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Abstract 

Thirty-seven girls and thirty-seven boys, all nine 

years of age, were observed with their mothers in an inter-

action situation involving several achievement tasks. 

Measures were obtained of mothers' expectations for the.ir 

children before and during the interaction session. Mo-

thers' behavior was rated on a number of different scales. 

Halfway through the experiment mothers' expectations were 

rnanipulated positively or negatively. Expectancy was found 

to be a diverse concept. Sex differences were found both 

in mothers' expectations and in the behavioral expression 

of these expectations. Experimental manipulation of their 

expectancy produced significant changes in mothers' expec-

tations, attitudes and behavior with their children. 
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Introduction 

The assumption that the formation of cognitive and 

intellectual skills can be modified by variations in the 

environment is weIl accepted by most theorists. Bruner 

(1964) believes that cultural effects on intellectual func-

tioning are to sorne extent "from the outside in". Bloom 

(1964) goes one step further. He states that we are at a 

level where one can actually "specify sorne of the major 

characteristics of an environment which will positively 

or negatively affect the development of general intelli-

gence or school achievement Il (p. 196). Hunt (1961) touches 

upon the need for such knowledge wh en he states that lIif 

the manner in which encounters with the environment foster 

the development of intellectual interest and capacity were 

more fully understood, it might be possible to increase the 

average leve1 of intelligence within the population sub­

stantially" (p. 346). The consensus of opinion, then, is 

that one must identify sorne of these meaningful measures of 

the environment which relate to cognitive performance. 

One of these factors that has received attention re-

cently and with which this study is concerned is the factor 

of interpersonal self-fulfilling propheÇies. The growing 

body of evidence which suggests that one pers on 's expectation 
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for the behavior of another can come to be a significant 

determinant of that other personls behavior, has been shown 

to have far-reaching effects. It has been studied in psy­

cho1ogica1 research, in the experimenter-subject re1ation­

ship, in psycho1ogica1 testing, in the tester-testee re1a­

tionship, and in the medica1 profession, specifica11y the 

doctor-patient re1ationship (Frank, 1961, 1968). An in­

creasing nuIDber of recent investigations have concentrated 

on these interpersona1 se1f-fu1fi11ing prophe~ies in the 

area of education. Studies have shown that a teacher's 

expectations about her pupi1's performance can serve as a 

significant determinant of that performance (Rosentha1 & 

Jacobson, 1968). The implications of such findings are 

tremendous. It wou1d seem then, that the princip1e of 

interpersona1 se1f-fu1fi11ing prophecy is universa1 in a1-

most any dyadic interaction. 

An important dyadic interaction in which expectancy 

has been neg1ected in the past is the mother-chi1d re1ation­

ship. Parents, particu1ar1y, have definite expectations for 

their chi1dren. Furthermore, they have a definite interest 

in having their expectations come true. It is the purpose 

of this study to investigate mothers' expectations for 

their chi1dren in the area of inte11ectua1 achievement, 
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and to attempt to discover the behavior by which mothers 

communicate their expectations to their children. 

In this review, the findings which support the idea 

of interpersonal self-fulfilling prophecies in dyadic re~ 

lationships in general will be examined. The mother-child 

literature will be surveyed for evidence of mothers' expec­

tancy for their children and for the behavioral expression 

of this expectancy. Within the context of the avai1able 

information on mothers' expectancies for their children, 

several questions which still await an answer will be con­

s idered. 

Expectancy Effects in psycho1ogica1 Research 

The literature on expectancy effects draws on data 

from numerous fields, as unrelated as the hea1ing profes­

sions, survey research, laboratory psychology, and educa­

tional psychology. The bu1k of this information points to­

ward the idea that there exists an interpersona1 se1f­

fulfilling prophecy effect. This evidence has been thor­

oughly reviewed by Rosentha1 (Rosenthal, 1964a, 1964b, 1966; 

Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968). Sorne examp1es of this infor­

mation are noteworthy. In the area of animal 1earning, 

Rosenthal and Fode (1963a) demonstrated that rats which were 

believed to be maze-bright by a group of experimenters 



4 

performed significant1y better in a simple T-maze than rats 

thought to be maze-du11. This phenomenon carried over to 

other tasks such as operant acquisition, stimulus discrimi­

nation, and chaining of responses (Rosentha1 & Lawson, 1964). 

A1so we11 known are the experiments on person perception in 

which subjects are asked to rate the apparent success or 

fai1ure of pers ons in photographs on a sca1e ranging from 

-10 to +10. Resu1ts showed that subjects who performed 

the task for high-biased (+5) experimenters obtained signi­

ficant1y higher mean ratings than subjects of low-biased 

(-5) experimenters. 

The idea that a personls expectation for another rnay 

serve as an unintended se1f-fu1fi11ing prophecy takes an 

even greater impact as one begins to examine rea1-1ife 

situations for its effect. Research on the c1inician ex­

pectancy effects has shown that resu1ts from tests of human 

abi1ities and persona1ity, and structured interviews are 

a11 subject to the examiner's bias. Larrabee and K1einsasser 

(1967) found significant expectancy effects on the Verbal 

Intelligence Sca1e of the Wechs1er Intelligence Sca1e for 

Chi1dren. projective testing, especia11y the Rorschach, 

a1so shows the effects of experimenters ' expectancies 

(Marwit & Marcia, 1967; Mas1ing, 1965), as do structured 

l 
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laboratory interviews (Raffetto, 1968). Frank (1968) reports 

studies which suggest that among the situational factors af­

fecting patients' responses to medication are the physician's 

expectations. 

Expectancy Effects in Education 

The extent to which the idea of expectancy effects 

has taken hold in the educational literature is tremendous 

although not surprising in view of its implications. A 

study by Rosenthal and Jacobson (1966) on intellectual 

"blooming" was immensely important in that it introduced 

a way of thinking that has led to a spate of publications 

on the same subject which continue to point to very defi­

nite teacher expectancy effects on pupil performance. 

Meichenbaum, Bowers and Ross (1968) reported that an in­

crease in teachers' favorable expectations led to a signi­

ficant increase in the appropriateness of their students' 

classroom behavior. Beez (1968) found a significant ef­

fect on the symbol-learning behavior of prodect Headstart 

pupils when their teachers had their expectations experi­

mentally increased. Rosenthal and Evans (1968) and Conn, 

Edwards, Rosenthal and Crowne (1968) found children who 

were expected to bloom intellectually showed greater gains 

in reasoning I.Q. th an a control group. Numerous other 
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investigators have noted that effect (Asbell, 1963). Tea­

chers' expectations manipulated not for specifie children 

within a classroom but rather for classrooms as a whole 

(Biegen, 1968; Flowers, 1966), also produced significant 

effects with greater performance gains achieved by those class­

rooms expected by their teachers to show the better performance. 

Negative Findings and ReversaIs 

Despite the large number of studies confirming the 

effects of interpersonal self-fulfilling prophecies, one 

must point out that not aIl the results are in support of 

this hypothesis. Wessler found no differences in speed of 

hand tapping (Wessler, 1969) or in reaction times te visual 

stimuli (Wessler, 1968) attributable to experimenters' ex­

pectancies. Barber, Calverley, Forgione, McPeake, Chaves 

and Bowen (1969) failed to demonstrate the experimenter 

bias effect on the person perception test. Ekren (1962) 

and Getter, Mulry, Holland and Wa1ker (1967) did net get 

the effect on the Block Design subtest of the Wechsl.er 

Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) or on the complete WAIS 

respectively. Negative results have also been obtained 

in Rorschach testing (strauss & Marwit, 1970). Working 

with male teachers and fifth grade boys, pitt (1956) found 

no effect on achievement scores of arbitrarily adding or 
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subtracting ten I.Q. points to the children's records. 

Heiserman (1967) found no effect on teacher expectations on 

her 7th graders' stated levels of occupational aspiration. 

By contrast, sorne studies show significant reversaIs. 

Claiborn (1968) found a tendency among first graders for 

children designated as potential bloomers to gain less in 

I.Q. on the Flanagan Tests of General Ability than a con­

trol group. A similar tendency was reported by Anderson 

and Rosenthal (1968). Their subjects were older, however, 

and drawn from astate school for the mentally retarded. 

Geiger (1971), on the other hand, using a standardized I.Q. 

test found no significant differences between experimental 

and control groups but discovered that both groups made 

significant I.Q. gains and that teachers showed signifi­

cantly more positive behavior towards both groups after 

the experimental induction of expectancies. 

AIl the studies quoted represent only a small frac­

tion of the total number conducted on the effects of inter­

personal expectancies. The bulk of the evidence, in gen­

eral, points to the existence of the effect. Although the 

negative results obtained on sorne studies do not rule out 

the existence of this effect they calI into question its 

universality. The disputes over these negative results 
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will not be reviewed at this time (Barber & Si1ver, 1968a, 

1968bi Harrington, 1967, 1968; Harrington & Ingraham, 

1967i Ingraham & Harrington, 1966; Rosentha1, 1967, 1968). 

It is sufficient to note, however, that interpersona1 expec­

tancy effect is accepted as a significant determinant of 

behavior in sorne situations and that this effect has been 

demonstrated in rea1-1ife situations such as the teacher­

pupi1 dyade The interesting question is not the existence 

of the effect but rather the conditions which determine 

whether the effect is operative or not, to what extent, and 

how it operates, that is, how does one individua1 transmit 

an expectation to another. 

Intervening Variables of Expectancy 

Severa1 studies have pointed out that the expectancy 

effect may be mediated by certain attitudes of the experi­

menter and of the subjects. Si1verman (1968) found in a 

word association test that when the experimenter and the 

subjects were opposite in sex there was a greater expectancy 

effect than when they were the same seXe Friedman, Kur1and 

and Rosentha1 (1965) showed in a person perception experi­

ment that experimenters whose behavior during the experi­

ment ref1ected greater interpersona1 invo1vement or warmth 

obtained ratings of the perception photos 1abe11ed as more 
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successful. Experimenters whose behavior reflected a more 

professional manner obtained ratings significantly more in 

accordance with their expectancy, regardless of the parti­

cular nature of that expectancy. McQueen (1971) found that 

a teacher's experience played a part in how likely the tea­

cher was to assign biased grades to pupils: the greater 

the experience, the less likely the teacher was to be in­

fluenced by an experimenter bias effect. Furthermore, 

this influence occurred only when the teacher instructed 

the allegedly slow pupils first. 

Several other studies have examined subject variables 

which might influence whether or not the expectancy of the 

experimenter would have an effect on the subjects. Minor 

(1970), using the photo rating task, assigned subjects to 

one of two experimenter-expectancy conditions. In addition 

within each condition sorne subjects were made to feel ap­

prehensive or ego-involved in their performance, while the 

remaining subjects were assured that their performance 

would not be utilized to evaluate their functioning. The 

findings revealed that the expectation held by an experi­

menter only led to confirma tory responses from the subjects 

when the subjects were personally concerned with their per­

formance. 
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The age of the subject might also determine whether 

expectancy effects are found although this evidence is not 

conclusive. Larrabee and Kleinsasser (1967) working with 

children found verbal WISC I.Q.s to be axfected by the ex­

pectancy of the examiner, whereas Ekren (1962) and Getter 

et al. (1967) found no such effects when dealing with an 

adult population. 

Examination of teacher expectancy studies conducted 

with children from a lower socioeconomic background on the 

West Coast (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968), with upper middle 

class children on the East Coast (Conn et al., 1968), and 

with middle-class children in a small town in the midwest 

(Rosenthal & Evans, 1968) f demonstrated several variables 

that influence the effects of teacher expectations. These 

included the interaction of the sex and social class of the 

pupils. A study by Asbury (1971) showed that a subject's 

locus of control rating Was a determinant of the expectancy 

effect in a teacher-pupil situation. 

The information a teacher has about a pupil also in­

fluences whether the teacher's expectancy will affect the 

teacher-student relationship in a learning situation. 

Brown (1970) gave teachers varying kinds of psychological 

reports. Sorne had information about the children's I.Q. 
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scores, others about socioeconomic background, and others 

had personality descriptions of the pupils. Results showed 

that only the I.Q. information yielded significant results 

in the number of paired associates that the teacher attemp­

ted to teach the child and also in the expectancy-fulfill­

ment rating by the teacher. The pupil's actual performance, 

that is, the number of paired associates learned, was not 

affected by this information. 

Mediating Processes of Expectancy 

Obviously, numerous variables are involved in whether 

and how one individual's expectancy influences another. The 

next question is how an expeLimenter or teacher unintention­

ally informs his subject or pupil of his expectancy. Exami­

nation of the mediating processes in the highly controlled 

experimenter-subject relationship demonstrates the process 

to be very subtle. Only a few methods of unintentional com­

munication of expectancy have been clearly defined. Both 

visual (Rosenthal & Fode, 1963b), and auditory cues (Adair 

& Epstein, 1968) are important. Placing a screen between 

experimenter and subject reduces the expectancy effect, al­

though the effect can still be brought about by just the tape 

recordings of the experimenter's voice reading standard in­

structions to his subjects. The manner in which instructions 
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are read has a1so been shown to have bearing on the determi-

nation of experimenta1 resu1ts (Rosentha1, Friedman & Kur1and, 

1966). Regard1ess of which of two contradictory hypotheses 

they he1d, male experimenters obtained significant1y more 

hypothesis-confirming data if they read the instructions 

more rapid1y and 1ess accurate1y, glanced 1ess at their 

subjects, exchanged fewer glances with them and showed 1ess 

genera1 body movements. Interesting1y, the instruction read-

ing of fema1e experimenters was 1ess predictive of their 

biasing effect upon subjects' subsequent responses. The 

possibi1ity that a process of operant conditioning might be 

responsib1e for the operation of se1f-fu1fi11ing prophecies 

was examined (Rosentha1, 1966) and discarded. It seems that 

a 1earning curve does exist but it is for experimenters and 

not for their subjects; that is, experimenters increase the 

unintended influence of their prophecy as the experiment 

progresses. 

In 1ess contro11ed, rea1-1ife situations, interper-' 

sona1 se1f-fu1fi11ing prophecies have more freedom to oper-

ate. The teacher who has a specifie expectation for a pupi1 

is free to express this bias in whichever way she chooses. 

She is not restricted to reading a standard set of instruc-

tions as must an experimenter. consequent1y, studies which 
" , 
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have looked at the mediating operation of interpersonal self-

fulfilling prophesies in the teacher-student dyad have been 

more successful in discovering sorne of the factors involved 

in the unintentional communication of expectancies. Beez 

(1968) 1 for example, employed 60 teachers to teach preschool 

children the meaning of a series of symbols. He found that 

teachers expecting superior learning actually tried to teach 

more of the symbols than did teachers expecting inferior 

learning. Despite the dramatic difference in teaching beha-

vior, however, not all the differences obtained in the pu-

pils' learning could be attributed to discrepancies in the 

teachers' method of teaching. Sorne other unexplained me-

chanism must have been at work as weIl. Brown (1970) in-

vestigated the effects on teacher expectancy of psychologi-

cal reports, and found results similar to those of Beez 

(1968). Although he found no significant performance dif-

ference for children of different expectancy groups he did 

find significant differences in the number of paired-asso-

ciates that teachers attempted to teach and in the expectancy-

fulfillment rating that they filled out. McQueen (197l) 

also found that a teacher's bias affected the number of 

words she presented to her pupils on a vocabulary learning 

task. Meichenbaum et al. (1968) suggested that increasing 
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teachers' positive1y toned attention is the factor associated 

with the fu1fi11ment of favorable teacher expectations. 

This suggestion is supported by Rosentha1 and Jacobson (1968). 

They asked a11 teachers to describe the c1assroom behavior 

of their pupi1s at the end of the schoo1 year. Those chi1d­

ren for whom inte11ectua1 growth was expected were described 

as having a significant1y better chance for future success, 

and as being significant1y more interesting, curious, and 

happy. There was a tendency too for these chi1dren to be 

seen as more appea1ing, we11-adjusted, and affectionate and 

as having 1ess need for social approva1. "Attention" was 

found by Wi11is (1970) to be an important mediating factor 

of teacher's e~ectancy. In this study, teachers ignored 

the "least efficient chi1d" significant1y more than the 

"most efficient chi1d", and gave significant1y more verbal 

consequences for the behavior of the "most efficient chi1d" 

than for the behavior of the "1east efficient chi1d. Il 

Most of the studies on teacher expectancy have in­

duced experimenta11y different expectations in teachers re­

garding different chi1dren and have then noted whether this 

induced expectation has had any influence on the chi1d's 

actua1 performance. A number of studies, as we have noted, 

have a1so attempted to determine how these differentia1 
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expectations are directly manifested in the c1assroom. A 

recent study by Rist (1970) examined teachers' expectations 

and their behavioral expression in the natura1 classroom 

setting, with no attempt at experimental manipulation. It 

is interesting that precisely those variables found in stu­

dies in which expectation was experimentally induced are 

also found to be significant in the behavior of teachers 

in the natural milieu of the classroom. Rist (1970) notes 

that, for the students of high socio economic background 

who were perceived by the teachers as possessing desirable 

behavioral and attitudinal characteristics, the classroom 

experience was one in which their teachers disp1ayed inter­

est in them, spent a large proportion of teaching time with 

them, directed little control-oriented behavior towards 

them (disciplinary statements), held them as models for 

the remainder of the cJa ssroom and continually reinforced 

statements that they were "special" students. Here cle~rly 

is the difference in teaching behavior a1so reported by 

Beez (1968), Brown (1970), and McQueen (1971), the discre­

pancy in amount of attention found by Meichenbaum et al. 

(1968) and Willis (1970), and the differences in positive 

reinforcement called "positively-toned" attention by 

Meichenbaum et al. (1968). 
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In summary, an individual's expectation for the beha­

vior of another person is a significant determinant of the 

other person's behavior. The effect is widespread and can 

be observed in such different areas a laboratory psychology, 

medicine, and teaching. We have also noted that these ef­

fects depend on man y variables such as the sex of both the 

experimenter and the subject, age, status, and social class. 

Sorne of the important mediating processes operating in these 

situations do so through visual and auditory eues. In the 

more real life example of the teacher-pupil interaction 

variables such as the amount of time teaching, attention, 

and positive reinforcement given to a student distinguish 

the behavior of the high expectancy teacher from that of 

the tow expectancy teacher. 

Maternal Expectancy 

What can we say about expectancy in the mother-child 

dy.~d? Research in the area of mother expectation for in­

tellectual achievement as it relates to her child's actual 

achievement is not extensive. Even less so is the identi­

fication of the mediating factors whereby mother communi­

cates her expectations to her child. 

Studies which deal wi-th the question of mother expec-
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tation differ from one another in a number of different di-

mensions: (1) the measure of mother expectation usedi (2) 

the criterion measures of intellectual achievement: (3) 

whether or not the significant parental attitudinal and be­

havioral variables are measured and how they are measuredi 

(4) age of the childreni (5) sex of the childreni (6) so­

cial class of the samplei (7) birth orderi (8) change of 

expectancy. 

The following review will examine the studies under 

these variol.ls headings. 

Measures of Expectancy 

There are wide differences in the methods used to 

measure a mother's expectation for her child's intellectual 

achievement. These range from college freshmen's percep­

tions of grades parents expect them to get (Poffenberger & 

Norton, 1963) to mothers ' estimates of the number of blocks 

their children can use to build a tower while blindfolded 

with one hand behind their back (Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959). 

Wolf (1964) and Dave (1963) interviewed mothers to de ter­

mine their ideas about what aspects of their home they 

thought were most relevant to the development of general 

intelligence. These items were then used as a basis for 

ratings on 13 scales designated as "Environmental Process 
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Characteristics". Among the items were inc1uded severa1 

dea1ing with the parents' inte11ectua1 expectations for 

their chi1d. This expectancy measure was among those that 

had the best re1ationship with the criterion achievement 

measures which, in this case, were the I.Q. and achievement 

test scores. Cranda11, Dewey, Katkovsky and Preston (1964) 

a1so made use of the interview situation with a parent to 

determine what leve1 of competence the parent fe1t his chi1d 

characteristica11y demonstrated in inte11ectua1 activity. 

Baumrind and Black (1967) simi1ar1y determined inte11ectua1 

achievement expected. Boerger (1971) used a mai1ed ques­

tionnaire to obtain maternaI aspiration 1eve1s for their 

sons and mothers' estimates of their sons' I.Q.'s. Lynn and 

Sawrey (1962) got measures of future expectations in inter­

views with 80 Norwegian mothers. Barry, Bacon and Child 

(1957) used ratings of ethnographers' reports of chi1d 

rearing practices in 110 primari1y non-1iterate cultures 

in order to get measures of achievement expectations. A 

tota11y different approach taken by Solomon, Pare1ius and 

Busse (1969) was designed to have raters obtain frequency 

measures of parents' positive and negative expectations 

concerning their chi1d's abi1ities in an interaction situa­

tion. Rosen and D'Andrade (1959) also used an interaction 
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situation to get measures of parental aspiration and evalua­

tions of their sons. These researchers used a number of dif­

ferent expectancy measures, although all were based on spe­

cifie tasks. For example, parents had to estimate how their 

child would do in unfamiliar situations where performance 

norrns were at times not set by the experimenter. Later, after 

they had observed bis performance, they had to re-estimate 

the child's subsequent performance in the same situation. 

Similarly, estimates of a child's probable performance on 

a puzzle task were used by Rothbart (1967) and Hilton (1967). 

A variation of mother expectancy measures was employed in 

studies with stutterers using a modified Rotter Board level 

of aspiration test (Goldrnan & Shames, 1964~ Quarrington, 

Seligrnan & Kosower, 1969). In these experiments parents 

predicted a series of scores which the child would achieve 

based on a knowledge of his immediately preceding perfor­

mance. Scores reported to the parents were not dependent 

upon the actual scores but on a prearranged schedule of 

success and failure. The measures of parental goal setting 

used were (1) the Initial Estimate Measure which repre­

sented the first parental guess as to the next level of 

performance following a standard initial report by the ex-

perimenter of "18 out of a possible 501l~ (2) the Total 
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Average Estimate~ (3) the D-Score (mean of the differences 

between the estimate and the preceding performance) under 

conditions of success~ (4) the D-Score under conditions of 

failure. 

In summary, measures of expectation that have been 

used in experimental situations differ strikingly from one 

another. They range from global self-reports to specifie 

estimates in specifie achievement situations. They can be 

either concerned with the present, the immediate future or 

the long range future. 

Criterion Measures of Achievement 

The many studies reported vary almost as much in the 

criterion measure of achievement chosen as in the expectancy 

measure that they attempt to relate achievement to. Part of 

the problem is undoubtedly due to the aIDbiguity of the con­

cept of achievement.. It has been used to refer to "need" 

or motivation for achievement, measured proficiency, and 

opinions about achievement {Freeberg & payne, 1967}. 

Crandall {l963} clarifies the confusion somewhat by distin­

guishing achievement variables from other behavioral vari­

ables such as dependency and aggression on the basis of 

"positive reinforcement for demonstrated competence." 

Crandall {l963} also distinguishes achievement situations 
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from others on the basis of lieues pertaining to sorne stan-

dard of excellence Il (p. 418). Contrasted with this is the 

concept of achievement motivation or "need achievement." 

Measured intelligence (I.Q.) has been used as a cri-

terion variable by Wolf (1964), Boerger (1971), and Baumrind 

and Black (1967). Wolf (1964) demonstrated a high corre la-

tion (r = 0.69) between a child's I.Q. score and the total 

score of the 13 scales which comprised the "Environmental 

Process Characteristics ll
• He found sorne of the best corre-

lations were with those scales dealing with the parents' in-

tellectual expectations for their child. Boerger (1971) 

found that maternaI aspirations were significantly related 

to the three achievement measures that he used--group in-

telligence, achievement test scores, and a discrepancy mea-

sure in which achievement test scores were corrected for 

intelligence. Furthermore, as mothers' and fathers' aspira-

tions became more similar, their child's achievement in-

creasedi as father's aspirations became greater than 

mother's, achievement declined. In estimating I.Q.'s he 

found that parents tended to estimate their child's I.Q. 

as average, thereby getting over- and under-estimations. 

Baumrind and Black (1967), on the other hand, found no sig-

nificant relationship between their measure of intellectual 

ï 
t 
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achievement expected as measured in the "Maternal Socializa­

tion Demands" and girls' I.Q. scores. 

Another criterion variable used to correlate with 

mother's expectancy is the child's score in a particular 

area of achievement. crandall et al. (1964) found signifi­

cant correlations between mothers' evaluations of their 

children's general intel1ectua1 competence and their chil­

dren's academic performances. The children's reading test 

performances were positive1y related to their mothers' as­

sessments of their genera1 intellectual competence; the 

arithmetic test performances were also positive1y correlated 

with mothers' eva1uations, though they fel1 just short of 

statistical significance. Dave (1963), using the same in­

terview schedu1e as Wolf (1964), formed an "Index of Educa­

'cional Environment". The correlation of this overa1l "In­

dex" with an "Educationa1 Achievement Score Il (comprising 

word knowledge, spe1ling, reading and arithmetic computa­

tion) was high (r = 0.799). Poffenberger and Norton (1963), 

using algebra grades as their criterion, found that sutdents' 

perceptions of parents' expectations for math grades were 

related to their actua1 grades in algebra. The higher their 

perception of their parents' expectations, the higher was 

their grade. 
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Rosen and D'Andrade (1959) coIDbined criterion measures 

of both achievement behavior and achievement motives in 

their study. They found that boys whose mothers had high 

aspirations and a high regard for their competence, a1so 

had a high need for achievement and performed bètter on the 

achievement tasks. In particu1ar, they bui1t higher towers 

of b1ocks, constructed patterns faster and made up more 

words in the Anagrams task. 

In sorne studies no criterion achievement measure was 

used. Expectancy measures themse1ves in these studies were 

compared among various groups. Go1dman and Shames (1964) 

and Quarrington et al. (1969) were on1y interested in com­

paring the goal setting behavior of parents of stutterers 

and nonstutterers. Mothers of ear1y stutterers set signi­

ficant1y lower goals for théir chi1dren than matched con­

tro1s (Quarrington et al., 1969); mothers of chronic stut­

terers set higher goals for their chi1dren than matched 

contro1s (Go1dman & Shames, 1964). Lynn and Sawrey (1962) 

and Barry et al. (1957) compared differences in mother ex­

pectancy for boys and girls without corre1ating expectancy 

with performance. Simi1ar1y Rothbart (1967) re1ated expec­

tancy to birth order. 
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Significant Behaviora1 and Attitudina1 Variables 

Most studies differ in the manner and degree to which 

they identify mediating factors invo1ved in the re1ation­

ship between mother's expectation for her child's inte11ec­

tua1 achievement and his actua1 achievement. Wolf (1964) 

incorporated in his interview both parental inte11ectua1 ex­

pectations for the chi1d and aspects of the home considered 

most relevant to the deve10pment of genera1 intelligence. 

The highest re1ationships with the chi1d's I.Q. score were 

not on1y the parents' inte11ectua1 expectancies but a1so the 

amount of information that the mother had about the chi1d's 

inte11ectua1 deve10pment, the opportunities provided for 

en1arging the chi1d's vocabu1ary, and the extent to which 

the parents created situations re1ated to schoo1 and non­

schoo1 activities. What emerges from examining these corre­

lations is a genera1 picture of the kind of behavior that 

distinguishes ,the high from the 10w expectancy mother and 

the relevant aspects of the home environment that distin­

guish the high from the 10w I.Q. chi1d. 

