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ABSTRACT 

The study was designed, to test the differential 

effect of three different methods for training mothers to be 

better language models for their children. The Self-

observation training, a procedure whereby the mothers were 

able to observe their own past performance by means of 

videotape playback, was predicted, to be more effective than 

the Didactic training which was a lecture type of training. 

The Self-observation plus Model observation training was 

predicted to be more effective than either of the other two 

types of training. This type of training consisted of the 

mothers observing both their own performance and. the per

formance of another mother who was engaging in the desired 

behaviors. 

The criteria used as measures of effectiveness were: 

(1) the increase in the number of descriptive units used by 

the mothers on a task where they were instructed to describe 

five objects, and C2) the change in evaluative comments made 

by the mothers regarding their children's performance on the 

same task. The expected, differences between the training 

groups in terms of relative effectiveness were supported on 

both criteria. 

The attempt to show a high relationship between 

changes made by mothers and the changes made by the children 

vii 
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was only partially successful. The relationship between the 

mother's positive evaluative comment changes and the child's 

changes was significant but the relationship between the 

mother's and .child's changes on use of descriptive units 

failed to reach significance. 

A number of confounding variables were discussed and 

a number of possible variables to be assessed in future 

research were presented. 



IliJTRODUCTION 

Recently the fields of psychology and. education have 

evidenced an increased, interest in the area of early child

hood education. A number of researchers have pointed, out 

that a disproportionate number of children failing to 

achieve at a normal rate in school have come from a back

ground. of social or economic deprivation. The federally 

supported Head Start program was initiated for the purpose 

of aiding childxen from such backgrounds in attaining the 

skills requisite to normal school achievement. 

When children arrive at school with poorly developed.! 

language skills, they are likely to fail. Deutsch (1963, 

1967), Passow (1963), Bereiter and Engelmann (1966), 

Bernstein (1961, 1964a, 1964b), John (1963), and Raph (1965) 

have commented on the language and intellectual deficits 

•displayed by deprived, children. In general these authors 

have noted a lack of descriptive word usage, a lowered 

ability to categorize, and. an inability to engage in 

abstract conceptual thinking. Hess and Shipman (1965) noted, 

a relationship between a child's response style in solving 

problems and. the mother's ability to use verbal concepts in 

her interactions with the child. Furth (1966) in studying 

the development of language and conceptual skills in deaf 

children concluded that language and. thought development 

1 
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were not synonymous. He.did note, however, that language 

development appeared to make concept development more 

efficient. Lenneberg (1969) saw language .and thought as 

integrated behaviors although not necessarily totally 

dependent upon each other. 

The entire area of speech, language, and conceptual 
» 

development is a complex field, of study. Both Chomsky 

(1965) and Lenneberg (1967) report the onset of speech to 

be fairly independent of the environment while language 

development is highly related, to environmental variables. 

Both Chomsky and. Lenneberg suggest a "preprogrammed" type of 

learning for language acquisition that takes place rapidly 

when the environment provides the appropriate stimulation. » 

The implications taken from the field of early childhood 

education and environmental deprivation can thus be viewed 

in terms of the environment's failure to provide appropriate 

stimulation. .. 

Pre-school compensatory education programs such as 

Head. Start assume that the child's parents neither use nor 

encourage the child to use language skills appropriate for 

school performance. In terms of "modeling" and. "social 

imitation," the children from deprived areas should be 

expected to arrive at school with language and. concept 

deficits. Bernstein (1961, 1964a, 1964b) has demonstrated, 

the differences between public and formal language. Public 

language is a restrictive system with fewer concepts than 
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the .more elaborative formal language. Members of the lower 

socioeconomic class use very little formal language of the 

type' commonly used in schools. Such children have a high 

probability for failure in school due to their language 

deficiencies. 

Head. Start and other pre-school programs have 

attempted to combat the lack of modeling and encouragement 

or reinforcement of appropriate language skills by encourag

ing parents to be better language models. Harold Howe II 

(1968), former United States Commissioner of Education 

suggested, that parents become an integral part of the school. 

He felt parents should be enlisted as aides and active 

participants as opposed, to once a year visitors. Bangs * 

(1968) pointed, out that both oral and written instructions 

should, be used for parents who are participating in their 

child's education since parents are not accustomed, to the 

role of "teacher." The Denver Public Schools (1966) suggest 

that their program would, have been enhanced if the parent-

school contact had been given greater emphasis. 

Riley and. Epps (1967) present an outline of a 

presentation that was given to parents of Head Start chil

dren. The suggestions made in the presentation stressed 

becoming a better language model and, becoming more respon

sive to the child's language. This is a typical example of 

the didactic method of training parents to assume a role of 

teacher. 
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Although parents are urged, to become better language 

models, there is a paucity of research demonstrating that 

mere urging is effective. There have been a number of 

attempts to use the urging or didactic approach in addition 

to various other training techniques to train parents to 

take on extra-parental roles* A number of parents have been 

trained to use operant conditioning principles with their 

own children thus assuming roles as therapists or behavioral 

engineers (Allen and Harris, 1966; Straughan, 1964; Wahler, 

Winkel, Peterson, and Morrison, 1965; Wetzel, Baker, Roney, 

and Martin, 1966; Hanf, 1967, 1969, in press; Johnson and. 

Brown, 1969). Only the articles by Hanf and Johnson and 

Brown focus on the methods for 'training parents, as well as 

the fact that parents can condition their own child. Hanf's 

technique involves direct observation of the mother inter

acting with the child, followed by feedback about the per

formance. Another of Hanf's innovative techniques uses the 

"bug-in-the-ear" apparatus (a small radio receiver worn in 

the ear) to cue and, shape the mother's behavior. Hanf and 

Johnson and. Brown use modeling procedures where the mother 

observes the experimenters interact appropriately with the 

child, and. is then instructed to engage in the same inter

actions. This modeling procedure is similar to the use of 

a therapeutic agent "as a source of behavioral repertoires" 

(Bandura, 1965). 
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Modeling as a training technique has been demon

strated. to be an effective means of behavior change. 

Bandura and. Walters (1963) and. Bandura (19.65) have discussed, 

at length the importance of observational learning, social 

imitation, and the "eliciting" effects of model observation. 

Modeling was shown to be a means of the observer acquiring a 

new response as well as increasing the frequency of a low-

rate response. It is remarkable that mod.eling procedures 

have not been reported, in parent training outside of the 

operant conditioning technology. The mod.eling literature 

would suggest that parents could, learn to assume the role of 

teacher by observing an exemplary model teacher or parent • 

engage in the appropriate responses. The observation of the* 

model could be in either a film mediated setting or a "real 

life" teaching situation. Although audiovisual methods have 

been used to train teachers in the use of operant condition

ing techniques (Peterson and Peterson, 1969; Surratt, 1969) 

•such methods have not been used to train parents. Reid and 

MacLennan (1967) present abstracts of three hundred, and. 

thirty-three articles involving the use of instructional 

television and. films without a single reference to parent 

training of any type. 

