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Abstract

The two main purposes of this study were: 'l.a) to investigate
the patterns in a domain of school-related abilitv-factors across two
samples‘of Singapore Chinese and Malay l4-year-old male puplls, and b},
c), d) to similarly examine facﬁor.patterns in affective, process, and
status domains of familial circumstances; and 2. to examine how the
abil;ty—factors relate to the affective-, process-, and status-factors.
An ability domain of 32 test méasures was selected to define
seven school-related e;eméntary common factors. Pri;cipal component

analysis followed by Promax oblique rotation produced nine first-order

/ . - .
factors underlying this ability domain for both Chinese and Malay data

separately. Loading interpretations confirmed by a mathematiéai factor-

a ’ /
match identified eight equivalent factors ‘across the Chinége and Malay

7

patterns. These were Inductive Reaéoning I, Number Faciiity, Flexibi-
lity of Closure, Speed of Closure, Spatial + Visualization, Verbal

Reasoning, School-achievement and Inductive Reasoning II. The hypoth-

]

esis that the emergent factors in both Chinese and Malay patterns

A

would resemble the input faqtors defined by the tests selected, was

confirmed gn that the first seven above listed factors matched the

predicted factors. Another hypothesis predicting the Chinese School-

achievement factor to be more differentiated from its other within-

pattern factors than 1its Malay counterpart w0u1d,-was'suppor;ﬁd bj the

Squared Multiple Correlation betweiéquhoqi—achievement and its

corresponding within-pattern factérsh' - B -

—
B ~
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On the basis of Euro-American findings and the socio-cultural
characteristics of the samples, three domains of familial psycheosocial
variables - affective, process, and status - were selected and the

factors underlying each were in turn identified. The three factors in

-

——

the affective domain were equivalent acress Chinese and Malay patt%rhs iR

ang resembled the three Schaefer original factors of Acceptance, vs
Rejection,_Psychological’Control, and Lax vs Firm Control. The two
~Chinesé and Malay equivalent process factors were inﬁerpreted as }eqrn—
ing Environﬁent and Independence vs Parental School-achievement Motiva-
a tiog; With respect to the status domaiﬁ the two clearly gquivalgnt
Chipeée and Malqy'factofs were '‘Elder's 6cgupational—Educatidgal étatus,:
and S5ibling Size vs Maternal Occupational-Educational Status.\ The two
femagniﬁg Malay factors, Paternal Occupatﬂénal-Educaﬁional Status qn&
Méterial Index represented components of'the Chinese Paternal Occu-
.patioﬁél—Educational Status + Material Iﬁdex faetor while the unrelateé
Chinese factor was interpreted as Home Enduction to School Lénguages.

Intercoprelations among factors within the domain-pairs of

ability-affective, abilfty—process, and ability-status, and camonical

\i

correlations between significantly correlated psychosocial—factors ¥
and ability-factors were rather low, indicating weak across—domain

relationships for both Chinese and Malay samples. A hypothesis stating
? N , .

' _ that relative to the affectiveqand status domains, the process domain

wgulé éxhibit'the strongesty link with School-achievement and Verbal

- . A

Reasoning was mot ‘confirmed.\ ”; . . R

¢



A major finding of this study, which is in contrast to Euro-
American findings is the weak relationship between familial ﬂsycho—
§5n3al circumstances and ability-factors. This finding indicates that
for these subjects school effects are much\ﬁofé independent of the
nature of the homes than what have been found in. Euro-American settiﬁgs.

The above finding has importanc imbli;ations for theory in thar -
it draws attention to the fact that the re%Jtion of familial psycho-
social circumstances to ability;factors,has to be‘viewed in the,ggntext
of the relative interplay between the home and séhool in fashioning the
abilities. It has notable implications for practice in {hét it points
to the potency of schooling and suggests that Euro-American type of
education may be implemented in schools-irrespecxive qf-the nature of

the homes.

vi
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" CHAPTER 1

GE L 'PROBLEM

The present study investigates the major underlying dimensions
characteriziné'h.domain of tests measuring school-réYated abilities,
and examines the generalizability of Euro-American trends concerning
the relation of differential asil;ties to familial psychosociallcircum—
stances for Chinese and Malay boys of Singgpore. These are two non-
Eﬁro—Améfican ethnic groups differing.in traditional cultures but having

been inducted to a common Ené}ish+instructed Euro-American—evolved type
. 4

.of schooling.

CohereJ;e among tests within the ability domain has been fru%tfully
demonstrateé(through factor-analytic studies. Depending ubon the theor-
etical ratigﬁaléi;;;uzge factoring technique adopted; different but
reconcilable patterns among tests have emerged. Thus facters, such as
verbal-educational (v:ed), spatial-perceptual-practical (k:m), and
inductive reasoning (i) (Vernon, 1969; MacArthur, 1973; 1974); fluid
(Gf) and crystallized (Gc) intelligence (Cattell,.1963; Horn & Cattell,
1966); Visualization (Gv) and Spe%& (Gs) (Hornm, l968); the well-known
and extensively used Thurstone's Primary Mental Abilities (PMA) of
Vérgal (V)!'Number (N), Reasoning (R), Space or Visualization (S},Percep-
tual Speed (P),.Inductive Reasoning (I), Rote Memory (R}, Deductive
Reasoning (D), épd Word Fluency (W) (Thurstope, l§38); and the cognjtive
factors associated with.the French, Ekstrom, and Price (FEP) kip/;;}x

reference tests {French, et al, 1963); represent some of the functional

unities commonly identified within the mental ability domainT\_GeherallyA

l

AV
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factors likc the PMA or the FE? primary abilities are considered to be
ﬁorg elementﬁry or narrow Aﬁilities while those iike v:ed, k:m, Gf, Gc
and their equivalents represent broadér a#ilities.

Empiricai studies on therpattérning of abilities, taken together,
indicate that the elementary ptimary abilities of.the FEP type appear
Lo Be stable both within Euro-American Eultures‘(Hakstian & CatEEll,
1974), and aéross diversé non-Euro-American cultu?al groups which haQe
been inducted tb the ﬁuro—American system of education. This.provides
a basis for the establishment qf similar ahiiities to be used for group
comparisons into the relation of abilities to familial psychosocial
. clrcumstances.

Investigations ints the relétionships between home gﬁ;ironmental
charad&eristics and mental abilities generally adopt one of two common
procedural approaches. One approach involves directly measuring postu-
lated effective environﬁental variables and studying the extent of
association these have with the particular abilities of interest or
molar measﬁres of them. The 6the£ approach 1s associated with group
comparisons of‘pdtterns of abilities. &This methodology of investiga-
tion involves ideptifying cohorts ;f subjects wh; are characterized by
a particular environmental characteristic and examining their pattern-
ing of abilities. |

Both these lines of inve;tigation have uncovered a wide range of
possible environmental corrélates of mental abilities for Eurp-American

cultural groups. Generally they fall into three main cafég ries; S

namely, affective (Hurley, 1965), process (Bloom, 1964), and status

i
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. . .

variables, which in the context of this study will be-subsumed under
the generic term 'psychosocial' variables. Affective variables may be

viewed as the emotive-experiential accompaniments of parent-child

-

interactional processes that are likely to affect the cgild's inclina-
tions to explore the 'physical, interpersonal, and ideational aspects
of the environment'(Hurley, 1965; p. 1%), such as warmth, hostility and

affection. Process variables concern the more dynamic and purposeful

Interactions between parent and child that bear directly on the cog-

nitive development of the latter; examples of these are, 'Parental
Aspirationé for Child's Education’, 'Direét Teaching Activities',
'"Educational Activities', and 'Encouragement for Activeness'. Finally,
status variaéles represent the more tangible aspects of the home, such
as family structure, or socioeconomic indicants like parental occupa-
tion, amount and quality of modern appliances, and other similar forms
of material wealth.

Individual stﬁdiés vary in the -emphases given to particular cate-
gories of home environmental'variabies, b;t comparisons on the relative
degree of association between status and process variables, each separ-
ately with abilities have been made. In the last decade, a seriles of
studies ploneered by the works of Wolf and his colleagues at Chicago
(Wolf, 1964b), have to a large extent established the relatively
stronger association between the process variables and mental abilities.
Similar comparisons have yet to be made with the affective category, but

suggestive evidence presented by child developmental studies (Hurley,

1965; Horn, 1970; Bayley, 1971), calls for consideration to be given to

- .



this calegory of familial psychosocial variables.

i
KQrising from the potpourri of studies on the relation of abili-
1

- . j B N} I 4
ties to familial psychosocial circumstances are the consistent findings
r
f

on tHe relatively stronger link for process variables. The cumulative

learning models of abilities (Hebb, 1949; Piaget, 1964; Ferguson, 1954;
1956; Gagné, 1968; Horn, 1968) have presented a case for early learning
in the home. Considéring that the home is the child's first encounter
with his learning environment, what is 1eérnt there represents the pre-
requisipe learning upon which the school can build related and more
c0mpiex skills. This is particularly so for verbal abilities in Eu?o-
American context, where the home and‘échool mutually retnforce each
other in fosteriné these abilities. Whe£her this.relatively stronger -
link in favour of process variables can be generalized'to groups for
whom the home and school—axe‘not mutually reinforcing institutions is a
moot point. g
Thére have been indications from some Euro-American studies that

absence of familial psychosocial supports for ability development can
be compensated by schooli;g effects. A case in point is this observa-
tion made by Douglas et al (1968).

"...deficiencies of interest and ambition

on' the part of parents-are, to a large

extent, offset by good teaching".

(p. 179)
It may be argued that this compensatory role of schooling effects can
also be extended to other familial psychogocial variables. Hoérn and

Vernon have frequently underlined in their writings, that some abilities

can be developed under the aegis of the school, and some of Vernon's
4
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cross—cultural findings (1969) have reflected this. A stronger case
can be made for this compensatary function of schooling for children
whose verbal abilities have been measured and derLOpéd primarily
thrbugﬂ allanguage not. frequently used'in the home. Clearly, in such a
situation, the more crucial factor is the.cﬁild's own responsiveness to
schooling. )

Circumstances which would affect this responsivenecss to schooling
are more likely to be nutritioqal and hea;th conditions, or‘even gen—
etic equipment .. In reality, these 'factors' often go along with status
variables such as socloeconomic status, and ggucaéional and occupational
level of parent§s. Status variables per se.fﬁy.hot contribute substan-
tially to the link of familial psychosocial ;ircumstances to abilities,
but whén they operate as indicators of such underlying familial psycho-
social cirduistances, then their impact may be realizeq. In addition,
affective variables may also affect the child's responsiveness to
schooling in that the type of discipline he receivgs at home may, Or may
not equip him with the mental discipline for school work.

In the light of the preceding discussions, the purposes of this
study are: 1l.a) to investigate the patterns in a domain of school-
relaﬁed ability—factors across two samples of Singapore Chinese and
Mélay l4-year-old male pupils and b)ﬁfp), d) to similarly examine factor
patterns in afféctivé, process and“staf&% domains of familial circum-

e
stances; and 2) to examine how the abfiifyufactors generated relate to‘_jf

familial psychosocial circumstances that Euro-American studies have

consistently identified as correlates of ébilities.




CHAPTER 11

 SURVEY OF RELATED LITERATURE

Patterns among Mental Tests

The theoretical and methodological substrate for structuring
within the mental ability domain had itsg genesis in the two-factor
theory of Spearman (1927). Examining the consistent phenomenon of posi-

tive intercorrelations among the varied putative intelligence tests of

‘his day led Spearman to formulate, by means of the tetrad technique,

the theory that every ability has two underlying components namely, a
general mental‘capacity factor 'g', which is common among all tests,
and a specific factor 's', which 1s unique to the particular cognitive
~task. In operational terms, 'g' is the capacity to 'perceive relations
and educe correlates'. It depends on the mental energy one is endowed
with at birth and hence is innate and relatively fixed';hile the
s-factors are largely the crystallizations of education and training
related to the task (Vernon, 1961; p. I3).

A shortcoming of Spear;an's theory lies in its omission of inter-
mediate Broup factors between the all-embracing 'g' factor at one
extreme and tﬂe unique s-factors at the other. Empirical data tended
to negate the practical validity of the theory, and rather to point to
the existence of broad group factors which arose as a result of over-
lappiﬁg between s-factors. )

The question of a nexus between the s-factors was approached by

Thurstone's development of the multiple factor analytic technique

L}



(Thurstone, 1931). In 1938, he applied this analytic tool to ability
data and obtained what appeared thén, to be a totally different struc-
tural picture of the intellect from Spearman's. Thurstone's result

established the existence of a series of distinct primary factors, of

which the well-known and extensively used Thurstone Primary Mental
Abilities (PMA) were: Verbal'(?}, Number (N), Perceptggl Speed (P),
Inductive Reasoning (I), Rote Mémory (R), Deductive Reasoning (D), Word
Fluency (W}, and Spéed anleisual}zation (S). Later analytical studies
_demonstrated that Thurstone's PMA and Spearman's 'g' were reconcilable
. in that further factoring of the PMA produced a single factor. A more
comprehensive mapping of primary abilities was subsequently undertaken
by French (1951).and later revised by French, Ekstrom, and Price (1963).
A more recent study by Hakstian and Cattell (1974) demonstrated the
replicability of some of the French, Ekstrom and Price (FEP) primary
abilities.

Burt (1949) introduced the concept pf hierarchy in the structur-
.- ing of abilities. His hierarchical structure éonsisted of an overall
general ability which sqbdivides into two broad group factors of
{ntellectual ability and practical ability. These two broad factors in
turn could undergo further differentiation into minor group factors,
three of which had been identified as mechanical memory, visual percep-
tion, and motor dexterity. | .

_ Vernon advanced Burt's hierarchical theory by elaborating on a

more fully differentiated model (1965; 1969). His model is analogous

-
-

to a genealogical tree, with 'g' .the 'universal' among all tests at the

)




peak.l Once the 'g' component is removed, the residuals of tests fall
into one of two major factors - verbal-educational (v:ed), and spatial-
perceptual—practical (k:m).t Eﬁch of theée can be further subdivided
into more minor group factors such as verbal fluency, number, and the
creative factors under v:ed and spatial, psychom?tor, and aéchgnical
information factors under k:m. Finer sub-division of these minor
factors into specific factors of the.Spearman—type is also possible, but
these according to Vernon, aI€ too trivial tn be of any significance.

'

Yernon also drew attention to‘the_likelihood bf intermediate group
Eacton;'between the major and mipor group factnrs.

Integrating the Burt- -Vernon hierarchical Qtructure and Thurstohe's
PMA pattern is cattell's theory of fluid and crystallized intelligence
(1963). This theory distinguishes between WO distinct, but 'interre-

\

lateé and cooperative' factors above the level of Thnrstone s PMA, which
\

Catpeil calléd fluid (Gf) and crystallized (Ge) intei}igence. Subse-
quent testing and revisions of the theory (Horn & Catéell 1966; Horn,
1966 1968; Cattell, 1971) led to' the crystallization of the Triadic
Theory of ability structuring. According to the present form (Hakstian
& Cattell, 1974), the organization of ab%lities may be conceptualized
to be at thren levels - 1) the highest order stratum of broad capaci-
-ties of which the original fluid and crystallined intelligencé are but
only two examples, 2) the intermediate stratum of provincial powers'
_such as visual and auditory organizing powers, and 3) the first order
gtratum of primary abiliﬁies, which in this theory has been given the

s

psychological term of agencies by Cattell. The relations between these



strata have also been diagrammatically represencad.tHorn, 1966b; p. 557,

]

torn, 19725 p. 498). ) . &
There SY% other models for describing structurings among testsy

e

but for the purposes of the present study the above discussion will

suffice.

Ability-factors and Environmental Experiences

Parallel to the gevelopments achieved in describing the wide range
of mental tests parsimoniously in terms of-aﬁility—factors or paktterns
were also efforts made to relate such factors to environmental expe%-
iences. Thus, Spearman's s-factots represented the componeﬁt of tests
that are largely the result of educgtion and training related to the

specific task. Vernon has made frequent references to the emergence of

- factors through contiguous educational and training experiences. He

underlined that ahy factorial pattern or structure is not invariaﬁt but
can change, depending on tge type of education and training. Inherent
in TryonL;xgecohd'mechqnism in accounting for intercorrelations among
tests was also the recognition—given g; environmental influences
(Anastasi, 19703 »- 900) . - ‘

cattellls Triadic Theory established a more definitive link

hetween ability-factors and environmental.circumstances during develop-

ment. An important aspect of the theory lies in the integratiﬁg princi-

" ples advanced to explain how primary-mental abilities become organized

into broad capacities 1ike Gf and Gc. 1In his initial formulation of

the theory, Cattell gave the impression that .Gf represented innate

_capacity, uninfluenced by nurture, while Gc¢ represented the interactive
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product of ‘an individual's Gf and his culture. Subsequent refinements

g R . ; :
of the theory, as noted above,Téd to modifications in the interpre-
tations of Gf and Ge, and hen¢g\£?e nature of environmental experiences

. T g
associated with the development of each. The basic conceptual differ-

ence between Gf and Ge is best given in thYs statement by Horn (1966b):

"The distinction between Gf and Gc is

thus not conceived as a difference

between physiological and experilential

origin but between two kinds of exper-

ience in which the physiological

potential becomes expressed.”

{(p. 555)
Gf experiences répresent the relatively conmon aspects which are essen-
tially universals in our physical world whéreas Gec is closely linked
with éhe more culturally embedded experien es.

The articulation between ability organizations and learning finds
expression in the learning theories of ?e-guson (1954; 1956) and Gagn&
(1968). Ferguson proposed his 'lig}ts éf learning' theory in an attempt

. 2 “
to reconcile ability-factors with learning, and consequently environ-
mental experiences. He regarded abilities as prior 'overlearned acqui-
sitions' that have reached relative stabfility. His theory draws upon
the principle of transfer of learningxt7 account for the emergence of
ability-factors. Through the mechanis

of positive transfer, the learn-

ing of one intellectual task enhances Fhe learning of other similar

/
tasks. Consequently, these related thRS would be positively correlated

!

as have been observed for various clagses of related tests of intellec-—

f
tual abilities, such as tests of var}ous agspects of verbal reasoning and

others. Ferguson's concept of the rglationship between ability-level

10
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and the differentiation of abllities, as contained {n this statement,

"As the learning of a particular task
continues, the ability to perform it
becomes gradually differentiated from,
although not necessarily independent
of other abilities which facilitate _~
this differentiation" (%
(1954; p. 110)

implies the existence of a hierarchical ordering of abilities (Messick,
~ .

1972; p. 361). Furthermore, implicit in this statement is alst the

notion that the level of ability determines the extent of differentia-

tion among abilities. In other words, given a number of similar tasks,_ -

a more differentiated patte;n of abilities would emerge.for groups ofgiﬁgj_

Pl . -~
. ~

. ) . o
individuals who have pttained a higher mastery level than for_ those at’

-
a lower level.

Ferguson further’emphasized that abilities are the interactive
eroduct of an individuel's biological propensities and cultural prefer-
ences for certain kieds of 1earning'at}particular aée levels. This
accounts for the emergence of differene patterns of abilities among

. people of diverse cultural backgrounds as well as-the variations in
factorial loadings of the same test used in different enviro&mentel
r/ﬁetﬁings. - \
“; Gagn€ (1968} contended that mental'ability entail 72 cdmuiatiye
‘ process, during which skills of increasing complexity a;\‘progreesively \
. - built‘upon earlier-learnt simpler ones. These various, skills form a
) - ‘ teqnsfer hie?archy, ranging from:simple stimulus-response\ connections
-through chglns (motor and'verbal), multiple discriminaeio s, concepts,

and simple rules to_coﬁplex rules at the peak of the hierarchy:/ This




transfer hierarchy of Gagné's can be viewed as an analog go a hierarchy
of ability-factors. It follows from this standpoint that cultural
preferences prescribe what should be learny at particular levels, and
that the nature of this hierarchy would vary across cultural groups.
Conceptugiif?tion of factor formation as cumulative learning is

also éupported by a number of other.writers. Carroll (1966) attributed
the formation of factors to a number of possible causes, améngst which
are prerequisite learning, transfer-of learning and co-occurrences of
experiences under the aegis of the hqme, the school and the community.
Horn (1967, 1968? described abilfity-factors as compounds resulting from
the welding of anlage functions, aids, and concepts. These three
skills form a hierarchy of increasing complexity in the direction of
anlage functions, aids and concepts.  The acquisition of the two m;re .
complex skills of aids and concepts also invoives accretion of learning.
Not denigrating the role of positive transfér, Horn maintained that
avoldance-learning cén also bring about ingercorrelations among tasks
for which no transfer effect exists. He explicated (1967) how both
positive transfer of learning and avoidance-learning can operate within
the school system to influence the development of abilitles. That
Vernon shared similar views with Horn is shown in this statement of' is,l

", ..much of the phenomena oﬁ mental

growth and decline can be explained

in terms of tramsfer and motivation." \\__,//

(1969; p. 81)

Both Horn and Vernon take the stand that effective schooling has a bear-

ing on the formation of abilities. : " "



ARy AT

The relation between ability-factors and environmental circum-
stances identified through factor analysis also finds support in the
recognition of environmental circumstances in the Piagetian system of
approach to the development of cognitﬂigkgﬁzlitieé (Vernon, 1965;‘
Anastasi, -1970; Messick, 1972). . .

It is evident from thg'above discussions that there is consider-
able theoretical convergeéce (factorial, learning, and developmental}
on the important role of experiential differences in influenciné the
development of, and organization of abilities. However, Ehis theoreti-
cal consideration provides no elucidation on what constitutes favour-
able environmental conditions or what cultural characteristics favour
the formation of what types of abilities. It follows therefore that
the identification of environmental conditions associated with the
emergence of ability-factors will have to be apprpached empirically.

\

Environmental Experiences and Stability of Ability-factors

Studies on the patterning of abilities of groups_distinguished by
'specific' environmental characteristics appear to substantiate the
theoretical viewpoint that the Eiffe{entiation of abilities is bound up
with the relevant experiences the child encounters in the course of
development. Some éf these equ?}qgces have been found ta relate to

schooling, some to-familial psyéi?social circumstances, and others to

‘ecologital characteristies in the environment at large.

Filella (1960) demonstrated how different ability-factors can
emerge from the same/hattery of tests as a result of educational and

sociceconomic differefices. He administered a battery of six tests,

-

-
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adapted for Colomblan use from the Differential Aptitude Test Battery,
to high school boys in Colombia, South America. Two groups differing
in educational experiences were drawq from the Tec;hical High School
boys and Academic High School boys separately, while the two\socio—
economic level groups were dra;n from the private am#%public high -
school boys who followed a common curriculum but differed on socio-
economic leﬁels. Though two factors were identified in both the patterms
of the Technical High School and Academic High School groups, the nature
of these two factors defined by tests yielding high loadings, differed
among the groups. In the former group patterm, the two factors were
best described as quantitative reasoning and spatial-mechanical
reasoning while in the latter group, they were best described as verbal :
and non-verbal. Sociloeconomic-comparisons on the abilicy pajterns
revealed that the high socioeconomic level group exhibited a sharper
differentiation between verbal and non-verbal factors, and the nature of
these factors also differed a;;ng the groups.. In the high socioeconqmic
group (represented by the private high schools) the verbal factor was
a broad acaddlc factor resembling Vernon's v:ed while the non-verbal
factor was considered a non-verbal reasoning factor having numerical,
mechanical and spatial components. In the low socloeconomlc group
(represented by the public high s{hoqls) the verbal factor was defined
strictly by verbal tests while the non-verbal factor was 1dentified as a
mechanical-spatial factor, rgsembling Vernon's k:m factor.

Similar cross-socioeconomic-class and cross-school-curricular

comparisons of ability patterning were made by Dockrell (1966) with

Engiish school children from primary schools, and Grammar (Academic),

<



hi,

Technical, and Modern (General) secondary schools. Starting from the

-

theoretical position of Ferguson (1954) ‘and Vernon (1961), he hypo-
"1

thesized certain differences in the differentiaﬁ}oﬁ'and nature of

abilities to be associated with socioeconomic'and school curricular

.variants. A battery of tests, sampling verbal and non-verbal aptitudes,

’

linguistic and numerical skills, and prectical and se;tial abilities
was administered to 10-, 12~, and l4-year -old school children classi-
fied as middle or lower social class groups on the basis of their
fathers' occupations. Within each social class group of 12- and l4-
year-olds were also subgroups diseinguished by Academic, Technical, and
Gene;al type of edecation. Cross-social-group comparisons of ability
patterning results confirmed Dockrell's original hypothesis that middle-
class gr0up4/izuld exhibit a greater degree of differentiation of
\

abilities than the lower class group. Comparisons among the patterns
pertaining to different type of schools for the 12- and l4-year old
pupils revealed sharper differentiation in abilities for the Academic
and Technical types th r the General type.

Vernon (1969)-found evidence of schooling and cultural effects in
the differentiation of.abilities among the English, Heﬁridean, Jamaican,
Ugandan, and Canadian Indians and'Eékiﬁos which he tested with his
extensive-and diversive battery of individual and group tests. Though
there were generally cross-cultural similari;ies in the main ability-

factors underlying his battery of tests for the Engliéﬁ, Eskimo and

Canadian Indian groups, there were some significant variations in the

Hebridean, Jamaican and Ugandan groups. For example, in the Hebri-

dean and Jamaican patterns, the g factor appeared to fuse with the

15




v:ed factor, giving rise to a g:v factor which also loaded on non-
educational teéts. This indicated that the verbal, reasoning, and
perceptual abilitles for these groups were less clearly differentiated.
In\thg_light of this‘g:v factor's correlation with environmental
characteristics, Vernon interpreted it to réflect 'modern sophistica-
tion and cultural stimulus vs traditional and restricted' way of life
for the Hebridean group, and the r;le of schooling for the Jamaican
group. In the Ugandan group no g factor was identified, but there
emerged a distinct v:ied factor with negligible loadings on Matrices,
Draw-a-Man and Koh's tests. This factor was interpreted as highlight-
ing the heavy reliance of school—achievement on the specialized ability
to acquire the English language in the case of the Ugandan pupils.
Another extensive cross-cultural investigation was qarriedlout by

Irvine (1969) with Elementary and Secondary High School pupils in Kenya,

Zambia, and Rhodesia. Irvine employed group tests sampling verbal,

numerical, spatial, mechanical and perceptual tasks. Cross-ethnic simi-

larity occurred'%ith broad factors which Irvine interpreted as closely
alliéd to the drill skills which were necessary for school success for
the samples he used. Thus, the greate%t cross—ethnic consistency was
found with overlearned drill skills such as language usage, and mech-
anics of Arithmetic while least consistency occurred with abilities
like perceptual and reasoning skills which are more dependent on cultur-
ally diverse learning outside of school. ]

In his cross-cultural studies on the patterning of abilities with

reference to Central Canadian Inuit , Nsenga Zambians, Northwest Green-

16



land Eskimos, and Alberta Whites, MacArthur (1973a; 1973b; 1974a; 1974b)
obtained findings which appeared to jibe with those obtained by Vernon.

Using another extensive and diversive battery of'tests, though a variant

of Vernon's, MacArthur obtained a relatively consistent pattern of three,

first-order broad oblique factors underlying his battery of tests for
all the groups he tested. These three factors, identified by him as
verbal-educatlonal (v;ed), spatial-field-independence .(k:m) aqd
inductive reasoning (i) are similar to the three main ability-factors of
verbal—éducational (v:ed), spatial-perceptual-practical (k:m) and
-general reasoniﬂg (g), Vernon obtained with his battery of tests and
groups of subjects.

In spite of the relative consistehcy of the three factors,
MacArthur (1974b) observed notable ethnic differences in patterning,
caused by some merging or splitting within this framework of three
factors. Thus, though his Eskimo, Inuit and Alberta White samples
generally exhibited the three identified factofs in their patterning, in
the Nsenga Zambian pattern, the v:ed and 1 factoré merged into one
-factor. This Nsenga feature resembles the same feature Vernon had found
in his Jamaican and Ugandan groups. Likewise, the findings on the )
Eskimos and Canadian Indians corfoborated Vernon's findings on similar
indigenous groups in Canada. -

_ MacArthur (1974a) also compared the relative strengths of his
groups on the three consistent ability-factors (assessed through their

main marker tests) and noted that the abilities least affected by

Native~White background differences were those involving inductive

)
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Egasoning from non-verbal stimuli,.while those most affected pertained
to the verbal-educational facénr. In addition, the non-verbal abili- }
ties of the Indians and Eskimos were not restricted to concrete
operationslbut involved abstract symbolic representations. MacArthur
attributed Ebﬁ”strengths of Canadian Indians and Eskimos on the non-
verbal abilities to ecological and child upbringing "factors'.

"“ It would appear from the findings of Vernon, Irvine and MaéArthur,
that with non-Euro-American cultural groups, abilities associated with °
the verbal-educational factor tended to tie up with the particular
ability of learning thézgiélish language, the verbal medium through
which these abilities were assessed,

Investigations into the cross-cultural generality of the more
elemental primary abilities have also received considerable attention.
Vandenberg (1967) examined the cross-cultural generality of the Thur-
stone PMAs with Chinese coilege students in America and Spanish speak-
ing South American college students. Administering a large battery of
PMA tests in English and the native lang;age of the respective groups,
Vandenberg identified seven similar factoré among the two groups.

These were identifieﬁ as Native language ability, Verbal ability,
Memory, Spatial, Reasoning, Perceptual Speed and Nuﬁber ability.'
El Abd (1970) administered a battery of 14 tests, covering the

primary abilities of Flexibility‘pf Closure, Speed of Closure, Number

Facility, Word Fluency, Verbal Comprehension, Spatial Orientation, and

Perceptual Speed to two samples of African students - Higher School

Certificate boys and male University undergraduates. The cross-group



factorfal patterns turned out to be similar and though Al Abd used the |
Guilford Structufe of Intellect model to label these equivalent factors,
in rerms of the traditional PMA terminology, the seven interpretable
factors resembled the input ability-factors.

The consistent findings on the relatifely stable PMAs, obtained
by Vandenberg and E1 Abd were corroborated by findings from a study on
younger subjecfs. Flores and Evans (1972) carried out a comparétive
factorial study on two Canadian and two Filipino samples of Grade 6 and
Gradg 8 boys. A battery of 18 tests, consisting of thé Raven.Progréssf
ive Matrices test, and selected tests from Thurstone's PMA battery and
the FEP kit of reference tests for cognitive factors, was chosen te
define these primary abilities of Word Fluency, Spatial Facility,
Perceptual Speed, Arithmetic, Numerical Facility, Reasoning and Associ-
ative Memory. It was found that. the resulting factor patterns for all
four samples generally had ;imilar factors, though a slight variation
in composition of tests existed among the factors for different groups.
VThough the hierarchical factoring procedure was used, the nature of the
factors which emerged for all groups regembled the PMAs of Verbal Com-
prehension, Numerical Facility, Spatial Facility,'AssociativelMemory,
éqd Induction. ’

A more comprehensive check on the reproducibility of primary
abilities was carried out recently by Hakstian and Cattell (1974). They
administered a large battery of 57 tests covering a coﬁprehensive range
of identified primary abilities to 347 young adult residents of Edmon-

-

ton and its vicinity. By a careful selection of 3 marker tests per
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factor they were able to reproduce their predicted input primary_ abili-
ties. These were identified as Verbal Comprehension (V), Induction (1},
Spatial Orientation (S), Perceptdal {Clerical) Speed (P), Flexibility

‘ )
of Closure (Cf), Speed of Closure (Cs), Span Memor;\?Ms), Meaningful
Memory (Mm), Associative Memory (Ma), Mechanical Knowledge (Mk), Aiming
(A), Ideational Fluency (Fi), Word Fluency (Fw), Originality (0},
Divergent Production of Semantic Classes (DMC); Spelling (Sp), Esthetic
Judgment (E), and Representational Drawing (Rd). It has yet to be
demonstrated whether this whole collection of primaries may be repro-
duced with other groups of subjects, but the reproducibility of somé of
the primaries does reaffirm Royce's contention (1973) concerning thelr
invariance.

In summing up, the studies cited in this section have shown that
ability-factors underlying thelsamé battery of tests may vary across
different cultural groups. Within the same cu}ture, subgroups distin-
guishéd by differences in specialized trajning or.soclceconomic stand-
ing may also exhibit différent ability—factors‘underlying the same »
battery of tests. For‘subjects who are non-native speakers of Eng}ish,
the ability-factors underlying tests with high verbal contents may be
clouded by the specific ability of learning the English language. The
elementary common ability-factors (Horm, 1972) appear to be “relatively
gstable among Euro-American subjects and subjects, of other cultural |
groups who have been exposed to Euro-American educgtiongl treatments,

and acculturation. In this respect, they provide a potential source

of common abilities for use in comparative studies on the relation of
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familial psychosocial circumstances to abilities. From the standpoint
of cumulative learning theory, they should also be the more important
abilities to be considered, since they represent the elementary pro-

cesses upon which more complex skills develop.

