher )Eharlx the boys. In addition, a 2x2x3 analysis of
varianc; for _the variables of sex of child, level of
compliance‘, and condition of problem solving was conducted
on children's scores .Sn .the Owl Task (see Aépendix I1).
The.factor of comfaliance had a significant main effect,

F(1,128) = 5,57, p<.05, with children who were classified

b4
father y

by both and
In order to identify which group of variables best

as low compliant their mother

p'er'forming best overall on the task (see Table 14).

distinguishes between the high and low problem solvers,
stepwise disériminant function. analyses were (per formed.
Because different constellations of fattors are expected ,
‘to be associated with étSmpetent problem solving in the two
sexes (Baumrind, 1973; Hoffman, 1972)‘ and because the

sample sizes were of sufficient size to permit separate
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R . Problem—Solving Means and Standard Deviations for ’ : Y

Groups/ Selected by Parents' Composite Complience~Rating§

‘ )
-

L

" . , * ' a - o *\ ,
. . ‘ © Owl Task SN ,
Think ) : :
a It a s
. Through Independent Direct ' Reverse .
Group ’ Imitat;on Imitation ’
\ : ’ h
Low Compliant , ’ h .
: ‘ : , T, '
Boys 22.10(3.55) 8.44(4.67) 8.00(4.00) 12.00(5.89) ‘
‘ (31) (9) . (9) (13) . \
Girls 23.62(3.02) 10.67(4.90) 11.00(5.15) 12-22(5-12%,
(39) (9) . (12) (18) :
r b T - i -
High. Compliant .
Boys 20.97 (4. 39) 13.33(6.44) '12.00(7.66) 13.00 (4. 66)
(33) (18). (7) , (8)
Girls 22.78(3.04) 12.67(5.87) 11.20.(6.75) 14.40(7.06).
(37) (12) . (10) (%ﬁ) i
'Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses edjaceng -
to the means, while the number of subjects in each group \ N
™ are in parentheses below the means. - :
a

Higher scores on the Think It Through indicate
better performance, while higher scores on the Owl .
s Task indicate poorer performance. “
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’a'naly'ses by sex {(Tatsuoka, 1976), girls'  and boys' data
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were analyzed separately. Parents' four’ socialization

" factors for boys, their five socialization factors for

gifls, as well as their compliance ratings were examined
to determine their relative power in identifying high and
low problem solvers as measured by the Think It Through
scale’qf genera‘i problém solving. Ctgild;:en were selected
as ..hi%p or low problem solvers if their problem—-solving

score was above or below the median for their own sex. An

.investigation of the: possible effects of the orde‘r of

entry of the variables was conducted. The matching

variables were always entered first, while the remaining
variables were combined into four groups of variables:
<4

mothers' socialization variables, fathers' socialization

variables, mothers' compliancq ratings, and fathers'

compliance ratings. The order of entry of these four.

groups of variables was’ varied and resulted in 24
a

different entry orders which varied only between 76.9% and

81.7¢ in correct cla'lssification . of problem soivérs,

. indicating that one order of entfy. was not more
‘ ~

appropriate than another. Thus, the order of entry of

-variables was only partially controlled, with six matching

variables (i.e., age, IQ, SES, mothers' and fathers'

1

. education, ITSC) being considered first and then parents'

\
socialization @ and compliance variables entering
individually, using the amount of change in Rao's V as the

étepw ise criter j.on.

\
A

!
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E { : o Thg'stépwise discriminant analysis for boys employing

16 variables resulted in a significant 10 variable

"function, V(10) = 58.29, p<.0001, yhich correctly

clasgsified 81.7% of the boys. This f'qnction classified

) ; \*, hi.gh~ and low problem solvers equall))( well., As shown in

Table -15, only the addition of 1Q, age, 'vmo'thers'

rcowpiia‘n‘ce ratings, two mothers' and one fathers'

socialization factors resulted in significant' increments

in Rao's V. Inspection of the stand.;rdized canonical

discrimil,ant function coefficients along with -the group

cgntr:)ids indicated that boys who are competent problem

solvers are ﬁnaxin!ally .distinguished from poor problem

solvers on the basis of being the brighter, older boys who

are consgsidered to. be less compliant by their mother, whose

mother approved of them exploring outside and responded

. positively to their requests for help with easy tasks, and
whose father tended to not allow disagreement.

The stepwise disc;riminant analysis conducted for
‘females employed 18 wvariables and resulted in a
significant function composed of eight variables, V(8) =
39.85, p<.0001, which correctly classified 79.8% of the
gi:ls.‘ Eightf-six percent of the compster{t problem
solivers were correctly classified éompa\red “to 75% 'o\f the

r problem solvers. As shown in Table 16, only the

addition of IQ, mothers' compliance ratings, and three
mothers' socialization factors resulted in significant

e " increments in Rao"s V. An examination of the group
/' . ‘_ . ~

~
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\ ?able 15
Changes in Rao's V, Standardized Discrimihant Function
Coefficients and Grbup Centroids for Function

Discriminating High and Low Problem Solvers for Males

Variables Change in  Standardized Function
Rao's V Canonical Dis- Evaluated
criminant at Group
Function Co- Means (Group
efficients Centroids)
IQ . 24,15%** ) .7613
Age . 12,32%%* .6692

rs’ _1.70 1744 ‘ Group
Education o

3

SES . 2.92 1227 High Problem

- Solvers

Mothers' R, 11,28 *** .5148 .8484

of Exploration

Mofhers' R, of 9,23 %% .3948 . Low Problem

Easy Requests Solvers
-09523

Mothers' Com- 12,49 %** -.4565

pliance Ratings Ty

Mothers' R. 2,82 -.2913

of Compliance

Fathers' R. 4.17* .2737

of Compliance s

Fathers' Giving 3.56 .2201

of Overhelp v

Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R.

* p< .05
** p < .005
%% p < ,001

N
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¥

Chaﬁéés in Rao's V, Standardized Discriminant Function

Coefficients and Group Centroids for Function

Discriminating High and Low Problem Solvers for Females

3 .

Standardized

PRSI, ¥

Variables Change in Function
. Rao's V Canonical Dis- Evaluated
¢ criminant at Group
- Function Co- Means (Group
efficients Centroids)
1Q ‘ " 17.61%%x 7962
ITSC 1.55 .3294
Mothers' R. 9.48%* .5531 | oo
of Compliance Group L
Mothers' R. of 6.40* -.4114 High Problem
. Easy Requests Solvers
‘ . 7433
Mothers' 4.54* -.3035
Compliance Low Problem
Ratings Solvers
-.6622
Mothers' R, of 3.65 -.4109
Independence : '
Mothers' R. 4.80* .3768
for Helping
Fathers' R. 3.16 -.2605
Proximity .o
Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R.
* —
P < .05

** p < .005
**x p < ,001




UL SR S pan pqeaeaan SO e crreearant % LAy,

105
. centroids in coqjunction with the standardized canonical
discriminant function coefficients, indicated that girlé
who are good problem solvers are maximally distinguished
‘from poor problem solvers on the basis of' being the
brighter girls who are rated as less complianf'by their
mother and whose mother tended to be less tolerant of
disagreement and not to respoﬁd positively to bids for
help with easy tasks, and had their éaughter help them

with tasks around the house.
\

Y,




B e

106
-  DISCUSSION

Tﬁ;'results of Study II prﬁvide further suppoft for
the hypothesis that fér girls.and boys without observable
behaviour problems, compliance is negatively related to

‘1ndependent problem—éolving,competence. This finding is

'in agreement with the results of Study I, with both

studies providing evidence that children who are less

incliﬁed to defer to adult authority aiéfhore likely to be
\

capable of solving problems by themselves. ' In Study II,

low compliant children were found to perform better on

both measures of independent problem solving, the Circus.

Think It Through measure of general problem solving

(Anderson et al., 1974; Bogatz, 1979) as. was found in

. f
Study -I, and also the independent problem-solving

condition'onfthe Owl Task. Thus, in the presént research
the hypothesis that compliance is negatively related to
;ndependent problem solving has received strong support;
first, through the replication 1in Study II of less
compliant children's better perforTance on the Circus
Think It Through measure of general problem solving, and,
second, through the provision of convergent validation as
indicaéed by the better performance of less compliant
children on the independent problem-solving condition of
the Owl Task. |

The specializatién'hypothesis, which was proposed as
one possible interpretation of the data from Study I(\yas

o

R L - - 4
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that /low and high compliant children épecialize in

developing. different types of problem-solving" skilis.

Low compliant children should become better at independent'

problem solving and high compliaht‘children,vparticularly
high compliaq§ girls'at this youﬁg age, should have better
per formance on problem solving with an adult model. 1In
Study 1II, this hyﬁothesis was tested directly on

~
children's‘perforjéqge under three conditions on the same

Owl Task using a non—}epeated measurés design. Although
the specialization hypothesis was put forward ,as one
explanation of the results of Study I, the possibility of
confounding effects of a. repeated measures design and
prior testing with the owl apparatus on the experimental
compliance measure affecting th; children's performance

was recognized. Such a confounding effect was held to be

more salient for girls, particularly high compliant girls,

inasmuch as their sensitivity to the importance of the

adult model's role was expected to be heightened under
these conditions.

In Study II support was found only for the first half
of the specialization hypothesis with lgw compliant
children, both girls and boys, having better performance
on independent problem solving, whereas no support was
found for the pkediction that high‘?bmpliant girls should
be better Qverall in uéilizing cues frpm an adult model.
There is some evidence for the argument that girls’

per formance on problem solving with an adult is affected
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by whether the stgdy has a repeated or single-test design, -

with better scores occurring under a repeated measures
design where the role of the adult model is perhaps more
salient. Girls' performance, as measured by trials to

criterion, was better in Study I, in which a repeated

‘measures design was used than in the Gold et al. study or

in Studsr II, both of which were conducted using a non-
repeated measures design (see Appendix M). Repeated test
opportunities seem .to 'facilitate girls' problem solving
with an adult. Therefore, the hypothesis that high
compliant girls should perform better oxllerall on problem
solving- v;'ith an ac}ult model could perhaps be revised to
argue that such facilitation occurs only in conditions
where the salience of the model is increased. Certainly,
the results of Study II indicate that high compliance,‘ by
itself, does not facilitate either girls' or boys'
problem-soiving skills.

A second issue addressed in Study II concerned the
possible mediating role of compliance ‘in the poorer
problem-solving: performance of girls when required to do
the opposite of an aduit model, as found in two studies by
Gold and her col'leagues (Gold et al., in press). In Study
11, 'childi:er.\'s. per;‘.ormance was testgd undér( similar
conditions as in the Gold et al. study; that is with a
non—.repeated measures design, to permit an examination of
the effect of compliance without tﬁe possible gonfounding

effects of a repeated meaéures design as found in Study I.