A number of researchers have been using videotapes 

as a means of presentation of a model's performance as well 

as allowing the subject to observe his own performance. 

Such uses have been reported, in teacher training (Dettre, 
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1967.; Schaefer and Stromquist, 1967), counselor training 

(Eisenberg, 1969), and. in training such diverse behaviors 

as: golf swing, track and field events, rifle maintenance in 

the military, and responses during psychotherapy. Danet 

(1968) presented, one of the few experimental comparisons of 

videotape and. non-videotape training and concluded, that 
* 

self-observation was an effective adjunct to psychotherapy. 

Based, upon the extensive modeling literature, it 

would, appear that training involving self and model observa

tion would, be superior to didactic training usually given to 

parents of pre-schoolers. Self-observation as well as the 

self-observation plus model observation types of training 

should, be superior to didactic training since didactic 

training does not use the techniques of vicarious reinforce

ment, self-reinforcement, and knowledge of results. The 

purpose of this research was to compare three different 

types of methods to train parents (mothers) to be better 

language models. The three types of training compared were: 

(1) Didactic training, (2) Self-observation training, and 

(3) Self-observation plus Model observation. It should be 

noted that there are many more possible types of training 

but the intent of this research was to compare the standard, 

method, (didactic) to two techniques that are more recently 

developed. The training approach using programmed, texts was 

not studied since it is so closely related to the didactic 

method. 
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As noted previously one of the possible goals of 

training mothers as language models would be to increase the 

amount of elaborative language used.. If a mother is given 

an object to .describe, the greater number of descriptions 

or descriptive comments she can use, the more she will be 

modeling elaborative language for her child. Another goal 

in teaching the mother to be an effective model would, be to 

increase her responsiveness to the child's performance. 

Ideally, the mother should have increased, the amount of 

positive comments and decreased the amount of negative 

comments, 

The experimental task required the- mother and. child, 

to describe a small object giving as many descriptive 

comments about it as possible. There were five such objects 

for each of the sessions. A scoring system was developed 

so that raters could score a typescript of the session in 

terms of the number of descriptive units used, per object and 

per session. Another scoring system was developed in order 

for the raters to score the number of/and type of evaluative 

comments the mother made about the child's performance. 

Please note that a mother showing her child how to describe 

objects is not only modeling language but is modeling the 

use of various concepts such as size, shapes, qualities, 

uses, etc. Accordingly, in this research no distinction was 

made between language and. thinking or language and. concepts. 
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A more complete description of the study is contained in the 

Method section. 

The basic research design involved testing both the 

mothers and the children to determine a base-line on the 

number of descriptive units used per object. In addition, 

a base-line of the mother's evaluative comments was estab

lished. After these base-lines were established, the 

mothers were presented with a specific form of training 

(didactic, self-observation, or self-observation plus model 

observation). After completing two training sessions, the 

mother's performance was again recorded so that it might be 

compared to the pre-training base-line measure to determine 

any experimental effects. This would allow testing of the 

following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis #la: Both Self-observation and Self-

observation plus Model observation training will be 

superior to Didactic training in terms of increasing 

the mother's use of descriptive units. 

Hypothesis #lb: Self-observation plus Model observation 

training will be superior to Self-observation training 

in terms of increasing the mother's use of descriptive 

units. 

Hypothesis #2a: Both Self-observation and Self-

observation plus Model observation training will be 



superior to Didactic training1 in terms of increasing 

the mother's evaluative comment scores. 

Hypothesis #2b: Self-observation plus Model observation 

training will be superior to Self-observation training 

in terms of increasing the mother's•evaluative comment 

scores. 

In order to check the effectiveness of the training 
m 

methods, the mother's change scores were predicted, to be 

related, to the child's change scores. •. (Change scores refer 

to the difference scores obtained, when comparing pre-

training measures to post-training measures.) Accordingly, 

the following hypotheses were made: 

Hypothesis #3a: There will be a high positive relation

ship between mother's and child's descriptive unit 

change scores-. 

Hypothesis #3b: There will be a high positive relation

ship between the mother's evaluative comment change 

score and the child's descriptive unit change scores. 



METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects were thirty mothers who had registered 

their children for a parochial kindergarten in the fall 

semester 1969. The mothers represented, a wide range of 

socioeconomic backgrounds. Although the research was 

initially aimed, at a mother's group approximating Head Start 

mothers, such was not the case. Since this population 

represented various levels of specific demographic variables, 

the results of the study may be more easily generalized, to 

the general population. Since the mothers varied in their 

facility in English and. on other variables, the use of a 

pre-training measure and. a post-training measure allowed 

each mother to serve as her own control. 

Apparatus 

Twenty (20) small objects were selected to be used 

as objects for the mothers and children to describe. A 

taperrecord.er was used, to record, the responses that were 

later transcribed to a typescript. A one inch videotape-

recorder was used, to record and playback the self-

observation and model observation (Ampex Model Number 

VR7000). The camera used for the recording was a Motorola 

10 
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Model Number S1140A. All of the apparatus was used in an 

experimental trailer parked near the school. 

Procedure 

Each of the mothers participating in the research 

was randomly assigned to one of the following groups: 

Didactic Training (Group D) t Self-observation "(Group SO) , 

and. Self-observation plus Model observation (Group SOM). 

Each mother was assigned, a time at which she was to arrive 

at the experimental trailer with her child. One of the 

research assistants was available at the trailer for baby

sitting duties when the mother found it necessary to bring 

more than the child registered for the kindergarten. There 
/ 

were a total of four sessions. Each session consisted of 

first the child describing the objects followed by the 

mother describing the objects to the child. Type of train

ing was the independent variable,studied. The dependent 

variable was the change in the use of descriptive units and 

evaluative comments. Since the dependent variable was the 

change score for each mother or.child as a function of 

training, the subjects served, as their own controls. . 

Upon arriving at the experimental trailer for the 

first session, the mothers were given the following instruc

tions: 

We are very interested in finding ways to teach 
and. train children so they do better in school. 
One of the skills we have found to be important for 
good school performance is the ability to describe 
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objects. We have also found that mothers can be 
very good teachers and can help, their children 
develop the ability to describe various objects. 
In this project, we are trying to find the best 
ways for mothers to teach their own children. By 
studying the way you teach your child, we hope to 
be able to help all mothers and even teachers to 
be better teachers. 

Since we are studying various methods of 
teaching and training, we would appreciate it if 
you would not discuss this project with any other 
mother until the project is completed. Your partici
pation and help on this project are greatly 
appreciated. 

