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ABSTRACT 

This study was designed to investigate the effec

tiveness of modifying child and parent behaviors as a result 

of parental group or individual instruction in behavior 

management techniques» Two experiments were conducted. The 

first experiment evaluated the change in parental attitudes 

concerning the use of reward and punishment following 

behavioral instruction. The change in the parents" rates 

of reward and punishment in teaching their child a struc

tured task was also evaluated. The subjects were thirty 

parents referred to a child guidance clinic for counseling 

concerning their children. The children, fourteen boys and 

four girls9 ranged in age from two to ten. One-third of 

the parents received six weeks of group training in behavior 

Change techniques and one-third of the parents received six 

weeks of individual training. The remaining parents partic

ipated in a no-treatment^ control condition. All parents 

were assessed before and after training by an attitude 

survey and a teaching task. Compared to control group 

parents, both groups of behaviorally trained parents 

significantly changed their attitudes in the direction of 

the program's goals and objectives. The trained parents 
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also increased their use of reward in interaction with their 

children. The rate of punishment remained unchanged. 

In the second experiments three sets of parents 

from the group condition and three sets of parents from 

the individual condition were observed at home for eight 

weeks. Observationse performed by a trained observer, were 

made for thirty minutes0 three times a week—one week 

before training, six weeks during training,, and for one 

week three months following training. One undesirable 

child behavior and one desirable child behavior were 

observed» as well as parental rates of reward and punish

ment. Results indicated significant decreases in rates of 

child problem behavior and parental punishment with 

corresponding increases in rates of appropriate child 

behavior and parental reward from baseline to treatment. 

All changes were maintained three months after instruction. 

In both experiments no significant differences were 

found between individually trained parents and group 

trained parents. 



INTRODUCTION 

Since 1961, there have been important developments 

in training parents as behavior therapists for their own 

Children, A review by Berkowitz and Graziano (1972) noted 

several factors that may be responsible for these develop-

mentsj (1) the recent focus in child behavior therapy on 

modifying complex* multiple-problem behavior; (2) the need 

for large-scale delivery of behavior modification services; 

(3) a greater focus on the child's natural environment; 

(Jf) an emphasis on a preventive model of mental health; and 

(5) "the recent use of nonprofessionals to further aid in 

alleviating mental health manpower problems. The parent 

training approach assumes that most of a child's behavior 

ie maintained by its effects upon the natural environment 

and can be most effectively modified by changing the rein

forcing contingencies supplied by social agents who live 

with the child. If the natural environment is not modified, 

new, adaptive behavior developed in the clinic may be 

extinguished at home and maladaptive behavior which has 

been decreased or eliminated in the clinic may reappear at 

home. Teaching parents to decrease their child's deviant 

behavior, and to increase and maintain more appropriate 



behavior appears to be a promising approach. Furthermore, 

using this approach» large numbers of parents may be able 

to be trained to be future problem solvers rather than 

future service seekers. Such an approach would be aimed at 

preventing future mental health problems. 

Behavior modification research in parent training 

to date has mostly dealt with the individual case 

(Christophersen9 Arnold9 Hillj, and Quilitch, 1972} Hawkins, 

Petersonp Schweid9 and Bijou, 1966? Patterson and Brodsky, 

1966; Wahler„ Winkel, Peterson,, and Morrison, 1965). 

Although these studies cover a wide range of problems and 

intervention techniques, typically mothers were taught the 

use of differential reinforcement, often paired with a 

time-out contingency to increase appropriate behavior and 

decrease inappropriate behavior„ In these reported cases, 

the presence of an experienced professional in the home or 

laboratory to demonstrate correct techniques or to deliver 

immediate feedback to the mother as she interacted with 

her child* led to subsequent successful performance by the 

mother and predicted changes in child behavior. 

There have been some initial attempts at group 

behavior modification. In generals the main advantages of 

the group approach are hypothesized to be that each parent 

is exposed to detailed analyses and remedial programs for 

many different behavior and that services can be delivered 

on a large scale. Alvord (1971) taught 28 families 
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techniques for implementing a home token economy. Most of 

the parents who executed the program reported that it had 

succeeded in giving them additional control over their 

children's behaviors and resulted in more harmony in the 

home. Halls Axelrod0 Tyler„ Grieff Jones, and Robertson 

(1972) reported that four parents enrolled in a college 

course in behavior management and applied research success

fully carried out experiments using procedures the parents 

had devised for alleviating their children's problem 

behaviors. Results were based on parental recording. 