R N A
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Compliance did have a main effect on children's problem-

~solving performance, as measured by , their overall

performance in the three conditions of the Owl Task, with

the low compliant children performing better than the high
compliers. Although in the Gold et al. study girls
perfor‘med more poorly than boys in the condi;ion which
required doing the opposit_:eh. of an adult model, in the
present study girls' poorer performance in this condition
appeared largely due to the high compliantléirls' poor
performance (see Appendix M). Furthermore, high compliant
girls' difficulty vas found regardless ‘of whether the
girls were classified as high compliant by their mothers'
or fathers' ratings. In fact, when comparisong are made
between subjects' scores in the Gold et al. study and
Study II (see Appendix M), girls' performance in the
reverse imitation condition in the Gold et al..study with
a female experimenter matches the perfo;mance in the dame
condition of girls who were rated as high compliant bg'r
their mothers in St;.udy II, which was conducted by a female
exper.imenter. These ‘results provide some indication that
girls' pooi: per formance in the Gold et al. study, when
required to do the opposite of an adult, was possibly due
to the mediating role éf compliance on girls' poorer
per formance.

) The design of the present investigation differs from
that of the Gold et al. study in that children were only

tested if their parents retuined V';";,gmpleted questibnnaires.
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Such a prdcedure could possibly result in a more selective

sample, with the parents oE excessively timid girls, who

would be expected to be more compliant, self—selectingl

‘their daughters out of the sample by not. returning the
parent questionnaire. Indeed, in the present two studies,
this procedure result;ed in samples of girls Qand boys who
were matched on compliance according to tlgeki‘f"‘mothers' and
fathers' ratings. It is possible “that ﬁ: the Gold et al.
study, in which al®Bst all of the children in each of the
clgsses were tested, elimindtion of the more timid girls
by protective parents did not occur and the resulting
sample of girls was more compliant than the sample of
boys. .This might account for the poorer performance of
girls when required to do the opposite of an adult model
in the Gold et al. study and also for the similarity of
their scores to those of the high compliant girls in Stuéy
II. Thus, there is some evidence that the greater
difficulty the girls experienced in do'i;ng the reverse of
an adult in the Gold et al. study is associated with their
greater compliance to adults. High compliant children,
both girls and boys, appear to have developed a pattern of
relying on adults rather than relying ‘on their own
independent efforts, ahd' this seems to have affected théir
problem-solving cdmpetence, not only when _réquired to Qo
the reverse of an adult, but also on a general measure of

problem solving.

. . S Hrinc D Tald
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The question ariseé as to why mothers' .ratings of
children's comﬁliance predicted problem-solving competence
in Study II and fathers' ratings did not, while in Study I
the reverse pattern occurred. There is some evidence of a
moderate amount of overlap in mothe?s' and fathers'
compliance ratings with their cohposite compliance rating
predicting children's problem~-solving per formance,
howéver, it is possible that the mothers’ combliance
ratings are more gredictive. lIn Study ‘I, mothers'
compliance ratings were not related to children's problem-
solving competence, but this result appears to be largely
due to the psycﬁometric qualities of the compliance

measure used in this study. The compliance measure

consisted of only one item and did not allow the mothers, -

who generally have more contact and are more familiar with
tﬁeir children, suff}cient range to provide meaningful and
predictive discr{hinations. This possibility is suggested
by the skewed distribution of mothers' compliance ratings
and by their lack of <correlations with mothers'
socialization scores. Neither of these results occurred
in Study II, which employed a nine-item compliance scale.
Previous £esearch has ihdicated that mothers are more
sensrgive to their children's behaviour concerning issues
of compliance than are fathers. Lytton (1979) has found

that mothers are more responsive to variations in young

‘children's compliance behaviours than are fathers.

Furthermore, Mulhern and Passman (1981) have reported that
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mothers' discipline behaviour was affected more by child's
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noncompliance than was fathers' behaviour. ' Thus, Study I
does not provide a valid assessment sof the pred’fgctive
power ‘of mothers"' compliance ratings for «children's
problem~-solving competence. ;

In Study II, mothers' evaluations of children's
compiianceupredicted problem°-—solving per formance on both a
general and experimental measure of independent problem
solving. Moreover, mothers' compliance and socialization
measures were found to discriminate between high and low

_problem solvers for both girls and boys, while fathers®
socialization factors were not related to eitheji;ﬁ mothers'
or fathers' compliaﬁce ratingé. ) Thus, fathers'

, socialization practices do not seem to be linked to

children's’ compliance behaviour as much as those of
mothers. The stronger relation for mothers may be due to
their more frequent interactions with their children as
th.e majority of the mothers in this study were at home
full time. Their £frequent e:;periences with their children
would allow more opportunities for the mothers to become
sensitive to their children's compliance behaviour and
probably would necessitate such greater responsivenes‘s bi}
mothers. In comparison, fathers have been reported to
respond less frequently to their children's compliance
(Heteri?gton, Cox, & Cox, 1978; Lytton', 1980) and less to

their children's unresponsiveness (Mulhern &  Passman,

1981).. 1In fact, fathers appear to leave the major portion
i
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of their children's discipline to mothers, while mothers
tené to feel more responsible for: their children's
compliance behaviouE/and to iqtervene moré often (Ly}:ton,
1980). Compliance behaviour may therefore be a more
salient socialization domain for mothers than for fathers.
| Fathers have frequently been reported to embhasize
the socialization ‘of conven‘tional sex-role development in
their children, particularly in their sons, more so than
do ‘mothers (Block, 1978; Huston, in press). The 'pareém:al
socialization data in the present study substantiate this
finding, in .that fathers tended to ©provide more

socialization in the form of overhelp to the high

compliant boys, who are not in accordance with sex-role’

norms, while the high compliant girls, lwho are in

agreement with sex-role stereotypes, received 1less. 1In
4

Study "I, similar resulgs were ‘also found for fathers'
. ¢ <
socialization emphasis, providing further evidence that

children's traditional sex-role development is an
important socialization area for fathers.
Although there 1is some indication that mothers'

{

ratings are more Fpredictive; fathers' compliance ratings

‘are also to some extent predictive of their children's

problem~solving performance. Such an interpretation is

suggested by fathers' compliance ratings being predictive

-in Study I and approaching predictive significance for

problem—solving\ performance on the Owl Task in Study I1I.
It is possible that in Study I the fathers wex.:e partially

S 2T T oy b o -—i
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responsible for 'self-selecting their participation in the

study and thus were .more conscientious and '"s‘énsig:ive in

f

their completibn of the parent q\u\estionnaire.‘ . In Study“II
the parents ere drawn pri’mcipally‘ from Parent' co-
oée;:ative nursery schools. It is likely that more of the
fathers w;re included in the(st'udy through the. ifforts of

the mothers who tended to be involved 'with the co-

operative ‘schools. This possibility is suggested by the

fact that in Study 1I, t:his:fs~ were a numger of occurrences
of mothers® questionnaire beingAretu'rned first,b followed
by the fathers' Qquestionnaire two or three weeks later.
In addition, almost all‘ of the critical comments written
in on the questionnaires in Study ‘II were from fathers.

Thus, perhaps the lower predictive power of fathers'

.compliance ratinés in Study II was partially due to ‘the

sample of fathers included in the study. \

Children's cor’nplianc; appewars to be a more .salie.nt
socialization domain for mothers; however, the research
evidence supporting the hypothesis that mothers are better
able to evaluate the compliance of their children than are

fathers is not definitive. “"In order to further ox"xr
. p )

understanding of the predictive power of mothers' and

fathers' compliance ratings bfor their children's problem-

solving competence, it would be more fruitful at tl‘

present{é time. to continue to\ examine separately mothers'

v

and fathers' compliance rating
e
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differences from the preschool to eleﬁentary school years
being reported by some researchers (Block, 1976; Block &
Block, 1980; Huston, in press). Although in the present
research both mothers and fatheré assessed daughters as
more éompliant than, sons, significant sex diffegrences were
not 2£tained.w Apart from age, there are other possible
factors affecting the 1limited differences found on
parents" ratings of girls' and boys' compliance. The
range of compliahce’for subjects included in the study was
most 1ikély constrained aQ_either extreme. Furthermore,
éﬁih cohstraints were likely to be imposéd'diégerentially
for girls and boys, with paients and teachers selecting

out the more acting-out boys and the more timid girls. 1In

+

fact, some teachers provided unsolicited statements

attesting to this occurrence. In addition, in almost éll
of'the schools there was a greater proportion of boys to
girls, which might' limit the saméle tested. The
suggestion has been ‘made that mothers tend yto, keep the
more compliant and timid ;}rls gt home. Thus, although
the hypothesized association between high compliance And
poor problem-solving pérformance was obtained in the
present study, it is suggested that, with a possibly
limited range of compliance, one which is not only
restficted but differentially so for giéls and boys, the

full prediéfiye power of qompliénce has not been observed.

14

Girls are generally reported to be more compliant to

adults than are boys, with a trend toward increasing sex’

@




\

- 116

In addition, studies in which sex differ‘ence,s in
compliance have Dbeen reporteci 'have t;nded to Dbe
observational studies, while in the present study parent
gelf-teport compliance ratings were collected. Parents
might; have used different subjective reference poin'ts when
rating girls' and boys' compli;ance. For éxample, three of
the nine items included ihn the ‘compliance scale asked
parents to rate their child in comparison to other
children. It 1is possible that parents compare_d their

child's behaviour to a same-sex reference point, as |is

indicated by a few parents who crossed out "children" Nand

wrote in the same gender as their child on the

questionnaire. Thus, in order to allow aw better

understanding of the gender distinctions which mothers,
fathers, andk individual parents might make, parents'
ratihgs of children's compliance should be made for boys
and girls separately, vrather than for children in .general.

In the present researc_h, a consistent sex difference

favorix;xg girls was found in. both studies for children's

performance on the Circus Think It Through subtest of

problem solving. In previous research using different

measures of problem-solving competence (Coates, 1972,
1974), a similar sex diffc-;rence has been reported at this
preschool age. The observed sex difference in the present
study, ‘'therefore, provides further support for the Think
It Through subtest as a measure of young children's

problem-solving performance.