Cranda11 et al. (1964) 1 in trying to identify the 

antecedents of differences in chi1dren' s intel1ectua1 achieve­

ment motivations and performances, studied both the mother's 

eva1uation of her chi1d's inte11ectua1 competence and other 
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attitudinal and behavioral variables. In two separate in-

terview sessions they obtained information regarding the 

following attitudinal and behavioral variables. 

(1) The value the parent attached to his child's 

intellectual achievements. 

(2) The parentis satisfaction-dissatisfaction with 

his child 1 s intellectual achievements.· 

(3) The parentis minimal standards for his child's 

intellectual achievement i.e., the level of 

competence below which the child's perfor­

mance produced parental dissatisfaction and 

above which the parent felt more satisfied 

than dissatisfied with his child's efforts. 

(4) The frequency and intensity of the parentis 

attempts to increase his child's participa­

tion and competence in intellectual activi­

ties. 
(5) The parentis participation with his child in 

intellectual-achievement activities. 

(6) Specific positiv2 parental reactions (both 

frequency and intensity) to his child's 

intellectual-achievement behaviors. 

(7) Specific negative parental reactions. 

(8) General parental affection and acceptance 

of the child. 
(9) General parental rejection of the child. 

(lO) General parental nurturance. 

Results of the study showed that not only are mothers ' ex-

pectations for their child's general intellectual competence 

related to the child's academic performance, but also that 

variables besides expectancy are related to test performance. 

For example, girls who are competent readers, have less af-

fectionate and less nurturant mothers than do their less 

competent peers. Girls who perform better on an arithmetic 

achievement test have mothers who are relatively less nurturant. 
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Sorne but not all the other attitudes and behaviors of 

the mother towards her child's intellectual achievements 

were also predictive of the child's acadernic performances. 

The values a mother placed on her child's intellectual ex­

periences were not associated with the child's performance, 

yet satisfaction with the child's general intellectual com­

petence was related. Mothers ' instigation and participation 

in intellectual activities were either negativelyor not as­

sociated with the child's academic performance. positive 

and negative reactions of the mother to the child's intel­

lectual-achievement efforts were not predictive of their 

achievement test performances. Bence, the investigation of 

the many behaviors and attitudes of parents to their child's 

achievement provides insight into the mediating factors 

operating between the mother's expectation and the child's 

performance in the area of intellectual achievement. 

The question of mediating factors is dealt with by 

Rosen and D'Andrade (1959) in their direct observations on 

parents and children working at a nuIDber of achievement 

tasks. Besides measuring the parents 1 evaluations of and 

aspirations for their child, and their child's subsequent 

performance, these authors carefully studied the interaction 

process. They tried to determine how the use of sanctions, 
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i.e., rewards and punishments, by the parents ensured that 

the parents 1 expectations wou1d be fu1fi11ed. This study 

is unique in that it relies on direct observation to study 

the mediating factors invo1ved and thereby avoids the errors 

inherent in parental reporting of aspirations and eva1ua­

tions (McCord & McCord, 1961; Mednick & Shaffer, 1963; 

Py1es, Sto1tz & MacFar1and, 1935; Yarrow, 1963). Ros en 

and.D1Andrade (1959) found that high need achievement scores 

occurred in boys with mothers who had not on1y higher aspira­

tions for them and a higher regard for their competence but 

a1so who were quick to disapprove of poor performance and 

quick to approve of good performance, who continued to exert 

pressure on them to do better, who were domineering, and 

who expected 1ess se1f-re1iance than mothers of boys with 

low need achievement scores. These findings para11e1 those 

of Baumrind and Black (1967) for girls. 

To summarize what is known about mediating factors 

that communicate expectancy in the mother-chi1d interaction, 

the most important variables that have been identified are 

genera1 affection and nurturance, specifie reinforcement 

both positive and negative, and the degree of control 

exerted and autonomy permitted. 
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Age and Sex 

Mother expectancy measures have been described for 

chi1dren of a11 ages. For examp1e, Baumrind and Black 

(1967) used pre-schoo1 chi1dren with a mean age of 4 years, 

whi1e poffenberger and Norton (1963) used co11ege freshmen. 

The chi1dren in the Fe1s study (Cranda11 et al., 1964) were 

equa11y distributed in the second, third and fourth grades: 

the boys in Rosen and D'Andradels study (1959) were older, 

ranging from 9 to 11 years of age. The effect of the chi1d l s 

age on a mother's expectation has not been completely eluci­

dated, a1though expectancy research in other areas indicates 

age to be an important variable as Rosenthal and Jacobson 

(1968) demonstrated in comparing teacher expectancy advan­

tages for chi1dren in the first two grades with chi1dren in 

the next four grades. 

Evidence in parent-child interactions a1so supports 

the notion that age is important. Schaefer and Bay1ey 

(1967) found an age correlation for the parental behaviora1 

factor of Love-Hostility between infancy and adolescence 

and between adolescence and maturity. They found no rela­

tion between infancy observations and adult retrospective 

reports. Autonomy-Contro1 behavioral scores were not con­

sistent with age~ in addition, significant correlations 
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between Love-Hosti1ity and Autonomy-Contro1 were found on1y 

in the case of adolescents. It is interesting that these 

same kinds of behavior have been previous1y found to mediate 

mother's expectancy and her chi1d's achievement behavior. 

There is, therefore, a strong possibi1ity that mother's ex­

pectancy also changes with the age of her child. 

The issue of changes in mother expectation with age 

is close1y re1ated to the effect of sex differences on 

mother's expectation. A11 studies on mother expectation 

have pointed out significant differences between mothers' 

expectations for girls and boys. Interviews with mothers 

of second grade Norwegian chi1dren(Lynn & Sawrey, 1962) 

revea1ed that mothers stressed achievement of positive 

goals in their hopes for their sons' futures and avoidance 

of bad influences in their hopes for their daughters' fu­

tures. poffenberger and Norton (1963) compared male and 

fema1e co11ege students in terms of grades they thought 

their parents expected of them. They then compared their 

actua1 grades. The results showed that boys thought their 

parents expected higher math grades from them than girls 

thought; in keeping with these expectations boys showed 

a greater increase in overal1 grades and in a1gebra grades. 

Cranda11 et al. (1964) found no sex differences in the 
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relationship between mothers' evaluations of their children's 

general intellectual competence and the children's academic 

performances, nor in the mothers' reported satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with their children's achievement efforts. 

They did find, however, significant relations between mo­

thers' attitudes and behaviors and daughters' academic pro­

ficiency. 

There is no question that mothers of boys and mothers 

of girls behave differently (Baurnrind & Black, 1967: Bing, 

1963: Hatfield, Ferguson & Alpert, 1967: Sears, Maccoby 

& Levin, 1957: Solomon et al., 1969). MaternaI attitude 

and behavior differences have in fact been described both 

by mothers in interviews (Bing, 1963: Crandall et al., 

1964: Moss & Kagan, 1958) and by children on questionnaires 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1960: Devereux, Bronfenbrenner & Suci, 

1963: Dropplemen & Schaeffer, 1963). Freeberg and Payne 

(1965) suggest that these differences stem from differences 

in parental expectation for later intellectual and vocation­

al achievement, as weIl as for present achievement. Boys 

and girls themselves, over various ages, differ in the es­

timates they give of their intellectual and academic capa­

bilities: girls give consistently lower estimates than 

boys (Crandall, 1969). An examination of mothers' 
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expectations for boys and girls separately therefore rnight 

explain sorne of these discrepancies. 

Social Class 

The number of studies comparing the expectations of 

rnothers of different social class backgrounds for their 

children's intellectual achievement is small. This is sur­

prising since differences in intellectual ability between 

children of different classes have long been known to exist 

(Anastasi, 1958~ Eells, Davis, Havighurst, Herrick & Tyler, 

1951). These differences have often been attributed to "cul­

tural deprivation" (Deutsch, 1965~ Deutsch & Brown, 1964~ 

Wiener, Rider & oppel, 1963). 

The few studies that have been carried out ernphasize 

the part played by rnother expectations and aspirations. 

Whiteman and Deutsch (1968) have delineated a few specific 

environrnental factors that explain the disadvantaging ef­

fects of such global background factors as lowered socio­

econornic status and/or rnembership in an underprivileged 

racial group. These make up their "Deprivation Index". 

One of the factors in the "Deprivation Index" is the educa­

tional aspiration level of the parent for the child. This 

variable was found to be significantly correlated with the 

scholastic achievernent of reading. 
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By contrast, Rosen and D'Andrade (1959) in their study 

of boys and their parents from lower and middle class back­

grounds found that, by controlling I.Q. and achievement mo­

tivation levels, no significant differences could be found 

in the boys' performances, in the parents' aspirations for 

and evaluations of their children, or in the parents' beha­

vior with their children, regardless of their social class. 

The fact still remains, however, that intelligence 

scores and measures of achievement motivation and expecta­

tion are generally not equal across social groups (Anastasi, 

1958; Coleman, Campbell, Hobson, McPartland, Mood, Weinfeld 

& York, 1966; Eells et al., 1951; Rosen, 1956, 1959). 

The general consensus seems to be that mothers' expectations 

and aspirations are important determinants of children's 

achievement behavior. Therefore, it becomes important to 

discover to what degree these factors determine achievement 

and how they are communicated to the child. 

A few observational studies show differences between 

lower and middle class mothers in their behavior toward 

young children during achievement related tasks. Hess and 

Shipman (1965) found middle c1ass Negro mothers were more 

likely to praise and show affection to their chi1d and less 

likely to criticize than were lower class Negro mothers. 
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Walters, Connor and Zunich (1964) obtained data in an inter­

action situation between lower class mothers and their chil­

dren and derived cross-class comparisons by using results 

of related studies with middle class mothers done by Merrill 

(1946) and Zunich (1961). Middle class mothers scored higher 

on a large number of behavioral categories and showed a 

greater amount of interaction than lower class mothers. 

Solomon et al. (1969) used apartment condition as the mea­

sure for social class. Their results were consistent with 

those of Hess and Shipman (1965) and Walters et al. (1964). 

They found, for example, a relationship between apartment 

condition and factors of MaternaI Warmth and Encouragement 

of Independent Achievement Efforts. These social class dif­

ferences both in behavior of mothers and in the achievement 

abilities of their children support the notion that differ­

ences in mothers' expectations have sorne role to play in 

determining the differences in mothers' behavior and their 

children's achievements. 

Birth Order 

Many studies examining birth order have found differ­

ences in the area of achievement, with the first born child 

usually the greatest achiever (Rothbart, 1967). A number 

of hypotheses have evolved about the sources of the first-
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born's achievement. One suggestion has been made that since 

parents have no frame of reference in their expectations for 

the first born, they tend to overestimate his ability and 

set higher standards for his performance (Phillips, 1956; 

Rosen, 1961). The implication is, therefore, that the higher 

expectation on the part of the pàrent for the first-born 

acts as a self-fulfilling propheoy with the result that the 

first born achieves more. 

Rothbart (1967) tested the hypothesis that a mother 

of a first born has higher expectations for her child's per­

formance but found only a few significant effects of birth 

order. Solomon et al. (1969), on the other hand, found that 

mothers in their study gave significantly lower expectancy 

estimates for first-born girls than for later-born girls 

While their estimates for first- and later-born boys were 

not different. Furthermore, these differc~nces in expecta­

tion were reflected by differences in mothers' behavior 

with the first born girls; they gave significantly more 

direct participation to their daughters during the achieve­

ment tasks. 

In summary, the few studies that have been reported on 

expectancy and birth order illustrate the complexity of the 

relationship. Other variables such as age, sex, and social 
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class must always be taken into account in studying the 

association between a mother's expectancy and the birth 

order and achievement behavior of her child. 

Change of Expectancy 

A few studies have been done in which mothers were 

given false feedback, usually negative, about the level of 

performance of their child. The mother's subsequent beha­

vior was then observed (Hilton, 1967; Merrill, 1946; Wal­

ters et al., 1964). One can regard this false feedback as 

serving to modify mother's expectation for her child's per­

formance. Of interest in this situation is how a mother's 

attitudes, expectancy, and behavior with her child change, 

and how her child's performance changes. Merrill (1946), 

in a middle class sample, and Walters et al. (1964), in a 

lower class sample, observed the behavior of mothers and 

their pre-school children in an unstructured laboratory 

setting and found similar changes in the facilitory and 

inhibitory patterns of the mothers after negative feedback 

had been given about their children's performance. Hilton 

(1967) was interested in how negative and positive feedback 

would affect mothers of children of different birth orders. 

She found, regardless of birth order, that mothers of chil­

dren in the failure condition changed their ratings to a 
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more negative eva1uation significant1y more often than mo­

thers of chi1dren in the success condition. 

Whether a mother's expectation for her chi1d has 

rea11y changed as a resu1t of the feedback depends on a num­

ber of factors such as the measure of expectation used, the 

persona1ity of the mother, and her genera1 eva1uation of her 

chi1d. It wou1d seem from these few studies, however, that 

negative feedback can affect a mother's eva1uation of her 

chi1d ' s performance and her behavior with him. 

Re1ated Studies 

A large number of studies have tried to identify paren­

tal behavior and attitudes associated with chi1dren ' s schoo1 

achievement and achievement behavior (Baldwin, Ka1horn & 

Breese, 1945: Drews & Teahan, 1957: Watson, 1957: Winter­

bot tom, 1958). These studies have not direct1y examined 

mothers ' expectations for their children's performance. 

Neverthe1ess they are important to this review since many 

of the dimensions of maternaI behavior and attitudes iden­

tified as being re1ated to children's achievement efforts 

are a1so re1ated to mothers ' expectations for their chi1-

dren. A1though it is beyond the scope of this review to 

report a11 their findings in detail, a few of the emergent 

issues will be discussed. 
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Despite many different techniques for measuring mother 

behavior, such as observers' ratings of behavior, retrospec­

tive interviews with mothers, and retrospective question­

naire ratings by chi1dre~, and despite the different ages 

and sex of the chi1dren studied, certain consistent dimen­

sions emerge from a11 studies. These dimensions may, there­

fore, be basic e1ements in parental behavior. These dimen­

sions dea1 with love, affection, and acceptance as opposed 

to hosti1ity and rejection, and with control and domination 

as opposed to autonomy and permissiveness. 

In re1ating these dimensions of behavior to the achieve­

ment performance of the chi1d, a controversy has deve10ped 

over what kind of environment fosters higher I.Q. scores. 

Baldwin et al. (1945) and Watson (1957) favored the Accep­

tant-Democratic-Indu1gent farni1ies. whi1e Drews and Teahan 

(1957) favored those with "authoritarian and restrictive" 

mothers. 

A simi1ar and para11e1 controversy has arisen over a 

re1ated constellation of variables concerned with fostering 

dependence and independence. Sorne authors report that in­

dependence training goes hand in hand with achievement 

training (Shaw, 1964; Sontag, Baker & Nelson, 1958; 

Stewart, 1950; Winterbottom, 1958); others ho1d that the 
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demands for achievement and for independence are unre1ated 

(Smith, 1969; Torgoff, 1961). Others find effects in the 

opposite direction with ear1ier demands for independence as­

sociated with 1ess adequate schoo1 progress. Studies by 

McC1e11and (1961) and MOSS and Kagan (1961) suggest that 

the age at which parental demands are made and the strength 

of the achievement motive may be curvi1inear rather than 

1inear, with very ear1y and very 1ate demands producing 

high achievement motivation. Bart1ett and Smith (1966) 

found neither 1inear nor curvi1inear re1ationships between 

age of demands and strength of achievement motivation in 

groups other than midd1e c1ass Protestants. 

No behaviora1 evidence was found by Cranda11, Preston 

and Rabson (1960) to confirm the association between inde­

pendence training by the mother and her chi1d's achievement 

behavior. They stated that "ne ither maternaI affection nor 

independence training was predictive of the chi1d's achieve­

ment behavior". Obvious1y the re1ationship between indepen­

dence training and the deve10pment of achievement motivation 

and behavior is not entire1y c1ear. 

Another important aspect of chi1d-rearing is the Love­

Hosti1ity dimension of maternaI behav:io r. Cranda11 (1960) 

as mentioned previous1y, found that both independence training 
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and general maternaI affection were unpredictive of the 

nursery-school child's achievement behavior but they found 

that direct maternaI rewards of achievement efforts and ap­

proval-seeking behavior were. Winterbottom (1958) found 

that mothers of boys with a high need achievement responded 

more often with physical affection in reaction to their 

sons' attainment of independent accomplishments than mothers 

of boys with a low need achievement. Rosen and D'Andrade 

(1959) found that parents of high need-achievers displayed 

more warmth and involvement toward their sons' performance 

than did the parents of low need-achievers. In another 

study by crandall et al. (1964), mothers of academically 

competent girls were found to be less affectionate and less 

nurturant than mothers of less competent girls. Smith (1969) 

found that high need achievement is associated with infre­

quent kissing and hugging but is also associated with parent 

encouragement to the child that he shauld be proud of his 

success and shauld always try ta do better. 

Despite the inconclusiveness of aIl these findings, 

a knowledge of the maternaI behavior related ta a child's 

achievement behavior and motivation is important in a study 

of mother expectancy. NO doubt much of this same behaviar 

communicates a mother's expectations ta her child. 
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In summary, expectancy in the mother-child relationship 

has been studied using many methods and population samples. 

These studies differ in their measures of mother expectancy, 

their criterion measures of the child's achievement, and in 

their maternal behavior measures. The populations studied 

have differed with respect to age, sex, social class, birth 

order, and the presence or absence of associated variables 

such as stuttering and need achievement. 

Despite these differences, however, nearly all studies 

indicate the important role parental expectancy plays in a 

child's intellectual achievement. In those studies which 

do not deal directly with expectancy but which investigate 

the relation of maternal behavior to the development of a 

child's intellectual and academic competence, it remains to 

be elucidated what the maternal expectancy is and how it is 

specifically communicated. 

In all these studies, measurement is always a great 

stumbling block. One approach is to interview mothers about 

their attitudes towards achievement and their evaluations of 

their children. Crandall et al. (1964) found this measure­

ment to yield valuable information in relating parental at­

titudes and behavior to school children's academic achieve­

ment. Smith (1969) used the questionnaire method to obtain 
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simi1ar information. The dangers of introducing biases 

based on such effects as social desirabi1ity and poor reco1-

1ection of past activities have been pointed out by many 

authors (Mccord & McCord, 1961; Taylor, 1961; Yarrow, 

1963) • 

A1though mother-chi1d interaction in the home provides 

the c10sest approximation to everyday mother-chi1d behavior, 

especia11y when the observer spends enough time in the home 

so that his presence becomes unobtrusive (Yarrow & Raush, 

1962), this desirab1e situation may be close1y simu1ated 

by structuring situations experimenta11y to e1icit a parti-

cu1ar kind of parent-chi1d interaction. This latter approach 

has been used successfu11y by many researchers (Bee, 1967; 

Bing, 1963; Merri11, 1946; Moustakas, Siegel & Scha10ck, 

1956; Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959; Solomon et al., 1969; 

Zunich, 1961). 

Of particu1ar interest are the studies by Bee (1967), 

Bing (1963), Solomon et al. (1969), and Rosen and D'Andrade 

(1959) who used achievement situations to observe mother 

and chi1d behavior in order to measure their attitudes and 

expectations. 

A structured interaction situation thus seems the 

most appropriate method for investigating a mother's 
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expectancies for her child's achievement, the behavior which 

relates to these expectancies and the resultant performance 

of the child. This is also very much in keeping with a sug­

gestion by Crandall (1969). She feels that explanations for 

the wide and consistently observed differences in the expec­

tancies of boys and girls for their own performance might 

be found Itthrough direct observation in the home and on 

structured tasks that are presented to the child in the 

parents' presence or on which parents and child work together 

--situations similar to those used by Hess and Shipman, 

Rosen and D'Andrade and Solomon and colleagues lt (p. 42). 

Summary and Remaining Questions 

The studies mentioned above have drawn on two sources 

for their data. The first deals with the effect of the in­

terpersonal self-fulfilling prophecy, namely, that one's 

expectation of the behavior of another may be a significant 

determinant of the other individual's behavior. Evidence 

for this effect cornes from many dyadic interactions. Most 

relevant to the present study is the finding that a teacher's 

expectation can have a powerful influence on the academic 

performance of her pupils. In view of these findings, the 

paucity of studies dealing with expectancy in the mother­

child relationship is striking, particularly in view of the 
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important role parents play in influencing their children. 

If it is true that a child, who, working under the disadvan­

tage of his teacher's low expectation, suffers academically, 

how much more must he suffer if he must also deal with his 

mother's low expectation? 

The studies which have touched on mother expectation 

have more often than not been indirect studies. The one 

direct study of mother expectancy effects (Crandall et al., 

1964) used the self-report method in its investigation. As 

we have seen, this technique is fraught with great difficul­

ties. 

The present study was designed to examine the rela­

tionships among a mother's expectations, her behavior and 

her child's performance. The following questions will be 

considered. 

(1) Determination of Expectancy 

How does one determine what is a mother's expectation 

for her child's intellectual achievement? A variety of mea­

sures have been used to date. These include reports of 

children's perceptions of their mother's expectations 

(Poffenberger & Norton, 1963), interviews with mothers 

(Crandall et al., 1964~ Dave, 1963~ Wolf, 1964), mothers ' 

estimates in achievement tasks given variable amounts of 
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information about the norms of the task and her child's per­

formance on it (Quarrington et al., 1969: Rosen & D'Andrade, 

1959~ Rothbart, 1967). The relationship among all these 

measures has never been determined. In planning the present 

study it was decided to use all these expectancy measures in 

order to describe the relationships among them, as well as 

their relationships to mother's recorded behavior and to her 

child's performance. 

Ratings of the value mother placed on her child's in­

tellectual achievements, her satisfaction with her child's 

performances, her minimal standards for him, and her parti­

cipation with him in intellectual achievement activities 

(Crandall et al., 1964) were also devised. Since these at­

titudes previously had been examined by crandall and asso­

ciates (1964), with respect to only one measure of expecta­

tion, this study was further designed to study the relation­

ship of these related attitudes to many other measures of 

expectation and to the actual behavior of the mother in the 

achievement situation. 

Finally, to clarify the controversy concerning the 

relationships between independence and achievement, mothers ' 

ratings of their children's independence-dependence beha­

viors and motivations to achieve were included along with 
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ratings of their children's intellectual potential and aca­

demic abilities (Smith, 1969). 

(2) Criterion Measures of Achievement 

What criterion measures of achievement would be most 

germane to the measures chosen for the determination of ex­

pectancy? The numerous criterion measures of achievement 

(i.e., academic performance, need achievement, measured in­

telligence, performance on achievement tasks) used in pre­

vious studies have been reviewed, and the confusion they 

created has been commented upon. The present study chose 

to use only criterion measures which resulted naturally 

from the expectancy measures chosen. Since mother was asked 

about her evaluations of her child's general intellectual 

potential, the I.Q. measure was selected as one criterion 

measure. Similarly, performance measures on the various 

achievement tasks were chosen to coincide with mothers' ex­

pectancy measures taken on these same tasks. 

(3) Mother Behavior 

What kinds of maternaI behavior would be most likely 

to communicate mothers' expectations? A large variety of 

behavioral measures were tried in an attempt to de termine 

which maternaI behaviors communicate mother's expectations 
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to her child. The scales used were adapted from studies 

that have used a similar structured interaction situation 

(Bee, 1967; Bing, 1963; Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959~ Shapiro, 

1968; Solomon et al., 1969). 

(4) Change of Expectancy 

Do a mother's expectations for her child's intellec­

tual achievements cause the child's achievements or are they 

a response to them? It is entirely possible that the more 

intelligent children shape their mothers ' high expectations 

for them. This is particularly likely to occur when the 

child begins school and mother has feedback from the teacher 

to mould her evaluations. 

Rosenthal and Jacobson (1968) argue that one must 

"disentangle the self-fulfilling nature of a prophecy from 

its non-self-fulfi lling but accurate nature" (p. 26), if we 

are to clearly demonstrate that the prophecy leads to its 

own fulfillment. To accomplish this, Rosenthal (1966) de­

signed experiments in which only the prophecy was varied 

~xperimentally, uncontaminated by past observation of the 

events prophesized. He gave his experimenters positive and 

negative expectations in random order regarding their sub­

jects and observed the resultant behavior. A similar pro­

cedure was applied to experiments with teachers who received 
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positive feedback about a random group of students (Rosenthal 

& Jacobson, 1968). 

The present study attempts a similar design with mo-

thers and children. More specifically, three kinds of ex-

pectations--control, positive and negative--were induced in 

mothers regarding the performance of their children on tasks 

which, they were told, were associated with performance on 

I.Q. tests. 

The study attempts to solve several questions about 

changing a mother's expectations for her child: 

(1) Can one affect a mother's expectation for her 

child? will her attitudes and evaluations of 

him change as a result of feedback? 

(2) How does this change in expectation affect her 

behavior with her child? 

(3) What are the differences between giving a mo­

ther positive or negative feedback? No feed­

back? How does a no feedback group react? 

Do their evaluations remain the same? 

(4) How is the child's performance affected rela­

tive to his mother's expectation? 

(5) Sex 

The differences in the expectancies of boys and girls 

for their own performance (Crandall, 1969) and the differ-

ences in their mothers ' behavior with them in achievement 

situations ( Bing, 1963; Crandall et al., 1964; Solomon 

et al., 1969), and in their own achievement performances 

~ontag et al., 1958), suggest that one must deal separately 
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with boys and girls in any investigation of the mother-chi1d 

interaction. The questions of interest are: 1) Are a mo­

ther's expectations for girls different than for boys? 

2) Do these expectations express themse1ves in the same 

kinds of behavior or in different behavior? 3) Do these 

expectations simi1ar1y affect how a girl or a boy performs? 

4) Are there differences in the experimenter's abi1ity'to 

manipu1ate the expectations of girls' mothers as compared 

with boys' mothers? 5) Are there differences in the beha­

vior with which this manipu1ated expectation is expressed? 

6) Are there differences in the resu1ting performances of 

boys and girls? 
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Method 

Subjects 

The samp1e of this study consisœd of 74 mother-chi1d 

pairs--37 mothers and daughters, and 37 mothers and sons. 

The mean age of the girls was 9.6 years of the boys was 9.7 

years. No significant difference was found in their ages. 

A11 the chi1dren were in grade four throughout the study. 

They came in equa1 numbers from two schoo1s in a large me­

tropo1itan city, both of which are quite simi1ar in their 

genera1 approach to education, in that they stress the new 

open c1assroom method of teachirig, and the noncompetitive 

se1f-comparison method of eva1uation. The chi1dren were 

inte11ectua11y at the national normi the mean Wechs1er In­

telligence Sca1e I.Q. of the chi1d samp1e was 101 with a 

sn of 13. No significant difference was found between the 

I.Q. scores of the boys and girls. 

The fami1ies 1ived in a low income district. More 

than ha1f of them 1ived in apartments specia11y bui1t by 

provincial Housing to he1p fami1ies with financia1 diffi~ 

cu1ties. The rest were slight1y better off in that they 

did not qua1ify for provincial Housing. Nevertheless, the 

district as a who1e is a low renta1 one. 

The educationa1 1eve1 of the parents and the vocationa1 



50 

status of the fathers was slightly lower than current na­

tional norms. Approximately sixt Y per cent of the fathers 

and seventy per cent of the mothers had never completed high 

school. Only one mother and two fathers were college gra­

duates. Families were rated as to occupational level accor­

ding to the occupational class scale developed for Canada 

from the decennial census of 1951 (Blishen, 1958). This 

scale ranks occupations through the use of combined standard 

scores determined for income and years of schooling for each 

of the recorded occupations. The mean Blishen score of the 

population in this study is 45.4, with a standard deviation 

of 17 which is in the normal range. Blishen als 0 assigned 

the occupations to seven classes, and found that almost one­

third of the Canadian population is in class 5. This is the 

greatest proportion found in any class. Most of the families 

in the present sample are in class S, indicating a high pro­

portion of skilled and semi-skilled trades. 

