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Recently, growing concern has been expressed over the differential
participation of boys and girls in high school mathematics courses.
Compared to boys, fewer girls elect to participate as soon as this
option is availadble to them (Fennema, 1976; Fox, 1976). It is
indisputable that this underparticipation has serious short and long-
term ramifications. Fennema (1976} has argued that the norn-election of
mathematics courses is the most important cause of sex-related
differences in the learning of mathematics. Further, in terms of the
future sducational and career potentials of women, Sells {1976) has
proposed that the avoidance of high school mathematics courses acts as a
"eritical filter™. Because mathematics is a prerequisite for many
college majors, limited mathematics background effectively precludes
women from entering numerous career areas including those in science and
mathematics.

Investigation of the determinants of one's decision to take or not
to take mathematics is the goal of this project. Because choice is our
major focus, we selected for study variables which have been linked fo
cheice, The expectancy/value model of behavior, advanced by theorists
in deecision, achievement and attribution theory, links behavioral choice
to two particular cogniticns: one's expectaney for success and the
incentive value of the task for the individual. Various forms of this
model have identified other psychological variables as important
mediating cognitions and have suggested various socialization factors
that might be important precursors of individual differsnces on these
variables. 1t is the goal of this paper to present a brief overview of
this theoretical model and to summarize our findings concerning the role
of parents in the socialization of students'! math expectancies and
values.

Figure 1 presents a simplified version of the theoretical model
that has guided our research project. As can be seen, 1t is basically a
cognitive model of the socialization of sxpectancies and values., We
assume that certain events and attitudes exist as a part of our culturs
and as 2 part of each of cur unigue past histories. Jur current
expectancies and values are influenced by this reality in two ways:
first, through its effect on the beliefs and behaviors of those around
ug, especially those who play a major role in our socialigation and
secondly, through its direct impact on our beliefs about our abilitiss,
about task demands and characteristics and about our future goals. What
is impdrtant to note in this model is the central rols piayed by
paychological or cognitive variables. We believe, and have presented
supporting data elsewhere, (Kazczala, et. al., 1979) that it is not the
reality itself that determines children's expectancies, values, or
choice bubt rather it is their beliefs aboui that reality that are ths
important cazusal determinants.

While I will touch upon some data today that provides zupport for
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this assumption, the major focus of my talk will be on the role of
parents as one of the important socializers in this model. It has been
suggested by many achievement theorists that parents influence their
children's achievement behaviors through both their role as models and
their more direct role as expectancy and value socializers. In
addition, we are suggesting that the child's perceptions of both of
these influences mediate their impact on the child's achievement
expectancies and values. It is to these two predictions that the
remainder of my talk is addressed.

To assess both the relation of parents' beliefs to children's
expectancies and values, and the mediating roles of the children's
perceptions of parents' beliefs, approximately 250 children in grades
5-11 and their parents filled out quesiionnaires regarding a wide range
of beliefs and attitudes about math and English. The subjects lived in
a small mid-western city. Testing took place in the spring of 1978.

The pareat questionnaire included three types of items: questions
asking for parents' estimates of their own math avility, math enjoyment,
and importance of math skills to themselves; guesiions asking for the
parents? attitudes toward the importance of math for their c¢hild and
questions asking for parents' estimates of their child's math ability
and enjoyment of math. The child gquestionnaire contained the following
types of items among many others: items asking for the child's
perception of his/her parents' attitudes, items asking for the child's
achievement self-perceptions and values, items asking for the child's
current and future expectancies and an item asking for his/her plans to
g0 on in math. TIn most cases these scales consisted of 2 or more
questions each requiring a response on a 7 point Likert-type scale. 1In
addition, an aptitude score was estimated by using a transformed mean
score reflecting scores on the MAT, CAT and past grades. Most of the
scaled items discussed in this paper are presented in Table 1.

Let me turn to the modeling hypothesis first. The importance of
reie models in sccialization is a recurring theme throughout the sex
difference literature. MAccording to this hypothesis, important models,
in particular parents, exhibit behaviors which children come to imitate
and later adopt as part of their own behavioral repertoire. If female
models exhibit differsnt behavior patterns than male models, then it is
argued that girls and boys will acquire similariy sex-~differentiated
behavicral patterns. With regard to math expectancies in particular,
this hypothesis takes the following Form: girls exhibit more math
avoidance and have lower math expectancies {han boys because mothers are
more likely to exhibit math avoidance behaviors than are fathers. To
test this hypothesis, we compared the mathematics-relevant self concepts
of the mothers and fathers in our sample. The resulis are summarized in
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Table 2. The pattern of results is clear.