&
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A major ~ purpose of “the present research was to
identify factors that distinguish between high and low
problem soivets among pregchool cﬁildren. . Separate
discriminate ' function analyses ﬁe;e conducted for girls
and boys, and ‘two different constellations of factors were
identified, a finding similar to other reports /on the
correlates of boys' and girls' intellectual performance
(Hoffman, 1972; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974} Stein & Bailey,
1973). Low compliance, however, was associated with
competent problem solvin; for both boys and girls. Thus,
fnoncdmp}ian&e, within normal 1limits, appears to benefit
the‘ﬂgyelopment of children's problem-solving.competence,
ppssib£§' through the occurrence of a certain amount of °
" parent-child distance. Sigel and his associates
‘(McGillicuddxva iisi, Sig;l, & Johnsony 1975; Sigel.'&,‘
Cocking, 1977) have contended that insufficient'parental
distancing does Hot allow childreﬁ to experience
discrepancieg which tend to propel children toward
édgﬂitive growth and competénce. |

Age was found to be a significant andl principal
factor in distinguiéhing between high and low problem
solvers for boys, but not f&r girls, possibly refléctﬁng
girls' relatively greatér level of maturity at this age
and boys' greater vétiabilit&.’ As would be predicted from
previous research nfind:l.ngs (Wachs, -1976; wWhite & Watts,
1973), materqai" socialization practices. _which permit

" exploration outside of the.. home provided additional
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discriminative power for boys. It is noteworthy that boys
who were competent at problem solving were perceived as
being less comp;iant and were encouraged to explore their
environment by their mother. However, the reinforcement
of such activity for boys was made within the context of
an accepting m;ther, who accepted her son's ;:equests for

help on easy tasks. In contrast, for girls who were

competent problem solvers, mothers were less accepting of

their daughters' requésts for such help. The-differential

. effect ofx maternal respcfns'iveness for gii:ls' and boys'

cognitive development has been noted by other researcheis

(Crandall et al., .1964; Kagan & Moss, 1962; Martin, 1981).

Female competent problgm solvers were characterized
by a somewhat different constellation of variables.
Female problem solvers appear to benefit from 1less

maternal responsiveness and more distance, as evidenced by

"the fact that these females were identified as being less

compliant and as having mothers who did not tolerate
disagreement and question'ing of their decisions or rules.

A certain amount of mother-daugﬁter conflict would be

expected to occur in these dyads. The importance of .

moderate mother-daughter conflict: for female cognit}.ve
development has previously béen suggested (Baumrind, 1973;
Hoffman, 1972; Lynn, 1969). In addition, mothers'
tenden‘cyl not to respond positively to girls' requests for

assistance with easy tasks provided additional

discriminative power. A similar finding has been reported
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by Baruch and Barnett (1981)',in their examination of
competence-related behaviour of preschool girls, in that
daughters of mothers who did not meet their requests for
help on an easy puzzle were highly task oriented as
opposed to being adult oriented. Parents' tendency to
pmovide'daughters with too much, often unnecessary, help
has frequently been reported as having deleterious effects
on females' intellectual functioning (Block, 1979, 1981).
Although 'girls' low compliance and mothers' lack of help
with eagy tasks discriminated between high and low problem
éolvers, the mothers of competent problem soivex;s did tend
to be .involved with their daughters as shown by the factor
measuring mothers' tendency to have their daughters.help
them with tasks. Such requiféments possibly provide the
girls with\’a sense of responsibility. _Thus, for girls,
competent problem solvers are identified as females who
are low in compliance and have mothers whp a‘re involved

with them but not in an over-protective manner.

Conclusions . -

. ' . The purpose of the present research was to furéher
our understanding of'the effects of sex-r,ole socialization
by examining the relation between children's compliance\ to
adults and their problem-solving ability. The resu;ts‘of
two studies provided evidence that, between the ages of :
four and five, chi}drén who are less compliant. to adults.

are more likely to be competent problem solvers. Alf:hough
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'noncompli.ance has generally been viewed as a negative

characteristic, low compliance appears to play a positive

role in the development of problem-solving competence, at

- least for children without apparent behaviour problems.

Within a éevelpémental perspective, children are
conceptualized as first establishing a secure base E£from
which they can then strive for autonomy. The years
betwe_en one and three are generally considered to be
important for the devplopﬁent of children's sense of
autbnomy and competenc.e (Erikson, 1959; White, 1960). By
the ageé of four and f£five, ift is the children who are

rated as being less compliant by their parents who are

. ¢
.more likely to be competent problem solvers.

In ord‘ér to understand the role of low compliance, 'it
might ‘be worthwhile to considet both ‘the factors of
compliance and dependence. Baumrind (1973) has observed
that children can be both very obedient and very
independent and in the present research, factor analyses
revealed the identification of the two separate factors of
compliance' and independence. Although early theorizing
(McClelland, Atkinson, Clark, & Lowell, 1953) emphasized
the relation between independénce and achievement, the

results of research on independence training have produced

somewhat inconsistent results, especially for females

(Stein & Bailey, 1973). One reason for:the inconsistent
results may be that the .important distinction between
instrumental and emotional independence frequently has not
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been made. Emotional independence appears to be the more
critical and predictive variable (Hoffman, 1972; Stein &
Bailey, 1973), that is, emotional independence as defined
by children's ability to move away from theix:' parents
emotionally and to establish a separate self.
Establishing a separate se‘l‘f7 is considered to be more
difficult for females (Lynn, 1969), as the primary
caretaker is generally the motﬁer and, thus, of the same
sex. A certain amount of parent-child distance appears to
bé necessary for\the establishment of a §eparate self ahd
emotional independence. It is possible that one function
which low compliance plays is that of providing children
with more .opportunit;.es to be emotionally indgpendent, anf]
thus affects the development - of thFir problem-solving
competence. o |

The 'finding that children who are assessed by their
parents as be‘ing low compliant are more competent problem
solvers 'would appear to be contradictory to the widely
held notion thaf ‘firm parental control promotes the
development . of autonomous, competent behaviour (Baumrind,
1967, 1971, 1973; Mussen, Conger, & Kagan, 1974) .
Baumrind (19‘75) has suxﬁmarized her research findings by
concluding that firm parental control is an important
predictor of compqﬁence in early childhood. More
recently, however, Lesw;is (1981) ‘has proposed a
i:einterpretation of Baumrind's research by suggesting that

Baumrind's variab¥e of firm parental control mayf be
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measuring either the . parent's control, the 'child's
willingness to obey, or even the absence of parent;ghild
conf'lict. Moreover, Baumrind's definition of firm
parentallcontrol suggests that salient exter_nal control
promotes self-control, which is contradictory to the
theory and research findings of the a'ttringtion literatu;;
(Lepper, 1981). Lewis (1981) stated that one could
reverJe Baumrind's interprétation of the measure of firm
parental control and conclude that competent children may
be those who feel in control of their parents. Although
Baumrind has suggested thaq the benefits of firm parental
control are the result of providing cgpportunities for the
child to learn to dissent from clear boundaries, Lewis
stated that it 1is more faithful to the data to suggest
that it is the experience of influencing standards (e.g.,
*respect child's decision™) which promotes independence
and autonomy. In the present resealrch, low compliance
also cannot be 1identified as beingy;v‘-—'“‘ predominantly due
either to parental or to child behaviour, but rather
should be viewed as a description of the parent-child
dyad. The results, however, do indicate that low rather
thén high compliance i\g beneficial to the development of
p'roblem—sélving competence. The question is still left
unanswered as to whether parent-child conflict':“ is
necessary for the development of competence or whethgt the

important factor is the child's sense of influence over

family rules and discipline, whether this occurs
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harmoniously or with cobflict. An impor tant direction of
future research would b% to investigate the role which a
child's sense of control over parental socialization plays
in the development of competence, in general, and of

problem-solving ability, in particular. Both a child's

perception of and actual influence should be considered.
Tht.is, a change in the direction of research is warranted,

with éhe‘socialization process beihg conceptualized and.

‘measured from the child's side of the interaction, by

examining such constructs as§ child control, c¢hild

.influence, and parent compliance.

Although the results of the present research
indicated that girls ‘and boys who are less compliant to
adults are better at problem solving, there is some
suggestion that the low compliant' éirls will Dbe
discriminated against. The low compliant girls do not
beahave ‘according to the norp of traditionaiiy compliant

feminine behaviour, and thus, their behaviour possibly

will be perceived more negatively by parents and teachers.’
In related research by Crombie, Gold, and Noble (1983),
teachers' perceptions of gi;;s' compliance were fo:.rnd to
have more of an influence on teachers' Jjudgements of
girls' intell,ectual competen(:e_ tfxan the girls' actual"
vocabulary or problem-solving scores had, with the more
compliant girls perceived as being' more I‘rcompetent.. For

boys, level- of compliance was not observed to affect

“teachers' perceptions. of their competence. Teachers

o
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judged the less compliant girls as less competent, when

actually those girls vere more likely to be capable of '

successful, independent behaviour. Thus, 1low compliant
girls will probably have more problems in school, in that
their independent probleni-solving efforts and low

»

compliance are likely to be misinterpreted and negatively

'perceived and reinforced by teachers and parents.

Although low compliance was found to be beneficial for the
cognitive functioning of both girls and boys, the low
compliant girls are.'expected to receive more socialization
emphasis to change their behaviour than ‘gre the lov;
complianf: boys.

High compliance was found to be associated with poor
problem~solving performance' for girls and boys. If girls,
however, continue to receive more direction and control in
their socialigzation, then females as a group will tend to
become more éompliant‘ to adults .an'd less competent at
problem éolving. In contrast, the increasing emphasis on
sex-role socialization for boys would be expected to
decrease boys' compliance and to stress independent
problem solving. Although high compliance is associated
with 1low problem-solving competence for -both boys and
girls at this ;oung age, the cumulative and increasing
poiar ization of sex—fol'e socialization would be expected

to result in girls becoming more compliant and less

competent at problem solving. In research on the problem~

“golving abilities of adults, females have generally shown

W )
A

D T e s eme . .
RS ALt bt Sl MM b RS 20 RSO M RN AR s (SRR 1 O A

.

;n
B A
PRGN (Y

o

v&.\.mm; g o, g

ST e

A



-

B

il

£
1
E
4
b
19
t
L]

AR i SRR Bas TR S T S S G b e gt T e & - - [ ——

125
inferior per formance relative to males unless the woman is
employed at an occ;xpational level equal to that‘ of the
adult male against whom she is being compared (Berger &
Gold, 1979). ©Possibly employment outside of the home,
especially at the professional level, is correlated with
low compliance. Thus, the trad;t:iional feminine sex-role
stereotype of compliance' appears to have detrimental
effects on the vggnitive development of females.