All mothers then received the following general instructions 

in the experimental room of the trailer: 
i 

On the desk you will find a box containing the 
following objects: car. toy shovel. scouring pad. 
harmonica. and baby bottle. Notice that the names 
of these objects appear on this list as well. I 
would like you to take the objects from the box one 
at a time in the same order they appear on the 
list. When you take each object from the box, ask 
(child's name) to describe it to you. Tell the 
child that you want him (or her) to describe this 
(name of object) and to tell you as much as possible 
about the object. Encourage the child by praising 
as much as possible any good description that the 
child makes. You may point out to the child that he 
may tell you what the object is like, what it looks 
like, what it can be used for, or anything else that 
he can tell you about that object. Remember to make 
as many positive comments as possible. Since most 
children are hot encouraged to do a good job by 
criticism of their past performance, make as few 
negative comments as possible; When your child has 
finished describing the first object, continue onto 
the next object in the list until your child, has 
described all of the objects. When you are finished., 
look up at this mirror and I will give you the 
instructions for the next part.of the task. I will 
be in the next room operating recording equipment so 
later I can write down what you say. Later you will 
be given a chance to go over these recordings with 
me. 
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I will go into the next room and announce over 
the speaker when you are to begin. Are there any 
questions? 

A tape recording was made of each session. Later, 

raters scored the typescript of the session in terms of the 

number of descriptive units used, for each object described 

by the child, as well as the number of evaluative comments 

made.by the mother. The child's description of the five 

objects will be referred to as Task 1C. Following the 
* 

child's description, the mother described, the objects to the 

child. This will be referred, to as Task 1. The instruc

tions presented, to the mother were as follows: 

Now that you have had. your child describe all the 
objects, I would like you to describe the objects 
to the child.. X would like you to go through them 
in the same order as before. Give as many descrip
tive words, phrases and comments about each one as 
you can. You can talk about what the object looks 
like, feels like, can be used for, or any other 
type of description you think possible. You may 
wonder about using the same descriptions previously 
used by your child. You may. use; the same ones 
since you are to give all that you can think of for 
that object. Be creative. When you are finished 
with all objects, look up at the mirror and I will 
return to your room. 

A tape recording was made of this performance so 

that the raters could determine the number of descriptive 

units used by the mother. After the mothers finished 

describing the objects, they were instructed to return on 

the following day at the same time. 

Scoring manuals used, to score the number of descrip

tive units used by the child and the mother may be found, in 
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Appendix D. Appendix E contains the scoring manual for 

scoring the number of positive and negative evaluative 

comments made by the mother during the child's performance 

of the descriptive task. The descriptions of the first set 

of objects by the mother (Task 1) and by the child (Task 1C) 

were baseline measures and were compared to the descriptions 

of a similar set of objects after training. 

The second session with each mother and. child con

sisted of repeating the instructions from the initial ses

sion with the following list of objects: sponge. metal 

reel. cardboard, tube. bubble pipe, and brush. All the 

groups received the same instructions and. treatment during • 

the first two sessions. ' 

During the third, session the three groups were 

given their respective types of training. The training 

programs were as follows: 

Didactic Instruction Group (D): Each mother in 

•Group D spent the first five minutes of session three dis

cussing her child's development and skills. The purpose 

of this discussion was to control the amount of time spent 

in the experimental sessions. Since the mothers in the 

other two groups spent five minutes observing videotape, 

the total amount of time with the mothers would have been 

different without the control time. The control time was 

structured similar to procedures suggested by Doll (1953) 

in the Vineland Social Maturity Scale. After five minutes 
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had elapsed, the mothers in Group D were given the general 

description instructions, (the same as in the two previous 

sessions) with a new set of objects: platter. squirt gun. 

wire. plastic box, scraper. Then as in the previous tasks, 

the child described the objects prior to the mother's 

description. 

Self-Observation Group (SO): Each mother in Group 

SO spent the first five minutes of the third session 

observing the first five minutes of session number two. At 

that point they were given the general description direc

tions and both mother and child described the third, set of 

objects. 

Self-Observation Plus Model Observation Group (SOM): 

The mothers assigned to Group SOM were shown a tape of a 

model mother teaching her child to describe objects 

(Objects: blackboard eraser and measuring spoon). The model 

tape contained ten descriptive units for each of the two 

objects. This tape also showed the model mother engaging 

in high rate encouragement or praise for the child's 

responses (eight positive evaluative comments were given 

for the child's performance on each object). No negative 

comments were included, in the model tape. Each mother in 

the SOM group observed the model tape approximately two and. 

one-half minutes. At the end of that time, she was shown 

approximately the same amount (2ig minutes) of her own 

performance from the previous session. After this she was 
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given the general description instructions and proceeded 

with the descriptions of.the third set of objects (Task 3). 

The procedure for the fourth session was the same as 

for the third session except for the new objects: rolling 

pin. eye dropper, funnel. screwdriver. golf ball. The 

didactic instruction group discussed their child's behavior 

and skills again for five minutes prior to receiving the 

general instructions for Task 4. Group SO watched, five 

minutes of their last session. Group SOM watched, two and. 

one-half minutes of the model tape again in addition to two 

and. one-half minutes of their last performance. 

Scoring 

The mother's and. child's performance on Tasks 1C 

and 1 were the pre-training baseline measures. Their per

formance on Tasks 4C and. 4 were the post-training measures 

to determine if the specific type of training for each 

group resulted, in significant between group differences. 

(Since the performances on the training tasks, Tasks 2 and 

3, were not scored., they will not be reported in the 

results section.) 

The number of descriptive units used by each child 

during Tasks 1C and. 4C and by each mother during Tasks 1 and 

4 were then scored. Each mother's responses during the 

child's performance of 1C and 4C were also scored in terms 

of the number of positive and. negative evaluative comments. 
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The raters were trained by reading the manuals (see Appen

dices A and B) and scoring transcripts that had previously 

been scored by the experimenter. Since the data to be 

analyzed were taken directly from the scores assigned by the 

raters, the problem of inter-rater reliability arose. 

Generally, when there are three raters, the procedure for 

computing reliability coefficients involves finding the 

correlation between the average rating and the individual 

rating. These correlations are then averaged to obtain the 

reliability coefficient. In a case such as the present 

research where raters are rating specific types of responses 

contained, in transcripts, it is conceivable that a very high 

overall coefficient of reliability could be obtained even 

though the agreement on specific lines of the transcript was 

very low. For example, three raters could each score five 

descriptive units for a given object but have little or no 

agreement as to the individual descriptive units. Accord

ingly, a procedure outlined by Bijou, Peterson, Harris, 

Allen, and Johnston (1969) was used to determine the amount 

of inter-rater agreement. First, each line of the type

script was taken as a separate event on which the raters 

could agree or disagree. If all three raters agreed, on the 

number of descriptive units and. the number of positive and 

negative evaluative comments, the line was scored as an 

agreement. The number of lines where there was perfect 

agreement between rater was placed over the total number of 
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lines resulting in the per cent agreement figure used as the 

reliability measure in this research. There were a total of 

5,734 lines in the transcript. Among these were 5,327 lines 

where there was perfect agreement between raters. Thus, the 

per cent of agreement was 92.7% which exceeded the 90% 

criterion selected, prior to the research. 