Familial Psvchosocial Circumstances and Ability-factors

Most of the earlier studies on the relation of familial psycho- -
gocial circumstances to ability-factors tended to identify status

variables of the home, such as material possessions, parental occupa-

-tion, family income, family size and structure, ar more global indices

-

such as social class, and gxamine how these related to gross measures
of intelligent behaviour, such as IQ scores. Typical'instruments

sampling this type of home variables have been covered by Mosychuk

L

. <

(1969) in his review of literature. ) Ty
Later'stud1ES'however, have demonstrated a more comprehensive
samplin“ of familial psychosocial variables to {nclude additional vari-

ables which characterized the more dynamic aspects of the home environ-

‘ment or in Bloom's terminology (Bloom, 1964), environmental processes.

One such study was carried out ii Aberdeen by Fraser (1959) on a repre-

-

-~ .
sentative sample of 408, 12-year-old secondary pupils. Data on the

material, cultural, mot;vational,.and emotional aspects of the home

were obtained by interviews. Each of the home variables measured -
Parents' education rating, General book reaéing in homg, Newspaper and
magazine reading, Income, Famil& slze, Living space,w0ccupation, -
Abnormal or broken home, Parents' educational and vocational aspirations,

Parental encouragement, General family atmosphere, and Mother at work -
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were correlated with general intelligence scores and a measure of school-
achievement. The significant correlations obtained, ranged between .28

to .66, but of these, the highest value occurred with the variable,

"Parental Encouragement' for both cognitive measures. gnly one variable

exhibited non-significant correlational relationship with both IQ ana
school-achievement, namely, the 'Mother at work' variable. Another
néteworthy feature shown in the correlational findings is that all
variables appeared to have higher cérrelations wiEB,school—achievgment
than with IQ.

Another noteonth study on the relationship between hope envir-
onment and test performance was conducted by Douglas (1964) in Britain.
Hehexamined the home_gonditions of 5000 children born within the first
week of March, 1946, dur%ng infancy, 8 years and 1l years of age. The
home variables studied cpvered housing conditiPns, family size, pat- -
ernal and maternal educafion and-socia% class,rparents' interests and
aspirations, and parental encouragemenﬁ and educational ambition for
the child. The cognitive measures included inteliigence, English and
Arithmetic tests, and 11+ selectlon results. Analyses were carried out
to examine the effects that differences on each of the home variables
would have on average test scores at age 8 and 1l years. It was found

that generally, parental encouragement and educational ambition for the

* child exhibited greatest influence, though overcrowding, unsatisfactory

housiné conditions and family size were also relevant 'factors'.

’

Furthermore these variables exhibited cumulative effects during the

8-11 period. It was also noted that some variables appeared to operate

%



differeAtly in different social class. For example, children from
middle-class homes were less influenced by their parents' attitudes
than were children from working-class homes.

The phenomenon that home conditions may operate differently in
different social classes in Britain as observed by Douglas, was corrob-
orated by‘findings f;om a study by Swift (1967). Swift investigated
the aébociation between famiiy environment and 11+ success in an attempt
to iden;iéy csome familial predictors for 1ll+ success. He defined his
family environment in terms of these variables - economic characteris-

e :
tic, famiiy gtructure, occupational status, and parental gducational
expergence and attitudes. The economic chéracteristic variable was
asses;ed by a material inde# eomﬁuted by giving a score of 1 to house-
ownership, car—ownershiﬁ, father's weekly take-home pay if more than
thirteen pounds, and rooms—persons ratio of the family more than l.

The findings revealed that father's occupation had a stronger link with
11+ success than mother's occupatioﬁ before marriage; parehtal educa-
tion was related to 11+ success for working class families but appeared
to be of less importance for middle class families. Social class
membership also had an effect on the relation between 'Material Index'
and '"Parental Attitudégﬁzo Sc;ool' and 11+ success. Thus "Material
Inde;' was found to have significant agsociation with 11+ success, but
when the sa&ple was broken down into middle-class and working-class
subgroups, no significant relat}onship existed for the middle—ciass

group. Also, working-class families who saw clearly’the link between

education and economic success tended to have successful children, but
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this was less so in the middle-—class group.

-

In each of therethnic samples. Vernon had tested (op cit}, he
correlated each of thé’emgséent ability—fa;tors with home backgrognd
data which he collected from interviews. From his results over all the
cultural groups, it-may be {nferred that generally, the verbal abili—
ties were highly associated with home ;ariables, such as 'Cultural

Stimulus', 'Linguistic Background', and "pPlanfulness in the Home';
wh;le non-verbal abilities, more specifically spatial—percep;ual
abilities were either associated with Masculine Dominance in the home
and Encouragement of Initiative,. or not correlated with any home envir-
onmental Qariables. The relgtionship of Socioeconomic Status to abili-
ties was not very. clear-cut, but when it w;s assoclated with any ability
it tended to exhibit a moderate corgelation. A striking feature which
. : .
emerged at the cross—cultural level was that there was evidence of the
home environmental variables relating differently to abilities in
different cultural groups. For example, in the Eskimo'group, the g
factor did not correlate with Socioeconomic Status, Cultural Stimulus -
\\\\_,///’ESY Planfulness in the Home and in the Ugandan gro¥§, Socioeconomic
Status was most highly‘correlated with the verbal ability-factor.
Pioneered by éﬁlf and his colleagues at Chicage (1964b), .a series
of studies had been coqducted to demonstrate that relat!ve to status
variables, process variables of the home were more closely linked to
abiljties. The Chicago technology of measurement conceptualized the

total=hpme environment qurroaning an individual as being composed of

a complex system of subenvironments, each of which 1s related to the

~
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development of a 'specific' characteristic. Furthermore for any indi-~
vidual characteristic, a subeévironment that is likely to affe?t its
dgvelopment‘can be ideﬁtified and asgessed through béﬁauiggzgi
charaéteristics. | |
Thus, Wolf (1964a) adopted the above methodology in s@udyinglthe

link between home environmental circumstances aga‘general intelligenée
as assessed through the Hepmon-Nelson Tést of Mental Abiliﬁy. Wolf's
subenvironment consisted of three press variables - Pres%,fof School-

cgieyement Motivation, P?ess for Language Development, and Provisions
for General Learning. These'thréé'process\Variables ﬁaken together

resembled Vernon's ‘Cultural Stimulus® and 'Linguistic Background'

vqriablés. Wolf developed an interview schedule to collect the data

from the mother of each of his child subjects. The total score on

rs

these three variableg/was found to correlate .69 with the intelligence

measure-— The status varigbles sampled for investigation were father's

occupation, a combined rating of parent education, and an index of

social class representing a weéighted combination of ratings of occu-

pation, source of income, type of house and dwelling area. It was

- found that the process varlables gave a multiple correlation of .76

with the intelligence measure, in contrast to .40 for the status

¢

variables with inﬁelligence.
.. ~TDave (1963) had applied the same methodology to measure the edu-

cational environment of the home he hypothesized would bear.a relation-

ship with school-achievement. The total scores on hils six process

variablésliﬁﬁhievement Press, Language Models, Academic Gﬁidance,

,\\ T . .
y -

-
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Activeness of the Family, Intellectuality in thé_ggpe, and Work Hébits
in the Family) when correlated with school—achievéé;nt (measured by the
IOWA Test of Basic Skills) gave a correlation 6f .80, as against .02
for-Epe combined scores on the status variables (simiIﬁriﬁo those used
in Wolf's study) with school-achievement. Dave's study was replicated’
on Trinidad elementary school children by Dy;r (1967) and much ‘the same
result was obtainéd. Plowden et al (1967) also found somewhat similar
results in faYEEF of a stronger link between process variables and read-
ing abiiity. /Of’the process variables (Aspirations for the Child,
FLiterggy oft&e Home, Parental Interest in Schoolwork) and status
variablég (Fat%er's education, Mother's education, Father's occupational
éroup, Number of depgndent children,'Physical activities of the home),
';xémined in relation to reading ability, they found that the former
variables cb#tributéd more substantially to reading ability.‘

Following along the lines of the Chiéégo school of investigation,
Marjoribanks (J970) investigated the relative relationship between
prgcéés variables; and status variables, to four well-established
Thurstone's PMAs of Verbal, Number, Reasoning, and Spatial abilities.
The subjects under study were Grade 5 boys sampled from five Canadian
ethnic groups. Focus'ingv-zn those process variables which previous
‘research findings (Vernqn; op cit; Bing, 1963; Ferguson giMaccoby, 1966;
Witkin et al, 1962) had shown to relate to his four abilities of
interest, he sélec?ed eiéht p;ocess variables for investigation, namely,

Press for School-achievement, Press for Activeness, Press for Intellect-

uality, Press for Independence, Press for English, Press for Ethlan-

- W,
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- guage, Father's Dominance and Mother's Dominancé. six standard status

variables - Education of Father, Education of Mother, bccupation of
L) * ’-\

Father, Number of children in Family, Crowding Ratio, and Ordinal

Position in Family, were selected for testing his hypothesis that

process variables would contribute more substantially to the variation

.-
]

in scores on the ability tasks than the status variablegf‘\ipe findings
confirmed this hypothesis. |
Several ofher studies concerned primarily with familial processS
variables in their investigations © the 11nk between home environmental
circumstances and P 1lities. Drawing upon the process variables which
previousfresearchers had undenpinned as indicative of being more spgci—
fically linked to the differential abilities in the WISC battery, Mosy-
chuk (1969) developed a pDifferential Environmental Process variable
Scale consisting of 10 process variables to examine the extent of their
celationships to the WISC component abilities. The 'patterns' of his
findings reiterated the trends in previous findings that:
1) Verbal abilities were highly correlated with Parentnl Academic and
Vocational Aspirationa, Parents’ Knowledge of , and Interest in child's
Educational Development, Linguistic Background, Learning Materials in
the Home; and a Secure, Planful, Purposeful Home ;

2) Numerical and Reasoning abilities were 1inked with home exPosure to

rich and variegated visual and kinaesthetic stimuli, and encouragement

- of resourcefulness and initiative;

3) Spatial and Perceptual abilities correlated negatively with Female

Dominance in upbringing.

o



Garber and Ware (1970) described the development of an instrument
called the 'Home Environment Review' tHER), which was designed to serve
two functions. The first being to examine the home characteristics
which would be manipulable by eduéators and the ;econd to measure
variables which they considered to be more directly linked with school~
achievement. The HER variables included: 1 Expectgtionslfor Child's
Schooling, 2} Awareness of Child's Development, 3) Rewards for Intellec-
tual Development, 4) Press'for Language Development, 5) Availability
and Use of Supplies for Language Development, 6)‘Learning Opportunities
Outside the Home, 7) Materials for Learning in the Home, 8) Reading
Press, and 9) Trust in School. Using stepwise multiple regression
analysis on the nine HER components as prediétors and scores‘on the
Peabody‘Picture_Vocabuiary Test askcriterion, Garber and Ware found
that the two HER compﬁnents which had significant bearing on the
intelligence criterion were 'Expectations for the-Child's School
Success' and 'Learning Materials in the Home' .

Jones (1972) selected only those of Mosychuk's DEPVAR variables
that gave evidence of a more definitive relationship with verbal
abilit%?and combined theggﬁg}th Bernstein's Mother Interaction Index in
her measure of the home_envfronment. She compared these home indices
(Interaction Index, Toys Index, Communication Index, Academic and
Vocational Aspiration, Knowledge of Child's Académic Development and
Material Opportunities for Language Developmeﬁk?/fof twe samples of .

Grade 5 Canadian boys who represented the two extremities of the verbal

continuum in a group tested on the WISC verbal ability tests. Her t-test
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results on the significant cross—group differences in means for each of
the home indices showed thét.high verbal scorers came from homes where
parent$ had a higher verbal interaction index, highracademic ana
voc%t;pnal agpirations for the'child, and had provided more opportuni-
ties for the development of language. kHigh verbal scorers also had
high occupational status: A stepwise regression analysis on the pooled
sample brought out the variable,}Opportunities for the use and develop-
ment of 1anguage"as the best predictor of verbal ability.

As had been alluded to in the preceding chapter, the affective
interperscnal variables associated with familial socialization processes
have relevance to cognitive development in that they akfect the child's

inclinations to explore the environment and his reactions to stimulating

experiences. The link between affective variables and abilities have

.been observed through child-rearing studie;l

Findings seem to indicate that certain types.of familial affect-
ionai relations, patterns of upbringing and types of home discipline
are more favourable to the deveIOpmentlof some abilities than others.
Thus, the studies of Hurley (1965), Crites and Sembler (1967), and -_
Bayley (1968) have shown that a home which promotes the child's feelings
of worth, sense of belonging and self-reliance leads to better perform-

ance in widely-used tests of inteliigence and gchool-achlevement.

. Parent-child sharing and ‘social interaction were found to relate to

mental abilities in the studies of Hi11l (1967), and Pedersen and Wender
(1968). Honzik (1967) reported that certain affectional relations

, ’
within the family such as mother-son closeness and father's friendli-
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ﬁess towards ddﬁghters correlated with longitudinal change in intelli-
Bence scores. Bayley (1971) reported that school-age children with
loﬁing mothers tended to score highly on intelligence tests while their
counterparts who had hostile rejecting mothers obtainéd considerably
lower scores; Rﬁ@in (1972) found significant correlations between
maternal warmth an§ iqitial IQ and IQ gain 1in preschool, in his sample
of lower-class preszaspl childre

Patterns of child-yearing pragtices and parental characteristics
have also been showq ; relate differential abilities. Kent and
Davis (1957) investigatee tﬂe relationship between scores on Stanford-
Binet IQ, and WISC Perforﬁ;ﬁée IQ and types of home discipline in a
study of 118, B-year—old English children. It may be deduced from their

findings that children of demanding and over-anxious mothers scored
better on Verbal IQ than on WISé performance.

Witkin et al {1962) in th;&r attempts to uncover the antecedents
of the field-dgpendence-independence dimension of psychological differ-
entiation, a mode of intellectual or perceptual.functioniqg character-
ized b; an analytical way of pefcgiving stimuli, discovered that
authoritarian mothers who imposed.severe atandardé of discipl£ne, and
stressed conformity negate differentiation but might foster the deve-
lopment of verbal abilities. The field-dependence-independence dimen-
siop may be assessed through the Embedded Figures Test (EFT), a test
which often loads oﬂ the Flexibility of Closure primary ability-factor
(Horn, 1972; p. 466).

In their series of studies on mother-child interazctiona (Witkin
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et al, 1962; Dyk & Witkin, 1965; Witkin, 1961) they had managed to
uncover patterns of child-rearing practices which relate to the field
dependence-independence dimension. Three major parameters with their
corresponding indicators interpreted as facilitating differentiation
were: 1) Training for Independence as exhibited by mother's adoption
of physical care appropriate to child's age, mother encouraging child
to assume adequate responsibilities and activities, and mother stimu-
lating child's curiosity and interests; 2) Training for Control of
Aggressive, Assertive Béhaviour as indicated by mother -using reasbning
and explanation in_&;soiplining, and maternal comsistency in behaviour;
aﬁd 35 Mother's Personal C'Fracteristics as indicated by having assur-
ance in her own competence in raising the child (Witkin et a}, 1967;
p. 237).

In summing, the familial psychosocial variables which hﬁve been
investigated in terms of their links with abilities, may be classified
into three broad categories of affective, process, and st;tus variables.
The abilities examined were usually omnibus tests of intelligence, such
as the WISC, Lorge—Thorndike,.Stanford Binet, or Thurstone's four
extensively-used PMAs of Verbal, Number, Reasoning, and Spatial, or
- school-achievement. The only study using factor—analytic ability-
factors was Vernon's, though an attempt was made at it in Mosychuk's
study. Short of the factor-analytic criterion:of an ability-factor,
the abilities examined in the studies cited in this section may be

viewed broadly as verbal abilities, non-verbal abilities and school-

achievement. =~
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Consistencies in findings across studies show that there is a
clear link between the verbal abilities and these familial psychosocial
variables, such as 'Occurrence of parent-child verbal interaction',
"Provisions of opportunities for language development', 'Parental
educational and occupational status', 'Authoritarian mothers',
'Dependency-fostering and overprotection' and 'Maternal warmth and
love', and "Learning materials in the home'. Non-verbal abilitlies, as
represented by spatial, perceptual abilities, tended to relate to
'Exposure to rich and Gariegated visual and kinaesthetic experiences’,

*Self-reliance', 'Encouragement of initiative and resourcefulness’,

‘vadult models' and 'Planfulness in the home, and '"Maternal justifica-

tion of discipline'. Furthermore there is evidence that non-verbal
abilities as characterized by Spatial and Perceptual abilities, have a
weaker association with familial psychosocial circumstances. School-
achievement related generally to 'Parental educétional and occupational
status', 'Material wealth', "Maternal warmth and love', and_the whole
array of process variables which had originated from the Chicago tech-
nom ;f environmental measurement.

Sumnmary

The preceding review presents the theoretical basis for, and findf

" ings to date on the relation of familial psychosoclal circumstances to

4

mental abilities.
Theory substantiated by research findings has demonstrated the
fruitful results of identifying dimensions underlying mental tests,

namely, ability-factors. This process of dimension-identification has

32
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led to meaningful psychalogical descriptions of clusters of cognitive
rasks and their links with developmental 'factors' such as learning and
environmental circumstances.
. <

Different factoring procedures can bring out different models of
viewing the clustering of tests, but the hierarchical modél has been
shown to have conceptual links with learning principles and develop-
mental theories of cognition. Currently, thé hierarchical model is a
mere preferfed model for viewing abilities. There 1s a general consen-
Sus among psy?hgﬁetrists on the possible causes for the emergence of
factor-analytic abilities. The generally accepted causes are prere-
quisite 1earning; transfer_of training, and cultural and edu;ational
experiences. ,

" Though there is considerable theoretical convergence on the
important role of experiential differences in influencing the develop-
ment'of‘abilities, this theoretical éonsideration provides no elucida-
tion on what constitutes favourable environmental conditioms or what
environmental characteristics favour the formation of what types of
abilities. It follows therefore that identification of environmental
conditions assoéiated with the emergence of ability-factors will have
to be approached émpirically. Cumulative learning models of abilities
coupled with the fact that the home 1s the child's first encounter with
the environment makes it logical for attention to be given to home
environmental experiences.

Studies on group differences in ability pattérning both among

subgroups within Euro-American cultures and among cross-cultural groups
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have shown that ability-factors undérlying the same battery of tests
may vary across groups differing in environmental experiences, such as
schooling, socioceconomic status, cultural and ecological backgrounds.
On the other hand; the elemc;tary common ability-factors éppear to be
relatively stable among school subjects both within Euro-American
cultures and across diverse cultures. An imporfant feature brought out
in cross—éroup comparisons of;ability patterning‘is that the same test
may not be measuring the same ability-factor in different groups.

Most of the studies examining the association between abilities

and familial psychosocial circumstances used omnibus tests of intelli-

© gence or subscales from batteries of general intelligence, and tests of

school-achievement. With the exception of Vernon's isolated attemﬁt to
adhere to the factor-analytic concept of abilities, the majority of
studies used either single test scores or composite scores-%; a group
of tests as ability measures. This gives rise to a missing link in

the empirical relation of familial psychosocial circumstances to
abilitieﬁjanCeived in factor-analytic terms, and presents a weak

bagis for clear-cut generalizations on the relation of abilities to
familial psychosocial circumstances.

The familial psychosoclal variables studied, generally fell into
three broad categories of éffective, process, and status variables.
Though variations occurred across studies in the naming of these
varliables within categories, examination of specific behavioural
characteristics defining A variables sh‘owed that the frequently

studied variables within each gategory were:
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Affective variables: Maternal warmth and love, parent-child closeness

and social interactions, female dominance in child upbringing, and
types of home discipline.

Process variables: Press for school-achievement, activeness in family,

intellectuality in the home, availability of a variety of learning
materials, model identification, occurrence of Earent—child ve&%al
interaction of an informative nature, self-reliance, exposure tg rich
and variegated visual and kinaesthetic experiences and planfulné;s in

the home.

Status variables: Material possessions in the home, parental education

and occupation, linguistic background, family size, family income,
family structure, and dwelling-place.
Several general consistencies among findings have emerged. Gen-

erally, the familial psychosoclal variables listed above had been shown

to exhibit varying degrees of association ;ith one.ébility or another.
The trends in the findings point to a dif erentiaI‘?elationShip between
familial psychosocial circumstances add abilities. Thus, verbal
abilities relate substantially to variables, such as "High degree of
parent-child verbal inte;action', 'Parental aspirations for child's
education', 'Provisions of opportunities for language development',
"Parental educational and occupationallstatus', 'Authoritarian mothers',l
'Dependency-fostering and overprotection', and 'Maternal warmth and
love'. Non-verbal abilities, as represented by Spatial, Perceptual and

Numerical abilities tended to relate to 'Planfulness in the home',

'Exposure to rich and ‘variegated visual and kinaesthetic experiences',
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'Self-reliance', 'Adult models', and 'Encouragement of resourcefulness
and initiative‘.a-Finally, school-achievement has been found to relate
to theysame familial psychosocial variables in much the same way as

the vgrbal abilities. Where comparisons had been made within studies,
findings usua%ly point to a stronger link for process variables to

abilities, than for status to abilities. However, most of these find-
ings occurred ip,s;udies on Euro-American children in the preschool or

Nooo-
early schodl petieds, for whom the home and school mutually reinforce

each othe;/in fostering these abilities. - L
In conclusion, there is theoretical justification for the.study of

the relations of familial psychosocial circumstances to ability-factors.

Investigations into the relations of familial psychosocial circumstances =

to ability-factors have delineated groups of familial psychosocial
) . *
varlables which are consistently linked to certain loosely-defined

ability-factots. Though psychometrists have often underscored the part

: plgyed by schooling in fostering ability-factors other than g, studies

to daCErhave'éiven little consideration to the role of vary}ng inter-
play between the home and school.

In tﬁe light of what has-emerged from the preceding review, this
study attempts to establish some elementary common ability-factors

across the-Chinese and Malay groups in Singapore, and to examine how

‘these abilities relate to familial psychosocial ¢ircumstances which

have been ildentified as important correlates of similar abilities for

Euro-American subjects.
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CHAPTER III
DEFINITIONS, THEORETICAL RATIONALE, AND HYPOTHESES

Definitions

The following definitions of terms are presented to indicate their
specific connotations within the context of this study.

Affective variables refer to the emotive-experiential accompani-

ments of parent-child interactional processes that are iikely to affect
the child's inclinations to explore the 'physical, interpersonal, and
ideational aspects of the environment' (Hurley, 1965; p. 19), such as

warmth, hostility and affection.

Process variables represent the more dynamic and purposefui inter-.
N N .

actions between parent and child that bear directly on ‘the cognitive
development of the latter, such as 'Parental Aspirations for Child's

R .
Education', 'Direct Teaching Activities', 'Educational Activities' and

'Encouragement for Activeness'.

Status variables represent the more tangible aspects of the home,

such as family structure, or socioeconomic indicants like parental

. . .
.occupation, amount and quality of modegofappliances, and other similar

+

forms of material wealth.

Psychosocial variables refer to the generic'term which subsumes

the affective, process, and status variables.
Domain refers to a broad representative sample of variables - if
the constituent variables are cognitive tests, then 1t 1s an ability

domain, 1f the constituent variables comprise affective variables, then

37
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it is an affective domain, and so on for the process and status vari- .
' . o -
X ~ 7

ables.
Factor relates to a cluster ;f variables that.emerges from a
factor analysis of a domain of variables. Thus an'abilit§—factor would
be a cluster of cognitive tests résulting from the factoring of a
domain of such tests, and an affective-factor would be a clusger of
affective variables resulting from the factoring-of an affective' domain,
and tﬂe same applies for process and status domains. The sgme £erm in
quotation marks refers to common usage of the word. Thé word abilicy

-

is also used synonymously with ability-factor.

Elementary abilities arelfirst-order factors arisiné from the
fdétsring of a domain of tests, and defiﬁed by two ar more tests measur— .
ing the same specific skill (Hora, 197S5). They'repreqent the elementary
common factors deseribed by Horn (Horn, 1972; p. 498).

Culture refers to the anthropolegical concept of the

.

behaviours as practised by a group of indiviﬁyals.

‘Theoretical Rationale

Studies on group differences in patterning of abilities have shown

_that the same test may not measure the same ability-factor. Ability-

factors underlying the same béttery of tests ﬁay vary across grbups

differing in environmental experiences, such as schooling, socicecon-

omic status, and cultural and gcological backgrounds. With s§?gF} sub-

jects,‘the stability of the elementary common abilityffactofs (Hé{n, .

, _ . o
1972; p. 498) have been relatively established both within Euro-American N

N
\
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cultures and across ‘other cultural milieus. -

., Taking cognizance of the above features of.tests and ability-

_factors, this study is organized in terms of two'pdrpoées?

1. a) to inveétigate the patterns in a domdin of schocl-related
; .

ability-factors atross two samples of Singapore Chlnese and

I

._ Malay l4-year-old male pupils and b), ¢), d) to simifarﬁfh
examine factor patterns in affcgtive, process, and status
domains of familial circumstances; and

2. to examine the relation of the ability—factors to familial

"\ﬁ\kpsychosocial circumstances with particular reference to

those which have been consistently identifidd as important

correlates of the abilitie;\inéﬁufglAmerican context.

H

The main aim undérlying purpose 2 1s to tes&‘the generalizability of
™ . .

Eupo¥Ameiican trends in findings on the Eklation of familial psycho-

. |
social} circumstances to abilities, to othex cultural groups for whom

the interplay between the home and school in fostering these abilities

varies from ﬁuro—Amefican cultures.
/ Sgﬁe of the studies cited in the foregoing revieﬁ‘(Filella, 1960;
Dockrell, 1966; Vernon, 1969), and the arguments presented in Chapter I
suggest that differences in.schooling,‘social class membership and
varying interplay between the home and school may regult in various

‘patterns' of relationships betwgen ﬁamiliai psychosocial circumstances

and abilities. To ascertain that group differences on the relation of

' familial psychosoclal circumstances to abilities reflect only varia-

tions due to interplay between the home and school, the subjects~for

.
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this study were drawn from the Singapore Chinese and Malay pupils with

gimilar educational
the interplay betwee
the following direct
American subjects in
role, while for Euro

role. Among the Chin

exposure and socioceconomic class. Variations in

n the home'and achool for these groups exist along

ions. Members of both groups differ from Euro-
that for them schooling pléys a compensatory

zAmerican subjects schooling plays a reinforcing

ese and Malay samples, varlation occurs to the

extent that schooling effects can offgset the effects of the home in

that the Chinese pup

\ ing because of tradi
fease habits of pe

Malay pupll with his

indifferent to schoo

{1 would tend to respond more positively to school-
tional respect for intellectual stri#ings. the
reistence in work, and strong motivation, while the
easy golng outlook on life in general may be

ling (Hunter, 1966; Wilson, 1967). This difference

between the two groups in thelr response to gchooling 18 reflected in

the fact that in spi

te of equal educational facilities and opportuni- "

ties, the Chinese subjects appear to be better school-achlevers.

In keeping with the first purpose of this study an ability domain

is to ‘be concelved o

comprising the more

f as a broad representative sample of abilities

stable elementary commonﬁability—factors (Royce,

1973; p. 314) and which are closely assoclated with measures of intelli-

gence (Horn, 1972; p

,483) and the three most important subjects in the

Singapore school curriculum, nampely, Reading, Mathematics and Science.

Consistent findings
factors (Hakstian &

composition of such

on the stability of glementary common ability-
Cattell, 1974; Horm, 1975) indicate that the

an ability domain could be reproduced from an input

]
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battery of carefully selected tests. Thus the input elementary ability-
factors for this study represent the Verbal Reasoning, Induction, Number
Facility, Space + Visualization, Flexibility of Closure, Speed of
Clogure, and School—achievement abilities.

EurotAmerican research has shown that abilities may relate to
familial psychosocial circumstances in three domains characterized by
affective, process, and status variables. However, the trend in find-
ings has been in the direction of a stronger link between the process
domain and abilities. Because the school also plays a part in foste;-
ing these abilities, it is possible that the relation of familial
psychosoclal circumstances to abilities would depend on the relative
contribution of the home and the school in fééhioning these abilities.

It is apparent that of the three domains of familial psychoso-

_'cial Qariablesfthe process domain matches the teaching processes in

schoél,and heﬁce are more susgeptible to counter-balancing effeét§ of
schooling. Conside;ed from this point of view, in cultures where _
schooling plays a dominant rolé in enhancing the development of these
abilities, the link between the process domain and school-related
ability—féctors may not be as strong as has been demonstrated with Euro-
American subjects for whom the home and the school are reinforcing
institutions. Justification for the more probable stronger link between
abilities and the status domain or affective domain, in cultures where
schooliné pléys a compensatory role, has been alluded to in Chapter I.

In the light of the above discussions the factors underiying the |
-

selected ébility, affective, process, and status domains, in this study
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are to be investigated for the Chinese and Malay groups separately.

The relations of the generated common ability-factors are then to be
examineq with refer?nce to the factors underlying the affective, pro-
cess, and status variables, which are being described under instrumen= .

tation.

Hypotheées 3

Within-ability Domain. The stability of elementary common ability

factors ﬁave been well—establisﬁed with Euro-American subjects and non-
Euro—American subjects who have been exposed to comparable Euro-American
educational treatment and acculturation. The Chinese and Malay samples
in this study are of comparable social backgrounds and have been
inducted into a uniform system of Euro-American15volved—type of school-
ing. It is likely that they will exhibit similar abiliry patterns and
the nature of the aﬁility—factors will be similar to the input ability-
factprs which have been selected on the Basis of Euro-American
definitional norms. To test the reproducibility of‘these Euro-American

—;’/:kbilicy—factors in the Chinese and Malay ability patterns, the follow-

[}

ing hypothesis 1is proposed for examination.

1. The emergent first-order ability-factors in both the
»,

Chinese and Malay ability patterns will résemble the
input elémentary ability—factérs. |
The Chinese pupil because of his strong motiﬁ?f}on to achieve
school success and traditional habitual diligence, tenés to stretch his
school-achievement further to his capacities than would his more easy

going Malay counterpart. In terms of Ferguson's theoretical viewpoint
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dn the differéﬁfiation of ability-factorss the School-achievement
factor in the Chinese ability pattern will exhibit sharper differen-
tiation from the other within-Chinese ability—factoré than the Malay
School—acﬁievement facter will in the Malay ability pattern. To test
this, the following hypothesis is presented for investigation.
-
2. The Chinese Schéol-achievement factor will exhibit
sharper differentiation from all the other abiiity- .
factors in the within-Chinese-pattern than the
Malay School—acﬁievement factor will in ﬁhe within-

Malay-pattern.

Within-psychosocial Domains. Many of the studies covered in this

‘review have shown the tendency of some familial psychosocial variables

!
8
to operate differently in different social groups because of differences

in deep-seated social values and attitudes. It is likely that because
of the Chinese and Malays' socio-cultural historical differences the
same phenomenon may exist among the famildal psychosocial variables

across these two ethnic groups. To{iest whether this may be the case,

A
" the following hypothesis is proposed for study.

«

3. The variables within each of the three psychosocial
domains will pattern differently-in the Chinese and
Malay samples.l From the information avallable, how-
ever, there seems to be little basis on which to

predict specifically how the patterns may differ.

- Between hbillty Domain and Each Psychosocial Domain. Relative to

the status domain, the process domain has been consistently shown to
N
.ﬂ



exhibit a stronger linkage with abilities in Euro-American setting.
Arguments haﬁé'beén presented in the preceding diécussions that for
8roups where schooling plays a relatively compensatory role in
fashioning the abilities, the same characteristic of the process
variables may not show out in the relation of familial psychosocial
,circumstances to abilities. To examine whether there is empirical
validity forlsuch arguments the following hypothesis is advanced.
4. Relative to the affective and status domains,
the process domain will_exhibit a stronger link
with the Verbal Reasoning and Schocl-achievement

factors if hypothesis 1 holds.

A
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CHAPTER IV .

SAMPLES AND SAMPLING e

\
Samples

The two major ethnic groups in Singapore, of Chinese and Malay
origins, having been brought under a uniform system of Euro-American-

evolved type of schooling, served as subjects for this study.

Family structure and socialization 'patt; as they pertain to

these subjects differ_considerably from Euro-AmerI®™an norms. Most
Singapore famlilies comprise, in addition to the Eugo—American nuclear
family, older relatives who contribute not only to the material wealth
of tﬁe family but also provide some kind of compensatory or complemen-
tary parental functions which canAbalance out the %n;dequate parental
care that would exist in large nuclear families. Furthermore, the
eldest child or other older children very often gave‘to share the
parental responsibility of looking after the younger siblings while the

youngest child is usually showered with all the brotherly and sisterly

affection:and encouragement in addition to those of the parents.

" Parents who come from the lower occupational status group themselves,

way have some relatives or older children with considerably higher
educational level and occupational status. Such mémbers in the family
may act as some sort of identity figure to the child and hence exert
gome influence on him. Thus, the Singapore Chinese or Malay child's
'pattern’' of family—iﬁteractions is diffused and distributed among this

wide circle of family members, unlike that of his Euro-American cownter—
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part, whose family-interactions .tend t6 centre around the nuclear
family unit.

