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1  | INTRODUC TION

Socioeconomic status (SES) reflects the social standing of a family 
and is operationalized as a composite of parent education, occupa‐
tion, and income (McLoyd, 1998). There is a well‐documented SES 
achievement gap. For example, across the entire income spectrum, 
children from higher income communities are substantially more 
likely to attend college (Chetty, Hendren, Kline & Saez, 2014). We 
focus this investigation on cognitive control and specifically updat‐
ing rules for action into working memory (WM). Family SES has been 
linked to individual differences in prefrontal cortex (PFC)‐depen‐
dent executive functions or cognitive control, often interchange‐
able terms that describe WM, set shifting, and inhibitory skills 
(Amso, Haas, McShane & Badre, 2014; Lawson, Hook & Farah, 2017; 
Sheridan, Fox, Zeanah, McLaughlin, & Nelson, 2012) . In turn, cogni‐
tive control is critical to academic achievement outcomes (Lawson & 
Farah, 2017). Our hypothesis is that SES differences in the develop‐
ment of cognitive control may arise from more numerous and vari‐
able opportunities for building stable, abstract rule representations 
for flexible behavior in higher SES homes.

Cognitive control supports flexible thought and action. This 
flexibility involves PFC‐governed rule‐guided behavior (Badre & 
D’Esposito, 2007; Badre, Hoffman, Cooney & D’Esposito, 2009; 
Chatham, Frank & Badre, 2014). Consider a mother and her child 
building a structure out of blocks. The toddler can respond cor‐
rectly to a mother asking the toddler to retrieve a square block 
from among other square blocks. In this scenario, the action would 
be considered a response to a “first‐order” rule, where there is only 
one level of contingency between the goal and the response. The 
child simply needs to update the request into WM for action se‐
lection. The task is made more difficult if the blocks varied by two 
dimensions, for example, both shape and color (red/blue circular 
blocks and red/blue square blocks). Here, retrieving the correct 
square object may depend on a “second‐order” rule. The mother 
may say to the child, “I need a square shape to fit in this hole. Can 
you please give me the blue one?” This is an example of a rule hi‐
erarchy, where the shape rule hierarchically governs which blue 
object to retrieve. In this case, the child must update the shape 
rule (square) into WM, which immediately eliminates all the circular 
blocks for action selection, and then must update the color rule 
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(blue) in order to select among the red and blue square blocks to 
give to mother.

Rule‐guided behavior of this type has long been the focus of 
study in cognitive control research, as it supports complex contin‐
gent action selection (Badre & D’Esposito, 2007; Badre et al., 2009; 
Chatham et al., 2014; Ranti, Chatham & Badre, 2015), learning and 
generalization (Badre & Frank, 2012; Badre, Kayser & D’Esposito, 
2010; Botvinick, 2008; Collins & Frank, 2013; Frank & Badre, 2012), 
decision making (Badre, Doll, Long & Frank, 2012), fluid reason‐
ing (Bunge, 2004; Speed, 2010), and planning (Koechlin, Corrado, 
Pietrini & Grafman, 2000). This host of skills is key to flexible 
thought and action and academic success. For example, Crook and 
Evans (2014) found that early planning ability is a mediator for the 
income–achievement gap in math.

From a mechanistic perspective, success in cognitive control re‐
quires both updating rules into WM (WM updating) and being able 
to maintain (WM maintenance) these rules in WM in the presence of 
competing alternatives for action selection (Amso et al., 2014; Badre 
& D’Esposito, 2007; Chatham & Badre, 2015; Unger, Ackerman, 

Chatham, Amso, & Badre, 2016). Both mechanisms become increas‐
ingly difficult as rule‐order increases. Recent work (Amso et al., 
2014; Unger et al., 2016) used three tasks, parametrically increasing 
in rule‐order, to show that developmental improvements in rule‐
guided behavior in the transition from late childhood to adolescence 
were linked to the development in WM updating. Figure 1 shows the 
Response and Feature tasks used here and in Amso et al. (2014). The 
logic of the tasks is (a) to increase the demand on WM updating and 
maintenance by going from Block 1 to Block 2 (Figure 1) and (b) to in‐
crease WM maintenance only at any single rule‐order by going from 
Block 2 to Block 4. While increasing items in WM for maintenance 
was costly for all participants, there was no additional cost with de‐
velopment when WM maintenance was isolated at any rule‐order.

In an exploratory analysis, Amso et al. (2014) found that higher 
SES (composite of income, occupation, and education) was associ‐
ated with the more efficient development of WM updating, as mea‐
sured by smaller costs in updating higher order rules into WM for 
action, in the transition from childhood to adolescence. Here, we 
report data from an investigation of the same Response and Feature 

F I G U R E  1   Illustrates three tasks that parametrically manipulate working memory (WM) updating (through rule‐order) and WM 
maintenance (through the number of alternatives maintained in WM for action). Across all tasks, performance costs on the 1 versus 2 
blocks measure the cost of updating higher order rules into working memory for action as well as increasing WM maintenance, whereas 
performance on the 2 versus 4 blocks isolates the cost of WM maintenance. The Response task R1 block is a zero‐order rule. A single 
response is correct for any stimulus. Correct response on R2 and R4 blocks requires updating of first‐order rules into WM, where the color 
of the box indicates the correct response. The R4 block maintains the same first‐order rule structure as R2, but adds additional alternatives 
for WM maintenance. The Feature and Dimension tasks follow the same logic. The Feature task F1 is a first‐order rule block, while F2 and 
F4 are second‐order blocks. Participants are instructed to determine whether the arrow is pointing in the right direction given the box color. 
Among the second‐order F2 and F4 blocks, only the number of competing alternatives for WM maintenance (from 2 to 4) is increased. The 
Dimension Task D1 block is a second‐order block, whereas D2 and D4 are third‐order rule blocks. Participants are instructed to use the box 
color to then select a dimension (shape, orientation) to then match to an arrow direction. D2 and D4 are both third‐order rule blocks, but D4 
increases only the number of competing alternatives maintained in WM for action
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tasks used in Amso et al. (2014) and with the addition of a third‐
order rule task called the Dimension task. Using all three tasks is 
methodologically important. Lawson, Camins, et al. (2017) and 
Lawson, Hook, et al. (2017) recently conducted a meta‐analysis of 
the impact of SES on executive functions and found mixed results 
and only a medium effects size. Appropriateness of the task for the 
sample age group, and also for the construct under investigation, 
likely plays a role in these mixed results. Our previous work showed 
that accuracies on the Response task are high even in young children 
(Amso et al., 2014) and that the Dimension task can be challenging 
for even adolescents and adults (Unger et al., 2016). Thus, we in‐
corporate all three rule‐guided behavior tasks (first‐order Response, 
second‐order Feature, and third‐order Dimension, Figure 1) into this 
investigation to ensure that we have sufficient variability in perfor‐
mance to explore SES.

Mechanistically, the formation of stable rule representations for 
action arises from frontostriatal reinforcement learning mechanisms 
during childhood (Snyder & Munakata, 2010; Werchan, Collins, 
Frank, & Amso, 2015, 2016). Computational models of the formation 
of these representations have emphasized the variability of experi‐
ence as key determining factors. Rougier, Noelle, Braver, Cohen and 
O’Reilly (2005) tested how such flexibility develops and the types 
of inputs necessary for this development. They tested their PFC 
models, that incorporated the WM updating and WM maintenance 
mechanisms discussed here, on a variety of tasks (ordering, match‐
ing, stimulus response) that all required a single rule structure for 
successful response along a stimulus dimension (i.e., color, size, and 
shape). They found that the PFC develops strong abstract rule rep‐
resentations, that are common over specific situations, only when 
exposed to variable experience with a range of tasks. Once the pat‐
terns of activity were learned, the model was able to bypass hav‐
ing to learn a new set of connection strengths by searching these 
patterns for action when confronted with a novel situation. In the 
same way, the learning opportunities and variable contexts in which 
to implement rule‐guided action may vary along family SES.

Thus, we reasoned that if the goal is to build a flexible and adap‐
tive behavioral repertoire, one must be able to learn abstract rule 
representations from variable experiences. Data have shown that 
cognitively stimulating materials and experiences are less com‐
mon in low SES homes (Bradley, Corwyn, McAdoo & García Coll, 
2001; Hart & Risley, 1995). Higher SES homes have more access 
to enriching resources and variable opportunities in which to im‐
plement rule‐guided behavior. These may take the form of greater 
language complexity, education quality, travel experiences, special‐
ized sports team membership, books and toys, music lessons, etc. 
(e.g., Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Hackman, Gallop, Evans & Farah, 
2015; McLaughlin, Sheridan & Nelson, 2017). Taken together with 
the PFC model predictions (Rougier et al., 2005), these data lead us 
to predict that SES differences in the development of rule‐guided 
behavior specifically, and WM more broadly, may arise from more 
numerous and variable opportunities for building stable, abstract 
rule representations in higher SES homes. Indeed, complexity of 
spoken language in the home, participation in literacy activities with 

parents, and access to digital media have all been shown to be posi‐
tive experiential mediators of the relation between cognitive control 
and SES (Lipina et al., 2013; Sheridan, Sarsour, Jutte, D’Esposito, & 
Boyce, 2012).

It is important to note that SES effects on PFC structure and 
function are a result of both positive enrichment in high SES homes 
and exposure to stressful experiences in low SES homes (Conger & 
Donnellan, 2007; Johnson, Riis & Noble, 2016; Ursache & Noble, 
2016). However, our goal is to understand how SES across a wide 
income range impacts WM, not how the biological embedding 
of stress impacts WM. A critical distinction is that stress and en‐
richment act through different mechanisms to shape development 
(Amso & Lynn, 2017; Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Johnson et al., 
2016; Lawson, Camins, et al., 2017; Lawson, Hook, et al., 2017; 
McLaughlin & Sheridan, 2016; McLaughlin et al., 2017; Sheridan, 
Peverill, Finn, & McLaughlin, 2017; Ursache & Noble, 2016) . When 
incorporating the adversities more common in poverty, there is little 
doubt that stresses acts to shape outcomes. Yet even in children ex‐
periencing adversity, McLaughlin and Sheridan (2016) have argued 
that, depending on the type of adversity, cognitive development 
and emotional development are shaped by mechanisms other than 
stress, including through learning disruptions.

However, the effects of SES on development tend to not be 
specific to the low end of the SES range. For example, many of the 
effects on PFC structure and function are evident across the SES 
spectrum and are not unique to children growing up in poverty or 
in low SES homes (Gianaros et al., 2007; Noble, Engelhardt, et al., 
2015; Noble, Houston, et al., 2015; Piccolo, Merz, He, Sowell & 
Noble, 2016; Sarsour et al., 2011). The SES achievement gap is also 
not specific to children living in poverty. Across the entire income 
spectrum, children from higher income communities are more likely 
to go to college (Chetty et al., 2014). This means that a child from a 
low‐income home is less likely attend college compared to a child 
from a wealthy home, who is less likely to go to college than a child 
from an extremely wealthy home.