Fathers think that they are and have always been better at math, that
math is and always has been easier for them, that they needed to expend
less effort to do well at math, that they enjoy and have enjoved math
more and that math always is and was more useful and important to them,
than mothers think. In sum, fathers are more positive toward math and
have a more positive self concept regarding their math abilities. What
is more, we found that these sex differentiated beliefs were specific to
math. Consistent with the fact that girls on the averages outperform
boys in school, mothers rated their general high school performance
higher than did fathers.

In line with the modeling hypothesis, one might be tempted to
conclude at this point that we have identified a major source of the sex
differentiated math self conecept in today's school children, Boys and
girls differ because their parents' behavior is sex differentiated. But
one needs to demonstrate a relation between parents' behaviors and
children's beliefs before this conclusion is justified. The mere
existence of a sex differentiated pattern of beliefs in the parent
population tells us nothing about the importance of this difference in
socialization. To test the modeling hypothesis more directly one has to
test for the relation between parents' and children's beliefs. To do
£his we correlated the parent self concept variables with the children's
responses to the student questionnaire and to their past performance
scale. None of the more than 100 correlations were significant. Thus,
while parents' self concepts do differ in the predicted direction, the
role of these differences in the socialization of children's math self
concept is minimal.

What about parents as more direct soecializers? Do parents exprsss
sex differentiated beliefs about either the math abilities of their
children or the importance of math for their children? To assess this
possibility we compared the parents' of boys perceptions of their sons!
math ability, interest, effort, their e¥xpectancies for their sons®
future performance in math and their perceptions of the relative
importance of a variety of courses for their sons to similar beliefs of
the parents of girls. The dats are summarized in Table 3.

It is clear that the sex of the child has a definite effect on parents’
perceptions of their child's math ability and on the parents?
perceptions of the relative importance of various high school courses.
While parents do not rate theilr daughters' math abilities any lower than
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they rate their sons', they do think that math is harder for their
daughters, and that their daughters have to work harder to do well in
math.

This latter finding is especially interesting in light of both our
previous findings and a common finding in the attribution literaturs.
In previous work we found that girls think they have to try harder than
boys to do well in math (Kaczala, et al., 1979) and , on an experimental
task, actually rate their efforts as greater even though an objective
measure of effort did not reveal a sex difference (Parsons, 1978).
Interestingly, women have been shown to attribute their successes more
to effort than do men (Frieze, et. al., 1978). Taken together these
findings suggest that females think they will have to try harder to
receive a good grade than males think they will have to try. What is
more, our data suggest that parents are reinforeing this tendency.
Whether parents initiate the bias or merely echo the bias is not clear
but they certainly are not providing their daughters with a counter-
interpretation.

But, is it necessarily harmful that both girls and their parents
think girls have to try harder to do well in math? It has been argued
in the attributional literature that because attributions to effort do
not contribute to a stable notion of one's ability in az particular
domain, attributing one's success to effort is not as ego enhancing as
attributing it to ability. Attributing one's successes to effort may
also leave doubt about one's future performance on increasingly
difficult tasks. If one is having to try very hard to do well now and
one expects next year's math course to be even harder, one may not
expect to do as well next year. In support of this suggestion and as we
- have reported elsewhere, perceptions of hoW hard one is trying in the
present are negatively correlated with future expectancies and with
one's estimates of one's ability and the difficuity of the task. 1If one
adds to this dynamic the fact that both giris and their parents think
that continuing math is less important for them than do boys and their
parents, then a cognitive set emerges that certainly could produce a
lower tendency in girls to continue in advanced math courses.