Considerable differences existed in the ecology and culture of
these two ethnic groups in pre-independent Singapore days. The Chinese
by virtue of their more urban-centred occupations such as commerce, the
professions and retail trades had an urban-oriented culture. Their
values and habits were more urban-oriented than their Malay counter-
parts. The latter's common occupations were fishing, gardening, the
police force and marine-related works, such as sallors or seamen. The
nature of these occupations led the Malays to move to the 'rural' parts
of Singapore or the neighbouring small islands. They lived in kampongs

which consisted of clusters of varying numbers of wooden bungalow
A

houses, where Malay families related through kinships lived. Most

Malay social activities were transacted within each kampong community.
The Malay child's vision of the world lay within the confines of this
community. In this respeﬁt it is ;ecognizable that the Malay child
would‘tend to have a rural-oriented vista as against the city-oriented
vigsta of his Chinese coungerparts. Few Malay children attended formal
schooling, the majority of them just received some religious instruc-
tion in Islam (the Malay religion) at a"nearby religious school or at
the éesldence of a guru (Malay term for a teacher) who usually resided
within the same kampong.

Nearly every Malay is a Muslim (a believer in Islam). To the
ﬁalays, Islam and the study of it is an "integral part of the life and

being of a Malhy" (Wilson, 1967; p. 64). The daily lives of the Malays

»
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are to a larpge extent sanctioned by the teachings of Islam. In contrast
the Chinese takes an eclectic approach to life in general. Thus, the
Chinese are not réstricted to any religion and regardless of their
religious érientations, thedir realizqtion of the economic value of an
English education during the colon%?l era had lea them to avail them-
selves of the educational facilities provided by the Christian missions.
In contrast, the strong hold of Islam on the Malays led them to sta§
away from formal schooling which they viewed as a threat to their
religion because of its affinity to Christianity.

The character of child upbring@ng among these two ethnic groups
presented another dimension of cultural contrast. Chinese children’

were brought up strictly to respect parental or adult control. The

CHinese haq very strong traditiénal family relationships. Within each

‘ /
family, younger siblings had to demonstrate some respect to older sib-

lings by-addressing them by their proper older sibling terms and not

their personal names.' Older siblings in turn are expected to protect

their younger sibs and to‘yield to them in quarfels over playthiﬁgs.

"In addition it was the responsibility of older sibs to set a good

example for younger members of the family. At a very young age the
child was made to understané that adult cqntrol is an expression of
their concern for him and he should appreciate it. Within this strong
system of coﬁtroi, the Chinese child imﬁibed‘Chinese traditional habits
of frugality, persistence in w;rk, and esteem for education from their

aﬁuit exemplars tlirough observation and imitation with very little

vetbalization. Intérdependence among family members was very strong
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and it was the respénsibility of every family member to uphold the
family image. Thus, a child whoée parents or older siblings had
achieved high educational or occupational status felt it his responsi-
bility to maintain at least that family position and this motivated him
to strive for his best in school.

While the 'patterns' of family relationships and socialization
processes within‘Malay faﬁilies may be somewhat similar to those in
Chinese families, they vary in degrees of control. Malay parents on the
average tended to adopt a more indulgent approach in the upbringing of
their children. In addition the Malays valued the less demanding rural
way of life and consequently had adopted a laissez-faire attitude.to
1ife. Because of this they were more inclined to adopt a rather indif-
ferent attitude to educatién and this was reflected in the upbringing
of their children.

When Singaéore became self-governing in 19635, a new system of
education was evofved, which aimed to provide every Singapore child,
regardless of Yace or religion, with the necessary .skills for articula-
tion with the natiop's develoging industriaelization programs, while at
the same time enabling each ethnic group to preserve its distinctive
cultural heritage. Thus, education in Singapore now is available in
the four official languages of the Republic, namely, Mandarin (the
traditional Chinese official language), English, Malay (also Singapore's
national language}, and Tamil {the mosﬁ common Indian dialect in Sing-
apore). All these four language streams of education follow a common

curriculum. It is compulsory for every Singapore school child to have
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two school languages, with English as the lingua franca though not
necessarily the main medium of instruction. Parents have the option to
select the medium of imstruction for their child. For most Chinese
pupils, the mother tongue is not any of the school languages because
the home language is often one of a number of Chinese dialects, the
spoken versions of which are incomprehensible to a speaker of Mandarin
and vice versa. Most of the Malay pupils on the other hand, have one
of the twe school languages as their home language.

Educational and employment opportunities in general revolve
around the merit criterion. The educational system has an in-built
competitive structure and the selection of candidates for jobs 1s often
linked to their pefformance at the educational level appropriate to the
job requirement. This intimate link between educational-achievement
and economic success makes education highly valued in Singap&re.
Apparently the realization of such a link would raise the aspiration
and achievement motivation levels of the Chinese with their eclectic
outlook on life, more than the Malays with their more laissez-falre
orientation towards life. This is saliently described in the quotation,

" __Chinese came from a soclety where
education 1s esteemed and where the
pressure of competition has been inord-
inately strong. They see clearly the

1ink between formal education and personal
economic success...and the habits of fru-
gality, hard work and unquestioned parental
control drive the Chinese 'pupil to the

1imits of his ability.”
(Hunter, 1966; p. 44)

w
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Sampling .

h

The English-stream Secondary II pupils (equivalenﬁ of grade 8-9),
ages between 13+ and l4+, from the integrated school system of Singa-
pore formed the population from which”samples were drawn. This age
group bas chosen for thelreasons that theory has-indicated that child-
ren at this age level have well-differentiated abilities.and the fact
that within the structure of Singapore‘'s educational system, pupils at
Ehis grade level are sufficiently heterogeneous on méntal abilities..
Added to these is also the fact that thése subj&qgs‘ EhglisﬁlLanguage
proficlency would reduce‘eerrs in test?takiﬁg situations using English
as‘the'meaium of administration.

Four integrated secondary schoolé servicing the children in four
diffe}ent geographical locations on the island of Siﬁéapore were
selected. This was to ascertain that the subjects drawn would be heter-
ogeneous on the psychésocial variables under investigationl The list of
participating schools appears in Appendix IV. The Chinese and Malay
male pupils in the Secondary II English—stream ciasses in these four
schools were tested. Thgworiginal plan was to randomly sample 200 of
these pupils from each ethnic group but this fiscal year's available
numbers in this category of pupils in these foﬁr schools turned out to
be less than this number. Since the-available number of 147, for the
Chinese and 190 for the Malays, each relative to the number of selected
instruments used fell within the commonly accepted range of 2:1 to 5:1

for the ratio of number of subjects to number of tests for factorial

studies (Cattell, 1966; p. 236-237), it was decided to use these avail-



able sample sizes for the two groups. Heavy time constraints and the
need to arrive at a workable testing schedule with minimum disruption
of important school lessons, did not permit the more ideal sampling
alternatives. Table 1 shows the descriptive data of the two samples.
The restriction to male pupils was for these reasons: - 1) get-

ting results that could be compared with Euro-American data, 2) to
resolve the problem df interpretation on the uncertainty over sex
differences in mental abilities as a result of new evidence found in
recent studies carried out with non-Euro-American groups (MacArthur,
1974b), and 3) this guiding statement by Vernon,

"Cause-effect relationehips are on the

whole more straightforward in the male

sex. Girls seem to react more to the

Immediate social situation, hence it /

is more difficult to trace their present

behaviour back to past experience."
(1969; p. 8)

P}
e

TABLE 1. DESCRIPTIVE DATA OF
_ CHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES

Ethnic Group ‘ Chinese Maleys
Number of Subjects 147 190

Sex Male Male-
Type of School Integrated Integrated
Number of years in Scheol T 7+ 7+

Mean Age ' - 13 yrs. 8 mths. 13 yrs. 10 mths.

Raven Progressive Matrices Mean '

Score (5.D.) 47.90 (5.11) "41.51 (8.49)
. Father's Occupation, Mean (5.D.) 3.63 (1.33) 3.20 (1.09)

Father's Education, Mean (S.D.) 2.35 (0.83) 2,39 (0.92)
Mother's Occupation, Mean (S.D.) 1.21 (0.57) 1.16 §0.55)
Mother's Education, Mean (S.D.) L.67 (0.92) 1.46 (0.79)

Material Wealth, Mean (S.D.) 3.89 (1.44) 3.49 (1.21)



CHAPTER V '
INSTRUMENTATION AND PILOT TESTING

It was decided to collect data on the psychosocial/variables from
the subjects themselves in contrast to the usual method of getting

information from the mothers. This was considered a legitimate way for

the reason that essentlial consideration must be accorded to the vital

\
A}

role of the child's perspective because it 1s his interpretation of the
attribution of intent that would have an impact on his cognition. An
additional support for this approach was the subjects' capability to
give reliable responses to the questions in éhe context of the mechanics
of administration.

Instrumentation

An abuﬁdance of empirical evidence existed for supporting the
selection of valid familial psychosoclal variables that are important
for cognitive develoPﬁent in Euro-American settings, but there is
scarcity of empirical reference materials in this domain for the cult-
ural backgrounds of the subjects in thI; study. However, an exaﬁination
of the conceptual rationale in Euro~American studies (¢cf test rationale,
‘Schwarz & Krug, 1872) for the selection of importent psychosocial
variables in infiuencing pa;ticular ab%ilities, showed that similar basic
constructs of the kinds iden?ified in Euro-American familial environ-
ménts do prevail in the home environments of the subjecta in tﬁIErstudy.

For the purpose of investigating whether evidence of these Euro-

American constructs in the home environments of the present subjects
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would exhibit similar trends of relationship with school-related skills,

the following psychosocial variables within each domain of affective, .

i

process, and status variables were selected.

Affective Domain. Research and theory in child development have

indicated that parental behaviours'(more commonly maternal) in child-

rearing can arouse feelings in the child in a way tﬁat would influence

.his cognitive development, as hes been discussed in the preceding

review. An examination of Fhe typee of parental behaviours that have o
been studied in relation to abllities (e.g. ‘those cited in the review)u
showed that these were generally compatible with the 18 discrete com-
ponents of pdrental behaviour sampled in the revised version ef
Scheefer's Children's Reports of Rarental Behaviour Inventory (CRPBI)
(Schaefer, 1965). This revised version of the CRPBI was 'developed
from item and factor analyses of the initial version' (Rensop et al,
1965; P- 2). Each of the 18 discrete components of parental=beﬁﬂviour
(scales of the CgPBI)’I; described by either 8:qr 16 items, selected

on the basis of high predicted item variabiiity, high predicted item=-
scale correlation, epplicability of the item to both materna{“and
paternal behaviour, and results of factor loadings on the isolated
factors. Internaleconsﬁstency reliabilities for the scales ranged from
.55 to .86, using normal boys as subjects. The items are statements
describing 'concrete, specific, and easily observable parent behaviours
In answering the statements, the subject has to read each of them QE a

\
time and then indicate whether it is Like, Somewhat Like, or Not Like™

his parents' behaviour by .circling the appropriate one. Items are
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scored with Like having a score of 3, Scmewhat Like 2, and Not Like 1.
There are separate but identical forms for mother and father. Schaefer
(op cit) had isolated three factors of Acceptance vs Rejection, Psycho-
logical Control, and Lax vs Firm Control underlying the 18 scales of

the CRPBI using American subjeéts. Renson (cited in Renson et al, op
cit) had adminisﬁered a translated French form of the CRPBIL ﬁo 182.
French-speaking (Walloon) public high school éEﬁ&;nts in Belgium and -
ébtaiﬁed three equivalent factors, using the judgmeggal criterion of
high sqale loadings. Renson's findings suggest that there may be cross-
culturdl, validity for the CRPBI.

, .
The CRPBI components of parental behaviour were also found to

. ¥
represent a comprehensive sample of characteristic behaviours of Sing-

apore parents in the upbringing of their children. The method of

. assessing these components through children's report of retrospective

perception of specific parental behaviours matched this study's

“approach of assessing psychosocial variables from the child's attribu-

“* tion of intent. Both these considerations led to the selection of the

o

' 2
CRPBI scaliifdfagg%ent behaviour as affective variables for this study.

These scaﬂ;s (Appendix III shows their item descriptions) together with
their expected underlying factors are presented for reference here:

Factors Affective Variables (CRPBI Scales)
1) Acceptance vs Rejection 1.1 'Acceptance'of Individuation ‘
| 1.2 Acceptance n
1.3 éositive Involvement a
1.4 Childcentredness
1.5 Pogsessiveness

1.6 Intrusiveness .

>
¥



-

2) Psychological Control . 2.1 Control through guilt
2.2 Hostile control
2.3 Control through instilling

persistent anxiety
M

2.4 Control through withdrawal of
relationships

2.5 Rejection
2.6 Hostilé detachment
3) Lax vs Firm Control ~ 3.1 Inconsistent discipline
- 3.2 Nonenforcement
3.3 Extreme autonomy
3.4 Lax discipline
& 3.5 Control

3.6 Enforcement

Process Domain. The identification of these variables followed

the Chicago methodology (Wolf, 1964b). The variables were arrived at

tﬁrough a comparative’study of items in the Dyer (1967), Mosychuk ‘(a
(196%), Marjoribanks (1970), and MacArthur (personal communication)

intérview schedules, anq guidance from developmental psychology.  The

list included the first'six‘of Marjoribank's press variables and two of
MacArthur's process variables, interpreted in terms of local descrip-

tive charactefistics[ Beiow is the list of variable names, followed by

-
their corresponding environmental characteristics:

Process Varilables Characteristics

1) Press for School-achievement 1.1 Parental aspirations fo: the
education of the child.

1.2 Preparation and planning'for
child's education

» 1.3 Parental interest in child's
educational progress

o —
-



2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Press

Press

Press

Press

Press

Model

for Activeness

for Intellectuality

for Indébendence

fer English

for Ethlanguage

Identification

Planfulness in Family

L

2.1
2.2
2.3
3.1

3.2

3.3
4.1

4.2
5.1

5.2
6.1
6.2
7.1
7.2

7.3

8.1

8.2

8.3

Extent and content of indoor
activities

Extent and content of outdoor
activities '

Extent and purpose of the use
of T.V. and other media

Number of thought provoking
activities engaged in by child

Opportunities made available
for thought provoking discuss-
ions and thinking

Use of books, periodicals and
other related literature

Freedom and encouragement to
explore the environment

Stress on early independence

Language usage and reinforce-
ment

»

Opportunities available for

- language usage

Ethlanguage usage and reinforce-
ment

Opportunities available for
ethlarfguage usage .

Identification with ﬁodels who
have successful careers

Identification with models with
high educational achievements

Identification with models for
their extensive knowledge

Planning in major family duties

Punctuality in carrying out
plans S

Delayed gratification

Status Domain. The variables in this domain included those which

have been consistently identified as correlates of abilities in Euro-

American culture as well as the local variables which are closely
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associated with these (see Sectlon on Samples).

Status Variables - 1) Family size
' 2) Family structure
3) Father's occupation /
4) Father's education
< 5) Mother's occupation
6) Mother's educatidnm

o 7) Home induction to school instructional
- languages

8) Type of house
9) Material wealth in the home
10) Education of siblings

11) Educational level of highest wage
earner, not parents '

12) Occupational status of highest wage
earner, not parents

A semi-structured questionnaire named Home Environment Question-
naire (HEQ) was developed to obtain data on the process and status
variables.

Pilot Testing

K

)
A pilot testing on the HEQ and the revised version of the

Schaefer CRPBI was carried out with a sample of subjects equivalent to.
those who were to be subjects for the final study. To minimize the
test—taking dema;ds on the subjects and in keeping with Euro-American
trendé in using materhal data, it was decided to ;IIBE‘test on the

mother form of the revised version of the Schaefer CRPBI. . Pilot test-~

ing was carried out with pupils in schools other than the four selected

for the main study (Appendix IV). The instruments were administered by
B
the writer personally to the subjects in theilr classrooms, class by

e
class (each class size averaging 35). This metﬁ%&\w&s adopted in all
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the testing sessions for two reasons, 1) to minimize the inconvenience
to teachers and the disruption of lessons, and hence establish good
rapport with school administrators, and 2) better pupil cooperation
could be achieved when pupils saw that everyone in the class was
invqlved. In total, 180 puplls were tested.

Treatment of HEQ pillot data. The pilot data were examined to

detect any ambiguity in the phraseologies of guestions and alternative
responses provided. This was done in the light of cues resulting from
the questions subjects raised during the HEQ-taking sessions. As a
result of this analysis, slight.changes were made in the starting lists
of proce;s varigbles and status variables, and some of the questions in
the original version of the HEG. The final fo;m given to the actual
subjects in the main study appears under Appendix 1.

In the case of questions (22-65) og the process variables, those

having 'Other Answer' responses were included for sorting out the data

into more general categories like the response categories for each

item in the Rating Scale (Appendix II). After this categorization had
been done, a set of items togethér with their correSpénding response
categories belénging to two of the variables (all the status variables
were given as‘dnelsét) were glven to a different group of three teacher-
judges each. The judges were told to rate the response categories to
each item or combina;ions of sub-items (re Rating Scale, Appendix II)

on a 7-point sca}e in terms pf their relationship to school-achieve-
ment. The writer alsc rated these response categopies independently

before obtaining the returns from the judges. The Rating Scale
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(Appendix II) was developed out of the average ratings (rounded to the
next highest infeger) of the judges on each of the respohse categories.
There was almost perfect judges' agreement on the ratings of the
response categories to the status questions for the 'Planfulness in the
Family' and 'Hodelildentification' process variables. In the case of
the response categories to the 'Press for School-achievement', 'Press
for Activeness', 'Press for Intellectuality', 'Press for Independence',
and 'Press for English' process vaFiables, the reliability of judges’
ratings was not that evident. To check on this, the re;iaﬁility of
rating on the response categories by the judges was estim;ted separately

for each of these five variables, using the one-factor analysis of

)yariance for repeated measures, the formula of which is:

K8’
' -
Reliability of judges’' rating, '.r:_1 THRD’ j
- 1
where g = MSbet response categorles - mMSw response categories

mkHSw response categoriles

and k = pnumber of judges, n = no. of response categories .
n(k-1)

B = n(k-1)-2
(Winer, 1971; p. 288)

The values of T, for each of these vqriables are shown in Table 1,

3
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RELIABILITY OF JUDGES' RATINGS 3
ON FIVE PROCESS VARIABLES

Process Variables Reliability
Press for School-achievement ' .95
Press for Activeness .96 :
Press for Intellectuality . .93
Press for Independence A .90
Press for English .90

To check on the reliability of the whole HEQ instrument, a random

sample of 40 subjects was selected from the subjects who took the
/

instrumént and r was computed on the responses of these 40 cases using

the same design as above but the terms were interpreted as:
R '
8 = MSp.+ persons - mMS,, persons

mkMS,, persons
k = number of items

n = no. of people
(Winer, 1971; p. 284-287)
The value for the reliability of the items, r was found to be .87 in

this case. 'Thus HEQ was found to have satisfactory reliability of

measurement.

Treatment of:CRPBI {(Mother Form) Data. This piloting exercise
was done ;o obtain some preliminary feel on the'éubjects‘ reactions to
the phraseology and format of the instrument. The other purpose of
this pilbting was to enable the writer to arrive at an appropriate way
of administering the instrument to subjects in the main studf. From

-

the -experience gained in this piloting it was confirmed that the
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original plan to rgad out ecach statement and let the subjects follow

_sileﬁ;ly was a better approach than the Schaefer method of allowing

them to read on their own. Thus this was made the standard adminiscra-
tive procedure for the subjects in the main study. No change was made
in the items as a result of information obtained during the CRPBI-

taking sessiomns.



CHAPTER V1

PSYCHOSOCIAL MEASURES, ABILITY MEASURES
AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

Measures in the Psychosocial Varilable Domains

Arising from the pilot data analyses, these psychosocial variables

were finally included in each of the three domains of affective, process

and status variables. The HEQ

question number(s) corresponding to each

process variable and status variable are glven beside each variable in

brackets below while the CRPBI {items describing each of the affective

variables are given 1{in Appendix III,

Affective Domain -~ 1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)
9

10)

11)
12)
) 13)
14)
15)

16)

17)
18)

H

Acceptance of individuation
Acceptance

Positive involvement
Childcentredness
Possessiveness
Intrusiveness

Control through guilt
Hostile control

Control through instilling persistent
anxiety

Control through withdrawal of
relationships

Rejection

Hostile detachment
Inconsistent discipline
Nonenforcement

Extreme autonomy

Lax discipline

Control

Enfofcement
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Process Domain - 1)
' 2)

3

4)

5)

6)

7)

Status Domain - 1)
. 2

\ “

4)

5)

6)

7Y

8)
9)
10)

11)

Measures in the Ability Domain

Press for School;achiévement (Q22-29)
Press for Activeness (Q30-35)

Press for Intellectuality (Q36-41)
Press for Independence (Q42-48)

Model Identification (Q49-52)
Planfulness in Family (Q53-58)

Press for English (Q59-65)

Number of Siblings (Q1-2)
Father's Occupation (Q3)
Father's Education (Q4)

"Mother's Occupation (Q5)

Mother's Education (Q6)

Home Induction to School‘Instructional

'Languages (Q7)

Type of House (Q8-11)
Material Wealth (Q12-18)
Highest Educational Level of Sibling (Q19)

Educational Level of Highest Wage
Farner, Not Parents (Q20-21)

Occupational Status of Highest Wage
Earner, Not Parents (Q20-21)

Following the theoretical rationale discussed in Chapter 1II, &

- battery of tests was selected to define the predicted ability-factors

»on the basis of Euro-American data. Other criteria that gulded the

selection of these tests in the ability domain were: 1) the available

published tests on these skills should meet the constraints of the test-

ing mechanics, in this instance, they had to be group administered,

2) the attributes of the subjects in this study, such as their age,

grade level and proficiency in English, and 3) tests thaﬁ had already

been tested with the Singapore school population, as in the case of
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AH4, Raven's Standard Progressive Matrices, and Cube Comparisons Test.
The school-achievement tests were selected-in consultation with teach-
ers who were knowledgeable in these school subjectsiand who had taugbg»‘
these grade fevels in Singapore.

The tests together with their psychometric properties (whenever
available} are briefly described below. Sample items of these tests
appear in Appendix IX. The first 12 ;csts come Eroy the French, Ekstrom,
and Price (FEP)Kit of Refereﬁce Tests for Cognitive Factors (1963).
French et al prcparea this kit of selected tests to measure tﬁe 24
elementary ability-factors (by the definition of this study), which
they inferred from their extensive review of 124 studies (French et al;
1963) to be relatively established. N

1. Hidden Figures Test - This is one of the FEP kit tests, defining

_ I
the factor Flexibility of Closure (Cf). It is a modification of

' Thurstone's original Gottschaldt Figures Test. It requires the subject

to decide which of 5 geometrical figures is embedded in a complex
pattern. The total test-taking time is 20 minutes, a time of 10 min-
utes for each of 2 parts.

2. Hidden Patterns Test — This is anothar FEP kit test and belongs to

the same factor as the above test. It requires the subject to mark the
outline of a givén configuration in the 10 given geometrical 'patterns’
in each iLem whenever the configuration occurs. The test consiats.of 2
parts, each requiring a test-taking time of 2 minutes.

3. Gestalt Completion Test - This is a FEP reference test for the

factor, Speed of Closure (Cs). The test .requires the subject to write

. 64
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o
down the names of objects given in the form of disjointed drawings.

Total test-taking time is 6 minutes, i.e. 3 minutes for each of the 2
parts.

4. Concealed Words Test ~ This test defines the same factor as test 3

above in the FEP kit. In this test words are given with disjointed -
letters. The subject's task is to write out the full words. Total
test-taking time is 6 minutes, 1.e. 3 minutes for each of two pafts.

5. Letter Sets Test - This is a FEP reference test for the Induction

(I) factor. It consists of items, each having 5 sets of 4 ;ecters.
The'subjeét's task is to find the rule which relates 4 of the sets and
mark the odd one in the fifth set. The test consists of 2 parts; each
part being given a test-taking time of 7 minutes.

*,

6. Figure Classification -~ This test belongs to the same FEP factor as

test 5. Each of its items consists of 2 rows, the first of which pre-

sents 2 or 3 groups of geometrical figures which are alike according to

some rules to be discovered by the subject; The second row of the item kﬁ\
consists of another set of.geometrical figures for the subject to
assign to eqch of the groups in row 1 according to the discovered rule. ' 1/
The test conslsts of 2 parts, each p;rt requiring a test-taking time of

8 minutes. €

S .

7. Addition Test - This 1s one of the reference tests for the FEP

factor, Number Facility (N). It is a speeded test of addition of sets
of three l- or 2-digit numbers. It has 2 parts, each requiring a test- e

_‘taﬁing_time of 2 minutes.

8. Division Test - This test describes Fhe same FEP factor as test 7.



It measures the subject's speed and accuracy in dividing 2- or 3-digit
numbers by single digit numbers. -The test has 2 parts, each part .
' “taking 2 minutes.

t

9. Subtraction & Multiplication Test - This algo defines the same

factor as tegts 7 and 8. . It measuges the subject's speed and. accuracy
in alternate%y subtracting 2~digit numbers from 2-digit numbers and . -
multiplying 2-digit numbers by single digit numbers. The test has 2 (

1 '
parts, each requiring 2 minutes of test-tdking time.

' 10. qCard Rotation Test - This is a reference test for the FEP factor, v

. Spatial Orientation (S).. Each of its 1cgms consists of-a drawing of an

irregularly shaped card on the lef

a vertical line and 8 other

irregularly shaped cards on the fight of\ the same line. The sﬁbject'a"‘:i

~

. R
task is to identify which of the 8 cards is the 2 fferent from 7

the reference bard on the left side of the vertical line. The total

- . : ! 4
test-taking time is 8 minutes for 2 parts, with 4 minutes for each part. -

11.  Cube Comparisons Test - This test also belongs to the FEP kit and
describes the same factor as test 10. Each of.its test item consists
Ay of 2 drawings of a cube, the faces of which are marked by differept
capital letters. The subject is required to indicate whether the draw-
ings'in each item are of the same or different cube(s). ToFal test-
taking time for thé 2 parts of thentést 1s 6 minutes, with 3 minutes
for each part. ' _ - -

12. Form Board Test - This test defines the Visualization factor (Vz)

>

in the FEP Kit. &zh of its test items consists of 5 shaded drawings

of 2-D geometrical Forms, some or .all of which when put togethef can -




t,

* . in the test manual were all less than 100 in size and were drawn from
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form a given 2-D geometrical figure which is either a square,. a triangle;

a hexagon, or a cross. The subject's task is t[ indicate which of the

drawings when fitted together will form the outlline of the given geomet- .

rical figure. The test has two parts, each part requiring a test- -

taking time of 8 minutes.
'y
The above 12 tests from the French et al Kit of Reference Tests

e
ve

for Cognitive Factors:-{op cit) ha nq\i?formation on the psychometric

'prOperties such as reliability, norming, and validity for these reasons:

"Such information has not been
included because these tests are
suggested for the single purpose of
factorial research. It may be
expected that the use of these tests v

will ordinarily cause the named fac- - \\
tors to appear." . ' N
(French et al, 1963; p. 2) - AN

13. Group Embedded Figures Test - This is one of the Witkin instruments
- N L]
for assessing the field-dependencetindependence style of cogni;ive

fuhctfoning. This test requires the subject to find a given éimple form
. - ,,f .
which is hidden in an obscure mantier within a complex pattern. The test
- . ) - . -

prevents the subject from seeing the refefepcé simple form from the com-

plex pattern simultaneously by having the whole set of 8 reference

sifiple forms printed at the back oiﬁﬁbé test booklet, to which the sub-

ject may turn as,éfequént1§ as hé likes. The ﬁbrmétive=samp1e§ reportgg

- . X

_undergraduates. However, in this writer's opinion?(based on testing

experience with Singapore pupi£;?§ the subjects for this present study -

. e :
" would havé*nQ‘&ifficﬁlfy in ;0piﬁg qIEH/the test Ekéms. Based on under-

graduate subjects, the reported Spearman-Brown corrected correlation

Y

[N

P



I
begween the‘two halves of the test was .82 for both sexes. Validity
coefficienss obtained with other measures of the Witkin battery as

criterion variables showed that it correlated highest with the Individ-

val Embedded Figures Test and least, with the Portable Rod and Frame

e

Test, and moderatgly with the Witkir ABC test of body articulation for

-

both sexes.
‘\ ' .
l4. Raven Standard Progressive Matrices Test - This is a test which

" has been claimed to have a high g loading. It consists of a eeries of
60 items, perceptually presented. These 60 problems ere classified
‘1nto 5 sets of 12 each, named Set A, Set B, ....Set E in order of . pro-
gressrve complexity. . Each set begins with a very simple problem,
intended to be self-evident and to introduce the theme developed in it.
The themes employed in the whole test, arranged iﬁ‘order‘of increasing
complexiry are A) ContinuouslPatterns, ﬁ) Analogies Between fairs of
Figures, ) Progressive Alterations of Pattégrs, D) Permutations of

Figures, and E) Resolution of Figures into Constituent Parts. Each

problem requires the testee to ideptify the 1ogica1 relations between

Y

an rncomblete matrix or pattern .of 2-dimensional geemetrieal_figures o

and then to select from a set-of § or 8 figures that which would com-

_plete the matrix according to these relations. R

It has peen used extensively fn crogs-cultural studies and'has
been tested with éingepore'samples-for its adaptability for use with
Singapore‘school pOpuletion. The normative results from a sample of

12,600 secondary school pupils from 39 secondary schools in Singapore

"(Bhua,‘l97l) led the investigator to conclude that the test could be

-
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used with the Singapore school population without any adverse cultural
disadvantage. The manuallreported a test-retest reliability varying

with age, the range of variation being .83-.93. Vernon (1961) in his

study with 640 army recruits reported a K-R Formula 20 reliability of

LY

B . .

.jz) and Banks and Sinha obtained a similar reliability of .91 in a

sridy with 310 children in the age range of 8-13 years. A K-R formula.

20 reliability of .88 had been obtained with Singapore subjects {Phua,
. 3

op cit). The test panual also reported a validity coefficient of .86,

using the Terman—Binet test as criterion.

-

Because each set 1f the test measures a different specific skill,

A

and this specificity is quite compatible with the taské in each test of |

the French et al kit, 1t.was decided to treat each set separately as a

discrete test in the test battery for factor analys#s.

*

15. AH4 - This is.a British ommibus test of general intelligence which
. i . . - .-

the manual claims to be suitable for all children ovér 10 years of age.

It consists of 2 parts, each part having 65 items and a test-taking
time of 10 minutes.
Part I of the test has a verbal and nuﬁerical bias and measures 6

types of principles, namely, Directions, Verbal Opposites, Numerical

*

1]
Series, Verbal Analogies, Simple Arithmetie @omputation, and Synonyms.

Part Il has a diagrammatic bias and includes ‘these five principles -

Analogies, Sames, Subtractlons, Series and Superimpositions.

{
The subject is first introduced to the conventions of the quest-

ions ar specificity of answers to éach part through a practice exercise

. . : N
on the preliminary examplesrgiven, before he begins on the actual

t
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questions in each part.

The manual reported a test-retest consistency for diffe;ent
groups of subjects to be gene%ally over .90. The test Eorrelated .65
with Raven Standard Progressive'MAtrices (1938) Qhen carried out on
Bfitish naval entrants. The manual claimed that test results generally
showed signlficant agreement at the .005 level wi;h examination results
df Brf;}ég\ﬁfhool children and University students. This test had also
been tried out on another sample of Singapore secondary .school pupils
and the results thougﬁ unreported, compared favourably with the norm-
ative data reported in the test manuai.

For the same reasons stated in the Raven's Progressive Matrices
test, each of the individual principles in AH4 was treated as an -inde-

pendent test variable in the test domain.

" Achievement Tests - Tests for the three important subjects in the Singa-

pore school curriculum were selected. They were the STEP tests level
4A in Reading, Mathematics and Science. This level represents the

lowest difficulty level in a series of 4 levels, with each 1e§el having
. R .

-alternate forms A and B. nual reported that level 4 is suitable

for American pupils, in the grade range 4-6. However, because of the
e

heavy language content in these tests, and the fact that at the time of

this testing program the Singapore pupils were only at the beginning of

-,their 8th year of schooling, it was consldered more appropriate to use

this level than the higher level 3.

There are some features common among these tests: 1) each test

- comes in-the form of a test booklet having equal number of items in
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each of .2 parts; 2) each part of the test is all;wed 35 minutes and the
booklet may be administered in one or two sessions, depending on the
testipg schadule, 3) the tests were also constructed to function as

power tests, 4) the tests consist of a number of groups of questions,
with all questions in one group relating to the same ;&tuﬁtion, 5) quest-
iong are cast in the multiple-choice form, the subject has to choose the
correct answer trom nmoﬁg four alternatives, and 6) content validity was
emphasized in their development and this was insured through the involve-
ment of well-qualified perseons in test construcdﬁon..

16. Reading &KI- This-:test measures these abilities iﬁ reading compre-
hension*: - 1) to reproduce ideas, 2) to translate iaeas anJ'makg infer-
ences, 3) to analyze author's motivations, 4) to analyze presentation,
and 5) to criticize ldcas presénted. author's purpose and motivation and
the presentation of materials. JEaph test booklet contains 70 multiple-
cholice dﬁestions. divided equally into 2 parts. Its interﬁal“consiat—

ency, estimated throdgh the KR formula 20 and with American Grade 5-

v~ upils, was reported to be .95. The standard error of measurement
PUpi P

3

N

associated with this was 3.45.