About three-quarters of the mothers were full-time 

housewives. The other t~enty-five per cent workedi over 

half of these were divorced or separated. 

Over ninety per cent of the children had at least one 

sibling and seventy-five per cent had two or more. The 

birth order was nearly equally distributed between first 
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borns, middle and youngest children. 

Subject procurement 

Mothers were first introduced to the study by a letter 

from the experimenter, accompanied by a short introductory 

letter from the principal of the school stating his support 

of the project. The letters were handed out by the teachers 

to the children who brought them home to their mothers. The 

letter from the experimenter described the purpose of the 

study as one which wanted to investigate how children solved 

problems out of the school setting (Appendix A). 

Mothers were to indicate on an attached sheet of paper 

whether they were interested in participating in the study, 

when they were available for the interview, whether during 

school hours, or after school hours, and their phone numbers. 

This information was brought again by the child to the tea­

cher and then to the experimenter. Mothers were then con­

tacted by telephone and an interview time was scheduled. 

Most mothers and children were seen during school hours. 

Mother came to the public school where she and her child 

were picked up by car and taken to the nearby university, 

ten minutes away, where the session was held. Afterwards 

both were driven home. The mothers' response to the request 

to participate in this study was unexpectedly positive. Of 
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a hundred mothers contacted by 1etter, eighty-nine agreed 

to participate. Of these, 7 were used in sessions to train 

raters, 8 served in pilot tapes to assess interrater re1i­

abi1ity, and 74 comprised the experimenta1 samp1e. 

Procedure 

physica1 Setting for the Study 

A11 interaction sessions were he1d in one room pro­

vided by the university's Psycho1ogy Department. The room 

was large. In the midd1e there was a rectangu1ar table and 

two chairs one next to the other. Mother and chi1d sat 

there throughout the interaction session with mother a1ways 

on the chi1d' s 1eft. Two microphones, one attached to a 

Sony 1/2" video-tape unit and the other to a tape recorder, 

were p1aced on the table facing the pair. The video-tape 

unit was at the other end of the room facing the table. The 

placement of the video-tape camera was estab1ished by deter­

mining the point at which one cou1d get a picture of the 

mother, chi1d and the table in front of them. There were 

two other desks in the room. One he1d the tape recorder; 

the other was used by mother to fi11 out the Mother Ques­

tionnaire private1y before the interaction session itse1f 

began (Appendix B). With the table and chairs thus arranged 

the chi1d was unab1e to see what the mother was writing. 
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This arrangement provided an ideally constant physical situa­

tion for aIl subjects (Appendix cf. 

The Interaction Session 

The study was designed to allow the experimenter to 

compare mother-child interactions in a group of 74 nine-year­

old boys and girls and their mothers. Each session with a 

mother and her child lasted approximately 90 minutes and 

was divided into two parts. Mother was asked to supervise 

her child in the performance of five different tasks, three 

of which were repeated in part 2 of the session. During 

the intermission between Parts 1 and 2 every mother received 

feedback regarding her child's performance. In each case 

the feedback was determined at intermission randomly to be 

either positive, negative or neutral. Immediately before 

beginning the tasks themselves, mother completed a Mother 

Questionnaire dealing with her expectations about her child's 

intellectual abilities and her assessment of sorne of her 

child's behaviors (Appendix B). 

During this time the child practiced his first task, 

the Rotter Board, to ensure that learning would be negligible 

once the session proper began (Rotter, 1942). The procedure 

was concluded by a short interview with mother to determine 

her ideas about her child's performance in the second half 
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of the session, and to exp1ain to the mother the nature of 

the experiment (Figure 1). 

The author was the sole experimenter and was present 

for a11 sessions. When the mother and her chi1d arrived, 

introductions were made and the subjects were shown into 

the testing room. Mother was asked to sit at one of the 

desks and wait a few minutes whi1e the experimenter showed 

the chi1d to his seat at the central table where he found 

the Rotter Board. He was to1d to practice on the Rotter 

Board, to see how Many times he cou1d get the marb1e in the 

ten position which represented the highest score. When the 

chi1d was sett1ed into the game, mother was handed a copy 

of the Mother Questionnaire and the format was exp1ained to 

her in detai1. She did a few of the samp1e items with the 

experimenter present to he1p her if she needed he1p. She 

was then left on her own and was to1d to ca11 the experi­

men ter over whenever she was uns ure how to answer a question. 

The Mother Questionnaire took mothers an average of 20 min­

utes to fi11 out. 

The Mother Questionnaire served as a pre-test measure 

of mother's present expectations and attitudes towards her 

chi1d's inte11ectua1 achievement, her vocationa1 goals for 

her chi1d, the chi1d's behavior whether dependent or independent 
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Figure 1. Schematic diagram of interaction session. 
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(e.g., lI ability to work at tasks independently after direc-

tions are given ll
), his achievement-motivation (e.g., "desire 

to do weIl in school work ll
), and other related behavior. 

Most of the items in Section 1 were adapted from part of a 

large interview with mothers used by crandall and associates 

(1964). The only area in their work of interest to the pre-

sent study was the child's intellectual achievement. Mothers' 

ideas about nonintellectual achievements, such as social and 

athletic achievement, were not examined here. Many of the 

items in section 2 were taken from a teacher and mother 

rating form used by Smith (1969). Unlike these other rating 

forms, the present questionnaire used a straight line bi-

polar scale format with only the extremes of the scales 

marked off to encourage a more normal distribution of res-

ponding for mothers and raters (Ramsay & Case, 1970). 

During this time the child continued to practice his 

Rotter Board while the experimenter talked to him about 

school and tried to put him at ease. 

When mother had finished completing the Mother Ques-

tionnaire she came to sit next to her child at the central 

table. The general purpose of the experimental session was 

repeated to mother and child, this time in mu ch more detail 

than previously in the introductory letter. Instructions 
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for the specific tasks in the experiment were given. Since 

the instructions are crucial to the mother's interpretation 

of the entire experiment great care was taken in devising 

them. In genera1 the instructions were deve10ped by adopt­

ing parts of instructions in simi1ar testing situations pre­

vious1y reported (Bing, 1963; Hilton, 1967; Solomon et al., 

1969), and verifying them on 8 pilot pretest mother-chi1d 

pairs. Since most of the instructions were long and detai1ed 

to ensure adequate understanding by the mother and chi1d, 

they will not be presented verbatim here but are found in 

Appendix D. Instead the relevant points in the instructions 

for each task will be summarized for each subsequent section. 

The main purpose of the introductory remarks (Appendix 

E) was to give mothers the idea that the tasks or "prob1ems ll 

that were to fo11ow were strong1y associated ~l7ith chi1dren 1 s 

I.Q. scores, such that the chi1d who performed we11 on the 

tasks wou1d a1so very 1ike1y score high on an I.Q. test and 

the chi1d who performed poor1y wou1d score low. It was 

hoped that this kind of information wou1d increase mother's 

motivation to have her chi1d perform "we11 11 during the ses­

sion. The degree of this increase in motivation wou1d un­

doubted1y depend on the worth which she p1aced on inte11ec­

tua1 achievement. Second, the information in the instructions 
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would provide mother with a reference point for estimating 

how her child would do on a particular task like Rotter 

Board or Block Stacking. presumably these tasks were un­

familiar to mother. Thus, she did not have specifie expec­

tations for her child's performance in these situations. 

It was hoped, therefore, that by suggesting that these tasks 

were linked to general intellectual ability, mother would 

fall back on her general intellectual expectations for her 

child in setting goals for him. If this was truly the case, 

these specifie task expectations should be highly related 

to the general expectations for her child that mother re­

vealed in the Mother Questionnaire. 

The third purpose of making these instructions highly 

motivating was to ensure a greater impact for the feedback 

given during intermission. The suggestion made to the mo­

ther that her child's performance on such tasks as Rotter 

Board and Block Stacking was somehow related to intellectual 

ability should increase her idea of the significance of the 

feedback. 

The Experimental Tasks 

The rationale behind using structured tasks was to 

der ive from t~e experimental situation objective measures 

of a mother's behavior towards her child as he engaged in 



achievement tasks. The tasks chosen were those which pre-

vious studies had shown children could do and parents would 

become involved in. Five different tasks were used. These 

varied along a nuffiber of different dimensions. They differed: 

(a) according to the degree to which mother was al­
lowed to become involved. 

(b) in how dependent the child was forced to become 
by the task rules and, therefore, how much help 
mother would interpret he needed. 

(c) in the extent to which mothers were permitted to 
structure the situation according to their own 
norms and in the extent to which the experimen­
ter was able to set the norme 

(d) as to whether mother was asked to verbalize or 
not to verbalize her norm to the experimenter. 

In observing mother's behavior during the different 

tasks information was obtained about how self-reliant mother 

expected her child to be, what kinds of and how much rein-

forcement she used, and what and how much affect was gen-

erated in problem-solving situations. The repetition of a 

number of these tasks after mother's expectations had been 

experimentally manipulated also provided information about 

how a mother's behavior changes when she receives positive 

or negative feedback about her child's performance. 

Since each of the tasks differed from one another in 

the kinds of demands they placed upon mother it was felt 

that aIl should be included and the behavior of mother 

during each task examined. 
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~ _ Description of Tasks 

Task 1: Rotter Board 

The Rotter Board consists of a long narrow board with 

a trough in the center. Starting halfway up the trough and 

extending to the far end are a series of grooves with a score 

beside each groove. The scores range from one to ten and 

back down to one. The child in order to obtain a score is 

required to roll a marble down the trough. Each score con­

sists of child's performance on 5 trials; a perfect score 

equals 50. 

When mother had taken her place beside the child, af­

ter she had completed the Mother Questionnaire, the rules 

of the game were repeated to her and she was given a score 

sheet (Appendix F). The experimenter then told mother that 

the average child on the first trial of this task earned a 

score of 25. She was asked to write down privately on her 

score sheet the score she expected her child to get. Mother 

and child were then given a practice turn to be certain that 

both understood the rules. The experimenter's "Go" coin­

cided with the start of the video-taping which continued 

until the experimenter said "Time is Up" at the end of 5 

minutes. Mother and child took as many turns as possible 

during this time. The experimenter called out the child's 
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total score after each turn which mother wrote down beside 

her estimate at the end of 5 trials. The score sheets con­

taining both the mother's estimates and the child's actual 

scores were later used in the analysis. 

Although the Rotter Board is a level of aspiration 

test developed to study individual personality factors oper­

ating in a level of aspiration situation (Rotter, 1942), a 

modified Rotter Board has also been used to study the goal­

setting behavior of one person for another (Goldman & Shames, 

19647 Quarrington et al., 1969). The Rotter Board was 

chosen in this experiment to provide a measure of mother's 

goal-setting behavior for her child. This very specifie 

task-related expectancy measure, it was thought, might then 

be compared with the more general measures provided in the 

Mother Questionnaire. 

The Rotter Board also provided a means of examining 

mother's behavior during a task in which there was very 

little she could do to affect her child's score. She was 

not permitted to operate the Rotter Board herself and be­

cause of the nature of the game there was little strategy 

that she could devise that could help her child's perfor­

mance. Because she was forced to be passive due to the 

nature of the game, nearly all she could do was estimate 
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the score her child would achieve based on her knowledge of 

his immediately preceding performance. Thus it was inter­

esting ta observe the mother in this kind of situation and 

to relate her behavior in it to her specifie task expecta­

tions and her general expectations for her child. 

Three different kinds of expectation measures were 

derived from this task. The first was a measure of mater­

naI evaluations and aspirations not affected by the child's 

performance; this was provided by the initial trial of the 

task. The second was a measure of expectation affected by 

the child's performance. This came from averaging aIl the 

subsequent trial estimates. The third was a measure of how 

her estimates changed relative to her child's performance. 

This was the D-score, and was computed by subtracting her 

new estimate from his immediate past score. 

Task 2: Story Telling 

In this task mother and child were presented with a 

set of three T.A.T. pictures. They were instructed to make 

up a story together that would be both of theirs and that 

they both agreed upon, which would link the three pictures 

together in a story in the order in which they were pre­

sented. They were asked to describe what the characters 

were doing in the pictures and what the outcome would be. 
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The set of T.A.T. cards used were 7GF, S, and 10 for the 

first story session, and l, S, and l3B for the second. 

They were given three minutes in which to make up the 

story. If they were finished before three minutes, they 

reported this to the experimenter. The choice of who made 

the decision that the story was ready was noted. 

The T.A.T. story telling task has been used success­

fully in family interaction research to determine patterns 

of interaction for the families of various kinds of chil­

dren--schizophrenic, neurotic, emotiona11y maladjusted, 

delinquent (Winter, Ferreira & Dlsen, 1965). Despite metho­

do1ogical problems the system of Interaction Process Analy­

sis (IPA) developed by Ba1es (1950) was used in each of 

these studies to classify the behavior, act by act, into 

twelve specific categories. These categories were then 

combined to form special ratios which could be used to com­

pare the interaction patterns among the different groups. 

The task was used in this study for a number of rea­

sons. First, it had proven in the past to be a sound method 

of producing reliable verbal interaction between two or 

more people. pilot work demonstrated that the cards lent 

themselves to immediate interaction between a mother and 

her child. It also was shown to be an a~ctive and 



64 

interesting task for both mothers and children since the 

task is sufficiently at the child's level that he can take 

over if the mother encourages him. 

The story-telling situation provided a powerful measure 

of the amount a mother may take over in a task which is sup­

posed to be shared. In the instructions to the mother and 

child it was stressed that the story was to be both of theirs. 

It was, therefore, significant to measure what proportion of 

the total time mother spent talking, how much structure she 

provided and how much she let her child assume the leader­

ship. By using a shortened version of the IPA (Appendix G) 

it became possible to also get a measure of the kind of 

structure mother provided, whether she spent her time voiëing 

her own opinions, asking the child for his, repeating the 

instructions of the task to her child, agreeing or disagree­

ing with him. Finally, the situation provided a very clear 

measure of the kind of affect mother generated, whether she 

was generally pleased and proud of her child's story-telling 

ability and imagination, or whether she was dissatisfied or 

ashamed of him or thought him silly. AlI these behaviors 

could then be related to the mother's general expectations 

for her child. These behaviors could also be compared before 

and after the mother's expectation had been experimentally 
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manipulated. 

Task 3: Patterns 

Mother and child were presented three geometric pat­

terns on cards, numbers III, V, X, in order, that could be 

copied by correctly arranging KOHS blocks. They were told 

that the child had to reproduce the three patterns accurate­

ly in six minutes. As soon as the child had finished one 

pattern he was to go immediately to the next. Mother could 

help him as much or as little as she wished. She was only 

permitted, however, to put a block in place for the child 

three times during the six minutes, at whatever points she 

chose. Once she had taken her three turns, she could con­

tinue to help the child but was no longer permitted to touch 

the blocks. A note was made of those mothers who disregarded 

these instructions and either did not use their three turns 

or who continued to place blocks for their child more often 

than the three times allowed. It was stressed again to 

mother than the important thing was that the child do his 

best. 

Variations of the patterns task have been used exten­

sively in mother-child interaction research (Bee, 1967; 

Bing, 1963; Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959). It provides an 

excellent opportunity to measure many kinds of mother 
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behavior in an achievement situation. 

The first general question that interested us was how 

are a mother's expectations for her child's intellectual po­

tential and achievement related to her behavior with her 

child in an achievement situation? How does a mother's ex­

pectancy affect the amount and kind of help and structure 

she gives her child? How does it affect how quickly she 

initially offers him help? How does it affect how much she 

pushes him to do the task more quickly? What is the rela­

tionship between the general expectation for her child that 

she expresses and how important it seems to be to her that 

he do weIl? How does her general expectation affect how 

cooperatively she works with her child on this task? Does 

it result in her working as a team with her child or is she 

more often at odds with him, taking over against his wishes? 

How do her attitudes about her child influence the kind of 

affect generated in a problem-solving situation? 

The second general question of interest was how are 

aIl these behaviors affected when a mother receives positive, 

negative or no feedback about her child's performance? Does 

she become less approving or more disapproving? Does she 

help more or less? Does she hide her disappointment or 

pleasure and appear to remain basically the same? 
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Task 4: Block Stacking 

In this experiment the child was given a large pile of 

irregularly shaped blocks (Playskool Blacks, No. 655 by 

Meccano Tri-ang, Playskool Manufacturing Company) and asked 

to build a tower. The child was blindfolded and told to 

keep the non-dominant hand behind his back. This created 

a situation in which the child was relatively dependent upon 

his mother for help. The mother was told that she could 

help her child in any way she wished but she could not ac­

tually pile the blocks for him. 

Before proceeding, the mother was asked to write down 

privately her estimate of how high she thought her child's 

tower would be. Since no performance norm was set by the 

experimenter in this task and since the task was very likely 

unfamiliar to all the subjects each estimate probably would 

have a different subjective meaning for different mothers. 

The mother, therefore, was required to rate how her child 

would perform compared with other children his age on this 

task (Appendix H). 

The procedure for the second trial was different from 

the first. The mother and child were asked to write down 

privately and individually how high the child should build 

his tower and then to come to a decision together. Whatever 

.. ) 
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number of blocks they chose became the number of blocks the 

child would have to use. 

This kind of procedure forces mother and child to es­

tirnate very realistical1y. If they choose a low number to 

aim for, the child receives a low score; if they choose a 

high number, the tower might topple before the estirnated 

number of blocks is reached, in which case the child wou1d 

receive a score of zero. The decision-making process was 

scored for whose decision was finally accepted and how much 

pressure was exerted by the other person. 

Two estirnates were thus obtkined in these two trials. 

The first provided a measure of mother's evaluation and as­

piration not affected by her child's performance; the se­

cond pr~vided a measure affected by his performance. 

The Block Stacking situation is a popular test adopted 

from the mother-child interaction literature (Bee, 1967; 

Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959). It provides an excellent oppor­

tunity to observe the behavior of a mother in a situation 

where her chi1d is a1most entire1y dependent upon her. Se­

condly, it forces mother and chi1d to interact and to be­

corne very invo1ved together in the task. In this way it 

seems to encourage honest interaction behavior rather than 

• company behavior ' which is the danger with respect to va1idity 
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of behavior in aIl observational studies. 

One of the most interesting questions from our point 

of view was whether a mother's general expectations for her 

child were related to her specifie expectancies on specifie 

tasks. The objective measures of mother's aspiration-eva­

luation levels in this task could be compared with the more 

general measures obtained in the Mother Questionnaire. Fur­

thermore both her specifie and general expectations could be 

related to her specifie behaviors in this task. As in the 

Patterns task, the observers obtained data describing the 

kind and amount of help mother gave her child, the speed 

with which she initially interfered, the amount she pres­

sured him to improve, the importance she placed on his doing 

weIl, her cooperation with her child, the kind of affect 

she generated in a stressful situation. Again, as previously, 

the change in these behaviors was observed when mother's ex­

pectancies were experimentally manipulated. 

Task 5: Anagrams 

In this task the child was asked to make up as many 

words as possible of any length out of six prescribed let­

ters in six minutes: l N G H K R. The letters, which could 

be reused after each word was made, were regular Scrabble 

blocks which could be easily and quickly manipulated. 



70 

Mother was given three additional Scrabble pieces, lettered 

"T", "A", "B". She was allowed to give her child a new let­

ter (in the sequence "T", liA Il, liB Il) whenever she wished, and 

could help him in any way, except by putting the blocks to­

gether for him to make a word. 

The Anagraœtask provides an excellent method of ob­

serving how self-reliant a mother expects her child to be 

(Bee, 1967; Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959). !t creates a situa­

tion in which one may observe how much and what kind of help 

mother offers her child, how much pressure she exerts on 

him to do better and at what point she believes her child 

requires help. The Anagrams task allows the experimenter 

to observe the kind of affect generated by the problem-solv­

ing situation and the degree of approval or disapproval the 

mother communicates to her child. 

Instructions and the Interaction Session 

The general purpose of the experiment was explained 

again to mother and child. Then the interaction session 

itself began. The order of the first four tasks was: Rotter 

Board l, Story Telling l, Patterns, and Block Stacking I. 

The experimenter remained in the room at aIl times. As soon 

as the instructions for the task were given, the experimenter 

turned on the video-tape equipment, and with the cue IIGo", 
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the subjects began the task and the experimenter started 

the stop-watch. When the time for each task was up, the 

experimenter said, "stop" and turned off the video-tape 

camera. Consequently, the raters were exposed to a uniform 

viewing session for each subject. 

After the first four tasks were completed, the experi-

men ter walked to the table where mother and child were seated 

and said: 

That's enough for now. l think (child's 
name) needs a little reste Weill take a 
break now before we go on. (Child's name), 
why don't you walk out into the hall for a 
few minutes and stretch your legs. There's 
a lovely view of the campus out there. 
Weill call you back wh en welre ready to 
begin aga in. 

The experimenter then led the child out to a large 

picture window outside the experimental room which proved 

to be of interest to all the children. When she came back 

to the experimental room, the experimenter said to mother 

who was still sitting at the center table, 

l'd like to find out what you think Qf 
your child's performance so far. l have 
a short questionnaire here that l want 
you to fill out and then weill talk a 
little about what your feelings are. 

The Intermission Questionnaire given the mother (Ap-

pendix I) asked her to rate her child's performance in com-

parison with other children his age, and in comparison with 
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his usual problem solving ability. It also asked her how 

pleased or displeased she was with her child's performance. 

Identical items were used by Hilton (1967) to get a measure 

of success of manipulation. 

After mother had completed the Intermission Question-

naire, the experimenter collected it, and asked mother ver-

bally again how she thought her child was doing, how he or 

she performed in school, etc. This provided a check on 

whether mother had validly filled out both the Mother and 

Intermission Questionnaires. At this point the experimenter 

randomly assigned the mother to one of three experimental 

conditions: positive feedback, negative feedback, no feed-

back. Part of the experimenter's feedback which follows 

was adapted from Hilton (1967). 

said: 

In the case of positive feedback the experimenter 

l want to tell you before we go on that 
(child's name) is really doing extremely 
weIl on these tasks. l know it's hard for 
you to judge his ability relative to other 
child his age because you haven't seen any 
others doing these kinds of problems but 
as you can imagine l've seen lots of chil­
dren (child's name) age at them so l can 
tell you that (child's name) did much bet­
ter than most other children do. He really 
did extremely weIl. 

What we're trying to measure with these 
tasks is motor intelligence; how much motor 



control does a child have, for example, on the Rotter Board where he has to get a marble into a certain position, how realis­tically can he estimate his motor control, how much control does he show when he is blindfolded and has to work with only his sense of touch. We're also interested in verbal intelligence and creativity. How does he use words in making up a story? How imaginative is he? (Child's name) did weIl on aIl these things. 

WeIl, let's go on. We have a few more things to do. Most of the tasks are the same as before. l don't like to let the children go on too long at one sitting. They get too tired. 
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In the case of negative manipulation, the experimenter said: 
l want to tell you before we go on that (child's name) is doing rather poorly so far. l'm sorry to tell you this but l guess you'd want to know. l know it's hard for you to judge his ability relative to other children his age because you haven't seen any others dei ng these kinds of problems but as you can imagine l've seen lots of children (chU d' s name) age at them so l can tell you that (child's name) performed below average on these problems. He seems to be doing worse than most children his age. 

What we're trying to measure with these tasks is motor intelligence, how much motor control does a chilà have, for example, on the Rotter Board where he has to get a mar­ble into a certain position, how realisti­cally can he estimate his motor control, how much control does he show when he is blindfolded and has to work with only his sense of touch. We're also interested in verbal intelligence and creativity. How does he use words in making up a story? How imaginative is he? (Child's name) 
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didnlt do so weil on all these things. 

Welre going to do most of the problems 
again and see how (childls name) does this 
time. We find it helps to give these pro­
blems twice because the reason sorne children 
do so badly is that they are so nervous; 
this nervousness goes away if they get ano­
ther chance. So we do them again and then 
we can pick out the children who did poorly 
because of nerves and those that just donlt 
have the ability to handle these problems. 

In the case of no manipulation, the experimenter said: 

Well, l guess we can go on now. 
have a few more things to do. Most 
the tasks are the same as before. 
like to let the children go on too 
one sitting. They seem to get too 

We 
of 

l donlt 
long at 
tired. 

The experimenter then called the child back into the 

room and Part 2 of the experiment began. Four tasks were 

administered using the same procedure as in Part 1 for re-

cording and timing. The order of the tasks in Part 2 was: 

Block Stacking II, Story Telling II, Anagrams, Rotter Board 

II. 

For the tasks that were being repeated the experimen-

ter gave a very summarized version of the instructions. The 

subjects remembered exactly what they were expected to do on 

each occasion. Mother received new unmarked scoring sheets 

for Block Stacking II and Rotter Board II, and had no access 

to those from Part 1. In this way, to sorne extent, indepen-

dence of evaluation was ensured for Part 2 of the experiment. 
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The on1y task which required a 1engthy exp1anation was Ana­

grams since this task had not been used in Part 1. 

During the entire session, the experimenter made a 

note of any significant remark the mother made about her 

chi1d's performance when the video-tape camera was not oper­

ating. 

After the 1ast task was over, the chi1d was again sent 

out of the room. Mother was asked to fi11 out a new copy 

of the Intermission Questionnaire (Appendix I). After com­

p1eting it she was asked again to verba1ize the opinions 

she expressed in writing on the questionnaire. 

At the close of the session, the who1e purpose of the 

experiment was interpreted to her. She was assured .. that 

these tasks had really nothing to do with intelligence, that 

her chi1d had done as we1l on the tasks as other chi1dren 

his age. Mothers were sincerely thanked for their wil1ing­

ness to participate, and were to1d that they wou1d be noti­

fied about the resu1ts of the study at a 1ater date. 

Coding Procedures 

Coding for the data ana1ysis was based almost entire1y 

on video-tape recordings of the eight tasks comp1eted by 

the mother and child. A combination of techniques was used 

to measure mother behavior, inc1uding observer ratings and 
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frequency counts of various categories of behavior. A des­

cription of these measures follows. 

persona1ity Description Form (PDF) 

This instrument was devised by Shapiro (1968) as a 

means of rating patient-therapist interaction. Ten of the 

18 sca1es used here are primari1y measures of motherls gen­

uineness, empathy, warmth, potency, and activity (Appendix 

J). The PDF was usefu1 from two points of view. First, it 

al10wed one to rate global measures of the mother1s behavior. 

Second, since Shapiro found high correlations between the 

ratings of neophyte and we1l-trained raters on these sca1es 

(Shapiro, 1968), it was hoped that high interrater reli­

abi1ity cou1d easi1y be established. 

Two raters (Raters A) viewed the video-tapes of each 

session and rated mothers. at the end of Part 1 and Part 2 

separately using the PDF. Each item in PDF was rated on a 

straight 1ine with on1y the extremities of the 1ine marked 

off to encourage a more continuous distribution of the 

variable (Ramsay & Case, 1970). In this respect the rating 

scale differs from the original personality Description 

Form which was rated on a 7-point scale. When it came time 

to assigning a number to a rating made on such a scale, an 

IBM card was placed on the line and a number from 1 to 67 
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was given to the rating. 

Global Rating Scale {GRS} 

This instrument was adopted from parts of the GRS and 

the Teacher Behavior Rating Form used by Solomon et al. 

(1969). It consisted of 15 bipolar items (Appendix K). 