But does 1t7? Are thess parental beliefs and childrenis self
concepts actually predictive of future math expectancies and future
course plans? This is the same guestion I raised earlier. To show that
parents, and chlldren for thaf matter, have sex differentiated beliefs
does not, in itself, demonstrate fhe link between these beliefs and
future plans. To assess this relation, we correlated the major parent
and child variables to each other and to the children's expectancies and
course plans.
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The zero-order correlation for these analyses are presented in Table 4§,
As you can see, the children's plans, future expectancies and current
expectancies are related consistently in the predicted direction to
variables tapping their own self concept of their math ability, %fto their
perceptions of their parents' beliefs and expectancies {(see items
851,858, and 856}, to their parents' actual beliefs and expectancies
about their child (see items Y4301-430% and 5301-5305) and to our measure
of the child's math aptitude and past performance (see item 4451). Thus
it seems that parents' beliefs aboui their children's ability to do well
in math are predictive of their children's course plans. What is more,
there is a sex difference in these beliefs that might be accounting for,
or at least contributing to, the sex difference in math expectancies and
plans.

But what is the nature of this 1link? Is it a causal link or does
it merely reflect a shared knowledge of the child's aptitude? And if it
is a causal link, how is it mediated? This brings us back to our
original set of predictions. We have found support for the hypothesis
that parenta' beliefs are related to their children's expectancies and
plans. We predicted that this link would be mediated by the children's
perceptions of their parents' beliefs rather than affected directly by
the parents'! beliefs fthemselves or by the shared knowledge of the
¢hildren's math aptitude. To assess this hypothesis, we performed a
~—recursive path analysis on the mother and father data separatelV¥ . These
paths are displayed in Figures 2 and 3.

These diagrams represent reduced path analyses composed of the
major predictors outlined in our model (see Figure 1). Only paths with
rath coefficients significant at the .01 level or less are ineluded.
The zero-order correlations for the significant patns are included in
parentheses. Other zero-crder correlations are listed in Table 4. The
percent of variance accounted for by all preceding variables for each of
the predictor and ¢riterion variables and their residusls {unexplained
variance) are listed in Table 5.
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The order of the path analyses was governed by our theoretical
model (see Figure 1). The first column or step includes variables we
assume Lo be exogenous to the system or those considered to be part of
the cultural milieu or past history. The variables in the second column
or step represent estimations of the parents' and teachers' beliefs
about the children's math abilities and math effort. The third ecolumn
or step includes the children's perceptions of the parents'! beliefs and
the teachers' and parents' expectancies for the children. The fourth
column or step includes the children's math self concept variables.
Columns five, six and seven represent the criiferion variables in the
predicted causal ordering.

While there are many interesting findings from these path analyses,
I will focus on only a few. First, note the similarity of the two path
analyses. The major conclusions I will discuss are valid Ffor each
analysis. There are, however, fewer significant paths with the father
data than with the mother data. This difference reflects, to some
extent, the difference in sample size; fewer children had complete
father data than had complete mother data. Other data that I'1l not be
presenting today also suggests that children are not as accurate in
their perceptions of their fathers! beliefs as they are in their
perceptions of their mothers' beliefs. This difference could zcoount
~for the reduced number of significant paths linking the fathersY beliefs
to the children's beliefs. In general, all of the insignificant father
paths are similar to the mother paths in the direcction of the
statistical relationship, differing only in the magnitude of that
relationshin. The remainder of my comments will be addressed
specifically to the mother path analysis (see Figure 2).

In support of our basic cognitive model, expsctancies and plans are
most directly related to the children's math self concept and to their
perceptions of their parents' beliefs about their math aptitude and
potentiazl, While the zero-order correlations of the children's aptitude
measure Lo these criterion measures wWere significant, the path
coefficients, when other cognitive mediators are partizlled out, are not
significant. Thus, at least statistically, children's cognitive
constructs play a more important role in course plans and expectancies
than do past objective measures of the children's performance. Also in
support of our model, any effect that these past cbjective measures have
on the children's self concept is mediated by their impact on the
perceptions of teachers and parents, rather than by their direct effect
on the children's estimate of their own ability. 1t is also of interest
that the parents' and teachers' estimates of the children's ability are
only partially determined by the children's astual past performances;
for the mothers, in particular, only a very small portion of variance in
their estimates of their children's ability is accounted for by our
estimation of aptitude. And yet the moihsrs'! estimates of their
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children's ability have both a big direct and indirect effect on the
children's ability self concept.

Finally, I want to draw your attention to the fwo major e¢riterion
variables in this paper: future expectancies and course plans. Among
the variables we have selected for analysis, only future expectancies
have a significant relation %o plans. In turn, future expectancies are
related most directly to the children's sex, and to their perceptions of
their parents' expectancies for them, neither of which are highly
correlated with or directly related to actual performance. Furthermore,
the effect of children's sex on future expectancies is nof mediated by
the cognitive self concept variables we have selected for study. The
source of this effect, then, can not be determined from our data.