RESULTS 

All of the data to be analyzed were taken directly 

from the rating of the transcripts of the pre-training and. 

post-training sessions. The three raters (graduate students) 

scored, each transcript according to the number of descrip

tive units used, by both the mother and the' child.. In 

addition, each rater scored, the number of positive and. 

negative comments used, by the mother during the child's 

performance. For purposes of data analysis, the individual 

rater's scores for a given mother or child, were added, and. 

then divided, by three to obtain a mean rating score. Thus, \ 

each mother and each child had. a single score indicating the 

number of descriptive units used on Task 1. Each mother and 

each child had. a similar score on Task 4. In addition, each 
, • * 

mother had scores representing the number of positive and 

•the number of negative comments she used during the child's 

pre-training and, post-training performance. 

Since the research hypotheses were concerned with 

change on the criteria of number of descriptive units used 

by the mothers and. children as well as the changes in the 

use1 of evaluative comments, the pre-training scores were 

subtracted, from the post-training scores to determine the 

change score on the above criteria. Appendix C contains the 

ratings (both individual and mean ratings) and the change 

19 
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scores- on the descriptive units used by the mothers. 

Appendix D contains similar information for the children's 

scores. Ghange scores for the number of descriptive units 

used, by mothers and children were a rather straight 

forward, problem. Since effective training was aimed, at 

increasing the number of descriptive units used., the greater 

the positive change score, the greater the effectiveness of 

training. Constants were added to all of the change scores 

to correct for negative scores. 

The derivation of the change score on the evaluative 

comment criterion was a bit more complex. The desired. 

effect of the training had. been to increase positive comments 

and. to decrease negative comments. As noted, previously, thei 

number of positive and negative comments was obtained, on the 

pre- and. post-training measures. The first step in deriva

tion of the Evaluative Comment Change Score was subtracting 

the number of positive comments used during Task 1C from the 

•number of positive comments used during Task 4C. The 

procedure reflected, the change in positive comments as a 

function of training. The score obtained by this procedure 

will be referred to as the Positive Evaluative Comment 

Change Score (Pos Eval). The second step in derivation of 

the Evaluative Comment Change Score (Tot Eval) consisted of 

subtracting the number of negative comments used, during 

Task 4C from the number used during Task 1C. This reflected, 

the change in the use of negative comments as a function of 



21 

training. The score obtained by this procedure was called 

the Negative Evaluative Comment Change Score (Neg Eval). 

The final step in obtaining the Evaluative Comment Change 

Score was to add the Positive and Negative Evaluative 

Comment Change Scores. Thus: Tot Eval = Pos Eval + Neg 

Eval (see Appendix E). 

The initial step in testing Hypotheses la, lb, 2a, 

and 2b involved a comparison between the three treatment 

groups on the amount of change made by the mothers on use of 

descriptive units and evaluative comments. A single 

classification Analysis of Variance was used to test the 

significance of differences between group means (McNemar, 

1962). Tables 1 and 2 present the means on the criterion 

variables by groups as well as the mean change scores by 

groups. The comparison of groups on the Mother's Descrip

tive Unit Change Scores (MoDU) resulted in P = 5.74 £ < .01 

indicating significant treatment effects on the mother's use 

of descriptive units {Table 3). A similar between group 

comparison on the change in the Tot Eval scores resulted in 

F = 10.64 with £ < .01 (Table 4). . 

In addition to the Tot Eval score, the Pos Eval and 

Neg Eval change scores were analyzed separately. The 

analysis of variance on Pos Eval scores resulted, in F = 7.29 

with jo < .01 (Table 5) which again supported, the hypothesis 

of treatment effects. The analysis of Neg Eval scores 

resulted in F = 3.35 (Table 6) which did not support 
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Table 1. Means of Descriptive Unit Scores 

• 

Group 
Pre-test 
Task 1 

Corrected 
Eost-'test Change 
Task 4 Score* 

Group D (Mother) 
(Child) 

22.61 
14.06 

30.10 
20.00 

13.49 
11.94 

Group SO (Mother) 
(Child) 

*21.53 
16.40 

33.85 
22.33 

18. 31 
11. 79 

Group SOM (Mother) 
(Child) 

23.53 
15.24 

41.07 
22.74 

23.65 
12.50 

Table 2. Means of Evaluative Comment Scores 
\ 

Group 
Pre-test 
Task 1C 

Post-test 
Task 4C 

Corrected 
Change Score* 

Group D (Positive) 
(Negative) 

1.98 
1.45 

2.53 
3.12 

8.41 
6.39 

Total 14.80 

Group SO (Positive) 
(Negative) 

1.98 
1.29 

5.05 
3.47 

11.07 
5.82 

Total 16.89 

Group SOM (Positive) 
(Negative) 

2. 38 
2.90 

8.38 
1.81 

13.91 
7. 71 

Total 21.62 
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Table 3. Analysis of Variance for Mother's Descriptive Unit 
Change Scores 

SS df . MS F 

Treatment 516. 58 2 258.29 5. 74** 

Orthogonal Comp. 
#1. D vs. So, SOM 
#2. SO vs. SOM -

27 
27 ft

 r
i-

tl 
II -2. 

-2. 
66** 
06* 

Within 1 , 214. 70 27 44.99 

Total 1 ,731. 28 29 

*£ < .025. 

**£ < .01. 

Table 4. Analysis of Variance for Evaluative Comment Change 
Scores (Tot Eval) 

SS df MS F 

Treatment 244. 18 2 122. 9 10. 64** 

Orthogonal Comp. 
#1. D vs. SO, SOM 
#2. SO vs. SOM 

27 
27 f+

 r
i

ll 
II 

I 
I 

OJ
 C

J 
• 

• 3 9 * * *  

61**** 

Within 311. 82 27 11. 55 

Total 556. 00 29 

**£ < .01. 

. ***£ < .005. 

****£ < .001. 

i 
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Table 5. Analysis of Variance for Positive Evaluative 
Comment Change Scores (Pog Eval) 

SS df MS F 

Treatment 151.30 2 75.65 7. 29** 

Orthogonal Comp. 
#1. D vs. SO, SOM 
#2. SO vs. SOM 

2 1  
27 

t = -3. 
t = -2. 

26*** 
27* 

Within 279.86 27 10.37 

Total 431.16 29 

*jo < .05. 

**£ < .01. 

***£ < .005. 

Table 6. Analysis of Variance for Negative Evaluative 
Comment .Change Scores (Neg Eval) 

SS d.f MS F 

Treatment •
 

CO H
 8 2 9. 4 3. 35 

Orthogonal Comp. . 
#1. D vs. SO, SOM 
#2. SO vs. SOM 

27 
21 ' <+

 
r
i
 ll 

11 • 

-2. 
04 
34* 

Within 117. 71. 27 4. 36 

Total 29 

*£. < -05. 
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treatment group differences. The data also failed to 

support any prediction of significant differences in the 

Children's Descriptive Unit Change Scores (C DU) as a 

function of the mother's training (F = 0.03) (Table 7). 