Ratings were made at the end of Part 1 and again at the end 

of Part 2 by Raters A. Among the items on GRS are the amount 

of positive emotionality, amount of negative emotionality, 

encouragement of independence, and general interest on the 

part of the mother. 

Specifie Rating Scale (SRS) 

At the conclusion of each of six tasks (Rotter Board 

l and II, Block Stacking l and II, Patterns, Anagrams), 

Raters A rated each mother on four different items (Appendix 

L). Each rating was again made on a bipolar scale with only 

the extremities marked off. The items were degree of impor­

tance to mother that her child do well, amount of structure 

mother imposed, degree to which she kept pushing her child 

to improve, the degree of cooperation between mother and 

child. The specifie scale for the Story Telling tasks dif­

fered somewhat due to the nature of this task (Appendix M). 

Of interest in this task was whose story it was--mother's 
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or chi1d's--how much structure mother imposed, and how much 

p1easure she genera11y seemed to derive from her chi1d's per­

formance. 

Category Interaction Scoring System (CISS) 

A second set of raters (Raters B) were trained to 

score the video-tapes according to a category coding system. 

The categories used were 1arge1y adopted from those of Bee 

~967), Bing (1963), Ba1es (1950), and Rosen and D'Andrade 

(1959). The Rotter Board, Patterns, B10ck stacking and 

Anagrams were coded private1y and individua11y by each rater 

of the Rater B pair using the same set of categories (Appen­

dix N). The two Story Te11ing tasks, on the other hand, re­

quired different categories~ for this task six of the twe1ve 

Ba1es' (1950) categories were used (Appendix G). 

The tapes were scored in 15-second units. A buzzer 

was turned on whenever the experimenter said "Go" on the 

tape. It buzzed every 15 seconds at which time the raters 

skipped a 1ine of their Category Scoring Sheet (Appendix 0) 

to indicate the passing of a 15-second segment. They stopped 

coding whenever they heard the experimenter on the tape say 

"Time is up". Each task was scored on a separate scoring 

sheet to maximize independence of judgment and to a110w eva-

1uation of change between Parts 1 and 2. The raters coded 
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in units of behavior. A unit of behavior was defined as the 

smallest segment of verbal or nonverbal behavior which could 

be recognized as belonging to one of the 23 categories in 

the system. A completed scoring sheet showed both the fre­

quency counts of the various categories of behavior and the 

number of l5-second time units in the task. Since different 

subjects took different amounts of time to complete the tasks, 

the rate of occurrence of a particular behavior was used as 

the final measure. 

Timing Scores 

These were purely objective measures (Appendix pl. Of 

interest was the amount of time mother spent talking during 

the story telling tasks, the latency until she first gave 

help in the Patterns, Anagrams, and Block Stacking tasks, 

the amount of time elapsed until the first, second, and third 

blocks were placed in the Patterns task, and the amount of 

time elapsed until the first, second and third letters were 

given in the Anagrams task. 

Reliability 

Rating Scales 

Before the start of the actual experiment Raters A 

were instructed and trained in how to rate each item on the 
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PDF, GRa, and SRS. Seven tapes were used in the training 

sessions. The experimenter worked with the raters to clari­

fy aIl the scales that presented difficulties. The raters 

were encouraged to obtain a normal distribution of scores. 

Extensive training of the raters proved to be unnecessary 

since the scales utilize non-technical terms and only re­

quire such judgments as are commonly made about interpersonal 

relationships in general. No attempt was made to minimize 

halo effects despite the fact that many of the scales are 

not independent of one another (Shapiro, 1968). Raters 

were told to rate overt rather than inferred characteristics. 

The reliability of these judgments for each of the 

five scales were assessed in a pilot session of eight tapes 

in which the raters achieved a median reliability of 0.89 

before starting to rate the actual tapes of the experiment. 

Both raters of Raters A continued to rate independently each 

of the 74 experimental tapes. A check on their reliabilities 

was made every seven tapes. The raters then met with the 

experimenter to discuss any differences found in order to 

maintain a consistent set of definitions. No changes in 

ratings were made. The Pearson product Moment correlation 

was used to calculate the interrater reliability for each 

scale separately. The ratings made over aIl the 74 tapes 
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were used in the calculations (Appendix Q). The range and 

median ratings for each of the scales were as follows: 

PDF 

GRS 

S~ 

Median 

0.93 

0.91 

0.91 

Range 

0.84 - 0.95 

0.84 - 0.95 

0.75 - 0.97 

One of the Raters A was chosen at random to be the criterion 

rater for the experiment and her ratings were used through­

out. 

Interaction Categories 

Interrater reliability for Raters B was achieved only 

after a great deal of time and effort. A nuIDber of differ­

ent systems of rating were tried and discarded before the 

final system was adopted. The major difficulty was coordi­

nation of data. The raters understood the category defini­

tions but found it impossible to coordinate viewing of the 

video tapes, listening to the dialogue, and scoring on their 

rating sheets in the short space of time available. Adequate 

reliability was only established after transcripts were pre­

pared of the verbal portion of the interaction which the 

raters could refer to. Furthermore t it was found that 
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Raters B had to watch each task twice before coding it. 

Eight pilot tapes were used to assess the reliability of 

the observers' judgments. The raters achieved a reliability 

of 0.92 by the start of the experimental study. One rater, 

the criterion rater, scored aIl the tapes; the other rater 

scored approximately every fifth tape until the end of the 

experiment. The reliability was constantly checked through­

out to ensure consistency of category definitions. The over­

aIl reliabilities were computed by the Pearson product Mo­

ment for each category separately (Appendix R). The 15 ex­

perimental and the eight pilot tapes that both rat ers had 

independently coded were used in the analysis. 

Timing S ca les 

Even though both Raters A took timing measures, no 

attempt was made to formally compute a reliability measure 

since a quick check showed that these measures were suffi­

ciently similar as not to warrant it. The final timing 

measure used in each instance was the average of the indi­

vidual measures attained by the two raters. 

Controls for Blind Observers and Experimenter 

TWo steps were taken to ensure that Raters A and B 

developed no biases in coding Parts 1 and 2. First, neither 
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set of raters was ever given the slightest hint that any ex-

perimenta1 manipulation had occurred between Parts 1 and 2. 

As far as they were concerned, the intermission was simply 

to give the child a rest. Second, in order to avoid a de-

finite set developing in scoring Part 1 first and Part 2 

second, raters had to a1ternate their scoring of Parts 1 

and 2 randomly. 

To avoid any differences in behavior towards mother 

and child before manipulation, the experimenter did not look 

at the table of random numbers to see what feedback group 

the subjects be10nged to unti1 just before the feedback was 

to be given. 

Ana1ysis of the Data 

Three basic kinds of ana1ysis were done for the variables: 

1. Grouping by Factor Ana1ysis of the independent 
(expectancy measures) and dependent variables 
(behavioral measures). 

2. Correlations between expectancy measures and 
certain behaviora1 measures. 

3. Two-way mu1tivariate analysis of variance (sex 
by feedback). 

When individua1 variables failed to fa1l into factors, se-

parate analyses were done for each measure. 

Two-tai1ed tests of significance were used in a1l the 

corre1ationa1 analyses because of the explora tory nature of 

the study. 
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All analyses were performed on a constant population 

sample with N = 37 for girls, and N = 37 for boys. 
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Results 

Results will be grouped under four major headings: 

(1) Expectancy: Measures of Expectancy and Sex Differences; 

(2) Expectancy: Its Relationship to the child's Intelligence 

Quotient and Performance; (3) Expectancy: Behavior of Mo-

thers and correlat es with Expectancy Measures; 

tancy: Effects of Manipulation. 

(4) Expec-

Expectancy: Measures of Expectancy and Sex Differences 

Factor Analysis of Expectancy Variables 

The concept of expectancy in this study is very broad. 

Its measurement depends on a large nuIDber of different vari­

ables. For the purpose of grouping these variables in a 

meaningful way, a factor analysis was done on the scores of 

the 38 variables theoretically considered to be related to 

expectancy. These included the mother's general evaluations 

of her child's ability, her child's behavior--whether it was 

dependent or independent, her child's need achievement, and 

the amount of time she spent with her child in reading, gen­

eral discussions and other intellectual activities. These 

variables comprised the Mother Questionnaire (Appendix B). 

The factor analysis also included more task-specific expec­

tancy measures like the Rotter Board (Appendix F) and Block 

Stacking estimates, and the task-specific ratings comparing 
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her childls ability with that of his peers (Appendix H). 

The factor analysis program (Dixon, BMD Computer Pro­

grams, 1970a) performed a principal component solution and 

an orthogonal rotation of the factor matrix. Diagonal ele­

ments were unit y for communality estimation. By the criteri­

on of a minimum eigenvalue of 2.0, five factors were rotated 

and retained. These accounted for 47.56% of the total vari-

ance. 

Expectancy Factors 

Factor loadings and communalities for all items in 

the mother expectancy factor analysis are presented in 

Table 1. A description of each factor follows: 

Expectancy Factor 1: General Intellectual Evaluation 

of Child. Expectancy Factor 1 accounts for 20 per cent of 

the variance which represents nearly half the total variance 

accounted for by all the five factors together. The items 

with high loadings on this factor, in general, involve mo­

ther 1 s ratings of her child which may be conveniently con­

sidered in three groups. These ratings are found in Sections 

1 and 2 of the Mother Questionnaire (Appendix B). The first 

group is her evaluation of her childls general intellectual 

potential and his achievement in comparison with his peers. 

The second deals with her feelings about her child 1 s aca·.demic 



Instru­
menta 

MQ-I 

MQ-I 

MQ-I 

MQ-I 

MQ-I 

MQ-I 

MQ-II 

Table l 

Factor Loadings of Items from Factor Analysis of Expectancy Variables 

(Items Loading ±.30 or Greater) 

Items 

Evaluate child's general intellectual po­
tential~ high---low 

How child do es in comparison with peers in 
academic subjects~ better---worse 

Satisfaction with child's performance in 
school~ satisfied---dissatisfied 

What do you tell child about how satisfied 
or dissatisfied you are with his perfor­
mance in school subject~ l tell completely 

l 

.71 

.65 

.69 

satisfied---dissatisfied .72 

Minimal standards~ does excepte better 
than others---except. worse 

Importance to mother of child doing weIl 
in school~ very imp.---comp. unimp. 

Child's ability to work at tasks indepen­
dently~ very independent---not at aIl 
indep. .47 

Factorsb 

2 3 4 

.35 

Commu-
5 nalities 

.60 

.61 

-.30 .62 

.62 

.15 

-.48 .42 

-.47 .45 

00 
-...] 

J 



Table 1 (continued) 

Instru- Factors Commu-
ment Items 1 2 3 4 5 nalities 

MQ-II Child's estimation of own abilities; 
very realistic---very unrealistic .45 -.36 .37 

MQ-II Child's need for praise; a lot---
minimal .38 .26 

MQ-II Child's perseverence and effort; 
gives up easily---sticks with it -.62 .48 

MQ-II Child's initiative and resourcefulness; 
high---low .64 .52 

MQ-II Child's confidence: high---low .66 .48 

MQ-II Child's general competitiveness; 
high---low .31 .34 .30 

MQ-II Child's desire to do well in schoolwork; 
high---low .59 -.34 .54 

MQ-II Child's frequency of asking for help with 
schoolwork: high---low .36 .28 

MQ-II Child's enthusiasm and interest in learningi 
low---high -.49 .54 .55 

MQ-II Child's need for emotional supporti 00 

low---high .51 .34 
00 

-.J 



Instru­
ment 

MQ-II 

MQ-II 

MQ-II 

MQ-II 

MQ-II 

MQ-II 

MQ-II 

MQ-II 

MQ-III 

Table 1 (continued) 

Items 

Exp10rative and curious: high---1ow 

Abi1ity to make hiw own decision: 
low---high 

Chi1d trying new things on his own: 
high---1ow 

Chi1d ' s abi1ity to ~arry out difficu1t 
tasks without assistance: low---high 

Chi1d tries to improve his performance at 
things he 1earns: low---high 

Child does his best at academic tasks: 
high---1ow 

Child's self-reliance; high---low 

Child takes pride in doing things weIl: 
low---high 

How often do you do with child: (everyday 
---never): Schoo1work 

Reasoning games 
Teaching information 
General discussions 
Read story 

1 

.59 

-.46 

.66 

-.38 

.61 

.68 

Factors 

2 

.67 

.50 

.69 

.55 

.58 

3 4 

.34 

.33 

Connnu-
5 na1ities 

.51 

.58 

.79 

.62 

.49 

.56 

.57 

.58 

.71 

.52 

.49 

.45 

.48 

.37 

.53 

.38 

.37 

ex> 
~ 



Table 1 (continued) 

Instru-
ment Items 1 

BTSS Block Tower I: Estimate 1 

BTSS Block Tower I: Estimate 2 

BTSS Block Tower I: Comparison with peers No. 1: 
high---low 

BTSS Block Tower I: Comparison with peers No. 2· 1 

high---low 

BTSS l Block Tower I: D-Score (Estimate 2-Child l s 
lst score): low---high 

RBSS l Rotter Board: D-Score 

RBSS l Rotter Board: RBE-Score (initial estimate 
minus 25) 

RBSS l Rotter Board: Average of estimates 

aLetters refer to instruments from which each item came: 
MQ-I = Mother Questionnaire Section l 
MQ-II = Mother Questionnaire Section II 
MQ-III = Mother Questionnaire Section III 
BTSS l = Block Tower Score Sheet - l 
RBSS l = Rotter Board Score Sheet - l 

Factors 

2 3 4 

.... 47 

-.48 

.65 

.72 

.54 

.75 

.39 .64 

.55 

Commu-
5 nalities 

.49 

.28 

.70 

.67 

.42 

.57 

.59 

.40 

\.0 
o 

J 



bExpectancy Factor 1: 
Expectancy Factor 2: 

Expectancy Factor 3: 
Expectancy Factor 4: 
Expectancy Factor 5: 

Table 1 (continued) 

High score = Low Inte11ectua1 Evaluation of Chi1d. 
High score = Little Participation with Child in Inte11ectua1 

Achievement Activities. 
High score = High Expectancy Re1ated to Performance Feedback. 
High score = Low Expectancy without Performance Feedback. 
High score = High Evaluation of Chi1d Effort and High Value on 

Inte11ectua1 Achievement. 

\0 
1-' 
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performance. The third comprises the mother's ratings of 

her child's initiative, self-confidence, perseverence and 

effort, his need achievement, independence and his self­

reliance. It is particularly interesting that, for mothers 

in this study, ideas about her child's intellectual compe­

tence parallel her general evaluations of her child's inde­

pendence and need achievement. A child rated as intellec­

tually superior is also regarded by his mother as being in­

dependent and motivated to achieve. 

Expectancy Factor 2· Participation with Child in In­

tellectual Achievement A.ctivities. The items which have 

high loadings on this factor (~Io of the variance) are those 

which indicate how much the mother participates with her 

child in reading, general discussions, and other intellec­

tual activities. Although not direct measures of expectancy, 

these items give sorne insight into the importance she places 

on such activities and, thus, to sorne extent, the importance 

she places on intellectual attainment in general. 

Alse loading on this factor but to a lesser degree is 

mother' s estimate of how high her ch:i1d can build a tower. 

This is an explicit measure of mother's expectancy where no 

norm is set. It would appear therefore that the mother who 

reports that she participates to a large extent with her 
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child in intellectual achievement activities also estimates 

that her child will build a high tower of blocks. 

To approximately the same degree, the RBE score also 

loads on this factor. This score provides a measure of ex­

pectancy where a performance norm has been given. Low in­

volvement in intellectual activities at home is associated 

with a high RBE score (cf., Expectancy Factor 3). 

Expectancy Factor 3: Expectancy Related to Performance 

~eedback. The items loading on Expectancy Factor 3 (7% of 

the variance) are aIl consistent with one another. They re­

late to a specifie goal set by the mother as a result of 

her having concrete information regarding the past perfor­

mance of her child. In particular, the D-scores of both 

the Block Stacking and Rotter Board tasks load on this fac­

tor. In the case of Rotter Board, the D-score is conputed 

by taking the mean of the differences between the mother's 

estimates and the child's preceding performance score, 

taking sign into account. For Block Stacking, the D-score 

is computed by subtracting the child's score from the mo­

ther's estimate on the second trial. It represents, there­

fore, how a mother changes her estimate of her child's sub­

sequent performance as a result of knowing how he just per­

formed. If she estimates that on his next turn he will get 
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the same score, D-score equals zero. If her expectations 

are that he will do better, the D-score is positive and if 

she expects him to do worse the D-score will be negative. 

As unrelated as the Block Stacking and Rotter Board tasks 

were in what they required the child to do, nevertheless the 

mother dealt with these two tasks as if they were related in 

that her method of estimating her child's future performance 

in relation to his immediately past performance was the same 

on both tasks. 

Two other items are strongly represented in this fac­

tor. These are the average of mother's sequential estimates 

on the Rotter Board task and her initial estimate measure 

(RBE Score). The RBE Score is the one expectancy measure 

where mother was given a performance norm before she made 

her estima te. She was told that the average child on the 

first trial of the Rotter Board gets a score of 25. The 

RBE Score is computed by subtracting 25 from the mother's 

initial estimate. An RBE Score of 0 represents a mother 

who thinks of her child as able to perform no better than 

average. A positive RBE Score represents a mother who 

thinks her child can perform better than average. The 

converse holds for a negative RBE Score. Since mother 

had never seen her child perform on a Rotter Board task, 
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it is very probable that an element of aspiration is domi-

nant in this measure. 

It would appear from Expectancy Factor 3 that how a 

mother deals with her child's past performance in setting 

future goals for him is directly related to her aspirations 

for and general evaluations of her child. A mother who 

thinks her child is average (RBE Score equals zero) will 

estimate that he will get exactly the same score on his next 

trial as he got on the previous trial. On the other hand, 

a mother who initially thinks her child is above average 

(RBE Score, positive), always thinks that he will do better 

next time. 

Expectancy Factor 4: Expectancy without performance 

Feedback. The two highest items on this factor (7% of vari-

ance) are both from the Block Stacking task, and the few 

other loadings are consistent with them. The two strongest 

elements loading on Expectancy Factor 4 are mother's compari-

son of her child's performance with that of his peer group 

in a situation with no explicit standards. Presumably, 

mother had never seen her child or any other child for that 

matter stacking blocks blindfolded, one hand tied behind 

his back. 

other items load on this factor. The first is mother's 
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minimal standards for her chi1d ' s inte11ectua1 achievement 

performance. This item is regarded as the "persona1 yard-

stick" (Cranda11 e::-4::. al., 1964) that the mother uses to judge 

her chi1d ' s inte11ectua1 performance, i.e., the point be10w 

which the chi1d ' s performance produces parental dissatisfac-

tion and above which the parent fee1s more satisfied than 

dissatisfied with her chi1d ' s efforts. It seems that in a 

situation where no performance norm is stated and where mo-

ther has no past performance samp1es to refer to, she fa11s 

back on her Itpersona1 yardstick" to provide the performance 

norme 

The other items which load on this factor are mother's 

estimates of her chi1d ' s competiveness, desire to do we11 in 

schoo1, and frequency of trying new things on his own. Mo-

ther seems to view her chi1d ' s performance on the B10ck 

Stacking task as direct1y re1ated to his genera1 competitive-

ness in achievement situations, his need achievement and 

genera1 adventurousness in 1ife. Thus, 1eft with no norms 

in a new achievement situation mother uses both her "person-

al yardstick" and her ideas about her chi1d 1 s competitive-

ness, need achievement, and sense of adventure, to assess 

his future performance. In fact, even after she sees her 

chi1d bui1d one tower, her estimate of his abi1ities does 
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not change and she expects his next performance also to 

conform to her "personal yardstick" and her ideas of his 

competitiveness, need achievement, and sense of adventure 

in achievement situations. These latter two ideas are the 

only measures that give meaning to this achievement situa­

tion. Her child's actual performance is irrelevant. 

Expectancy Factor 5: Child Effort and M.other Involve-. 

ment. Three kinds of items characterize Expectancy Factor 

5 (5% of variance), namely, mother's ideas about her child's 

atti tudes and efforts, her ideas about his need for reinforce­

ment and emotional support, and her attainment value for 

her child's intellectual performance. 

The items which load highest on this factor describe 

mother's ideas about her child's attitudes and efforts in 

achievement situations. When asked to rate how much her 

child "tries to improve his performance at the things he 

learns" or "how much pride he takes in doing things well", 

the mother who loads high on this factor gives her child a 

high rating. 

Since mother's ideas about her child's need for rein­

forcement and emotional support also load on Expectancy Fac­

tor 5 she obviously recognizes that she has a definite role 

in relation to her child's attitudes and efforts. The mother 
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who believes her child is striving to improve his performance 

also believes that he needs minimal praise but a great deal 

of reassurance from her when he is in difficulty. 

Finally, mother's attainment value for her child's in-

tellectual performance is also involved in Expectancy Factor 

5. The higher the value she places on his intellectual achieve-

ment, the more she believes he is trying to do things well, 

and the more emotional support and the less praise she thinks 

he needs in achievement situations. 

It is noteworthy that the value mother places on intel-

lectual achievement (Expectancy Factor 5) does not load on 

the same factor as her actual evaluation of her child's in-

tellectual competence (Expectancy Factor 1). 

Intercorrelations Among Expectancy Factors 

Even though the factor analysis produced five ortho-

gonal expectancy factors for the entire experimental sample, 

the question of whether these factors were related to each 

other for the boy and girl subgroups within the sample was 

studied. 

Factor scores were computed for each expectancy fac-

tor (nixon, BMD Computer Programs, 1970a). Correlations 

between these scores for boys and girls separately are pre-

sented in Table 2. For mothers of girls, none of the cor-

ï 
! 



Table 2 

Expectancy Factor Score Intercorrelations 

Expectancy Factorsa 
l 2 3 

1. General Intellectual Evaluation of child: Girls 
BOyS 

2. participation with child in Intellectual Achieve-ment Activities: Girls -.05 
Boys .02 

3. Expectancy Related to Performance Feedback: Girls -.01 .24 
Boys .04 -.38** 

4. Expectancy without Performance Feedback: Girls .19 .01 .10 
Boys -.28* -.04 -.14 

5. child Effort and Mother Involvement: Girls .07 .05 .07 
Boys -.06 -.01 -.25 

NOTE: N's: Girls = 37 families; BOys = 37 families; Total = 74 families. 
*p < . 10; **p < . 02 • 

aExpectancy Factor 1: High score = Low Intellectual Evaluation of Chi Id. 

4 

.08 
-.10 

Expectancy Factor 2: High score = Little Participation with child in Intellectual 
Achievement Activities. Expectancy Factor 3: High score = High Expectancy Related to Performance Feedback. Expectancy Factor 4: High score = Low Expectancy without Performance Feedback. Expectancy Factor 5: High score = High Evaluation of child Effort and High Value on 
Intellectual Achievement. 

5 

\0 
\0 
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relations are significant. For mothers of boys, the correla­

tion between Expectancy Factors 2 and 3 is significant (r = 

-0.38, P <.02) and the correlation between Expectancy Fac­

tors land 4 shows a trend toward significant (r = -0.28, 

p<.IO). For boys, a mother's general ~deas of her son1s 

competence influences her judgment of him in a situation 

where she has no standards with which to compare him with 

his peers. Where she has a performance norm against which 

to rate him, furthermore, mother's reported involvement in 

intellectual activities at home have significant bearing on 

her evaluations of and aspirations for her son. Mothers 

who say they spend a lot of time in intellectual activities 

at home estimate that their son will do weIl compared with 

the norm and estimate that he will continue to do better 

with each trial. The reverse holds for those mothers who 

report little time spent in intellectual activities at 

home. In the case of girls, mothers' general evaluation of 

her daughter's intellectual competence has litt le bearing 

on her estimates of her ability in more specifie situations. 

Sex Differences in Expectancy Factors 

Mothers ' differential expectations for their sons and 

daughters were compared. Using the factor scores computed 

for each factor (Dixon, BMD Computer programs, 1970a), a 
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mu1tivariate ana1ysis of variance was done comparing mo­

thers of boys and mothers of girls on the five expectancy 

factors (Table 3). The ana1ysis showed a high1y signifi­

cant difference (p< .008) between boys' and girls' mothers 

on Expectancy Factor 1 (General Inte11ectua1 Evaluation of 

Chi1d) but no sex differences for the other four expectancy 

factors. In other words, mothers of girls report much more 

favorable genera1 eva1uations of their daughters than do 

mothers of boys. 

A second comparison was made to find sex differences 

in the measures of future expectation (Mother Questionnaire, 

Section III). In particu1ar, mother was asked how far she 

expected her chi1d wou1d continue in his education. She 

was given five alternatives: (1) professiona1 degree or 

graduate schoo1 degree, (2) co11ege degree, (3) technica1 

schoo1 or trade schoo1 degree, (4) high schoo1 degree, 

(5) public schoo1. No mother chose the fifth alternative, 

i.e., they a11 expected their chi1d to complete more than 

just public schoo1. For the remaining four alternatives 

mothers of boys had significant1y different future expecta­

tions from mothers of girls (X2 = 8.84, p~.05~ Table 4). 

Mothers of girls did Dot foresee their daughters going to 

technica1 or trade schoo1. The rest who did not hope for 
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Table 3 

Mu1tivariate Ana1ysis of Variance of Five 

Expectancy Factors by Sex 

Approximate F: 2.15 

Degrees of Freedom: S, 68 

p~ .07 

Univariate Ana1ysis of Variance: 

Factor Mean Square Univariate F S ignificance 
(DF: l, 72) Leve1 

1 6.79 7.39 .0083 

2 1.24 1.24 n.s. 

3 0.18 <1 n.s. 

4 0.92 <1 n.s. 

5 0.85 <1 n.s. 
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Table 4 

Projected Expectations of the Mother for the Child 

Degree 

Professiona1 or Graduate 
School 

Col1ege 

Technical or Trade Schoo1 

High Schoo1 

x2 = 8. 84, p < . 05 

BOys Girls 

9 9 

12 13 

10 3 

6 12 
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college or graduate school education expected their daughters 

to stop after high school. Mothers of boys, on the other 

hand, saw technical school or trade school as an alternative 

for their sons, and, in general, did not foresee their sons 

completing just high school. When mothers were. asked to 

indulge in wishful thinking and answer how far they would 

like to see their child reach in his education, no sex dif-

ferences were found (Table 5). Nearly aIl mothers wanted 

their children to get at least a college degree. 

The contrast is interesting between present and future 

expectations with regard to sex differences. For present 

assessments, mothers of girls gave significant1y better eva-

luations. For future expectations mothers of boys were much 

more keen than mothers of girls that their sons get sorne 

training beyond high school. 

Expectancy: Its Relationship to the Child's Intelligence 

Quotient and Performance 

The relationship between a mother's expectancy for 

her child in intellectual achievement situations and the 

child's performance in these situations was examined. Table 

6 presents the correlations between the factor scores for 

each of the five expectancy factors and the child's Wechsler 

Intellige:nce Scale score. These were computed separately 
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Table 5 

projected Aspirations of the Mother for the Chi1d 

Degree Boys Girls 

Professiona1 or Graduate 
Schoo1 22 16 

Co11ege 14 16 

Technica1 or Trade Schoo1 0 2 

High Schoo1 1 3 

x2 = 1.99, P = n.s. 
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Table 6 

Correlations Between Expectancy Factors and 

Children's I.Q. Scores 

I.Q. 