; 17. Mathematics 4A - This instrument measure

the following mathematical

concepts*: 1) Number and opcration,A2) Sysbolism, 3) Measurement and

—

L , L'geometry, 4) Function and relation, 5) Proof-deductive and inferential
b reasoning, and 6) Probability and statidgtics. The approximate percent-

age distribution of items involving each of these conepts.are 51, 2,

. a ’
*Sequential Tests of Educational Progress. Manual for}interpreting

scores (Reading, Mathematics and Science). CooperatiG? Test Division,
2

ETS, Princeton, N.J. 1957.: L ’

A
.
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29, 23, 4 and 4 in the same sequence as the concepts presented here.
There are 50 items- equally divided between 2 parts in each test book-
let. Estimate of its internal consistency was reported to be .89
with a standard error of é.OSa This estimation was obtained from
American Grade 5 puﬁils.

18. Science 4A - This contains 60 items, with 30 items in each of 2
parts. The skills tested and the approximate percentage of items (in
brackets), in each skill area are*: 1) to identify and define scien-
tific problems (10%), 2) to guggesf or screen hypotheses {(25%), 3) to
select valid proéedures (17%), 4) to interpret data and draw conclu-—

sions (23%), 5) to evaluate critically claims or statements made by

others (12%), and 6} to reason quantitatively and qualitatively (13X).

" Distribution of questlons among subject areas are as_follows: Bioclogy -

40%, Chemistry - 16%, Physics - 232, Astronomy - 8%, Geclogy - 7%, and

. Meteorology - 6%. No test-retest reliability had been reported but

estimate of internal consistency (KR 20) had been obtained with American
Grade 5 pﬁpiis. This was reported to be .91 with a standard error of
measurement of 3.35.

Test Administration Procedures

>

A testing:f}me;table was worked out with school administrators
concerned, in a way that did not disrupt the important subjéct lessons,
A testing schedule was then'ﬁrawn up as shown in Table 3 to fit this

time-table.

[}

*Sequential Tests of Educational Progress. Manual for interpreting
scores (Reading, Mathematics and Science)., Cooperative Test Division,
.ETS, Princeton, N.J. 1957. i <



TABLE 3

TESTING SCHEDULE

Testing Sessions Instruments Time (mins.)
1 ' Addition 10
Std. Raven Progressive.Matrices untimed
2 Step Reading 4A 90
3 . Hidden Figures 30
_ Division 10
Concealed Words 15
4 * Step Mathematics 4A 90
5 AH4 35
. Form Board ' 25
6 Figure Classification 25
Gestélt Completion 15
gérd Rotation lﬁ
. 9
7 Step Sclence &A 0
— 8 ) Hidden Pattern’ J T~ 15
8 - ' ; : ’
N . Letter Sets \\\\\\ 25
l ' Subtraction + Multiplication . 10
. . . N
9 ' GEFT (Witkin) 20
" CRPBI (Mother Form) untimed
\ ?
L 10 HEQ untimed '
. ) ¢
&ﬂ ‘
- *The Cube Comparisons Tegt scores were obta ned from the Education

Ministry's Examination Officer in charge of the Secondary Il Aptitude

Testing Program, as it is one of the components in the Aptitude Battery
\ . which these pupils had to take soon after this testing program was )
i- completed: .. . Ny

13
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the middle of March to the™end of May, 1975.

Each testing session lasted about an hour, except in the case of the
STEP tests where time allowance for the taking of one test booklet In

one session took 90 minutes. This was not an unusual lengthy test-

taking session for these subjects because the usual test-taking time in

school subject examinations is usually of this duration. Furthermore
a break of 5 minutes w;s allowed for," in between the two parts of the
test. The same schedule was followed for all the pupils in the four
schools tested (list of participating schoals appears in Appehdix V).
The writer carried out the test administrption in class groups,
in the Qupiis‘ own classrooms. Each class averaged 35 pupils.
No teacher was present during the testing session ‘as their presence
might arouse undue anxiety in pupils who tended to suspect this testing
program as part of the Aptitude Testing Exercise conducted by the
Ministry of Education. The administration direcﬁions given in the man-
uals of each test we;efstrictly adhered to. 1In Fhose sesgions where
more than one tesﬁ was adminiétered, an interval of 5 minutes between

tests was allowed. The whole testing program was carried put during
Scoring for the cognitive tests followed the scoring procedures

reported in the respective test manuals but raw scores were used for

converting to normalized scores with a mean of 50 and a standard devia-

tion of 10 withiQ\iiiE’ethnic group. 'This was the standard conversion

scale for all the measures in the four domains.

o
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CHAPTER VII

ANALYSIS I -~ WITHIN-DOMAIN
FACTOR PATTERNS AND HYPOTHESES TESTING

Within-Domain Factor Patterns

 One purpose of the present study was to examine the factor patterns
in the ability domain, affective domain, process domain, and status
domain, defined and described in Chapters V and VI, This within-domain
examination was performed with reference to two major ethnic groups in
Singapore, having contrasting soclo-cultyral histories and learning
similar school skills in a language that i{s not frequently used 1in their
homes. The measures and samples for this purpose have Bcen described in
detail in the preceding chapters. This chapter presents analysis for the
within-domain factor patternings with respect to the Chinese and Malay
samples, and examines how the.emergent factors support the hypotheses

proposed for investigation.

Within-Ability-Domain Factor Patterns

The 32 test measures in the ability domain were scored and con-
verted into normaiized scores with a mean of 50 and standard deviati;;
of 10 for each ethnic sample separately. The raw score means and
standard! deviations on these 32 measures for the Chinese and Malay sam-
ples are)presented in Appendix V. Two correlation matrices, one for
each ethﬂic sample (Appendix VI), were computed from thé respective

sample normalized scores. Using principal axes factor@ng procedures,

and unities in the main diagonal of the correlation matrix, each ethnic

.
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correlation matrix was factor analyzed separately. With reference to
eigen@alue plots in Figure 1 (Cattell, 1966) and the criterion of
eigenvalue grearer than 1 (Harman, 1967; p. 198), nine principal
component factorg were extracted from each ethnic correlation matrix.
These nine factors accounted for 66.34% and 66.91% of the total
varlance for.the Chinese and Malay correlation matrices respectively,
Table 4 presents the elgenvalues and percentage of total variance

accounted for by these nine unrotated principal component factors for

both ethnic matrices. For interpretation, these nine factors were then

orthogonally rotated by Varimax method and finally transformed to

oblique simple structure by the promax method (Mendrikson & White,

i

1964). . BN

Tables 5 and 6 present the promax oblique first-order factor

patterns of the Chinese sample and Malay sample respectively. An

examination of the factor loadings {arbitrarily considering coefficients
> .30 as substantial contributions) ahows ;;;; there is considerable
similnrity.between the Chinese and Malay patterns on a number of
factors. Greater consideration to establish the similarity or dis-
similurity between the two fa;tor patterns is necessary-for studying

the relationships of these ability-factors to familial psychosocial
circumstances and for interpreting the resulting factors in relation to
the soclo-cultural contexts of these two samples. In accordance with
this need, the Kaiser, Hunka,_and Bianchini factor-matching procedure

for oblique factors (1971) was performed on the factor matrices, with

the Chinese factor matrix as the target. This Kaiser et al procedure
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FIGURE 1

EIGENVALUE PRCFILES FOR THE TEST 'MEASURES
{PRINCIPAL AXES FACTOR ANALYSES FOR CHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES)

\ U Chinese
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TABLE 4

EIGENVALUES AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VARIANCE
ACCOUNTED FOR BY FIRST 9 .UNROTATED PRINCEIPAL

COMPONENTS (ELEMFNTARY ABILITY-FACTORS)

EIGENVALUES

PERCENT. TOTAL VAR.

FACTORS ~ CHINESE  MALAYS  CHINESE  MALAYS
1 22.845  23.383 7.310 7.482
2 32,351 32.102 3.042 2.790
3 39.711  39.625  -2.355 - 2.407
4 45.772  45.938 1.939 2.020
5 50.799  51.438 1.609 1.760
6 55.255  56.053  1.426 1.477
7 59.045  60.069 1.213  1.285
8 62.812  63.684 1.205 1.157
9 66.341  66.908 1.130 1.032
—7 .

) -4
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TABLE 3

* CHINESE PROMAX ONLIQUE FIRST-ORDER ABTLITY
 PATTERK® (N = 147)

ABILITY-FACTORS

1 i w v Vi vIT _ VIIL 1 ne
8 Sames 906  -013 100 -020 -04 -128 029 090 003 806
10 Serisms ) anl 054 QM -050 -b0A 021 -QI7 007 . =012 825
! Analoglen 866 -063 =060 063 013 o10  -Q09 -02% -024 156
B 9 Subtractions LLLYS -068 070 Q44 . 009 04l 016 10% 013 . BO2
11 Superimponitions qaz -oM? 02}  -030 040  -183 097  -018 240 7 632
17 Subtraction + Multl- -Q8 886 012 097 Q21 -064 Qo4 -po1 ~007 8lé
- - plicatioen
1% Addition 045 440 -003 -113 -0} oar 03" 0X0 163 133
16 Diviston -035 8ls 117 091 158  -150 -046 =026 ~031 145
2 Verbal Oppomites oat 130 789 -011  -07) -076 053 - 104 039 689
4 Vorbal Analogles 096 -198 608 051 036 196 =012 =098 047 56
6 Synonyms _097 -013 369 324 -121 -08) -041 -082 -0713 630
. 5 S{mple Arith. Computation i 130 551 oro. 137 015 ~112 184  -194 571
1 Directions 117 022 415 -02) -032 134 -110  -081 038 298
14 Sclence ‘007 03, -0} 861 165 -066 -04B -099 014 166
12 Reading. o065 -108 36 Jze -097 -1z -0l -024 105 70O
1) Mathematics -034 W6 -llé 680 149 128 032 047 024 130
23 Hidden Figuros o0y -081  -092 181 163 233 153 =110 -01] 141
25 GEFT (Witkin) -012 -107 037 022 130 168 ~086 146 138 637
. 14 Hidden Patterna -054 2% 008 -012 669 0853 016 009 186 Ml
. 12 Raven Prog. Matrices (£} To29  -096 -01) -093 733 874 -D2B 104 -171 668
, 10 Raven Prog. Hatcices (C) =073 -056 093 0716 228 636 =191 197 023 190
21 Raven Prog. Matrices (D) -094 -062 ~132 036 -107 510 106 »n2 273 612
A ) Nusarical Sefies 036 283 79 -269 042 450  -023 -287 =033 657
28 Lattar Sets 007 133 116 150  -004 21 242 -190 021 417
30 Cube Comparison 167, 100 043 122 =220 pEL) 320 147 =253 609
32 forw Board 024 -036 -209 -041 L] 029 78y -3l [+h}Y 692
31 Card Rotation. -269 -008 390 -060 =004 =204 611 170 113 679
19 Tigure Classiftcatipn 165 090 -033 =067 -l 41) a6 -237 485
- 19 Raven Prog. Hattices (B) 148 pal =114 066 =031 116 =166 mn 056 589
. . 18 -kaven Prog. Matrices (A): .ol -08& 232 -228 12z 121 009 87 D18 381
. _~T1 Concaaled Words s 062 129 -0n Q76 021 -139  -12) 142 842 T34
. 2& Gastalt Complation o4y -219 122 -009 219 -033) 162 ~-101 694 681
. . Proportions of 1120 .
’ Total Variancae -001 082 .
006 002 083
CR . 000" 00z 006 071
- ’ . ' -000  -000  -QO01 002 066
-002 -00) 002 =002 003 o7l
. =001 000 000 -000 001 -000 034 -
' : . =001 000 000 -03) 000 o000 -001 ‘049
v ' 001 000  ~000 000 @02 -004 -0o00 001 032
. 1 . - . 503
\\ )
‘\ Correlations among-
Obliqus Elementary
“Abilicies H Il 111 v v Vi vi1  VIIT  IX
" Inductive Reasoning 1 I -
Mumbar Yacilivy 1 34 138 - -
N I, Yarbal Reasoning 1IT 407 19 - —
o - School-achisvement v 1% 7 S - N
Flexibility ofs Clowute v 188 108 9 147 - ‘ -
Inductive Ressoning 11 VI 282 196 289 125 086 - .
o : . Spacial + Visualix= vil 1Bé 095 036 _ OL9 143 100 -
' ' ation . - -
! : RPM{AB) vIIl =064 =02 001 119 097 019 [+13Y -
Speed of Closure 1% 144 028 122 076 133 bE3) 071 097 -

snca 254 165 T4 121 189 301 064 DA7 148

' # Dacimal poluts omitted
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TAILE 6

PATTERN"(N = 180)

ABILITY-FACTORS

OBLTIQUE FIRST-ORDER ADILITY

H 11 154 S ' v vl .VIDL VIl X nl
8§ Samcs 1019 -23%  -110 “009.- -0J2 -129 019 034 08) 795
10 Sarties 90 -015 --02) , 092 -03) -066 03%  -006 019 199
9 Subtractions BA6 048 069 008 -026 -048  -02) -066 0QBS 19
11 Superimpositiona 8oy -004 113 -118 095 010 -23%6 -001 -032 ni
T Analogies kLY 173 -119 0is =088 Q48 0786 038 14l 101
1% Raven Prog. Mattices (B) 017 91% -056, -064 -128 -094 -038 067 -021 682
21 .Raven Prog. Matrices (D) ~173 $23 =022 T\ 04) -051 o1l 004 Q&0 187 690
20 Raven Prog. Matricoa (C) 059 758 Gla Qz 038 -1832 -079 =010 =060 1.0
18 Ravon Prog. Matrices (A} ~01) 754 077 -QQE\ =11] 154 -Ql4 =038 -0)3 359
22 Raven Prog. Matrices (B) -006 519 0as 03] 36 -098 004 =016 001 534
14 Scilonee -184 -0lo .11} 195 -6 =036 003 032 -129 740
12 Reading 039 0313 865 -106 -0B2 -089 -029 -004  -138 132
6 Synonyms 048 =309 ny -1 -0 120 00 137 148 546
1) Hatheaatics 056 031 663 270 045 ~007_ -059 -062 -114 109
28 lLatter Saets -002 154 390 11 039 205 133 =171 044 519
1 Directicna 045 293 37 03y =219 281 016 089 -130 418
3 Simple Arith. Computaticns 222 130 s} -010 109 068 062 -086 019 AB0
17 Subtraction + 044 -099 64 934 -03%4 =018 -048 018 018 Bl
Multiplication : . -
15 Addicion ~037 =017  -10? aa7 084 [U%] =092 085 -080 739
16 Division oL =07 188 1 =091 012 =017 -063 109 n
14 Hidden Patterns -061 -063 -090\ 03 908 -03? 070 -068 023 719
23 Hidden Figures -043 -108 Q04 \-067 800 123 -0%0 66 -120 703
2% CREFT (Witkin) 029 254 48 -10§ 305 -pgsy . =020 189 194 134
31 Card Rocation ~116 -171 19 -11% 133 190 -014 -116 - 080 592
3l rorm Board =148 Q05 =201 133 -138 Taa <127 180 164 638
30 Cudbe Cowparisons 00 -07%  -164 01} 178 472 003} -035 ~a64 637
2 Vatrbal Oppositas -1 -187 051 =180 028 ~053 8a1 =086 15) 671
& Varbal Analoglew =019 078 Q91 -025 -15) -119 657 308 -184 - 6517
) Numerical Series =013 238 -198 234 229 043 333 -18) 0% 612
26 Gastalt Cowpletion -048 064 110 040 107 020 -152 s 228 m
17 Concealed Worda 093 023 -081 092 064 -014 210 JoL -126 609
29 Figure Classification 11, 081 -257 010 009 237 095 98 Ml 700,
Proportions of 129
Total Variance ~003 118
~002 ~001 103
X 001 -002 004 084 -
N .00 -001 ~ -001 -0OF ° D64
halt =004 -op) =001 =300 0ol 055 . ‘
=001 -002 ol [+1v}] 000 =002 035
Qo0 -001 =000 -001 000 000 000 049
-gol =002 -000 -000 000 -p02 -C02- =001 04)
- ook
Carrslations among
Oblique Elamentary
Abilitiles 1 Imoour v VI vID  VIID- X
inductive Reasoning 1 I -
Inductive Roasoning II 11 196 -
School-achievemeont It 447 425 -
Number Facility v 159 192 295 -
rlexibiliey of v oI LY h1.1) 10 -
Cloaure *
Spatial + vl 6] w0y - 10 b3 1] 219 -
Visualization L .
Varbal Reasonlng vit 171 264 293 236 149 206 -
. Spasd of Clowure VII1 -102 -096 -D04  -133 0l4 o013 o2r | -
B Classification IX =089 =-19] 019 -004 -106 -12% -123  -138 - -
.
- T . v
SHCs 309 a7 \ﬁ 189 186 143 196 075 12)

L

{ o i R A

4

p

“ Decimal pointa omitted
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- rotates the Malay test vectors to maximum overlap with the target
Chinese test Vectors and computes the cosines for the angles between
the Chinese factors and the’ resulting rotated Malay factors. lhe
cosines for the angles.between the Chinese oblique first~order abilitv;‘
.;factors and the rotated Halay oblique first-order ability—factéts are:
" 'shown7in Table 7. An indiczzion of the degree of sipilarity between

pairs of factors 1s given by the cosine value between the corresponding

/_-,_,-—\:

target factor and matched—factor ‘ L s

L}

It will.be noticed that Table 7 does not display clearly defined
high cosine values in either the TOWs or columns of its matrix This
".is‘because the factors being compared are oblique and a factor in ome’
.pattern.can be most like'another factor in the other pattern while"at

he same time exhibit moderate similarity with another factor with which’

- " . " both these equivalent factors correlate highly in their own respective

. patterns. A case 1n point is the high cosine value between Chinese

. Factor v. and Malay Factor 11T as compared with the moderately high

. A cogine value between Malay Factor II1 and Chinese Factor I1I. This is
meaningful if interpreted in relation to the relatively high correla- '
o ' tion between Ehinese Factor v and Factor III in the within—Chinese

pattern (bottom of Table 5) and that between Halay Factor/ ‘III. and

Factor VII an equivalent of Chinese Factor III in the within—Halay

-

2 . pattern (bottom of Table 6). Therresults in Table 7 show that the
: w5

degree of similarity-between 8 of the 9 factors in the Chinese, and

4

Malay patterns'falls within the acceptable values for‘mathematical




[ 2

.‘__.:{‘ - L .

TABLE'7

.

R - FACTOR MATCHING FOR PROMAX OBLIQUE FIRST-ORDER _
' ABILITY PATTERNS OF CHINESE AND MALAY 'SAMPLES -

(COSINE VALUES* BETWEEh CHINESE. TARGET MATRIX
AND THE KAISER.ET AL ROTATED MALAY MATRIX)

CHINESE FACTORS

MALAY FACTO pooqnoTr oo v VDo gIT ' I IX VIL
1 |99 21 46 30 27 31 12 =05
|21 .98 15 29 - 09 36 ! ‘16 15
vit | 264 21 .78 01 -01 34 =21 2i ~36
a1 b3 3 es 92 37 6l 13 1315
v |32 23 22 29 - BL 54 14 20 L18 .
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" as they appear in both Chinese Factor II ang Malay Factor IV

stmilarity (Hunka; personab~communication)

Equivalent Chinese and %alay Ability—Factcrs. Interpretations of. the

'results in Tables 5, 6, and 7 show that eight factors in the Chinese )

and Malay oblique first order ability patterns may be considered to h e

.close similarity. These eight-relatively similar factors have been

glven common factor designations. _ o : ‘

1) Inductive Reasoning 1. This factor designation describes ChineSe

Factor I and Malay Factor I. The largest coefficients appear for the
tést measures constituting Part II components -of AH4, namely, Sames,
Series, Subtractions Analogies and SuperimpositionSr Within-ethnic

pattern correlations show that this factor correlates highlytwith Malay

School achievement factor (. 447) but hardly 80. with Chinese School—

. achievement factor.(.LSA). : ’ . ' L : ) .

2)  Number Facility. This factor designation subsumes Chinese Factor_II

) _ ,f? g, MOSt highly loaded test measures on this f'
factor are the originadd ree French Ekstrom, and Price (FEP) tests

' describing thisfsame'named factor namely, Subtractions and . Multipli—

_cations, Addition, and Division in order of decreasing loading screngths

3) - Verbal Reasoning.' This characterizes Chinese Factor III and Malay

Factor VII. Highest positive coefficients\\\pear for rest measures,'

-Verbal Opposites, agd Verbal Analogies (both-sre two of AHA Part I
”_components) for both Chinese and Malay factors. This factor correlates
© very highly with Inductive Reasoning I in the within—ChineSe factor

_ pattern but only-moderately with the same factor in the within-Malay:
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_,pattern. For both ethnic eamplea,_it has a school—achievement bias as
is shown bo:h by the relatively high cosine value between this Chinese

\\Eaiior and the Malay School—achievement factor and the relatively high
correlation betwaen this factor and the corresponding within-ethnic
pattern School—achievement factor (mentioned above) -i .

I

_4)_ School—achievement "This interpretation applies to. the equivalent

- Chinese Factor IV and Malay Factor TIT, As the - name implies this , -
.t'factor ‘1's defined by the achievement tests of STEP 4A Science, Reading
and Mathematics in decreasing loading magnitude as they appear in. both
the Chineae and Malay factors. Apparently this is one single factor
within the Mhlay pattern that correlates most highly with all the’ .
reaaoning factors and exhibits highest ‘SMC with all the other within-
Malay pattern factors. For the Chinese sample this factor correlates c
relatively high with Number Facility, Verhal Reasoning, and Inductive-
Reasoning II but not to any appreciable extent with Inductive Reasoning
I. Chinese School—achievement factor appears to be .more sharply differ-
entiated from its other within-Chineae pattern factors than what Malay
School—achievement factor appears to be in the within—Malay pattern.
"5)‘ Flexibility of Closure. This describes the similar Chinese Factor

V.and Halay Factor V. Test measurea which load highly ‘on thia factor

are the original FEP testa of Hidden Figures and Hidden Patterns, and‘.

the Witkin Group Embedded Figures Teat. This reproducibility of the
factor in the Chineae and Malay patterna 1ends support to Euro-American
- stable findings on. this factor (Hakstian & Cattell, 1974; Horn,-1972;'

" Royce, 1973). A e o

o,
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6) Spatial + Visualization. Ihis interpretation {g given to the equiva—

lent Chinese Facror VII. and Malay Factor VI on the basis that the highly
loaded- test measures on it come from the FEP Spatial and Visualization

| factors This factor 1s defined by highest positive loadings from the
Card Rotation test (aaFEP Spatial Orientation test) and Form Board test
(a FEP Visualization test) ior both Chinese and Malay patterns. Another o
descriptiVe test measure of this factor in both ‘ethnic patterns is he_'
Cube Comparisons test, also a FEP Spatial Orientation test. While

Li equivalent test loadings and mathematical factor-match gave cooperative

| support to this close similarity between Chinese Factor VIL dnd Malay
Factor VI, the: within—ethnic factor intercorrelations and SMCs show that
Chinese Spatial + Visualization factor exists as a relatively indepen—.

- dent factor and correlates least with School—achievement ability. On
the other hand its equivalent Malay factor though exhibiting relatiﬁely

_ low correlation with School—achievement ability-factor, has.moderate ‘

correlations with bts within pattern reasoning ability-factors. K

7) Speed of Closure. This designation is descriptive of Chinese Fac-

"_tor IX and its equivalent Halay Factor VIIL. The test measures that
r&present good markers of this’ factor are the same FEP Speed of Cloaure
.tests, namely, Géstalt Completion and Concealed Words.' The reproduci—
lbility of this factor in both Chinese and Malay:patterns brings the

" total number of reproduced FEP elementary ability-factors here to be "
four. This reiterates the support for ‘consistent findings on stable
elementary ability—factors mentioned before. It is to be noted that

“

Malay Speed of Closure factor is the most independent ability in its-

within-Malay—pattern while its Chinese equivalent though also relatively




Lcorrelates highest with the Speed of Closure factor (Structuring aspect)

86

‘independent, correlates substantially.with the Inductive Reasoning II

ability-factor,

8) " Inductive Reasoning II. This common designation for Chinese Factor

»

VI and Malay Factor II. follows from the relatively high index of mathe-

matical similarity between ‘these two factors and the rather similar

cluster of marker test measures. The main marker test measures for

Chinese Factor VI are RPH(E), RPM(C) and RPM(D), and the main marker

test meaaures for Malay Factor Il are RPH(B) RPM(D),'and'RPM(C)

However, the.manner in which each of these two factors correlate with -
other factors in their respective ethnic—patterns Seensg to hint that
this interpretation of similarity between them should be viewed: with "
aome reservations. Each of these two factors _appear to correlate
highly with a different one of, two complementary aspects of the field

articulation style of cognition (Witkin et al, b971, p. 14) in each

within—ethnic pattern. - in the Chinese ability pattern, Factor Vi

and in the . Malay pattern Factor I1's highest correlate 18 the Flexibi- T

lity of Closure factor (Analytical aspect) Added to this is the.
) relatively low correlation between Flexibility of Cloaure and Speed of :
Oiosure in both Chinese ability pattern and Malay ability pattern. - : A

Unrelated Chinese and Malay Ability—Factora Chineae Factor VIII

Thia factor is described primarily by RPM(B) and REM(A). Clearly it

. has no Halay connterpart. It is difficult to attach any meaningful
:interpretation to thia factor both becauae of its limited number of

. describing test measurea and its independent existence within the

kY
Chinese ability pattern HenCe it is given the deaignation'of RPM(AB)

' LY
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on account of its two main marker tests.

Malay Factor IX. This single Malay ability-factor which has no equiva—

lent factor in the Chinese ability pattern has only a highly loaded

test measure,_the Figure Classification'Test from the'FEP Induction

elementary factor. Its limited number of. describing test _measures

'.\

¥
compounded by its relative independence within the Malay ability pattern

makes it difficult to give it any psychological description other than

+

to follow its solely defining test title.‘ For- this reason this factor-

-

is designated as Classification in the Malay abiligy pattern.

In summing up,-the sampled.32 test measures in the Ability-pomain

dre parsimoniously deseribed by nine albeit not exactly equivalent

promax oblique first order factors for both the Chinese and Malay

samples in this study. " Seven clearly equivalent factors and one seem-

ingly equivalent factor exist among Chinese promax oblique first order

'ability pattern and Malay promax oblique first-order ability" pattern.

Table 8 shows the. juxtaposition of these two patterns with their
., 7
within—pattern factors rearranged so that the eight equivalent factors

b

. appear in corresponding columns of each pattern matrix

The reproducibility of four odt of five input FEP elementary

I <%

ability-factors among these two ethnic patterns echoes the consistent

. Euro-American findings on the stability of elementary ability—factors.

'The emergence -of the Verbal Reasoning snd.School—achievement'factors '

in both. ethnic patterns and their relatlively high within-ethnic'pattern

SﬂCs (as attested by the'results at the bottom-ofﬂTables'S_and ﬁl add
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credibility:tolthe'original'rationale of describing this ability domain

as'representing school=related skills | | ‘ |
The unrelated éhinese and Malay ability—factors are not clearly :

-defined. They appear to be sparked off by the instrument specificity

of the isolated defining tests.. Ma&ay School- achievement ability—factor
stands out as the factor which‘exhihits highest correlation with all the
.other within—Malay pattern factors as shown by its highest SMC at the
bot tom 5f\iable 6, Im addition all the within—Malay pattern reasoning
factors shbw highest correlations with the School-achievement factor.
The Chinese Schogl- achievement factor.appears to be meore differentiated
from the other within-Chinese pattern factors than the Malay School-
-achievement factor is from-its own pattern factors, 1ts SMC having .

only a within—Chinese;pattern rank of 4.

Within-Affective-Domain Factor Patterns.

’

Following the Schaefer method of ecoring the items in the CRPBI,
~scores on the 18 scales were computed from the item scores (Appendix III)
The means and standard deviations on these variables appear iIn Appendix
VII. The raw scale scores were converted to normalized gcores with a
.mean of 50 and a_standard'deviation of 10 separately for each ethnic
sample. -Intercqrrelations'amoné the 18 normalized scale scores were
computed separatelyffor-the‘Chinese and Hala& data. ‘The Chinese and”
Malay matrices of intercorrelations (Appendix VIII) were each factor
"analyzed, using the,same faotoring proeeduree as_the Renson. et aldl.
study (op_cit); of principallcomponént_factoriggégnd orthogonal Varimax

rotation. Table 9 shows the unrotated principal component factors for *

both samples.
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. Three principal componeﬁt\factors with eigenvalues greater than

‘unity were. obtained with‘the Chinese data. These three factors were

orthogonallx rotated by the Varimax method. In the case of the Malay.’

matrix, four principal c0mponent factors with eigenvalues greater than

1 were obtained but only the three factors with eigenvalue substantially

‘~greater than 1 were extracted and rotated orthogonally by the Varimax

method. This was.guided by the closeness in these first 3 factors with

the three Chinese factors and the low variance contribution from the:
fourth factor (Table 9). A4 . '_ i
The emergent CRPBI scale patterns for the Chinese and Malay

. A Y
samples were compare ith that obtained for the Walloons by Renson (op

e cit) Table 10 shows the orthogonal Varimax rotated factors for- the

-

. Walloon (Renson et al 1965), Chinese and Malay groups for a compara-

tive study. "An examination of the scale 1oadings .on the Varimax rotated
factors showed that the three factors were similar on all three ethnic
groups. Differences in. the patterns existed in the differential

aequencing of equivalent factors within each pattern (Table 10).

Acceptance vs Rejection-Factor: Walloon Factor 1, Chinese Factor 2

and Malay Factor 3. This factor has high positive Ioadings on Accept-
ance, Positive Involvement,\Childcentredness, and Acceptance of Indivi--
duation for all three-ethnic groups though the high negative losding on

Hostile Detachment in the Walloon cdse was 1ess pronounced in the

- Chinese data and more so with the Malay data.



-

TABLE 10

. . i
- A . , . !
i
VARIHAX ROTATED FACTORS* OF CRPBI FOR HKLLOON CHINESE :\ND
MALAY SAMPLES (Nwalloons = 182, NChiﬁése - 144, NHalays - 190)

WALLOON FACIORS CHINESE FACTORS MALAY FACTORS.

CRPBI Scales 1 203 2 1 3 1 2
- Acceptance L9 11 .-11 90 -03 -04 -24 11
Positive Involvement . - - ~89 -07 10 90 -20 . -04 -24  -03
Child-centredness ) 85 -7 -1 = 82 =22 -03 -26 05
Acceptance of Individuation B8l - 22 ~15 86. 06 -13 78 =14 .-15
Possegsiveness = .o 54 =52 -05 55 =53 . -08 39 -48  -16
. Intrusiveness oL T34 -67 16 65 =45 18 29 -70 07
Hostile Control . - 06 -86 15 38 -78 09 19 "-65 -08
Control through Guilt - 06 -83 -07 34 -8 -11 20 -62 °-09
Control through Instilling -12 —lg_ 09 19 -78. -00 06 -62 -38
. Persistent Anxiety . .
Rejection . © -56 -84 =-28 -31 -66- =-50 .-0% -74 22
] Control through Withdrawal -38.~-63 -16 -07 .-73 -20 26_ -45 =57
of Relationships . o
' Hostile Detachment | -74 =42 -28 -36 -55 -49 -11 -22 -39
. . Nonenforcement - ' o -13 =07 ~-72 -15 -04 -83 -09 11 =67
- Lax Discipline, : 45 07 -63 26 -02 -J7° 35 05 -58
’ 4 Extreme Autonomy - Q5 22 -8) 20 29 |, -77 Jo 45 6%
. Inconsistent Discipline -20 -50 -48 03 =43 =60 ~01 -33 -61
. Control : , 14 -60 51- 35 -13 22° 26 -68 09
, ~ Enforcemeat ~20 -68° 39- -09 -80 10 04 -65 - =35
- ' . 1 Common’ Varildnce . 36.51 40.07 23.42 31.22 33.63 33-15
‘ : % Total Variance ' - 25,16 27.56 16,11 17.88 20.41 18.99
Lo ' " #Decimal points omitted

Factor Desiéna:ions by column ordering within-ethnic sémplea:
Coluzn 1 - Acceptanée vs Rejection ) ;

- - : Column 2 - ?sychdl&&ical Control

‘ . 3 éolunn 3 - Lax vs Fifm_éontrol ‘

1 L -
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_ Psychological Control Factor Walloon Factor 2, Chinese Factor 1, and

Malay Factor 1. The most highly }gaded scales on this factor are

LN

Hostile Control ﬂbntrol through Guilt, and Control through Instilling

Persistent Anxiety for the Walloon group; . Enforcement Hostile Control

Control through Guilt, and Control through Instilling Persistent : —

’:

Anxiety for the-Chinese group; and Intrusiveness, Control Hostile .

—_—

' Control Enforcement”Control ‘through Guilt,

and Control through .

',Instilling Persistent Anxiety for the Malay group.