In conclusion, parents do have sex-differentiated perceptions of
their children's math aptitude despite the similarity in the actual
performance of boys and girls. Parents also feel advanced math is more
important for their sons than for their daughters. Parents® perceptions
of and expectations for their children are related tc both the
children's perception of their parents' beliefs and to the children's
self concept, future expectations and plans. Parents' beliefs and the
children's perceptions of these beliefs are more directly related to
children's self concepts, expectancies and plans than are the children's
own: past performances in math. Finally, parents as role models of sex
differentiated math behaviors do not have a direct effect on their
children's self concepis, expectations or course plans.

That parents fesl their daughters had to try harder to do well in
math is particularly interesting. It suggests that both parents and
- their daughters share the perception of how hard girls figed to fry in
order to do well.,. We don't really know whether this reflects an echoing
on the part of parents of comments they've heard their daughters make or
whether it demonstrates the parents! strength as teachers of good or bad
attitudes towards math. But it seems likely that it would lead parents
to support their daughters® decisions to drop cut of math, especially
slnce they don't believe math is that important for their daughters?
futures. In the same way, parents would be less tolerant of a son's
decision to drop math, zs it is seen as relatively easier and more
important for their sons than for their daughters,
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Table 1

Items Used in Path Analyses

Variable

1.

2.

Child's math ability
( CHMA~APT)

Parent’s perception of
importance of math for
child (PARIMPCH)

Parent®s perception of
child’s ability
(PARABCH)

Parent's perception of
child's effort needed
to do well. (PAREFFCH)

Parent's future

Expactaney For GRITd

(PARFEXCH)

Teacher's perception
of child’s ability
(TEACHABCH)

Teacher's future _
expectancy for child
(TEACHEXCH)

Child's perception of
parents' beliefs about
child's ability
(PARABIL)

Child!'s perception of
parents' expectancies
for child (PAREX?)

Questionnaire Items(s) used to Assess Variable

Average of standardized scores on'MATfs, CAT s,

and past math grades.

How important is it to you that your child do well
in math?

Compared to other academic subjects, how important
is it to you that your child do well in math?
(Relative Importance for Child)

My child is {(not at all good at mathlvery good at
math).

In comparison with other academlc subjects, my child
is (much worse in math than in other sthiscts/mich
better in math thap in other subjects.

- (Relative Ability)

To do well in math, my child has to try {(a little/
a lot) (Effort)

In comparison with other academlc subjects to do
well in math, my child has to try (much less than
in other subjects[much more than in other subjects)
(Relative Effort)

I1f your chlld plans to take math next year, how

well do you expect him/her to do?

How well do you think your c¢hild would do in first
year algebra? (Parent Expectancy for Algebra)
How well do you think your child would do in an
advanced math course like calculus?

How much mathematical aptitude or ablllty do you
feel hag?

How well do you think would do in an
andvanced high scheol math course?

How good at math does your mother (father) think
you are? '

How well do vou think vour mothexr (father) eupects
vou to do in math this vear?



io.

1.

12,

13.

14.

15,

16.

Child's perceﬁtion-of
parent's perception of

‘the difficulty of ad-

vanced math courses
{PARDIF)

Child's perception of

ownt math ability

(ABILITY)

Child's perception of
the difficulty of future
math course

{(FUTDIF)

Child‘'s perception of
the difficulty of
current math course
(CURDIF)

Child's current
expectancies for own

" math performance =

(CUREZXP)

Child's future
expectancies for own
math performance
(FUTEXY)

Intention to take

more math
{PLANS)

How hard

How hard does your mother (father) thimk advanced

high gchool

How good at
If you were

math will be (is) for you?

math are you?
to order all the students in your

math class from the worst to the best in math,

where weould

you put yourself?

In comparison to most of your other academic
subjects, how good are you at math?

How hard to
will be for
Compared to

you think advanced high school math
you?
most other school subjects vou may

take in high school, how hard do you think

advanced

is
Compared to
how hard is
Compared to

how hard is

Compared to
well do you
year? .

How well do
test?

How well do
course this

How well do

high school math will be for you?

math for you?
most other students in your class,
math for you?
most school subjects that you take,
math for you?

other students in your class, how
expect to do In mathematics this

you expect to do on your next math

vou think you will do in your math
vear?

you think you'll do in your mathe-

matics course?
How successful do you think you'd be in a
career which required mathematical ability?