Although the prediction had not been made concerning 

children's changes as a function of the mother's training 

group, it is a very important issue and will be discussed 

later. 

Table 7. Analysis of Variance 
Change Scores (C DU) 

for Child Descriptive Unit 

SS df MS F 

Treatment 2.80 2 1.40 .035 

Within 1,086.17 27 4.0.23 

Total 1,088.97 29 

• As noted above, there were,significant treatment 

effects on the criterion variables. Accordingly, direct 

tests of Hypotheses la, lb, 2a, and 2b were made using the 

orthogonal planned comparisons method suggested by Hays 

(1963). . Hypothesis la was tested by comparing the mean 

descriptive unit change score (MoDU) of the mothers in the 

Didactic group to the mothers in both the Self-observation 

and the Self-observation plus Model observation groups. 
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This comparison resulted, .in a t = -2.66 which was signifi

cant at £ < .01 (Table 3). Thus Hypothesis la was supported. 

Hypothesis lb was supported by a t,= -2.06 which was 
* 

significant at £ < .025 indicating that the Self-observation 

plus Model observation group had increased their use of 

descriptive units significantly more than had. the group 

receiving Self-observation training alone (Table 3). Thus 

in terms of increasing the mother's use of descriptive 

units, both SO and SOM training are superior to D training 

and SOM is more effective than SO alone. Hypothesis 2a had 

predicted tha both SO and SOM training would increase the 

Mother's Evaluative Comment Change Score (Tot Eval) to a 

greater degree than expected by D training. The statistical 

comparison resulted in t_ = -3.39 which supported the 

hypothesis at the ja < .005 (Table 4). The prediction that 

SOM training would be superior to SO training in terms of 

Tot Eval (Hypothesis 2b) was supported by _t = -3.61 which 

•was significant at £ < .001 (Table 4). 

An analysis of the components of the Tot Eval score 

(Pos Eval and. Neg Eval) was performed in an attempt to 

better determine the relationship between method of training 

and the use of specific types of evaluative comments. 

Groups SO and SOM evidenced significantly greater increases 

in the use of positive comments than the D group (t^ - -3.26, 

jo < .005, Table 5). The SOM group was superior to the SO 

group on Pos Eval as indicated by jt = -2.27, £ < .05, Table 
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5. The test for significance of changes in the use of 

negative comments failed to show Groups SO and SOM to be 

superior to D (t = -0.04) Table 6. However, Group SOM was 

superior to SO, t = 2.34, < .05. Thus, the Self-

observation plus Model observation.was superior to training 

involving only Self-observation on all variables studied. 

Self-observation training and Self-observation plus Model 

observation training were superior to Didactic training on 

all variables with the exception of reduction in the number 

of negative comments used. 

A relationship between the mother's descriptive unit 

change scores and the child's descriptive unit changes 

scores had been predicted by Hypothesis 3a. The Pearson jr 

obtained was .25 which was not significant. Table 8 

contains the change score correlations. The relationship 

between the child's descriptive unit change scores (C DU) 

and the Tot Eval score resulted, in jr = .34 which approached 

but did not reach the £ < .05 level. Again, the evaluative 

comments were analyzed separately and this resulted in a 

significant r_ = .39, £ < .05 between Pos Eval and the C DU. 

The relationship between the Negative Evaluative Comment 

Change Scores {Neg Eval) and the C DU resulted in r = -.02 

which was not significant. Thus, Hypothesis 3b which had 

predicted a strong relationship between the child's changes 

in use of descriptive units and the mother's changes on was 

not supported. 
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Table 8. Change Score 
0 

Co rare 1 at io ns (Pearson r) 

C DU Tot Eval Pos Eval Neg Eval 

Mother Descriptive 
Units (MoDU) .25 .50** .54** • 05 

Child Descriptive 
Units (C DU) . 34a . 39* 02 

Evaluative Comments 
(Tot Eval) .86 m 47 

aApproaching jd < .05 level. 

*£ < .05. 

**E < .01. 



DISCUSSION 

The major finding of this research was the fact that 

the least effective method of changing the mothers as 

language models was the didactic approach. Yet this is the 

most-common method, used, in current compensatory school 

programs. The self-observation plus model observation 

training was clearly the most effective. Immediately the 

question can be raised., would a model observation group 

(with no self-observation) be as effective. Unfortunately 

due to the limitation in funds and time, this question could 

not be answered by the-present'research. However, any sub

sequent research in the area would do well to answer this 

question before attempting to make further practical 

applications. 

Even though the results of the study support the 

prediction that the three types of .training have differential 

effects, it is somewhat disappointing to find that these 

differential effects in changing the mother's behavior in 

general have little or no effect on the child's behavior. 

Since the child's behavior is the ultimate' concern of 

training the mother, we must then carefully weigh the 

results of this study. First, we need to look at the length 

of the study. Including baseline and post-training 

measures, there were only four sessions. This.period was 

29 ' ' 
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sufficient to bring about the desired changes in the mothers 

but may have been too short for these changes to have an 

effect on the child's behavior. The children had observed 

the mothers as either ineffective or inappropriate language 

models for approximately five years. It may have been a bit 

presumptuous to assume that any change could take place over 

four-sessions especially when no attempt was made to have 

the mothers change their language behavior during the entire 

day. The mothers may have been engaging in elaborative 

language only during the sessions. If the mother's changes 

were long term, both the modeling literature and the 

research on social influences on language acquisition would 

allow us to predict changes in'the child's language. 

It is extremely important to note that the mother's 

increased use of positive comments was significantly related 

to the child's increased use of descriptive units. This 

would suggest that one of the most important aspects of 

increasing the child's performance -lies in.the role of the 

mother as a mediator of positive social reinforcement. 

Since this research was limited by both time factors and the 

availability of apparatus, it was impossible to include a 

sufficient number of experimental groups so that each 

variable could be studied independently and in all possible 

combinations with the other variables. Thus variables are 

confounded and. it was impossible to analyze the data so that 

the modeling and reinforcement effects of the mother's 
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performance could not be separated. The possibility exists 

that the increase in the mother's use of positive reinforce

ment- is the most significant variable in increasing the 

child's use of descriptive units. However, before the child 

can be reinforced for the response, he has to engage in the 

response. It is possible that modeling may increase the 

probability that the response of using descriptive units 

will be made but the increase in frequency of this response 

after it first occurs may be under the control of contingent 

reinforcement. This is an issue that will merit attention 

in future research. The possibility remains that the chil

dren may have acquired, the response of using many descrip

tive units but were engaging in this response only when \ 

receiving high amounts of positive reinforcement. Bandura 

and. Walters (1963) report an unpublished, study by Bandura 

that distinguished between acquisition arid performance. 