Lax vs Firm Control 'Walloon Factof 3, Chinese‘Factor 3 and Mal;x

Fector.z. Highest positive loadings ‘on this

factor are contributed by O

the Nonenforcement Lax Discipline, and Extreme Autonomy for»both the

"Walloon and Chinese groups. In the case of the’ Halay group, thege scale

Coe

1oadings are relatively high but not the highest. This factor also

has highest negative 1oading on the Control scale for "the Walloon a“f/

Chinese groups but.not for -the Malay group

To investigate the similarity between the Chinese and Malay factor ;

‘loading matrices, the Kalser et al factor-matching proce&?re for oth—-

ogonal factors (op cit) was performed on the

W

matrices, with .the Chinese

Varimax factor matrix as the target. The cosines for the angles betueen

the target Chinese factors and- the matched Malay factors are.shawn in

Table-11. he same factor—matching procedure was replicated with the

*

' Walloon—Chinese and Walloon—Malay sets of fa
_using the Walloon factor matrix as the’ targe
overlap of 'scale VectoIs. The results of th

also‘shown in Tible 11. I

ctor loading matrices,

k] b

t- for rotation to maximum

ese two factog;ma hes are

93..
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TABLE 11

KAISER ET AL ROTATED CRPBI COSINE VALUES*. <"
BETWEEN TARGET FACTOR MATRIX AND ROTATED
FACTOR MATRIX FOR THREE' ETHNIC SAMPLES

B © * . "~ TARGET REFERENCE AXES
) & ROTATED SO WALLOONS
- REFERENCE ‘AXES WFl> WF2 | WF3
| cr2 | 964 - 065 P 257
_ CHINESE . CF1- | -078 9896, 040
) - _CF3 | -253 -058 966
N Nl ' 280
N ~ WALLOONS ‘
WFl . WF2 W 3
w3 | .99 . -081 - 078
MALAYS - - MF1 079 997 . 019
| w2 |-o79.0 0 0120 997
‘ CHINESE
ﬁ\\ o CF1 CF2 « CF3 .
' S - MFT | 925 174 - =339
- .~ MALAYS MF3 . | ~102 970 221
. L | - MF2 | 367 -170 915

! *Decimal points omltted .

" . . - Factor Désignations:

Acceptance vs Rejection - CF2, MF3, WF1
Psychological Control - CFl, MFl, WF2
Lax vs Firm Control - CF3, MF2, WF3




- It will he noticedfthat;unlike'Tahle 7, Table ll shows.distinctly
-high cosine values for the angles between similar factors.. This -is
because the'factors in this case are orthogonal ones. The results in
all the three factor;matches-show that the three najor factors under-—
lying the CRPBI- scales, obtained with the Walloon, Chinese, and Malay
samples-may be considered to be equivalent This supports the subjec-

tive matching in terms of high scale loadings
. N

) _Within—Process -Domain Factor Patterns.

The .7. process varlables 1isted under measures in the process domain
were scored according to the Rating Scheme in.Appendix 1I. The means
and standard deviations of the raw scores on these variables appear in
Appendix VII he raw scores were converted to normalized scores with
a mean of 50 andﬁastandard deviation of 10 separately fogpeach ethnic
sample Intercorrelations among the normalized scores on - these 7 vari-
ables were computed for the Chinese and Malay samples separately Each
" of the resulting ethnic correlatiOn matrix (Appendix VIII) was factor
analyzed'using the same factoring-procedures and rotational method as
E had been performed on the cognitive tests.- |

| Applying the same factor extracting criteria as had been done for
the ability patterns (Figure 2), two unrotated principal c0mponent
'factors‘were,ohtained for the Chinese, and Malay correlation matrix

separately; Table 12 presenta these two unrotated factors with their

.

corresponding eigenvalues and percentage of total variance accounted YO

. for. The promax oblique first-order process patterns for both Chinese

- and Malay sampleS'appear in Table 13.
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TABLE 12 .

' CHINESE AND MALAY FIRST-ORDER UNROTATED
PROCESS-FACTORS* WITH THEIR ASSOCIATED.
EIGENVALUES AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL VARLANCE

. Process Va:iébles

CHINESE FACTORS

MALAY FACTORS

Variance

I 1 % I I n2
1. "Press for School: 676 206 S4h .. 609 -323. 476
achievement 7 . . .
.2. Press for Active- 673, 241 511 - 726 258 594
ness ! o - o o _ :
3. Press for 617 267 451 712 097 (517
Intellectuality ' o - . s
4. - Press for Independ-  -379 821 817  -073 872 766 .
‘ ence . _ . - .
5. Model Identification 548 ~ -019 301 445 270 271
6. Planfulness in 534 -108 . 29% 573. -273 403
_Family ‘ ) - : ' o .
7. Press for English 715 353 635 - 737 055 . 546
Eigenvalues 2.529  1.027 3.555  2.482 1.091  3.573’
Percentage Total  36.123 14.666 50.789  35.454 15.592 51.047

*Decimal poinﬁs omitted
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TABLE 13
iig : .‘ PROMAX OBLIQUE FIRST-ORDER PROCESS PATTERNS*

FOR CHINESE (N = 145) AND MALAY (N = 172) SAMPLES

.

“Process Variables

Chinese Factors

Malay Factors

' I 11 n? I' 11 h?
Press for English 874, -200 635" 735 015 546
Press for Activeness 753 =087 51l 803 -196. 594
Press for Intellectuality ©725 -131 451 727 -030 517 -
Model Identification 447 168 - 301 535 -236 271
. Planfulness in Family . 366 263 296 449 340 403
.Press for INdependence - ... 313 ;lglé 817 ] _2&7. -912 766
Press for School-achievemént - 341 509. 544 465 395 476
Proportions of Total Variance i 344 I -355 _
‘ ' IT -0b2 207 II -016 171
509 510
Correlations Among Oblique 1. 11 T . 1I
First-Order Factors
Learning Environment I - o I -
Independeﬁce vs School- : "
- achievement Motivation - 1T 282 . -

*Decimal points omitted

38
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The same factor-matching procedure as had been done on the
Chinege and Malay:promax oblique first-order ability patterns was also

-

..qarriéd out on these Chinese and Malay promax obligué.first—order
précess-factor pacterns.: Table. 14 éhoés the résu;ts of thebmathemati-
q;l féctbr—pétch._.The Cﬁingse éﬁd M;léy promax bbliquelfirét—ofder
procéss paﬁterns are interp;etéd_to bé similar bOFh frow ﬁhe ioading

"strength of variables and the mathematical indices of similarity.

 The two Chinese and.Malay equivalent process—factors are desig-

nated as Learning Environment, defined by main marker variables, such

as 'Press for English’', 'Press for Activeness', and 'Press for

Intellectualipy'; and Independence vs Parental School-achievement

:
[,

Motivation .with main marker variébles such as '"Press for Independence’
(high negative loading) and 'Press for School-achievement' (moderate

" positive loading).

Within-Status-Domain Factor faﬁ;erns.
. The same sco%ing, fac;qfing, andlrotétidnalrprocédu;és, ana factor
extraction criéefia (Figure 3), as ﬁad-been done ﬁith the -variables in '
the.Proéesé_Domain Qere‘performed on the.ll‘status variablés; for the
Chinese énd Malay sample separately.. The Chinese and ﬁalay raw score
.megns and standard dé&iafions éf thése variablés'appear‘in Appéndix Vii,
" together with thosé of the other pgychoéocial variables. The Chinese
and Malay métric;s of intercorrelations among the pormalized scdrés.onl
. the 11 status variables appear in.Apﬁendix ViiI. | .
: Four_unrbtatéd principal cqmponeﬂt factors jijg extracﬁed from

. .
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TABLE 14

KAISER ET AL ROTATED PROCESS COSINE VALUES BETWEEN

TARGET FACTOR MATRIX AND ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX

TARGET REFERENCE AXES

" CHINESE.

II

~ RQTATED REFERENCE AXES 1 1
1 | .989 610
HALAYS 133 932
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the_Chinese'and Malay correlation matrix separately. Table lS presents

these four unrotated principal component factors together with their .

-associated-eigenvalues and percentage of total'variance for the Chinese

and Malay sémples,-'The.Chinese'and-Malaf‘promax oblique first-order

'stétus—facto; patterns are juxtaposed under Table 16. Using'variablé

loading strengtﬁ as the judgmental criterion, two of the factors méy be

considéreduas_equivalent across ethnic patfernsJ while the remaining -

two Malay factors represent- the fissfon products of one of the remain- '

ing two Chingse'fabto;é. Thé same féctor—matching procgdure as had
béen dang on the Chinese and Malay process pétterhs:was also carried.
out on_éhése Chiﬁeseﬁand-H;lay Proﬁax oblique first-order ;tatus-facto:
p;\Eefns. Tﬁe.résults_of this factor-match (Téble 17) confirm Ehe
loading inferpretétions.

'_Chinese Factqr II is similar to ‘Malay Factor I and is designated

‘as Elder's Occupational-Educational (0-E) Status on the basis of the

common main marker variables - 'Edhcational Level of Highest Wage -

Earnef, Not Parents‘, ,Oj;upational Status of Highest Wage Earner, Not

'Parents ~and 'Highes( Educational Level of Siblings . - Chinese Factor

III and Malay Factor III are equivalent and are in;erpreted'as Sibling
Size vs Maternal O-E Status, as their Bighest loadings are.confributed

by these same.variables, namely, 'Sibling Size', 'Mother's Occupation

aq,
d e

and "Mother's. Education'. Ch\inese Factor I interpreced as Paternal O-E.

_ Status .+ Material Index on ;he basis of high‘loadihgs from thééé)

variables of 'Father's Occupation', 'Father's Education’', 'Material .
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TABLE 16
’ - S PROMAX oauqur_ FINST-ORDLR STATUS PATTER: 5.
' FOR CHIKESE (¥ = 145) ASD PALAY (H = 172) SKPLES
’ Chin:sc Factors - . Malay Factors
Status Varfables - I 1 I U oo 1w W
Educatton of Elders ‘996 -00L , -0:0 142 933 995 126 - -0 043 90¢
tcecupation of Lidera L7 -006 -033. =13l 920 - 989 120 -171 061 890
, Highest Et..ucﬂ.xo'ml 1evc1 © AL =24) 197 367 542 f-_(;.g =21 2174 094 450
of Sib . . : , . : _
Hother's Occupaticn 148 635 - -8 378 547, 195 BB 011 -085 106
Mother's Eduzatien 099 536 5695 L1 611 , . -039 (RN 467 -050 635
.. " Nuzber of Siblings 135 <337 -061 157 653 282 -a33  -204 =37 SLL
Father's Docupatton -048  0&3  se5 -l25 639 ' . ;-103 003 188 122 620
‘Father's [ducation S oss 274 183 -082° 60 179 © 110 BsT o012 133
Marerial Bealth . -pl%. =213 719 OLT 559 z B33 -Q1&° 126, 105 0 348
Type of Heuse T 101 Uiye - T T 16s 626 07 -115- 038 793 " 6%
Home Inducticn to Schauol -237 0370 -037 5§97 735 - © 290 yo 120 -113 174
__Lemguazes : : e
. . \ ;
Proportions of Total 11 303 ' : 1 221
Variance i1 doy 11 : 111 -00% 141 . .
. 1 -00hk -col 251 11 -0l2 * 002 164 .
Iv -014 ool -001 109 . Iv -001 -003 . D04 116
. R 600 : 621
Co:'uhtlons' Azong ' I 111 1 v . 1 111 1w
Qblique - . K .
. First-Order Factors S S . : : I -
- " - 111 =172 - . 111'-221 -
.1 010 022 - . : 17T 230 045 -
v 215 =096 157 R 1v -047 147 163 -
’ Squared Myltiple ' 098 032 025 097, - 10 073 o085 035l
Correlations SMCs : -
L 4
R . . ‘_ #Decimal points onitted
: ) ‘Fagtoy Deslznations

- . : ) !lde: ] Dl::upauonal - [ducational Stagus - Chinc:e Factor Il Malay Factor I

s:bl!ng Sire vs }la:ern.ﬂ Occupat fonal- Educa:lonal Sta:u: - Chinese Factot IIL,
Halay Factor II1

Paternal Occupational~-Educaticnal Statul'-& Natcrlal Index = Chinese Factor 1
K : Paternal DccupltiO'nal-EducaE.I.onal Status - Malay Factor 1II
Matecial Index - Halay Factor IV

Home laduction to School Langusgcs ~ Chinese Factor 1V

P ) . '




TABLE 17

KAISER ET AL ROTATED STATUS COSINE VALUES BETWEEN

‘TARGET FACTOR MATRIX AND ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX

LY
.

Y

105

TARGET REFERENCE AXES

_ ~—-.__ CHINESE
ROTATED REFERENCE AXES 1I 1 1 v
I {100 -.20 - .05 .53
MALAYS . | 11 | .18 .97 .20 .06
IT | .12 .14 .83 .65
| .51 .15 | .81 .66
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Wealth', and 'Type of House', is highly related to both Malay Factor II -

"and Malay Factor IV. Variable loadings reveal that the main marker

106

VYariables of Malay Factor 1II and Malay Factor IV taken togethe; rgbfesént_

the_same defining variables of Chinese Factor I. Thus,;Maléy Factor II

" is designated as Paternal 0-E Status and Malay Factor IV is named as

Material Index. " The single'uﬁreiatéd Chinese Factor IV is designatéd
as Hoﬁe Induction to School Languages on the basis that this'is the
only highlj loaded variable on this factor..

H

Within-Domain Hypotheses Testing

Testing of'Within-AbiliFy Domain ﬁypotheses
Hypothésis 1.’ This expected the emgrgeﬁt hbility—factors'undér-
| llyiﬁgrthe selected test measures in the ability
domain to be similar to the‘prédicted_abilipy—-

factors of Verbal Reasoning, Number Facility,

;’// . . Induction, Flexibility of Closure, Speed of

_Cloéure, Spatial + Visualization, and School-

.

achievement for both Chinese and Malay éémples.'

The extent tdkbhich'obtained and éxpected factorial descriptions
of the ability domain Eorresponds for the two ;thnic samples will
determine whether findings are supﬁo;tive of this hypothesis, Ip juxt-
aposing the hypotheéis ahd the suﬁmary on the descriptions of the
within—ethnic.promax oblique first-;rdef ability pattgrns and between-
ethnic promax oblique first—order‘ability ?attefns; #he COrréspondence

between the outlined expectations and the eduivalent emergent factorial
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. T - : .
descriptions~is’ clearly apparent.

. 4 . . ! ’ N
. Seven equivalent elementary ability-factors defined on the basis

‘of Euro—Anerican'norms were expected end this agrees fairly well with

'_the seven. distinctively similar elementary ability-factors obtained with

both Chinese and Malay sampl’ 0f these seven clearly equivalent ,
abilityafaetors, four were reproduced from the original five input FEP
equivelent elementary aﬁility—factors. These included Number Faeility,
Flexibility.of Closure, Speed of Closure, and Spatial + Vieualization.‘

Only‘the FEP elementary ability-factor of Inductien.EXpected on the

_ besis of the input of its describing tests of Letter Sets and Figure

' ClesSification did not emerge. Instead these two tests align themselves

on ‘different factors in both Chinese and Malay patterns. - In the Chinese
pattern, Letter Sets loads moderately on Chinese‘Inductive Reasoning II

and Figure Classification distributes its contribution ‘among the Flexi- -

bility of Closure factor and the Spatial + Visualization factor.i Ln‘

the Malay pattern, Letter Sets loads moderately on the School—achieve—

ment factor while Figure Classification stands out alone Ei the.single

i AR

test‘defining the only Malay facﬁor unrelated to any Chinese fectors;
thereby making it difficult te/interpret. , R \\<J?

. \ ' . : .
In summing up, the overali picture shows that there is close agree— ° -

<,

ment between the findings and expectations pertaining to the ability-

A

factors underlying the ability'domain, and hence. Hypothesis 1 is supported..
Hypothesis 2. This predicted that the Chinese School-achievement. .

factor V°u¥§ exhibit sharper differentiation.from

\ . . - .
A ) 0 . - . -

\

|
)

—_
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all the other ability-factors in the nithin—Chinese
-pattern than the Malay School—achieyenent factor
would in the within—Malay pattern.

The within—ethnic pattern intercorrelations and ‘SMCs among ability—
factors' at the bottom of ‘the Chinese promax oblique first order ability
pattern (Table S) and Malay promax. oblique first—order ability pattern
(Table 6) provide information for testing this hypothesis. Sharper

-differentiation between ability—factors is shown by the lower inter—f"'
correlations and lower SMCs ameng them. 4
The eithin—ethnic Eactor intercorrelations show that rather
"similar ability facters appear to cortelate with the School-achievement
factor for both Chinese and Malay samples. Within the Mnlay ability
-pattern the School achievement factor shows negligible correlations with -
Spatial + Visualization Speed of Closure, and Classification Gener-
-ally, Chinese Schicol-achievement factor appears to show lower within-
:ethnic pattern factor intercorrelations than the Malay School-achieve-
ment factor shows in its within—pattern factors.

In addition, the SMCs show that Chinese School-achilevement is not
the- ability—factor within the Chinese pattern which exhibits highest

:multiple correlation with the other within—Chinese pattern factors. In
'fact its SMC- ranks fourth in comparison with the other within—Chinese.
'pattern factors. The same situation does not exist with the Malay
-School—achievenent factor. Malay School-achievement factor shews the
higheet SMC in_cdmparison with all other within-Malay pattern factors.

-

At the cross-ethnic level of comparison, the magnitude of the SMC



. 109

'between Chinese School—achievement factor and all other within—Chineseé

pattern factors is .227, as against 371 between Malay School—achieve—
ment factor and its within—pattern factors.

In summing ups the totality of the above observations point to -

" the sharper differentiation (as indicated by lower, correlations'

between ability-factors) between Chinese School-achievement factor and
all other within-Chinese—pattern factors,. than between Malay School*
achievement factor and all other within—Malay—pattern ‘factors. Hence it
may be concluded that the findings support Hypothesis 2

Testing of Within—Psychosocial Domains Hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3. This. expected the variables within each of the

) ' T three psychosocial domains to pattern differently

in the Chinese and. Halay samples, though the
"nature of the difference could not be predicted‘
from the limited information available. ~

The-extent‘to which the obtained Chinese and Malay factors under-

‘rlying the variables in the affective process ‘and status domains agree,.

Cwill determine whether findings are supportive of this hypothesis.

With respect Lo the affective domain, three Chinese and Malay

,.factors, interpreted as Acceptance vs Rejection, Psychological Control

: and Lax vs Firm Control and identified as equivalent on the basis of

high variable loading strengths and high dindices of factor similarity
have been obtained Similarly the two factors in the Chineae and Malay
process patterns have also been identified. ta be equivalent ‘and, inter-

preted as Learning Environment and Independence vs Parental School—

. achievement Motivation. Results on the patterning among the status
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var{aples have revealed that considerable similarity exists across the
Chinese and Malay factors. Two clearly equivalent factors, inter-

preted as Elder'le-E Status and Sibling Size vs Maternal O-E Status
exist across the Chinese and Malay promax oblique filrst-order status
‘pateerns. The two remaining Malay status-factors of Paternal O-E h
Status and Material Index represent the fission products of the Chinese
status- factor Paternal O;E Status + Material Index. Only the Chinese
status—ﬁactor Home Induction to School Languages, may be ‘considered- to

be unrelated to any Malay’ status—factor. Thus it may ‘be concluded that

these findings do not support Hypothesis 3.




CHAPTER VITI

"ANALYSIS II - BETWEEN-DOMAINS

RELATIONS AND HYPOTHESIS TESTING

7
S
r

Relating Ability Domain and Each of Three Psychosocial Domains
. : -t ' '

Arising from the existence of some ethnic variations in the faqt;
orial compositions of the ability domain and status domain, it was
decided tha; the between-domain relationships should be examined with
the ethnic‘variants‘included. Measures in the abilitﬁ and each of the
3 péychosocial dégains.fof each-subjéct were obtqined by ;omputing
scores on eéch faétor‘in‘the‘asséciated ethhic'pattern. This was
cé?ried out by usiﬁg appropriate ﬁuantitiés in‘the regréssion equation

below:

F=SR1z (Mulaik, 1972; p. 323)

where F = (nxN) matrix of factor scores

5

(nxr) factor structure matrix’

(nxn) correlation matrix

[ S~ = B ¥
.

(nxN) standardized score matrix

number of variables

o]
n

number) of factors

and numbey of suﬁjectg
For each ethnic sample,Aiﬁter;domhin eorreiatians were computed ko;
each constituent:factor in ea;h of these‘thrée pairs of'interfdomains -
- ' : abilityéaffectivé, ability—procesé, and ability—status. Tablé-lB
presen;é the inter-domain correiations for the Chinese sample'and Table

19 those for the Malay sample. Two-tailed tests of significance were

applied and the level was set at .05. Since the magnitude of ‘the’

3 R = o
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TABLE 1M . s

. INTERCORKELATIONS *BETVETY, ABILITY- FACTORS '
©+ (COLS,) AND AFFECTIVE-FAGTOLS, STATUS-FACTORS
AND PROCFSS-FACTORS. (KOWS), FOR THE GHIKISE
SAPLE (% = 144)

ARTLIVY DOMAIN ‘ABILITY-FACTORS

3 w4 -5 3 7 ‘8§ . 9
1 f-n7 0 -093 - -l49  -2264 -156  -061 ~077  -075  -06)
-000  -03)  -091 -075 -186* 0d6 -106 -057 -0)6

—
e

PSYCHOSOCTAL DOMAINS

AFFECTIVE-FACTORS

3 081  -091 109 048 035 098 011 104 13y

4 | 037 o086 094 174% 108 -129 -057 Qi1 -077

STATUS-FACTORS 5 [ 63 117 103 215+ 019 135 -055 , -029 - 020

. 6 | 080 -076 07& - 016 103 -033 1944 092 019
7 -0 139 141 157 o020 030 -200" o7s 098

-]

-005 084 ~003 114 -03&  -11&  -172% -046- . =025
? 079  -052 -048 023 -032 =04 =103 045 06

PROCESS-FACTCHS -

"pecinal polnes onmitred

Ceitical value of r for significance at .05 level = o6

Factor Designations:

- Inductive Reasoning 1

. 1 = Pesychological Control 1
AFFECTIVE- 2 - Acceplance v3 Refection” 2 = Number {scility
DOMAIN ) = Lax vs Firm'Gontrol 3 - Verbal Reasoaing
: A - Faternal O-E Status + A =~ School-Achievenenc
" Haterlal Index
X © STATUS $ - Elder's O-E Statua 5 - Flexibility of Closure
. DOMAIN & - Sibling Size vs Maternal 6 - Inductive Reasening I
' . . . 0-F Status
7 - Houe Induccion to Schoel 7 - Spatial .+ ¥Yisuallzation
Languages ' '

PROCESS 8 = Learoing Envirenmcnt ! - FPH AR
DOHAIH 9 - Independence vs Parental 9 = Speecd of Closure

. Schoecl-achicevement
Hotivatlion

P




TABLE 19

1h’TERCGRR[lJ\TIO:lS' ECTUFEN ABILITY-FACTCRS

(COLS,) AND AFFECTIVL-FACTORS, STATUS-FACTORS
AHD PROCESS-FACTORS (RCUS) FOR THE HALLY

SKPLE {N = 1656}

113

L

A ILITY-FACTORS

L

ABILITY-DOMALN
. - . . ’
RSYCHOSOCTAL DOIALLS 1 2 B ] ] 6 7 .8 9
’ ’ 1 -l18 -119 -13% -053. -014 004 -08) 0c9 071
® 2 -004 067 o1l  ~0)7 -08) -0&2 -006  -110 Q&4
AVEECTIVE-FACTORS .3 -0i7- -1 -185% 04 026 064 -133 047 133
& o - 147 263+ 119 057 Qo7 o¢0 -0o8  -018
STATUS-FACTORS s 163 132 2624 07 089 1 167« 013  -043
: 3 1794 011  ~041 121 06 Z19+ 105 065 169+
L3
? 1724 097 [{[4) 2054  196¢ 1964 11] 113 083
PROCESS-TACTORS ) 059 03 (13 014 -040 -020 116 . 032 N1
§  -065 019 -064 041 064  -046 029 136 -093

4peciwal polnts omiceed

- critical value of. ¢ f{or pignificance at .05 leval =

FJactor Designaticas: :
v Rows .
1 ~ Peychological Contrel
2 - Lix va Fira Cootrol
AFFECTIVE-
DOHALH 3 - Ac:epg-ncs Vs Rejccstqn
&4 = Clder's Occupational +
- Educational Status
’ & - Paternal Occupational +
STATUS Educational Status
DOAIN & - 5ibling Size vs Maternal
O~F Status
? - Hatettal Index '
YROCESS B,-_Ltarnin; Environmeot
DOIALN 9 - Independcnce vs Parental

School-schicvement
Hotivativn

F T
]

+ 150

Coluanse
Induetive Reasoning 1-
Indé:t&vc Reszoning 11
school achicvement
Nunber Facility

Flexibility of Closuté
Spatial + Visualfzation

Verbal Reasoning
Spced of Closure .
Classification

~
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across-domain correlations are rather low,-the.interpretation of these
correlations is focussed on the trends of the between-domain
relationships rather than on the strengths of those relationships.

Chinese Ability-Affective Relations

Significant negative correlations exist between School-achievementA

and Psychological Control, and between Flexibility of Closure and
Acceptance vs Rejection. Only'these two aﬁility—factors ane involved
in this inter-domain link. The other affective-factor, Lax vs. Firm

Control appears to. have hardly any relationship with ability-factors.

Chinese Ability-Process Relations

-The relation between ability—factofs and process-factors is a

Telatively weak one. Only one.abilityffactor,-Spatial + Visualiiation;

shows a significant cortelation with Learning Environment' (negatively).

Chinese Ability-Status Relations

Three ability-factors (Verbal Reasoning, School-achievement and

Spatial + Visualization) ' show significant correlations with elther one

or. two of the four status-factors. Verbal Reasoning has a relatively

'high positive correlation with Paternel 0-E Status + Material Index.

School-achievement relates significantly to Paternal O-& Status +

Material Index and Elder's O-E Status. Spatial + Visualization

correla;es'significantly with Sibling Size vs Maternal O-E Stdtus.

(poeitively) and Home Induction to School_Langﬁagea (negatively)\\

Y
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Chinese Reiation of Familial'PéthOSOCial Circuﬁstancés toaAbilityf
factors - I .

In summing’ up, the across-doﬁain zero—order correlation results
show that 4 out of the 9 ability-factors in the Chinese ability domain
are associated with 7 of the total'9 psychosocial—factors in the affec—
tive, process, and status domains. These four significantly ‘related

ability- factors are School-achieverent, Verbal Reasoning, Spatial +

Visualization, and Flexibility of'Closure.. The seven significantly

BN
~

f’:;4:3h;related psychosocial-factors include two affective-factors (Psycho-,
Y :

. T ESH el o :
log¥cal Contrd¥ and Accéptance vs Rejection), one process~factor

(Learning Environment), and all the four status;fa¢tors. These signi-
ficantly correlated ability—fadtors and-affecfive—, process—, and '

status-factors aré extracted from Table 18 and displayed in Table 20.

-Malaj Ability-Affective Relatioﬂsr
. Only the affeétivé-factor Acceptance vs Rejection appears to have
'relevance in the inter—-domain link for the Malay ‘sample. ° Accgptance vs
. Rejection has a significant negative dqrrelation with Schbol—achiéveme?t
and positive correlation with thg Classificacion.factor:'

Malay Ability-Process Relations

Clearly there 1s hardly any substantial éssociation between the
process domain and ability domain for the Malay sample.

Malay Ability-Status Relations

In comparison uith the Chinese_ability-stafus relations, the.link

between the ability domain and status domain for the Malay sample



L

. !
e T T T C

SIGNIFICANT CORRELATIONS

TABLE 20

OF ABILITY-FACTORS

WITH AFFECTIVE-, PROCESS-, AND STATUS-FACTORS
FOR QHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES ‘

~,
]

CHINESE
‘Ability-Factors . Psycﬁosocial—Factors Corre-
) ' ‘ Factors — Type lations
School-achievement Psychological Control Af fective -.226
' Elder's O-E Status Status . 215
Paternal O-E Status + ' Status’ 174
‘ Material Index
Flexibility of Acceptance vs Rejection Affective -.188
Closure ' : .
Spatial + ‘ Sibling Size vs Status . 194
Vigualization Maternal O-E Status :
o Home Induction to Status ~-.200
School Languages '
Learning Environment . Process -.172
Verbal Reasoning - Paternal O-E Status + Status . 209
. ' - Material Index
. MALAYS
Ability—Facﬁors- ~ Psychosoclal-Factors Corre-
‘ . .Factors "Type lations
" gchool-achievement Elder's O-E Status Status . 263
% ‘ Paternal O-E Status Status . 262
Acceptance Vs Rejettion Affective -.188
Inductive Sibling Size'vs Status .179
Reasoning I Maternal O-E Status
‘ Material TIndex Status 172
Flexibility of Material Index Status .196
Clesure ~ ‘
Spatial + Material Index Status .196
Visualization Sibling Size vs Status .219
' Maternal O-E Status '
Number Facility Material Index Status . 205
Verbal Reasoning Paternal O0-E Status Status 167
Classification Acceptance vs Rejection Affective: .155
o - Sibling Size vs Status .169

Maternal O-E Status

116 ..



appears to spread over a larger number of ability-factors. Material
Index stands out as the one stetus-factor that shows significant:
positive correlation.with a wider range of ability-factors though.all
non-verbal, these being Inductive Reasoning I, Number Facility, Flexibi-

lity of Closure and Spatial + Visualization. Sibling Size vs Maternal'

117

O-E Status also relates significantly with another cluster of non-verbal

ability-factors, namely, Inductive Reasoning I, Spatial‘+ Visualization,,

and Classification. Paternal O-E Status appears to have relevance only

- for the verbal ability-factors - School-achievement and Verbal Reason-

ing. Elder's O-E Status supports the Paternal O-E Status in its

relation to School-achievement.

Malay Relation of Famildial Psychosocial Circumstances to Aﬁility—

factors

In summing up the Malay across-domain relations, it may be stated

_-that the link between familial pSychosocial circumstances ‘and ability-

factors is mediated primarily through the status-factors. No signifi-

cant correlation occurs in- the ability process relations and only one

: affective-factor, Acceptance vs Rejection, is involved in the ability—u

affective relationship. This results in only five significantly related

psychosocial-factors, though the across—domain association extends over

a 1erger number of ability-factors. These affected ability-factors
include School-achievement, Verbal Reasoning, Inductive Reasoning I,

Flekibility of Closure, Number Facility,. Spatial + Visualization, and

Clagsification. The_siénificantly correlated ability—factors-and

affective-, pfocéss—,_and status-factors are also shown in Table 20,

]



" canonical variates are to be considered analogous to loadings in the

;6gether with those for the Chinese sample.

Abiliry-factors Unrelated to Familial Psychosocial Circumstances

Two equivalent Chinese and Malay ability-factors, Inductive

" Reasoning I1 (primarily RPM Sets) and Speed of Closure appear to be

resistant to familial psychosocial circumstances for both ethnic samples;

Cancnical Relations between :Contributory Ability—factors and

Psychosocial-factors.

it is.difficult go obtain a c;ear picture éf the 'patterns' of
relationship between the significantly correlated ab;lity-factors and
psychosocialffacpors from a sfudy'of the zero-order correlations in
Tablé 18 and Table 19; To examiﬁe thé 'patterns' of overall maximuﬁ
assoeiation between theée ability~-factors and psychosoﬁial—factors, a
?aqopical analysis (Muléik, 1972; Darlington, 1973) was carried out on
fhesé.ﬁwo sets of ﬁactors for .the Chinese and Malay sample separately.
Bartlett's statistical tesf of significance.on the canoniﬁallcorreia—
ﬁions (Darlington, 1973; p. 441), géve two canonical variates which may
be considered to-be signifiéant for. the Chinese and Malay samples. Table
21 presents ﬁhe-Chinese results énd Table 22 the Malay results.