Salziner9 Felman, and Portnoy (1970) trained fifteen par

ents of brain-injured children in the use of operant condi

tioning principles. Successful parental performance of the 

techniques was related to the parent's level of formal 

education. Patterson,, Ray» and Shaw (1969) demonstrated 

that a parent training procedure reduced rates of child 

aggressive behavior for four families. An average of 22.8 

hours of professional time was required to produce the 

effects which were maintained a year later. Results were 

based on independent observations. These initial efforts 

indicate that group instruction may be effective in train

ing parents as behavior managers. 

There have been some attempts at comparing parent 

training to control and placebo conditions. Walder» Cohen, 

Daston, Breiter, and Hirsch (196?) compared two training 

groups of ten and fifteen mothers to a waiting-list control 



group of fifteen mothers. Using before and after ratings 

of video tapes and pre- and post-personality tests adminis

tered to parentsB Walder et al. (1967) found an improvement 

in both child behaviors and in parental test scores after 

operant consultations but not after the no-treatment condi

tion. Walter and Gilmore (1972) compared pre- and post-

treatment home observations of problem child behavior in 

"placebo treatment" and parent training groups0 The parent 

training group received group instruction in child manage

ment techniques as well as a programmed text concerning 

operant principles. Parents in the placebo group discussed 

tapes which they had made concerning problems with their 

children. Both groups were led to expect a reduction in 

targeted child behavior as a result of the treatment. 

Results showed a non-significant increase in rates of 

targeted behavior for the placebo groups the expected 

decrease in rates of child behavior was found for the 

experimental group. 

One investigation (Mira9 1970) compared individual 

parent training to group training. The child behavior 

problems ranged from self-mutilation to visual and speech 

disorders. Mira concluded that group and individual 

instruction were both effective in changing child behavior 

but group training was uneconomical. It took 3.9 hours of 

professional time for each "successful behavior modifica

tion" for group-trained parents, but only 2.1 hours for the 
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individually-trained parents. On the basis of the parents' 

recorded changes in rate of the troublesome behavior, a 

successful behavior modification was defined as one in 

which the change in the rate of the target behavior could 

be expected by chance only one out of a thousand times. To 

be counted as a successful case, the parent must have com

pleted two behavior modification projects. Forty-six per 

cent of the parents met this criterion fifteen per cent 

completed one project successfully, and the remaining 

parents demonstrated no recorded changes. Parents who did 

not reach the criterion of two successful projects were 

excluded from the analysis. 

The preceeding studies lend some support to the 

conclusion that group behavior modification is effective 

in teaching parents principles of operant conditioning and 

generally results in a change in the target child's deviant 

behavior. However, there are many methodological weak

nesses in the extant research which may mitigate the con

clusions. Rarely have the studies spelled out the content 

of the instructional meetings, included control procedures, 

used a large representational clinical sample of parents, 

or effectively evaluated the outcome of training. In most 

cases the evaluation of the success of the program depended 

on parental report? independent home observations were 

noticeably absent. In addition, the studies evaluated 

changes in parental behavior or child behavior—not both. 



There has been no periodic investigation of changes in par

ent and child behavior as a result of parent training and 

the durability of these behavior changes has not generally-

been adequately assessed. Finallys there has been a pau

city of research regarding the relationship between 

attitude change and behavior change as a result of parent 

training„ 

The differential effectiveness of group and individ

ual approaches in changing parent and child behavior has 

not been adequately demonstrated. The present study was 

designed to investigate the relative effectiveness of group 

and individual instruction in changing child behaviors in 

the home with the parent as primary change agent. Of 

principle interest is the extent to which parents instructed 

in behavior modification either individually or in groups 

apply their knowledge of the techniques to increase desir

able child behaviors and decrease problem-child behaviors. 