Th;e results of ‘the prese;lt research indicated that
different constellations of factors are associated with
compet;.ent problem solv'ing for boys and girls. Conditions
for the optimal cognitive development of girls and boys do
not appear to be necessarily the same, as is frequently
assumed. A number of factors contribute to this
difference, such as .mothers' and fathers' overall
differing pat.tern's of socialization practices. Mothers
and fatherg have been reporte;i to wvary not only acqoqding
to whether the child is the same~ or opposite-sex as the
parent, but also in the socialization domains they tend to
emphasize. More specifically, mothérs. and Fathers have
been found to have different baselines for girls and boys
in terms of a number of behaviours, such as the extent of
emotional closeness the parent encourages in the child.
Furthermore, the traditional vsex-rol‘e stereotypes which
are emphasized in our society differ éignificantly for
girls and boys and generally are perceived to be more

detrimental for females' cognitive development yhile being

v
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more conducive for males' cognitive development. Thus, it
is not reasonable to expect that the same pattgrn of
interacting processes would facilitate cognitive
competence in both girlss and boys. To date, the
As‘ocializ‘ation literature has not emphasized sufficiently

the fact that females' and males' socialization should

- differ in order to provide tht‘ most favorable conditions

- &mh:xu(.k»wq o g— L

for their cognitive development. Research should be
conducted specifically to identify and compare the opi:imal
parenting conditions for the development of cognitive
competence ina girls and Dboys. It would also be
interesting to compare the parent-child interactions of

males and females with two patterns of behaviour: the low

(
compliant, competent problem solvers 'and the high

compliant, poor problem solvers. In addition, future

research '~would benefit from a more thorough investigation
of age-related shifts in parents' and culture's
socialization emphases for females and male;, as opposed
to the tendency of most research to be conaucted utilizing
a static socialization model. To conclude, this research

has provided a better understanding of the effects of sex-

rqle'socialization for the cognitive development of both

tjirls and boys.
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IT Scale for Children

Neut;al Version .
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We are goi;lg to play"a game. In this envelope we

have a picture of a child and we are going to call this

child IT. Let's play like the name of this child is IT.

0.K? So this game will be about IT.

Now we are going to

show this child, whose name is 1IT, some cards with

pictures on them.

]

5

The remainder of the instructions are as according to

Brown (1956).

As indicated in the text, neutral'_items

were added and the pictures were redrawn in a more

attractive format. Sample "items are includ!h from the

toy-choice, adult and childhood sex-roles, and child

figures subtests. . O

{
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Appendix A (continued)
Samml items from the toy-choice subtest
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Appendix A (continued)

Sample items from the adult and ch@ldhood sex~-roles

subtest
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ﬁbpendix A (continued)

Items from the ch;ld fiqures subtest
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Appendix B ; .
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (1959)

)

Instructions:

This is a picture game. I am going to show you some

pictures and read some’ words. You point to the best

1

picture for the wbrds. Some of-the words will be” very
eagsy and some will be harder. ~If I read a word you don't

iy
know, you can guess.

Testing: .
1. Practice with the three examples:

-,

A. bed B. £ish C. butterfly

2. Age Category: Beg{in with:
Below 4-2 ) Plate No. 25

4-3 to 5-5 Plate No. 35

: -3. If the child does not score the first eight items

correctly drop back 10 items. If there 1s another
fallure within the £first eight items drop back to
plate number l

4. Continue testigig until the child fails 6 out of 8

consecutive items.
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Appendix B (continued)

Item 25 - Grapefruit -
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Appendix C

Parent Questionnaire, Study I

INSTRUCTIONS: Circle the word that best” represents

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

)

(8)

(9)

your opinion.

-

Does your child start playing on his or her own

initiative?
Very often Often Sometimes Seldom th at all

When your child is trying to do somethipg, do you
usually show him or her how to do it?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

OQutside of school hours, do you encourage your
child to play outside the house with other children?

Very often Often  Sometimes Seldom Not at all

Do you think your child learns hov} to{do things by
watching you 4o them? 1

Very often  Often Sometimes Seld('.pm Not at all

Do you think that your child is too acvtive?'

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all
\

When your child asks you for assistance\\to do
something do you help immediately?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

Do you encourage your child to try difficult
activities or tasks?

“Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

Do you encourage your child to ~he;p you with
tasks around the house?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom -Not at all

Other than at school, does your child play in a group
of four or more children?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all”
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Appendix C (continued)

(10) Do you encourage your child to stay close to you
and to follow you around the house?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(11) When your child is trying to do something, do .
you encourage him or her to do it by him or herself?

. Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(12) Bow much do you insist that your child obeys
) your requests?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(13) Do you encourage your child tos e;;plore on his or
her own away from you? 2

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(14) When your child is frustrated by a difficult task,
do you provide physical comfort? )
D)

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(15) Does your child 1like to play alone?

Very ofteh Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(16) Do you think your child obeys your instructions?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(17) Do you encourage your child to spend time playing
» or working with you?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom Not at all

(18) Do you sometimes wish your child was more obedient?

Very often Often Sometimes Seldom 'Not at a1l

(19) If you were comparing your child to other ghildren
his or her own age, how would yol rate your
child's compliance?

A lot more More than The same Less than .A lot less
than other other as other other than other
children children children children ' children
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Appendix D
Frequency Distributions, Means, and Standard Deviations

of Mothers' and Fathers' Compliance Ratings in Study I

>

Compliance Ratings 1 2 3 ° 4 5 ﬁy_\<§_n\
H

L~

Mothers' Compliance Ratings

Both Boys and Girls 0 3 34 10 5 3.33 .73
Only Boys 0. 2 16 7 2 3.33 .73
Only Girls - .. 0 1 18 3 3 '3.32 .75

Fathers' Coxqpliance Ratings

23 24 1l 3.42 .67
13 11 1 3.41 .69
10 13 0 3.44 .63

Both Boys and Girls
Only Boys
Only Girls
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, Appendix F

C s

cifqué Think It Through Subtest of Problem-Solving

‘Problem Identification - see Items 1 and 2.
Time Sequence - see Items 10 and 1ll. , :
Solution Evaluation -~ see Item 15. ‘

Classification of Objects ~ see Item 19. . “‘
s '
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g Appendix F (continued)

§ Problem Identification - Item 1 and 2

5 <7 . '

% \ Now look at these pictures. . |

§ (From this ‘point on, do not assist the child in marking

£ .the right answer. All responses st now be the ch%}d's
alone.) i : .

= One of these pict;{és has something wrong. ‘
‘Mark the picture at has something wrong.
4
\. : .

prp—
a

Allow-tipe. Then indicate Item 2.

. }
. Say:

Go on to here.

One of these piétures has something wrong.
Mark the picture that has‘something'wrong.

e . 1
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Z“ \ P Appendix“F (continued)
" Time Seéﬁeﬁ&é - Items 10'and 11

Indicate Item 10 and say:

Look at :ﬁese pictures. They telf a sﬁary; .

Mark the one that shows what happens FIRST.
What happens FIRST. .

Proceed with items 11-13 in similar fashion, observing
all points previously emphasized, Say:

Mark the picture thgt‘shows what happens FIRST.
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. - Appendix F (continued)
0 -~ .
. Solution Evaluation - Item 15

{'hen indicate I_tém 15 and say:

Look at this picture. Now Clarence wants to get
some cookies from a jar on a high shelf but he

) c¢an't reach it. . R ' :
4 v ’

Y

Mark the picture that shows the BEST way for
Clarence tb get the cookie jar. )

" Allow time. Then turn the page and ind@cate Item 16
anpd follow the same procedure. ‘

$
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Appendix F (continued)

Classgification of Objects -'Item 19

" Now go on to heré. This is ‘another kind.

- Indicate Item 19 and say: C R

Look at -these carefully.
' ] //
o

-

~

Indicate pictures at foot of page. Say:

.They go with one of these. Mark the oné here

they go best with. .

ﬁ
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Appendix G ’ » .

Owl Tas!c Instructions

Instructions: , : ,

PR ——

N "\
Let's go play the Owl Game. To play the game, you

want to get the eyes to light up. How do we get the eyes
) \

pu—

to liéht up? Well, you press these buttons ithree times.

'Now there are three different ,Ways you can| press these

buétons threé tin;es and the eyes will liéht up. I am
going’ to show you the three different ways. gu can do it
this way and thé eyé's light up - 3 1,2. See. /,Gi' you can
do ;.t this way - 1,2 3. See, the eyes light up. .0r you
can do it this way - 1 2,3. See. So there are three
differént ways you can .press the buttons three times and
the eyes will 1light wup. Sometimes one way works,
sometimes another wéy works. I'1ll go first - 1,2 3.
Well, the eyes lit up. Now it's your turn and remember
there _are‘three different ways you can press the buttons

three t;mes.

\"“,
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Appendix H

Parents' Socialization Scales in Study I

( 3) ‘%gfside of school hours, do you encourage your

(10)
(13)

(17)

ild up play outside the house with other children?.

Do you encourage your child to stay close to you
and to follow you around the house?

Do you encourage your child to explore on his or
her own away from you?

Do you encourage your child to spend time playing
or working with you?

Reinforcement of Compliance

(12)

(16)
(18)

How much do you insist that yOur child obeys your
requests?

Do you think your child obeys your instructions?

Do you sometimes wish your child was more obedient?

Help Giving

7

(14)

Do you encourage your child to try difficult
activities or tasks?

When your child is frustrated by ‘a difficult task,
do you provide bhysical comfort?

Use of

( 2)

( 4)

( 6)

( 8)

(11)

Modelling

When your child is trying to do something, do you
usually show him or her how to do it?

Do you think youi child learns how to do‘thinos by

‘watching you do them?

When .your child asks you for assistance to do some-.
thing do you help immediately?

Do you encourag; your child to help you with
tasks around the house?

|
When your child is trying to do something, do you.
encourage him or her to do it by h}m or herself?
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\

Summary of Analyses of Variance on Problem~Solving Scores
B +

for Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratings

*** p < ,005

in Study I
Source of Variance , af Ss MS F
~ Circus Think It Through

© Sex (A) 1l 26.86 26.86 2.28
Compliance (B) 1 87.43 87.43 7.42%*%
AxB ) 1 7.11 7.11 .60
Error - 47 554.17 11.79
K . 0l1d Owl Task

N

Between Subjects
Sex (A) , 1 40.96 40.96 1.72
‘Compliance (B) 1 .41 .41 .02
AxB 1 97.30 97.30 4.09*
Error * 46 1,093.33 23.77
Within Subjects .o
Condition (C 1 231.04 231.04 10.30%*%
A x‘c ‘ 1 51-84 51.84 2.31
BxC i 1l 9.06 9.06 .40
AxBxcC 1 4.47 4.47 .+ 20
Error 46 1,031.59 22.43

" *p < .05
** p < .01
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Appendix J

Summary of Analyses of Variance for Order of Presentation

Effects on Owl Task Scores for Groups Selected by

)/ Fathers' Compliance Ratings in Study I
k [ 2N
Source of Variance af ss MS F

Direct Imitation Condition

Sex (A) , 1 156.95 156 .95 6.68
Compliance (B) 1 7.73 7.73 - .33
Order of

Presentation (C) 1 13.76 13.76 .59
AXB 1l 10.42 10.42 .44
AxC 1 - 8.46 8.46 .36
BxC 1 16.05 16.05 .68
AxBzxC 1 2.28 2,28 .10
Error 43 1,011.12 23.51 -

Reverse Imitation Condition
Sex (A) 1l 9.64 9.64 .22\\
Compliance (B) 1 8.88 8.88 .20
Order of ‘

Presentation (C) 1 3.93 3.93 .09
AXxXxB 1l 47 .46 47.46 1.09 "
Ax C l .74 .74 .02
BxC ‘1 6.18 6.18 - .14
AxBxC 1l 43.57 43.57 1.00
Error 43 1,878.09 43.68
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Appendix K .