Extensive literature shows that adverse experiences impact 
the developing system through the biological embedding of stress 
(McEwen, 1998, 2002, 2008) and are measurable in populations 
with extreme poverty and adversity through changes in corti‐
sol levels (Blair et al., 2011; Evans & English, 2002; Lupien, King, 
Meaney & McEwen, 2000; Tarullo & Gunnar, 2006). Studies that 
have examined cortisol level differences due to stress have found 
minimal evidence that cortisol varies across the entire spectrum 
of SES (Cutuli, Wiik, Herbers, Gunnar & Masten, 2010; Dowd, 
Simanek & Aiello, 2009; West, Sweeting, Young, & Kelly, 2010). 
Thus, the effects of adversity and SES are correlated in the lowest 
end of the income spectrum; however, the effects of SES persist 
beyond this lowest income range. This suggests that children in 
the lowest SES range are more likely to have multiple risk factors 
shaping their development. Taking these distinctions into account, 
we assert that this investigation is specifically focused on mech‐
anisms of SES function and not the additive effects of adversities 
more common in poverty.
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Here, we examined the relationship between SES and cognitive 
control in a sample of children from a wide range of SES backgrounds. 
All families completed the Home Observation Measurement of the 
Environment‐Short Form (HOME‐SF), a laboratory version of the 
measures collected with the original HOME inventory (Bradley & 
Caldwell, 1984; Bradley et al., 1992). We chose the HOME‐SF be‐
cause it includes various questions about opportunities for vari‐
able cognitive stimulation in the child’s environment including as 
age appropriate, opportunities for playing musical instrument, 
going to museums, reading books, lessons for dance, art, drama, TV 
watching, book reading, chore requirements, and quality of inter‐
action with parent figures. We additionally customized HOME‐SF 
subscales in this investigation to measure cognitive, emotional, and 
parenting style experiences that have been shown to vary by SES 
and/or impact cognitive control in previous work (Blair et al., 2011; 
Bradley et al., 2001; Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Hackman et al., 
2015; Lipina et al., 2013; Sheridan, Sarsour et al., 2012). Finally, 
we incorporated an assessment of negative experiences to which 
a participant has recently been exposed. The Life Events Checklist 
(LEC, Johnson & McCutcheon, 1980) has been validated with other 
measures that assess trauma history (Gray, Litz, Hsu & Lombardo, 
2004). Because we do not expect an effect of the LEC on cognitive 
control, we also added an IQ assessment where results would be 
expected to associate with LEC and stressful events (Nisbett et al., 
2012). This strategy ensures that there is sufficient variability in 
LEC outcomes to find an effect if one were present.

We focused our investigation on the transition from child‐
hood to adolescence, a time of great change in cognitive control 

(Montez, Calabro, & Luna, 2017; Rosen, Sheridan, Sambrook, 
Meltzoff & McLaughlin, 2018; Siffredi et al., 2017; Wendelken, 
Ferrer, Whitaker, & Bunge, 2015) . This is a time marked by 
changes in peer relations, increased independence, and academic 
demand. The developing child is confronted with increasingly 
complex contexts in which to implement rule‐guided behavior, 
as well as a larger number of competing options to choose from. 
It follows that the ability of the developing system to meet these 
challenges is key to mental and physical health and wellness 
outcomes.

2  | METHOD

2.1 | Participants

Our sample included N = 141 7‐ to 17‐year‐old children and ado‐
lescents (Table 1). Of these, 21% (N = 29) were Black or African 
American and 79% (N = 112) were Caucasian, with 16% (N = 23) 
being of Hispanic ethnicity. Participants were recruited through 
local advertisements as well as through recruitment in school dis‐
tricts with a high percentage of students that received free or re‐
duced lunches. Prior to enrollment, we screened participants for 
a history of diagnosed psychiatric disorders, uncorrected visual or 
auditory impairments, or preterm birth. Families were compensated 
for their participation. Parents gave written and verbal informed 
consent and children provided assent. All participants had normal or 
corrected‐to‐normal vision and hearing. All passed the Ishihara test 
for color deficiency.

Mean Standard deviation Range (min, max) Skewness

Sex (% male) 55%

Age in years 11.10 2.80 (7.0, 17.3) 0.39

Parent 1 Education 
in years

15.80 2.40 (8.0, 21) −0.26

Parent 1 
Occupational 
levela

3.60 0.91 (2, 5) 0.04

Income (in $1,000) 98.00 64.60 (6.6, 450) 2.20

Income‐to‐needs 
ratio

3.80 2.50 (0.7, 16.3) 1.96

HOME‐SF 
cognitive 
stimulation

0.80 0.14 (0.31, 1.0) −1.13

HOME‐SF 
emotional

0.82 0.14 (0.18, 1.0) −1.52

LEC # negative life 
events

1.99 3.47 (0, 26) 4.69

Woodcock–
Johnson GIA

104.13 14.23 (60, 155) 0.46

Notes. GIA: General Intelligence Ability; HOME‐SF: Home Observation for Measurement of the 
Environment‐Short Form; LEC: Life Events Checklist.
aParent occupational level coded using O*Net ratings available through the US Department of Labor 
on a scale of 1–5. 

TA B L E  1   Descriptive demographic 
statistics of sample
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2.2 | Procedures

Participants completed two experimental sessions on two different 
days, separated by one to four weeks. In one session, they performed 
the Response and the Feature tasks. In the other session, they com‐
pleted the Dimension task and the Woodcock–Johnson IQ test. The 
order of sessions was counterbalanced across participants, as was 
the order of tasks within a session. While participants completed 
the tasks, parents filled out demographic information. Of the total 
N = 141 participants, behavioral task reaction time (RT) data were re‐
ported in a subset of N = 59 in Unger et al. (2016) in an investigation 
establishing patterns of development of rule‐guided behavior. None 
of the SES data analyses in this report were in Unger et al. (2016). 
Of the N = 141 participants tested, N = 114 contributed data to the 
Response task, N = 115 contributed full data to the Feature task, and 
N = 123 contributed data to the Dimension task. The remainder ei‐
ther failed to complete a task or did not return for one of the sessions.

2.3 | Rule‐guided behavior tasks and 
dependent variables

Each Response, Feature, and Dimension task (Figure 1) included six 
training blocks (two blocks for each WM load condition) that were fol‐
lowed by six experimental blocks. Blocks were fully counterbalanced 
across participants. Blocks contained 33 trials for the Response 
task, 32 trials for the Feature task, and 25 trials for the Dimension 
task. Responses were recorded on a keyboard. Participants were in‐
structed to go as fast as they could and to be as accurate as possible. 
During Feature and Dimension tasks, participants used index and 
middle finger of their dominant hand to make a response, while for 
the Response task, each finger of the dominant hand was assigned 
to one response key. Each of the two experimental sessions lasted 
between 1 and 1.5 hr. All participants were tested individually.

2.3.1 | Response task

On each trial, a colored square appeared in the middle of the com‐
puter screen on a black background for a maximum of 2 s until par‐
ticipants made a response. Trials were separated by a randomly 
jittered fixation interval of 0–2 s. Within a given block of trials, the 
response key was chosen based on the color of the square. There 
were three different block types, each of which included four colors 
that mapped onto one (R1 block), two (R2), or four (R4) different keys 
(see Figure 1). On R1 blocks, each of the four colors was assigned 
to the same response key. Since participants were not faced with a 
choice, this defined a zero‐order rule with no competition between 
response alternatives. During R2 blocks, two colors mapped onto 
one response key, while the other two colors mapped onto a second 
response key. Hence, in order to select the correct response, partici‐
pants had to use a first‐order rule that involved a single‐level deci‐
sion over two response alternatives. On R4 blocks (also first‐order), 
the four colors mapped onto four different keys such that partici‐
pants were required to choose between four response alternatives.

2.3.2 | Feature task

Participants saw a colored square, with a white arrow inside, that 
pointed in one of four directions (up, down, left, and right). Trials fol‐
lowed the same procedure as in the Response task, except that the 
stimuli were presented for a maximum of 4 s. Analogous to the ex‐
perimental logic of the Response task, trials were grouped into three 
alternate block types, each of which included four‐color direction 
mappings that defined one (F1), two (F2), or four (F4) different target 
directions (see Figure 1). On F1 blocks, each color mapped onto the 
same target direction. Hence, participants had to follow a first‐order 
rule by making single‐level decisions over two response alternatives 
(match vs. nonmatch). By contrast, F2 and F4 blocks involved sec‐
ond‐order rules requiring a two‐level decision over two (F2) versus 
four (F4) alternatives that mapped a given direction onto a match 
versus nonmatch response (second level).

2.3.3 | Dimension task

On each trial, two objects were displayed inside a colored square. 
Participants were asked to press one of two response keys to in‐
dicate whether the objects matched along a certain dimension 
(shape, size, orientation, or shading). The object pairs were se‐
lected such that there were always two matching and two non‐
matching dimensions. The relevant dimension was cued by the 
color of the square. The general trial procedure was the same as 
in the Feature task. On D1 blocks, each of the four colors was as‐
signed to the same dimension (e.g., direction), so participants had 
to use a second‐order rule that requires a decision on relations 
between features corresponding to the relevant dimension (e.g., 
“Is the first object pointing in the same direction as the second 
object?”). On D2 and D4 blocks, participants followed third‐order 
rules that required them to arbitrate between two (D2) and four 
(D4) dimensions in order to select the correct second‐order rule to 
make a match/nonmatch decision.

2.3.4 | Woodcock‐Johnson III Tests of Cognitive 
Abilities (e.g., Woodcock, Mather, & Schrank, 2010)

We used the full standard battery to calculate a General Intellectual 
Ability (GIA) score, based on a weighted combination of all subtests.

2.4 | Demographic data collection and 
preprocessing

2.4.1 | SES demographic questionnaire

Parents reported the number of years of education they completed. 
Occupation was assessed on a scale of 1–5 using the O*Net rankings. 
O*Net was developed by the US Department of Labor/Employment 
and Training Administration as part of a nationally recognized da‐
tabase on occupational information. Annual household income was 
reported in dollars. Household income was used to calculate the 
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income‐to‐needs ratio (i.e., income divided by the poverty threshold 
for an analogous family size).

2.4.2 | Home Observation for Measurement of the 
Environment‐Short Form (HOME‐SF) (Bradley & 
Caldwell, 1984; Bradley et al., 1992)

Several studies have demonstrated high reliability and construct 
validity for both the original HOME and HOME‐SF instruments 
(Baker, Keck, Mott & Quinlan, 1993; Mott, 1994). The HOME‐SF 

questionnaire was completed by the caregiver and offered two 
scores for Emotional Support and Cognitive Stimulation. We con‐
structed finer subscales by grouping items in the HOME‐SF that de‐
scribe the child’s environment with respect to material enrichment 
and opportunity and parenting behavior, as these have been shown 
to be different across SES homes and to impact cognitive control. 
See Fuligni, Han and Brooks‐Gunn (2004) for a similar approach. 
Additional subscales used for the primary analyses were constructed 
by standardizing individual items, to account for differing response 
scales, summing those items and standardizing those summed 

TA B L E  2   Estimated factor‐item loadings for the HOME‐SF confirmatory factor analysis model

Factor
Cognitive 
enrichment Routine

Parental 
closeness

Restrictive 
parenting

Parental 
monitoring

Supportive 
parenting

Item

Child reads for fun 0.57

Weekday hours spent watching TV 0.55

Discuss TV programs with child 0.51

Take child to performance 0.48

Taken child to museum 0.39

Weekend hours spent watching TV 0.39

Number of books 0.35

Musical instrument 0.30

Receive daily newspaper 0.20

Pick up after self 0.93

Keep shared areas clean 0.87

Make own bed 0.83

Clean own room 0.60

Help with chores 0.60

Manage own time 0.20

How close child feels 2nd caregiver 0.76

Time spent with 2nd caregiver 0.67

Outdoor time with 2nd caregiver 0.59

How close child feels to you 0.41

Bad grade response—punishment 0.83

Bad grade response—lecture 0.61

Tantrum/Angry response—grounding 0.47

Tantrum/Angry response—chores 0.47

Tantrum/Angry response—reduce privileges 0.44

Tantrum/Angry response—reduce allowance 0.37

Tantrum/Angry response—timeout 0.33

Bad grade response—reduce privileges 0.32

Bad grade response—grounding 0.29

Bad grade response—help child with work 0.83

Bad grade response—contact school 0.57

Bad grade response—monitor activities 0.51

Praised child to another adult last week 0.99

Shown child physical affection last week 0.92

Praised child in last week 0.21

Note. HOME‐SF, Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment‐Short Form.



     |  165AMSO et Al.

scales. We performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of a cus‐
tom 6‐subscale structure of the HOME‐SF. The CFA is described in 
detail in the Section 3. The HOME‐SF CFA model included the fol‐
lowing subscales: routine, cognitive enrichment, parental closeness, 
restrictive parenting, parental monitoring, and supportive parenting.