The changes in rates of parental reward and punishment 

given to a target child in the home following behavioral 

training were also investigated0 A third variable selected 

for study is the change in the behaviorally-trained parents* 

use of reward and punishment in teaching their child a 

structured task. A final variable of interest is the 

change in attitudesp or verbal responses* of parents follow

ing instruction in behavior management. Two experiments 

were designed to investigate these variables. 
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In the first experiment# it was hypothesized that 

parents exposed to individual or group instruction would 

change their attitudes concerning the use of reward and 

punishment in the direction of the goals of the program to 

a significantly greater degree than parents who were not 

given instruction in behavioral techniques. No differences 

were expected between the individually and group-trained 

parents. Furthermorep it was hypothesized that parents 

given behavior management training would decrease their use 

of punishment in teaching their child a structured task to 

a significantly greater degree than parents given no 

instruction. No differences were expected between the two 

behaviorally trained groups. 

In the second experiment, it was hypothesized that 

during behavior training, parents trained in behavior 

change techniques would increase the rate of reward given 

to a target child at home and decrease the rate of punish

ment given to the same child. Similarly# it was expected 

that the rate of the child's problem behavior would 

decrease and the rate of a behavior incompatible with the 

problem behavior would increase. It was also hypothesized 

that no differences would be found between group- and 

individually-trained parents and their children with regard 

to the rates of reward, punishment# target (problem) 

behavior and incompatible behavior. 



METHOD 

In order to test the hypotheses formulated, it was 

necessary to conduct two studies. The first study aimed at 

evaluating the change in parental attitudes concerning the 

use of reward and punishment following group or individual 

instruction in child management techniques. The change in 

the trained parents use of reward and punishment in teaching 

their child a structured task was also evaluated. The 

second study attempted to measure the change in the parents' 

rates of reward and punishment at home as well as changes 

in the targeted children's rates of one problem behavior 

and one desirable behavior. 

Study One 

Subjects and Experimenters 

The subjects were 30 parents (16 mothers, 13 fathers, 

and 1 grandmother) who were referred through Tucson Child 

Guidance Center, an outpatient service which provides 

counseling to parents concerning their children. Twenty-

eight parent participants were Caucasian! two mothers and 

one father were Mexican-American. The parents' economic 

backgrounds ranged from state welfare assistance to middle 

class. The fathers ranged in age from 22 to ̂ 5 while the 
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ages of mothers ranged from 22 to 55 • The grandmother was 

65. The children,, 1*1- boys and 4- girls, ranged in age from 

2 to 10„ Most parents had graduated from high school and 

some had college experience. All subjects were randomly 

assigned to the experimental and control conditions. Sub

ject characteristics of age, race, education and economic 

background were approximately equal across conditions. The 

parent training groups were part of an on-going counseling 

program at Tucson Child Guidance Center. A maximum fee of 

$15 per session was charged to all parents receiving 

training. 

Two clinical psychology trainees, a social worker 

and a clinical psychologist at the Tucson Child Guidance 

Center served as intake interviewers and parent instructors 

All instructors had previous experience training parents 

in behavior management. 

Treatment Conditions 

Parent Training Group. The behavior management 

group met for one and one-half hours once a week for six 

weeks. The group initially consisted of 16 parents; how

ever, only 10 parents completed the program. The format of 

Behavior Management Program for Parents (Stone, Evans, and 

Hanson, 1972) was followed (see Appendix A). Briefly, 

parents were trained in pinpointing, observing and record

ing behaviorj techniques to increase desirable behaviors 
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(use of reinforcement, token systems, contingency contract

ing)? procedures to decrease problem behaviors (ignoring, 

time-oute quiet chair), as well as shaping, modeling and 

problem-solving„ 

Each group session was divided equally into a lec

ture section and a small group discussion section. During 

the first halfp four group leaders discussed the behavioral 

techniques and used modeling and role playing to illustrate 

the concepts. An effort was made to teach general social 

learning principles, some behavioral terminology and appli

cations of principles. Following the lecture and group 

discussion a coffee break was held and then parents met in 

sets of four or six with a group leader to discuss the 

homework projects. Homework assignments were given to 

encourage parents to practice techniques presented in the 

lecture. Parents were asked to develop various behavior 

modification programs and bring written details of their 

programs to the next meeting. A list of the behaviors each 

parent worked to modify is given in Appendix B» Briefly, 

parents chose to decrease problem behaviors such as dis

obedience, temper tantrumse complaining, fighting and 

destructive behavior. Socially appropriate behaviors 

chosen to be increased included obedience, polite talk, 

cooperative play, and self management behaviors (for 

example, getting dressed by oneself). 
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At the end of each session, parents were given a . 

copy of the behavior management program for that session. 