Univariate F Values for Socialization Scores for Groups ¥ i
Selected by Fathers' and Mothers' Compliance Ratings
| in Study I
Socialization Reinf. of Reinf. of Help Use of
Factors Proximity Compliance Giving Modelling
-For Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratings
Paternal Scores
Sex . .01 .14 .18 +26
Compliance 017 1.46 .10 .16
Sex x Compliance 1.76 1.31 .60 4.05%* |
T
. Maternal Scores
Sex .01 .01 .17 '2.08
Compliance .30 9.94** 4.94* 1.61
Sex x Compliance .89 2,85 1.75 .31
For Groups Selected by Mothers' Compliance Ratings
Paternal Scores
¥
Sex .01 .43 .63 1.39
Compliance 1.63 .48 .90 .40
Sex x Compliance 2.74 .44 .01 .31
7
Maternal Scores
Sex .02 4 .04 .42 2,32
Compliance 1.18 .18 ..01 .48
Sex x Compliance .° .08 .02 1.89 1.43 1
. ‘ i
*p < .05
** p < .005
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Appendix L

Summary of Analysis of Variance on Problem-Solving Scores

for Groups Selected by Mothers' Compliance Ratings

in Study I
Source of Variance af §§ ‘MS F
N
1 Circus Think It Throdgh
\Sex (A) 1 25,68 25.68 1.93
Compliance (B) 1 1.08 1.08 .08
AXB 1 11.56 , 11.56 .87
Error . 40 532.00 13.30
014 Owl Task
\
Between Subjects
Sex (A) 1 40.95 40.95 1.63
Compliance (B) 1 16.20 16.20 .64
AXB ) 1 '34.97 34.97 1.39
Error 49 1,232.12 25.15
» Within Subjects
> Condition (C) 1 190.46 190.46 9.13*.
AxC 1 69.18 69.18 3.32 -
BxC 1 1.39 1.39 .07
AXxBxC 1 67.08 - 67.08 3.22
Error 49 1,022.16 20.86 :
"* p < ,005
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Appendix M

Comparisons of Performance on the Owl Task amohg

the Gold et al. Study, Study I, and Study II

4o

.

Boys Girls
Imitate Reverse Imitate Reverse

Gold et al. Study®
Male Exp. 9.11(5.28) 10.22(6.32) 17(6.29) 15.05(5.50)
Female Exp. 8.98(4.96) 10.86(4.92) 41(5.05) 14.22(7.54)
Study P . ,
Overall 10.24(3.48) 11.84(5.60) 7.52(4.05) 12.00(5.77)
Mothers' Ratings

Low C. 10.12(4.27) 13.18(6.13) 7.56(4.31) 10.67(5.13)
High C. 10.00(3.40) 9.20(4.64) 6.50(2.98) 12.50(5.83)
Fathers' Ratings ~

Low C. 9,85(3.51) 10.46(5.78) 8.62(4.57) 12.92(5.92)
High C. 10.67(3.55) 13.33(5.21) 6.33(3.17) 11.00(5.69)
Study II° ;

Overall 9.94(5.84) 11.87(5.80) 9.88(5.85) 12.80(5.95)
Mothers' Ratings ’

Low C. 9.41(4.23) 12.00(5.84) 9.88(5.31) 11.64(5.08)
High C. 10.50(7.28) 11.71(5.97) 9.88(6.50) 14.22(6.75)
Fathers' Ratings

Low C. 8.67(5.70) 11.78(6.21) 10.12(5.68) 12.38(5.20)

12.73(5.00) 9.87(6.39)

High C.

12.00(5.89)

13.26(6.81)

Note.

3 Gold et al.

me
b

asured.

Study I:

Study:

Standard deviations are in parentheses.

non-repeated measures design with
a male and female experimenter and compliance not

repeated measures design with a female

experimenter and subjects classified as low or high
compliers based either on fathers' or mothers'
compliance ratings.

Study II'

non-repeated measures design with a female

exper imenter and subjects.classified as low or high
compliers based either on fathers' or mothers'
compliance ratings.
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- Appendix N -

Means and Standard Deviations of Matching Variables for

Groups Selected by Mothers' and Fathers' éompliance

Ratings in Study II

Low Compliant . High Compliant
Boys Girls Boys

Girls

»

By Mothers' Compliance Ratings

Characteristics n

51 53 53 51
Age (in months) 59.51 58.64 59.28 59.43
’ (3.83) (4.02) (4.37) (4.21)
PPVT scores 104.82 105.79° ' 105.70 105.20
(12.37) (8.51) (13.55) (12.35)
SES scores -2.33 2.‘5 2.25 2.i8
(.77) {1.06) (.90) (.84)
Pathers' Ed4. level 15.29 15.81 - 15.51 15.63
(3.15) (3.77) (3.33) (3.77)
Mothers'/Ed. level 14.41" 14.28 14.02 13.67
(2.99) (2.48) (2.82) (2.40)
By Fathers' Compliance Ratings
Characteristics n 50 51 51 51
Age (in months) 58.94 58.31 59.67 59.59
" - (4.33) (4.06) (3.89) (3.99)
° S
PPVT scores - 107.42 105.65 103.18 105.45
(12.90) (8.84) (13.02) (12.03).
SES scores 2.40 2.31 2.20 2.33
(.86) .- (.93) (.80) (.99)
Fathers' Ed. level 15.52 15.84 15.22 15.49
(2.99) (3.26) (3.04) (4.24)
Mothers' Ed. level 14.42 14.00 - 14.00 14.00
(2.52) (2.40) (2.62) . (2.48)

Note.

Standard deviations are in parentheses.

§
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Appendix O
Parent Questionnaire - Stydy II

(On the original Parent Questionnaire the seven

response choices were more widely spaced.) -
¢ vy

INSTRUCTIONS: CIRCLE THE WORD THAT BEST REPRESENTS
: YOUR OPINION, o

1. WHEN YOUR CHILD IS TRYING TO DO SOMETHING, DO YOU SHOW
HIM OR HER HOW TO DO IT? :

Very fOften Slightly Sometimes, Slightly - Seldom Very
Often More Than Less Than . Seldom
. Sometimes ] Sometimes

2. OUTSIDE OF SCHOOL HOURS, DO YOU DISAPPROVE OF youn
CHILD PLAYING OUTSIDE THE HOUSE?

Disap- Disap- Disap--: Unsure Approve Approve Approve

prove- prove prove -, Slight- Moder~ Strongly , K
Strong- Moder- Slight- ly ately ‘ ‘
ly ately ly '

3. DOES YOUR CHILD LEARN HOW TO DO THINGS BY WATQ?ING
YOU DO THEM?

y &

Very - Ofteﬁ Slightly Sometimes Slightly. Seldom Very ) »
Often More Than Less Than, '~ Seldom
Sometimes Sometimés - T

o s

4. WHEN YOUR CHILD ASKS FOR ASSISTANCE TO DO SOMETHING,
DO YOU'HELP IMMEDIATELY?
VerY' Often Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very
Often More Than M6re Than - Seldom
Sometimes Sometimes

5. DO YQOU ENCOURAGE YOUR CHILD TO TRY DIFFICULT

ACTIVITIES OR TASKS? . ..
Very ° Often Slightly Somet imes Slightly ~Seldom Very -
-Of ten More Than Less Than Seldom

Sometimes Sometimes .

6. DO YOU ENCOURAGE YOUR CHILD TO HELP YOU WITH TASKS
"AROUND THE HOUSE?

a

. Very ' Qften 'Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very h |

Often More Than Less Than Seldom \‘
Sometimes ) Sometimes P ‘

\ -
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Appendix O (continued)

7. WHEN MY CHILD IS TRYING TO DO SOMETHING, I LET HIM OR
HER DO IT BY HIM OR HERSELF.

Y

Very Often Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very

Often

More Than

Sometimes

Less Than Seldom
Sometimes .

8. DOES YOUR CHILD OBEY YOUR INSTRUCTIONS?

Very Often
Often

Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very

More Than
Sometimes

Le an Seldom
Sometimes

9. PRESCHOOL CHILDREN SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO EXPLORE OUT-
DOORS NEAR THEIR HOMES.

Agree Agree Agree Unsure
Strong- Moder- Slight-

- ly ately ly

Dis- _ Dis- Dis-
agree agree agree .
Slight- Moder- Strong-
ly ately ly

10. WHEN YOUR CHILD IS FRUSTRATED BY A DIFFI%BLT TASK, DO

YOU PROVIDE PHYSICAL COHFORT?

Very 'Often
Often

Slightly Sometimes
More Than -
Sometimes

a €

Slightly Seldom Very
Less Than . Seldom. .
Sometimes

11. HOW OFTEN DO YOU SPEND TIME PLAYING OR WORKING WITH
YOUR CHILD? S

Often

Very Often

noﬁten

_"13. IN THE HOME,
FROM ADULTS? .

Very Often
Often

Sometimes

Slightly Sometimes
More Than
Sometimes

-

Slightly . Sometimes
More Than
Sometimes

s

2

- Sometimes

H

" Very Often 8lightly Sometimes ::Slightly Seldom Very
: More Than

sLess Than Seldom

b ]

. 12. HOW QFTEN DO YOU WISH YOUR CHILD WAS MORE OBEDIENT?

Slightly Seldom Very
.Less Than Seldom
Sometimes .

HOW OFTEN DO YOU LET YOUR CHILD PLAY AWAY

Slightly Seldom Very
Less Than Seldom
Sometimes

.

Ay
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s

‘14. HOW OFTEN TO YOU ACCEP XOUR CHIL REQUESTS FOR HELP

e ., WITH SOMETHING WHICH HE OR SHE IS LE TO DO ON HIS
OR HER OWN? . ) . \
. Very Often -Slightly. Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very
- * Often More Than Less Than , Seldom
. Sometimes . Sometimes ~
15. PRESCHOOLJCHILDREN SHOULD TRY AND PLEASE ADULTS
Agree . Agree Agree Unsure Dis- Dis- Dls—
\Strong~ . Moder~- Slight- agree ., agree agree
ly ately ly - Slight- Moder- Strong-

X

“ly ately ly
&

16. WHEN YOU ARE AT HGA HOW OFTEN ARE YOUR CHILD S
ACTIVITIES CONTROLLED BY YOU? a

Very Often* Siightly »Sométimes Slightly Seldom Very'

Often More Than | , Les3 Than’ ‘ Seldoms

. Sometimes Sometimes '
*17. HOW OFTEN DO YOU ALLOW YOUR CHILD TO QUESTION YOUR *}
' DECISIONS OR RULES?