In,intefpreting.tge reéults in Tébles 21 and 22, the corfelations
between .ability-factors or psychosocial—fé;tors_with thelr respective
interbretétidn of principal_cbmpqhent factor analysis results. Fo;.
this féason,'they are refeired.to aé cghonical loadings. Positive and
negative éigns on the loadings érg to be regarded in the same sense as

similar signs on factor analysis loadings.
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' TABLE 21

CANONICAL _LOAD.INGS* FOR THE ABILITY-FACTORS AND
PSYCHOSOCIAL-FACTORS (CHINESE, N=144)

Z
Canonical Loadings _ T ‘
-Ab1lity~ (Correlations bet. Variables Psychosocial-
" Factors " and Canonical Variates) : " Factors
' I 1II 1 I
School-achieve- 819 ~176 502 -073  Paternal O-E Status +
ment ‘ ' ' Material Index
Verbal Reason- 696 de9 471 -286 " Elder's O-E Status
ing . - : ' o ,
i . . . '
. Flexibility of 552 400 424 --623 Home Induction to School
Closure B : ‘Languages - '
Spatial + 074 27  -647 -159 Psychological Control
Visualization R o o
. —368 -372 Acceptance vs Rejection
1297 =530 Learning Environment
179 558 Sibling Size vs Maternal
o '0-E ‘Status
RCI = , 396, Py = .014 RCII = .356, P11 f 177

i odilis & AR

* Decimal ﬁoints omitted
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TABLE 22

~-

. CANONICAL LOADINGS* FOR THE ABILITY-FACTORS AND
. PSYCHOSGCIAL-FACTORS (MALAYS, N = 166)

Canonical Loadings:

Ability- (Correlations bet. Variables - PsyChbsocialv
Factors . and Canonical Variates) ‘ _Factors
' 1 I 1 II
‘School-achieve- 672 595 475 320 . Elder's O-E'St&th‘
-ment T . : . . )
Verbal Reasoning. - 205 589° 473 631  Paternal O-E Status
e o Classification = —491 ;2457' -644 -146. - Acceptance Vs Rejection
Spatial + ‘ 2305 709. -494 627 . sibling Size vs Maternal
Visualization L o . 0-E Status -
Numbeé Facility -204 567 -282 637 N Material Index
/"Flexibility of -104 - 508 ‘ ‘
Cleosure R
,/)' . Inducﬁive L 014 700
‘Reasoning 1 '
N RCI_= LG40, P = 001 . ‘ Rc:II = .353, Pry ™ 121
3‘f1 S " % Decimal points omitted )
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Chinese Ability-Psychosocial Canonical Relations Two‘nain underly-

ing dimensions are common to both the ability-factors and psychosocial—'
factors. With respect to the ability- factors, one dimension includes
the verbal- educational ability factors, predominantly School achieve—
ment and Verbal Reasoning and the other dimension represents primarily
the spatial—perceptual ability—factors of Spatial + Visualization and
FleXibility of Closure. At the level of the first canonical variate,
‘School—achievement Verbal Reasoning, and Flexibility of'Closure'are
interpreted as relating to the status—factors of Paternal O—E Status +
Material Index, Elder s O-E Status, Home Induction to. School Languages.d
- and Psychological Control. Wfth respect to the second canonical variate :.'
Spatial +. Visualization and Flexibility of Closure are associated r

positively with Sibling Size vs Maternal O-E Status and- negatively with ﬂ :

Home Induction to School Languages and Learning Environment. . . ,' ' .

- Malay Ability—Psychosocial Canonical Relations. -The ! pattern orf '<‘

relationships here appears to single out. School-achievement as: having |
. ‘.‘ . | a particular dimension ‘of relationship over. and above the.total commonn'
relationshipathat all ability—factors have with the’ group . of psycho~
social-factors. Thus, with referénce to ‘the first canonical variate,
School-achievement vs Classificatioanpatial + Visualization is
associated with Elder s O-E. Status, Paterna]!O-E Status, Acceptance vs
Rejection and’ Sibling Size vs Maternal 0-E Status. The second canOni-
;-“ . | '.. cal’level of relationship shows that a syndrome of three economically-

L]

= oriented status—factors, Material .Index, Paternal 0-E Status, and

’Sibling Size vs Maternal O=-E Status, appears to relate substantially:to'




Fr— 4

_ IndUCEiVE Reasoning I, Scnool—achievéhent,

' analogous to a bipolar factor,

almost the whole domain of sbility—factors - ‘Spatial + Visuolization,
Verbal Reasoning, Number
Facxlity, and Flexibility of Closure. Thus, with respect to.the

ability- factors, the Malay first canonical dimension may be viewed as

School-achievemen@ vs Bpatial—perceptual

1 1

while the Malay second canonical dimsgsion app;\Ts to imply a'g

- factor.

v -

Y

N Hypothesis 4.

matically summarized in Figure 4.

A‘the_School—achievement,

Betwéen-Domain prothésis Testing
; ; I

-

This eXpected that relative to the affective and

Y}\..

status domains, the process domain would be more
- R closely assoclated with the School-achievement snd
Veroal Reasoning facrors.
/
' The,infor—domain relations for the Chinese and Malay-samples, as
indicated by significant ‘correlations between domain factors are diagram-
It is evident from Figure 4 that there

‘.
is relatively no substantial relationship between the process domain and

and Verbal Reasoning factors for both the

o7

Chinese and Malay samples. In this respect, the findings are’ incompat-

ible with Hypothesis 4 and hence 4t has not been supported.

3

™
2
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-CHAPTER 1IX
SUMHARY,'DISCUSSION,'AND IMPLICATIONS
Summary and Discussion of Findings

'The.two-main;purposes of this study were: 1la) to investigate.the.
patterns in a domain'of school-related elementaryAabilityufactors
. 4cross two samples of Singapore Chinese and Malay boys of age between
13+ and 14+, with reference to Euro- American defined ability—factors
which have been established as relatively stable for schooling subjects, -

.and which are compatible with abilities generally used in Euro-American
'1nvesfﬁgations int; the relations of familial psychosocial circumstances
'to abilities, b), c), and d) to similarly investigate factor patterns in‘
affective, process, and stasrs domains of famdlial psychesocial circum—
stances with reference to’ those‘which Euro- American studies have
consistently identified as correlates of abilities, and 2) to examine .
how the ahility—factors relate to the affective—, process~, and status—
factors, Unﬂerlying these two aspects of .the study is the overall pur—‘
‘pose of investigating the relation of familial psychosocial circum— _
stances to ability- factors under varying conditions of interplay between
the home and school in fostering these ability—factors. .The findings on
'these two parts of the study have been presented in the two preceding
_ chapters.' This chapter will draw together a summary of these findings
.and discuss them o

N

” Within—Domain Patterns

Chinese and Malay Ability-patterns. Seven clearly equivalent
\ |

124



<

ability-factors and one seemingl; similar ability—factor have been
identified across the Chinese and Malay patterns of 9 factors each.

The remaining unrelated factor in each pattern could not be interpreted
psychologlcally because of their limited number of defining test’
measures, hence they were named after the. main defining test measures.

The eight related factors were 1nterpreted as Inductive Reasoning I,

" Number Facility, Flexibility of Closure, Speeérof Closure, Spatial +

Visualization, Inductive Reasoning 1I, Verbal Reasoning, and School- |

achievement. The hypothesis that the emergent ability-factors for both

ethnic samples would resemble the input elementary ability-factors

defined_by'the selected test measures was confirmed though some tests
did behave contrary to ekpectation.. Four oue of the five inpnt French,
Ekstfom, and Price’ (FEP) elementary ability—fhcters were reproduced.
These reproducible FEP elementary ability-factors of Number Facility,
Flexibility of Closure, Speed‘of Closure, and Spatial +. Visualization,

represented 4 of the 7 in_Royce's (1973) list of most stable elementary

ability-factbrs.. Though the_ability—factoré were relatively independ-

ent within each ethnic pattern, the factor intercorrelations within the.

Malay pattern tended to be higher than those within the Chinese pattern.

This result is cbnsonanﬁ with Ferguson's explanation on the relation
between mastery level and differentiation of ability-factors, as shown
by the Chinese and Malay differences in performance level on the test

measures (Appendix V). The relatively-higher SMCs for the School-

'achievement factor in both Chinese and Malay patterns adds credibility“

; to the original rationale of describing this domain as comprising
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school—related‘abilities. However, there 1s ethnic variation in the
differentiation of School-achievement from the other within-ethnic
pattern factors. The hypothésis thét Chinese School-achievement factor”

would exhibit a sharper differentiation from its within-pattern factors

‘than Malay School-achievement factor would, was supported by the result

that Chine§é'School—achievement factor has a within-ethni;,pattern SMC
rank oréer of 4 while Malay Schoolfachievemént factor has the highest
SMC in the Malay pétﬁern. Across-pattern compafison Qhows that Maiay
School-achiévement has a SMC véiue of .371, aé agaiﬁst Chinese School-
achievgmeﬁt factor's value of .227.

These within-ability domain findings appear to be compatible with

Euro-American findings., Because of their comparable age range, social

class membership and uniformity of exposure to Euro-American type of

~ education, both the Chinese agd Malay samples exhibited, rather similay

abiliéy patterning, and the nature of the émergent factors ‘turned out

-to matech Euro-American defined factors,'too. The variation in differ-

entiation of the factors between the Chinese and Malay samples cannot

be accounted for by differences in social class membership, age or type

1

of education, as these have been made comparable for both samples.

126

This variation seems to reflect the general observation that the Chinese

pupil has a strong motivation for school learning; relative to his
Malay counterpart. The Chinese pupils’ strong mwotivation for school

/ : : .
learning may be the result of germane Chinese cultural characteristics

such as those observed by Hunter (see Section on Samples). This seems

to be supported by the lack of ethnic difference in the subjects'
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perceptigns of parental press for School-achievement (Appendix VII).

Chinese and Malay Affective—patterns. The three original factors
- that Scﬁaefer's Children's Repbrt of Parent Behaviour Inventory kCRPBI)
claimed to tap-~ ?sychological Control, Acceptance vs Rejection, and
Lax vs Firm Control, turned out to be equivalent to tﬁe three emergent
factors in the Chinéée anq Malay affect;ve—pattefns separately. This
result haé extended the cross-cultural validity of Sghaéfer'é CRPB; to
non-Euro-American groupé, and suggests that childrén of coantrasting
cultural groups describe similéi patterns of pareqtai behaviours. The
genéral obsérvation that Chinese péfents a%e stricter in their control
of their children appears to be reflected in the significant differences
found in scores .on the scales between Chinese and Malay SUbjéctg'

reports of maternal behaviour (Appendix VﬁI).

Chinese and Malay Process-patterns. Two equivalent Chinese and
Malay process-factors - Learning EnViroﬁment and IndEpendénce vs
Pérental-School—achievement Motivation represented the féctorial con—,
stituents qg}the process domain. The‘Léarning Environment factor
appears to concur with éhplmajor underlying factor which has consistently
emerged within a domain of thé Chicago-type of process variables (Dave,

.1963; Wolf, 1964b; Dyer, 1967; Marjoribanks, 19705.

Chinese and ﬁalay Status-patterns.- Some slight ethnic variation

occurred among the four identified status-factors of each ethnic .
pattern. Two clearly equivalent factors - Elder's 0ccupationa1ﬂEduca-‘
tional (0-E) Status and.Sibling Size vs Maternal Occupational;Educational

Status were. identified. The remaining tﬁo Malay féCtors, Paternal



Occupetienal—Educational Status and Materiai Index appeared to_represent
components of the Chinese factor, Paternal Occupational-Educational
Status + Material Index. This Chinese Paternal O-E Status + Material

Index factor resembles the major factor underlying Dyer's (1967) six

. ‘ . . ,
' status variables of parental education, parental occupation, family

income, location of reSidence, type of resideuce, and quality of furn-
ishings. fhe splitting between'Malay Paternal O-E Status and Material
Index may be attributed to the fact that most of the Malay mothers in
this sample'were working, though at 1ow‘occupational status jobs, to
supplement JLhe father" s income while most cf the Chinese mothepL were

housewivi!g ‘"That the Chinese factor, Home Induction to School Languages,

has no Malay parallel may be explained by the fact that for all MalayS,

one of the school languages is still the home language while this is not

"the case for the Chinese.

The variable patternings within each ethnic domain appear to

reflect the realistic clusterings. In petticulat; the bipolar factor

SiBling Size vs Maternal 0-E Status mirrors the current Singapore trend
that mothers of high educational ana occupational‘status tend to have a
smaller number of children. |

‘The hypothesis that the variable-factors within each domain of
affectiue, process, and 'status variables would vary across the Chineee

and Malay samples was not supported by the findings.

Between-Domain Relations

" For both Chinese and Malay samples, the across-domain relations

for each of the domain-pairs = ahility-affective, ability-process, an
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ability-status, appear to bé rather weak, as indicated by both the low
and .few éignificant-intercorrelaFions. The factors which ‘contribute
to significaht acro;s-domain relations are répresented in Figure 4.
There 1is ethnic varia;ion in the abilLty-affective inter-domain
relations -'the same ability-factdr either relates to differenf affect-
ive-factors in the ethnic sampies or'the_same aff;Z;ive factor relates
go different ability—factors. For example, Sch9ol—achievement is
assoclated wigh Psychological Controllin_the‘Chiﬁese case butr with
Acceptance vs.joection in the Malay case. At the same ﬁime, Acceptance
. vs Rejection is linked ﬁo Flexibility of Closure in the Chinese sample
| but to School-achievement and Classification in the Malay sample. With
¢ respect to the ability-process domain-pair, no relationship exists for
the Malay: sample, and only Spatial + Visualization relates negatively
to Lgarﬁing Environment in the Chinese sample.
In- the ability—sgatUs domain-pair, Paternal O-E Status and Elder‘s.
0-E Status appear to be of impéftant relevance to School—achievement

v

.. _ and Verbal Reasoning for both Chinese and Malay samples. That these

. \?
" w two status-factors turned out to be associated with School—-achievement

is in agreement with the gultural characteristics of these two gEOUps.
High Paternal 0-E Status with high Eldér's O-E Status youl%,mean high
fémily prestige. It will be recalled that through subtle cultural
transmission processes, the Chineée or Malay'child learns that he has

a respbnsibility to keeb up the.family image. ‘It follows from this that'

8
the re5ponsibility would be more pressing on a child from a high O-E \_§>

status family and consequently he would be driven to accomplish better




school—échieveﬁent,. Also fathers and other family members. with high

.0-E status would tend to have more intellectually-oriented values and

attitudes which the child might pick and internalise as his own without .

any. conscious or deliberate verbal. communication from them. A distinct
ethnic contrast occurs with requct to the Material Index factor in the
Malay data. This status—factor is associated with a‘rather large
number of non-verbal abilities in the Malan sample, but the Chinesé
factor of which the Malay Material Indet is a component shows no associ—
ation with any non-verbal ability -factors. This distinctive Malay
feature may be attributed to the fact that the availability of mass

H

communication such as radio and T.V. may have greater impact on the

more rural-oriented Malay child than the more urban-oriented Chinese

-child.

" The hypothesislthat'relqtive to the affective-and status-factors,
the process-factors would be more cloéely agsoclated with the;School—

achievement factor and Verbal Reasoning factor was f0und to be incom-

patible with both Chinese and Malay results. This 1is in contrast to the'
stronger link between School—achievement and Verbal abilities often

found in Euro -American settings (Plowden et al, 1967; Marjoribanks,

1970; Jones, 1972). The Chinese and Malay concurrence on the relations
between.School-nchieveoent, and Verbal Reasoning-and the status-.and
process-factors is consonant with a main position of this study -

that the link betneen school—fbsterod'abilitnyactors and the process? -
factors may be confounded by.the counteroalancing effects of the child's

own contribution to the school processes of learning.
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-Tﬂe significaﬁt negative correlation bet@een Chinese School-
achievement apd Psychological Control, and between Malay Schobl- .l
achievement and Acceptance vs Rejéction suggest.that the imbacg of
thése'twﬁ broad dimensions of maternal behaviours have different effects
on-school—achievemeﬁt fof the two samples. It is interesting to note.
that the Flexibility of Closure factor which iﬁclﬁde Witkin's Embedded
Figures Test, has significant negative correlations with Psychologica;
Control and Acceptance vs Rejection for the Chinese sample. This agrees
with Witkin's thesis that too muchlmaternél control negates field—inde—
pendence, a measure of whi¢h is the Group Embedded Eigures Test.

The overall rélationship betqeen the two set; of significant.

ability-factors and combined affective-, status—, and process—factors

. were examined through canonical analysis. For both ethnic samples two

underlying dimensions common to the ability—factfrs and-psychosocial-
factérs were fpundl With respect to the Chinese sample, the two levels
of‘relationship distinguisheé\the relaﬁing ability-factors into the
verbal—educatibﬁél (v:ied) and spétial;perceptual (k:m) abilities. In
the case of the Malay sample, School-achievement was distinguished as
having a stronger association over and above the total ability—féctor
link with the rglating psychosocial-factors. Both Chinese and Malay
results iﬁdicatéd.that the link between School-achievement and Pégernal
0-E Status aﬁd Elder's O-E Status constitute the strongest across-

domain link. On a cross-ethnic basis, the Malay cross-domain associa-

“tion is stronger than the Chinese, as is {ndicated by the higher first

canonical correlation of the‘Malays. This was expected on the basis



“that the Chinese pupils' greater motivation would lead to greater

: counterbalancing school effects than would Be the case for the Maléy

child.

Significant Findings of this Study

An overview of the results shows that clear factor patterns within
each of the four domains - ability, affective, process and status, have

emerged. for both Chinese and Malay -data. There is c0nsiderabie-facto;

- T .
similarity among corresponding Chinese and Malay patterns. In addition,

many of the isolated factors resemble those predicted on the basis'of.

Euro-American findings. The reproduciﬁility of the FEP elementary

~ability-factors and the Schaefer-broad dimensions of parent behaviours

are cases in point.
- : : - ‘ >
A major finding of this study that does not correspond to those)

of_EurorAmerican studies is the tenuous across-domain relationship.

Very little relationship h

of the domain-pairs, -ability- ffective, abii%ty-process, and ability-

 status, as indicated by the’ low across-domain correlations and canoni-
_cal éorrelatiops. The most predictable ability-factors are School-

-achievement and Spatial + Visualization,‘but'the main predictors are -

status factors, namely Paternal O-E Status, Elder's O-E Status and
Material Index. No substantial relationship exists between the process-—
factors and ability-factors.

- Implications

Implications for Theory

The results on the ability patterns of the Chinese and Malay

been found for both ethnic samples in each

'y
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‘samples are consonant with results obtained with other non-Euro-American
subjects wbo‘have been exposed to comparable Enro—American education
and aeculturation. The reproducibility of the FEP elementary factors
of Flexibility of Closure, Speed of Closure, Number Facility, “and

Spatial + Visualization adds further support for the stability of these
»

f;ctors acszss diverse cultural groups{' While group differences on the
.pdtterning of abilities have demonstrated ‘that ability differentiation

is inextricably linked with the specific experience the individual - ]\
encounters in the course.of'development, the results in this study show
/{:at it is_alsc determined by the orgﬁnism's own contribution to the
1eerning'situationé The Chinese and Malay samples hane been equated on
age, socio-economic class, andrtypelof schooling, but they still

differed on the.degree of differentiation among the ability-fac:ors

‘which wastattributed to their differences in motivationel response tou
-schcol learningi | |

Instances'of some tests, in particular, Letter.Sets and Classifi-

cation aligning themselves on different Eactors across the two ethnic
patterns indicate that it is misleading to use single tests or groups

- of tests to represent similar ability-factors acrOSS,different groups. o -

.The emergence of three equivalent Chinese and Maley affective-

facters underlying the scales of the CRPBI‘—'Psychological Control
Acceptance vs Rejection, and Lax vs Firm- Control which resemble closely
rthe three dimensions obtained with Eurc-American subjects (American

subjects by Schaefer and Erench—Belgian subjects by Renson), extends

the cross-cul ural~validityfof the'CRPBI to ncn—Euro-American cultures.
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Furthermore, it suggests probabie cross~cultural generality in child-

-

ren's o?ganizations of their percéptions of parent behaviours.

éhough the Chinese results on the link between the Flexibility of
Closure factor_and Psychological Control and Acceptance vs Rejection is
éonsqnant with Wi;kin and hislcolléaéues‘ findings on Ehé reiationship
betweén“matérnal‘contrél in thi;d—rear?ng andbfield—independencé, thé‘
crOSSfcultural geherality is questioned by Ehe non—reiazionshid{between
Flexibility of Closure and any of +the affective—fqétoré for~thé Malay
~case. ‘

The across-domain relation results suggest that fhere are two'
facéfs of the relationship between familial psychosocial cifcumstances
aqd ability¥factors. One appears to focus more‘di%ec;iy‘on éhe,ability—
factors wﬁile £he other focusses more on the individual as.an‘;ntermed—
. ia;y_,. Consider-the case of thng&e;f link,betweeﬁ the process domainf
_ Qnd vérbal-abilitigs consistently found in EuroéAﬁerican.s;udiesl. In .
this lnstance the home practiceg impihge directly on Ehe individual t6
draw out the manifestation of Fhé abilities.  In the case of tﬁe link
between Schooi-achievement and the gégtus—factors of Pat;rngl 0-E Stétus

[y

and Elder's 0-E' Status for the Chinese and Malay samples of this study,

‘_these_s£atgs—fact6ré do not provide the stimulating and elic ging
eﬁviron?ent for ;he.School—aphievemént factor, but théy i te the mbtiQ
vation.of the ch¥ld who being thuq_armed Qith a Higﬁ motivational level
was able-to fespbnd more coptimally to the learniné environmentfof the

school. It is this active involvement of ‘the individual that facili-

tates the . emergence of the School—achievement factor.

-

B

—
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The findings of this study do’ not. indicate the impotence of fam— :

ilial psychosocial circumstances to ability- faqtgis but draw attention

~

to the fact that the relation ‘of familial psychosocial circumstances to
Vjability—factors has tO'be viewed in the context of the relative inter—

play between the home and school - In the Euro—American'situation_nhere"

the school supplements the home in fostering the development'of‘ahili-.

ties, the relationship between familial psychosocial circumstances and

ability factors has beern found to be, strong In the oase df these two
samples, the tenuous relationship between abiIity factors: and familial
psychosocial circumstances reflects the" loose links between the home. and
school in fostering the development of the verbal—educational abilities.

lmplications for Practice

A major finding of this study is the weak relationship between

A

familial psychosocial circumstances and ability—factors. This has

notable implications for practicé in- that it points to the potency of

'schooling | It'implies that school effects are much more independent of

home circumstances than what have been uaually found in Euro—American"

.‘,, .

settings. At a more general level it indicates that irrespective of

a

the nature of ‘the, homes, Euro—American type of education can be imple-

mented in schools. It has a practical value particular to Singapore

“in that the schools can forge aheae with the task of teaching the skills’

necessary for the country's growth and advancement towards more sophi-

-

sticated technology without having to walt for home pressures toward

Euro—American ‘type’ ‘of education to develOp. .\fh‘

Another noteworthy implication for practice suggested in this

it

P
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_. study is that.facet of relationShip between familial'psychosocial

. L circumstanées and ability—factors.that'provides the individual with the

¢

; impetus to Optimize his own contribution to the learning'process; CAll

too often, deficits in opportunities and experiences are more readily
i

. compensated for in the school but very little attention haa been aCCOrded
_ e motivational deficitai To facilitate his own teadhﬂag and improve
pupils maStery level the teacher should check on the pupila motiva-
tional make—up. For pupils who lack the motivational equipment for
_learning, greater efforf, and attention must be directed at Inculcating
"in them. ‘the interest and responsibility to learn.

Though the results of this study do not show a strong 11nk

at e
- between familial psychosocial circumstances and abilities, this should
) 8
{ - Lo ‘not be interpreted ‘that teachers of rural school children need not design,

x

_ organize and administer the gchool’ learning environment in terms of more.

enriching and variegated experiences that wo d widen the horizons of

the ruralnoriented vistas of the children in theiT charge._ On the
contrary, the weak link presenta a stronger case for the need to do so.
Parents and teachers should also be cognizant‘of the fact that too
much Psychological Control or over-emphaais on Acceptance v8 Rejection
appear to have a negative effect on School-achievement;‘ Because there is
‘ethnic variation-in the relation of these two affective—factora to School—

achievement, Singapore teachera dealinga with Chinese and Malay pupils

will'have to be adapted to the nature of this variation.

_Implicafions for Research

. This study has been conducted on reatricted samples of the Chinese
and Malaylmale pupils in Singapore and as such the findings cannot be

-

4 . B ‘ .- : o :. \
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generalized to all Singapore Chinese ‘and Malay naie pupile.” It is
probable that the hisrorical eocio—cultural differences between the two
ethnic.groups might have heen phased out among the high.sociofecononic
groups and hence }indings within these groups,would-haue yielded
different results. | |

More information pertaining to the 1ink between familial peycho—-
oocial circumstances and ability—factors may be obtained from studies
carried out on femele subjects. In Singapore the demarcation beeween

. the social roles of the-two Bexee are not as sharp as those in Euro-

\\\;ﬁ;;- _ emerican culture, hence the findings.on.female pupils could reflect this.

TheAdurability of the link between familial psychosoclal circum-

.;\stances to ability;factors]with advancing years also needs future
.investigation. .Most Euro-American studies have been carried out with
children in the pre-school age period or early yeers'of schooling.
Their'results have indicated a sfronger es;ociation between ability-
factors and.femilial psychosocial circumstances than those obrained in

. ' ‘

this study. This variation in results may be attributeu to»the age
variant, hence there is a need to replicate this study with children of
both younger and older age groups .

Another direcrion that further research can Eake is- to replicate

qy - this Btuop with Singapore male pupils of'rhis age group who come from
English-speaking homes only, or Chinese male pupils who are receiving
the Chineseumedium of education. The outcomes of such studies would
-
- provide information to support or challenge the position taken by this

study - the relationship between familial paychosocial circumatances

and ability—factors depends on the interplay between, the home and achool
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p o - APPENDIX I ‘ SNl

HOME ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

-

: INSTRUCTIONS : . : )

I am makiﬁg a study to find out how.pupils' home environments relate .

. o to their school achievements and other general skills. . I am asking : '
number of students, including youfseif, to give some information kr)(r——5\
S R
about.their home environment in this questionnaire. v

The information given will not be shown to anyone, and report on any

specific pupil will not be made. Please’help to make this study a

success by-giving TRUE answers to all the questions.

"BE SURE TO ANSWER EVERY QUESTION"

.. ) NAME:

CLASS:

SCHOOL:




low many brothers do you have?
(Don't count yourself)

How many sisters do you have?,
(Don t count yourself)

What is your father's occupationV
(1f he has retired, state his .~ .-

occupation

before retirement)

(Tick the appropriate ‘space) o

OTHER ANSWER:

Post—graduate

University degree_

College diploma (e.g. Ngee Ann, Polytechnic, T.T.C.,
or equivalent)

H.S.C.

Cambfidge Schopi Ce;tificate‘

Had some secondary’educétion
Completed P.S.L.E.
Hng'some prinafy education

Don't know

. . State the highest educational level your father has attained

What is your mother's occupation?

What is.your mother's highest educational

. (If housewife, state s0)

(Tick the appropriate -space)

Post—graduate

‘University degree

]

College diploma

H.S.C.

Cambridge School Certificate.

level?

148
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‘Had some secondary educétion_
Completed primary'education

Had some primary edupafion

s
Don't know

OTHER ANSWER: - L

.

7. What ianguage(s) did you speak before you eptefed schooi?‘k :
. (Tick the space(s) beside the language(s) you could speak then) °

-

Chinese dialect

+

English

—r——

Mandarin

Tamil

OTHER' ANSWER :

8. What type of house do you live in?
(Tick the appropriate space) :

;;’éompound brick house
s E
Semi-detached or terrace house

—

. _ ) : A Private‘ﬁpartment
;o . o . HDB flat or equivalent
Wooden bungalow house.

OTHER -ANSWER:

"9. Do yoﬁ have to pay rent for your house or flat?

—_——

Yes C B .

" 1f Yes, how much? e R
(State amount)
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10. How many bedrooms are there in your house oOr flat? - |
(State the number) L —

11. Where do. you tisually do your homework?
. (Tick the appropriate space)

Study—taBle in own bedroom
Dinner-table
Study room, different-from bedroom

"OTHER ANSWER:

l'lZ; Do ybq'have a telephone at home?

Yes l o _ _ .

No e . : f " . ,
13, Is there a radio in your home?-

4
Yes g

.No .

" 14. Is there 4 T.V. in your home?

. Yes

st

., No .
L B ’ . .
15. 1Is there -a refrigerator in your home?
: S : Yes

© —

‘No -

.16a)'Do-§0u have a car at home?

Yes

E—————

No

b) How do you go to school?

Walk




17.

18.

20.

21,

NTUC transport o6r Schaol Bﬁs~ | ; ;
Parents send me by car

Driven~driven car

OTHER ANSWER:
1s there any room in your house that_is:air—conditionedQ
S Yes

_No

Is there an electric fan in youT home?

. Yes ' ;'

JEEEEE.

No -

State the educational level of all brothers and sisters older

than yourself:
. . . 1

4

Besides your parents, are there other persoun(s) working inﬂyOur 
home? : - CL : : B ‘

Yes

——

-Ne

1f Yes, state . (a) the reélationship of the person(s) to you,

. (b) the occupatidn of the person(s), (¢) the highest educational

level at;aihed-by the person(s) involved, in the following_table:_

Relatioﬁship C Occﬁpation . Educat19n31 Level

-32.'
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- What marks do your parents want you to get in. school for most

subjects”
The highest mark‘in-eacH.Subjecp
, . b
Above 90% T
Above 80%Z
Above 70%
___ Above. 60%.
Pass marks would be alrighq
- OTHER ANSWER
23. How often do they tell you that you must do well in scHEol? ' .
d All the time
Once in a while .
Hardly any
ﬁ « ‘
Never-
) OTHER ANSWER:
: . 2. In your Primary 6 year,lhow was your choice of secondary schools
made? _ : :
Your pétents made - the deciéion‘fbr you ‘
Your older brothers/sisters/relatives made t€§—‘\\
hoice for you - ,
Your parents talke& i1t over with you and together
you agreed on the achoals | .
You consulted your older brothers/ﬁiaﬂbrs/relatives
and they helped you to decide on the schools
You made your own choice
'»  OTHER ANSWER:




' 25. What sort of education would your parents want you to havo
this year?

"Only technical education

Only academic educatien

Join the trade schools

Any type will do

"OTHER ANSWER:
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26, Did your pirents coach you or make special arrangements to
make sure/that you could pass your P.S.L.E.? . ‘

Yes o

EE— - . . L

____No
27. How often dé they check on yoﬁr schoolwork?
. ___- Every d;ry |
Once a weék
Once a month
Once in a while

—— .

OTHER ANSWER: e

28a) Do your parents leays know about your’ school examinations?

Yes

No

b) Usually héw-do fhey know about them?
| ____‘They ask you
_____ You tell them
‘c) Do théy ask you abous how you fare after each examination?
_ . Yes

No

e —
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d) How interested are they about your results? Q\\\ i
- b . \ .
_Always ask about them as soon as examinations are

over ‘ : L

Fo

Occasionally ask when the ‘results would be known

Never ask anything until the report book is brought
- home for signature

OTHER ANSWER:

29a) Have your parents ever talked to'you about what you should do
after Sec, 1V? ’ ' 4

Yes

No

b) If Yes, what do they want you to do? ' , .
~To go on to Pre-U
Take up commercial or technical training

Look for a job

'OTHER ANSWER:

i

I ‘ . i : : ,
¢) Have they ever talked to you about the job you should go into?

Yes

No -

d) If Yes, what do you think they want you to become?

salesman - - typist .

‘ — mechanic N electrician . ,

f/’f _ ___ chemist . ___;?Ehbdrafory assistant

| o draugﬁtsman o ___;_ primary school teacher
_ — bank clerk . hospital assistanté/nurseé
.a e o iawygr _____real estate agent
doctor __ - secondary school teacher
¥ dentist o S accountant

—

engineer {*,H- book-keepep '
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29d) cont'd.

. architect pharmacist

photographer university/gollegé-lectdrer

OTHER ANSWER:

30a) Which of the following hobbies have you ever been involved in
doing? ' : '
stamp;collgcting ‘playing a musical instrument

\coin4col1ecting , a lot of reading

' | building models ' chemistry/electronics
' drawing '  learning to play chess
photography working at puzzles
OTHERS:

Hgve-ne&er been interested in any hobbies

-~

b) In what hobbies or activities are you interested in?

stamp-collecting =~ __ coin-collecting
____drawing, . ___ buillding models
o eléctronics A __ chemistry sets
____: swimming ' ___ a lot of reading
* 7 _____not interested in OTHERS : '
ANY HOBBY

c) Who has got‘youxinterested in_the hobby?

Boﬁh parents got you interested -

'y
Mother////
-
o Fat?ér
A ; _ .
. . ‘ An older brother/sister/relative got you interested -

1

Someone outside the home made you interested

>

—— Became interested on your own

OTHER ANSWER:

| Z
. E'A. 2,
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3la) List some

with your

of the
mother

[

156

common activities that you often do together
at home:

r

b) List some
with your

of -the
father

common activities that you often do together

at home: ) R

¢) List some of the common activities that you often do together
with members of your family other than your parents at home:

'S

32a) Below is a list of places of interest in Singapore._-Tick.thbsc
which you have been to: : s

Haw Par Villa. _ Van Kleef Acquarium

Botanical Gardens . Japanese Gardens
National Theatre Science Centre -

thiondl-ﬂuseum

Paya Lebar Alrport

Jurong Bird Park ‘Queen Elizabeth Walk
' - “Sentosa Island ' - Chinese Gardens

OTHERS:

.~ b) With whom did you go to these placeé you have ticked?

With family including parents

With members of family, but not parents

With people outside the family

OTHER ANSWERS:

'




L
L
.

"

outings (é.gi;

. b Re ,,nif:’?.,. . , .
33.." During §§El¢&%§@;Ch001 holidays, how many times have you gone on

gnics, camping, etc.)

a) with your parents or other members of.your family?

A few times

Once, becausé it takes up. the whole holiday
Just_once

“None -

b) with people ou£sidé.the family?
A few times
- Qﬁcé, because it takes up the whole holiday
Just once.
______None

34a) Do you take any'lessonS'outside school?' {e.g. musle, art,
swimming, sports coaching etc.)