How well do

you think you will do in. advanced

math courses?

Would you take more math if you didn't have to?



seoustiadxs Tooyas y3Ty 01 19781 SITqRTIRA ISRy,

0000" A RS e IO CE°h Juswolwy juaxing
0000° 0g "3~ T s Lz ®pN3ITIAY YIBK IusIIng
0000° TL G- 6L - 76°% L1°6 : YIBH 3T Pood
. 8ureq go souelxodwl juaiing
TT00°" e g 8g°~ 93 ' % QT YIEW Tooyos
_— | CyBry yo eourazodur juazang
su Ly 09° 26°¢ 86'¢ STTTS
. i _ TRy JO wnupaxodwy jueiiny
0000° 026 Z9'T 817 08°¢ Y3eR 3UTATOAUT
_ “ QoL YITA LITNOTIITQ FuLIIND
0000 L8y €L’ [9°2 0o ¢ SWOTqoXd
. M SurATog ur LITNOTIITC IueIAng
9010" . 86°¢T 8T’ 79°¢ 06°'S POUBMIOCIADI TOOYDS UBTH 1SBJ
0000 T 6= A R 87'¢ oyty ss9uTnIas) jo ucridedtasg 1sBg
0000* ¢E'G 6L" 81°% LBy AJINOTIITA PATIETSY 18Bg
0000" €L°¢ 66" 08°¢€ CL"Y £3INOTIFTQ ISed
0000° 1A 99 (LA 90§ TT®M op 031 pepsay
: W 110IIH SATIBRTSY Fo uoridevasg iseg
0000" 6L H £ 65 Y TG TT94 op 03
: Popesy 140339 3o uoradedisg aseg
Helolon SLty- 8L 04°Y L't A3TTTqV oATIRTSY Jo uoridediag 3seq
0000° 0% "G~ 16"~ 0Z°s 67" Y 31719y go uoridedieg 3sey
000" - “18°g- A w6y LG*Y oouezaoduy SATIETOY IsBg
su 80" A TL'§ €16 soweyaoduy 3seg
To00" AR A L= L6y gz h juswfolug 3seg
d anTep T POUVADIITQ uTAR SI9UIEF

SI9YIOR

wa
v 31

SOTIBWSIEH FO SUOTILPATEAY § SSPNITIIV .masmamm 70 sSuraey uwel

? ¥TqeL



fr—

(821 ‘1 <

IP > 90T ‘1) sorqerima
IOUITI Y307 3 ‘YI9T ‘Ulg oyl pue seTgeTIRA Ioyjow U3

PTTUS x0T santes jusied

PTITY2 30 uoctidodsxad uamummm
9T ® 438 943l Jo uoyidadxa sy3 YITA OGZ°T SO IP  :oloN

q

su 76" ?9°0T. %8° 0T LSEC 9% % 9 0T 0I°TT HO@WTIvd
5G 8E'T  80°0T £8°0T su 68" £9°0T 86101 THOXAIVA
£000° £€Q'ET 8L°8 %9 L £G00° LLtL £L°8 SL*L LHOUIEVd
§200° €6 £9°6 €L°8 6¢00° L076 6576 0¢°g HOIITIV ]
su. $98°1 09'6 l6'6 su Tg* 766 9T'0T LHIEVEVS

9%co’ 0Z's 62§ 98°¢ su ®T° 9%7°¢ Sehg Yiew uy uo o3
. mu JuswafrInosuy

8200° T1'6 ¥8'G 'S su o 96°¢ 50%9 q~OISTH uedTIWY
. Fo @dueixoduy

su 01°1 SY* g £9°S €%T0" 80°9- Ly*s 68'¢G 413 sTUay)

: wm aouejxoduy
600° 76'9 66"y A S000° A4 £9'y (4289 SNTNOTRY/ " 8Ta]
. q. 30 soueixroduy
su. 88'T 29°% ¥8°¢ 0000° £C°8T 6G°¢ 0z 9 REREELED

: : moamudmunomsw
z000* 1991 £6'S [4°989 su Loz %179 1679 ysTrSuy
. M J0 mucmuyanH
su Le't 8%y [A0aa €zen’ 0e’s LL™Y S0°¢ PITUD 2037