2.4.3 | Life Events Checklist Negative Events 
(Johnson & McCutcheon, 1980)

The LEC is a 46‐item questionnaire that measures the occurrence of 
positive and negative life events for the child over the past 12 months, 
as reported by the caregiver. The questions ask the caregiver to indicate 
whether an event occurred and its perceived levels of stress/unpleas‐
antness (4‐point scale). There is also a place to write in experiences not 
indicated on the 46 items. In the present study, we used the cumulative 
sum of the number of negative life events reported from the LEC as a 
measure of negative or adverse experiences. The test–retest reliability 
of the LEC has been shown to be high (Brand & Johnson, 1982).

2.5 | Characterizing the sample

Table 1 shows that the primary caregiver’s education in years for 
this sample is roughly equivalent to a 4‐year college degree, with 
a wide range from elementary to postgraduate level completion. 
The mean sample income‐to‐needs ratio is 3.8, where an income‐
to‐needs ratio of 1 is below the federal poverty line. The range of 
income‐to‐needs ratio includes families at or below the federal pov‐
erty line (N = 17) as well as families ranging well into the upper quad‐
rants of wealth (e.g., income‐to‐needs ratio = 16.3). Finally, we have 
a wide range of scores on the HOME‐SF and also have a wide range 
of scores on the reported number of negative life events on the LEC.

2.6 | Analysis plan

We first present results of the WM tasks. Second, we use confirma‐
tory factor analyses to test our generated HOME‐SF subscales 
(Tables 2 and 3). Third, we establish the relation among the LEC, 
HOME‐SF subscales, and SES measures in our sample (Tables 5 and 6). 
Finally, we use mediation analyses (Hayes, 2009, 2013) to examine the 
relation of the HOME‐SF subscales, LEC, and SES measures of parent 
occupation, education, and income with task performance (Tables 7 
and 8). Figure 2 reflects that our path models specifically examined 
the subscales which were significant predictors of WM as mediators.

3  | RESULTS

3.1 | WM task results

Figure 3 illustrates both accuracy and RT data on the WM tasks. 
Accuracy statistically mirrored RT results and for brevity was not 
included in full in task results, except where noted on the Dimension 
Task. We calculated RTs in millisecond per child and block, exclud‐
ing responses to the first trial of each experimental block, incorrect 

trials, and trials with latencies faster than 200 ms or slower than the 
outlier criterion determined on the basis of individual RT distribu‐
tions. Baseline RTs decreased with Age, r(114) = −0.391,	p < 0.001. 
Thus, Response Task Block 1 baseline RTs, where children simply 
pressed the same button regardless of stimulus, were entered as a 
covariate in the analyses of data from Feature and Dimension task. 
For the Response task, we applied a square root transformation to 
each participant’s mean response latencies per task in order to in‐
crease the homogeneity of variance.

Data from Response, Feature, and Dimension tasks were sepa‐
rately subjected to GLMs to examine the cost of Block, going from 
Block 1 to Block 2 to Block 4 across Age (entered as a continuous 
variable). Recall that the task logic is that going from Block 1 to 
Block 2 represents an increase in updating a higher rule order into 
WM (WM updating) as well as increasing the number of alternatives 
maintained for action (from 1 to 2), whereas going from Block 2 to 
Block 4 increases only the demand on maintenance from 2 to 4 items 
(WM maintenance) at the same rule order. Significant interactions 
were examined further using planned paired comparisons, includ‐
ing pairwise comparisons by Age specifically regarding performance 
differences on Block 1 versus Block 2 (WM updating/maintenance 
increases) and Block 2 versus Block 4 (WM maintenance only). 
Bonferroni‐corrected alpha was set to p = 0.025 for these tests.

On the Response task, we found a main effect of Block [F(2, 
224) = 84.19, p < 0.001, �

2

p
 = 0.43], a main effect of Age [F(1, 

112) = 105.62, p < 0.001, �2
p
 = 0.49], and an Age by Block interac‐

tion [F(2, 224) = 13.36, p < 0.001, �2
p
 = 0.11]. Planned comparisons 

showed that the main effect of Block was driven by slower RTs for 
both WM updating (B1 vs. B2) [t(113) = −22.82,	p < 0.001, as well as 
for WM maintenance increases (B2 vs. B4) [t(113) = −7.80,	p < 0.001. 
However, the Age × Block interaction was driven only by better per‐
formance (faster RTs) with Age on the WM updating manipulation, 
as shown by a significant difference in the B1 by B2 comparison [F(1, 
112) = 13.56, p < 0.001, �2

p
 = 0.11] and not the B2 by B4 comparison 

[F(1, 112) = 1.60), p = 0.21, �2
p
 = 0.01].

We found the same pattern with respect to Age on the Feature 
task, where there was a main effect of Age [F(1, 110) = 85.56, 
p < 0.001, �2

p
 = 0.44], Block [F(2, 220) = 25.67, p < 0.001, �2

p
 = 0.20], 

and an Age by Block interaction [F(2, 220) = 9.37, p < 0.001, �2
p
 = 0.08]. 

Paired comparisons showed statistically slower RTs as a function 
of the B1 versus B2 WM updating comparison [t(114) = −17.85,	
p < 0.001] and also the B2 versus B4 increase in WM maintenance 
[t(114) = −3.66,	p < 0.001]. Again, Age interacted only with the B1 by 
B2 WM updating comparison [F(1, 110) = 7.15, p = 0.009, �2

p
 = 0.06], 

with costs decreasing as a function of Age. There was no Age by 
Block interaction for the B2 versus B4 WM maintenance manipula‐
tion, [F(1, 110) = 3.72, p = 0.06, �2

p
 = 0.03].

Finally, the Dimension task analysis yielded a main effect of 
Block [F(2, 198) = 10.21, p < 0.001, �2

p
 = 0.09] and a main effect 

of Age [F(1, 99) = 26.97, p < 0.001, �2
p
 = 0.21]. The main effect of 

Block was again driven by the B1 by B2 WM updating manipula‐
tion [t(122) = −18.43,	p < 0.001], as well as the B2 versus B4 WM 
maintenance manipulation [t(122) = −4.27,	 p < 0.001]. However, 
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we did not observe the expected Age by Block effect on RTs 
seen in the Response and Feature tasks above [F(2, 198) = 1.63, 
p = 0.20, �2

p
 = 0.02] and previously demonstrated in Unger et al. 

(2016). Unger et al. (2016) tested the interaction on RTs from three 
categorical age groups (children, adolescents, and adults). It is 
possible that the difficulty of the Dimension task resulted in very 
slow RTs for children and adolescents alike (Figure 3) and did not 
allow the Age by Block interaction to emerge here. Thus, we exam‐
ined accuracy (percent correct responses) on the Dimension Task 
(Figure 3). Dimension task accuracy data showed main effects of 
Block [F(2, 198) = 4.14, p = 0.02, �2

p
 = 0.04], Age [F(1, 99) = 24.91, 

p < 0.001, �2
p
 = 0.20] and the expected Block by Age interac‐

tion [F(2, 198) = 3.54, p = 0.03, �2
p
 = 0.04]. Planned comparisons 

showed only an interaction with Age for the B1 versus B2 contrast 
[F(1, 99) = 4.20, p = 0.04, �2

p
 = 0.04], with higher accuracy costs 

in WM updating second‐order relative to first‐order rules. There 
was no Age by Block interaction for the B2 versus B4 WM main‐
tenance manipulation, [F(1, 99) = 0.44, p = 0.51, �2

p
 = 0.00]. Taken 

together, the behavioral data show that developmental change in 
rule‐guided action is driven by the cost of updating higher order 
rules into WM (WM updating, B1 vs. B2 contrast), over and above 
the cost of increasing the number of competing alternatives main‐
tained for action at any single rule order (WM maintenance).

3.2 | Generation and confirmatory factor analyses 
on HOME‐SF subscales

Subscales were chosen based on what were considered to be dif‐
ferent forms of enrichment in the child’s environment: cognitive 
enrichment (Cognitive Enrichment subscale), emotional enrich‐
ment (measured by subscales of Parental Closeness and Supportive 
Parenting), and the degree to which there was a structured environ‐
ment in the home (measured by subscales of Routine and Parental 
Monitoring). We also included one measure designed to reflect 
restrictive or punitive parenting (Restrictive Parenting). Of these 
measures, we hypothesized only Cognitive Enrichment would be 
associated with our primary rule‐guided behavior task measures.

We performed a CFA in Mplus 7.2 of the custom 6‐subscale struc‐
ture of the HOME‐SF, to determine whether they measure coherent 
latent constructs. The factor structure is displayed in Tables 2 and 
3, which present the individual items’ factor loadings (Table 2) and 
factor–factor correlations (Table 3). Only items which had very low 

factor loadings (below 0.2) on any given factor were dropped from 
the analysis. Fit indices of the final model supported the proposed 
structure of items (RMSEA = 0.08, 95% C.I. (0.07, 0.08); χ2 = 917, 
p < 0.001). Subscales generally show adequate to good internal con‐
sistency in this sample (Cronbach’s alphas between 0.67 and 0.88).

3.2.1 | Cognitive Enrichment subscale

The Cognitive Enrichment subscale of the HOME‐SF consists of nine 
items about whether there is material stimulation in the child’s home 
(e.g., the number of books and the presence of a musical instrument) 
and whether the child is encouraged to take on cognitively stimulat‐
ing activities (e.g., reading and keeping regular hobbies). Questions 
were either ordinal or dichotomous, and responses were standard‐
ized before being summed into a scale. The Cronbach’s alpha for this 
scale is 0.67.

3.2.2 | Routine subscale

The Routine subscale of the HOME‐SF consists of five items which 
describe whether a child is regularly asked to do certain tasks (e.g., 
make his/her own bed and room). Responses were on a 5‐point 
Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Responses were 
summed into a scale with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88.

3.2.3 | Supportive Parenting subscale

This subscale of the HOME‐SF is based on three items that ask how 
often the parent has shown different types of affection to the child 

TA B L E  3   Estimated factor–factor correlations for HOME‐SF model

Cognitive enrichment Routine Parental closeness Restrictive parenting Parental monitoring

Cognitive enrichment

Routine 0.38

Parental closeness 0.49 0.04

Restrictive parenting −0.15 0.18 0.07

Parental monitoring 0.44 0.07 0.24 −0.05

Supportive parenting 0.21 0.11 0.11 −0.21 0.10

Note. HOME‐SF, Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment‐Short Form.

F I G U R E  2   Illustrates path model. We used separate models 
for each measure of socioeconomic status (household income, 
income‐to‐needs ratio, parents’ occupational level, and parents’ 
years of education) as well as for the outcomes of working memory 
(WM) tasks. Mediators and WM task data were selected based on 
hypothesized effects and significance in previous models
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in the past week (praise the child, praise about the child to another 
adult, and physical affection). Responses were open‐ended and 
standardized before being summed into a scale. The Cronbach’s 
alpha for this scale is 0.70.

3.2.4 | Closeness to Parent subscale

This subscale measures the child’s relationship with his/her parents 
through five items. There is one item about the presence of two pa‐
rental caregivers, two items about how close the child is to their par‐
ents, on a 4‐point Likert scale from 1 (extremely close) to 4 (not close 
at all), and two items about how often the child spends time with his/
her parents on a 6‐point Likert scale from 1 (once a day or more) to 6 
(never). Items were standardized before being summed into a scale. 
The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is 0.68.