The program contained an explanation of the techniques 

discussed during the meetings a description of the homework 

projects and necessary recording and contingency management 

forms. Parents were reminded that they had the major 

responsibility for applying home programs and identifying, 

observing and recording problem and good behaviors? they 

were given no home supervision. 

Individual Parent Training. Ten parents» four 

couples and two mothers, met individually with one of two 

clinical psychology trainees for six weeks of individual 

training. One trainee had previously acted as a parent 

instructor in the group condition. The format of Behavior 

Management Program for Parents (Stone, et al„ 1972) was 

followed although some of the role playing examples 

requiring more than two people were necessarily deleted. 

Parents were given a copy of the program after each hourly 

session, A list of the behaviors each parent attempted to 

modify is presented in Appendix C. Problem behaviors 

included disobedience, fighting, failure to complete home

work assignments and destructive behaviors. Desirable 

behaviors ranged from polite talk to playing cooperatively 

with friends. 

Waiting List Control Group. Ten parents (three 

couples, two mothers and two fathers) were seen by an 
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intake interviewer and then placed on a waiting list for six 

weeks. They were told that at the end of six weeks a 

parent group would begin and they could receive treatment 

at that time„ 

Measurement Instruments 

The Parent Attitude Survey, similar to Section A of 

the attitude survey used by Martin, Hoeclcer, and Hildebrandt 

(197°) consists of 29 items which reflect the training goals 

Of the program. Basically( the items refer to the correct 

way behavioral techniques» principally reward and punish

ment, should be used with children to modify their behavior. 

The items consist of statements illustrating principles 

presented in the behavior management program^ for example, 

"A child can be taught good behavior by being rewarded for 

puch behavior." This statement reflects the positive 

reinforcement principlet to improve or increase a child's 

performance of a certain activity, arrange for an immediate 

reward after each correct performance. 

The survey was constructed by collecting items 

concerning the use of reward and punishment with children. 

Each item was then rated by four judges (all staff members) 

along a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). An agreement-disagreement score (from 

7 to l) was assigned to each item, reflecting the judgments 

of the training staff. Items which two or more judges 



disagreed on were excluded from the survey. Six items were 

excluded in this manner. All retained items and judges9 

ratings appear in Appendix D. 

The Parent Teaching Task was modeled after the task 

used by Martin (1971)° The instructions and stimulus 

materials appear in Appendices E and F„ The instructions 

asked the parent to show a set of seven cards to the child, 

one card at a time. Two sets of stimuli were used—one set 

for the age group 2-7 p and another set for the age group 

8-10, In the younger age groupp for each cards, the parent 

asked the child to indicate which of two pictures the 

parent "liked best" and then told the child whether the 

right picture had been chosen. On the back of each card, 

the name of one pictured object was marked with an X. One 

set of instructions specified that he liked the pictures 

marked X the best, and an alternate set specified that the 

pictures not maked X be liked best. Instructions were 

alternated, so that half of the parents "liked" the X 

pictures, and half "liked" the other pictures. 

In the older age group, the child was asked which 

of three pictures he thought the parent liked best. There 

were three sets of instruction—one specifying that the 

parents "like" the X picture, another specifying that he 

"like" the 0 picture and a final set specifying the unmarked 

picture. 
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Procedure 

Each set of parents arrived with their child for a 

scheduled intake interview at Tucson Child Guidance Center. 

Just prior to the interview each parent was individually 

administered the Parent Attitude Survey by a psychology 

graduate student. The parent was told that the clinic 

staff wanted to assess their ideas about how they believed 

children should be handled. The parent was left alone in 

a room for twenty minutes to complete the survey. 