Very Often Slightly Sometimek; Slightlj Seldom Very
Often 4 More Than "Less Than “ Selgom
, Sometimes . Sometimes
18, DOES YOUR CHILD COMPLY IMMEDIATELY WITH YOUR FIRST
& DIRECTIVE ,TO STOP OR CHANGE HIS OR HER BEHAVIOUR?

Very Often Slightly Sométimes Slightly Seldom Very
O‘ten More, Than - Less Than % Seldom
) . —Sometimes Sometimes
19. DO YOU GIVE YOUR CEILD HELP WHEN HE OR SHE IS DOING A
DIFFICULT TASK, EVEN “IF- HE OR SHE HAS NOT ASKED -
'FOR HELP? — ( : >

Very Often *Slightly Sometifes .Slightly Seldom- Very

Often More Than Leéss Than, Seldom ’
¢ ' ngetimes ‘ . Sometimes . :
20. I DISAPSRO OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN MAKING DECISIONS )
) FOR THEMSELVES. { ,

Di'sap- Disap-‘ Disap- Unsure :APP;QYS; Approve Approver
prove prove prove Slight— Moder~ Strong~. -

« Slight- Moder- Sligﬁt- ately D ly
ly ately - 1ly ‘ T

PO | ° 8 .
1 /
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Appendix O (continued)

21, DO YOU TRY, TO GET YOUR CHILD TO RELY ON HIS OR BER OWN
EFFORTS TO GET WHAT HE OR SHE NEEDS? '

Very Ofteh Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very

.Often More Than - Less Than .Seldom

Sometimes . ‘ etimes . .
4

[S

. 22. DO 'YOU APPROVE OF YOUR CHILD EXPRESSING DISAGREEMENT

WITH YOUR DECISIONS OR RULES?

.e ) .
Disap- Disap—- Digap- Unsure Appraqve Approve Approve

172

prove 'proveps pro N Slight-  Moder-  Strong- _
Strong- Moder- Slight- ly ately ly
ly ately 1y ~ - A

o

23. WHEN-MY CHILD IS PLAYING AT HOME; I HAVE HIM OR HER
PLAY IN THE SAME VICINITY AS ME.
Y .

?

Very Often Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very

w Sometimes Sometimes

25. DO YOU RESPOND POSITIVELY TO YOUR CHILD'S BEQUééTs FOR

»

‘HELP WITH AN EASYPASK? \ e

Lt 3 -
Very Often Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very '

.. Often . - More Than -Less Than ' Sel@om
¢+ . Sometimes Sometimes .
% &
26. HOW OFTEN DOES YOUR CHILD CONFORM ‘WHEN YOU TELL HIIY OR
HER WHAT TO DO? . & _
. :
Very Often Slightly Sometimes’ Slightly . Seldom Very
Ofteh More Than. . Less Than . \\§9ldom
Sometimes ° Sometimes )

27. PRESCHOOL CHIEDREN CAN BE TOO CAUTIOUS.
0 . » N gy‘ I

Agree Agree Agree Unsure 'Disaiﬁ Disag- Disag-

Strong—- Moder- Slight-< gree gree gree .
ly ately ly . Slight- Moder - Strong-
s S LA 1y ‘ ately ly
7 ) - » ¢ !

% " o

- b BN

T m e el st s ey e - éuwv.“ s o Aamtn o 0 b wa by gttt AT A iy pesbhrr s o e %

-

Often More Than . Less Than Seldom. -

L Sometimes Sometimes

24. HOW OFTEN IS YOUR CHILD WILLING TO RISK YOUR DISAP-
PROVAL BY NOT COMPLYING WITH YOUR DIRﬁETIONS -

. A ) ‘

Very Often Slightly Sometimes S1i htly 'Seldom Very

Often More Than - 'Legs Than L Seldomﬁ

Y Mt
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Appendi;\g (continued)

A 28, IN GENERAL, DO YOU HAVE TO REPEAT YOUR DIRECTIONS OR
INCREASE THE PRESSURE TO GET- YOUR CHILD'S COMPLIANCE?

Very Often Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom ,Very
Often More Than Less Than Seldom
Sometimes Sometimes -

29.¢HOWﬂOFTEN DO YOU EMPLOY YOUR CHILD TO HELP WITH TASKS? .

P Very Often Slightly Sometimes Slightly Seldom Very
T ' Often More, Than Less Than Seldom
‘ Sometimes Sometimes

30. I DISAPPROVE OF MY CHILD PLAYING WITHOUT SUPERVIEEON.

% Disap- Disap- .Disap- Unsure Apprbve. Approve Approve
i prove prove prove Slight- Moder- Strong-
Slight- Moder- Strong- ly ately ly

ly ately ly

- .* -
31. IF YOU WERE COMPARING YOUR CHILD TO OTHER CHILDREN HIS
OR HER OWN AGE, .HOW WOULD YOU RATE YOUR CHILD'S

COMPLIANCE? | - . T . ,
A Lot re More,Than Slightly More The Same
Than /Other Other . Than Other As Other-
Children Children- Children ‘ Children
,. Slightly Less Less Than. = A Lot Less
Than Other Other- Than Other
Childrgn Children Chlldren

32. IF YOU WERE COMPARING YOUR CHILD TO OTHER CHILDREN
HIS OR HER OWN AGE, WHEN YOUR CHILD IS WORKING ON A
TASK, HOW MUCH DOES YOUR CHILD TEND TO SEEK HELP?

. ! 33. IF YOU WERE COMPARING YOUR CHILD TO OTHER CHILDREN
’ HIS ‘OR HER OWN AGE, HOW DISOBEDIENT IS YOUR CHBILD?

- 34. IF YOU WERE COMPARING YOUR CHILD TO OTHéR.CHILDREN HIS
. ' OR HER OWN AGE, WHEN YOUR CHILD IS TRYING TO DO SOME-
THING HOW MUCH DOES HE OR SHE DO IT BY HIM OR HERSELF?

. ¢35.°1F YOU WERE COMPARING YOUR CHILD' TO ILDREN/ ’
- HIS OR HER OWN AGE, HOW-WOULD ou ‘RA YOU cn:nn
", UNQUESTIONED OBEDIENCE OF YOU

S I 36. IF YOU WERE COMPARING YOUR CHILD TO OTHER CH%&DREN
L HIS OR HER OWN AGE, HOW INDEP?NDENT IS ¥OUR CHILD? ~

(The response choices for items 31 to 36.are identical.
Due to space co@straints they are present only once.)
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£
’

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Tesf: . Revised - (1981)

3

Instructions:

1

I want you to look at some pictureg with nme. Se'e‘ all
the pictures on this page. I will say a word;‘ then I want
you to put your finger on tl‘le picture of the word I have
said. Let's try one. Put your finger “on ‘ .

That's fine. Now put your finger on . Goodl

Show me . You made a good try, but this is the

,correct answer. Fine! Now I am going to show you some

other bictures. + Each time I say a word, you find 'the best
picturé o;c' it. When we get further along in the book, you
may not be sure you know the meanhing of the word, b\..lt I
want you to look carefully at all of the pictures anyway,

b .
and choose the one you think is right. Point to .

Testing: - Y

1. Pra'ctic,e with the five ekamp]igs.

2, Age Categors‘(: ngin Qith:
_ 4 years | Plate Number 15. ( .

.. 4 'vears, 6 months Plate Number 20.
S .

)
’ \.;_»5 years ‘ Plate Number 30.

3. If the chiid doés not score the first eightl 1te1ps’
correctly drop. back 10 items. If there. is another
failure within the first eight items drop back to

plate number 1. - e o ”

®

4. Continue test-?ing until the child fails 6 out of 8
. - ‘ . ' ' * ”
consecutive items. '
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Appendix P (continued):

Item 15 - Bandage
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Item 20 - Net
b

Appendix P (cont inued)
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Factor Loadings and Correla‘tionifoe“fficientsq for

Mothers' Scores on the Twelve Compliance Items

e A s g g ey S TS '\h-;-q‘:y:\rﬂ.d."ﬂ““"\':'?"“

/ ’ in Study II
Factor( Loadings Item-Scale’

. - w - -t , Correlation b

| B - / , Coefficients

: ! Factor} Factor 2

! - e
\i Compliance Scale?® TS

: Item 8 .7646 -.0429 .72

Item 12 .6571 -.1505 . .64

‘ Item 18 .7986 -.1489 .77
VoL Item 24 .6565 ° -.2490 - 65
v ' ‘ - Item 26 .7204 \ -.2202 .70 .

R : Item 28 .6982 -.0026 - .67

i Item 31 .7050 | .0287. .65

, ® . Item 33 . 7297, .0582 © «67

{ : Item 35 .7840 -.0867 T .74

§

¢
- Independence Scale?

. . . Item 32 .3680 .6773 * .65

, Item 34 .3092 .8306 . .72

;e Item 36 .1214 .6070 - ) +53

i Eigenvalue 5.42 2.08

% of Variance 45.20 . 17.30 ,

3 Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients for the
, constructed scales of compliance and independence
.k were .91 and .79, respectively. )

L b Item-scale~correlation coefficients were calculated
- between an individual item and the total of the remaining
items on the constructed scale.

‘
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L Appendix R
Factor Loadings and Correlation Coefficients for

. Fathers' Scores on the Twelve Compliance Items

a

in Study II
Factor Loadings Item~-Scale
Correlation b
, Coefficients
Factor 1 Factor 2 c
Complia‘%e Scale? ,
Item 8- .7086 ¢ -.1374 .67
Itenm 12 .6111 -.0375 - .58
Item 18 .8032 -.0995 . .75
Item 24 .6636 -.0726 . .63
Item 26 .6939 -.1326 o .65
Item 28 ' .6539 ~-«1007 .63
Item 31 . 7345 « 1159 - .67
- Item 33 .6343 « 1068 ‘ .58
Item 35 .7078 - = 0427 .66
Independence Scale®
Item 32 Co .1633 - 6518 : ~ .58
Item 34 .1602 - - . 8553 : .64
Item 36 075 - .5365 .54
Eigenvalue 4.87 \J 2.05
% of Variance 40.60 17.10

+

8 cronbach's alpha reliability coefficlents for the
constructed scales of compliance and independence’
were .89 and .76, respectively.

b Item-scale correlation coefficiénts were calculated
between individual item and the total of the remaining .
items on the constructed scale. .
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' Appendix S

The Cpmpliance Scale and the Independence Scale:

&

Items Retained on the Constructed Scales in Study II

Compliance Scale

( 8)
(12)
(18)

(24)

(26)

Does your child obéy your instructions?