Children had observed, a model engage in aggressive behaviors 

.under three conditions: model rewarded, model punished, and 

no consequences to the model. In post-test measure, the 

children who had. observed the model punished, engaged in 

fewer imitative behaviors. However, when all the children 

were rewarded the between group differences vanished. In 

short, all of the children appeared to have learned, or 

acquired the same amount of imitative or modeled behavior. 

However, their performance of the acquired behavior was 
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highly dependent upon the consequent reinforcement. The 

same may be true of the children in this research. 

Any subsequent research then would need to control 

the amount of reinforcement in order to determine if the 

reinforcement effect is greater than the modeling effect. 

Since as noted previously the changes in the child's 

language behaviors may be due to the reinforcement rather 

than modeling effect. Another important unresolved, issue is 
* 

determining what kinds of modeling and. self-observation 

conditions produce the most training effects in the mothers. 

In the current research there was no structured feedback, 

either immediate or delayed, regarding the- mother's self-

observation. The effects of type of feedback and/or 

reinforcement will need to be studied. Also this research 

involved no reinforcement or punishment of the model which 

may under some conditions facilitate later performance. 

Reinforcement for watching the model and making "appro

priate" comments about the model's .performance would also be 
» , 

predicted to enhance the effect of model observation by the 

mothers. 

The results of the study- indicated that the training 

effects were significant in terms of the mother's increased 

use of descriptive units, total evaluative comments, and 

positive comments but were not related to change in the use 

of negative comments. This is not surprising since the 

directions stressed the use of positive comments and merely 
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suggested, to avoid, the use of negative comments. Even the 

group observing the model received, no special emphasis on 

avoidance of negative comments since the model used, only 

positive comments. Thus, the attempt to achieve a decrease 

in the use of negative comments was primarily a didactic 

training approach. The results of the study indicate that 

such attempts are not as effective as other alternative 

training methods. 

Even though the author hesitates to over-generalize 

the results of this research, there appear to be a number 

of immediate and. important implications. Even though the 

research had. a number of confounded, variables, it demon

strated. that both Self-observation and Self-observation plus' 

Model observation training were superior to Didactic train

ing in training mothers as language models. The implica

tions for application to pre-school and compensatory 

education is extremely important. We need, to actively 

•involve mothers in language development programs where they 

can observe appropriate behaviors as well as.their own 

performance. The typical didactic approach of gathering all 

of the mothers and exhorting them to be better models has 

little effect compared to the other methods. Since the 

mothers spend, large amounts of time with the children where 

they could, be modeling appropriate language behavior and 

reinforcing the same, the long range implications for 

language and conceptual development are far reaching. 
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Even if future research were to show that the 

reinforcement effect is the most important variable in 

producing change in the child, this resear.ch would, still 

retain its importance. This research could then be used, to 

suggest effective methods of increasing mother's use of 

positive reinforcement. Self-observation training is more 

effective than Didactic training. Self-observation plus 

Model observation is the most effective training of the 

three types compared, in this research. 

t 



APPENDIX A 

DESCRIPTIVE UNITS SCORING MANUAL 

Any word, phrase or clause used to describe a given 
object will be scored as a descriptive unit. Therefore, in 
scoring the typescripts for descriptive units, you will be 
counting the number of adjectives or adjectival language 
units. According to the Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary 
(Merriam-Webster, 1958), the grammatical use of "adjective11 

is as follows:' 

1- Gram. A word used with a noun or noun 
equivalent to denote a quality of the thing 
named or something attributed to it (a wise 
ruler), or to define its range of application 
(any men), . , . 

For the purposes of this study any language unit 
which denotes a quality, attribute, or use of the object 
in question is to be scored as a descriptive unit. 
Therefore, you may find descriptive units ranging from one 
word tio sentence length. You will also find, that there 
are many categories or types of descriptive units. When 
you score the typescripts for descriptive units, you will 
not be concerned with the various categories. You will be 
circling each descriptive unit regardless of category and. 
will obtain the total number of descriptive units per 
object. The categories given below may assist you in 
better understanding your task. 

At this point you have been given several defini
tions of descriptive units. You should be aware of several 
specific cases that are to be excluded from your descriptive 
units. Do not include the following pronouns in your 
descriptive units even though they may technically be used 
as an adjective in the typescript: 

This, that, those, these, them, they. 

In cases where an "equivalent" is used, only one 
descriptive unit should be scored. An example of this can 
be found in category #7 below. "These are the teeth or 
claws." (1) Another example of this might be, "This is 
reddish or orangish." Such an example should be scored as 
only 1 descriptive unit. However, if the person had said, 

.35 
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"This is reddish and orangish," then 1 descriptive unit would 
be assigned to each color description since "and" does not 
mean an either/or situation. You may see this as a rather 
arbitrary distinction but such a distinction should assist 
you in scoring the typescripts for descriptive units. 

The following categories of qualities, attributes, 
and. uses are given with several examples of descriptive 
units that could appear in a typescript: 

OBJECT: Hammer () indicate number of units 
assigned. 

1. Shape—It is long (1), and this part is sort 
of round (1), and this part is round too (1), 
and these things are for pulling nails (1-for 
use) and kinda curved (1). 

2. Sizes—This part is big (1), and this part is 
little (1) but the whole thing is sorta big 
(1), the part between here and hear are real 
small (1). 

3. Textures—This long part is rough (1) and this 
part that you hit the nail with (1-for use) is * 
smooth (1). 

4- Colors—The handle part (1-part naming) is 
yellowish-white (1) and the other part is black 
(1) and a little brownish right here (1). 

5. Appearance—It looks like a new hammer (1) 
because it is really smooth and doesn't have 
any. scratches on it (1). 

6. Uses—You can pull nails with it (1), you can 
pound, nails into wood. (1), you can crack nuts 
with it (1), you could stand it on end and. hold 
a window open (1), you could throw it at a 
robber (1), you could, stir a pot of soup with 
it (1). 

Both common and, creative uses are scored. 

7. Naming parts—This is the handle (1)., this is the 
head (lT] these are the teeth or claws (1), this 
is the face (1). 

8. Identification of material—This part is wood 
(1), and. this part is iron or steel (1). 
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9. General attributes or descriptions—It is 
useful Cl), it isheavy (1)„ it is a good 
one (1). 

Your first task in scoring descriptive units in the 
typescripts will involve scoring the child's responses. 
Each mother was asked to have her child describe the various 
objects. You are to score only the child's responses that 
appear between the red lines marked "Start" and "stop." 
You will notice that some mothers assist their child by 
giving hints about the object. This is permissible but may 
give you some difficulty in scoring. Therefore, you should 
score the child's responses without regard to the responses 
of the mother. 

Your second task in scoring descriptive units will 
involve scoring the mother's responses that appear between 
the blue lines that are marked "start" and "stop." The 
mothers had been requested to describe the same objects just 
described by the child. You may find that the mother used 
some of the same descriptive units that were used previously 
by the child. You are to score them as descriptive units 
even if they are verbatim repetitions of the child's 
response. In short, you are to score the mother's responses 
without regard to the previous responses of the child. 