Factorsa Boys Girls 

Factor 1: General Intellectual Evalua­
tion of the Child -.45** -.32* 

Factor 2: Participation with Child in 
Intellectual Achievement Activities .05 .21 

Factor 3: Expectancy Related to Perfor­
mance Feedback -.07 .08 

Factor 4: Expectancy Without Performance 
Feedback .07 -.16 

Factor 5: Child Effort and Mother In­
volvement -.02 .14 

*p~.lOi 

aExpectancy 

Expectancy 

Expectancy 

Expectancy 

Expectancy 

**p~.Ol 

Factor 1: 

Factor 2: 

Factor 3: 

Factor 4· 

Factor 5· 

High score = Low Intellectual Evalua­
tion of Child. 

High score ; Little participation with 
Child in Intellectual Achievement 
Activities. 

High score ; High Expectancy Related 
to Performance Feedback. 

High score = Low Expectancy Without 
Performance Feedback. 

High score ; High Evaluation of Child 
Effort and High Value on Intellectual 
Achievement. 
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for boys and girls. Of the five expectancy factors, only 

Expectancy Factor l correlated significantly with I.Q. scores 

for boys (r = -0.45, p<.OI). The correlation for girls be­

tween Expectancy Factor l and the WIse score was just short 

of statistical signifioance (r = -0.32, p<.IO). Hence, a 

mother's general intellectual evaluation of her son is highly 

related to her son's actual intellectual ability as measured 

by an I.Q. test. This relationship is not as strong in the 

case of girls. The question of whether mother's expectation 

acts as a self-fulfilling prophecy or whether mother's ex­

pectations are reactions to the child's intellectual ability 

cannot be answered by these results. The results merely re­

veal that there is, in fact, a significant relationship. 

The lack of correlation between Expectancy Factors 3 

and 4 which are specifie expectancies and the child's gener­

al intellectual achievement as measured in the I.Q. score, 

further emphasizes the independence of general expectations 

and specifie expectations. 

To test whether there was any relationship between 

specifie expectations and the child's performance, several 

correlations were computed, namely, between a mother's es­

timate of how high her child would build a tower (Block 

Stacking Ii estimate for trials land 2), and the actual 
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height of that tower in both trials. Correlations were a1-

so computed between Expectancy Factor 4 (Expectancy without 

Performance Feedback), which refers specifica11y to B10ck 

Stacking I, and the child's score on trial 1 of that task 

where there was no performance feedback (Table 7). The re-

sults showed that in the case where no performance norm was given 

to mother and where she had no knowledge of the past perfor­

mance norm of the chi1d for comparison, a mother's estimate 

of the height of her child's tower (estimate for trial 1) 

was related to the actual height of that tower on1y for boys 

(r = 0.34, P <.05). It has previous1y been pointed out 

that the e1ement of aspiration 1eve1 is no doubt dominant 

in this measure since presumably the parents had never 

seen their chi1d perform the task before. 

On the other hand, mother's eva1uation of this esti­

mated score in comparison with how other chi1dren her chi1d's 

age would do (Expectancy Factor 4) was not re1ated to the 

child's actual performance. Her second estimate (estimate 

for trial 2) was, however, highly related to performance 

for both boys (r = 0.80, p< .01) and girls (r = 0.69, p< 

.01). In other words, after mother has observed her chi1d 

performing the task once, she is better able to estimate his 

performance on the second trial. Furthermore, since the 



Table 7 

Correlations Between Expectancy of Mother and 

Performance of Child on the Block stacking Task 

Expectancy 

1. Estimate for Trial 1 

2. Estimate for Trial 2 

3. Expectancy Factor 4: Expectancy 

without Performance Feedback 

*p~ • 05 ~ **p ~. 01 

Performance 

Boys Girls 

.34* .23 

.80** .69** 

-.15 -.16 

109 
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procedure of trial 2, as a1ready pointed out, encourages 

rea1istic goa1-setting, her second estimate is very much 

an eva1uation of her chi1d's competence rather than her 

aspirations for him as it was in the case of the estimate 

for trial 1. 

Thus, a mother's aspirations for her son in a speci­

fie achievement situation are significant1y re1ated to ac­

tua1 performance. Furthermore, a mother's eva1uations of 

her son's or daughter's competence are significant1y re1ated 

to their actua1 performance. Her eva1uation of her chi1d's 

competence in comparison with his peers, however, is not 

re1ated to this chi1d's actua1 performance. 

Mother's expectancy for her chi1d's performance on 

the Rotter Board, a situation where a performance norm was 

given, and her chi1d's actua1 performance on that task, was 

computed by corre1ating mother's score on Expectancy Factor 

3 (Expectancy with Performance Feedback) and her chi1d's 

average score on the Rotter Board. Examination of Table 8 

revea1s that there is no re1ationship between this expec­

tancy measure and the chi1d's achievement on Rotter Board. 
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Table 8 

Correlations Between Expectancy of Mother 

and Performance of Child on the 

Rotter Board Task 

Performance 

Expectancy 

Expectancy Factor 3: Expectancy 
with Performance Feedback 

Boys 

.11 

Girls 

.19 



Expectancy: Behavior of Mothers and Correlates with 

Expectancy Measures 

Mother Behavior 

112 

Factor analysis of mother behavior. Mother behavior 

was measured in a number of ways. Her behavior as a whole 

was scored at the end of Parts 1 and 2 in the Personality 

Description Form and the Global Rating Scale. In addition 

her behavior within each task was scored in the Interaction 

Categories, the Specifie Rating Scale, and the Timing Scale. 

All these ratings generated a large number of mother beha­

vior measures. 

An overall factor analysis of all the behavioral mea­

sures failed to reduce the data meaningfully. Separate fac­

tor analyses were then done for Parts 1 and 2 on the scores 

from the personality Description Form, Global Rating Scale, 

and the Specifie Rating Scale. Since all these measures re­

presented global overall observations of the mother's be­

havior it seemed likely that they would group themselves in 

a factor analysis. The factor analysis program (Dixon, BMD 

Computer programs, 1970a) performed a principal component 

solution and an orthogonal rotation of the factor matrix. 

Diagonal elements were unit y for communality estimation. 

By the criterion of a minimum eigenvalue of 6.0, two factors 
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l 
\. - were rotated. These accounted for 44.4% of the total vari-

ance. 

Factor loadings and communalities for aIl items in 

the factor analysis of global mother behavior for both Parts 

1 and 2 are presented in Tables 9 and 10. The two factor 

analyses of Parts 1 and 2 yielded identical factors. It 

should be noted, however, that there were differences in 

the loadings of sorne items in the two factor analyses. A 

description of each factor follows. 

(1) Global Factor I: Warmth. Nearly aIl the items 

which load on Global Factor l have a loadïng of 0.60. The 

items which load on Global Factor l include mother's over-

aIl understanding, genuineness, and warmth, how good a mo-

ther she is rated to be, and the amount of unconditional 

positive regard she has for her child. These items, it is 

of interest to note, also relate to how active and strong 

she appears, how closely she cooperates with her child on 

aIl the specifie tasks, and how important it is to her 

that her child do weIl. 

(2) Global Factor II: Autonomy. The items which load 

on Global Factor II also form a consistent picture. They 

indicate an excitable, pushy, highly controlling and de-

manding mother at one extreme, and a calm and flexible one 
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Table 9 

Factor Loadings of Items from Factor Ana1ysis of 

the Global Behavior Measures in Part 1 

(Items Loading: +40 or Greater) 

Sourcea Items Factors Commu-

PDF Understanding---Not understand­
ing 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

Passive---Active 

Fa1se---Genuine 

Warm---Co1d 

Strong---Weak 

Bad---Good 

Remote---Intimate 

Attentive---Indifferent 

Rejecting---Accepting 

Excitab1e---Calm 

Disorganized---Systematic 

Rigid---F1exib1e 

Inappropriate he1p g~v~ng--­
appropriate he1p giving 

Lethargic---Energetic 

Re1axed---Tense 

No positive emotiona1ity--­
High degree positive emotion­
a1ity 

No neçative emotiona1ity--­
High degree negative emotion­
a1ity 

1 2 nalities 

-.88 

.61 -.45 

.59 

-.86 

-.40 

.83 

.86 

-.76 

.76 

.62 

.86 

.64 

-.43 

.66 

.44 

.74 

.65 

-.44 -.67 

.88 

.58 

.41 

.84 

.24 

.84 

.83 

.59 

.77 

.55 

.46 

.58 

.80 

.54 

.25 

.44 

.63 

i 
./ 
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Table 9 (continued) 

Factors Commu-
Source Items 1 2 nalities 

GRS Participation never---High degree 
participation -.64 .66 

GRS Highly permissive, doesn't struc-
ture---Highly controlling, struc-
tures everything -.68 .46 

GRS NO encouragement or independence 
---High degree encouragement of 
in dependen ce .40.29 

GRS Very proud of child---Ashamed or 
embarrassed of child -.80 .79 

GRS 

GRS 

Interested, involved---Disinter-
ested, uninvolved -.81 

Sets very high standards, demand­
ing, constant push to improve--­
Sets low standards, undemanding, 
no push to improve .77 

SRS-RB Importance to Mother that Child 
do weIl on (high-low) Rotter 
Board -.56 

SRS-
Patterns Importance to Mother that Child 

do weIl on Patterns (high-low) -.64 

SRS-
Patterns Amount of structure and control 

- Patterns 

SRS-
Patterns Degree push to improve - Patterns 

(high-low) 

SRS-
Patterns cooperation between Mother and 

Child - Patterns (high-low) -.65 

.41 

.62 

.68 

.60 

.39 

.46 

.17 

.38 

.44 



Table 9 (continued) 

Factors 
Source Items l 

SRS-BT Importance to Mother tha Child 
do weIl on B Tower (high-low) -.65 

SRS-BT Amount of structure and control 
- B Tower (high-low) 

SRS-BT Degree push to improve - B Tower 
(high-low) 

SRS-BT cooperation between Mother and 
Child - B Tower (high-low) -.53 

apDF = personality Description Form. 

GRS = General Rating Scale. 

SRS-RB = Specifie Rating Scale - Rotter Board I. 

SRS-Patterns = Specifie Rating Scale - Patterns. 

SRS-BT = Specifie Rating Scale - Block Tower I. 

2 

.68 

.81 

116 

Corrnnu-
nalities 

.59 

.48 

.66 

.34 
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Table 10 

Factor Loadings of Items from Factor Ana1ysis of 

Sourcea 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

PDF 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

the Global Behavior Measures in Part 2 

(Items Loading: +40 or Greater) 

Factors Commu-
Items 1 2 na1ities 

Understanding---Not understanding -.87 .77 

.47 

.40 

.84 

.19 

.85 

.78 

.54 

.82 

.57 

.53 

.49 

Passive---Active 

Fa1se-Genuine 

Warm---Co1d 

Strong---Weak 

Bad---Good 

Remote---Intimate 

Attentive---Indifferent 

Rejecting---Accepting 

Excitab1e---ca1m 

Disorganized---Systematic 

Rigid---F1exib1e 

Inappropriate he1p g~v~ng--­
Appropriate he1p giving 

Lethargic---Energetic 

Re1axed---Tense 

No positive emotiona1ity--­
High degree positive emotion­
a1ity 

No negative emotiona1ity--­
High degree negative emotion­
a1ity 

.44 -.53 

.62 

-.90 

-.42 

.89 

.87 

-.74 

.83 .40 

.73 

.71 

.90 

.54 

-.50 

.71 

.59 

-.54 -.59 

.82 

.56 

.34 

.50 

.65 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Factors Commu-

Source Items 1 2 nalities 

GRS participation never---High degree 

participation -.71 .74 

GRS Highly permissive, doesn't struc­

ture---Highly controlling, struc-

tures everything -.66 .48 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

GRS 

No encouragement of independence---

High degree encouragement of inde-

pendence .43 

very proud of child---Ashamed or 

embarrassed of child -.81 

Interested, involved---Disinter-

ested, uninvolved -.77 

Sets very high standards, demand­

ing, constant push to improve--­

Sets low standards, undemanding, 

no push to improve • 79 

SRS-RB Importance to Mother than Child do 

well on Rotter Board (high-low) -.57 

SRS-
Anagrams Importance to Mother that Child do 

well on Anagrams (high-low) -.40 

SRS-
Anagrams Amount of structure and control 

- Anag:raros . (high-low) 

SRS-
AnagraIDS Degree push to improve - Anagrams 

(high-low) 

SRS-
Anagrams Cooperation between Mother and 

Child - Anagrams (high-low) -.50 

SRS-BT Importance to Mother that Child 

do well on B Tower (high-low) -.42 

.47 

.41 

.35 

.67 

.32 

.47 

.46 

.33 

.23 

.28 

.32 

.54 
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Table 10 (continued) 

Factors Commu-
Source Items 1 2 na1ities 

SRS-BT Aroount of structure and control 
- B Tower (high-1ow) .73 .39 

SRS-BT Degree push to iroprove - B Tower 
(high-1ow) .63 .27 

SRS-BT cooperation between Mother and 
Chi1d - B Tower (high-1ow) -.42 .35 

apDF = Persona1ity Description Forro 

GRS = General Rating Sca1e 

SRS-RB = Specifie Rating Sca1e - Rotter Board II 

SRS - Anagrams = Specifie Rating Sca1e - Anagrams 

SRS-BT = Specifie Rating Sca1e - B10ck Tower II 
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at the other. It is interesting that the highly controlling 

mother makes use of negative emotions and hostility to con-

vey her demands to her child. 

Interaction categories. preliminary analysis of the 

interaction categories showed that 35 of the categories 

had a mean occurrence of less than one per mother per ses-

sion. These categories were therefore excluded from fur-

ther analysis. The remainder of the categories (Appendix 

S) occurred frequently enough to be analyzed. Since the 

same interaction categories were used for these tasks, 

intercorrelations were then done between Patterns and Block 

Stacking l in Part l (Table Il) and Anagrams and Block 

Stacking II in part 2 (Table 12) to see if categories of 

the same name were measuring the same thing so that these 

could be combined across tasks. It is obvious in Tables Il 

and 12 that although ~ome of the intercorrelations are 

significant they are not, for the most part, very high. l 

Therefore, these variables were not combined across tasks. 

Instead each task was treated individually in the subse-

quent analyses. 

lRosen and D'Andrade (1959) report no relationship between 
help-giving responses on the Patterns and help-giving res­
ponses on Block Stacking. 

" 
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Table Il 

Intercorre1ations Between Interaction Categories 

for Patterns and B10ck Stacking l 

category correlation Coefficient 

High Approva1 - Spontaneous .38** 

Low Approva1 - Spontaneous .11 

Low Disapprova1 - Spontaneous .25* 

Suggestions - Spontaneous .10 

Suggestions - Requested -.06 

Low Approva1 - Requested -.13 

Low Disapprova1 - Requested -.02 

Latency - Time ti11 first he1p -.02 

N = 74 

* p ~ • 05; * *p ~ • 01 

.# -

{ 



Table 12 

Intercorre1ations Between Interaction categories 

for B10ck Stacking II and Anagrams 

122 

Category Correlation Coefficient 

High Approva1 - Spontaneous 

Low Approva1 - Spontaneous 

Low Disapprova1 - Spontaneous 

Suggestions - Spontaneous 

Suggestions - Requested 

Low Approva1 - Requested 

Low Disapprova1 - Requested 

positive Encouragement 

Gives Procedure 

Latency - Time ti11 first he1p 

N = 74 

*p~ .01 

.61* 

.11 

-.04 

.08 

.06 

.08 

.11 

.05 

-.06 

.03 
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The categories from each task which were used in the 

ana1ysis measured mother's approva1, mother's spontaneous 

he1p-giving, and her he1p-giving in response to her chi1d's 

request for he1p. Since the tasks differ from one another 

in what they demand of the chi1d and mother, and what de­

pendency re1ationship is created between them, it is not 

surprising that a mother's he1p-giving responses turn out 

to be inconsistent on the two sèts of tasks depending on 

mother's interpretation of her ro1e in each task. Further­

more, since on1y those categories with a large frequency of 

acts were used in the final ana1ysis, one wou1d not expect 

high intercorre1ations between tasks (Rc3en & D'Andrade, 

1959). 

Intercorre1ations among mother behaviors. Factor 

scores were computed for each of the Global Factors--I: 

Warmth, and II: Autonomy--in Part 1 (Dixon, BMD Computer 

program, 1970a). Correlations between Global Factors, 

Interaction categories, and Timing Sca1es are presented 

for girls and boys separate1y. The correlations between 

the two Global Factors are not significant for both sexes 

(Table 13). In other words, there was no re1ationship 

between a mother's warmth and how much autonomy she a110wed 

her chi1d in achievement situations. In the case of boys' 



Table 13 

Intercorrelations Arnong Mother Behavior Measures 

(Global Measures) 

l II 

l Global Factor I: Warrntha 

Girls 
BOys 

II Global Factor II: A ut on orny 

Girls 0.00 

BOyS 0.00 

III Humour: Much---None 

Girls -0.02 -0.19 

BOys -0.33* 0.21 

IV Consistency: None---Much 

Girls 0.14 0.30 

Boys 0.02 0.65** 

*p ~.05~ **p~.Ol 

aGlobal Factor I: High Score = High Warrnth 
Global Factor II: High Score = High Autonomy 

III 

-0.12 

0.21 

124 

IV 



125 

mo.thers, ho.wever, mo.ther's warmth expressed itself in the 

amo.unt o.f humo.ur she used (r = 0.33, p< .05). Seco.ndly, 

tho.se bo.ys' mo.thers who. al1o.wed their so.ns litt1e auto.no.my 

and tended to. "take o.ver ll were inco.nsistent in their beha-

vio.r in the sense that they changed it when given any kind 

of feedback abo.ut their so.n 1 s perfo.rmance (r = 0.65, P <..01) • 

Co.rrelatio.ns between the two. Glo.ba1 Facto.rs and mo.-

ther's behavio.r in the specifie task situatio.ns sho.wed sex 

differences. Fo.r girls' mo.thers o.n the Sto.ry Telling Task 

(Table 14), a mo.ther's warmth is re1ated to. ho.w much plea-

sure and appro.val she sho.ws in her daughter's sto.ry (r = 

-0.587, P < .01), ho.w much she enco.urages her to. tell the 

sto.ry by asking her o.pinio.n (r = 0.35, p<.05), and ho.w much 

she agrees with the sto.ry o.nce it has been to.1d (r = 0.33, 

p<.05). Fo.r boys, the situation is entire1y different. 

Mother's warmth has no significant re1atio.nship to her be-

havior on the Sto.ry Tel1ing task. Her behavior does corre-

1ate with the degree of autonomy she gives her son. Her 

p1easure and approva1 o.f her sonls story is expressed by 

flexible, uncontrolling, non-interfering attitude (r =-0.44, 

p <.01). She disagrees little with what her son is saying 

(r = -0.39), p<.02). This seems to indicate a somewhat 

different qua1ity o.f encouragement to. achievement for 
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Table 14 

Intercorre1ations Among Mother Behavior - Global 

Factors and Specifie Interaction categories and 

Timing Measures for Story Te11ing Task 

Structure on Story (lots---none) 

Girls 
BOyS 

P1easure-Approva1 (lots---none) 

Girls 

Asks 0pinion 

Gives Opinion 

Agrees 

Disagrees 

Gives Procedure 

BOyS 

Girls 
Boys 

Girls 
Boys 

Girls 
BOyS 

Girls 
BOyS 

Girls 
BOys 

percentage of Time Mother Speaks 

Girls 
BOys 

*p~.05i **p~.02i ***p~.Ol 

Global 
Factor I: 

Warmtha 

-.31 
-.02 

-.59*** 
.,..10 

.35* 

.05 

.20 
-.11 

.33* 

.26 . 

.21 

.08 

.10 

.22 

.14 

.06 

a G1oba1 Factor I: 
Global Factor II: 

High Score = High Warmth 

High Score = High Autonomy 

Global 
Factor II: 

Autonomyéi 

.10 

.09 

-.15 
-.44*** 

.04 

.02 

.08 
-.20 

.17 

.06 

-.14 
-.39** 

.29 
-.25 

.01 
-.26 
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mothers of girls compared with mothers of boys. For mothers 

of girls, encouragement combines with warmth and some degree 

of structuring of the taskr for mothers of boys encourage-

ment is associated with very little control or interference. 

The mother plays the role of a passively approving observer. 

On the Rotter Board task (Table 15), the on1y correla-

tion found was between the degree of autonomy mothers of 

boys gave their sons and the number of suggestions she of-

fered them (r = -0.35, P < .05). Mothers who were ra ted as 

giving their sons autonomy gave few suggestions on the 

Rotter Board task. 

On the Patterns taskl (Table 16), for mothers of girls, 

there is a relationship between mother's overall warmth and 

the number of times she verbal1y expresses approval of what 

her daughter is doing (r = 0.42, p<'.OI). For boys' mothers, 

as in story Telling land Rotter Board l, the degree of 

autonomy she al10ws her sons corre1ates with the amount of 

"low approval" she expresses. The 1I1ow approval ll category 

differs from the approval category by the intensity of the 

Icare must be taken in interpreting these results since the 
number of significant correlations does not far exceed the 
number that would be gotten by chance a1one. 
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Table 15 

Correlations Among Mother Behavior - Global Factors 

and He1p-Giving on the Rotter Board Task 

Global Factor I: Global Factor II: 
Warmth Autonomy 

S ugges t ions 
Girls 0.16 0.00 

BOyS -0.05 -0.35* 

*p ~ .05 
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Table 16 

Correlations Among Mother Behavior - Global Factors 

and Specifie Interaction Categories and 

Timing Measures for Patterns Task 

High Approva1 - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

Low Approva1 - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

Suggestions - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

Suggestions - Requested Girls 
BOys 

Low Disapprova1 - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

Low Disapprova1 - Requested 
Girls 
BOyS 

Low Approva1 - Requested 
Girls 
BOys 

Latency - Time ti11 first he1p 
Girls 
BOys 

*p~.05i **p~.Ol 

Global 
Factor T: 

Warmth 

.42** 

.15 

.16 
-.20 

.16 
-.13 

.00 

.10 

.03 
-.07 

.29 

.25 

.22 

.20 

-.11 
.11 

Global 
Factor II: 
Autonomy 

-.01 
.01 

.16 

.33* 

-.19 
-.03 

-.21 
.00 

.05 

.03 

-.10 
.04 

-.21 
.05 

-.02 
.22 
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approval. For example, a mother who gives a "low approval ll 

might indicate this by saying "yes" in a matter-of-fact tone 

of voice when her child is doing weIl. This is to distin­

guish her from the mother who approves of good performance 

in an excited tone of voice when she says, "That' s wonder­

fuI", "Good ll
• Hence boys' mothers who give their sons a 

large degree of autonomy are likely to express "low approval ll 

when their son is doing well. 

On the Block Stacking task (Table 17), girls' mothers' 

warmth ratings correlate with the nurober of times mother 

verbally approves of her daughter's performance (r = 0.36, 

P < .05), the speed with which she first begins to help her 

(r = -0.42, p< .01), and the nurober of suggestions she con­

tinues to offer her throughout the task (r = 0.38, p<.02). 

For boys' mothers the amount of autonomy she gives her son 

correlates with the amount of time that elapses until she 

offers the first help-giving response (r = 0.39, p< .02), 

with how little she disapproves of his performance (r = 

-0.59, P <.01), and with how few pressuring statements she 

makes (r = -0.41, p<.Ol). The more autonomy she gives 

him the longer she waits until she first offers him help, 

the less she disapproves of his performance, and the less 

she pushes him. 
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Table 17 

Correlations Among Mother Behavior - Global Factors 

and Specifie Interaction categories and 

Timing Measures for the B10ck Stacking Task 

High Approva1 - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOyS 

Low Approva1 - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

High Disapprova1 - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

Low Disapprova1 - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

Suggestions - Spontaneous 
Girls 
BOys 

Suggestions - Requestai Girls 
BOyS 

Low Approva1 - Requested 
Girls 
BOys 

Low Disapprova1 - Requested 
Girls 
BOys 

positive Encouragement Girls 
BOys 

Global 
Factor I: 

Warmth 

.36* 

.11 

.24 
-.04 

.01 
-.05 

.20 

.09 

.38** 
-.03 

-.01 
-.05 

-.07 
-.13 

.30 

.04 

.08 

.02 

Global 
Factor II: 

Autonomy 

-.10 
-.17 

.08 
-.25 

-.24 
-.59*** 

-.18 
-.09 

-.33* 
-.21 

-.24 
.01 

-.18 
.17 

-.15 
-.29 

-.25 
-.41*** 



Table 17 (continued) 

Gives Procedure Girls 
Boys 

Latency - Time till first help 
Girls 
Boys 

*p~.05; **p~.02; ***p~.Ol 

Global 
Factor I: 

Warmth 

.10 

.09 

-.42*** 
-.12 
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Global 
Factor II: 

Autonomy 

.04 
-.08 

.17 

.39** 
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Summary of Intercorrelations Among Mother Behaviors 

The correlations on all the tasks point to two con­

sistent but different pictures. For mothers of girls both 

the degree of mother's participation and the amount of her 

positive reaction and encouragement in achievement situa­

tions are related to ber general expression of warmth and 

affection for her daughter. For mothers of boys positive 

reactions are related not to how warm she generally appears 

but how flexible and uncontrolling she is rated to be and 

to how little she actually participates in the tasks. This 

seems to indicate a totally different quality of relation­

ship in achievement situations for girls and their mothers 

compared with boys and their mothers. 

Correlates of behavior and expectancy factors. The 

relationship between a mother's expectations and attitudes 

about her child's intellectual abilities and her behavior 

towards her child in achievement situations was examined 

(Table 18). The significant correlates of each of the Ex-

pectancy Factors with mother's behavior will be discussed 

separately. 