Yes

r—

No

If Yes, list them here:

b) Wh§ s;ggested'that you should take these 1essops? ,
____ Both parents I

. Father ‘- .

Motﬁer

A member of famlly other than parents

Someone outside the fémily

Yourself
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35a) What do ybu like to do most when you return home from school?
Do your homework, read, study

Take courses: muslec, art, etc.

Play gémes outside' the ﬁouse
Watch T.V. or listen to the radio

Go to school for E.C.A.

OTHER ANSWERS:

Get involved in'your hobby, name the hobby .

b) After dinner what to you generally do?

Do homework and‘then read (6r just read)

Do homework and then get involved with your hobby
Read and watcﬁrsome T.V.-

Watch T.V. or listen to_the_radlo

OTHER ANSWERS:

36a) Do you have a dictionary of your qwﬁ?

Yes

_____No ' ’ _.
b) If Yes, what do you uselit‘most often for?

| - Do youf-English homework.
' Look up new w;rds‘you comé across in yourrreading'
Léok up words for crésswqrd puzzles or games
Bfing it to schooi_for English lessons
Check meaning of word; for English lessons

Never use it

OTHER ANSWERS:

-~
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36¢) Are there any dictionaries in your home?

Yes

.No

1f Yes, name them.

-d) On the average, how many times a week do you refer to your
" dictionary?: T '

____-Mbrc than 10 -‘times g'week"
Abdut 10 timeg a week
About 5 times a week

> Once a week

o ——— . -—

OTHER ANSWERS:

e) When did yoq'first'have the dictionurf?

| __ Primary 4 and before

Primar§ 5 |

P:imar& 6

Sec. T L o -

This year

OTHER ANSWERS:
f)} Is this your first dictlonary? ' . v
Yes

No

et e e———

. If No, how many mor§ did you have before this one? .



U

.'1' -

~

1
T

£) Who first tﬁught you

Father

Mother

'37a} Do you have

b) If Yes, what kind are thef?

to use the dictionary?

A& member of family other than parents

Someone outside the family

Found it out yourself

an enyclopedia in the home?

Yes

No

(F111 in the table below)

How long have you had them?

. Tybé of Encyclopetiia’

Time had them

more than 2-3 yrs., 4=5 yrs. more
1 year . than
5 yrs.

¢) How often do you use it to help you in your school work?

Very regularly

.

d) How often do your parents (or any family member) look atg the '

Sometimes

Hardly ever

'Never .

encyclopedia with you together?

About once a week

‘ Once a month
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37d) cont'd.

.38a)

b)

c)

3%a)

b)

161

When we have come across something we want to
know more about

2
Never

Does your family subscribe Eo‘any mﬁgazine (e.g. Time, Newsweek, -
Her World etc.)? :

Yes

— o )

. No

Don'tlknow

If Yes, what are they?

How often do you read them?
Read every issue
Read chasiohally
Never read
What newspaper do you have in the house? (Tick:all those you
' : have) -
Stralts Times
Berita Hariam_
Sin Chew Jit Poh :
Nanyang Siang Pau
-~
.Tami Murasu
" New Nation

OTHERS

How often do you read the newspapers? ¢ '
‘Every day

Weekends only
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. 39b) cont'd.
. R ‘ Once in a while

Never read

OTHER "ANSWERS : | ‘ | ‘ ' K
c)-Which_section(S);df thé newspaper iﬁteresf(s) you most?

___;_WOrld news
News in Singapore
éports page N - ' B -
Cinema page
AAvertisements

OTHER ANSWERS:

_ d) Who do you tgik'to most asout the things you read in the
i . newspapers? S ' '
'_'_ Your parents |

_____ Members of_fémily_othér_than barénté

__ People outside the fﬁmiiyl‘ |

. OTHER AnswERs: S o R .

e) How often do your bafents or any family member give you an
.atticle from a newspaper or magazine to read?

Nearly evefy'day n .

.

Once or twice a week
o 'Less than once:a week
Rarely given ' e . '

Never.
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40a) Are you-a member of the National Library or any'of.its branches?

Yes

No ) o ‘ o
b) If Yes, how long have you been a member?

Just this yéar )
- \ . . . . . ' ‘)
Joined last year L ' T

Primary 4 and earlier
. A - T ‘ ' - -
ST Since Primary 5 1

i Since_Primary 6 - : ‘ .

. ' : OTHER'ANSWERS:

c} Who first told .you -'to joipn the 1ihrary7'
- Both parents told you about it . o -~
____ Father talked to you abou; ic . R - ’-ﬁ;ri
_____ Mother talked to y0u abbut it
A family member talked to you about it_'
___Someone outside the family talked to you about it

"Can't rememher

. " OTHER ANSWERS: ___ I

d) What books did you read in the last school holidays?

" &) What books.did you read last month? L r




f) Do your parenfs ever look to see what type of. books you;aré-redding?
Yes, quite often
Sometimes

___; Never | rﬂj"“

OTHER ANSWERS :

g) What percentage of the bodks you read are written in‘Engliéh?

o All’T“\\hc
Most of them

. Abqut half.
Less. than half

‘OTHER ANSWERS:

h) Do you get your books from other places? ‘;g\\\\‘;-//’_
Yes : : 5

— ) ’

N o . } ) 4 - i

if Yes, where else do you éeﬁ them?

School library -
Your parents [(family members).buy.thEm'for you

~ .
Church library i

-

K Borrgw from friends °
. OTHER ANSWERS! R | .
™", ‘ . ‘ '

Ala) About how many hours do_you watch T.V. on Sapurday_aaf Sunday?

Don't watch T.V. on weekends
pr -

-

L. -

Less than 1 hour each, day

Between 1-and 3 hoursys day (or about 2 hours)

:Bgtwgen‘ﬁ and 5 hours a day (or a few hours)

,{/’—_i::_;More‘;han 5 hours a day ) '“&C
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41b) How about.Monday to Ftidayé How léng do‘&eu hqrmally watch it
each day? : ‘ : .

- Don't watch T.V. on weekdays
Less than 1 hour each day
_Between -1 and 3 hours cach day (or-about 2 hours)
el ) = X . )
Between:4 and 5 hours a day (or a few hours)

More then'S'hours a day

—

¢) What T. V programs do you usually ‘watch?

Nost are educationnl (news, science documentation,
ETV, school debates etc.)

All are’ recreational (movies, sports, musical
: shows atc. )

A mixture of educational ‘and reereational programs
- o &

Pon't know .' -~

" List the r%;ular programs

-d) How often do 'your parents galk ahout a T.V. program with you
. after it is over° - ) . : '

Quite regularly

. Oeceeionally

\

P Have_disepseed only 1 or 2 programs . .~ |
< -Neven had any follow-up discussions

e) What percentage of the programs you watch are in English?

R 1002
Over 50%
" .About 50%

'Less,then 50%

None or hardly any -

T
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42a) Do your parents know your best friends?
Yes, all of them

Yes., some.of them

No
, ) b) if_Yes, did your parents ever help you to choose them?
' //) —_rTT l Yes, all of them

Yes, some of them
No (none of them)

ask your pnreﬁfs-qdestions about things that puzzle

Yes

Ne . -

b) If Yeé,,whaﬁ do your parents usually do? ' P -~
Tell you the answers Gtraight away

Ask you further questions to make you think out:
the answer yourself

i Point out the other instances which makes the
answer to your questions obvious <o you

U ' ‘ 7 Tell you to find the answer somewhere '

Dismiss the questions

OTHER ANSWERS:

. : £ /
_ 44a) Do you prefer to spend your time at home with your parents or o
. : out to play with friends?

L -

Stay at home with parents

Go out to play wit§ friends
b)(if you prefer to stay home, wha

{s your parents' reaction to it?
! .

- o ) Don't mind/'haven'tldiscouraged it, encouraged it.
. s )
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44b) cont'd.

Quite happy about it but haven't encouraged it

4
Allow it, but would prefer me to play with my friends
" Try to discourage‘it_

OTHER ANSWERS:

- 45a) Which of the following activitjes would your parents allow you

to do by yourself or with a friend?
YES NO

_sleep at a friend's house overnight

go on an ovefnight camping trip

8o to the movies \

go shopping

go on a picnic or hike

\
visit relatives by bus

b) Do your parents allow you to stay alone in the house by yourseLf
at night?

‘Yes

No

Sometimes
46a) Do you‘hav?;nﬁy pocket money?

Yes

[ ! LS

' 4 N
g No

b) If Yes, do your phrcnfs'algayS“check on how your spend 1it?
D - )

* Yes

——e

No

Sometimes

TR N IEFAL RS
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c) Mhen you want, to buy something expensive with your own pocket
money, do your parents expect you to ask their. permission?

L)

Yes, mother insists

et T

Sometimes would like you to let them kh&:_
‘before you purchase it '

——

No - ' -

e ——

OTHER ANSWERS:

. d) When you have new clothes, how do you usually get them? . : .
Your parents-just bought them for you

You. ask your parents for the money and you
get them yourself :

Your parents take you along to the stores and
let you make your own choice

OTHER ANSWERS:

47a) Do your parents insist that you must let them know whenever !F
‘you go out with friends or on your. own? '

Yes

[

No . A ; li' -

b) If Yes, do you -have to tell the time wﬁen you would be back?
: . - : “ : :
Yes

i
e -

Na.-

L

c) When you can't return by the expected time, what was your
purent s usual reaction?

' Very worried but relieved when you finally return
\Hzi Quite worried but didn't make a ‘fuss of it
Realize that it.could heppen sometimes v

~d) When you return home from an outing with friends whut do your
parents usuelly do?

Ask you to tell them everything .

e et S v
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47d4) cont'd.

Never ask you anything unless yop'teli them .

& Just ask whether you enjoyed yourself

OTHER ANSWERS:

u) When you go to school or go on an outing, who dccides}what
clothes you -should wear? : /

' Your mother
You yourself
.-A famlly member other than parents

OTHER ANSWERS:

" 48. When fou have‘difflculty with yOuf schoel work or sometﬁing elsge

‘you are doing (e.g. fixing a toy, working on a puzzle), what do
your parents usually do when they know it? .

Offcr to do it for you immediately
Sit down and help you with it
Encourage you to try a new way and watch

Leave you to it

-Tell you to ask somedne who knows

~49a) 1Is there somebody else in your family besides yout parcnts whom

you admire a lot?

Yes

No 7 _ .

"If Yes, state his or her relation to you here:

b) Is there someone outside the fémily that you admire a lot?

. Yes ’ oy
N ‘
. No
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c) What' is 1t about the purson(s) that makes you admire the
person?

o Vcr& c¢lever, has high qualifications
_ Knows a lot. of things

Can help you in your school work
Travels a great deal

‘Has a good job

———

OTHER. ANSWEBS:

st like to be likel? _ . | {

50a) Who would ybu

b) Why?

- %

-

51a) Do your pirents ever say that they would like you to be likL

someody?
__ Yes
A L -_ © - __No
L - . b) If Yes, say wﬁn here:

¢) What 1s the person like?

52D)~Have_yoﬁ read any life-stories of grcat people in the last term?

O

Yes

[

No

b) If ch, gsay who here:

. <}
53&) Do you get any pockct moncy regularly cach week or each month?

p——

Yes i

No, you ask your parents anly when you need to
~buy ,something

LT 4
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53a) cont'd.

No, .you get It oﬁcaSipnally,

'OTHER ANSWERS:

b) What do you usually do with your pocket money when you get it? .

Spend it immediately you get it and go without
money for the rest of the week or month

put some in.the POSB and keep some for bus fares,.
school recess, stationery, ctc. :

Save some for buying something which you like very,
much, e.g. a watch, pen, clothes, etc.

Keep some for bﬁying'gif;s for members of the family

OTHER ANSWERS:

54. 1f someone glves you $iO, what would you do. with 1t?7

55a) Do you have a time-table for your own studies at home?
Yes

B -

Nof

b) If Yes, how closely do you follow this pattern?
Vcryircgulnrly
Regularly except when éopcthing unexpected happens:

Occasionally follow it - . - ' .

Follow it only when you feel like studying

If" R  OTHER ANSWERS:
'56a) Do you and your brpthcré/sisters help with the housework?
. ‘#) . o . ¢ . Lo
' Yes .
No
E— 4
b .
-

x| T N oyt
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'b) If Yes, how is this carried out?
Your mother assigns-wofk for edch of you | .

Both. parents together assign the work

. . .1, o N .
You and your brothers and sisters agrec among
yourselves who should perform certain dutles.

No set rules,'ﬁhen there's work to be_dqne. mother
or . father just call anyone to do 1t -

No set rules, when we (you or 'your brothers or o
sisters) feel like helping, we would help

OTHER ANSWERS:

" 57. When do you.usually have dinneg? e

Regularly at 6 p.m.

.Regularly a£'7 p.m,

Rqéularly-at‘j:BO p.m.

Anytime after 6 p.m.

No fixed time, have dinner when everyone is home
- Stdré cating.whenever anyone s hungry.

OTHER ANSWERS:

58. “What time do’ you ﬁsuailf go to bed?
#;__ ﬁegulérly'at 9 p.h.
Regularly at 9:30 p.m. ‘ :"
Regu}qriy at lO:OOvp.ﬁ..
'Uéﬁallf betwcen' 10 p.m. - 11 p.m;

No fixed time,. go to bed wheneyver you arc sleepy
or when you've finishéd your work

. OTHER ANSWERS: P

T




59a) Did somcone .read to you before ybu could read yourself? .

" Yes

No

bj If Yes, how often?

Every day

—————

Ne&rlyucvgfy du} (3-4 times)
A couple of times a week (2 or.3).'

Less than once a week (or not very often)

.

R

OTHER ANSWERS: o T
¢) Who used to o the reading?
Both purenté

Mother | v

___ Father L~

Someone else in the fpmily.

OTHER ANSWERS; ..

_603) Do you read, to your Roraﬁis in‘Engliqh? '
Yes- |
e
b) 1f Yes, how oftch?
Every day'
‘Ncuéiy every day
Once or twiccia week

Less than once a week

OTHER ANSWERS:
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::613)‘H0w.oftcn do you speak English at home?
| AL the time
0§er halé the time (most of the time) .
Half the time | .
Less than half the time
s Né&c; or ﬁardiy ever
b) N;th whomsdo you spcﬁkhEnglish‘ig the home?

____;Father - ) S N 2
Mother o
_Both parents = l‘ .
"Brothers and sisters |

Father, mother, brothers and sisters -

OTHER ANSWERS:. -,

hI. What language is hsuully spoken at meal time?
- ____ English |
Mnn‘ldar‘in
Malay
___ Tamil
_____ Chinese diaiect : , R

OTHER ANSWERS: -

63. Did either of your parents (or.somebody_clse at home) help you

to increase your English vocabulary by ‘telling you the meaning
of a new word? ‘ . oo

i Every day tells you @ new word
Nearly cvery-day

. _-A couple of times a ‘week
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63. cont'd.
Once a week
____;'Léss than once a week
_Nevcr o
64 . How often'does_either of your parents (or Sbmeone-eise in the

-family) help you with your English grammar (e.g. when to use’
certain words, how to construct sentences)? .

' ‘Evhfy day
‘Nearly.every day

A couple gf,tiﬁes a week

€

Once a week
Less than once a week

. Never

. 65. How pqrticulhr are your parents (or other members of the family)
about the way you speak English (good vocabulary, proper grammar,

and sq_on)?

____Very strict
Quite particular
-Don't care

Unable to help

OTHER ANSWERS: i



APFENDIX 1I'

RATING SCHEME FOR HEQ ITEMS -

d

176

L



APPENDIX II

* RATING SCHEME FOR HEQ ITEMS

1+2-Number of siblings

. . 3-Father's Ocecupation

4-Father's Education

. . . . r~

o

j

S-Mother's Occupation .

6-Mother's Education

- entering school |

BRSO

7-Language before =

-

1= No schooling

.- Snme es for Father's.’

- Al

-~ Score given corresponds to total number

. given to ‘questions 1 and 2.

Higher professional, administrative,

-7 -
' or mangﬁbrial o
6 - Lower’professional —executive, school

" teachers etc.

5 - Skilled artisans (technicians, garpen- ;

ters, etc.), trades, business
\& = Clerical, salesi’ L
3 —.Highly skilled (manunl)
2 - Unskilled workers '

1 - Unemployed.i. T .
- 7A—-Post-gradunte
;6 - Uni@etsity degtee'
5 - H. §:G. or cclleﬁé diploma :
. 4 - Cambridge School Certificate -
.3--.Had some, secondary educatioh or "

: completed primary educetion

"2 - Had some primary education .

v

- Same as fqr Father's..’

English only
English + dialect .
School's gecond 1anguage but.not English

-+

7
5
3
1 Dinlect only A
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8-11-Type of house * - 7 - Compound brick-house, more than 3 bedrooms,

with separate study-room.
6 - Compound brﬁpk-house with 3 bedréomé, semi- '
detached or terrace house with separate
+ study-room. . ".
o 5> - Any of*above_type without seﬁaraﬁe study-
room or private apa;tment with sepatate '

' . study-room.

= “4 - Erivdte épartﬁgntAwithouf separate study-
room, wooden bungalow house with sgparaté
study5f35§,-or HDB 3 bedroﬁms or moré andl
has 5eparate studﬁ—room. ' |
3 - Wooden bungalow house without separate
stddyrrodm or HDB 3 bedrooms or more with-
. out sepafate study room.
: 'g - HDB 2 bedrooms. - ”
1 - HDB 1 bedroon.
12-18-Material Wealth - ONE point: is given for each of tﬁe seven items

iis;ed from questions 12-18 1inclusive.

19-Highest educational - The highest educational level listed in this

level of sib | question is rated as has been done f0r 'b'

paréntal education.

20%21—0ccupation and - Scores are given as for Father's education

education of highest = and occupation. e

wage earner, not
parents

22-29Press for achieve-"

ment:
22) - 13¥_H§%hesc mark
" 6 - Above B0%
5 - Above 70%
” 4 - Above 60% 3 C
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24)

25)

26)

27)

.28)

— .3 N 0’\‘-'-4

[ T R Y

[=2]

W & o

= N W W

No coach, .no check

! Above 50%

Pass marks.

Whatever marks make no difference

All the time
Once in a while
Hardly any

Never

Parents made-the choice

Parents talked over

Older brothers étci made the choice for you

"You consulted yQur'brothers/sisters/felatives'

Your own choice

Only academic
Only techinical
Only commercial

Academic or technical or commercial

. Iechqical or trade school

Join thé trade school l . < +
Any type will do ' '

Coach, check every day or.oqce a week

Coach, check once a month

No coach, check every day or once a week
Coach, check once in a while
Coach, no check; No coach, check bnce a month

No cbé;h, check once in a while

Yes, ask you, always ask .

Yes, ask you, occasionally ask

Yes, ask you, never ask-

‘Yes, you tell them, always ask

- Yes, you tell them, occasionally aék'

..l'

- T L
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29)

1

e s

[t

-180

Yes, ybu tell ;hem, neber ask ‘ _ g

No, no, never ask

Yes, go to Pre-U, yes, higher professiondl

Yes, go to ‘Pre-U, no

Yes, go to Pre- U yes, lower professional : : _
_Yes, take up.commercial or technical training, yeés, lower

professional; no, yes, higher professionél ,,,/
Yes,-ioog'forja job,-yes, clerical . -

Yes, ;ake up_commercial-or technical training, no; yes,
look for-a job, no - '

No, no

10-35-Press for-activeness:

44l
30a)

-~

31a)

bl Al
Ay )
RIS

o
B

7
6
5
4

‘Morerthan 4 hobbles

4 hobbies’
3 hobbies
2 hobbles
1 thought provoking hobby

Any number, recreational hobbiés.

Not interested in any.hobby

3 bobbies brfmofe} both parentsb '

3 hobbles or more, 1 parent; or 2 hobbies, both parents
‘3 thobbiles or ﬁore, members of fabily; or 2 hobbiesa 1 '
parent; or 1 hobby, botb parents

2 hobbles, members.of‘family; or 1 hobby, 1 parent

1 hobby, members of family; or rebreational hobbles,
both parents ' | ) ' )

Interested in hobbies on your own, or recreational hobbies,

" members of family

22 eduéationél actiﬁities

Not interested in hobbies

3 or more educationAL activities
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- - H o

5 - 2 activities - 1 educational, 1 recieatignal
4 - 1 educational activicy . |
3 - 2 or more recreationat activities
2 - 1 recreational activity '
1 - No gctivity ' - s .

Py

31b) Same as 3la.
3lc) Same as- 3la. - : . e

32a) 7 - 6 or more with family
+b)

=
C |

6 or more with members of family, no parents; or 3-5 with

family

-3-5 with members of family, no parents

Less than 3 with family
Less than 3 with members of family, no parents

~ 6 or more with people outside family

HON W W
¥

l

Less than 6 with people outside family

33) - A few times with family

= Once because 1t takes up the whole holiday, with family

Just once, with family PR

ot

A few times with people outside the family

w & vy
i

- Once because’it takes up the whole holiday, with people
. outside the family
2 - Just once, with people outside the family
1 - None . o _ _ -

34a) 7 - 2 or more extra-curricular and education:l courses.

+b) . parenta )
6 - 2 or mere extra-curricular and educational courses, 1 parent;

or 1 extra—curricular and aducational/ both parents
5 7 1 extra curricular and educational, \l parent; or 2‘9‘ more
extra-curricular and educational, members of famfi;,}or

.2 or more extra-curricular and recreational both parents
:7 ’ . ' ¢ '

t : ) . ‘
4 i Q



' 35a)
+b)

41a)
+b)
+c}

41d)

G o~

programs

’ L)
1 extra-curricular and educational, members of family; or
1 extra-curricular and recreational, both parents; or 2

or more extra-curricular and recreational, 1 parent

2 or more extra—-curricular and. recreational, members of

family; or 1 extra-curricular and recreational, 1 parent
1 extra-curricular and recreational, members of family

No extra-curricular courses taken

Take courses or get involvedAin thought. provoking hobbies,
do homework'and then get involved in hobbies or do homework
and - then read ' '

Take courses Or get involved in thought provoking hobbies,
read and watch T.V.

Do homework,'reao and study, oo homework and get involved
in hobbies or do homework and then read o
Do homework read and study, read and wateh T.V.

Do homework, read and study, watch TV or listen to the
radio _ o l

Coﬁpletely recreational, read and watch T.V.

Completely recreational, watch T. V or listen to radio

Watch T.V. for educational purposes only

Doesn't watch T.V. or less than 1 hour, mixed programs

- Weekends only, recreational programs OrI 1—3_hours,'miied

programs ‘ : -
Leséuthan\; hour, recreational programs OrF 4-5 hours, 3ixed
1-3 hours, recreational programs

4-5 hours, recreational programs or more than 5 hours,

mixed programs'

More than 5 hours, recreational programs

Quite regularly

Occasionally - N

Have discussed 1 or 2 programs

No follow-up discussions

e, A I
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16-40-Press” for. Intellectuality:

36a) 7
+b) 6
+d) 5
4
"3
2
1

36c5

+£y
3
2
1
36e) 7
+g) 6
.5
4

<

3
2
1
37) 7
6

1

1

1

I

Additional uses, more than 5 times a week
Additional uses, 4-5 times a week

School purposes, more than 5 times a week .
Additional uses, 2-3 times a weak or school purposes,
4-5 times a week _ _
Additional purposes once a week or school purpdsas
2-3 times a week ‘

Scheol purposes once a week

No dictionary or has dictionary but. never use it

3rd dictionary plus 2 or more dictionaries in the home
ird dictionary plus 1 dictionary in the'home

“2nd dictionary plus 2 or more dictionary in the home
2nd dﬁgtionary plus 1 dictionary or 3rd dictionary plus
no othe: dictiopary in the home ,

lst dictionary plus 2 or more dictionaries in the home

or 2nd dictionary plus no other dictionary in the home

_1st dictionary plus 1 dictionary in the home

1st dictionary plus no other dictionary in home or no

. dictionary but there are other dictionaries in home

I

Primary 4 and earlier, either parent

Primary 4 and earlier, member of family or Primary 5,
either parent

Primary 5, member of family or Primary 6, either parent

Primary 6, member of family or Sec. I, ‘pither parent

' Sec. I, member of family or this year, either parent

Any year, found 1t out yourself or someone'outaide family

No dictionary

2 or more, use regﬁlarly, parents once a week since primary

education
2 or more, use regularly, parents once a week since second-

ary education; 2 or more, use negularly, parents once a



.f.’ ' .

138)
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month since primary education; 2 or more, use sométimes,
parents once a week since'grimary education

5 -1 encyclopedia; use regularly, parents once a week since
primary education;. 2 or more, use regularly, parenge once

a month since secondary education; 2 or more, use sometif

parents once a week or month since secondary education
4 - 1 encycloPedia,'use somgfimes, parents once a week or month
- since primary or secondary edication; 1 encyclopedia, use
regularly, parents never since primary ‘education; 1
encyclopedia, use regular}y ‘parents once a month since
secondary education; 2 or more, use regularly or sometimes,
parents never sincerprimary or secondary education . ‘»
3-~ 1 encyclopedia, use sometimes, parerts once a month or
‘never since primary education or secondary education; 1
'enCyclopedia, use regularly, parents nevér since secondary
education; 2 or more encyclopedias, use sometimes, parents
never since secondary education
2 - 1 encyclopedia, use sometimes, parents never since secondary
education

1 - No encyclopedia, never or hardly use

7 - More than 3, all education, read every issue

6 - More than 3, mixed, read every issue; more than 3, all
education, read occasionally; 2 educational, read every
issue _

5 - 1-2 mixed, read every issue; more than 3, mixed, read
occaeionally; 1 educational, read every. issue; 2 educational

, read‘occasionally/ ' - .
4 - More than 3, all recreational, read every dssue; 1-2 miued,

read occasionally; 1 educational, read occasionally

1-2 both recreational read every issue; more’ than 3, ‘all
recreational, read occaaionally
-2 both recreational, read occasionally

‘Nb magazine, or never read



‘39a) ¥y
+h) 6
+c)
+40g)
+41e) 5
+61)
4
3
z
1
39d) 7
+e} 6
5
A
3 ;
2
1
40a)y 7
+b) 6

+c)

¥

At leaét 2 newspapers, all educational, every day

At least 2 newspapers, mixed, everj day; 1 hewspaber, all
educational, every day; at least 2 newspapers, all educa-
tional, once in a while or weekends . _

At least 2 newspapers, mixed, once in a‘while or weekends;
1 newspaper, éll educational, oﬁce in a while or. weekends
1 newspaper, mixed, every day; at,least|2 newspapers, all
recreational, every day )

1 newspaper, recreational, every day, 1 newspaper, mixed,
once in a while or weekends; at least 2 newspapers, all.

recreational, once in a while or weekends

1 newspaper, recreational, once in a while or weekends

No newspaper or never read

Parents, article nearly every.day

. Parents, article once or twice a week; members-of family,

' article nearly every day

Parents, less than once a week; members of family, once
or twice a week _

Parents, oncé in a while; members of family, less than
once a’ week’

Parents or members of family, rarely given

Parents or members of family;\eever given

Never talk, never given/ _ N

.Primary 4 and eaq&}er} both parents

Primary 5, both pafEﬁﬁs; primary 4 and earlier, one parent
or members of family L .

Primary 5, one parent or members’ of family; primary 6,
both parents o

Primary 6, one parent or members of family, sec. I, botﬁ

parents_-

- Since Sec. I, one parent or members of family

Self or people outside family regardless of when
No

185
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404d)

© 4e)

+£)
+1)

1

—4

186

| AR

More than 5 books, more than'2'50urces, parents often checfy
3-5 books, more than 2 sources, parents often check; more
than 5 books, more than 2 sources, parents sometimes check;
more than 5 books, 1-2 sources, parents oféen check

3-5 bdokS, more than 2 sources, parents sometimes check;

3-5 books, 1-2 sources, parents often check; more than 5
books, more than 2 sources, parents.never check; more than

5 books, 1-2 sources, parents sometimes check _

3-5 books, 1-2 sources, parents sometimes check; 3-5 books,
more than Z sources, parents nevey cﬁéck; less ‘than 3 books,
regardless of number of sources, parents often check; more
than 5 books, 1-2 sources, parents never check .
Less than -3 books, regardless of number of sources, parigts
sometimes check:; 3~5 books, 1-2 sources, parents never checkJ
Less than 3 books, regardless of number of qources,-parentsr
never check ~ '

No books read

41-48-Press for IndePendence:

41a)
+h)

+c)

42a)
+b)

7

6

7

Parents don't know about boy's friends-

Parents know about some of boy's friends, dqesn't éhoose
for him |

Parents know about all boy's friends, doesn't choose for him
Parents know about some of boy's friends, choose some of
these for him -

Parents know about some of boy's friends, chﬁose these for
him o 7' :

Parents know all boy's friends, choose some for him

'Parents ‘know all about boy's friends, choose all for him

Ask you further questions to make you think out the answer
yourself

Parents point out instances which made the answer clear to
you '

Tell you to find the dnswér somewhere
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~ 1. . * —_
- Tell you to ask someone who knows ) -
—lTell you the angwer-straight away

4

3

2 - Dismiss the question .
1 :

= No

43a) 7 - Go out to play with friends » ‘

+b) 5 - Tfy to discourage it' .
4 - Allow it but‘prefef me to. play with friends

y 2 - Don't mind but haven't éncouraged or discouraged-

1- Quite happy but haven't encouraged it

4ha) 7°- ALl yes - - S t
6 - All yeé excéptrii Cf , ' .
5 - All yes except i and i1 '
4 - Yes to iii, 1v, v or vi | - e
3 - Yes to. 111 and . vi |
2 - Yes to vi only - o
1 - All no ‘

45) 7 - Yes

4 - Sometimes

1 - No.
‘\}‘ 46a) 7 - No
A
.- : +b) 4 - Sometimes check R
" o 1 - Yes, parents alqughcheck o?“no pocket money .
46¢c) 7 - No
) 4 - Somézimeé
1 - Mother insistsiqr no pocket money , '
46d) " 7 - You ask parents for. the mongy' ' ‘ - . Q\;,’/

C‘q 4 - Parentg take §0u along
1 - Parents bought them for you

. 47a)

+b) Yes, no .

. +c) 3 - Yes, xgs, realize that it could h%zggp_hfffﬂx
\ . - \\_ .
. : oo N : .

~
|

No, no ' ~—

wn
1




2 - Yes, yee, quite worried But didn't make a fuss about it

47d). 7 - Never ask anything,. you yourself A
+e) 6 - Never ask you anfthing, family -member; just ask how you

jenjOyed'yourself, you yourself

[Wal
1

Never ask you, mother; ask you to tell everying, you
yourself

4 - Just ask how you enjoy yourself, family member

3

- Just ask how you enjoyed yourself, mother

o
|

Ask you to. tell everything, family member

1 - Ask you to tely]l everything,-mother

- 48) - 7 - Leave you to it

ngﬁEECOurage you to try a new way and watch '
4 - Sit down and help yoa with it

3 .- Tell you te ask someone who knows

2 - Sit down and help yoe‘with it

9 1 - Offer to do it for you immediately

49-52-Model Identification:

o

49-y 7

Admiration for a member of family or at least 2 people .
52) . who have one of these: i)~clever,rhigh qualifications
i1) good job, 1ii) extensive knowledge
5 - Parental pressure to be like someone who has 'i) high
qualifications ii) good job iii) extensive knowledge
3 - Read life-stories of at, least two great people who have
attained great success in their lives

1 - NO'identification,with adult models

53—58—Planfulness in Familz . .