On the following page you will find an example of a 
typescript that has been scored according to this manual. 
After each scored descriptive unit, you will' find a number 
referring to the type or category of description used. You 
will recall that you will not be separating descriptive 
units into the categories. However, it is hoped that the 
rationale for scoring a given language unit will aid you in 
the final task.' 

Please turn to the page with the example. When you 
are finished, proceed on with the manual to the first 
typescript that has not been scored. Go ahead and score it. 
You will be given practice scoring.typescripts for 
descriptive units until you reach- a given level of 
proficiency. 



APPENDIX B 

POSITIVE vs. NEGATIVE COMMENTS 
SCORING MANUAL 

An important aspect of this research is to determine 
the characteristic way which each mother responds to her 
child's performance. We are studying mothers as they teach 
their children. In assessment of teaching styles, we wish 
to determine if a given mother uses primarily a positive or 
negative teaching style. Thus, we will need to evaluate 
each typescript of a teaching session in terms of the 
numbers of positive and negative comments made toward the 
child and the child"s performance. We are well aware that 
many verbal responses by the mother might be easier to 
evaluate if you were able to hear the vocal intonation. But 
this is not possible in this case. Therefore, you will be 
asked, to score typescripts in terms of numbers of positive 
and negative comments so that we can determine a ratio of 
positive to negative comments. t 

You will find a number of verbal responses made by 
the mother in response to the child's performance to be 
neither positive or negative. Such responses you will 
conceptualize as neutral responses but will not record or 
rate them. 

Your working definition of a positive comment is as 
follows: 

Any verbal response by the mother that makes an 
affirmative statement regarding the child, the 
child's specific response, or the child's per
formance in general. The following are examples of 
statements that would receive a positive rating: 
yes, good, fine, nice job, great, correct, right, 
you're good, you're doing well, keep up the good 
work, or any equivalent of these standards. 

Your working definition of a negative comment is as 
follows: 

Any verbal response by the mother that makes a 
negative statement regarding the child, the child's 
specific response, or the child's performance in 
general. The following are examples of statements 

38 
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•that would receive a-negative rating: no, wrong, 
incorrect, you know better than that, no good, 
nope, you're dumb, that's not right, or any 
equivalent of these statements. 

If you are uncertain about a given response, do not 
score it. Comments that you are unable to score either 
positive or negative will remain unscored. You should score 
only comments that are clearly either a positive or 
negative evaluation of the child or his performance. The 
following are examples of verbal responses by the mother 
that should be viewed as neutral responses and left un
scored: uh huh, hmmm, huh, a repetition of the child's 
response, any comment not related to the describing task or 
the child, or any response not clearly either a positive or 
negative evaluation. 

When you are scoring a given typescript, circle each 
positive or negative comment by the mother. In each of your, 
circles, place either a plus (+) for a positive comment or 
a minus (-) for a negative comment. Remember your in
structions involve taking a conservative approach to this 
scoring. Score only those responses that are clearly either 
positive or negative. 

At the end of each typescript record the total 
positive responses and the total negative responses for the 
mother during that teaching session. 

The following typescript gives you an example of 
appropriate scoring. A (0) sign will follow responses that 
should be seen as neutral responses. You will recall 
however that on your recording, you will record nothing for 
neutral responses. They are scored in this typescript only 
for training purposes. After viewing this training example, 
you will be given practice rating typescripts. This 
training w 11 continue until you have scored three con
secutive typescripts at a criterion level of agreement with 
the experimenter. 



APPENDIX C 

NUMBER OF DESCRIPTIVE UNITS FOR EACH 
MOTHER INCLUDING CHANGE SCORE 
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Number of Descriptive Units Scored for Each Mother by Each Rater (R). The 
average score given each mother is given for both TaskjL and Task4. Change Scores 
were obtained by subtracting the average score on Task^ from the average on 
Task„ 

Task^ Task^ 
Change 

R#1 R#2 R#3 Average R#1 R#2 R#3 Average Score 

Group D 
M #1 17 16 18 17.0 28 29 28 28.3 +11.3 
M #2 19 20 19 19.3 22 24 22 22.6 + 3.3 
M #3 39 37 38 38.0 46 45 45 45.3 + 7.3 
M #4 9 9 9 9.0 19 17 17 17.6 + 8.6 
M #5 23 25 23 23.6 20 18 21 19.6 - 4.0 
M #6 23 ' 21 21 21.3 42 40 38 40.0 +18.7 
M #7 30 24 27 27.0 29 35 32 32.0 + 5.0 
M #8 34 36 34 34.6 43 42 41 42.0 + 7.4 
M #9 21 • 21- 22 21.3 28 26 . 26 26.6 + 5.3 
M #10 14 15 17 15.0 25 27 29 27.0 +12.0 

Group SO 
M #11 7 8 7 7.3 18 17 19 18.0 +10.7 
M #12 15 10 12 12.3 28 26 27 27.0 +14.7 
M #13 18 11 12 13.6 22 23 22 22. 3 + 8.6 
M #14 26 20 20 22.0 33 34 33 33.3 +11.3 
M #15 41 40 40 40. 3 57 57 57 57.0 +16.7 
M #16 23 19 20 20.6 30 30 31 30.3 + 9.7 
M #17 17 15 15 15.6 35 38 35 36.0 +20.4 
M #18 31 26 24 27.0 43 39 41 41.0 +14.0 
M #19 33 31 30 31.3 36 35 36 35.6 + 4.3 
M #20 25 27 24 25.3 40 36 38 38.0 +12.7 



Group SOM • 
M #21 15 18 15 16.0 49 46 44 46.3 +30.3 
M #22 26 28 27 26.6 40 38 37 38.3 +11.7 
M #23 16 18 18 17.3 26 26 25 25.3 + 8.0 
M #24 32 31 29 30.6 54 51 52 52.3 +21.7 
M #25 23 22 20 21.6 37 39 • 38 38.0 +16.4 
M #26 20 22 20 20.6 43 43 43 43.0 +22.4 
M #27 33 31 30 31.3 36 34 36 35.3 + 4.0 
M #28 14 15 17 -15.3 28 26 24 26.0 +10.7 
M #29 37 34 35 35.3 65 61 59 61.6 +26.3 
M #30 19 20 19 19.6 43 46 45 44.6 +25.0 



APPENDIX D 

NUMBER OF DESCRIPTIVE UNITS FOR EACH CHILD 
INCLUDING. CHANGE SCORES 
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Number of Descriptive Units'Scored for Each Child by Each Rater (R). The average 
score given for each child is given for both Task 1C and Task 4C. Change Scores 
were obtained, by subtracting the average score on Task IC from the average on. 
Task 4C. 