Expectancy Factor l 

Expectancy Factor l, the mother's general evaluation 

of ber child's intellectual abilities, his achievements, 

1 



Table 18 

Correlations Between Expectancy Factors 

and Mother Behavior 

Mother Behavior 

Global Factor I: Warmth 
Girls 
BOys 

Global Factor II: Autonomy 
Girls 
BOyS 

Rotter Board - Suggestions 
Girls 
BOys 

Story Structure (lots---none) 
Girls 
BOyS 

Story Agree 

Story Disagree 

Girls 
BOyS 

Girls 
BOys 

Story P1easure (lots---none) 
Girls 
BOyS 

Story - Time Mother Speaks 
Girls 
BOyS 

Patterns - High Approva1 -
Spontaneous Girls 

BOys 

1 

.00 
-.11 

-.22 
-.15 

.16 
-.09 

2 

.16 
-.03 

.05 
-.16 

Expectancy 
Factorsa 

3 4 

.08 -.02 

.17 -.19 

.()? -.22 

.00 -.02 

.40*** -.03 
-.13 .03 

.11 .28* 
-.43**** .22 

b 

.18 
-.18 

-.14 
.. 03 

.09 
-.12 

-.03 
.39*** -

-.21 .19 
-.34** .25 

-.06 
-.04 

-.03 
.07 

.31* 

.16 

.15 

.03 
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5 

--.11 
.. 03 

.02 

.37** 

.00 
-.28* 

.04 

.03 

-.11 
.11 

-.13 
.05 

-.06 
.27 

-.21 
.06 

-.05 
.07 
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Table 18 (continued) 

Expectancy 
Factors 

Mother Behavior l 2 3 4 5 

Patterns - Low Approval -
Spontaneous Girls .10 -.04 -.10 

BOyS -.38*** .03 .05 

Patterns - S ugges t ions -
Spontaneous Girls .15 -.22 .04 

Boys .22 .05 -. 39*~* 

Patterns - Suggestions -
Requested Girls -.20 .00 -.11 

BOyS .06 .07 -.06 

Patterns - Low Disapproval -
Spontaneous Girls .20 -.08 .07 

BOyS .22 -.14 .06 

Patterns - Low Approval -
Requested Girls -.16 -.09 -.14 

Boys -.04 .11 -.23 

Patterns - Low Disapproval -
Requested Girls -.14 .05 -.03 

Boys .01 .18 -.21 

Patterns - Latency till Ist 
help Girls -.33** .00 .13 

BOyS -.15 -.04 .03 

Block Stacking - High Approval 
- Spontaneous Girls -.19 .04 .09 .03 -.39*** 

BOyS .17 ~35** -.07 -.26 -.02 

Block Stacking - Low Approva l 
- Spontaneous Girls -.19 .11 -.09 -.19 -.42**** 

BOyS -.03 .16 -.10 -.02 -.16 

Block Sta.cking - High Disapproval 
- Spontaneous Girls -.11 -.06 .11 .27 .03 

Boys .08 .35** -.01 -.15 -.19 
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Table 18 (continued) 

Mother Behavior 1 

B10ck Stacking - Low Disapprova1 
- Spontaneous Girls -.24 

BOyS .20 

B10ck Stacking - Suggestions 

2 

Expectancy 
Factors 

3 4 5 

.08 

.13 
.24 -.53**** -.11 
.02 .00 .11 

- Spontaneous Girls .00 .04 -.09 -.03-.06 
BOyS .20 -.16 .33** .05 -.49**** 

B10ck Stacking - suggestions 
- Requested Girls 

BOys 

B10ck Stacking - Low Approva1 
- Requested Girls 

BOyS 

-.25 
.13 

.00 
-.05 

B10ck Stacking - Low Disapprova1 
- Requested Girls .09 

BOyS .13 

B10ck Stacking - positive Encourage-
ment Girls -.07 

BOyS .24 

B10ck Stacking - Gives Procedure 
Girls -.33* 
BOyS .00 

B10ck Stacking - Latency ti11 
lst he1p Girls 

BOyS 
-.07 

.06 

.04 
-.29 

.01 

.13 

-.01 
.10 

.01 

.23 

.00 

.06 

-.04 
-.09 

*p~.10~ **p~.05; ***p~.02; ****p:S:;;.Ol 

.02 

.29* 

-.04 
-.17 

-.12 
-.04 

.05 

.17 

.09 
-.03 

.16 
-.18 

.34** .07 

.04 -.37** 

.33** -.24 

.21 -.10 

.36** -.10 

.03 .37** 

.24 .05 
-.09 -.18 

.06 .01 

.13 -.21 

-.07 
.24 

.18 

.20 

aExpectancy Factor 1: High score = Low Inte11ectua1 Evalua­
tion of Chi1d 

Expectancy Factor 2: High score - Little Participation with 
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Table 18 (continued) 

Chi1d in Inte11ectua1 Achievement 
Activities 

Expectancy Factor 3: High score = High Expectancy Re1ated 
to performance Feedback 

Expectancy Factor 4: High score = Low Expectancy without 
Performance Feedback 

Expectancy Factor 5: High score = High Evaluation of Child 
Effort and High Value on Intellectual 
Achievement 

bCorre1ations were not computed for Expectancy Factor 3 and 
Mother Behavior measures on Story Te1ling and Patterns as this 
expectancy measure refers specifical1y to Rotter Board and 
B10ck Stacking. 

cCorrelations were on1y computed between Expectancy Factor 4 
and the two Global Factors and behavior on the Block Stacking 
task as this expectancy measure refers specifically to the 
Block stacking task. 
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efforts, etc., is re1ated to different behaviors for boys' 

and girls' mothers. In the case of girls, the eva1uation 

is corre1ated with how quick1y mother steps in to he1p the 

child on the Patterns task (r = -0.33, p<.05) f and how 

much mother repeats the ru les of the task to her daughter, 

e.g., "You must keep one hand behind your back", Ityou have 

to pile them unti1 you reach your estimate" (r = 0.33, p'<::' 

.05). The mother who has a genera1ly low opinion of her 

daughter's abilities jumps in quickly to he1p her get 

started and tries to structure the situation for her by 

reminding her about the ru les of the game. For mothers 

of boys, the correlations are with how much structure she 

provides on the Story Te1ling task (r = -0.43, p<.Ol), 

how much positive feedback she gives on the Patterns task 

(r = -0.38, p<.02), andhow much pleasure she seems to be 

deriving from her chi1d's story (r = 0.33, p<.05). In 

general, it wou1d appear that low evaluations, in the case 

of boys' mothers, are expressed by more involvement and 

participation in the task itself, by the mothers' giving 

opinions of their own and encouraging their sons to give 

theirs. Girls' mothers with low opinions are more concerned 

with structuring the task in a general way, getting their 

daughters started, or repeating rules to them. General 
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eva1uations in the case of boys are a1so re1ated to a mother's 

positive affect, with low eva1uations giving rise to 1ess 

positive feelings and vice versa. 

Expectancy Factor 2 

Expectancy Factor 2, Participation with Chi1d in Inte1-

1ectua1 Achievement Activities, shows different correlations 

for boys and girls. For girls, there is a contradiction in 

how much time mother reports she participates at home in 

achievement activities and how much she interferes in the 

experimenta1 achievement situations. A reported low invo1ve­

ment at home is re1ated to her offering many suggestions or 

he1ping responses on the Rotter Board, a task where there is 

rea11y 1itt1e room for mother invo1vement (r = 0.40, p<.02). 

There are a1so consistent trends for the Story Te11ing task 

where reported low invo1vement at home corre1ates with lots 

of structure being given, such as, giving opinions, asking 

the chi1d for his opinion, giving procedura1 suggestions 

(r = 0.28, p<.10), and with mother's spending a good dea1 

of the time te11ing the story herse1f (r = 0.31, p<.10). 

For boys, mother's reported invo1vement is re1ated not to 

her he1p-giving and structuring of situations, as it is in 

the case of girls' mothers, but rather to the variations in 

her affect during the experimenta1 achievement situations. 
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Thus, the report of little participation at home is related 

to mother's disagreeing a great deal with her son when he is 

telling a story (r = 0.39, p<.02). It is also related to 

her showing strong approval (r = 0.35, p<.05) and disappro­

val (r = 0.35, p<.05) of his performance when he is stack­

ing blocks and with how much she pressures him to do better 

(r = 0.29, P <~10). Although they express it with different 

behavior, both mothers of boys and mothers of girls tend 

paradoxically to be involved in one kind of achievement si­

tuation, namely the experimental one, and yet report little 

involvement in another achievement situation, namely at home. 

Expectancy Factor 3 

Expectancy Factor 3, Expectancy Related to Perfor-

m~nce Feedback, is not related to the behavior of mothers 

of girls. Table 18 shows the correlations for boys' mothers. 

There is an indication that mother's estimate of her child's 

future performance based on his immediately preceding score 

is related to the number of help-giving responses she spon­

taneously offers him in the Block stacking task (r = 0.33, 

p<.05), and the way she responds to his demands for help 

(r = 0.29, p<.lO). When her son asks her if what he has 

done is correct or whether his subsequent step is a wise 

one, she tends to give him specifie suggestions rather than 



141 

a simple "yes ll or II no u. 

Expectancy Factor 4 

Table 18 shows the intercorrelations between mother's 

behavior on the Block Stacking task and Expectancy Factor 

4, Expectancy Without Performance Feedback. No significant 

relationships appear for boys' mothers. Girls' mothers, 

however, do behave in predictable ways depending on their 

expectations. Expectancy Factor 4 correlates negatively 

with how much ulow disapproval ll mot~her gives her daughter, 

i.e., mother says "nou in a matter-of-fact tone of voice 

every time she does not approve of her daughter's perfor­

mance (r = -0.53, P <.001). Expectancy Factor 4 correlates 

positively with mother's giving specifie suggestions in 

response to her daughter's demands for help (r = 0.34, p< 

.05), or with simply "yes ll or "no" if she is on the right 

or wrong track (r = 0.33, p<.05; r = 0.36, p<.05). 

Thus, the mother who has a low estimate of her daughter in 

this achievement situation lets her daughter decide when 

she wants mother to help her. Mother gives her as little 

spontaneous negative feedback as possible. In the case 

where her expectation is high, mother structures the situa­

tion by giving her daughter a great deal of spontaneous 

negative feedback and very little specifie help when she 
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requests it. 

A confounding variable here is the extent to which 

the daughter finds it necessary to ask for help. Since mo­

ther only gives IIrequested suggestions ll and IIrequestedll ne­

gative and positive reactions in response to her daughter's 

demands for help, this really may be indicating the daughter's 

lack of self-reliance or inability to perform well on this 

task. perhaps the daughter who is always asking for help 

really needs it because she cannot succeed at 'the task~ 

therefore, her mother's low expectancy of her ability in 

this task is valid (Expectancy Factor 4) • 

Expectancy Factor 5 

Expectancy Factor S, Child Effort and Mother Involve­

ment, is also related differently to the behavior of boys' 

and girls 1 mothers. In the case of girls 1 mothers, the 

mother's high evaluation of her daughter's efforts in achieve­

ment situations, and the importancE~ she places on her daugh­

terls excelling in these situations are negatively correlated 

with the amount of both mild and intense approval she shows 

on the Block Stacking task, in which the child is almost 

totally dependent (r = -0.39, P <.02~ r = -0.42, p<...Ol). 

This finding is not unexpected since mother's specifie ex­

pectation for her daughter's performance in the Block 
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stacking task (Expectancy Factor 4) was already shown to be 

related to the amount of negative feedback she gave. A low 

expectancy is correlated with littlE! negative feedback, and 

a high expectancy with much negative feedback. Th us , a mo­

ther with high expectancy provides her daughter with lots 

of negative feedback, very little positive feedback, and 

very few spontaneous, positive reactions to her daughter's 

highly dependent situation. A low expectancy mother, on 

the other hand, gives her daughter lots of encouragement, 

positive feedback and approval, and very little negative 

feedback under the same circumstances. 

Expectancy Factor S, in the case of boys' mothers, 

bears little relationship to mother's positive and negative 

reactions as it does for girls. Rather, it is very much 

related to how much mother helps her son in the various 

achievement situations, how much she pushes him to do 

better, and how much she "takes over". More specifi­

cally, Expectancy Factor 5 is correlated with Global Fac­

tor II, Autonomy, of the two Global Behavior Factors (r = 

0.37, p~.05). It is negatively related to the number of 

help-giving responses mother spontaneously gives in the 

Patterns task (r = -0.39, p~.02), in the Block Stacking 

task, (r = -0.49, p<.OOl) and, to some extent, on the 
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Rotter Board (r = -0.28, p<.lO). Thus, a mother who has a 

high evaluation of her son's effort in achievement situations, 

and who thinks it important that her child do weil, will gen­

erally tend to interfere very little with him, and offer him 

few suggestions for improvement. Furthermore, this same mo­

ther will tend to answer her son's demands for help, in such 

dependent situations as the Block Stacking task, by offering 

few specifie suggestions (r = -0.37, p~.05). Instead, she 

just lets him know when he is on the wrong track when he 

asks (r = O. 37, P -< • 05) • 

It seems that the expectations of boys' mothers are 

much more often translated into how much or how little 

mother helps her son, how much she controls situations and 

pressures her son to do better. By contrast, the expectancy 

of mothers of girls is related behaviorally to how they re­

inforce their daughter's performance. Furthermore, a boy's 

mother's expectations are expressed in the reverse direction 

to that of a girl's mother wh en one looks at their positive 

and negative reactions. Whereas a girl's mother with high 

expectancy approves little and disapproves much of her 

daughter, a boy's mother with low expectancy approves little 

and a boy's mother with high expectancy approves much of 

her son. 
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Expectancy: Effects of Manipulation 

positive or negative feedback was given to mothers 

in the intermission between Parts 1 and 2 in an attempt to 

modify mother' s expectations and e?aluations of her child. 

The tasks in Part 2 provided post-manipulation measures of 

her expectations for her child's performance and of her be­

havior towards her child. The second Intermission Question­

naire at the end of the session provided measures of her 

post-manipulation attitudes about her child's performance. 

A 2 x 3 (sex by manipulation) multivariate analysis of 

variance was done on the different pre- and post-manipulation 

measures (nixon, BMD computer programs, 1970b). The results 

are described under the following headings. 

General evaluations of the child. Mother's general 

evaluations and feelings about her child's performance were 

measured by asking her to rate her child at the end of Part 

l before feedback was given and then again at the end of 

Part 2 after she had seen him perform again on nearly the 

same tasks. The 2 x 3 multivariate analysis of variance on 

her ratings yielded highly significant treatment effects 

(p<.OOl) but no sex differences or interaction effects 

(Table 19). The Scheffé method was applied to testing 

differences between the pairs of means. This revealed that 
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Table 19 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' General Evaluations 

of the Child 

Approximate 
Source F df Significance 

Sex 0.80 10, 59 n.s. 

Man ipula tion 4.08 20, 118 p<.OOOl 

Interaction 0.99 20, 118 n.s. 
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the negative feedback group accounted for the overall signi­

ficant effect. These mother ratings of their children's 

performances in Part 2 relative to Part l changed signifi­

cantly (Table 20). They saw their children as performing 

worse than other children the same age and more poorly than 

they usually performed. Mothers also expressed greater dis­

satisfaction with their performances. The positive feedback 

group did not differ significantly from the control group. 

Examination of the means of these two groups reveals that 

the ratings of mothers in both groups increased. Thus, a 

mother who was given no feedback and the mother who was 

given positive feedback concerning their children's perfor­

mances thought their children were doing better on the whole 

in Part 2 than in Part 1. 

Specifie expectations. Mother's expectations for her 

child's performance were compared before and after manipula­

tion for the two tasks where these measures were taken, 

namely Block Stacking l and II, and Rotter Board l and II. 

In the Block Stacking l task, correlations between 

mother's initial rating and her rating after she had seen 

her child perform were significant. In other words, in a 

situation with no performance norm, seeing her child perform 

once did not change a mother's estimate of how he would 



148 

Table 20 

Univariate Analysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' General Evaluations of 

the Child 

Mean S ignifi-

Variable Square Univariate F cance 
(dof: 2, 68) 

l. How well do you think 
your child is doing 
compared to other 
children his age 
(better---worse) 1328.97 25.97 p < .0001 

2. HOW well do you think 
your child is doing 
in comparison to his 
usual ability of solv-
ing problems, 
(better---worse) 698.11 9.06 P < .0004 

3. How pleased or dis-
pleased are you with 
his performance 
(pleased---displeased) 1745.08 14.68 p<.OOOl 
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perform a second time. These two ratings were transformed 

to standard scores and combined. An analysis of variance 

on the difference between this Part 1 rating and mother's 

initial rating on the Block Stacking task in Part 2 after 

feedback showed highly significant treatment effects (p~ 

.001) but no sex or interaction effects (Table 21). The 

Scheffé method was applied to compare the means two at a 

time. This procedure demonstrated that it was again the 

negative feedback group which was responsible for the ef­

fect. Mothers in this group expected their children to 

perform worse than thèir peers. The positive feedback 

group did not differ from the control group. Examination 

of the means revealed that both these groups expected bet­

ter performance from their children. 

A second comparison was made, this time within the 

Block Stacking II task itself. The question being asked 

in this comparison was whether and how a mother's rating 

of her child changed after she had observed him perform the 

task once, taking into account the kind of feedback she had 

had. Table 22 shows the results of the analysis of variance 

which yielded a significant treatment effect (p < .01) but 

no sex or interaction effects. The Scheffé method was 

applied to compare the means two by two. This revealed a 
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Table 21 

Analysis of Variance: Changes with Manipulation 

in Mothers' Coroparison of Child with Peers 

from Block Stacking l to Block Stacking II 

Mean Signifi-
Source df Square F cance 

Sex 1 19.92 <1 n.s. 

Manipulation 2 1126.52 22.02 P < .001 

Interaction 2 80.11 1.57 n.s. 

within 68 51.17 
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l.' Table 22 

Analysis of Variance: Changes with Manipulation 

~n Mothers' Comparison of Child with Peers 

from Trial 1 to Trial 2 of Block Stacking II 

Source df 

Sex 1 

Manipulation 2 

Interaction 2 

Within 68 

Me~n 

square 

0.09 

651. 67 

2.31 

76.98 

F 

<1 

8.47 

S ignifi­
cance 

n.s. 

p< .01 

n.s. 
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significant negative feedback group effect. Thus, after 

watching their chi1d perform the task, the negative feed­

back mothers anticipated that the chi1d wou1d do even worse 

next time, whi1e both the positive feedback and control mo­

thers expected him to do better next time. 

A mu1tivariate ana1ysis of variance was done on the 

changes in mothers' estimates and D-Scores for B10ck Stack­

ing l and II and Rotter Board l and II (Table 23). This 

revea1ed no significant sex, treatment, or interaction ef­

fects. Thus, there was no difference in mother's actua1 

estimates of the height of the towers that her chi1d wou1d 

bui1d due to feedback. This is not surprising in view of 

the fact that the height of towers has 1itt1e meaning in 

itse1f for these mothers who had no performance norm for 

comparison. What was important was the significance they 

attached to a chi1d's building a tower of such a height, 

i.e., what their chi1d's performance represented in compari­

son with other chi1dren. Thts measure, as was just seen, 

did change dramatica11y as a resu1t of feedback from the 

experimenter. 

Another measure of interest was the D-Score, name1y 

the difference between mother's next estimates and the score 

that her chi1d had just got. Two D-Scores were examined 
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Table 23 

Multivariate Ana1ysis of Variance: chànges with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Estimates and D-Scores: 

Block Stacking l and II; Rotter Board 1 and 2 

Signifi-
Source df Approximate F cance 

Sex 6, 63 0.57 n.s. 

Manipulation 12, 126 0.59 n.s. 

Interaction 12, 126 0.81 n.s. 
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for differences among the three manipulation groups. The 

first of these was the transition D-Score. This took the 

difference between mother's first prediction of the height 

of her child's tower in Block Stacking II and the height of 

the previous tower her child had built before manipulation 

in Block Stacking I. These did not change with manipula­

tion. The second D-Score analyzed was the one computed 

for Block Stacking II between the first and second trials. 

This again revealed no differences among the three feedback 

groups. 

Comparison of mother's Rotter Board estimates and 

mean D-Scores in Parts 1 and 2 also revealed no differences 

among the three groups. Thus, although mother's reported 

evaluations of her child's performance were significantly 

different after feedback, her concrete estima tes of her 

child's performance in specifie tasks, like the Rotter Board 

and Block Stacking tasks, did not change. 

General behavior. Changes from Part 1 to Part 2 were 

measured for mother's Warmth and Autonomy (Global Factors 

l and II), and for the consistency of her general behavior, 

humour and mood. A 2 x 3 (sex by manipulation) multivariate 

analysis of variance revealed significant treatment effects 

but no sex or interaction effects (Table 24). The treatment 
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Table 24 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Global Behavior 

S ignifi-

Source df Approxima te F cance 

Sex 10, 59 0.61 n.s. 

Manipulation 20, 118 4.08 P < .0001 

Interaction 20, 118 0.99 n.s. 
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Table 24 

Mu1tivariate Ana1ysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Global Behavior 

S ignifi-
Source df Approxima te F cance 

Sex 10, 59 0.61 n.s. 

Manipulation 20, 118 4.08 P < .0001 

Interaction 20, 118 0.99 n.s. 



156 

effects were for the consistency of mother's behavior (p< 

.0007)~ trend effects were found on her genera1 humour 

(p< .09; Table 25). There were no changes observed in 

her genera1 Warmth and Autonomy. The Scheffé method was 

used to compare the pairs of means. The negative feedback 

groups was rated to be significant1y more inconsistent in 

their genera1 behavior and mood than the positive feedback 

and control groups. The positive and control groups did 

not differ significant1y from one another. 

The humour ratings revea1ed a trend in the same direc­

tion with mother's humour decreasing as a consequence of 

negative feedback. The positive and control feedback 

groups did not differ from one another on these measures. 

Examination of the means showed that mother's humour ratings 

increased for both groups. 

Specifie task behaviors. Mother's behavior on the 

various tasks was compared in a 2 x 3 (sex by manipulation) 

mu1tivariate ana1ysis of variance. The comparison of mother's 

behavior on Rotter Board I and II and on Patterns in Part 1 

and Anagrams in Part 2 (Table 26) revea1ed no significant 

treatment, sex or interaction differences. The two B10ck 

Stacking tasks were a1so compared. The mu1tivariate ana1ysis 

of variance again showed no significant differences (Table 27). 

l 
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Table 25 

univariate Analysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Global Behavior 

Mean Signifi-
Variable Square Univariate F cance 

(df: 2, 68) 

1. Global Factor 
I: Warmth 0.55 <1 n.s. 

2. Global Factor 
II: Autonomy 9.12 1.08 n.s. 

3. Humour 196.93 2.47 p< .09 

4. consistency 1402.79 8.27 p< .0007 



158 

Table 26 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Specifie Behavior: 

Rotter Board l and II; Patterns and Anagrams 

Signifi-
Source df Approximate F canee 

Sex 10, 59 0.73 n.s. 

Manipulation 20, 118 0.77 n.s. 

Interaction 20, 118 1.04 n.s. 
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Table 27 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Specifie Behavior: 

Block Stacking l and II 

Source df Approximate F 

Sex 10, 59 1.28 

Manipulation 20, 118 0.61 

Interaction 20, 118 0.76 

Signifi­
canee 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 
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Multivariate analysis of variance of mother's beha­

vioral ratings for Story l and II (Table 28) revealed a 

significant manipulation effect (Table 29) on the variable 

which rates mothers on the degree of pleasure they seem to 

be deriving from the whole situation and how approving they 

are of their child's story (p <.004). The Scheffé method 

revealed that the positive feedback group was significantly 

different from the negative and control groups. Mot.hers in 

this group were rated as showing more approval in the story 

and appearing generally to be deriving more pleasure from 

the task as a whole. The control and negative groups were 

not rated to be significantly different. There were no sex 

differences or interaction effects. 

Children's performance levels. The question of whe­

ther a mother's expectation would affect her child's per­

formance was examined by comparing her child's performance 

on Part l with that of Part 2. The differences in the 

heights of the child's towers of blocks and in his scores 

on the Rotter Board were analyzed. A multivariate analy­

sis of variance revealed no significant differences among 

the three feedback groups (Table 30). AlI children seemed 

to perform the same on the Rotter Board and Block Stack-

ing tasks in Part 2 than in Part 1. There were no sex 
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Table 28 

Mu1tivariate Ana1ysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Behavior: 

Story Te11ing l and II 

Source df Approx ima te F 

Sex 9, 60 1.01 

Manipulation 18, 120 1.22 

Interaction 18, 120 1.29 

Signifi­
cance 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 
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Table 29 

univariate Analysis of Variance: changes with 

Manipulation in Mothers' Behavior: 

Story Telling l and II 

Mean Univariate Signifi-
Var iable Square F cance 

(df: 2,68) 

1. Amount of Structure 
(lots---none) 265.34 <1 n.s. 

2. Amount of Pleasure and 
Approval (lots---none) 1506.12 6.01 p<..004 

3. Asks Opinion 0.38 1. 73 n.s. 

4. Gives Opinion 0.05 1. 96 n.s. 

5. Agrees 0.06 <1 n.s. 

6. Disagrees 0.01 <1 n. s. 

7. Gives Procedure 0.06 <1 n.s. 

8. percentage of Time Mother 
Speaks 0.24 2.47 n.s. 
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Table 30 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance: Changes with 

Manipulation in Children's Performance: 

Block Stacking l and IIi Rotter Board l and II 

Source df 

Sex 3, 66 

Man ipula tion 6, 132 

Interaction 6, 132 

Approximate F 

0.46 

0.59 

0.92 

Signifi­
cance 

n.s. 

n.s. 

n.s. 
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or interaction effects. 

In summary, random1y giving mothers positive, negative 

or no feedback in an achievement situation caused mothers 

to change their eva1uations of their chi1d's abilities re­

gardless of whether they were boys or girls. This change 

was particularly significant when the feedback was negative. 

Mothers demonstrated this change in attitude and feeling by 

changing their behavior. How they changed it was not re­

vealed since neither the specifie nor the general behavioral 

measures revealed regular changes. Perhaps different mothers 

dealt with the feedback in different ways and changed in 

different ways~ any consistent effects might thereby have 

been cancelled out. One change was suggested, namely, that 

depending on the feedback she received mother's humour and 

good mood changed. The change in mother's expectancy, how­

ever, had no immediate effect on her child's performance. 
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Discussion 

The findings in these experiments elucidate and touch 

on a number of facets of the problem of the self-fulfilling 

prophecy and on the effects of changing the prophecy experi­

mentally in the mother-child interaction. To adequately in­

terpret these findings this discussion will be divided into 

three separate sections: Measures of Expectancy, Sex Dif­

ferences, and Effects of Manipulation of Expectancy. 

Expectancy: Measures of Expectancy 

One of the most striking findings that emerged from 

the factor analysis of the expectancy variables is that 

mother's expectation for her child's intellectual achieve­

ment can have a great many meanings. Thus, it would seem 

that expectancy is not a unitary concept that can always be 

measured in singular fashion. Rather, the meaning of ex­

pectancy depends both on the way it is measured and on the 

kind of information mother already has about her child's 

performance. Despite the fact that every attempt was made 

in the introductory remarks given to the mother before the 

start of the session to ensure that mother would think all 

the tasks were associated with intellectual achievement, 

which was the subject matter of the Mother Questionnaire, 
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there was found little relationship between her evaluations 

of her child on the questionnaire (Expectancy Factors 1 and 

5) and her evaluations of him in the specifie tasks (Expec­

tancy Factors 3 and 4). This fact was true, particularly 

for girls. Furthermore, her estimates on the specifie tasks 

alone given without the benefit of a performance norm for 

comparison (Expectancy Factor 4) were independent of her 

estima tes on specifie tasks when she had either his past 

performance or a performance norm for comparison (Expectancy 

Factor 3). On the whole, aIl the different measures of ex­

pectancy were relatively independent of one another for boys 

and completely independent for girls. Only an insignificant 

trend (p <.10) was found for boys' mothers that related 

their estimates of their sons in a situation with no norms 

(Expectancy Factor 4) to their general intellectual evalua­

tions of them (Expectancy Factor 1). 

Many of the measures in the present study have been 

used previously by others to discover the nature of mater­

naI expectancy. Despite an attempt in the prelininary in­

structions of the present experiment to draw upon the same 

source of expectancy throughout, namely, m~ther's expectancy 

for her child's intellectual achievements, no relationship 

was found between these different expectancy measures. 
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Factor ana1ysis of these measures yie1ded orthogonal expec­

tancy factors. The conclusion from this analysis must be 

that materna1 expectancy is a diverse concept with many 

different meanings even for a particu1ar mother. 

One might argue that there are other possible exp1ana­

tions for the independence of the various expectancy mea­

sures. First, the methods of arriving at each of these ex­

pectancy measures differed. In the case of Expectancy Fac­

tors 1, 2 and 5 mother had to fi11 out a questionnaire~ for 

the other measures, she was participating in an interaction 

session with her chi1d. Zunich (1961) found no significant 

re1ationship between materna1 attitudes toward chi1d-rearing 

measured with the PARI Attitude Scale and se1ected behaviors 

of mothers observed in interaction with their children. It 

might be argued that the reason for the lack of relation­

ship between measures in our experiment was that the Mother 

Questionnaire which is basica11y an attitude scale is much 

more subject to the influence of social desirability effects 

than is observable behavior (Taylor, 1961). This explana­

tion is hard to accept since Smith (1958) in comparing the 

interview situation and the observed behavior measures in 

an interaction situation found that these two different 

types of measures corre1ated significantly. 
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Because no relationship was found between expectancy 

measured with performance norms and expectancy measured 

without performance norms, even within the observational 

situation itself, the argument is strongly supported that 

expectancy is a diverse concept. 