Following completion of the Parent Attitude Survey, 

each parent entered a playroom with his child. The parent 

and child were instructed to sit across from each other at 

a small table in front of a one-way mirror. The parent was 

told that the purpose of the procedure was to observe how 

the child performed in a simple learning situation. After 

the parent read the instructions and questions were 

answeredj the experimenter left the playroom and entered 

an observation room. Recording began when the parent began 

explaining the task to the child. Each parent presented 

the seven picture cards to the child. The order of the 

picture cards was the same for each age group. The parent 

repeated the procedure three times. 

The rate and type of parental use of feedback, 

reward and punishment, was observed by a graduate student. 

The picture chosen by the child, verbally or gesturally, 

was also recorded. After pilot training, observer accuracy 



was spot checked periodically by a trained psychology gradu 

ate student. Inter-observer agreement was computed separ

ately for the categories of feedback,, verbal reward and 

verbal punishment during the three trials combined. Reli

ability estimates were obtained by dividing the smaller 

recorded frequency by the larger recorded frequency for 

each category. 

The use of feedback, reward and punishment was 

recorded following the presentation of each card. Feed

back referred to whether the parent told the child his 

responses were "right" or "wrong." Verbal reward referred 

to positive verbalizations from the parent to the child 

following the child's response, and verbal punishment 

referred to negative parental verbalizations to the child. 

After all parents completed the Parent Attitude 

Survey and the Parent Teaching Tasks ten parents were 

randomly assigned to one of the three treatment conditions-

the parent training group, individual parent training 

group or the waiting list control group. After six weeks 

all thirty parents were readministered the Parent Attitude 

Survey and the Parent Teaching Task. 

Study Two 

Subjects 

The subjects were 10 parents (6 mothers and *<• 

fa.thers) and 6 children boys and 2 girls). Eight 



parents were Caucasion and two were Mexican-American. The 

parents9 economic backgrounds ranged from state welfare 

assistance to middle class* while their level of education 

ranged from ninth grade in high school to college graduate. 

The children ranged in age from 2 to 10. The parents were 

randomly assigned to treatment conditions and subject 

characteristics were approximately equal across conditions. 

All subjects were participants in Study One. 

Procedure 

After completing the Parent Attitude Survey and 

Parent Teaching Task in Study One, three families assigned 

to the parent training group and three families assigned to 

individual parent training were randomly chosen for home 

observation. Each chosen set of parents agreed to the 

procedure. Parents were told that as part of a research 

study some parents were chosen to be observed at home 

before, during and after parent training to assess the 

effectiveness of the training program. It was explained 

that one and sometimes two observers would sit in a room 

where the family members could be seen and that at times, 

it might be necessary to follow the parent and child to 

another room. During the observation the observer would 

not speak to, or interact with, the parent or the child. 

The parent was told to ignore the observer and act as 

though he were not in the room. It was explained that 



parents would be given a complete description of the 

research at its completion. An observation time was 

arranged with each family. 

Home observations were made by a trained volunteer 

for thirty minutess three times a week for a total of 

eight weeks for each family. Families were observed for 

one week before trainings, six continuous weeks during 

training and for one weeks, three months following training. 

It was necessary to observe each family at a different 

time of the day; however, the observation time was constant 

within each family. 

For each child a target behavior (TB) and incom

patible behavior (IB) were selected for observation. 

Behaviors which the parent indicated as problematic during 

the initial intake and which were also highly aversive to 

the parent^ occurred frequently and were observable were 

designated as target behaviors. Behaviors incompatible with 

the occurrence of the target behavior were designated as 

incompatible behaviors. For example,, if the TB was disobe

dience 9 obedience was the IB. Operational definitions of 

both classes of behavior were developed. The most common 

behaviors selected for modification were obedience and 

disobedience. Disobedience was defined as failure to 

completely carry out an initial parental request within a 

reasonably short time. Obedience was defined as executing 
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a parental request the first time asked. A list of these 

behaviors for each child is given in Appendix G. 

Using a modification of the TIA recording procedure 

developed by Rosenthal, Underwood, and Martin (1968), the 

observer recorded reward and punishment dispensed by the 

parent to the target child and the behavior of the child 

which resulted in the action of the parent. The frequencies 

of TB and IB were also recorded. The observer recorded 

interactions on a specially prepared recording sheet by 

placing marks in the appropriate boxes. 