3.2.5 | Restrictive Parenting subscale

This subscale is based on nine items related to parents’ use of pu‐
nitive parenting. These included five dichotomous variables about 
hypothetical responses to a temper tantrum (e.g., taking away TV or 
taking away allowance), two items on a 5‐point Likert scale from 1 
(very likely) to 5 (not at all likely) in response to bringing home grades 

lower than expected (i.e., lecture the child and punish the child), and 
two items about how often the child was grounded or had privileges 
removed in the past week. Items were standardized before being 
summed into a scale, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.72.

3.2.6 | Parental Monitoring subscale

This scale is comprised of three items that ask what actions a parent 
would take if the child brought home lower than expected grades: 
“contact the teacher or principal,” “keep a closer eye on child’s ac‐
tivities,” and “spend more time helping child with school work.” Item 
responses were on a 5‐point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very likely) 
to 5 (not at all likely). The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale is 0.67.

For comparison, in this sample, the standard Cognitive 
Stimulation and Emotional Support measures from the HOME‐SF 
have Cronbach’s alphas of 0.68 and 0.61, respectively. Confirmatory 
factor analysis of the standard two‐scale model showed fit statistics 
which are similar to our proposed 6‐factor model (RMSEA = 0.09, 
95% C.I. (0.08, 0.11); χ2 = 356, p < 0.001).

As noted, the LEC measures the number of negative life events. 
Table 4 shows the frequency of participants exposed to specific neg‐
ative life events measured in the LEC.

3.3 | Relationship between experiential 
measures and SES

Next, we statistically defined which of the experiential measures de‐
scribed above related to SES in our sample. Table 5 shows the corre‐
lation among our three SES measures, the HOME‐SF subscales, and 
LEC data. The HOME‐SF Cognitive Enrichment subscale is corre‐
lated with SES variables: parent education, occupation, and income, 
as are various parenting measures that were designed to elucidate 
emotional enrichment and parenting style in the home. As indicated 
by Table 5, there is no correlation between SES and number of nega‐
tive life events as measured by the LEC.

We next used separate regression models to assess the predic‐
tive relations between the SES, HOME‐SF subscales, and LEC data. 
Analyses were conducted in Stata 14. Table 6 presents results of our 
measures of SES predicting the HOME‐SF subscales and LEC. In our 
sample, parents’ occupation, higher mother’s (parent 1) education, 
higher income, and higher income‐to‐needs ratio are significantly 
associated with higher values on the Cognitive Enrichment subscale. 
For example, a 1‐level increase on the parental occupation scale 
is associated with more than a 0.3 standard deviation increase in 
Cognitive Enrichment in this sample. Simultaneously, mother’s edu‐
cation and family income variables are associated with lower levels of 
Parental Closeness. Mother’s education and family income are also 
associated with lower levels of Restrictive Parenting, and mother’s 
occupation is associated with higher levels of Parental Monitoring. 
None of our SES measures statistically related to differences in ad‐
verse or negative experiences as indicated by the LEC. Thus, in our 
sample, SES reflects Cognitive Enrichment, as well as differences in 
caregiving style.

F I G U R E  3   Response, Feature, and Dimension task performance 
for (a) RT (ms) and (b) accuracy (percent correct responses)
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3.4 | Testing the direct effects of SES on WM 
updating and WM maintenance

We first take the intermediate statistical step of establishing which 
subscales predicted task performance, but without consideration for 
SES. We used separate models to assess the relations between the 
SES, HOME‐SF subscales, and LEC data and task measures (accuracy 

and RT costs separately). All models including measures of HOME‐
SF subscales/LEC or task measures also controlled for age‐related 
differences in performance. Missing data were generally small 
(under 10%) except for the variables of household income (31%) as 
well as primary and secondary parent occupation (37% and 19%, 
respectively). We used maximum likelihood with missing values to 
retain observations with missing values. This approach is considered 
to be more efficient and less sensitive to decision making than mul‐
tiple imputation (Allison, 2012). Note that models excluding missing 
values (not shown) produced substantively similar results. All model 
estimates are based on 5,000 bootstrap replicates. Only variables 
that were initially hypothesized to be associated with task‐depend‐
ent variables, as well as those that were reliable at each analytic 
step, were examined further in order to avoid false positives find‐
ings resulting from multiple comparisons. Analyses were conducted 
in Stata 14.

Table 7a presents the results of separate regressions examining 
the effects of the HOME‐SF subscales and the LEC number of nega‐
tive events on WM updating and WM maintenance RT performance. 
WM updating costs were calculated by subtracting B2–B1 response, 
and WM maintenance costs were calculated by subtracting B4–B2 
responses separately for each task.

The Feature task provided the clearest results. Of the subscales 
developed from a CFA of the HOME‐SF, only Cognitive Enrichment 
was significantly associated with both RT and accuracy difference 
scores (Tables 7a and 8a respectively, see also Figure 4). There was 
a positive association of HOME‐SF Cognitive Enrichment subscale 
with RT and accuracy in WM updating. Higher levels of Cognitive 
Enrichment are associated with better accuracy (higher values for 
Block 2 minus 1 reflect smaller cost of increase in rule order) and 
higher WM updating costs in RTs. The Response task showed the 
same pattern for RTs (Table 7a) and accuracy (Table 8a). However, 
the accuracy data were not reliable, possibly because accuracies 
were quite high in this age group on the Response task.

Moreover, higher Cognitive Enrichment and more negative 
life events (LEC) were associated with general effects on WM ac‐
curacy (Table 8a). On the Response task, the HOME‐SF Routine 
subscale predicted better WM updating and WM maintenance 
performance. On the Feature Task, the LEC predicted poorer WM 
updating and WM maintenance performance. Note that the sign 
of the WM maintenance coefficient is determined by the subtrac‐
tion of Block 4 minus Block 2. To the extent that some children 
had similar or higher accuracy on Block 2 (see Figure 3), a negative 
coefficient reflects smaller costs with an increase in the predictor. 
We found no effects again on the Dimension task. Note that we 
verified that all measures had independent effects on task per‐
formance by examining them in models simultaneously with other 
HOME‐SF variables.

These data indicate unsurprisingly that both positive and 
negative life experiences impact cognitive control at the level of 
WM updating and WM maintenance (Conger & Donnellan, 2007; 
Johnson et al., 2016; Ursache & Noble, 2016). We have yet to sta‐
tistically establish any evidence that these relations are relevant to 

TA B L E  4   Frequency of LEC negative events in whole sample

Event
Frequency (# partici‐
pants exposed)

Serious illness or injury of family 
member

62

Increased number of arguments 
between parents

43

Trouble with brother or sister 40

Death of a family member 36

Trouble with classmates 36

Change in parents’ financial status 32

Trouble with teacher 28

Changing to a new school 21

Increased absence of parent from 
home

20

Failing a grade 20

Increase in number of arguments with 
parents

20

Major personal illness or injury 18

Mother or father lost job 17

Failing to make an athletic team 14

Making failing grades on report card 14

Moving to a new home 10

Serious illness or injury of close friend 10

Losing a close friend 10

Breaking up with boyfriend/girlfriend 10

Brother or sister leaving home 8

Parents divorced 6

Parent getting into trouble with law 6

New stepmother or stepfather 6

Getting into trouble with police 6

Death of a close friend 6

Parents separated 4

Being suspended from school 4

Parent going to jail 2

Male: girlfriend getting pregnant 2

Losing a job 2

Male: girlfriend having abortion 2

Getting put in jail 2

Female: getting pregnant 0

Female: having abortion 0

Note. LEC, Life Events Checklist.
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SES. That is, these data do not show that SES is working through 
any of these experiential variables to impact cognitive control 
and WM. In the next critical step, we systematically test whether 
SES is working indirectly through any of the effects observed in 
Tables 7a and 8a.

3.5 | Testing indirect effects of SES on WM through 
HOME‐SF and LEC subscales

In this final step, we examined whether any of the observed effects 
on WM performance are linked to SES. As noted, only variables that 
were reliable at the previous analytic step were examined further 
to avoid false‐positive errors. In particular, we had predicted that 
SES exhibits an indirect influence on WM updating through the 
Cognitive Enrichment subscale. Table 7b shows the results of the 
separate path analyses for each of the SES measures of interest pre‐
dicting WM updating and maintenance RT costs, with the Cognitive 
Enrichment subscale as the mediator. The results show that our vari‐
ous measures of SES do not exhibit a statistically significant “total 
effect” on our WM outcomes. However, particularly through income 

variables, SES is positively associated with higher WM updating 
costs, indirectly through its influence on the Cognitive Enrichment 
subscale for both the Response and Feature tasks. Table 8b shows 
the results of the separate path analyses for each of the SES meas‐
ures of interest predicting WM updating and maintenance accuracy 
costs, with the Cognitive Enrichment subscale as the mediator. SES 
variables of household income, income‐to‐needs, and caregiver edu‐
cation and occupation exhibit indirect effects through the Cognitive 
Enrichment subscale. Higher Cognitive Enrichment shows better 
performance as indicated by smaller accuracy costs for WM updat‐
ing. Finally, Table 8c,d shows that the observed effects of LEC and 
Routine on task performance were unrelated to SES in our sample. 
Taken together, these data indicate that SES, through Cognitive 
Enrichment, is driving a more successful strategy for higher accuracy 
and slower RTs in WM updating.

In order to explore this trade‐off, we adapted the rate resid‐
ual score method of Hughes, Linck, Bowles, Koeth and Bunting 
(2014), which incorporates both RT and accuracy data into a single 
rate residual score. This allows assessment of how an individual 
differs from the group in speed and accuracy, simultaneously, as 

TA B L E  5   Correlations of independent measures

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

(1) Parent education 
in years

(2) Parental 
occupation levela

0.78*

(3) Household 
income in dollars

0.57* 0.41*

(4) Income‐to‐needs 
ratio

0.57* 0.37* 0.97*

(5) HOME‐SF 
cognitive 
enrichment

0.26* 0.38* 0.43* 0.38*

(6) HOME‐SF routine −0.18* −0.08 0.08 0.04 0.23*

(7) HOME‐SF 
parental closeness

0.21* 0.10 0.24* 0.22* 0.33* 0.01

(8) HOME‐SF 
restrictive 
parenting

−0.31* −0.11 −0.22* −0.30* −0.06 0.17 0.01

(9) HOME‐SF 
supportive 
parenting

0.06 −0.03 0.05 0.05 0.20* 0.03 0.14 −0.16

(10) HOME‐SF 
parental monitoring

0.01 0.18 0.08 0.12 0.25* 0.06 0.12 −0.04 0.16

(11) LEC # negative 
life events

0.01 −0.08 0.02 0.04 −0.18* −0.07 0.18* 0.04 −0.06 0.08

(12) Age −0.03 −0.07 0.08 0.08 −0.22* 0.09 −0.40* −0.05 −0.21* −0.08 0.12

(13) Woodcock–
Johnson GIA

0.38* 0.33* 0.35* 0.26* 0.27* 0.11 0.07 −0.16 0.03 −0.03 −0.19* 0.03

Notes. GIA: General Intelligence Ability; HOME‐SF, Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment‐Short Form; LEC, Life Events Checklist.
aParent occupational level coded using O*Net ratings available through the US Department of Labor on a scale of 1–5.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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a function of Age and Cognitive Enrichment score. Rate residual 
scores were based on the rate of correct responding per second. 
Rate residual scores were computed separately for the Response, 
Feature, and Dimension tasks. The rate of correct responding was 

calculated by dividing the average number of correct responses 
per trial (e.g., Response task, Block 1) by the average time taken 
across all responses in that trial. Using these rates of correct re‐
sponding, rate residual scores were calculated by regressing the 

TA B L E  6   Regression models of socioeconomic status predicting HOME‐SF and LEC subscales

Cognitive 
enrichment Routine

Parental 
closeness

Restrictive 
parenting

Parental 
monitoring

Supportive 
parenting

LEC (# 
Negative 
events)

Household income in 
dollars

0.01*** 0.00 0.00* −0.00*** 0.00 0.00 0.00

Income‐to‐needs ratio 0.19*** 0.02 0.10 −0.13*** 0.05 0.04 0.09

Parent 1 Education in years 0.13** −0.08 0.07* −0.14*** 0.01 0.05 −0.01

Parent 2 Education in years 0.07 −0.05 −0.08 −0.08** 0.00 0.00 0.03

Parent 1 Occupation level 0.34* −0.22 −0.03 −0.14 0.29* 0.05 0.32

Parent 2 Occupation level 0.31* −0.05 0.07 −0.15 0.03 −0.09 −0.59

Notes. HOME‐SF, Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment‐Short Form; LEC, Life Events Checklist.
Cells represent beta coefficients predicting task reaction time in regression models with 5,000 bootstrap replications, controlling for age of child. 
Missing data accounted for with maximum‐likelihood maximum variation.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.