Another reason for the independence of these expec-

tancy measures is that despite the attempt to have mothers 

think the tasks were related to I.Q. measures, it must have 

been difficult for them to do so because of the nature of 

the tasks themselves. A mother who has to estimate how 

weIl her child will do in rolling a marble down a trough 

or in building towers blindfolded with one hand behind his 

back is affected more by the nature of the particular task 

than by some general notion of her child's ability. Roth-

bart (1967). also found a lack of correlation among differ-

ent measures intended to assess mother's estimate of her 

child's ability. In her experiment, however, there was no 

attempt to emphasize the relationship between the tasks 

and general intelligence. 

The data from the factor analysis throw some light 

on an entirely different problem, namely, whether achieve-

ment training and independence training occur together 

or are independent of each other (McClelland, 1961~ 
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Moss & Kagan, 1961~ Rosen & D'Andrade, 1959~ Torgoff, 

1958~ Winterbottom, 1958). Independence items are strongly 

represented in Expectancy Factor land to some extent in 

Expectancy Factor 5. Thus, a mother who has a high evalua-

tion of her child's intellectual competence describes her 

child as independent, full of initiative, resourceful, 

curious, confident, and self-reliant. A number of the same 

items also load on Expectancy Factor 5 which deals with the 

child's efforts in achievement situations and the value 

mother places on achievement. 

Our results argue strongly for the existence of a re-

lationship between independence training and achievement 

training. Smith (1969) on the other hand, found the oppo-

site fact, namely, that "for mothers, independence values 

appear to be essentially orthogonal to achievement values" 

(p. 125). The crux of our differences lies first in the 

definition used for achievement, and second, in the empha-

sis in each of our questionnaires about independence and 

achievement training. Smith (1969) regards achievement as 

"doing well in competitive games", "being skillful at athle-

tic activities tl
, "being a leader with other children lt

, and 

"doing his best at tasks", that is, achievement in a social 

or athletic sense. In our study, achievement is specifically 
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intellectual. 9bviously, the problem of whether independence 

training and achievement training are dependent or indepen-

dent of each other must be examined in the light of the par-

ticular kind of achievement being considered. with regard 

to the different emphasis in each of our questionnaires, 

Smith asked mothers to rate what value they placed on iride-

pendence and achievement items~ our study determined mo-

ther's actual rating of her child on independence and achieve-

ment items. For intellectual achievement, therefore, inde-

pendence and achievement training appear not to be orthogo-

nal to one another. 

Sex Differences 

Sex differences are strikingly apparent at nearly 

every point in this study. These differences impress one 

with the conclusion that a totally different quality of re-

lationship for mothers of girls compare.d wi th mothers of 

boys must exist in intellectual achievement situations. 

Because df their far-reaching implications these sex dif-

ferences will be examined in detail. 

Initially, sex differences were found in comparing 

mothers' general intellectual evaluations of their sons and 

daughters (Expectancy Factor 1). Mothers of girls showed 

significantly higher intellectual evaluations than mothers 
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of boys. This fact, in itse1f, is not surprising since 

nine-year-01d girls do receive more positive feedback at 

1east in the form of higher schoo1 grades than boys (Coleman, 

1961; Norman, Clark & Bessemer, 1962; Northby, 1958; 

Phi11ips, 1962; Schmudk & Van Egmond, 1965). What is sur-

prising is that despite their higher eva1uations of present 

achievements of their daughters compared with their sons, 

mothers, when asked to project into the future, foresee 

their daughters as achieving 1ess than their sons academi-

ca11y; many in fact expect their daughters mere1y to 

finish high schoo1. By contrast, mothers of boys, despite 

10wer present eva1uations, expect their sons not on1y to 

finish high schoe1 but a1so to go further in their education 

at 1east to technica1 or trade schoo1. In other words, sex 

differences exist both for present expectations in schoo1 

and for the future. Furthermore, these sex differences in 

mothers' expectations reverse themse1ves from higher pre-

sent expectation.s for girls to higher future expectations 

for boys. 

The second surprising resu1t was the different re1a-

t ionship found between a mother' s expecta tion ,.and her chi1d' s 

performance in achievement situations. Mothers of boys were 

more accurate in their eva1uations of their sonls inte11ec~ua1 
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abilities than mothers of girls. In fact, their evaluations 

were highly predictive of the child's actual performance on 

an I.Q. test. Furthermore, in a situation with no perfor­

mance norms and no performance feedback (Block Stacking l, 

trial 1), mothers of boys could very accurately predict how 

weIl their child would perform. 

Mothers of girls, on the other hand, were not as tuned 

in to their daughter's capabilities as mothers of boys. 

Their general intellectual evaluations of their daughters 

were not significantly related to their daughter's perfor­

mance on an I.Q. test. This lack of familiarity with their 

daughter 1 s general abilities ~7as especially evident in a 

situation where the task was new both to mother and daughter 

and also where no performance norm was available. Mothers 

of girls could not accurately predict how weIl they would 

perform on the Block Stacking task (Trial 1). 

These findings are startling. Even though mothers of 

girls have, on the whole, higher expectations than mothers 

of boys, their expectations have little to do with their 

child's actual performance. It is, therefore, entirely 

possible to imagine a situation in which a girl with high 

intellectual ability has a mother who fails to recognize 

this since she is not in tune with her daughter's capabilities. 
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If the idea of the se1f-fu1fi11ing propheey is correct, 

this mother's low expectation wou1d eventua11y come true. 

conversely, a girl with 1ess inte11ectua1 abi1ity may have 

a mother who has yery high expectations for her which the 

daughter cannot possibly fu1fi11. Here, the mother's un-

rea1istic expectations make it impossible for the girl to 

do anything that will earn her mother's approval. 

Sex differences in mothers' expectations and predic-

tions of their chi1dren's actua1 abi1ities and performance 

a1so occurred to a striking extent in mother's behavior 

with their chi1dren in achievement situations. 

The evidence for these sex differences came first 

from the intercorre1ations beteen the two Global Behavior 

Factors (I: Warmth, and II: Autonomy) and the more specifie 

task behaviora1 measures. These intercorre1ations compared 

the genera1 qua1ity of mother's re1ationship with her chi1d 

which prevai1ed throughout the entire experiment with the 

more specifie features of her behavior exhibited during the 

performance of each task. The sex differences obtained 

here emphasize that a different re1ationship exists for 

mothers of girls compared with mothers of boys. For girls' 

mothers a high rating on the Warmth factor, for examp1e, 

was re1ated to a high degree of mother participation in 
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the tasks, a large amount of positive reaction to her child's 

performance, and a large amount of direct encouragement to 

her daughter. For boys' mothers, general Warmth had nothing 

to do with mother's behavior during the tasks. 

For boys' mothers, a high rating on Global Factor II, 

the Autonomy factor, was associated with little mother par­

ticipation, much positive reaction to her performance, and 

much direct encouragement. Furthermore, the quality of the 

positive reaction exhibited a sex difference. Mothers of 

girls generally showed more enthusiasm in their expression 

of approval than did mothers of boys. 

A second source of evidence for sex differences in 

mothers' behavior which is far-reaching in its implications 

was found in the intercorrelations between the Expectancy 

Factors and mothers' behavior. In comparing all the mea­

sures of maternal expectancy in this experiment with mater­

nal behavior, a general picture which indicated important 

sex differences emerged. Mother's expectations for their 

daughters when expressed behaviorally, in general, were 

related to howmothers reinforced their daughters. Girls' 

mothers with high expectancy approved little and disapproved 

a great deal during the tasks. Conversely to the above 

pattern, boys' mothers expressed their expectations in the 
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amount of help they gave their sons and not in their reac­

tions to their son's performance. The higher their expec­

tations, the less help they gave their sons. When a boy's 

mother did express a positive or negative reaction to his 

performance, it was in the reverse direction compared with 

the behavior of girls' mothers. BOyS' mothers with high 

expectations, for example, approved a great deal of their 

sons. On the other hand, it was the girls' mothers with 

low expectation who approved a great deal of their daughter's 

performance. 

To more clearly define the nature of the sex differ­

ences found between maternal expectations and maternal be­

havior, the relationship between each expecta~cy factor and 

maternal behavior will be examined individually. 

Expectancy Factor l, which measures a mother's general 

intellectual evaluation of her child, expresses itself, for 

boys' mothers, in specific task-related involvement, both 

in mother's help-giving behavior and in her reinforcements. 

For girls' mothers, Expectancy Factor 1 expresses itself 

in mother's merely repeating the rules of the game rather 

than giving relevant help during the task, such as help in 

making patterns with blocks, building a tower, or telling 

a story. 
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This finding underlines the conclusion previously 

drawn that girls' mothers are not as tuned in to their 

daughter's needs as mothers of boys. Girls' mothers have 

expectations for their daughters which are not significantly 

related to their daughters' actual general intelligence~ 

mothers' behavior a8sociated with these expectations does 

not in any way indicate an attempt to act upon her expecta­

tion to help her daughter constructively. BOys' mothers, 

on the other hand, hold expectations which do reflect the 

boys' general intelligence and moreover, their behavior 

expresses their expectations. Thus, when a boy·l.s mother's 

expectation is low, she gives her son more help in the 

tasks and gives her son less positive reinforcement. 

Behavioral expressions of mothers' evaluations of 

their children's efforts in achievement situations and the 

importance mothers. place on their children' s excelling in 

these situations {Expectancy Factor 5} are also different 

for boys' mothers in comparison with girls' mothers. A 

boy's mother who evaluated her son' s efforts highly and 

who considered it important that he do weIl in achievement 

situations interfered very little with him during the tasks 

and offered him few suggestions for improvement. By con­

trast, a girl's mother who evaluated her daughter's efforts 
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highly and placed a high value on her attainment gave her 

daughter mostly negative reactions. 

It is difficult to know whether these sex differences 

in maternaI behavior had any effects on the child's achieve-

ment behavior since theI.Q. was found to have no relation-

ship with Expectancy Factor 5 for boys and girls. It is 

surprising that attainment value is not related to actual 

attainment. Crandall et al. (1964), however, also reported 

no association between the value mother placed on her child's 

intellectual experience and her child' s reading and arith-

metic achievement test scores. 

If girls, whose mothers place a high value on intellec-

tuaI achievement, are only given negative reinforcement by 

their mothers, which produces no significant effects on ac­

tuaI achievement, what other effects may result from such 

treatment? Does a girl in an achievement situation try, 

for example, to win parental approval to minimize the dis-

approval that she usually' gets? Crandall et al. (1964) 

report that in ratings of free play behavior of young 

school-age children, the amount of children's achievement 

efforts and the amount of their approval-seeking from adults 

were positively and significantly related for girls but 

unrelated for boys. Our data does not allow us to comment 
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further on this effect or on any other possible effects in 

girls resu1ting from such materna1 behavior. 

In contrast to Expectancy Factors 1 and 5 which mea­

sure genera1 expectations, Expectancy Factors 3 and 4 dea1 

with mothers l expectations in specifie tasks and a1so dea1 

with how this expectancy is affected by feedback during 

the performance of the tasks. The sex differences in the 

re1ationship between materna1 behavior and Expectancy Factor 

3 demonstrated that where mother has a norm against which 

to compare her sonls performance, and where she has a high 

expectation for his performance, she reacts by giving him 

many suggestions about what he shou1d do to perform better. 

There is no effect of motherls knowing a norm on her beha­

vior with her daughter in this task. In a situation where 

there are no norms (Expectancy Factor 4), on the other hand, 

it is the gir1s 1 mothers who interfere characteristica11y 

by giving their daughters for whom they have a high expec­

tation a great dea1 of negative feedback but very 1itt1e 

specifie he1p when they request it. For boys 1 mothers 

there is no re1ationship between mothers l expectations and 

their behavior in a situation with no norms. 

In keeping with the! interpretations a1ready given for 

the other four expectancy factors, Expectancy Factor 2 a1so 
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points to a difference in the mo~her-child relationship for 

girls and boys. The sex differences found in Expectancy 

Factor 2 are interesting sources for speculation, although 

in themselves are somewhat confusing. 

The items loading on Expectancy Factor 2 are the 

amount of maternal participation with her child in intellec­

tual activities at home and the RBE score. A low degree of 

participation at home is associated with a high RBE score. 

That is, mothers who participate little with their children 

at home have a high estima te of the ir children, in compari-

son with the norme This effect in the case of boys is over­

ridden because of the negative relationship between Expec­

tancy Factor 2 and Expectancy Factor 3. The items loading 

on Expectancy Factor 3 are the RBE score, the average of 

the estimates on the Rotter Board, and the D-Scores. A 

low degree of participation at home for boys (Expectancy 

Factor 2), therefore, is correlated with a low expectancy 

with performance feedback (Expectancy Factor 3), in parti­

cular with a low RBE score. In other words, low participation 

at home for boys is correlated with a low expectancy, while 

a low participation at home for girls is correlated with a 

high expectancy. This discrepancy suggests that mothers' 

reports of involvement at home with their children mean 
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different things for mothers of boys compared with mothers 

of girls. 

cranda11 et al. (1964) suggested that parental parti-

cipation at home might be " reactions to the chi1dren' s ef-

forts rather than antecedent and causal factors in these 

performances fi (p. 63). According to Cranda11, s hypothes is 

low invo1vement at home may be a reaction to the chi1d's 

good performance since these parents fee1 1itt1e need to 

spend additiona1 time with their chi1d in inte11ectua1 ac­

tivities. This exp1anation in our study may be relevant 

for girls since low invo1vement at home corre1ated with 

mother's high expectations for their daughters. This hy­

pothesis cannot exp1ain the finding for boys since low par­

ticipation at home corre1ated with low expectancy. Rather 

than t.he amount of participation being a reaction to expec-

tations, for mothers of boys, it may be a manifestation of 

their expectancies. In other words, in trans1ating a low 

expectancy behaviora11y, mothers demonstrate 1ittle parti-

cipation with their sons at home. 

Two striking sex differences in the qua lit y of the 

re1ationship between mother and child stand out. For girls, 

mothers express their expectations behaviorally by approving 

or disapproving of their daughter's performance. For boys, 
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mothers express their expectations by helping or not helping 

them during their performances. In other words, boys whose 

mothers have a low expectation are given specific task­

related help designed to improve their performance. Girls, 

whose mothers have a low expectation, are not given the kind 

of specific help that they need to improve their performance. 

These mothers, instead, express approval rather than give 

specific help. 

What can we speculate about the outcome in the long 

run of this difference in behavior towards boys and girls? 

Studies in this area have ~hown that achievement behavior 

in the free-play of nursery school children is directly re­

lated to their mothers ' approving of their children's achieve­

ment efforts at home (crandall et al., 1960). These inves­

tigators found that although general maternaI affection and 

independence training were not predictive of achievement be­

havior, direct maternaI reward of specific achievement ef­

forts was predictive. It must be added, however, that not 

aIl studies demonstrate that positive and negative reactions 

by the mother are associated with children's achievement 

test performance (Crandall et al., 1964). The weight of 

the available evidence seems te support the concept that 

maternaI approval festers achievement behavior. 
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One may speculate, therefore, about what happens to 

girls with mothers who have high expectations. We found in 

this experiment that such a girl experiences a lot of dis-

approval in achievement situations despite the high expec-

tancy she knows her mother has for her. To avoid disappro-

val she may, therefore, purposefully achieve less in order 

to lower her mother·s expectations and concomitantly decrease 

the amount of disapproval she is shown. That this does hap-

pen to sorne extent is supported by Sontag et al. (1958) who 

found significantly fewer girls than boys increased their 

intelligence scores over the elementary school years: sig-

nificantly more girls· than boys· mental test scores de-

creased over the same periode 

A girl,. on the other hand, whos,e mother has a low ex-

pectation for her is given approval during her performance 

in achievement situations. As previously mentioned, we 

might predict that because these girls get a lot of approval 

they should demonstrate a lot of achievement behavior. This 

prediction, however, contradicts the concept of the self-

fulfilling propheey which proposes that a low expectancy on 

the part of the melther results in poor achievement by the 

child. 

Boys, on the other hand, whose n~thers have high 
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expectations for them do not interfere with their performance 

and oft~n show appr ov al.. This tends to help them fulfill and 

maintain their ~other's high expectations. BOys whose mothers 

have low expectations for them offer task-related help de­

signed to better their performance. In other words, regard­

less of their mothers' expectations, boys are assisted by 

their mothers in either improving'or maintaining optimum 

per forrnance •. 

The above ideas give rise to mmportant questions which 

still await an answer. Many of the sex differences found in 

children's achievenient.behavior depend upon a full under­

standing of the relat:ionship between children's achievement 

behavior and their ~others' expectations for them and the 

behavioral expression of their expectations. 

Expectancy: Effects of its Manipulation 

The effects of randomly giving mothers positive, nega­

tive, or no feedback produced highly significant changes in 

certain behaviors. 

Mother's evaluations of her child's abilities were 

affected and she also expressed greater satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with her child's performance. This was 

particularly true of mothers given negative feedback. Hilton 

(1967) also reported that mothers given negative feedback 
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changed their ratings of their children to a greater degree 

than mothers given positive feedback. The impact of giving 

a mother negative feedback in our experiment was especially 

evident in the ratings given by mothers in this group com-

pared with the ratings given by mothers in the control and 

positive groups. Mothers in the control group gave their 

children better ratings in part 2 than in Part 1 just like 

mothers in the positive feedback group. The fact that mo-

thers in the negative feedback group gave their children a 

more negative evaluation in Part 2 emphasizes the extent of 

the negative feedback effect. 

Manipulation did more than just produce a change in 

mother's rating of her child. It also produced changes in 

behavior from Part 1 to Part 2. Mothers in the negative 

feedback group demonstrated this change by becoming more 

inconsistent behaviorally. The nature of this change was 

not clearly demonstrated since neither the specifie nor the 

general behavioral measures revealed regular changes. One 

change was clearly observed: mothers, after negative feed-

back, tended to show less humour and geniality than before 

the feedback. 

It is difficult to know why not all the behavioral 

measures showed changes as a result of feedbadk. There are 
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a number of possible exp1anations. First, since it was the 

negative feedback group that was most affected by the feed-

back, the way they might have wanted to act after the nega-

tive feedback may have been socia11y undesirab1e; hence, 

they did not demonstrate any change in overt behavior. In 

support of this notion there is the finding that for this 

group of mothers, on the who1e, categories which measured 

negative reactions were among the lowest in frequency. 

Second, the situations might have been too structured 

to a110w for any change in behavior. Merri11 (1946) and 

Wa1ters et al. (1964) found significant changes in the be-

havior of mothers and nursery schoo1 chi1dren after negative 

feedback. These authors, however, used an unstructured play 

situation where mother and chi1d cou1d do anything they 

wanted, the on1y restriction being that they had at their 

disposa1 on1y certain specific toys. Hilton (1967) a1so 

measured feedback effects on behavior when mother and chi1d 

were 1eft to do whatever they p1eased. In the present study 

a11 the tasks made very specific demands upon the mother in 

both Parts 1 and 2; the ru1es of each task were identica1 

in Parts 1 and 2 whether the feedback was positive, negative 

or neutra1. On the other hand, we know that sorne change 

occurred, especi~lly in the negativegroup, which was rated 
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as significantly more inconsistent in their behavior in Part 

2 compared with part 1. It is difficult to ex;Plain why this 

was one of the only behavioral changes observed after feed-

back. In the s tudies of Merr ill (1,946) and Wal ters et a.l. 

(1964) mothers were led to infer that their children were 

not performing satisfactorily -in terms of their potentiali-

t ies Il. 'rhe implication was that the experimenter or "expert" 

thought the child could do better. Consequently mothers 

were motivated tomake this expectation of the experimenter 

come true. The feedback given in our study did not offer 

as much hope. Hence, instead of being motivated to fulfill 

the experimenter's prophecy, mothers after receiving the 

feedback from the experimenter continued doing what they 

had previously been doing but perhaps with the resignation 

that their child was not as .able as they formerly had thought. 

This then might have led to a change in mood which would ac-

count for their being rated as being more inconsistent in 

their behavior. 

Thesignificant change in the IIpleasure" rating on 

Story Telling for the positive feedback group might also be 

adduced to explain the hypothesis that the inconsistency 

rating reflected a change in mood. If feedback actually 

had caused a change in mood, making the negative group feel 

............. ----1 

~ 

II 

1 
1 
r 

J 

1 , 
! 
! 

:i 
'~ 

~ ., 



187 

genera11y more resigned and the positive group genera11y 

happier, it is not surprising to find that this happiness 

of the positive group most c1ear1y was observed during the 

story Te11ing task in which mother and chi1d were ta1king 

direct1y to each other as they might readi1y do in 1ess 

structured situations at home. 

In review, a11 mothers behaved more inconsistent1y in 

Part 2 than in Part 1. The negative feedback group showed 

the greatest degree of inconsistent behavior. The positive 

and control feedback groups did not differ from each other 

in this respect. The on1y behaviora1 ratings which changed 

a10ng with the biconsistency rating of motherls behavior 

were the humour and genia1ity ratings and the p1easure rating. , . , 

One might hypothesize, th en , that what took place as a re-

su1t of the feedback was a change in motherls mood which 

might not necessari1y have been expected to resu1t in a 

great change in her overt behavior but wou1d neverthe1ess 

make her appear genera11y inconsistent to the raters. 

If the idea of se1f-fu1fi11ing prophecy is correct, 

expectancy of one pers on for another person shou1d have 

significant effects on the performance of the other person. 

The expectations set upin the mothers of the two feedback 

groups shou1d have inf1uenced the chi1d l s 'performance. In 
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our experiment this did not happen. Children did notsigni­

ficantly change their performance on the Rotter Board or 

Block Stacking tasks as a result of the change in their 

mother's expectations for them. Nor was their performance 

affected on the Anagrams task. The reasons for this failure 

to demonstrate the effects of the self-fulfilling prophecy 

are several. First, the nature of the tasks undoubtedly 

influenced the results. The Rotter Board task, for example, 

was specifically designed to eliminate the individual's abi­

lit Y to influence his performance on the task: performance 

for all subjects occupy a fairly narrow range, although 

performance varies from trial to trial: the learning fac­

tor moreover is negligible (Rotter, 1942). Hence there 

was almost no possibility for either improvement or deteriora­

tion of performance regardless of any intrusions by another 

person. Similarly performance on the Block Stacking task 

was not influenced by feedback. In this task the child's 

performances were almost totally dependent on his mother's 

help. As shown previously, mother's help-giving behavior 

did not change as a result of feedback. Hence the child's 

performance on Block Stacking did not change either. 

Another explanation for the fact that a change in ex­

pectancy did not result in a change in performance is related 
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to the fact that the subject was b1indfo1ded during B10ck 

Stacking. Rosentha1 and Fode (1963) showed that visua1 cues 

are important in communicating expectancy. These cues were 

e1iminated in this task. 

Experimenta11y-induced expectation produced signifi­

cant changes in the attitudes, feelings, subjective expec­

tancy, and overa11 behav:ior of the mother: the change in 

motherls expectancy, however, did not affect her chi1d l s 

performance. 

There was a1so evidence that motherls eva1uations of 

her chi1d in the negative feedback group deteriorated ev en 

as Part 2 continued. Immediate1y after feedback she rated 

her expectations for her chi1d l s performance on the first 

trial of B10ck Stacking II. After the chi1d had bui1t his 

first tower, not significant1y higher th an in Part 1, mo­

therls expectancy rating from trial 1 to trial 2 in B10ck 

Stacking II significant1y decreased (p < .01). One might 

specu1ate that given a setting where mother cou1d express 

this very low expectancy very free1y, such as at home, and 

over a longer period of time than the twenty minutes given 

to the experiment, very significant behaviora1 changes in 

the chi1d wou1d probab1y occur. 

In conclusion the resu1ts of this study of materna1 
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expectations and mother-child interaction demonstrate three 

important findings. 

Expectancy is not a unitary concept that can always 

be measured only in one way. Rather, the meaning of expec-

tancy depends both on the way it is measured and on the 

context in which it is measured. 

There is a different quality of relationship that 

exists between mothers and their daughters compared with 

that existing between mothers and their sons. These sex 

differences involve both present and future expectations 

and are expressed by different behaviors on the part of 

mothers towards their sons and daughters. 

F inally, maternaI expecta ti. ons can be manipula ted ex-

perimentally to produce changes in the expectations of mo-

thers and also in their attitudes and feelings about their 

children's pe~formance. These changes in maternaI expecta-

tions can be observed in the changes that occur in mothers' 

mood following manipulation •. 
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APPENDICES 



APPENDIX A 

Dear Paren ts : 

Under the auspices of McGill University and York Uni­
versity, l am doing some research with children to investi­
gate how they solve problems in their mothers ' presence! 
It is hoped that the study which l am doing will be of con­
siderable benefit to both parents and teachers. A study of 
this kind mayenable us to eventually set up programs which 
will allow parents to take a more active role in the educa­
tion of their children. 

l am writing to requestyou to kindly give me your co­
operation in this research study. To participate in this 
study it will be necessary for you to give about fifty mi­
nutes of your time during which we will give your child some 
problems to solve while you are there. At another short ses­
sion the child will be given some problems to solve in your 
absence. The session in which you will be present will be 
recorded on videotape which will be erased as soon as the 
study 'œs completed and will not be seen by' anyone but my as.­
sistants and myself. l also would ""like to assure you that 
the study will not in any way affect your child's other ac­
tivities at school. Furthermore, the results will at aIl 
stages remain anonymous. 

l am aware that the explanation l have given in this 
let ter may be far short of the questions you might want to 
ask about this study. For this reason we are arranging a 
meeting to which aIl mothers will be invited to answer any 
and aIl questions that you may have~ 

In view of the importance of this study, l once again 
request that you give your cooperation. Would you please 
indicate this on the next page? 

Sincerely yours, 

(Mrs.) Berenice Mandelcorn 



P1ease return this form to the teacher. 

1. l wou1d be interested in attending a meeting for fur­
ther information. 

YES NO 

2. l am wi11ing to participate in this study. 

YES NO 

3. It wou1d be convenient for me to participate 

during schoo1 hours 

after schoo1 hours 

weekends 

(p1ease sign here) 

(te1ephone number) 

We will contact you at some future date about setting up 
an appointment·. 



APPENDIX B 

Mother Questionnaire 

NAME: 

CHILD'S NAME: 

ADDRESS: 

TELEPHONE: 

RELIGION: 

HUSBAND'S OCCUPATION: 

MOTHER'S OCCUPATION: 

NO. OF OTHER CHILDREN: ---
PLEASE LIST ALL CHILDREN 
FROM OLDEST TO YOUNGEST 

SEX AGE 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

If working, please indicate number of hours/week: 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL (Father): 

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL (Mother): 



GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

,fI On the following pages you will be asked to answer different kinds of questions 
about your child and yourself. Each question will be followed by a straight line and 
on each end of the line will be a word or a phrase, opposite in meaning to the word or 
phrase at the other end. To answer the question, reach each word carefully and place 
a small mark at the point on the line where you think your child or yourself fall. 

Here are some examples of how to answer these kinds of question. 

Example 1: 

Please evaluate your child's athletic ability. 

Very good, excellent Very poor 

Example II: 

How important i.s it to you that your child do weIl in sports? 

Extremely important Completely unimportant 
1 

Example III: 

How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with his ability at sports? 
Completely satisfied 

Example IV: 

How often do you play sports with your child? 