The category of reward contained the three subdivi

sions of verbal reward (VR)» physical reward (PR)» and 

token reward (TR). Verbal reward referred to positive 

verbalizations from the parent to the child (for example, 

praise). Physical reward referred to friendly physical 

contact initiated by the parent to the child (for example, 

a hug or a pat). Token reward included stars, chips or 

other tokens which were given to the child by the parent 

and could be exchanged for material objects or activities 

which the child desired. 

The category of punishment contained the two sub

divisions of verbal punishment (VP), and physical punish

ment (PP). Verbal punishment referred to negative 

verbalizations from the parent to the child, such as 

scolding. Physical punishment included negative physical 

contact directed toward the child like spanking or hitting. 
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Observer Accuracy. The observer was trained to use 

the TIA recording system during six hours of practice in 

the home of a volunteer family. The field training was done 

with an experienced observer until percentage agreement 

scores were 70% for each category (R„ P5 IB, TB), 

Spot-check calibration for observer accuracy 

occurred once during the baseline weeks once during the 

second, fourth and sixth weeks of training and once during 

the follow-up week for each of the six families. Checks 

were made by two observers sitting in the same room but 

not close enough to see each other's recording. Inter-

observer agreement on the behavioral recordings was computed 

separately for the occurrence of target child behavior, 

incompatible child behavior6 parental praise and parental 

punishment. The sum of VR9 PR5 and TR was taken as a 

measure of total reward? similarly9 the sum of VP and PP 

was taken as a measure of total punishment. The frequency 

of entries per unit time (thirty minutes) was computed for 

each observer. Accuracy estimates were obtained by 

dividing the smaller number for a session by the larger 

number as counted by the independent observers. Both 

observers calculated their per cent agreement immediately 

after the session and discussed their disagreements at 

that time. During the study the volunteer observer was 

unaware of which treatment condition he was observing or 

the hypotheses of the investigator. 



RESULTS 

Since the two studies differed significantly in 

terms of the statistical analyses employed, it is necessary 

to report each study separately. 

Study One 

Observer Reliability 

For the Parent Teaching Task, mean percentages of 

inter-observer agreement were computed from totals for nine 

reliability checks across conditions. The mean percentages 

were as follows! feedback, 100$; verbal reward, 95$ l and, 

verbal punishment, 93$. 

Parent Attitude Survey 

The parents' responses to the Parent Attitude 

Survey in the group, individual and control treatment 

conditions were evaluated with a one-way analysis of 

variance. A change score for each of the 29 items and 

their total was used in the analysis. The change scores 

were computed by subtracting the parents' pre-treatment 

responses from their post-treatment response. Ten parents 

were in each condition. Comparisons between groups were 

made using orthogonal planned comparison tests (Kirk, 1968). 
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The means and significance levels for each item and for the 

total appear in Table 1. 

The three groups differed significantly on change 

scores (j)<.0l) for items 8, 13* 15® 26, and 29. Items 2, 

5e 7o 91> 10, 21 , and 28 yielded significance at 

E< ,05o Comparisons of the change scores of individually 

trained parents (IP) and group trained parents (GP) with 

control group parents were significant (j) (.01) for all 

items which reached significance. Thus, treatment groups 

gained significantly more than the control group. Compari

sons of IP and GP indicated that individually trained 

parents changed significantly more from pre-treatment to 

post-treatment than group trained parents on items 15# 

26, and 29 (£(.05), and items 5 and 13 (£ < .01). Group 

trained parents did not change significantly more than IP 

from pre-treatment to post-treatment on any items. 

The analysis of treatment condition of the total 

score for the three groups yielded significance (£<.0l). 