53-) 7 - Evidence of planning, delayed gratificatlon and regularity
58) shown by answers to all questions R

6 - Evidence of planning, delayed gratification and regularity

as’ shown by~answers to at least one question in each area

1.- Yes, yéefaﬁery worried but relieved when yaqu finally return -



Evidence of any 2 of the ; areas, shown by positive

answers to both questions in these 2

4 - Evidence of -any 2 of the 3 areas, shown: by positive
- answers to at least one question in each of these 2
3 —.Ev1dence of 1 of the 3 areas, shown by ‘positive answers
to both- questlons in this ome area
2 - Evidence of one p051t1ve answer to one of the . questions
1 - No planning, immediate gratlfication( and irregularity
59-65-Press for %ﬁglisﬁ: . ' ra
+30a+60g+hle h | ( _ -
SQa)l 7 —.2 parents, read every day . _
+b) 6 - 1 parent, read every day, both parents, read nearly
+c) every day i
"5 - Someone in family, read every day; both paregts, read a.
couple of times a week; 1 parent, read nearly every day
4 - 1 parent, read a couple of times a week both parents
' read less than once a week
3 f'Someone in family, read a. couple ‘of times a week; 1
papent read less than once a week '_, v
2 - Soeeone in family, read less than once a week. A
1'- Yo° '
60a) 7 - Boy reads every day
+b) 6 - ﬁoy reads nearly evefy day
4 - Boy reads once or twice a week
3 - Boy reads less than once a week
1 - No
6la) 7 - Speaks.English more than half the.time, with both parents
+b) or whole family '
+c) 6 - Speaks English more than half the time, -with 1 parent only
5 - Speaks English more than half the time, with brothers and

" sisters only . . '

189
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4 - Spcg.ks Er‘gllsh half t_}_}\e rime, with 1 par- L -;jl_y
. 3 - Speaks English’ half the time, with brotir-.and sistels onlw
| 4 - Speaks English;half the time~ ‘
1 - Never or" -hardly speaks Engllsh
39a) 7 - Newspapgrs all English oooks all Engl1sh. E.V.:all Engliéh,
+40g) meal-time all LnglLsn ] SR \\ ‘ ~
+hle) 6 - Newspaper all Engllsh Béoks more than 30 EﬁgiiQh,'T.V.
+62) - ’mGFE\EQan 507 English, nLal tlme mixed )
3 —/SéwSpapér all Engllsb Loﬁrs more than 507 Eaglish, T. V
more than 507 gpglish megl-time mlhed newspaper mlxed
books more than 50% Lngllsh T.V. more than 50% English,
»meal—tiﬁe all English . R .
4 - Newspaper nixed, books more. than 50%. Engllsh T.V. more than,
50% English, meal-time non- English newspaper non—Engllsh
books more. than 50% Engllsh T.V. more than 50% English
meal-tlme mixed ) ;
3 - Newspager non-English, books mpre‘than-SOZ qulisﬂ,.T.V.
more than 507 English, meal-time non-English; newspaper
_mixed, books about -50%  Efixlish, T.VJAabout-SOX English,
meal—-time non-English C ‘\: _ , .
2 - Newspaperrnon—Englishf books about id} English, T.V. éboﬁt
507 ‘nglisﬁ meal-time non-English - - '
1 - Newspaper non-English, books- less than 50/ Engllsh T.V. less
than 50% English, meal-time non—English ]
63y 7 - Every day/nearly eﬁery day, very strict °
+653) 6 - Every day/neérly évery day, quite particular )
. 5 - Coﬁple of times a‘weék/oné% a week very strict
\A - Coupie.ﬁf Limdﬁ/a week/once a week quite partlcular
3 - Less than-once & week, very stric ot
2 - Less than once a week, guite par. icula?
1 - Never, unable tb_help or don't dare
64) . Samé-as-ébove . o : T . -

e

+65)
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Schaefer Children's Report of
Parental Behaviours Inventory

{(Mother Form)

* i

s

N . INSTRUCTIONS

We are interested in learning more about the different exper—

~iences people have_had in their families. We are therefore, asking

a number of pupils to report their experiences during childhood.

1

If you did not grow up with your real mother but someone took

her place in your life, pleaSe describe that person

First fill ‘in the personal data sheet on the next page and wait

for further directions

If you are ready, turn to the next page. This is how we are .
going to answer the statements. I will read out each statement and
you .follow tﬁe\pords.silently as 1 go along. When I have finished
reading, yeu‘circle the answer that most clearly describes the way
your mother acts toward you. BE SURE TO MARK EACH ITEM BEFORE 1 READ
THE NEXT ITEM. '

If you think the item is LIKE your mother, circle (:)

I1f you think the item is SOMEWHAT LIKE your mother, circle (::) .

1f you think the item is NOT LIKE your mother, circle @E)

PN T -G
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e
e

- RACE

PERSONAL DATA SHEET

SEX

NAME

SCHOOL

CLASS

DATE OF BIRTH.

193
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. Some-
. - : What  Not
Form for Mother . - Like Like Like
Makes me feel better after talking over .my worries L SL NL
with her. '
Likes to talk to me and be with me much of the - L SL . NL
time. .
Isn't very patient with me. L SL  NL
Sees to it that T know exactly what -1 may~or may L SL ., NL
not do. - -
Says I'm very good natured. L SL NL
Wants to know exactly where I am and what I am L SL NL
doing. , ‘
De¢ides what friends I can go around with. L SL NL
Scoon forgets a rule she has made. L SL ML
Doesn't mind if .I kid her about things. L SL- NL
Is easy with me. < L SL " NL
Poesn't talk with me very much. L SL NL
Will not talk to me when I displease her. . L 5L NL
Seems to see my good points more than my faults. L SL NL *
Doesn't let me go places because something L SL NL \
might happen to me. - .
Thinks my ideas are silly. L SL NL
Is very strict with me. L SL NL
Tells'me I'm good looking. S L SL NL
Feels hurt when I don't follow advice. L SL NL
Is always telling me how I should behave. L. SL NL
Usually doesn't find out about my misbehavior. L SL  NL
Enjoys it when I bring friends to my home. L SL NL
Worries about how 1 will turn out, because. she L SL NL
takes anything bad I do seriously.
Spends very little time with me. - L SL  NL
Allows me to go out as often as I please.. L SL NL
Almost always speaks to me with a warm and L SL NL
friendly voice. ' _
Is always thinking of things that will please L SL NL
me.
Says I'm a big problem. L SL NL
Believes in having a lot of rules and sticking L SL “NL
to them. ) . ‘ : '
Tells me how much she loves me. : L SL NL
Is always checking on what I've been doing at L 5L NL
school or at play. ' :
Keeps reminding me about things 1 am not allowed L SL - NL
to do.
Punishes me for doing something one day, but L - SL NL
ignores it the next. .
Allows me to tell her if I think wy ideas are L SL NL
better than hers. A ' '
Lets me off easy when I do something wrang. L SL NL
Almost never. brings me a surprise or present. L SL NL

/_‘\
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N . i . ) ~
: ) Some-

| : ‘ . What  Not
Form for Mother o - Like Like  Like
Sometimes when she disapproves, doesn't say "L SL NL

anything but is cold and distant for a while.

Understands my problems and my worries. _ L T SL NL
Seems to regret that [ am growing up and am L SL “NL

‘spending more time away from home.

Forgets to help me when L need it. L SL NL
Sticks to a rule instead of allowing a lot of L SL NL
exceptions. _ '
Likes to talk about what she has read with me. L SL NL
‘Thinks I'm not grateful when I don't obey. L SL NL
Tells me exactly how to do my work. L SL NL -
Doesn't pay much attention to my misbehavior. L SL NL
Likes me to choose my own way to do things. L SL NL
1f I break a promise, doesn't trust me again L SL NL
for a long time.
Doesn't seem to think of me very often. L SL NL
Doesn't tell me what time to be home when I L SL NL
go out.
Enjoys talking things over with me. L SL NL
Gives me a lot of care and attention. L 5L NL
Sometimes wishes she didn't have any children. L SL ©NL
Believes that all my bad behavior should be L SL L
punished in some way.

Hugs and kisses me often. L SL " NL
Asks me to tell everything that happens when L SL NL
I'm away from home. :
Doesn't forget very quickly the things I do L S  NL

wrong. '
Wants me to tell her about it i{f I don't like L SL NL
the way she treats me.
Can't say no to anything I want. L SL  NL
Thinks I am just someone to ''put up with". L _SL  NL-
Speaks to me in a cold, matter-of-fact voice L SL "NL
whenn I offend her.
Enjoys going on drives, trips or visits with L SL . ‘NL
me.
Worries about me when I'm away. L SL KL
Forgets to get me things I need. L SL . NL
' Gives hard punishments. L SL - NL
Believes in showing her love for me. L SL°  NL
Feels hurt by the things I do. L SL NL
Tells me how to spend my free time. L SL  NL
Doesn't insist that 1 do my homework. L SL - NL
Lets me help to decide how to do things we're L SL NL
working on. - : .
Says some day I'll be punished for my bad L SL NL
behavior. '
Sometimes allows me to do things that she says L SL NL

are wrong.
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Some-
. . What Not
Form {or Mother , . - Like Like Like
Doesn't. seem to enjoy doing things with me. L- SL NL
Gives me as much freedom as I want. h L SL NL
; Smiles at me very cften. L SL NL
Often gives up something to get something - L SL NL
for me. ' ] - . _
"Iy always getting after me. : L SL NL
Sees to {t that I'm on time coming home from L SL NL
school or for meals. ' _ .
Tries to treat me as am equal. L SL NL
Keeps -a careful check on me to make sure I have L ‘SL ~  NL
the right kind of friends. : ) T
Keeps after me about finishing my work. L SL NL
Depends -upan her mood whether a rule is L SL NL
enforced or not. *
Makes me feel free when I'm with her. L SL © NL
Excuses my bad conduct. L~ SL NL
Doesn't show that she loves me. L SL. WL
-Is less friendly with me if I don't see thinlgs L SL NL
her way. ‘ . {
Is able to make me feel ‘better when I am upskt. L SL "NL
Becomes very lnvolved in my life. L fSL NL
Almost always complains about what I do. L } SL NL

Punishes me when I don't obey. f\\mJL;M,f;JSL NL

Always listens to my ideas and opinions. L SL NL

Tells me how much she has suffered for me. L SL NL

Would like to be able to tell me what to do L SL NL
all the time. ' _ B

Doesn't check up to see whether I have done L 5L NL
what she told me. ‘ :

Asks me what I think about how e should do ' . L - SL NL
things. . B

Thinks and talks about my misbehavior loqg L SL NL

: after it's over. .

_ Doesn't share many  activities with me. L SL ‘NL
Lets me go any place I please without asking. L SL NL
Enjoys doing things with me. L SL NL
Makes me feel like the most important person L SL NL

in her life. ' : '
Gets cross and angry -about little things I do. L SL NL
Believes in punishing me to correct and ' L SL NL
improve my manners. . .. , ‘
Often has leng talks with me about the causes L SL NL
. and reasons for things.- . :
Wants to know with whom I've been when It ve L- SL NL
"~ been out. . ( '
.Is unhappy that I'm not better in ijpool than L . SL NL
I am. b :

Only,keepé rules when it suits-her. _ L SL NL
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Some-_
What Not
Form for Mcther ) , \ Like Like ) Like
Really wants me to tell her just™howT feel about L SL NL -
things. : '

Lets me stay up late if I keep asking L SL  NL ’
Almost never goes on Sunday drives or picnics L SL NL
with me. -
Will avoid looking at me when I've disapp01nted L SL NL

her.
Enjoys working-with me in the house or yard. L 5L NL
Usually makes me the centre of her attention L SL NL
at home. '

Often blows her top when I bother her. : ;/ L SL NL
Almost always punishes me in some way when—I~. _/ L 5L NL
am bad. . . ' :
Often pralses me. . L SL NL
Says if 1 loved her, I'd do what she wants me L SL NL

. to do.
Gets cross and nervous when I'm noisy around L SL NL
- the house. _ ) :
Seldom insists that I do anything. "L SL- NL
Tries to understand how I see things. ) L SL NL
Says that some day I'll be sorry that I wasn't .. L SL NL
better as a child. L
Complains that I get on her nerves. L SL NL
Lets me dress in any way I please. L SL NL
Comforts me when.I'm afraid. L SL NL
Enjoys staying at home with me more than going L. ‘SL " NL-
out with friends.
Doesn't work with me. L 5L NL
Insists that I muast do exactly as I'm told. ey SL NL
Encourages me to read. L SL NL
Asks other people what I' do away from home. L 5L . NL
Loses her temper with me when I don t help L SL NL
around the house. i : .
Frequently changes the rules I am supposed L SL NL
to follow. :
Allows me to have friends at my home often. - L SL NL
Does not insist I obey if I complain or S L SL - NL
protest. :
Hardly notices when I am good at home or in L SL NL
school. . '
If I take someone else's side in an argument L SL NL
is cold and distant to me. .
Cheers me up when I am sad. . SL "NL
Does not approve of my spending a lot of time L " 'SL NL
away from home. :

Doesn't get me things unless 1 ask over and L SL NL
over again. ' '
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Some~
: . WRat Not
Form for Mother : _ . Like Like . Like
Sees to it that I obey when she tells me o L SL NL
something.
Tells me where to find out more ‘about things I L SL NL
want to know. o
Tells me of all the things she has done for me. L SL- NL
Wants to control whatever I do. L SL . NL
Does not bother to enforce rules. L SL NL
Makes me feel at ease when I'm with her. L SL NL
Thinks that any misbehavior is very serious L SL. . NL
and will have future consequences. -
Is always finding fault with me. L SL NL
Allows me to spend my money in any way I like_ L .SL NL
Often speaks of the good things I do. L SL NL
Makes her whole life center about her children. L SL NL
Doesn't seem to know what I need or want. L SL NL
Sees- to 1t that I keep my clothes neat, cleéan, "L SL- NL
and in order. ' :
Is happy to see me when I come from school or . = L SL NL
play. o .
Questions me in detail about what my friends L. SL NL
and I discuss. C , . '

Doesn't give me any peace until I do what she - L SL NL
says. )

Insists I follow a rule one day and then - L SL -NL
forgets about it the next. ‘

Gives me the choice of what to do whenever L SL NL
possible. - o A

I can talk her out of an order, if I complain. b SL . NL

Often makes fun of me, L SL NL

If"I've hurt her feelings, stops talking to me . L SL . NL
until I please her again. ' - ..

Hag argood time at. home with me. . _ L SL NL N

Worries' “that T can't take care of myself L , SL NL
unless she is around. o '

Acts as though I'm in the way. L SL NL

If I do the least little thing that I shouldn t, L . . 8L NL
punishes me, a

Hugged or kissed me goodnight when I was small 1L SL - NL

Says if I really cared for her, I would not do L . sL - T
things that cause her to worry ) . _ -

Is always trying to change me. L SL (Lut

Let€ me get away without doing work I had ) - L SL “NL
been given to do. . : -~

Is easy to talk to.- ' /L SL NL

.Says that soomer or later we always pay for ~—— L. - 8L NL
bad behavior. . -

Wishes I were a different kind of person. - L SL NL .

£



rorm for Mother

Lets mwe go out any evening I want.
Seems proud of the things I do.

.Spends almost all of her free time wit her
children. :
Tells me to quit "hanging around the house' and

g0 somewhere .

I have certain jobs to.do and am not allowed to -

do anything else until they are done.

Is very interested in ‘what Iam learning at
school.

Almost always wants to know who phoned me or

* wrote to me and what they saild. '

Doesn't like the way I act at home.

Changes ‘her mind to make things easler for
herself.

Lets me do .things that other children my age do.

Can be talked into things easily.

Often seems glad to get -away from me for a
while. _ ‘

When I upset her, won't have anything to do with
me until I find a way to make up.

isn't Iinterested in changing me, but likes me as

I am.

Wishes I would stay at home where she could
take care of me.

Makes me feel I'm not loved - .

Has more rules than 1 can remember so is often
punishing me.

Says I make her happy.

When I don't do as she wants, says I'm not
grateful for all she has done for me.

Doesn't let me decide things for myself

Lets me get away with a lot of things.

Tries to be a friend rather than a boss.

‘Will talk to me again and again about anything
bad 1 do.

Is never interested in meeting or talking with
my friends.

Lets me do anything I like to do.

¢

-

Some-—

. What Not
Like Like Like
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L- SL . NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL~-
L .SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L SL NL
L. SL NL .
L SL NL
L SL NL
L \SL NL
L ','SL' NL:
L SL NL
L SL NL

139
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APPENDIX TIII

CRPBI SCALES AND THEIR CORRESPONDING ITEMS

1. ACCEPTANCE
1.1 Makes me feel better after talking over my worries with her.
1.2 Seems to see my good points more than my faults.
1.3  Almost always speaks to me with a warm and friendly voice
1.4 Understands my problems and my worrles.
1.5 Enjoys talking things over with me. - .
' - .
1.6 Enjoys going on drives, trips or visits with me.
1.7 Smiles at me vary often.
1.8 1Is able to make me feel befter when I'm upset.
1.9 Enjoys doing things with me. -
1.10 Enjoys working with me in the house or yard
, " 1.11 ‘Comforts me when I'm afraid.
1.12 Cheers me up when I'm sad.
- 1.13 Often speaks of- the good things I do.
1.14 Has a good time at home with me.
1.15 Seems proud of the things I do.
1.16 Isn't interested in changing me, but likes me as I am.

2. CHILDCENTREDNESS

Likes to.talk to me and be-with me much of the time.

Is always thinking of things that will please me .

Gives me a lot of care and attention.

Often gives up something to get something for me.

-Makes me feel like the most. important person in her life.
Enjoys Staying at home with me more than going out with friends
Makes her whole life centre about her children.

Spends almost all her free time with her children.

.

N RN RN
o o~ On Ln b Lo o

3. ‘POSSESSIVENESS

Doesn' t let me go places because something mlght Happen to me.

3.1

3.2 Seems to regret that 1 am growing up and am staying more time.
" away from home. ‘ .

3,3  Worries about me when. I'm away.

3.4 Becomes very involved in my life.

3.5 ' Usually makes me the centre of her attention at home.

3.6 Does not approve of my spending a lot of time away from home.

3.7 Worries that I can't take care of myself unless she is around.

3.8 Wishes I would stay at hame where she could take care of me.
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REJECTION
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11

12
13
14
15
16

Isn't very patient with m
Thinks my ideas are silly?\\
Says that I'm a big problem.{ _ _
" Forgets to help me when I‘Debd it. .
Sometimes wishes that she “didn't have any children.
Forgets to get me, things I need.- '
Is always getting after me.
Almost always complains about what I do. |
Gets cross and angry about little things I do.
Often blows her top when I bother her.
Doesn't work with me. .
Doesn't get me things unless I ask over and over again.
Doesn't seem to know what I need or want,. '
Acts as though I'm in the way: ,
Tells me -to quit "hanging around the house" and go somewhere.
- Makes me. feel I'm not loved. ‘

'CONTROL

[ B I e AN VN Ry VR I LD o

Sees to it that I know exactly what I may or may not do.
Believes in having a lot of rules and sticking to them. -
Believes that all my bad behaviour should be punished in some way.
Sees to it that I'm on time coming home from school or for meals.
Believes in punishing me to correct and improve my manners.
Insists that I must do as I'm.told. ' o
Sees to it that I keep my clothes neat, clean, and in order.
I have certain jobs to do and am not allowed to do anything else "~
until they are domne.

+

ENFORCEMENT: ¢

1s very strict with me. _

Sticks to a rule inmstead of allowing a lot of exceptions.
Gives hard punishments.

Punishes me when I don't obey. A

Almost always punishes me in some way when I am bad.

Sees to it that I obey when she tells me something.’

1f I<do. the least little thing that I shouldn't, punishes me.
Has mofe rules than I can remember, so is often punishing me.

POSITIVE INVOLVEMENT

‘Says that I*m very good'natured.
Tells. me I'm good looking.
Tells me how much she loves.
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Likes to talk about what she has read with me.
Hugs and kisses me often. o

Believes in showing her love to me.

Tries to treat me as an equal,

Always listens to my ideas and opinions. :
Often has long talks with me about the causes and reasons for

- things.

Often praises me.

Encourages. me to read. -

Tells me where to find- out more about things I want to know.

‘1s happy to see me when I come home from school or play.

Hugged and kissed me goodnight when 1 was small.
Is very interested in what I'am learning at school..
Says I make her happy. :

INTRUSIVENESS

Wants to know exactly where I am and what I ar doing. ‘
Is always checking on what I've been doing at school or at play.
Asks me to tell everything that happens’ when I'm away from home.
Keeps a careful check on me to make sure I have the right kind
of friends. _

Wants to know with whom I've been when I've been out.

Asks other people what I do away from home.

Questions me in detail about what my friends and I discuss.
Almgst always wants to know who phoned or wrote to me and what

4

CONTROL THROUGH GUILT | , k\

Feels hurt when I don't follow advice.

Thinks I'm not grateful when I don't obey.

Feels hurt by the things I do.

Tells me how much she has suffered for me. .

Says if I loved her, I'd do what she wants me to do.

Tells me of all the things she has done for me.

Says if 1 really cared for.her, I would not do things that cause
her to worry.

When I don't do as she wants, says I'm not grateful for all she

- has done for me.

10. HOSTILE CONTROL

10.1
10.2
10.3
10.4
10.5

Decides what friends I can go around with.

Is always telling me how I should behave.

Keeps reminding me about things I am not allowed to do.
Tells me exactly how to do my work.
Doesn't forget very easily the things ‘I do wrong.



N

10.6
10.7,
10.8
10.9

16.10

10.11
10.12
10.13
10. 14
10.15
10.16

11.1
11.2
11.3
11.4
11.5
11.6
11.7

11.8

Tells me how to spend my free time.

Keeps after me about finishing my wotk. '

Would like to be able to tell me what to do all the time.

Is unhappy that I'm not better in school than I am.

Gets cross and nervous when I'm noisy around the house.
Loses her temper with me when.I don't help around the house.
Wants to control whatever I do. _ '
Doesn't give me any peace until I do what she says.

Is always trying tc change me.

‘Doesn't like the way I act at home.

Doesn't let me decide things for myself.

11. INCONSISTENT DISCIPLINE

Soon forgets a rule she has made.

Punishes me for doing something one day, but ignores it the next.

Sometimes allows me to do things that she says are wrong.
Depends upon her mood whether a rule is enforced. or not.
Only keeps rules when it suits her.

Frequently changes the rules I am supposed to follow.

- Insists I follow a rule one day and then forgets about it the

next.
Changes her mind to make things easier for herself.

12 NONENFORCEMENT

12.1

12.2
12.3
12.4
12.5

. 12.6

12.7
12.8

Usually doesn't find out about my misbehaviour.

Doesn't pay much attention to my misbehaviour.

Doesn't insist that I do my homework.

Doesn't check up to see whether 1 have done what she told me.
Seldom insists that I do anything.

Does not bother to enforce rules.

Lets me get away without doing work I had been.given to do.
Lets me get away with a lot of things.

<

13. ACCEPTANCE OF INDIVIDUATION

13.1
13.2
13.3
13.4
13.5

13.6
13.7
13.8
13.9
13,10

Doesn't mind if I kid her about things.

Enjoys it when I bring friends to my home.

Allows me to tell Qer if T think my ideas are better than hers.
Likes me to choose my own way to do things.

Wants me to tell her about 1t if I don't like the way she
treats me. ﬁ

Lets me decide how to do things we're working on.

Makes me feel free when I'm with her.

Asks me what I think about how we should do things.
Really wants me to tell her just how I feel about things.
Tries to understand how I see things. '

203



13.11
13.12
13.13

13.14

13.15
13.16

14.1
14,2
14.3
14.4
14.5
14.6
14.7
14.8

15.1

15.2
15.3

"~ 15.4

15.5

15.6

15.8~

1l6.1
16.2
16.3
16.4
16.5
16.6
16.7
16.8

16.9

16.10
16.11
16.12
16.13
16.14

(A
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Allows me to have friends at my home often.

Makes me ‘feel at ease when 1'm.with her. o

Gives me the choice of what to do whenever possible.

Is easy to talk to. : _f : AN
Lets me do.things that children my age do..

Tries to be a friend rather than a boss.

14. LAX DISCIPLINE

Is easy with me.
Lets me off easy when I do something wrong.
Can't say no to anything I want.

" Excuses my bad conduct. -

Lets me stay up late if I keep asking. ' '\§

. Does not insist I obey 1ifI complain or protest.

I can talk her out of an order, if I complain}
Can be talked into things easily,

15. INSTILLING PERSISTENT ANXIETY

Worries about how I will. turn out, because she takes anything
bad I do seriously.

I1f I break a promise, doesn't trust me agaly for a long time.
Says some day I'1l be punished for my bad behaviour.

Thinks and talks about my misbehaviour long after its. over.
Says that some day I'll be sorry that I wasn't better as a

. ghild. '

Thinks that any misbehaviour is very serious and will have

‘future consequences.

Says that sooner or later we always pay for bad behaviour.
Will talk to me again and again about anything bad I do.

16. HOSTILE DETACHMENT , :

Doesn't talk with me very much. ' N
Spends very little time with me. \\JJ
Almost never brings me a surprise or present.

Doesn't seem to think of me very often.

Thinks that I am just someone to "put up with".

Doesn't seem to enjoy doing ‘things with me.

Doesn't show that she loves me.

Doesn't share many activities with me. ,

Almost never goes on Sunday drives or picnics with me.
Complains that I get on her nerves.

Hardly notices when I'm good at home or in school.

Is always finding fault with me.

Often makes fun of me.

Wishes I were % different kind of person.
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16.

16

17.

17.
17.
17.

17,

17.
17.

©17.

17.

PN

18.

18.
18,
18.
18.
JA8.
-18.
18.
- 18.

15 0Often seems glad to get away from me for a while;

.16 _Is never interested in meeting or talking with my friends.

WITHDRAWAL OF RELATIONS

Will not talk to me when 1 displease her.

Sometimes when she disapproves, doesn't say anything but is

cold and distant for a while.

Speaks to me in a cold, matter-of-fact voice when I offend her.

Is less friendly with me if I don't see tﬁzhgs her way.

Will avoid looking at me when I've disappointed her.

If I take someone.else's side in an argument, is cold and

distant to me. '

7 If I've hurt her feelings, stops talking to me until I please
her again.

8 When I upset her, won't have anything to do with me untll I

find a4 way to make up.

—

| £

o

EXTREME AUTONOMY

Allows me to go out as often as I please.
"Doesn't tell me what time to be home when I go out.
"Glves me as much. freedom as I want.

Lets me go any place I please without asking.

Lets me dress in any way I please.

Allows me to spend my money in any way 1 like.
Lets me out any evening I want,

Lets me do anything I like to do.

0~ @ W R
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APPENDIX IV

LI#I‘ OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS
/

/

/

("1 ]
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APPENDIX 1V

PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS IN PILOT
AND MAIN STUDILES

Participating Schools in Pilot Testing:

1. Broadrick Secondary School

2
-

Gan Eng-Seng Secondary School

3. St. Andrew's Secondary School

Partiq;pdcipg Schools in Main Study: ___
1. Maju Sécondgr& School '

2. Sekolah Menengah Tun Sri Lanang
3. Swiss Cottage Secondary School

4. Yusof Ishak Secondary School
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APPENDIX V

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF ABILITY
MEASURES FOR CHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES
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APPENDIX V

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF

ABILITY MEASURES FOR CHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES

Ability Measures

. Directions

Verbal Opposites
Numerical Series
Verbal Analogies

Simple Arithmetic Computation

Synonyms
Analogies
Sames

. Subtractions

. Series :
. Superimposgitions
. Reading - )
. Mathematics

. Science

. Addition

Division

Subtraction & Multiplication

Raven Progressive Matricegs

. Raven Progressive Matrices
. Raven Progressive Matrices
. Raven Progressive Matrices
. Raven Progressive Matrices
. Hidden Figures

Hidden Patterns

. GEFT (Witkin)

. Gestalt Completioh

. Concealed Words

. Letter Sets

. Flgure Clagsification
. Cube Comparisons

Card Rotation

. Form Board

(A)

(B)

(c)
(D)
(E)

CHINESE
MEANS  S.Ds.
3.14 1.73
6.07 2.04
4,75 1.83
3.26  1.46
2.87 2.02
3.82 1.88
6.29 2,48
7.92  3.08
6.57 2,70
7.61  2.70
6.10 2.68
35.41  7.50
26.99 ° 9.90
27.29  9.91
38.59 10.22
27.27 10.70
46,08 "13.00
11.42° 0.79
10.68 1.52
9.64 1,55
© 9,03 1.62
7.18 2,20
9.49  4.54
78.50 20.52
13.05  4.21
10.68  3.65
15.42 4.77
14.48  4.95
91.14 28.51
24.56  5.52
105.97 36,32
97.90 . 38.11

MALAYS

MEANS S.Ds.
1,94 1.41
4,84 1,65
3.36 1.54
2,71 - 1.26

»1.65 1.62
2.92 1.60
4.69 2.10
6.05 2.86
4,56 2,60
5.46 2.53
4.60 2.38

- 27.93 7.34

12,59 7.51

13,89 7.79

27.93 8.22

13.86 9.95

32.61 11,39

11.19 0.90
9.49 2.39
7.79 2.44 .
7.89 2.50
5.15 2.54
7.43 3,99

66.77 18.92

11.56 4.70

11.77 3.35

17.14 5.00

12,26 4,85

93,31 40.04

21.06 5.37

101.74 36.66
103.09 . 37.49
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APPENDIX VI
INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG ABILITY MEASURES

FOR CHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES
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APPENDIX VII .
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATRONS OF AFFECTIVE, PROCESS,

AND STATUS VARIABLES FOR CHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES
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APPENDIX VII
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF

VARIABLES IN 1) AFFECTIVE, 2) PROCESS
AND 3) STATUS DOMATINS

AFFECTIVE DOMAIN

Acceptance

Childcentrednesﬁ

. . Possessiveness

Rejection

Cdntrol

Enforcemeht

Positive Involvemenf
Intrusiveness

Control through Guilt

fHostilé Control

Inconsistent Discipline
Nonenforcement-

Acceptance of Individuation

.” Lax Discipline

Instilling Persistent Anxiety
Hostile Detachment
Withdrawal of Relations

Extreme Autonomy

PROCESS DOMAIN

:Presé for School-achievement

Press for Activeness '
Press for Intellectuality .
Press for Independence
Model Identification
Planfulness in Family

Press for English

CHINESE
MEANS  S.D.
34.98  6.90
17.32 3.50
16.60 - 2.93
24,92 5.27
18.01  3.03
15.08  3.26
32.88  6.45
17.41  3.60
15.57  3.67
32.81  5.09
12.94 2.88
11.84  2.86
33.42  5.62
13.81 2.72
15.67  3.23

24.95  4.84
13.26  3.03
12.59 3.24
30.97 7.39
31.74 6.4
27.32  7.14
44.34  7.92

3.67 2.33
4.01 1.36
38 6.51

MALAYS
MEANS  S.D.
36.28  5.29
18.21  2.85
16.86 = 2.63

27.11  5.10
17.72 2.90
15.71  3.22
35.10° 4.89
17.24  3.24
16.70 2.91
33.96 4.28
14.63  2.76
13.57 2.90
33.51  4.52
14.98  2.63
15.62 2.98
27.93  4.66
15.16  2.95
13.92  3.49
34.23  6.92
31,22  6.39
27.95 7.87
43.86 . 8.07

3.21  2.12
4.45 1.53
16.20 - 7.44



S W NN

~t
-

10.

11.

S.

CHINESE
STATUS DOMAIN ) MEANS
Number of Siblings | 5.57
Father's Occupation 3.63
Father's Education 2.35
Mother's Occupation ’ . 1.21
Mother's Education , 1.67
Home Induction to School 1.98
Languages
Typé of House ' © 2,77 1
Material Wealth ‘ 3.89 1
Highest Educational Le#$1 J3.24 1
of 5ib |
Educational Level of Highest 1.86 1
Wage Earner, Not Parents
Occupational Level ofVHighest 2.02 1

Wage Earner, Not Parents

2
1
0
0.
0
1

.58
44
.72

b

.71

MALAYS
MEANS S
3;}9)) 2
3.90 1.
2.39 0
1.16 0
1.46 0
3.22 0
2.22 1
3.49 1
2.87 1
1.73 1
1.76 1

.58
.09
.92
.55
.79
.98

.28
.21
.45

.29

.39

)
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APPENDIX VIIT

r

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG 1) AFFECTIVE VARIABLES,
2) PROCESS VARIABLES, AND 3) STATUS VARIABLES
. S )
FOR CHINESE AND MALAY SAMPLES /
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b

NEAN

“ N 21&
APPENDIX VIII
INTERCORRELATIONS*‘AMONG STATUS—VARIABLES
Status Variables - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
" 1. Number of Siblings - =03 -01 -14 -12 10 -02 -00 '21 22 20
2. Father's Occupation =09 - 55 11 27 08 17 23 14 03 .03
"3, Fafher”s Education -1l6 50 - 11 42 12 17 21 12 -03 -06
4. Mother's Occupatien -18 -10 -05 - 42 12 -03 10 --05 '06' 03 .
5. Mother's Education 23 37 52 10 - 06 12 09 02 -05 -04
6. Home Induction to Sch. 01 02 65 05 12 - 06 06 05 15. 15
Instructional Langs. s o
7. Type of House 10 S1 43 -07 27 11- - 29 14 08 08
8. Material Wealth 09 46 42 -12 26 03 49 - 12 04 Q6
9. Highest Educationsl 29 08 11 02 09 10 21 23 - 37 94
Level of Sibling S ' o
~ 10. Education of Highest 22 -05 01 01 00 ~03 -03 02 36 - .94
- Wage Earner,*Not Parents . - - _
1L, Oce. of Highest Wage = 23 -02 -01 04 -02 02 01 04 34 9% -
Earner, Not Parents '
*Decimal points omitted
Values above diagonal- represent Malay data, below diagonal Chinese
data, _ oo g ' . .
INTERCORRELATIONS* AMONG PROCESS VARIABLES
ProceSS*Variables : 1 2'- é '4 = 7'
s 1 Press for SCBool achievement - 27 31 ~11 13 30 35
‘,,;‘\%_dfress for Activeness "f/, o 34 _—- . §3. 05 5231 _2§ QB"
3. Press for Intelle;tuality' 28 25 ~ .05 27 29 36
4. Press for INdependencé - =30 -09 -09 - ‘o0z -09 :bl
5. Model Tdentification 28 26 19 -13 - 10 . 17
6. Planfulness in Family <i\\525 26 28 <19 20 % 31
{ 7. Press for English ' .. 33 46 41 -11 28 24 -

*Decimal points omitted . . _
Values above diagonal reﬁ;esent Malay data, below diagonal Chinese

data. | \ \\T\\\\ | ‘}
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APPENDIX IX .

SAMPLE ITEMS OF TEST MEASURES
IN THE ABILITY DOMAIN
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