Task IC Task 4C 
Change 
Score R#1 R#2 R#3 Average R#1 R#2 R#3 Average 
Change 
Score 

Group D 
M #1 15 14 15 14.6 22 21 20 21.0 + 6.4 
M #2 15 14 17 15.3 19 17 16 17.3 + 2.0 
M #3 16 16 19 17.0 26 27 28 27.0 +10.0 
M #4 9 9 10 9.6 18 20 18 18.6 + 9.0 
M #5 15 14 14 14.3 24 25 23 24.0 + 9.7 
M #6 17 19 20 18.6 29 29 31 29.6 +11.0 
M #7 15 13 15 14.3 19 20 19 19.3 + 5.0 
M #8 17 19 19 18.3 22 19 21 20.6 + 2.3 

• M #9 12 10 13 11.6 10 9 12 10.3 - 1.3 
' M #10 7 7 7 7.0 12 12 13 12.3 + 5.3 

Group SO 
M #11 19 17 16 17.3 12 14 12 12.6 - 4.7 
M #12 17 16 16 16.3 18 16 17 17.0 - 0.7 
M #13 13 16 14 14.3 23 15 23 23.6 + 9.3 
M #14 20 20 20 20.0 34 33 32 33.0 +13.0 
M #15 11 11 11 11.0 28 28 27 27.6 +16.6 
M #16 16 15 15 15.3 18 16 19 17.6 + 2.3 
M #17 20 21 20 20.3 27 26 28 27.0 + 6.7 
M #18 15 19 16 16.6 23 22 21 22.0 + 5.4 
M #19 14 16 16 15.3 26 25 25 25.3 +10.0 
M #20 17 19 17 17.6 17 17 19 17.6 0.0 



Group SOM 
M #21 8 6 8 7.3 20 19 19 19.3 +12.0 
M #22 11 14 12 12.3 7 8 7 7.3 - 5.0 
M #23 19 19 19 19.0 18 17 17 17.3 - 1.7 
M #24 23 21 19 21.0 24 24 23 23.6 + 2.6 
M #25 14 17 15 15.3 17 17 17 17.0 + 1.7 
M #26 18 19 18 18.3 19 23 21 21.0 + 2.7 
M #27 18 20 20 19.3 25 25 25 25.0 + 5.7 
M #28 11 •9 9 9.6 27 27 27 27.0 +17.4 
M #29 27 27 27 27.0 42 43 42 42.3 +15.3 
M #30 14 12 14 13.3 28 26 29 27.6 +14.3 



APPENDIX E 

NUMBER OF EVALUATIVE COMMENTS USED BY EACH 
MOTHER (TASK 1C AND TASK 4C) 

Number of Evaluative Comments Used by Each Mother During 
Task 1C. (Raters [R] and average rating both shown.) 

Positive Comments Negative Comments 

Groups R#1 R#2 R#3 Average R#1 R#2 R#3 Average 

Didactic 
Group 
M #1 2 2 2 2.0 3 3 3 3.0 
M #2 1 2 1 1. 3 0 0 0 0.0 
M #3 1 1 1 1.0 0 0 0 0.0 
M #4 0 0 1 0.3 2 1 1 1.3 
M #5 1 3 2 2.0 1 0 0 0.3 
M #6 3 3 2 2. 6 2 1 1 1.3 
M #7 3 3 3 3.0 3 3 3 3.0 
M #8 2 3 2 2.3 2 2 3 2. 3 
M #9 1 0 0 0.3 1 1 1 1.0 
M #10 1 0 0 0. 3 •1 1 1 1.0 

Group SO 
M #11 4 4 4 4.0 0 0 0 0.0 
M #12 0 0 0 0.0 2 2 2 2.0 
M #13 3 2 2 2.3 3 3 3 3.0 
M #14 1 0 0 0. 3 0 0 0 0.0 
M #15 1 1 1 1.0 0 0 0 0.0 
M #16 1 1 1 1.0 0 0 0 0.0 
M #17 7 6 7 6. 6 1 2 2 1.6 
M #18 2 2 2 2.0 2 2 2 2.0 
M #19 2 2 2 2.0 1 2 1 1. 3 
M #20 2 2 2 2.0 1 2 1 1.3 

Group SOM 
M #21 0 0 0 0.0 2 2 2 2.0 
M #22 6 4 4 4.6 0 0 0 0.0 
M #23 1 1 1 1.1 0 0 0 0.0 
M #24 0 0 0 0.0 2 2 2 2.0 
M #25 0 0 0 0.0 
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M #26 3 4 4 3.6 2 2 2 2.0 
M #27 2 1 2 1.6 11 9 8 9.3 
M #28 2 2 2 2.0 0 1 1 0.6 
M #29 10 8 7 8.3 444 4 . 0  
M #30 3 3 2 2.6 111 1.0 
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Number of Evaluative Comments Used by Each Mother During 
Task 4C. (Raters [R] and average rating both shown.) 

Positive Comments Negative Comments 

Groups R#1 R#2 R#3 Average R#1 R#2 R#3 Averai 

Group D 
M #1 3 3 3 "3.0 5 6- 5 5.3 
M #2 2 3 2 2. 3 5 3 3 3.6 
M #3 - 3 4 3 3. 3 4 4 '4 4.0 
M #4 4 4 5 4.3 1 2 2 1.6 
M #5 0 1 1 0.6 3 3 3 3.0 
M #6 4 3 4 3.6 3 2 3 2. 6 
M #7 0 0 1 0. 3 2 1 1 1.3 
M #8 • 2 2 1 1.6 2 1 2 1.6 
M #9 3 3 4 3. 3 7 6 7 6.6 
M #10 3 3 3 3.0 3 1 1 1.6 

Group SO 
M #11 4 4 4 4.0 3 • 3 3 3.0 
M #12 5 6 4 5.0 2 2 2 2.0 
M #13 5 4 4 4. 3 6 6 6 6.0 
M #14 9 8 7 8.0 4 5 4 4.3 
M #15 0 0 0 0.0 . 1 1 1 1.0 
M #16 7 7 7 7.0 1 1 1 1.0 
M #17 8 6 6 6. 6 4 4 3 3.6 
M #18 5 5 5 5.0 9 11 9 9.6 
M #19 4. ' 6 6 5. 3 3 2 3 2.6 
M #20 4 7 5 5. 3 1 2 2 1.6 

Group SOM 
M #21 15 15 15 15.0 6 5 6 5.6 
M #22 8 6 6 6. 6 0 0 0 0.0 
M #23 0 0 0 0.0 0 0 0 0.0 
M #24 8 7 7 7.3 5 6 5 ' 5.3 
M #25 1 1 1 1.0 0 1 1 0.6 
M #26 8 8 8 8.0 1 1 1 1.0 
M #27 11 9 8 9. 3' 1 2 1 1.3 
M #28 10 10 10 10.0 0 . 0 0 0.0 
M #29 15 17 17 16. 3 3 3 3 3.0 
M #30 11 10 10 10. 3 1 1 2 1. 3 
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