In a comparison of change scores, both individually trained 

parents and group trained parents changed more following 

treatment than the control parents (£(.0l)s however, IP 

did not differ significantly from GP, 

Parent Teaching Task 

The parents' scores on the Parent Teaching Task in 

the group, individual and control conditions were evaluated 



Table 1. Mean Change Scores on Parent Attitude Survey 

Treatment Condition 

Item Control Group Individual p*** 

1. praise -.30 .20 .10 1.14* 

2. negative attention -.60 1.50 1.10 4.10* 

3. positive attention -.40 1.40 .90 .65 
4. reward -.20 .60 1.30 3.61* 

5. ignoring -.20 .70 2.20 4.44* 

6. punishment -.10 2.20 1.80 4.53* 

7. ignoring -.10 2.70 2.30 5.19* 

8. positive attention -AO 1.50 1.10 9.09** 
9. positive feedback -.30 .50 1.00 3.78* 

10. ignoring .20 2.20 2.60 3.49* 

11. approval AO .60 .50 .18 

12. praise .10 .10 .10 .00 

13. reward -.90 .70 1.60 9.98** 

14. reward -.40 Ao -.30 1.66 

15. spanking .00 1.10 . 2.50 6.90** 
16. punishment .20 -.70 .80 .62 

17. reward .20 . .80 .50 .42 

18. verbal praise -.10 .10 .20 .19 

OS 

love .70 .90 .20 .33 
20. verbal praise -.20 .30 .50 2.16 
21. criticism -.10 1.20 1.30 4.27* 

2?. love -.80 -.30 .60 2.93 



ignoring -.10 

8. positive attention -.40 

9. positive feedback -.30 

10. ignoring .20 

11. approval .40 

12. praise .10 

13. reward -.90 

14. reward -.40 

15. spanking .00 

16. punishment .20 

17. reward .20 

18. verbal praise -.10 

19. love .70 
20. verbal praise -.20 

21. criticism -.10 

22. love -.80 

23. punishment -.20 

24. negative attention -.20 

25. reward .10 

26. ignoring -.10 

27. physical punishment .60 

28. verbal praise .00 

29. negative attention -.40 

30. Total -4.50 

* £ <.05 

** £  < .01  
*** All £ values based on 2, 27 df 

2.70 2.30 5.19* 

1.50 

O
 • 9.09** 

.50 

o
 
o
 • 3.78* 

2.20 2.60 3.49* 
.60 .50 .18 

.10 .10 .00 

.70 1.60 9.98** 

.40 -.30 1.66 

1.10 .  2.50 6.90** 

-.70 .80 .62 

. .80 .50 .42 
.10 .20 .19 
.90 .20 .33 
.30 .50 2.16 

1.20 1.30 4.27* 

-.30 .60 2.93 
.60 .10 2.61 

o
 
o
 •
 

o
 
o
 • 2.84 

-.80 1.10 2.60 

1.90 3.oo 14.54** 

.60 .00 .17 

1.30 1.60 3.45* 

.90 2.30 7.53** 
25.80 31.20 18.00** 



with a one-way analysis of variance for each of the depen

dent measures of reward, punishment and feedback. The 

dependent variable was the difference between pre- and 

post-test scores. Ten parents were in each condition. 

Comparisons between groups were made using orthogonal 

planned comparison tests (Kirk, 1968). The means and 

significance levels for each of the three assessed vari

ables for each condition appear in Table 2. 

Effects of treatment condition on parents5 rate of 

reward were found, F = ^ „ 59 5 df = 2„ 2?? £ < „01p with par

ents exposed to group training giving more positive rein

forcement to their children, followed by parents exposed to 

individual treatment. Control group parents had the lowest 

rate of reward. A comparison of the groups with respect to 

their change scores indicated that group trained parents 

did not surpass individually trained parents in rate of 

positive reinforcement1 however, GP and IP surpassed con

trol group parents with regard to reward change scores 

( £  < . 0 1 ) .  

The analyses yielded no significant effects due to 

treatment condition for feedback and punishment. 

Study Two 

Observer Reliability 

For home observations the mean percentages of inter 

observer agreement for the five reliability checks made in 
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Table 2. Mean Change Scores on Parent Teaching Task 

Treatment Condition 
Variable 
Assessed Control Group Individual F 

Feedback 1.70 4.80 -.50 1.64 

Reward -.70 6.40 4.10 4.59* 

Punishment .20 -1.50 -.70 I.85 

* E < . 0 1  



25 

the group condition were 92% for target child behavior (TB)j 

87% for incompatible child behavior (IB)j 96% for parental 

reward (R)j ande 91% for parental punishment (P). 