: JoURIIOdUT DATIBTSY
€0’ 09y L6°¢ %9's T6%0° T6'E, 96°¢ £9'¢g pruesaxd ju Tooyos

, UT IVUBUIOTIIZ
. 30 ueTidenang
su Lye 6L*Y 2e'¢ su 9L* 12°S Sh'g £ 44281y 107

: : i Loueyoadey jusiey

8500° £L°7 T8y L0 6TO0" £8°6 8g™Y €0y LAINOTIFIA

_ _ ASE] 94TIBTOY
T000® €7 9T 8Ty 8S'E 8¢co’ YA 91'% TLE mmuHsUﬂmwwa sl
6T00" 836 8Ly 8"y 8z700C" 80°6 L% (A pt1033d PATIBTBY
910" 78 ¢ 067y 9% % 2900° 9L £8°% TN pitoFId
ot BT'% XA A su 16" EYy 65y RSITTTQY PATITTRY
g8vo’ £6'e 8% % 9Ly Ssu 06°T L9 8E*H g FPurlzodur satieTey
¢1T0" 6479 €5y T0'S su £8°2 €8 8T°¢ grueuiofuy

d enTeA 1 siejydneq SU0g q anTeA §  saejySneq suog ITRTIBY

ERETRER] SI9U10[

USAPTTUD AT3YI 103 sonTep
pue yo suoridedniag Sjuaied Jo sTuriwy uwoy

£ 2Tqey




VARIABLE
543, PLANS 1.0000
852.pUTeXp L4899  1.0000
(337
853.CuRrExp . 3086 L6203  1,0080
317 (337
853,881 . 3183 L6410 L7935  1.0000
EERS! {337 3 n
g58, ForDIF -. 1080  -.3831% -.3837  -~.4046
(317 (317 (337} {337
855.CgglIy -. 1870 -.LBEO  ~=.6010 ~-.6737
{337y {337y (337} (337
a
u305. phrPExCH . 2895 .4359 L4741 L5798
(239 (239} (239 (239}
5305.PARFEICH ® . 2371 .318% .2893 23628
{220) {220} {220y (220
695, TEACHEXCE L1en .2997 L4918 .5354
{339 (331 (331 £339)
854 BARABIL L3tun L5645 .6273 - 7054
(336} {336) {336} {336}
e51. pABEyp L2481 .5277 .4915 L4552
{335) {135) {335} {315}
856.PARDT? - 1469 -.3087  -.3603 .. 3965
{334} (334 {334 (334}
4304, PARIxECH . 0052 . 1581 . 1661 . 1406
[FT3 {247 (247 {267
53104.PAREMPCH L0675 L1578 L0864 .0813
{222y (222) {222} (222)
4301 PARABCH . 3649 -4288 L4531 .552%
{288} {248} (248} (268)
5301.PARABCH . 3054 . 3762 3767 L4970
(2201 {2209 {220y {220)
4302, PAREPFCE ".2139 “.347% -.3381 -. 4225
{246) [248) (246 (2486)
5302.PAREPFCY -.17128 ~.3087 -.3280 -, 3844
1224 £221) (221) {221y
£93. TEACHARCH . 2507 . 2931 L4137 L8913
{32“! (329) {324) {324
3,581 L0518 . 1654 L0845 . D966
{337 {137 {337 (337
400, HTEPE’ .0769 L1791 L0743 . 1205
{25% {251 {251 {251
5204, PARTDPR -.008% -.0485  -.0772 -, D603
. 1223y {223} (223} {223
5459, CAnAApT . 2643 . 2785 .3515 317
{298) {296} (296} (296}
4300. PARTNZCH . 3929 L4295 L4337 LE156
(258 {248) {248) {248)
5300, pdpIn2CH . 3593 . 3669 L3021 L3477
(220} {220} {220} (220) -
4303, PARTOCH -.2897 - 6421 -,8200  -.5205
{264} {204y (244} {244)
5303, FAB,DCH -.2049 -.3659% -,4318 -.5181
(219} {219) {219} {219)
543, 852, 850. 851,
PLANS FUTELP CUREX?P ABIL

4411 4000 numbered pareat itega are mother responses
ba1l SO00 numbered perent items are father responses

Takle 4

Zero Order Lorrvelation Matrix

1.0000

L6112
(337

- 1791
{239}

-- 1476
{2204

-. 1870
{331)

-=2573
{336

-. 2664
{335)

3718
(33

-. 0931
(28T}

- 0956
{222

-.1782
{2u8)

- 1708
{220}

. 2936
{266}

. 2097
(221

-. 1812
{324
-. 1704
(317

-. 1395
(251

-.0008
(223

-.0150
{296)

-. 1566
(248)

-. 1266
(220}

+ 3502
{264)

. 2494
{219}

858.