TA B L E  7   (a) Direct effects of experiential scales on task RT (ms) performance. (b) Magnitude of indirect effect of socioeconomic variables 
on WM updating cost reaction time through cognitive enrichment subscale of HOME‐SF

(a)

WM response task WM feature task WM dimension task

Updating Maintenance Updating Maintenance Updating Maintenance

HOME‐SF cognitive 
enrichment

33.80* 22.29 6.14*** 1.25 36.84 1.10

HOME‐SF routine −14.76 19.39 4.45 −5.99 35.32 2.72

HOME‐SF parental closeness −6.40 16.98 12.38 16.40 −49.45 −31.57

HOME‐SF restrictive parenting −2.87 3.66 26.99 −19.17 −39.56 −11.14

HOME‐SF parental monitoring 26.37 −7.16 4.72 −4.84 −7.61 −1.87

HOME‐SF supportive 
parenting

−16.85 5.94 −3.63 1.73 −31.42 27.24

LEC # Negative life events −1.26 1.08 −14.65 3.26 −1.13 2.35

(b)

WM response task, updating WM feature task, updating

Total Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect

Household income in dollars 0.04 −0.42 0.45** 0.31 −0.37 0.67**

Income‐to‐needs ratio 0.29 −1.72 11.02 8.23 −7.82 16.06**

Parent 1 Education in years 2.29 −1.67 3.96 −4.48 −12.88 8.40*

Parent 2 Education in years −2.54 −4.85 2.31 3.56 −0.55 4.11

Parent 1 Occupation level 15.07 3.18 11.89 1.59 −7.17 17.76

Parent 2 Occupation level −3.82 −9.73 5.91 23.38 15.32 8.07

Notes. HOME‐SF, Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment‐Short Form; LEC, Life Events Checklist; WM, working memory.
Cells represent beta coefficients predicting task reaction time in regression models with 5,000 bootstrap replications, controlling for age of child. 
Missing data accounted for with maximum‐likelihood maximum variation.
“Updating” represents cost of updating higher order rules into WM and “Maintenance” represents cost of increasing alternatives for action at the same 
level.	“Updating”	is	calculated	as	difference	between	Level	1	and	Level	2	(Block	2	−	Block	1).	“Maintenance”	is	calculated	as	difference	between	Level	
2	and	Level	4	(Block	4	−	Block	2).
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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higher level condition on the lower level condition: For WM up‐
dating, the score was calculated using the residualized difference 
between the rates of correct responses per second for Block 2 
and Block 1; for WM maintenance, the score was calculated 
using the residualized difference between the rates of correct 

responses per second for Block 4 and Block 2. Using this measure, 
a larger cost is indicated by more negative residuals. Predictive 
models used rate residual scores as the dependent variable 
and Cognitive Enrichment, a binary Age variable (children ages 
12 years and older coded as “1”) and an interaction with Age and 

TA B L E  8   (a) Direct effects of experiential scales on task accuracy (percent correct responses) performance; Magnitude of indirect effect 
of socioeconomic variables on WM updating and maintenance cost accuracy through (b) Cognitive Enrichment subscale of HOME‐SF, (c) LEC 
Negative Life Events Scale, (d) Routine subscale of HOME‐SF

(a)

WM response task WM feature task

Updating Maintenance Updating Maintenance

HOME‐SF cognitive enrichment 0.008 −0.004 0.031** −0.030***

HOME‐SF routine 0.016* −0.013** 0.012 −0.015

HOME‐SF parental closeness −0.003 0.011 0.020 −0.012

HOME‐SF restrictive parenting 0.002 −0.005 0.007 −0.002

HOME‐SF parental monitoring 0.004 −0.005 −0.004 −0.004

HOME‐SF supportive parenting 0.002 −0.001 −0.002 −0.012

LEC # negative life events −0.003 0.002 −0.006* 0.007**

(b)

WM feature task, updating WM feature task, maintenance

Total Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect

Household income in dollars 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 −0.000**

Income‐to‐needs ratio −0.001 −0.008 0.007* −0.002 0.005 −0.006**

Parent 1 Education in years 0.002 −0.002 0.004* 0.003 0.007 −0.004*

Parent 2 Education in years 0.004 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.004 −0.002

Parent 1 Occupation level 0.004 −0.006 0.010 0.009 0.019 −0.010*

Parent 2 Occupation level 0.015 0.005 0.010* 0.002 0.013 −0.011*

(c)

WM feature task, updating WM feature task, maintenance

Total Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect

Household income in dollars 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Income‐to‐needs ratio 0.000 0.000 0.000 −0.001 −0.001 0.001

Parent 1 Education in years 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.003 0.003 0.000

Parent 2 Education in years 0.004 0.004 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.000

Parent 1 Occupation level 0.002 0.004 −0.002 0.012 0.010 0.002

Parent 2 Occupation level 0.014 0.010 0.004 0.000 0.005 −0.005

(d)

Response task, WM updating Response task, WM maintenance

Total Direct Indirect Total Direct Indirect

Household income dollars 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Income‐to‐needs 0.004 0.004 0.000 −0.002 −0.002 0.000

Parent 1 Years of education 0.000 0.002 −0.001 0.000 −0.001 0.001

Parent 2 Years of education 0.000 0.001 −0.001 0.003 0.003 0.001

Parent 1 Occupation 0.001 0.005 −0.003 0.001 −0.002 0.003

Parent 2 Occupation −0.013 −0.012 −0.001 0.008 0.007 0.001

Cells represent beta coefficients predicting task accuracy in regression models with 5,000 bootstrap replications, controlling for age of child. Missing 
data accounted for with maximum‐likelihood maximum variation.
“Updating” represents cost of updating higher order rules into WM and “Maintenance” represents cost of increasing alternatives for action at the same 
level.	“Updating”	is	calculated	as	difference	between	Level	1	and	Level	2	(Block	2	−	Block	1).	“Maintenance”	is	calculated	as	difference	between	Level	
2	and	Level	4	(Block	4	−	Block	2).
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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Cognitive Enrichment as the independent variables. Age had a 
strong, positive association with WM updating on the Response 
task (β = 0.289, p < 0.001), indicating a smaller cost for older par‐
ticipants. In addition, for the WM updating on the Response task, 
we find that there is a significant interaction between Cognitive 
Enrichment and Age (β =	−0.085,	 p = 0.03), such that Cognitive 
Enrichment has increased magnitude of cost for those older than 
12 years of age. Put another way, RT slowing in the service of ac‐
curacy occurs as a function of Cognitive Enrichment, and this ef‐
fect is less pronounced in younger children on the Response Task 
when demands are placed on WM updating. The trade‐off in rate 
residual score is otherwise not significantly different across Age 
in the more challenging Feature task.

Finally, there was also an effect of Cognitive Enrichment on 
WM maintenance accuracy (Table 8a,b, Figure 5). The negative 
sign of this WM maintenance coefficient is driven by the finding 
that more Cognitive Enrichment was associated with better per‐
formance on Block 2 relative to Block 4 in some children. This 
means that anyone with a negative value for the Block 4 minus 
2 WM maintenance difference score is showing no WM mainte‐
nance cost. For the remainder of children (with difference scores 

above 0), higher Cognitive Enrichment is associated with better 
performance on WM maintenance. To ensure this interpretation 
of our data is accurate, we ran a sensitivity analysis examining 
whether the effect of Cognitive Enrichment depended on the 
direction of change between these two blocks. For those whose 
accuracy decreased as expected (i.e., was worse for Block 4 than 
Block 2), the effect of Cognitive Enrichment was reliable and 
remained in the same direction as the main effect (β =	−0.02,	
α =	0.005,	 CI	 [−0.03,	 −0.01]).	 For	 those	 whose	 accuracy	 in‐
creased (i.e., improved for level 4 relative to 2), the effect was 
also reliable and in the same direction (β =	−0.03,	α < 0.001, CI 
[−0.049,	−0.02]).

3.6 | Control analyses: LEC impacts IQ

Socioeconomic status has been shown to impact general IQ 
(Nisbett et al., 2012). Table 9 shows that there were effects of 
HOME‐SF and LEC subscales on GIA (our IQ measure) but that our 
task performance was unrelated to GIA. This analysis shows that 
the LEC number of negative life events measure has the expected 
effects on general IQ in our sample. Moreover, the HOME‐SF 
subscales were not only sensitive to task performance but also to 
GIA. However, our effects of Cognitive Enrichment on task per‐
formance could not have been driven by more general effects of 
Cognitive Enrichment on intelligence, as GIA was unrelated to WM 
task performance. Table 9 shows that GIA scores are unrelated to 
the cost of increasing WM maintenance and updating, which is the 
only specific measure of the WM demands added by higher order 
rules. Therefore, our effects cannot be attributable to a general 
effect of IQ.

4  | DISCUSSION

Socioeconomic status impacts brain and cognitive development not 
only for children living in poverty, but also across the entire SES 

F I G U R E  4   Simple correlations to illustrate the Feature task 
working memory (WM) updating performance for (a) accuracy and 
(b)	reaction	time	costs	(Block	2	−	Block	1)	as	a	function	of	Cognitive	
Enrichment subscale scores

F I G U R E  5   Simple correlations to illustrate the Feature task 
accuracy	for	working	memory	(WM)	maintenance	(Block	4	−	Block	
2) as a function of Cognitive Enrichment subscale scores
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spectrum. An important goal of developmental research is to un‐
derstand the role SES plays in shaping health and achievement out‐
comes. This understanding is key to informing policy that addresses 
the mechanisms underlying wealth and education inequality, as well 
as intergenerational mobility. We systematically investigated the in‐
fluences for which SES is a proxy, in a typical sample of children, on 
the development of rule‐guided behavior. This is a cognitive control 
skill shown to involve the PFC and to engage WM updating and WM 
maintenance mechanisms. We based our predictions on computa‐
tional and behavioral data that indicate that variability of experiences 
in which to implement rule‐guided action is key to the efficiency of 
this skill (Rougier et al., 2005). Overall, our data are consistent with 
our prediction that SES acts as a proxy for enrichment opportunities 
that shape the mechanisms underlying rule‐guided behavior.

Table 1 shows that our sample is made up of children from a wide 
range of SES, but with relatively few children reporting a high num‐
ber of negative or traumatic experiences as measured by the LEC 
(see also Table 4). Table 5 shows that LEC was unrelated to any of 
the SES measures. This is a strength of this study. There is a wide 
distribution of wealth and education in America that impacts child 
development in important ways that are unrelated to extreme adver‐
sity. Our specific question was how SES, not stress, is shaping cog‐
nitive control. Table 5 indicates that variation in SES does not, in our 
sample, mean a larger number of adverse or traumatic experiences. 
This finding is consistent with the literature discussed in the intro‐
duction showing that SES measures do not regularly correlate with 

fluctuations in cortisol levels. Other data have repeatedly shown 
that some stressful life events are more common in high SES homes. 
Extensive research from Luthar and colleagues has demonstrated 
that high SES homes and schools impose stressors for unrealistic 
achievement that result in high rates of internalizing disorders and 
substance abuse by early adolescence (Ansary, McMahon, & Luthar, 
2017; Ciciolla, Curlee, Karageorge, & Luthar, 2017; Coren & Luthar, 
2014; Luthar, Small, & Ciciolla, 2018). In our sample, children who did 
experience negative or traumatic experiences as measured by the 
LEC were scattered across the SES continuum.