How often do you wish your child was more obedient?.

Does your child comply immediately with your first
directive to stop or change his or her behaviour?

How often is your child willing to risk your dis-
approval by not complying with your directions?

How qften does your child conform when you tell

“him or her  what- to do?

(28)
(31)

1 (33)

(35)

In general, do you have to repeat your directions
or increase the pressure to get your child's
compliance? ¢

If you were comparing your child to other children
his or her own age, how would you rate your child'
compliance?

If you were comparving your child to other children
his or her own age, how disobedient is your child?

If you were comparing your child to other children

his or her own age, how would you rate your child's

u]nqu'estioned ‘obedience of your requests?

Indepdndence Scale

(32)

(34)

(36)

If you were comparing your child tb other children -

his, or her own age, when your child is working
on a task, how mgch does your child tend to
seek help?

]

If you were comparing your child to other children
his or her own age, when your child is trying to
do something how much does he or she do it by

him or herself?

“1f you v;ere comparing your chilad to other children

his or her own age, how independent is you#ghild?

-

-
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Appendix T \

_ Frequency Distributions, Means, and Standard Deviations

of Mothers® and Fathers' Compliance Ratings

in Study II

-~

Mothers' Compliance

Fathers' Compliance

Compli- Ratings Ratings
ance
Level
Both Boys Only Only Both Boys Only Only
and Girls Boys Girls and Girls Boys Girls
"1~ 5 0 0 0 0 0 0
6-10 0 o 0 0 0 o
11-15 1 1 0 0 0 0
16-20 5 4 1 0 0 o
21-25 5 2 3 7 3 4
+ 26~-30 16 10 6 20 14 6
- 31=-35 40 21l 19 43 21 22
36—-40 47 23 24 40 20 20
41-45 > 48 25 23 41 20 21
46-50 24 10 14 35 15 20
51-55 20 10 10 20 10 10
56—60 4 1 3 4 4 0
61—65 1 0 1 1 0 1
' Means 39.56 38.64 40.52 40.15 39.84 40.47
Standard 8.73 9.00 " 8.37 8.45 8.80 8.1l

Deviations

F -t e N

' ¢
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Appendix U
Mothers' Socialization F;cales for Boys and Girls Combined:
'Facto'r Loadings for Items® Retained on the Constructed

~

- Scales in Study 1I

Scale Item Factor Loadings

A N b1

Reinforcement of Children for Helping wigh Tasks

( 6)2 Encourages child to help with tasks: .8577
. around . the house,
(29) Employs child to help with tasks. .7027

(11) Spsnds time playing or working with Chiw7
Factor 1 eigenvalue = 2.53, variance accounte '

for = 26%, alpha reliability coefficient'= .74.

Reinforcement of Requests for Assistance with

\ Easy Tasks N
‘ (14) Accepts child's request for help with .9090
something the child is able to do on his
- 0 or her own.
(25) Responds positively to child's requests .5398 ,
for help with an easy task. ‘ i 4

Factor 2, eigenvalue = 1.80, variance accounted
for = 18%, alpha reliability coefficient = .65.
A Y

Reinforcement of Child Compliance

(22) Disapproves of child expressing disagree— 7174
ment with decisions or rules.

(17) Seldom allows child to question decisions .5119
or rules.

Factor 3, eigehvalue = 1.01, variance \Eccounted

for = 10%, alpha reliability coefficient = ,.61.

-

2 The individual items which make up each of the con-
structed scales are identified by the numbers in paren-
theses which correspond with the actual item numbers on
the parent questionnaire (see Appendix 0).

b The numbering of the factors is based on their o
order of extraction and thus their importance.
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Mothers' Socialization Scales for Boys: Factor Loadings

4

for Items® Retained on the Construted Scales in Study II

- Scale Item ) Pactor Loadings

_Reinfgrcement of Children for Helping with Tasks

( 6)° Encourages child to help with tasks" . 8540
. around the house.
(29) Employs child to help with tasks. .7570 . n

( 3) Child learns how to do things by watching .5112
parent do them. /
(11) Spgnds time playing or worklng 'with child. .4873
Factor 1, eigenvalue = 2,77, variance accounted
for = 25%, alpha reliability coefficient = .74.

Reinforcement of Requests For Assistance with
Easy Tasks
(14) Accepts child's request for help with’ ". 8965
something the child is able to do on his '
‘or her own.
(25) Responds positively to child's requests .5196
for help with an easy’ task.
Factor 2, eigenvalue = 2.17, variance accounted
for = 19%, .alpha.reliability coefficient = ,68.

Reinforcement of Child Compliance _
“ (22) Disapproves of child expressing disagree- .6321
ment with decisions or rules.
(17) Seldom allows child to question decisions .5614.
or rules.
Factor 4°, eigenvalue = .26, variance accounted.
for = 11%, alpha reliability coefficient = .63.

Reinforcement of Exploring Outside

( 9) Children should be allowed to explore . .7698

- outdoors near their homes.. . ~

( 2) Approves of child playing outside the « 6408
house. )

Factor 5, eigenvalue = 1, 04, variance accounted
for1= 9%, alpha reliabiljty coefficient = .65,

a

8 See notation on Appendix U.

b b

' See notation on Appendix U.

¢ A scale was not constructed ‘for Factor 3. because
of low inter-item correlation coefficients.

-t
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I e ' Appemiix W

. Mothers' Socialization Scales for Girls: Factor Loadings

for Items Retained on the Constructed Scales in S‘tudy I1

b Y

o ' . 1
" Scale Item Factor Loadings

Reinforcement -of Children for Helping with Tasks

( 6) Encourages child to help with tasks - .8885
' around the house.
(29) Employs child to help with tasks. .6630

*(11) Spends time playing or working with child. .5436
Factor 1, eigenvalue = 2.56, variance accounted
for = 23%, alpha reliability coefficient = .73.

Reinforcement of Child Compliance
(15) Agrees that children should try and please ,7442
adults.
(22) Disapproves of child expressing disagree— .6587
ment with decisions or rules.
(17) Seldom allows child to question decisions .5274"
or rules.
Factor 2, eigenvalue = 1,93, variance accounted
for = 17%, alpha reliability coefficient = .66.

- “Giving of Overhelp

( 1) Shows child how to do something, when the .7087
child is trying to do something.
(19) Gives child help with a difficult task, .6151
even if the child has not asked for help. .
Factor 3, eigenvalue = 1.75, variance accounted
for = 16%, alpha reliability coefficient = .54.

Reinforcement of Requests for Assistance with
aisy Tasks ,
25) Responds: positively to child's requests .6593
for help with an easy task.
(14) Accepts child's request for help with some .6281
-thing the child is able to do on his or
her own.
Factor 4, eigenvalue = 1.16, variance accounted
for = 10%, alpha reliability coefficient = ,62..

Reinforcement of Independence .
(13) Seldom lets child play away from adults. -.5584"
( 7) Lets child .do it on his or her own when .5430

the child is trying to do something.

Factor 5, eigenvalue = 1.05, variance accounted
for = 9%, alpha reliability coefficient = .50._

3 °
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Factor Loadings for Items® Retained on the Constructed

Scales in Study II

184

€

Scale Item : , Factor Loadings

Reinfgrcement of Children for Helping with Tasks

(29 Employs child to help with tasks. .8286

{ 6 Encourages ¢hild to help with tasks . 7300
: gund the house. S

Factor 1 eigenvalue = 2.82, variance accounted o

for = 27%, alpha reliability coefficient = .77.

Giving of Overhelp

(19) Gives child help with a difficult task, .8071
even if the child has not askéd for help.
( 1) Shows child how to do something, when .4681

the child is trying to do something..
Factor 2, eigenvalue = & 08, variance accounted
for = 20%, alpha reliability coefficient = .57.

Reinforcement 'of Requests For Assistance with
Easy Tasks ‘
(25) Responds positively to child's requests ' .6526
for help with an easy task. /
(14) Accepts child's request for help with .5823
something the child is able to do on his :
Y or _her own..
Factor 3, eigenyalue = 1.26, variance accounted
for = 20%, alpha reliability coefficient = :61.
T . ~

2 The individual items which make up each of the c¢on-
structed scales are identified by the numbers in paren-
theses which correspond with the actual item numbers on
the parent questionnaire (see Appendix 0).

b The number ing of the factors is based on their order
of extraction and thus their importance.
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s - Appendix Y -
& / N s
- /7 —
- Fathers' Socialization Scales for Boys: Factor Loadings +
: . . - ~ - i ? >
for Itemg? Retained on the Conitructed Scales in Study II
- N ) ‘a ’
: by ) — \ S “a
Sce&e ‘ | (\ﬁ Item . §~ “Factor Loadings
— - ", - \"1' ! \ ) L
Reinfgrqement -of Children for Helplng with/ Tasks R ‘
(29) Employs ghikFd to help with tasks. - .8773
o 6),Encourage child to help with tasks . .6608
around ‘'the house. \
(5 Encourages child to try difficult b . 4237

Sivities or tasks. -
Factor 1, eigenvalue = 2.88, variable accounted

for = 24%, alp a rellablllty coefficient = .70, - N *
Giving of Over elp : -
" (19) &ives child hedp with a difficult task, .6526
even if the c¢hild has not asked for help. :
( 4) Helps immediately when child requests$ .6466
assistance. S

\

( 1) .Shows child how to do’ something, when tRe '.48783

child is trying to do something.
Factor 2, eigenvalue = 2,50, variable accounteéd
for =-21%, alpha reliability coefficient = .61.

>~ n
Reinforcement of Compliance ‘

(22) Disapprdves of child expre331ng disagree—‘ .8413
A ment with decisions or,rules. .
(17) SEldom allows child to question decisions .6149

. or rules.
.Factot 3,qeigenvalue = 1,55, vari cetaccounted
. for = 13%, alpha geliability coefificient = .70.

Reinforcement of Requests for Assistance with
Easy Tasks '
(14) Accepts child's request for help with . 7543
something the child is able to do on his
or her own. )
(25) Responds’ positively o child's requests .6148
for help with an easy task.
" Factor 4, eigenvalue = 1.12, variable accounted
for = 10%, alpha reliability coefficient = .70.