Very,often 

Example V: 

Please est1mate your best friend's: 
(a) Sense of humour 

Has a fabulous sense of humour 

(b) Cooking ability 

Excellent 

Completely dissatisfied 

Never 

Has no sense of humour 

Very poor 



SECTION l 

'"",,~)J.. 

_:~.j 1. We would like you to evaluate your child's general intellectual potsntial. 

. ~ .. -, ...... " 

'LJ 

Very high Very low 

2. Next we would like you to give us your idea of how your child does in comparison 
with other children his age in such things as reasoning, learning, memory, 
reading, spelling, arithmetic and other formal school subjects. 

Exceptionally better Extremely worse· 
, 

3. please indicate how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with your child's perfor-
mancein school subjects. 

Cbmpletely satisfied Completely dissatisfied 

4. What do you tell your child about how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with 
his performance in school subjects? 

l tell him that l am completely 
satisfied withhis performance. 

l tell him that l am com­
pletely dissatisfied with 

his performance 

5. Now we would like you to indicate your minimal standards for your child's 
performance in school work. 

The phrases below indicate two opposite levels, of competence of performance. 
As previously, make a mark on the line at the point which best represents 
the level of competence where you would' begin to feel dissatisfied with your 
child' s performance. In .other words, how poorly would your child have to do 
before you would begin to feel dissatisfied? 

Does exceptionally betterthan 
'others his age 

Does extremely worse 
than others his age L-, __________________________________________________________ ~ 

6. This time we would like to know how important you feel it is ~ lour child 
to do wellin academic subjects. 

It is extremely important 
to me that he do weIl 

It is completely unimpor­
tant to me that he do weIl 

.. 

, i 



SECTION II 

In this section you will find listed about twenty different qualities that 

children might possess. 

On the straight line under each of these we would like you to indicate the ex-

tant to which your child possesses the quality described. 

Example 1: 

Being well organized. 

Very well organized Very poorly organized 

Example II: 

Friendliness with other children. 

Very friendly Very unfriendly 
, 

Examp le III: 

Neatness. 

Very neat Very messy , 



SECTION II 

..,~,. 

t; 1. Ability to work at tasks independently after directions are given. 

Very independent Not at all independent 
b 

• 
2. His (or her) estimation of own abilities. 

Very realistic Very unrealistic 

3. Need for praise. 

Needs a lot of praise and encouragement Needs minimal praise and encouragement 

4. Perseverence and effort. 

Gives up very easily, doesn't try 

5. Initiative and resourcefulllless 

Always finds things to do if 
left on his own 

6. Confidence 

Very confident, trusts his own ability 

7. General competitiveness 

Extremely competitive 
L 

8. Desire to do well in schoolwork. 

Strong desire to do well 

Frequency of asking for help with 'schoolwork. 

Very frequently 

Sticks with it, tries hard 

Always waits to be told 
what to do. 

Feels very inferior, dis­
trusts his own ability 

Not at a11 competitive 
• 

Doesn't care at all about 
how he does 

Almost never 



,~ :f.. 

Section II (contd.) 

10. Enthusiasm and interest in 1earning. 

Not at a11 enthusiastic or interested 

11. Need for emotiona1 support. 

Never comes to me for reassurance 
when in difficu1ty 

12. Exp10rative and curious. 

Is extreme1y exp10rative and curious 

13. Abi1ity to make his own decisions. 

Is unab1e to make his own decisions 

14. Trying new things on his own. 

A1ways tries things on his own 

• 

Very enthusiastic and interested 

A1ways seeks reassurance 
when in difficu1ty 

Is not at a11 exp10rative 
and curious 

, 

Is extreme1y good at making 
his own decisions 

• 

Never tries things on hi s own , 

15. Ability to carry out reasonab1y difficu1t tasks on his own without assistance 
or guidance. 

Extreme1y poor at this sort of thing 
Exceptiona11y good at this 

sort of thing 

16. Tries to improve his performance at the things he 1earns. 

Never tries toimprove 
1 

17. Does his best at academic tasks. 

A1ways tries to improve 

A 1wa ys Never 

18. Se1f-re1iance. 

/"è Extremely self-reliant 
\...} 

Not at a11 self-reliant 

19. Takes pride in doing things we1l. 
Doesn't care when he does something we1l , Takes a great deal of pride 



SECTION III 

Please circle the appropriate number or, as before, 
makle a mark on the line at the point which best describes 
you or your child. 

1. How far do you think your child will go in his education? 

1. professional degree or graduate school degree 
2. college degree 
3. technical school or trade school degree 
4. high school degree 
5. public school 

2. How far would you like to see him get in his education? 

1. professional degree or graduate school degree 
2. college degree 
3. technical school or trade school degree 
4. high school degree 
5. public school 

3. How often do you do the following with your child? 

(1) Schoolwork, e. g. , reading, spelling, ari thmetic. 

Everyday Never 

(2) Playing reasoning or thinking type of games. 

Everyday Never 

(3) Teaching my child specifie information about any topic. 

Everyday Never 

(4) Having discussions with my child (with father, brother, 
sister. present) on such things as history, current 
events, etc. 

Everyday Never 

(5) Listening to him (her) read a story to me. 

Everyday Never 
b 



APPENDIX C 

Layout of E;perimental Room 

video­
microphone 

camera 
(focus 
on mother, 
child and 
table in front 
of them) 

1 • ______________ ~I T~~!e Where MO filled 

tape-recorder 
microphone 

video-tape unit 

table 

tape­
recor­
der 



APPENDIX D 

Instructions for the Experimental Tasks 

Rotter Board 

Now welre going to start the Rotter Board. (Child's 

name) has been practising the RotterBoard,'Mrs. 

and what he has been trying to do, is to get the marble from 

the starting position (E points to it) to the ten position 

(E points to it) which is the highest possible score he can 

get on one tr ial. . I,f the marble lands in any of the other 

numbered grooves, (Child's name) gets the lower score, de~ 

pending on what number it lands. If the marble goes off the 

board or lands in one of the grooves that has no number be~ 

side it, h~/she gets a score of zero for that trial. 

,l\IC)\'i ,t:he,re ',5 another rule to this task. Your mother, 

(Child' s name), w:ill have this score sheet (E, hands Rotter 

Board ScoreSheet to Mother) and she will write down what 

total score she thinks you will earn over 5 trials. Then 

you will take your 5 trials and l'Il calI out your score 

as we go along. When you. finish your S' trials, your Mom 

will write down the score you got in this column(E points 

to score column of Rotter Board Score Sheet) and then she 

will estimate again what score she thinks you'll get on the 

next 5 trials and so on. Weill do this for 5 minutes. 

Just to make sure you understand, (Child's name), if 

you get 10, qp,.e~qh t:r::ialf();r" ? trials what total score would 

you get? (Child 1 S answer: 50). Right. If you get zero on 

each,tr,ial~or5trials what total score would you get? 

(Child's answer: zero). So the most you can get on 5 trials 

is 50 and the least you can get is zero. 

Now let 1 s try one for' pract ice. Mrs. , you' Il have 

to write down your estimate here (E points -co Estimate column 

of Rotter Board Score Sheet). But before you do that I should 

tell you since youlve never seen this kind of problem before, 

that on the first 5 trials of this task, the average child 

gets a score of 25. W~ite down your estimate ~ld t:urn, your 

paper over as soon as youlve done that •••• O.K. (Child's name) 1 

take your turne 

(C takes his turn and E calls out his total score 
after each trial) 



Now, Mrs. ____ you write down (Child's name) score be-
side your estimate in this column. Do you get the idea? 

We 1 re going t.o do this for five minutes starting when 
l say "GO" and (Child 1 S name) will try to take as many s­
triaI turns as possible. 

weill have the video-tape running during the 5 minutes. 
When the 5 minutes are up, l'II say "Stop" and you can stop 
what you are doing. 

Get ready. On your mark. get set, IIGo" (E turned on 
video-tape and started a stop watch running and came over 
to stand near M and C and called out the score. 

At the end of 5 minutes, E said IIStop" and turned off 
the video-tape. 

story Telling 

Now l have 3 cards for you CE places the cards on table 
in f.ront.c>f ... }iand C in prearranged order) and what you, 
(Child's name), and your mother have to do is make up a 
story using the three cards in that order. The story is 
to be both of yours. You and your Mom have to make it up 
together. The story has to have a beginning, middle, and 
end. like every story_ You have three minutes in which to 
make it up. If you happento finish before 3 minutes are 
up, just let me know and l'II turn the video-tape off. 

Don't start till l say "Go". Remember the story is to 
be both of yours and you have three minutes for it. 

On your mark 1 get set, "Go" (E turns on video-tape 
machine and stop watch). 

Patterns 

l have sorne blocks for you, (Child's name) (E scatters 
Kohs Blocks in front of M and cl. As you can see from 
examining the blocks t~ey are aIl the same size a~d they 
have different colons on their different sides (E demon­
strates by picking a block up and turning it for C and M). 
Sorne of the sides have 2 colors on them. You see, here 



you have half red and half white and here you have half yellow and half blue. 

Ihave 3 cards here (~shows them to M and C) which have designs on them that can be copied exactly with these blocks. As. you can see the design on card 2 is harder to make than the des ign on card L and the des ign on card 3 is h~rder. than .the design on card 2. What you have to do (Child's name~, is to copy the designs using the blocks, in this order. You have 6 minutes in which to do that~ Your mother can help you as much or as little as she likes but she canltactually place the blocks for you, except for 3 times in .:th.e. 6 minutes. Once you 1 ve placed a block for (Child's name) 3 times Mrs. ____ , you can go on helping him./her short of placing a block for himVher. 

As soon as youlve finished one design go on ta the next one. l'll be. clqse by to make note of which designs you do, (Child's name). 

Let's do one for practice CE placed a different card--­not one of the three in front of C: Design 1 of Kohs Blocks which any child this age can do). 

"Good". Now remember you have 6 minutes. Don't start till l say "Go". 

On yourlI'..ar~, get set, "Go" CE turns on video-tape and stop watch) • 

Block Stacking 

Now l have some more blocks for you CE seatters the Playskool blocks in front of M and c). Thi~ .. time:they.' re all different sizes.What you have to do, (Child's name) , is mëlke a tower us ing these blocks. Your tower should be as high as you can make it, and your score will be the num­ber of blocks you have piled up just before the tower. falls. 

Now here's the trick. You have to build your tower blindfolded with one hand behind your back. Your Mom can help you as much or as little as she likes but she canlt actually pile the blocks up for you. Do you understand? 

OK. Let's start. Before we do that CE gives M the 



• 

Block Tower Score Sheet) • Mrs. __ , l'd like you to write 
down privately here how many blocks you think (Child's name) 
will be able to pile up before the tower falls here and also 
to answer this question. You remember how the straight line 
works from the ques t ionna ire, don 1 t you? 

Blindfolds on, one hand behind your back. What hand do 
you do things better with, (Child's name)? OK., then, put 
the other one behind your back. Don't start till I tell you 
to. 

On your mark, get set, "Go" (E turns on video-tape). 

Trial 2: 

Welre going to do this again but this time the rules 
are a little different. Thistime if the tower falls you 
could get a score of zero, (Child ' s name). So what you 
have to do is think carefully of the number of blocks you 
think you can pile up without the tower falling. Remember 
if you choose a number that's too high, you have to keep 
gomng till you pile up that number of bloCks and there's 
a good chance that your tower will fall andyou'll get 
zero. If you choose a number that's too small you wonlt 
earn a very high score. 

you and your Mom will decide privately what number you 
should try for and then come to a final decision together. 
Remember whatever number you decide on, will be the number 
of bloCks youwill have to use. 

Blindfolds on, on.e hand behind your baCk. Don 1 t start 
till I tell you. Remember Mrs. the rules are the same 
as last time. You can help as much or as little as you want 
but you canlt actually pile the blocks up. 

On your mark, get set, "Go lf (E turns on the video-tape). 

Anagrams 

l have some letters for you (Child's name) (E placed 
letters in front of C and M in prearranged order). What 
you have to do is to make up as many words as you can in 
the six minut;es you will have for this task. Once you have 
made up a word, you can break it up and use the letters 



again to make new words. Illl be watching and writing down 

the words youmake up. 

Your Mom can help you as much or as little as slle likes 

but she canlt actually put the letters together to make up 

the words. She can aiso help you in another way. You see 

she has 3 letters of her own and she can give you these let­

ters, one at a time, anytime during the six minutes. Once 

shels given you a letter youkeep it and use it to make new 

words. ' 

Do you understand? OK, wait till l tell you to start. 

Remember you have six minutes. 

On your mark, get set, "GO" (E turns on the video-tape 

and stop watch). 



APPENDIX E 

Introductory Remarks 

First let me mention again briefly what this study is 
aIl about. What we1re trying to do here is find out how 
children solve problems when they're out of the school set­
ting. We have sorne pretty good ideas about how children 
learn and solve problems when they are in school~ we have 
teachers to tell us about it and lots of, people have ob­
served children learning in school and can tell us about 
it. But we know very little about how children solve pro­
blems out of school and it's very important that we find 
out because as you know so much of a child's learning takes 
place outside the school. We hope that what we learn from 
this study will give us ideas about ways to help children 
learn better. 

l have a.few problems for (Child's name) to work on. l 
should point out that the problems l will be giving you 
have been found to be quite closely related to the kinds of 
problems that you get on intelligence tests such as the 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children and the Stanford­
Binet. These problems haven't been taken from these tests 
but research has shown in most cases that children who do 
weIl on these problems also do weIl on the items of the 
intelligence tests l mentioned and vice versa, children who 
do poorly at these will often do poorly on the intelligence 
test items. 

l'd like you to pretend that (Child's name) has come 
to you Mrs. ____ for help on homework problems or a puzzle 
or something like that. Sorne of the proplems are quite 
difficult and sorne aren1t and ~hild's name} may need sorne 
help or may not. Because of this you (looking at mother) 
may givèn himjher as much or aS,little h~lp as you wish to. 
Whatever you think will help (Child's name) do his/her best. 

As you can see by the microphone and the piece of video 
equipment in front of you, we1re going to be taping this. 
Sorne of the problems you'll be doing take long answers and 
it's easier .tp record the session th an to try to write down 
everything (Child 1 S name) does and says. If you would like 
it, after the session we will play back parts of the tape 
so you can see yourselves and hear yourselves talking. 



Just relax and try to feel at home and remember Mrs. 

____ , you can help (Child's name) as much or as little as 

you wish. The important thing is that he/she do her best. 

OK, let's begin. 
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APPENDIX F 

Rotter Board Score Sheet 

NAME: TRIAL NO: _--=1=--_~ 2 

DATE: 

TRIAL NO. ESTIMATE SCORE 
-

1 

2 

3 

4 

"." .. '. , 
5 

6 
~ . .. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

-
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APPENDIX G 

IPA Categories used to Rate Story Telling Task 

Gives Opinion 

~sks Opinion 

Gives Procedure 

statement which gives an evaluation, 
opinion, feeling about the story. 

question abdût the child's opinion 
regarding what is happening in the 
story. 

- gives orientatio~ information, rules 
of proc~dure about the general task. 

Asks for procedure - asks for orientation, information, 
rules of procedure about the general 
task. 

Agrees 

Disagrees 

statement which shows acceptance of 
what the child has just said. 

shows rejection of what the child has 
just said. 



() 

NAME: 

DATE: 

APPENDIX H 

BLOCK TOWER TEST - M 

How well do you expect your child to do on this test? 

Estimate No. 1: 
(number of blocks) 

TRIAL NO.: 

What do you think of this estimated score in comparison with how other children your 
child's age would do? 

Exceptionally better than most 

Actual Score: 
(height of tower) 

Estimate No. 2: 

(number of blocks) 

(number of blocks high) 

Comparison with other children same age. 

Exceptionally better than most 

.... 
Final Estimate No. 2: 

Actual Score: 

Extremely worse than most 

Extremely worse than most 



NAME: 

DATE: 

APPENDIX l 

INTERMISSION QUESTIONNAIRE 

NO. : 

1. How well do you think your child is doing compared to other children his age? 

Much better than MOst Much worse than MOst 

l 

2. How well do you think your child is doing in comparison to his usual ability 
at solving different problems? 

Much better than usual Much worse than. usual 

1 

3. How pleased or displeased are you with his (ber) performance? 

Extremely pleased Extremely displeased 

1 



APPENDIX J 

personality Description Form 

NAME: PART: __ l __ ~ 2 

DATE: RATER: 

1. Understëll1ding Not understanding 
L. 

2. Passive Active 

3. False Genuine 

4. strong Weak 

5. Warm Cold 

6. Bad Good 

7. Remote Intimate 

8. Attentive Indifferent 

9. Rejecting Accepting 

.1 

10. Excitable Calm 



APPENDIX K 

Global Rating Sca1e 

NAME: 

DATE: 

1. Disorganized 

2. Rigid 

3. Inappropriate he1p-giving 

4. Lethargie 

5. Re1axed 

L • 

6. No positive emotiona1ity 

7. No negative emotiona1ity 

8. Participation never 

9. High1y permissive 
doesn't structure 

PART: 1 2 

RATER: 

Systematic 

Flexible 

Appropriatehe1p-giving 

Energetic 

Tense 

High degree P.E. 

High degree N.E. 

High degree 
participation 

High1y contro11ing 
Structures everything 



10. No encouragement 
of independence 

11. Very proud of child 

L... 

12. Interested, involved 

13. Much use of humour 

14. Sets very high standards, 
demanding, constant push 

to improve 

15. Inconsistent, very 
changeable 

• 

High degree encourage­
ment of independence 

Ashamed or em-
barrassed of child 

Disinterested, 
Uninvolved 

No use of humour 

Sets very low stand­
ards, undemanding, 

no push to improve 

Consistent through­
out, unchangeable 



APPENDIX L 

Specifie Rating Scale 

1. Importance to M that Child do weIl. 

Very important Not important 

2. Amount of Structure and Control by Mother. 

Much structure No structuring 

3. Pushing to improve. 

Constant push to improve Not pushy 

4. Co-operation between Mother and Child. 

Very co-operative Antagonistic 



APPENDIX M 

story Te11ing I and II 

1 
} -, 

1. Mother's - Chi1d ' s - story. 
! 

2. Amount of Mother's Structure. 

Much None 

3. Amount of Mother's P1easure and Approva1 of the Story. 

very p1eased Disp1eased 



APPENDIX N 

Category Interaction Scoring System 

- use for Rotter Board l and II 
P.atterns 
B10ck Stacking l and II 
Anagrams 

1. Apprava1 - High - Spontaneous (High App":""s). 

":"" expression of praise, approva1 regarding the specifie 
- , peri:6~mance of the chi1d. . Said with lots of enthu­

siasm "Great", IIVery Good ll
• 

2. Approva1 - Law - Spontaneous (Low App-s) 

- expression of approva1 regarding the. specifie perfor­
mance of the chi1d. Said in a matter-of-fact tone, 

··-ihformationa1 in qua1ity. "yes ll
, "Right ll

• 

3. Disapprova1 - High - Spo~~aneous (High Disapp-s) 

expression of criticism, disapprova1 regarding the 
specifie performance of the chi1d. Said with anger 
and exasperation "That 1 s no good" • 

4. Disapprova1 - Low - Spontaneous (LoW Disapp-s) 

expression of'disapprova1 regarding the specifie per­
formance of the chi1d. Said in matter-of-fact tone, 
informationa1 liNo" ,IINot qui te". 

5. Approva.1 - High - Requestecl (High App-r) 

6. 

- expression of praise, approva1 regarding the specifie 
performance of the chi1d. Said with enthusiasm in 
answer to a chi1d ' s request for he1pe 

Approva1 - Low - Requested (LOW App-r) 

- expression of approva1 regarding the spedIic perfor­
mance of the child in answer to a chi1d ' s request for 
he1p. Said matter-of-fact1y, information in qua1ity. 



7. Disapprova1 - High - Requested (High Disapp-r) 

- expression of criticism, disapprova1 regarding the 
specifie perfonnance of the chi1d in answer to the 
chi1d's request for help. Said with anger and ex­
asperation. 

8. Disapprova1 -Low - Requested (Low Disapp-r) 

expression of disapprova1 regarding the specifie past 
performance of the chi1d in answerto the child's re­
quest for help. Said matter-of-factly, informationa1 
in qua1ity. 

9. positive Encouragement - Spontaneous (p Enc) 

- attempts to push up the chi1d's performance, to make 
him persist, do better, keep going, go faster where 
there's a time limite Said in a positive way with 
enthusiasm "Keep going u

• 

10. Negative Encouragement - Spontaneous (N Enc) 

attempts to push up the chi1d's performance, to make 
him persist, do better, keep going, go faster where 
there's a time 1imit. Said with annoyance, disappro­
val "You'll never finish at this rate". 

11. Suggestion - Spontaneous (Sugg-s) 

- a statement which gives the chi1d in.formation about 
how to solve the problem at hand given spontaneous1y, 
"Bui1d a good base". 

12. Suggestion - Requested (Sugg-r») 

a statement giving the child information about how to 
solve the prob1em at hand given in answer to a .èh.i1d' s 
request for he1p. 

13. suggestion - Spontaneous,.- Disapproving (Circle Sugg-s) 

- a suggestion given in an angry tone of voice. 



14. Suggestion - Requested - Disapproving (Circ1e - sugg-r) 

suggestion given in an angry tone of voice in answer 
to a dhi1d ' s request for he1p. 

15. withholds He1p (WH) 

- a statement in which mother refuses to he1p the chi1d 
when he requests he1p, "You figure it out for yourse1f". 

16. Interruption (Int) 

- any statement which interrupts the chi1d ' s activity 
because mother is not c1ear about what's going on, 
"Take your hand away so l can see what you1re daing". 

17. General Reassurance - Requested (Reas-r) 

- any statement of general approval or reassurance which 
mother makes regarding the overall performance of her 
child given in answer to a child 1 s request for reas­
surance. 

C: "Am l doing aIl right? Il 
M: "you 1 re doing just fine. Il 
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APPENDIX P 

Timing Scale 

,NAl'IE: ................................................................................................................... . RATER: ..................................................................... . 

DATE: .................................................................................................................. . 

~toEl Telling #1 Story Telling #2 

140ther ............................................................................................................ . liother ....................................................................................................... . 

Child ............................................................................................................ , ...... . Child 

Block Design Anagrams 

1 .......................................................................................................... . lst ..................... ~ ......................................................................... . 

2 .......................................................................................................... .. 2nd 

3 ....................................................................................................... .. 3rd 

Latency till lst help gi ving response by. . Latency till lst help giving response by 

l".Lother ........................................................................... _ ................................. . I-Iother ........................................................................................................ . 

Block Stacking#l Block Stacki.ng #2 

Tower 1: Latency till lst help giving Tower 1: ........ _ ....................................................................................... . 

Tom: 2: Latency Tower':2: 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• u •••••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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APPENDIX Q 

Interrater Reliability for Global Measures 

l personality Description Form (N = 74) 

Scale Interrater Reliability 

1. Understanding - Not understanding 
2. Passive - Active 
3. False - Genuine 
4. Strong- Weak 
5. Warm - cold 
6. Bad - Good 
7. Remote - Intimate 
8. Attentive -Indifferent 
9. Rejecting - Accepting 
10. Excitable - calm 

II Global Rating Scale (N = 74) 

.93 

.95 

.89 .. 
• 92 
.91 
.93 
.84 
.90 
.94 
.95 

Scale Interrater Reliability 

1. Disorganized- Systematic 
2. Rigid ~ Flexible 
3. Inappropriate help-giving - Appropriate 

help-giving 
4. Lethargic - Energetic 
5. Relaxed - Tense 
6. No positive emotionality - High degree PE 
7. No negative emotionality - High degree NE 
8. Participation never -High degree 

participation 
9. Highly permissive - Highly controlling 
10. No encouragement of independence -

High degree encouragement of indepen­
dence 

11. Very proud of child - Ashamed of child 
12. Interested, involved - Disinterested, 

uninvolved 
13. Much use of humour - No use of humour 
14. Sets very high standard - Sets very low 

standards 
15. Inconsistent, changeable - consistent 

throughout, unchangeable 

• 83 
.87 

• 93 
.94 
.89 

• 92 
.95 

.90 

.91 

.86 
• 92 

.91 

.89 

.87 

.91 



1!. ~ r ... : III Specifie Rating Scale (N = 74) 

Rotter Block 
Anagrams Board Patterns Stacking 

1. Importance to M that 
C do weIl .90 .78 .92 .92 

2. Amount of Structure 
and control .95 .79 .93 .93 

3. Pushing to Improve .96 .81 .86 .88 

4. Co-operation Between 
M and C .92 .75 .93 .90 

IV Specifie Rating Scale: Story Te1ling (N = 74) 

Sca1e 

1. Whose Story? 

2. Amount of Mother's Structure 

3. Amount of Mother's P1easure and 
Approva1 of the Story 

Interrater Re1iabi1ity 

.97 

.91 

.94 
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~. APPENDIX R 

Interrater Re1iabi1ity of Category Interaction Scoring System 

(N = 23) 

Tasks 

B10ck 
categories 

Rotter 
Board Patterns Stacking Anagrams 

1. High Approva1 -
S pon taneous 

2. Low Approva1 -
Spontaneous 

3. High Disapprova1 -
Spontaneous 

4. Low Disapprova1 -
Spontaneous 

5. High Approva1 -
Requested 

6. Low Approva1 -
Requested 

'7. High Disapprova1 -
Requested 

8. Low Disapprova1 -
Requested 

.87 

.84 

.77 

.88 

9. positive Encouragement .76 

H) .... Negative Encouragement .69 

11. suggestion - Sponta­
neous .91 

12. Suggestion - Requested -

13. Suggestion - Sponta­
neous - Disapproving 

.94 .97 .93 

.95 .92 .94 

.97 .95 .96 

.90 .90 .93 

.71 .69 .72 

.89· .97 .93 

.70 .68 

.91 .95 

.74 .85 .88 

.68 .66 .65 

.94 .95 .97 

.90 .93 .96 

.70 .79 .72 



Categories 
Rotter 
Board 

14. Suggestion - Requested 
- Disapproving 

15. Wi thho1ds he1p 

16. Interruption 

17. General Reassurance 

Story Te11ing: 

categories 

1. Gives Opinion 

2. Asks Opinion 

3. Gives Procedure 

4. Asks for Procedure 

5. Agrees 

6. Disagre=s 

Tasks 

Block 
Patterns stacking Anagrams 

.67 .69 

Q. .72 

.70 

Interrater Re1iabi1ity 

.90 

.89 

.92 

.61 

.85 

.83 

____ .. __ •• ______ ~_ ... _ . ~_ ~ ~~.~ ___ ._~ ____ . _____ ._._c_._. ~_._ 
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APPENDIX S 
1 

Categories Used in Final Analysis 

Tasks 

Rotter Story Block 
Categories Board Telling Patterns Stacking Anagrams 

1. High Approval - Spontaneous X X x 

2. Low Approval - Spontaneous X X X 

3. High Disapproval - Spontaneous X 

4. Low Disapproval - Spontaneous X X X 

5. Low Approval - Requested X X x 

6. Low Disapproval - Requested X X x 

7. positive Encouragement X 

8. Suggestions - Spontaneous X x X x 

9. Suggestions - Requested X X x 

10. Gives Opinion X 

Il. Asks Opinion X 

12. Gives Procedure X X 

l 
iJ 
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~#T 

Categories 

13. Agrees 

14. Disagrees 

Timing Meas ures 

1. Time Mother Speaks 

2. Latency ti11 first help 

Rotter 
Board 

o 
> 

Tasks 

Story Block 
Tellil1_g _ P~tJ:er!1s __ ptacJ~J_n_g~.agrams 

x 

x 

x 

x x x 