Table 6 shows that SES predicted only the HOME‐SF Cognitive 
Enrichment, Parental Closeness, and Restrictive Parenting subscales 
in our sample. The Cognitive Enrichment subscale was designed 
to index material enrichment items and learning opportunities 
in a child’s environment. Higher SES was associated with higher 
Cognitive Enrichment and also Parental Closeness. The Parental 
Closeness subscale was designed to index the child’s relationship 
quality with his/her parents. Restrictive Parenting, in contrast, was 
negatively associated with SES. Restrictive Parenting measured pun‐
ishment severity given child behavior. This analytic step, whereby 
we measure and identify the experiences for which SES is a proxy, 
allows us an understanding of the experiences that SES is indexing 
in our sample.

Relevant to cognitive control, we found that higher levels of 
Cognitive Enrichment are associated with higher accuracy and a 
greater RT cost to updating rules into WM, most strongly in the 
Feature task (first‐ to second‐order rule increase). In the Response 
task, this effect is more pronounced in the older end of the age 
range, but it is otherwise uniform across Age in the Feature task. The 
Response task finding is consistent with the Amso et al. (2014) where 
we showed that SES effects on cognitive control emerged with age 
in the transition to adolescence on the same tasks. Specifically, 
Tables 7 and 8 show that SES has an indirect effect on WM updating 
performance through the Cognitive Enrichment subscale for both 
RT (Table 7b) and accuracy (Table 8b). These data suggest that more 
Cognitive Enrichment in the home environment is associated with 
engaging a strategy that sacrifices speed to maximize WM updat‐
ing accuracy in the service of flexible rule‐guided behavior. Higher 
Cognitive Enrichment in the home environment was also associ‐
ated with better accuracy performance on WM maintenance in the 
Feature task.

Perhaps, our most important finding is that not all SES cor‐
relates in our sample impacted cognitive control performance, 
and not all experiential variables that impacted cognitive control 
performance were associated with SES. Tables 7 and 8 show both 
direct effects of experiential variables, followed by whether they 
are associated with SES. Table 8a shows that the number of re‐
ported negative life events had an impact on Feature Task accu‐
racy performance. Table 8c shows that this was independent of 
SES. SES acted indirectly to impact cognitive control only through 
the Cognitive Enrichment subscale. In other words, LEC metrics 
are important for understanding the shaping of cognitive control, 
and cognitive development more broadly, but they are orthogonal 

TA B L E  9   Control analyses showing effects of general 
intelligence

WJ GIA

LEC, # negative events −0.89*

HOME‐SF cognitive enrichment 4.20**

HOME‐SF routine 1.40

HOME‐SF parental closeness −2.23*

HOME‐SF restrictive parenting −0.36

HOME‐SF parental monitoring 0.62

HOME‐SF supportive parenting 1.44

Response task—Updating cost 0.95

Response task—Maintenance cost 0.80

Feature task—Updating cost 2.00

Feature task—Maintenance cost −0.61

Dimension task—Updating cost 4.16

Dimension task—Maintenance cost 1.57

Notes. GIA: General Intelligence Ability; HOME‐SF: Home Observation 
for Measurement of the Environment‐Short Form; LEC: Life Events 
Checklist.
Cells represent beta coefficients predicting task reaction time in regres‐
sion models with 5,000 bootstrap replications, controlling for age of 
child. Missing data accounted for with maximum‐likelihood maximum 
variation.
Woodcock–Johnson GIA values are standardized scores.
*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001.
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to an investigation of the impact of SES on cognitive control. Similarly, 
Parental Closeness and Restrictive Parenting were associated with 
SES in our sample (Table 6) but did not impact cognitive control task 
performance (Tables 7 and 8). Put another way, in order to inform 
evidence‐based policy designed to alleviate the impact of SES on 
cognitive control development, we must isolate SES as separate 
from the myriad other variables that impact cognitive control. 
These statistical distinctions are key to unraveling SES influence 
on cognitive development.

The goal of any investigation is to generalize to the popula‐
tion that a sample represents. These data were collected between 
2012 and 2016. The only SES measure that allows us to interpret 
our results, with respect to a broad community of children with 
similar SES, is income. The US Census cites the median income 
for a family of 4 was between $68,000 and 73,000 (2015). On 
average, our sample median income, calculated across all family 
sizes, was higher than the national average (Table 1). This is not 
at all uncommon in studies of SES (Noble, Houston, et al., 2015; 
Piccolo et al., 2016). For example, two studies have used the 
Pediatric Imaging, Neurocognition, and Genetics Study to examine 
SES effects on structural brain development. This is a multisite 
structural neuroimaging study of over 1,000 participants aged 
3–20 years. Family income ranges from $4,500 to $325,000, with 
a mean of $97,617 (SD = $76,719). Given who our sample is with 
respect to SES (income, education) and trauma and adversity, we 
cannot in good faith interpret our results in accord with depriva‐
tion (Sheridan et al., 2017; Sheridan & McLaughlin, 2016) in the 
relatively lower SES homes in the sample. The lower SES homes 
in our sample fall within the majority of American households. To 
call their experience deprivation would be to mischaracterize the 
normative experience. It is the higher SES children that are “out 
of typical range” for income. Consistently, SES acted through the 
Cognitive Enrichment subscale of the HOME‐SF. This subscale in‐
dexed material stimulation in the child’s home (e.g., the number 
of books and the presence of a musical instrument) and whether 
the child is encouraged to engage in cognitively stimulating ac‐
tivities (e.g., reading and keeping regular hobbies). We interpret 
these data to mean that availability of material enrichment in the 
home is important for rule‐guided behavior, and specifically WM, 
in childhood and adolescence across our wide income range. This 
finding is entirely consistent with the predictions generated from 
the Rougier et al. (2005) modeling data. Those data indicated that 
learning similar rule structures across variable tasks elicited better 
flexibility in novel contexts.

It is relevant that the strongest and clearest effects were for 
the Feature task. Recall that the three tasks engage the same cog‐
nitive control operations, but parametrically ranged in their de‐
mands on WM. The Feature task may have been “just right” for 
this age range, meaning that it was appropriate and sufficiently 
challenging for the full age range tested. Unlike the Response and 
Feature tasks (Amso et al., 2014), the Dimension task has never 
been considered with respect to SES. None of the SES or subscale 
measures predicted performance in our sample on the Dimension 

task. This may be partly due to the task being overly challenging 
for this sample age range (Figure 3). Lawson, Hook, et al. (2017) 
recently performed a meta‐analysis of the literature on SES and 
executive functions. They found mixed results and only a medium 
effect size. Executive functions, or cognitive control, are a multi‐
faceted construct that shows developmental change into adoles‐
cence. From a design perspective, it is critical to properly define 
the skill under investigation and to choose a task that is age ap‐
propriate. Design choices may need to consider both which task 
is chosen (rule use, WM load manipulations, set shifting) and also 
whether the parametric variant is appropriate for the age group. 
Parametric manipulations have long been effective design choices 
in neuroimaging experiments for the study of cognitive control 
and have been used to equate behavioral performance across 
age groups so that PFC activity can be directly compared. Our 
data, from three identical WM tasks of varying difficulty, suggest 
that parametric manipulations may additionally be an important  
consideration in the design of SES experiments.

The effects of SES on rule‐guided behavior were initially reported 
in Amso et al. (2014) in an exploratory analysis. Both the current 
study and Amso et al. (2014) found WM updating performance opti‐
mization related to SES. However, this effect was expressed (either 
in speed or accuracy) differently across the samples. In particular, 
there was not a strategy of maximizing WM accuracy (and slowing 
of RTs) in Amso et al. (2014). Rather, Amso et al. (2014) found that 
individuals from higher SES homes had relatively faster RTs.

The reasons for these differences across samples are not en‐
tirely clear. Subtle differences in how an experimenter stresses 
speed or accuracy can influence response strategies. It is possible 
that the experimenters may have implicitly emphasized accuracy 
more than speed in the learning phase of the task. Moreover, the 
precision of the HOME‐SF subscale analyses used here allowed us 
to better measure more fine‐grained differences in accuracy perfor‐
mance than was possible in Amso et al. (2014), where demographic 
measurement was limited to a single crude SES composite measure, 
and thus lacked the precision in measurement offered here. Neither 
Amso et al. (2014) nor this study showed any effect of SES on WM 
maintenance RTs. However, the precision offered here may have al‐
lowed an effect of SES, through Cognitive Enrichment, to be mea‐
surable on Feature task WM maintenance accuracy. This effect was 
interesting in that some children showed no cost to maintenance 
increases (difference score below 0 in Figure 5) and indeed may 
have performed worse on Feature task Block 2 than Block 4. Recall 
that both required updating second‐order rules into WM and Block 
4 does so with an increased demand on WM maintenance load. 
One possible explanation has to do with the possibility that one 
can succeed on Block 4 using a flat rather than hierarchical struc‐
ture. That is, regardless of how they were taught the task, children 
can opt to learn to map four separate box colors to four separate 
arrow directions in Block 4. This is not a strategy that can be used 
in Block 2. Thus, it may be that children with a negative difference 
score in Figure 3 were opting for a less effortful strategy in Block 4. 
Nonetheless, the follow‐up analyses show that even in those with 
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the positive difference scores, the effect of SES through Cognitive 
Enrichment predicted smaller costs.

We note here limitations of our study. First, we did not randomly 
assign children to SES groups. Any such investigation of SES influ‐
ences on development is limited in its ability to draw causal infer‐
ences. Second, our data are not designed to offer a general theory 
of SES action on cognitive development. SES effects have been 
shown to impact memory and language as well as WM (e.g., Noble, 
McCandliss & Farah, 2007). The effect of SES on these other con‐
structs may or not be uniquely through cognitive enrichment. A sys‐
tematic approach, like the one used here, may offer clarity. Finally, it 
is important to note that the number of reported negative life events 
on the LEC was associated with General Intelligence score (Table 9), 
indicating that there was sufficient variability to detect expected 
effects of stressors on IQ (Nisbett et al., 2012). However, our mea‐
sures of stress are limited. The LEC asks about recent experiences, 
and thus, we are not able to speak to the impact of adversity expe‐
rienced earlier in life. We also did not examine cortisol levels, nec‐
essary for biological stress measurement (Blair et al., 2011; Evans & 
English, 2002; Lupien et al., 2000; Tarullo & Gunnar, 2006), limiting 
our ability to draw conclusions about SES, stress biology, and WM. 
Finally, GIA in our data was not related to WM performance. This 
was also true in a separate sample of children tested on the same 
tasks in Amso et al. (2014). The GIA score used in this paper is a 
general ability score, which has been argued to be distinct from fluid 
intelligence, and the latter has been found to be correlated with WM 
(Blair, 2006). However, the literature on this relation is still being 
debated. For example, some have provided evidence that high cor‐
relations between fluid intelligence and WM depend on which defi‐
nition of WM as a construct is used (Ackerman, Beier & Boyle, 2005). 
Others have argued that the relationship may reflect speed of pro‐
cessing within individuals rather than WM proper (Conway, Cowan, 
Bunting, Therriault & Minkoff, 2002; Fry & Hale, 2000; Salthouse, 
1996; Salthouse & Pink, 2008).