8 See notation 2 on Appendix W. i j
b The numbering of the factors is based on their order
.of extraction and thus their importance.
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Fathggs . Socialization Scales for Gitls: Factor Londings

4

fbr Items Retained on the onstructed Scales in Study 1T

:

L

-

around the house.
(11l) Spends time playing or. working with child. .5301
Factor 1, eigenvalue = 3,18, variance accounted
for = 25%, alpha reliability coeffio}ent .72, o

Reinforcement of Attempting Difficult Tasks

(10) Provides physical comfort when child is '.8016
frustrated by a difficult task.

( 5) Encourages child to try difficult : ©.5526

activities or tasks.
Factor 2, eigenvalue = 1.96, variance accounted
for = 16%, alpha reliability'coefficient = ,64.

Giving of Overhelp
( 1) Shows child how to do something, when the .7045
‘ child is trying to 4o something.
(19) Gives child help with a difficult task, .6168
.- even if the child has not asked for help. ~ ~
( 3) Child learns how to do things by watching .5379
. parent do them. '
Factor 3, eigenvalue = 1.45, variance accounted
for = 11%, alpha reliability coefficient = .65.

Reinforcement of Proximity
(13) Seldom letd child play away from adults. .7538
(23) Has child play in the same vicinity as the .4595
parent, when the ¢hild is playing at home.
Factor 4, eigenvalue = 1.37, variable accounted
for = 11%, alpha retiability coefficient = .[46.

. Reinforcement of Child Compliance

(22) Disapproves of child expressing disagree- .7139
ment with decisions or rules.
(17) Seldom allows child to .question decisions .5065
or rules. .
Factor 5, eigenvalue = 1.10, -variable accounted
fox = 9%, alpha reliability coefficient = «56.4

=

Scale ’ * Item Factor Loadings
Z rY [ ) ;
. ‘ - L] “'\ .'
- Reinforcement of Children for Helping with Tasks
(29) Employs child to help with tasks. " - .9214
( 6) Encourages child to help with tasks f! .6778
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v Y I " Appendix AA ( '

. Test-Retest Reliability Cqefficients for
Mothers' and Fathers' Socialization Scales
’ ; in Study II

Mothers' Soc. Scales r Fathers' Soc. Scales  r

General Soc. Scales “General Soc. Scales
R. for Helping .65 R. for Helping .66
R. of Easy Requests .65 \ R. of Easy Requests ~-.59
R. ©of Compliance .6 ) Giving of Overhelp +67

Male Soc. Scales d Male Soc. Scales *
R. for Helping .70 R. for Helping .68

. R. of Easy Requests .78 R. of Easy Requests .58
R. of Compliance " .59 Giving of Overhelp .56
R. of Exploration .46 R. of Compliance .80

Female Soc. Scales Female Soc. Scales
R. for Helping .71 R. for Helping .53

+«  R. of Easy Requests .48 . Giving of Overhelp .75
. R. of Compliance .71 R. of Difficult Task .3

Giving of Overhelp .13 R. of Compliance .77
R. of Independence .04 R. of Proximity .38

t el

Note. Reinforcement

[

ISP ey e

s
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is abbreviated to R.
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Appendix BB P

Summa'ry of :ﬁnhlysis ?f Variance on Problem-Solving Scores

e

for Groups Se}ected by Mothers' Compliance Ratings ' *
i in Study II
[
. Source of Variance [<§4 ss MS F g
T f “
- . . . <
Circus Thifk It Through
' ‘
——— o
. la'?
. Sex (A) : 1 95.23 95.83 6.78*
) * Compliance (B) 1 65.00 65.08, . 4.63*
AXx B 1l 2.46 2.46° .18
g Error 204 2,966.11 14.05
;o
Owl Task '
Sex (A) 1 f26.69 26.69 . .79 .
Compliance (B) -1 146.79 146.79 4:36% cf
D Condition (C) 2 231.62 115.81 3.44*
: Ax B 1 .01 .01 .01
: Ax C 2 17.15 8.57 .25
: Bx O 2 60.70 30.35 .90
AxBxC ” 2 54.91 27.46 .82
i Error 196 6,604.87,  33.70 ¢
; -
f *R < .05
F
{
% '
% '?"
' .
] 7
7
E . r ' ] "
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¥ \ _ : :
Univdriate F Values for Mothers' Socialization Scores

. . q
for Groups Selected by Mothers' Compliance Ratihgs
in Sthd(; I

S

Sex(A) Compliagce(B) A x B

F3 . i
General Soc. Scales ) . 4 ,
R. for Helping .30 .97 2.57 .
R. of Easy Tasks .06 : .01 ] 1.89
R. of Compliance .54 . 2.77* 1.24
Male Soc. Scales
R. for Helping . 1.99
R. of Easy Requests . © 1,06
R. of Compliance . ' .14
R.- of Exploration 3.33
Female Soc. Scales
R. for Helping cn : .21
R. of Easy Requests \ ’ .83
R. of Compliance 4.92%*
"Giving of Overhelp . .33
" R.,0f Independence .66 .
1 \ \ . * * N __,\_/‘
Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R. C \
*p < .10, :
** p < ,052 - - : w
\ L . ;o
. | — # i
. p | ;o
! | :
i
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] : ' . . . Appendix DD
| : ro . k
§ N, Univariate' F Values for Fathers' Socialization Scores
] for Groups Selected by Mothers' Compliance Ratings v
b R . in Study 1II
£ Sex(A) Compliance(B)‘ Ax B
¥ 2
b -
; . {
) . z
i General Soc. Scales
{ , : :
g ‘R. for Helping .64 .22 .11
‘ " R. of Easy Reguests & -.74 .88 .20
E Giving of Overhelp | 3.68* .03 3.43*
R . ! \ : .
§ Male Soc. Scales
¢ , . ’ '
, R. for Helping . 01
: R. of Easy Requests 7«90
- Giving of Overhelp | ( 1.53
; R. of Compliange . . - ..08
{ . y C T
’i Female Soc. Scales C 4 -
i " R. for Helping L .21 |
; . Giving of Overhelp , 2,28 .
; : + R, of Difficult- Tasks -48
' R. of Compliance °* . .01

i : R. of Proximity : 1.03

Note. Reinforcement is -abbreviated to_ R.

¥ p <o

r e gt iy
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) . . tAppendix EE '
;! . ' o .
Vv Summary of Analysis of \)lariance on Problem—-Solving Scores
I . . v
- 'fsifor Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratings
T ?t ' ( . in Study II
| T K’ :
;'c.ﬁ‘h I ' . .
\;%,Sbu'rce of Variance af ss MS F
' .f'" o | . " Circus Think It Through
o ,i:,“{t & . ,
S : ,
} Sex (A) 1l 93.09 93.09 6.58%%
o Compliance (B) 1 2.78 2.78 .20
"&"I‘Y“ r A X B 1 . 51 . 51 : . 04
RaE Errox . 199 2,816.71  14.15
Lfﬁ'-l ’ - 2
i Owl Task
il ’ "
oy, ~ Sex (A) 1 18.25  18.25 .53
A Compliance (B) 1 79.09 19.09 2.30
S o Condition (C) 2 204.16. 102.08 2.97*%
. AxB 1 42,11  42.11  1.22
Y . AXxC 2 26.86  13.43 .39
M BxC 2 1.69 .85 .03
': ,.& e ‘AXxB xC’ 2 24.68 12.34 .36 .
" d};"j’\‘.’ L .« Error 191 6,571.99 &;34 .41
' \
*p < .10
*k B < '95 .
.} “~ i .
D ,
o
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- 'Univariate F Values for Mothers' Socialization Scores
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for Groups Selected by Fathers' Compliance Ratings-

in Study :1T '
/ ) .
Sex(A) Compliance (B) A xB
General Soc. Scales
R. for Helping “ e 26 2.63 2.53
R. of Easy Requests . .027 X .04 22
R. of Compliance 33 .70 .01
Male Soc. Scales
R. for Helping " o15: .
R. of Easy Tasks .03 ‘
R. of Compliance .26
R. of Exploration 1.26
Female goc. Scales
R. for Helping 5.78*
R. of Easy Requests .23 .
R. of Compliance .28
‘Giving of Overhelp .12
R. of Independence 5.12*

% -.\\

- “

Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R.

* p< .05 : .
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| " Univariate F Values for Fathers' Socialization Scales
- ,/ . -
\ . - for Groups Sglected by Fathers' ComplianNatings
N ’ ‘ :
\
\

. in Study II

.1 " Sex(A) Compliance(B) A X B

General Soc. Scales

R. - for Helping . .66 .62 .66
- R. of Easy Requests 1.0l .01 .93
\ , ' Giving .of Overhelp 2.58 02 1.24
| Male Soc. Scales *
3 'R. for H\elping . .09
.| R. of Easy Requests «39
Giving of Overhelp .68
ﬁ \ R. of Compliance ) 1.36
]\ Female Soc. Scales . -
v, R. for Helping 2.16
. Giving of Overhelp .09 : R
. R. for Difficult Tasks .91
| R. of Compliance .01 .
| R. of Proximity l1.41 #

"Note. Reinforcement is abbreviated to R,

{ . ¢
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Means and Staridard Deviations of Matching Variables for

Groups Selected by Parents' Composite COmpliance Ratings

imStudy II

Low Compliant

High Compliant

] Boys Girls Boys. Girls
Characteristics n 31 39 | 33 37
Age (in months) 58.84 58 .28 59.36 59.57
(3.98) (3.92) (4.14) (3.93)

PPVT scores 106.48 105.05 103.97 104.54
’ (12.70) (8.11) (13.67) (12.84)

SES scores 2.45 2.33 2.21 2.22
(.72) (1.01) (.82) (.89)

Fathers' Ed. level 15.16 15.39 15.97 15.54
. (2.77) (3.13) (3.46) (4.15)

Mothers' Ed. level  14.06  14.46 13.61  14.08

. (2.48) (2.43) (2.77)

(2.45)

Note. Standard-deviations are in parentheses.

e AR e A A R - o s S B B
.




Apbendix II

Summary of Anaiysis of Variance on Problem~Solvihg Scores

for Groups Selected by Parents' Composite Compliance

Ratings in Study II .

‘Source of Variance af ss MS P [
Circus Think It Through - ,
Sex(A) 1 96.48 96 .48 T83%%%
Compliance (B) 1 32,68 32,68 2.65%
A xB 1 .76, .76 .06
Error 136 1,675.17 12.32
o : Owl Task
i )
< o
Sex(A) 1 17.55 . 17.55 .52 .
Compliance(B) ° 1 189.67 189.67 5.57%*
Condition (C) 2 134.27 67.14 1.97
A xB ) 1 20.94 20.94 .62
AxC 2 2.69 1.35 .04
B xC 2 17.69 8.98 .26
AxXxXBx C 2 39.47 19.74 .58
" Error 128 4,359.16 34.06
‘*E < -10 -
**p < .05 '
*#%*p < 01 ‘ X
. “. ¢ /Q!
‘o
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