FPUIDIF

1.0000

-, 4092
{239

-.265%
{220}

-. G469
{331}

. 45300
{336)

-.3109
{335

L4964
(334)

-.10448
{247}

-3571
1222}

-, 4064
(248}

-. 3653
{220}

. 49939
{286}

L3797
{221

- 4254
{324y

-. 1390
{337

~-. 1198
{251

-Ogog
(2231

-.304%
{296}

- 2586
(248}

-, 1838
{220}

-1 31
{244}

. 4355
£21%})

855

CUBRDIF

1.0009
L6901 1.0000
197
.5080 L4976
(237 (217}
.5599 L3564
{238} (219)
L3496 L1897
(238 {219

-.2928  -.1903
(237 (218)
L2720 RETY:
(242) {204y
. 1435 . 2520
{199} (222}
68184 L4716
{241 {204}
6509 .« 7199
{137 (220}

-,4631  -.3630
{2413 (203}

_.4855  _.glgy
{198 (221
L4394 L5069
231 {218}
L0609 L0536
{242 {222}
.1523 L1203
(241 {z204)

-.1020 =, 0592
(137 (219
L5121 L5277
{211 1191
.5553 L5t
(242} {205]
L4568 L5878
1187 (220}

-.5656  T.4290
{238 {201)

-.4850  -.4532
{195) (219
%305, 5385,

PARFRICH PARFEIC

1.0000 )
. 3858 1. 0000
{330
. 1618 .5110
(329 {33%)

“.25B0  ~-.4136
{328) 1333
L0151 L2207
{245) {246
. 0594 . D852
219 221y
- 4989 »5223
{2435 (287}
5260 -4B15
{217 {219}

-.368% ~. 1807
(244} {245}

-.3307 =, 3402
{218} {220}
9174 . 3526
(324) {323}
0223 - 0818
(332 {336)
. T4356 . 1102
(249} {250}

-.Dg20 T.0277
{220} [222)
.5254 . 3558
{294} {295}
4255 L4523
{246} {247}
L3943 L3752
{217} (219}

“. 4384 -. 4568
(242) (243}

-. 4381 -. 4501
{216} {216}
696, 854,

y TEACHEXCE pagjBIL

1.0000

-, 2743
1333

2245
(245}

. Y907
(221}

L3172
246}

.2433
(21%)

-.2563
[2U6G)

~. 1948
(229}

<1840
(322}

-. 0235
1335}

. 1661
(2459}

-.0203
[222)

L0822
{(294)

2331
(246}

,2098
1219}

-.2899
(242}

-.2591
{218}

B851%.
PARBLP

1. 8000

-.0851
(244}

L0173
{220

-.227%
{245}

T.2593
(218}

. 3725
{243y

L3147
{219)

-. 2486
(221

-. 8553
{338

- Y158
{248}

.0192
{221)

-, 1401
(291

-. 1566
(245)

- 1036
(218}
. 3803
(241)
L2746
(217

BS6.
PARDIF
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Table 5

- and Residual Values for Mothér -and

Father Data

Mother Data Father Data
a a

Variable Rg -Residu_alh R? Residualb
PARTMPCH .02 .99 .02 .99
PARABCH 22 .88 24 .87
PAREFFCH .18 .91 U4 .93
TEACHABCH .30 . 84 « 30 .84
PARFEXCH .58 .65 .60 .63
TEACHEXCH .84 .40 .87 .36
PARABIL .41 .77 .26 .86
PAREXP .20 .89 A1 .94
PARDIF 221 .89 .15 W82
ARTIL, .66 .58 .67 .37
FUTDIF 2272 .88 24 .87
CURDIF 31 .70 47 «73
CUREXFP . 75 .50 . .08 .57
FUTEX? b4 .60 .61 .62
PLANS 37 .79 .38 .79
a. R? = % variance accounted for by all pre-determined variables

b Residaal s 1s
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