For policy, mechanistic precision offers opportunity for effective 
investment in programs that work on the specific problems children 
and families experience. Our data suggest that SES is supporting 
cognitive control development to the extent that children have vari‐
ous cognitively stimulating items and opportunities that allow them 
to practice rule‐guided behavior. This is consistent with the litera‐
ture on the types of policy‐based programs that have been shown to 
support positive progress in narrowing the achievement gap (Amso 
& Lynn, 2017). For example, the Chicago Readiness School Project 
(Raver et al., 2011) focused on teaching children self‐regulation in 
the classroom and in a variety of contexts. This program improved 
performance on a host of academic skills. Others have shown that 
involvement in various structured opportunities in the arts, play, 
skills development, martial arts, sports, etc. all support executive 
functions development (Diamond & Lee, 2011). This type of in‐depth 
analysis into the experiences for which SES is a proxy may be a nec‐
essary step in determining how best to interpret SES effects in fu‐
ture investigations and to use that information to inform education 
and policy.

ACKNOWLEDG MENTS

The authors would like to thank Kerstin Unger and Laura Ackerman 
for their support in data collection and all the families and children 
for their participation. The authors would like to gratefully acknowl‐
edge that this work was supported by R01MH099078 to DA and DB.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T

We have no conflicts to disclose.

ORCID

Dima Amso  http://orcid.org/0000‐0001‐6798‐4698 

R E FE R E N C E S

Ackerman, P. L., Beier, M. E., & Boyle, M. O. (2005). Working memory and 
intelligence: The same or different constructs? Psychological Bulletin, 
131(1), 30–60. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033‐2909.131.1.30

Allison, P. D. (2012). Handling missing data by maximum likelihood. Paper 
presented at the SAS Global Forum, Orlando, FL. Retrieved from 
http://www.statisticalhorizons.com/wp‐content/uploads/ Missing 
DataByML.pdf

Amso, D., Haas, S., McShane, L., & Badre, D. (2014). Working memory 
updating and the development of rule‐guided behavior. Cognition, 
133(1), 201–210. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.06.012

Amso, D., & Lynn, A. (2017). Distinctive mechanisms of adversity 
and socioeconomic inequality in child development: A review 
and recommendations for evidence‐based policy. Policy Insights 
from the Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 4(2), 139–146. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2372732217721933

Ansary, N. S., McMahon, T. J., & Luthar, S. S. (2017). Trajectories of emo‐
tional–behavioral difficulty and academic competence: A 6‐year, 
person‐centered, prospective study of affluent suburban adoles‐
cents. Development and Psychopathology, 29(1), 215–234. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0954579416000110

Badre, D., & D'Esposito, M. (2007). Functional magnetic resonance im‐
aging evidence for a hierarchical organization of the prefrontal cor‐
tex. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 19(12), 2082–2099. https://doi.
org/10.1162/jocn.2007.19.12.2082

Badre, D., Doll, B. B., Long, N. M., & Frank, M. J. (2012). Rostrolateral 
prefrontal cortex and individual differences in uncertainty‐driven 
exploration. Neuron, 73(3), 595–607. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
neuron.2011.12.025

Badre, D., & Frank, M. J. (2012). Mechanisms of hierarchical reinforce‐
ment learning in cortico–striatal circuits 2: Evidence from fMRI. 
Cerebral Cortex, 22(3), 527–536. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/
bhr117

Badre, D., Hoffman, J., Cooney, J. W., & D'Esposito, M. (2009). Hierarchal 
cognitive control deficits following damage to the human frontal 
lobe. Nature Neuroscience, 12(4), 515–522. https://doi.org/10.1038/
nn.2277

Badre, D., Kayser, A. S., & D'Esposito, M. (2010). Frontal cortex and the 
discovery of abstract action rules. Neuron, 66(2), 315–326. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.03.025

Baker, P., Keck, C., Mott, F., & Quinlan, S. (1993). National longitudinal 
study of youth (Rev ed.). Columbus, OH: Center for Human Resource 
Research.

Blair, C. (2006). How similar are fluid cognition and general intelligence? 
A developmental neuroscience perspective on fluid cognition as an 

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6798-4698
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6798-4698
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.1.30
http://www.statisticalhorizons.com/wp-content/uploads/MissingDataByML.pdf
http://www.statisticalhorizons.com/wp-content/uploads/MissingDataByML.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732217721933
https://doi.org/10.1177/2372732217721933
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579416000110
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579416000110
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2007.19.12.2082
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2007.19.12.2082
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.12.025
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr117
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr117
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2277
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2277
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.03.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2010.03.025


176  |     AMSO et Al.

aspect of human cognitive ability. The Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 
29(2), 109–125. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X06009034

Blair, C., Granger, D. A., Willoughby, M., Mills‐Koonce, R., Cox, M., 
Greenberg, M. T., … Fortunato, C. (2011). Salivary cortisol medi‐
ates effects of poverty and parenting on executive functions in 
early childhood. Child Development, 82, 1970–1984. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467‐8624.2011.01643.x

Botvinick, M. M. (2008). Hierarchical models of behavior and prefron‐
tal function. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 12(5), 201–208. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.009

Bradley, R. H., & Caldwell, B. M. (1984). The HOME Inventory and fam‐
ily demographics. Developmental Psychology, 20(2), 315. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0012‐1649.20.2.315

Bradley, R. H., Caldwell, B. M., Brisby, J., Magee, M., Whiteside, 
L., & Rock, S. L. (1992). The HOME inventory: A new scale for 
families of pre‐and early adolescent children with disabilities. 
Research in Developmental Disabilities, 13(4), 313–333. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0891‐4222(92)90009‐U

Bradley, R. H., Corwyn, R. F., McAdoo, H. P., & García Coll, C. 
(2001). The home environments of children in the United States 
Part I: Variations by age, ethnicity, and poverty status. Child 
Development, 72(6), 1844–1867. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467‐
8624.t01‐1‐00382

Brand, A. H., & Johnson, J. H. (1982). Note on reliability of Life Events 
Checklist. Psychological Reports, 50, 1274–1274. https://doi.
org/10.2466/pr0.1982.50.3c.1274

Bunge, S. A. (2004). How we use rules to select actions: A review of evi‐
dence from cognitive neuroscience. Cognitive, Affective, & Behavioral 
Neuroscience, 4(4), 564–579. https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.4.4.564

Chatham, C. H., & Badre, D. (2015). Multiple gates on working mem‐
ory. Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences, 1, 23–31. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.08.001

Chatham, C. H., Frank, M. J., & Badre, D. (2014). Corticostriatal output 
gating during selection from working memory. Neuron, 81(4), 930–
942. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2014.01.002

Chetty, R., Hendren, N., Kline, P., & Saez, E. (2014). Where is the land 
of opportunity? The geography of intergenerational mobility in the 
United States. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 129(4), 1553–1623. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qju022

Ciciolla, L., Curlee, A. S., Karageorge, J., & Luthar, S. S. (2017). When 
mothers and fathers are seen as disproportionately valuing achieve‐
ments: Implications for adjustment among upper middle‐class youth. 
Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 46(5), 1057–1075. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10964‐016‐0596‐x

Collins, A. G. E., & Frank, M. J. (2013). Cognitive control over learning: 
Creating, clustering, and generalizing task‐set structure. Psychological 
Review, 120(1), 190–229. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030852

Conger, R. D., & Donnellan, M. B. (2007). An interactionist perspec‐
tive on the socioeconomic context of human development. Annual 
Review of Psychology, 58, 175–199. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
psych.58.110405.085551

Conway, A. R. A., Cowan, N., Bunting, M. F., Therriault, D. J., & Minkoff, 
S. R. (2002). A latent variable analysis of working memory capacity, 
short‐term memory capacity, processing speed, and general fluid 
intelligence. Intelligence, 30(2), 163–183. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0160‐2896(01)00096‐4

Coren, S. A., & Luthar, S. S. (2014). Pursuing perfection: Distress and 
interpersonal functioning among adolescent boys in single‐sex and 
co‐educational independent schools. Psychology in the Schools, 51(9), 
931–946. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21795

Crook, S. R., & Evans, G. W. (2014). The role of planning skills in the in‐
come‐achievement gap. Child Development, 85(2), 405–411. https://
doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12129

Cutuli, J. J., Wiik, K. L., Herbers, J. E., Gunnar, M. R., & Masten, A. S. 
(2010). Cortisol function among early school‐aged homeless 

children. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 35(6), 833–845. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2009.11.008

Diamond, A., & Lee, K. (2011). Interventions shown to aid executive func‐
tion development in children 4 to 12 years old. Science, 333(6045), 
959–964. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1204529

Dowd, J. B., Simanek, A. M., & Aiello, A. E. (2009). Socio‐economic status, 
cortisol and allostatic load: A review of the literature. International 
Journal of Epidemiology, 38(5), 1297–1309. https://doi.org/10.1093/
ije/dyp277

Evans, G. W., & English, K. (2002). The environment of poverty: Multiple 
stressor exposure, psychophysiological stress, and socioemotional 
adjustment. Child Development, 73(4), 1238–1248. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467‐8624.00469

Frank, M. J., & Badre, D. (2012). Mechanisms of hierarchical reinforce‐
ment learning in corticostriatal circuits 1: Computational analy‐
sis. Cerebral Cortex, 22, 509–526. https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/
bhr114

Fry, A. F., & Hale, S. (2000). Relationships among processing speed, work‐
ing memory, and fluid intelligence in children. Biological Psychology, 
54(1–3), 1–34. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301‐0511(00)00051‐X

Fuligni, A. S., Han, W. J., & Brooks‐Gunn, J. (2004). The infant‐toddler 
HOME‐SF in the 2nd and 3rd years of life. Parenting, 4(2–3), 139–159. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2004.9681268

Gianaros, P. J., Horenstein, J. A., Cohen, S., Matthews, K. A., Brown, S. 
M., Flory, J. D., … Hariri, A. R. (2007). Perigenual anterior cingulate 
morphology covaries with perceived social standing. Social Cognitive 
and Affective Neuroscience, 2(3), 161–173. https://doi.org/10.1093/
scan/nsm013

Gray, M., Litz, B., Hsu, J., & Lombardo, T. (2004). Psychometric properties 
of the Life Events Checklist. Assessment, 11(4), 330–341. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1073191104269954

Hackman, D. A., Gallop, R., Evans, G. W., & Farah, M. J. (2015). 
Socioeconomic status and executive function: Developmental tra‐
jectories and mediation. Developmental Science, 18(5), 686–702. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12246

Hart, B., & Risley, T. R. (1995). Meaningful differences in the everyday ex-
perience of young American children. Baltimore, MD: Paul H Brookes 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00431‐005‐0010‐2

Hayes, A. F. (2009). Beyond Baron and Kenny: Statistical mediation anal‐
ysis in the new millennium. Communication Monographs, 76(4), 408–
420. https://doi.org/10.1080/03637750903310360

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and condi-
tional process analysis. New York, NY: Guilford Press. https://doi.
org/978‐1‐60918‐230‐4

Hughes, M. M., Linck, J. A., Bowles, A. R., Koeth, J. T., & Bunting, M. 
F. (2014). Alternatives to switch‐cost scoring in the task‐switch‐
ing paradigm: Their reliability and increased validity. Behavior 
Research Methods, 46(3), 702–721. https://doi.org/10.3758/
s13428‐013‐0411‐5

Johnson, J. H., & McCutcheon, S. M. (1980). Assessing life stress in older 
children and adolescents: Preliminary findings with the Life Events 
Checklist. In I. G. Sarason & C. D. Spielberger (Eds.), Stress and anxiety 
(Vol. 7, pp. 111–125). Washington, DC: Hemisphere. 

Johnson, S. B., Riis, J. L., & Noble, K. G. (2016). State of the art review: 
Poverty and the developing brain. Pediatrics, 137(4), 1–16. https://
doi.org/10.1542/peds.2015‐3075

Koechlin, E., Corrado, G., Pietrini, P., & Grafman, J. (2000). Dissociating 
the role of the medial and lateral anterior prefrontal cortex in human 
planning. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the 
United States of America, 97(13), 7651–7656. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.130177397

Lawson, G. M., Camins, J. S., Wisse, L., Wu, J., Duda, J. T., Cook, P. A., … 
Farah, M. J. (2017). Childhood socioeconomic status and childhood 
maltreatment: Distinct associations with brain structure. PLoS One, 
12(4), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0175690

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X06009034
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01643.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01643.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.20.2.315
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.20.2.315
https://doi.org/10.1016/0891-4222(92)90009-U
https://doi.org/10.1016/0891-4222(92)90009-U
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00382
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.t01-1-00382
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1982.50.3c.1274
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1982.50.3c.1274
https://doi.org/10.3758/CABN.4.4.564
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2014.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qju022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-016-0596-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-016-0596-x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0030852
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085551
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085551
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-2896(01)00096-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0160-2896(01)00096-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.21795
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12129
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2009.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2009.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1204529
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyp277
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyp277
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00469
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00469
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr114
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhr114
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0301-0511(00)00051-X
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2004.9681268
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsm013
https://doi.org/10.1093/scan/nsm013
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191104269954
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191104269954
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12246
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00431-005-0010-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637750903310360
https://doi.org/978-1-60918-230-4
https://doi.org/978-1-60918-230-4
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-013-0411-5
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-013-0411-5
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2015-3075
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2015-3075
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.130177397
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.130177397
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0175690


     |  177AMSO et Al.

Lawson, G. M., & Farah, M. J. (2017). Executive function as a mediator 
between SES and academic achievement throughout childhood. 
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 41(1), 94–104. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415603489

Lawson, G. M., Hook, C. J., & Farah, M. J. (2017). A meta‐analysis of the 
relationship between socioeconomic status and executive function 
performance among children. Developmental Science, 21(2), 1–22. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12529

Lipina, S., Segretin, S., Hermida, J., Prats, L., Fracchia, C., Camelo, J. 
L., & Colombo, J. (2013). Linking childhood poverty and cognition: 
Environmental mediators of non‐verbal executive control in an 
Argentine sample. Developmental Science, 16(5), 697–707. https://doi.
org/10.1111/desc.12080

Lupien, S. J., King, S., Meaney, M. J., & McEwen, B. S. (2000). Child's 
stress hormone levels correlate with mother's socioeconomic status 
and depressive state. Biological Psychiatry, 48(10), 976–980. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0006‐3223(00)00965‐3

Luthar, S., Small, P., & Ciciolla, L. (2018). Adolescents from upper mid‐
dle‐class communities: Substance misuse and addiction across 
early adulthood. Development and Psychopathology, 30(1), 315–335. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579417000645

McEwen, B. S. (1998). Stress, adaptation, and disease: Allostasis and al‐
lostatic load. Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences, 840, 33–44. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749‐6632.1998.tb09546.x

McEwen, B. S. (2002). Sex, stress and the hippocampus: Allostasis, al‐
lostatic load and the aging process. Neurobiology of Aging, 23(5), 921–
939. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0197‐4580(02)00027‐1

McEwen, B. S. (2008). Understanding the potency of stressful early 
life experiences on brain and body function. Metabolism: Clinical 
and Experimental, 57(Suppl. 2), S11–S15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
metabol.2008.07.006

McLaughlin, K. A., & Sheridan, M. A. (2016). Beyond cumulative 
risk: A dimensional approach to childhood adversity. Current 
Directions in Psychological Science, 25(4), 239–245. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0963721416655883

McLaughlin, K. A., Sheridan, M. A., & Nelson, C. A. (2017). Neglect as 
a violation of species‐expectant experience: Neurodevelopmental 
consequences. Biological Psychiatry, 82(7), 1–10. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2017.02.1096

McLoyd, V. C. (1998). Socioeconomic disadvantage and child devel‐
opment. The American Psychologist, 53(2), 185–204. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0003‐066X.53.2.185

Montez, D. F., Calabro, F. J., & Luna, B. (2017). The expression of estab‐
lished cognitive brain states stabilizes with working memory devel‐
opment. ELife, 6, 1–26. https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.25606

Mott, F. L. (1994). Sons, daughters and fathers’ absence: 
Differentials in father‐leaving probabilities and in home envi‐
ronments. Journal of Family Issues, 15(1), 97–128. https://doi.
org/10.1177/019251394015001005

Nisbett, R. E., Blair, C., Dickens, W., Flynn, J., Halpern, D. F., & Turkheimer, 
E. (2012). Intelligence: New findings and theoretical developments. 
American Psychologist, 67(2), 130–159. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0026699

Noble, K. G., Engelhardt, L. E., Brito, N. H., Mack, L. J., Nail, E. J., Angal, J., 
… Elliott, A. J. (2015). Socioeconomic disparities in neurocognitive de‐
velopment in the first two years of life. Developmental Psychobiology, 
57(5), 535–551. https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21303

Noble, K. G., Houston, S. M., Brito, N. H., Bartsch, H., Kan, E., Kuperman, 
J. M., … Sowell, E. R. (2015). Family income, parental education and 
brain structure in children and adolescents. Nature Neuroscience, 
18(5), 773–778. https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3983

Noble, K. G., McCandliss, B. D., & Farah, M. J. (2007). Socioeconomic 
gradients predict individual differences in neurocognitive abil‐
ities. Developmental Science, 10(4), 464–480. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467‐7687.2007.00600.x

Piccolo, L. R., Merz, E. C., He, X., Sowell, E. R., & Noble, K. G. (2016). 
Age‐related differences in cortical thickness vary by socioeconomic 
status. PLoS One, 11(9), 1–18. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0162511

Ranti, C., Chatham, C. H., & Badre, D. (2015). Parallel temporal dynamics 
in hierarchical cognitive control. Cognition, 142, 205–229. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.05.003

Raver, C. C., Jones, S. M., Li‐Grining, C., Zhai, F., Bub, K., & Pressler, E. 
(2011). CSRP's impact on low‐income preschoolers’ preacademic 
skills: Self‐regulation as a mediating mechanism. Child Development, 
82(1), 362–378. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467‐8624.2010.01561.x

Rosen, M. L., Sheridan, M. A., Sambrook, K. A., Meltzoff, A. N., & 
McLaughlin, K. A. (2018). Socioeconomic disparities in academic 
achievement: A multi‐modal investigation of neural mechanisms in 
children and adolescents. NeuroImage, 173, 298–310. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.02.043

Rougier, N. P., Noelle, D. C., Braver, T. S., Cohen, J. D., & O'Reilly, R. C. 
(2005). Prefrontal cortex and flexible cognitive control: Rules without 
symbols. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United 
States of America, 102(20), 7338–7343. https://doi.org/10.1073/
pnas.0502455102

Salthouse, T. A. (1996). The processing‐speed theory of adult age dif‐
ferences in cognition. Psychological Review, 103(3), 403–428. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0033‐295X.103.3.403

Salthouse, T. A., & Pink, J. E. (2008). Why is working memory related to 
fluid intelligence? Psychonomic Bulletin and Review, 15(2), 364–371. 
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.15.2.364

Sarsour, K., Sheridan, M., Jutte, D., Nuru‐Jeter, A., Hinshaw, S., & Boyce, 
W. T. (2011). Family socioeconomic status and child executive func‐
tions: The roles of language, home environment, and single parent‐
hood. Journal of the International Neuropsychological Society, 17(1), 
120–132. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617710001335

Sheridan, M. A., Fox, N. A., Zeanah, C. H., McLaughlin, K. A., & Nelson, 
C. A. (2012). Variation in neural development as a result of expo‐
sure to institutionalization early in childhood. Proceedings of the 
National Academy of Sciences, 109(32), 12927–12932. https://doi.
org/10.1073/pnas.1200041109

Sheridan, M. A., & McLaughlin, K. A. (2016). Neurobiological models of 
the impact of adversity on education. Current Opinion in Behavioral 
Science, 10, 108–113.

Sheridan, M. A., Peverill, M., Finn, S., & McLaughlin, K. A. (2017). 
Dimensions of childhood adversity have distinct associations with 
neural systems underlying executive functioning. Developmental 
Psychopathology, 29(5), 1777–1794.

Sheridan, M. A., Sarsour, K., Jutte, D., D’Esposito, M., & Boyce, W. (2012). 
The impact of social disparity on prefrontal function in childhood. 
PLoS ONE, 7(4), 1–13.

Siffredi, V., Barrouillet, P., Spencer‐Smith, M., Vaessen, M., Anderson, 
V., & Vuilleumier, P. (2017). Examining distinct working memory pro‐
cesses in children and adolescents using fMRI: Results and validation 
of a modified Brown‐Peterson paradigm. PLoS ONE, 12(7), 1–22.

Snyder, H. R., & Munakata, Y. (2010). Becoming self‐directed: Abstract 
representations support endogenous flexibility in children. Cognition, 
116(2), 155–167.

Speed, A. (2010). Abstract relational categories, graded persistence, and 
prefrontal cortical representation. Cognitive Neuroscience, 1(2), 126–
137. https://doi.org/10.1080/17588921003660728

Tarullo, A. R., & Gunnar, M. R. (2006). Child maltreatment and the devel‐
oping HPA axis. Hormones and Behavior, 50(4), 632–639.

Unger, K., Ackerman, L., Chatham, C. H., Amso, D., & Badre, D. (2016). 
Working memory gating mechanisms explain developmental change 
in rule‐guided behavior. Cognition, 155, 8–22.

Ursache, A., & Noble, K. G. (2016). Neurocognitive development in socio‐
economic context: Multiple mechanisms and implications for mea‐
suring socioeconomic status. Psychophysiology, 53(1), 71–82.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415603489
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12529
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12080
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12080
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3223(00)00965-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0006-3223(00)00965-3
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579417000645
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1998.tb09546.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0197-4580(02)00027-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.metabol.2008.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.metabol.2008.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721416655883
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721416655883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2017.02.1096
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2017.02.1096
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.2.185
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.2.185
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.25606
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251394015001005
https://doi.org/10.1177/019251394015001005
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026699
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026699
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21303
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3983
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00600.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00600.x
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162511
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162511
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01561.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2018.02.043
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0502455102
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0502455102
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.3.403
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.103.3.403
https://doi.org/10.3758/PBR.15.2.364
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617710001335
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.120004110
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.120004110
https://doi.org/10.1080/17588921003660728


178  |     AMSO et Al.

Wendelken, C., Ferrer, E., Whitaker, K. J., & Bunge, S. A. (2015). Fronto‐
Parietal Network Reconfiguration Supports the Development of 
Reasoning Ability. Cerebral Cortex, 26(5), 2178–2190.

Werchan, D. M., Collins, A. G. E., Frank, M. J., & Amso, D. (2015). 
8‐Month‐old infants spontaneously learn and generalize hierarchical 
rules. Psychological Science, 26(6), 805–815.

Werchan, D. M., Collins, A. G. E., Frank, M. J., & Amso, D. (2016). Role 
of prefrontal cortex in learning and generalizing hierarchical rules in 
8‐month‐old infants. The Journal of Neuroscience: The Official Journal 
of the Society for Neuroscience, 36(40), 10314–10322.

West, P., Sweeting, H., Young, R., & Kelly, S. (2010). The relative impor‐
tance of family socioeconomic status and school‐based peer hier‐
archies for morning cortisol in youth: An exploratory study. Social 
Science & Medicine, 70(8), 1246–1253.

Woodcock, R., Mather, N., & Schrank, F. A. (2010). Woodcock‐Johnson® 
III Diagnostic Reading Battery (WJ III® DRB). Retrieved from http://
www.riverpub.com/products/ wdrb/

How to cite this article: Amso D, Salhi C, Badre D. The 
relationship between cognitive enrichment and cognitive 
control: A systematic investigation of environmental influences 
on development through socioeconomic status. Developmental 
Psychobiology. 2019;61:159–178. https://doi.org/10.1002/
dev.21794

http://www.riverpub.com/products/wdrb/
http://www.riverpub.com/products/wdrb/
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21794
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21794