In the individual condition* the mean percentages 

of agreement between observers for the five reliability 

checks were 9^% for TB„ 91%> for IB, 92% for R, and 90% 

for P. 

Home Observation Results I 

Two analyses of variance were performed to analyze 

data obtained from the home observations. The first analy

sis was a (2x^x8x3) repeated measures. It included 

the observations of two parents interacting with their own 

two children. The two conditions were group training and 

individual training. Punishment (P)& reward (R)„ target 

behavior (TB) and incompatible behavior (IB) were the four 

repeated measures. Parents and children were observed 

during eight weeks and three home observations were made 

each week. Comparisons between groups were made using 

orthogonal planned comparison tests (Kirk„ 1968). 

1. Because of the nature of one child's target 
behavior (PR - going to bed on time) a daily frequency 
count and rate of behavior per minute could not be obtained. 
Thereforee that subject was eliminated from the group con
dition and another subject was randomly eliminated from 
the individual condition (CD). 
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The means for each condition appear in Appendix H. 

Figure 1 illustrates the mean observation rates of punish

ment t rewarde target behavior and incompatible behavior for 

each condition across weeks. The table of coefficient 

contrasts used to perform planned comparisons is presented 

in Appendix I. 

Effects due to Condition and Measure were not 

significant„ The Weeks and Observation main effects also 

did not reach significance. 

The interaction of Measure x Weeks yielded signifi

cance P = 6.50; df = 21p 42; £ <.01. The punishment 

behavior of parents during the baseline week was compared 

with their average performance during the subsequent weeks 

(treatment through follow-up). This comparison reached 

significance (e^.01), as did the comparisons of Week (W) 1 

of treatment with Ws 2-8 (jd <. 01) p and W 3 with Ws k-8 

(£ < .01). For target behavior» significant differences 

were found between the childrens' rate of behavior at base

line and their average rate during treatment plus follow-up 

(a < .01). Significant differences were also found when W 2 

was compared with Ws 3-8 (£ <,0l)„ and W 3 was compared 

with Ws 4-8 (ê .OI). After Week 3» there were no signifi

cant changes in punishment or target behavior. 

Similarly* for rewards, the comparison between the 

parents' rate of reward at baseline and the average rate 

of reward during treatment through follow-up was 
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Figure 1. Mean Observation Rates of Reward, 
Punishment, Target Behavior and Incompatible Behavior 
Across Conditions. 
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significant .01). The comparison between W 2 and Ws 3-8 

was significant (e <.0l)s as well as comparisons between W 3 

and Ws 4—8 (£<.0l)9 W k and subsequent weeks (£<.01) and 

W 5 and subsequent weekly observations (£<".01). 

The children's incompatible behavior during the 

baseline week was compared with their average performance 

during treatment plus follow-up. This comparison reached 

significance (p.<.0l)» The comparisons of W 2 with follow

ing weeks was significant (jd <..0l)„ as well as comparisons 

of W 3 with Ws *J~8 (jd < .Ol)^ and W 4 with Ws 5-8 (£ <..01). 

After W ^ changes in IB were not significant. 

No other interactions reached significance. 

Home Observation Results II 

The home observation data was also analyzed with a 

(2x2x8x3) repeated measures analysis of variance. It 

included the observations of three parents interacting with 

their three children. The two conditions were group 

training and individual training. Repeated measures were 

rates of parental reward and punishment. Parents and 

children were observed during eight weeks with three 

observations per week. Comparisons between groups were 

made using orthogonal planned comparisons (Kirk, 1968). 

The means for each condition appear in Appendix J. 

Figure 2 illustrates the mean observation rates of punish

ment and reward for each condition across weeks. The 
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Figure 2. Mean Observation Rates of Reward 
and Punishment Across Conditions. 
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coefficient contrasts used to perform the planned compari

sons appear in Appendix K. 

No main effect was significant. The interaction of 

Measure x Weeks yielded F = 5*15; df = 7.28; £<".01. For 

punishments the comparison between the baseline rate and 

the average rate during Weeks 3» 5» 7» and 8 was signifi

cant (p, ̂ • 01). For reward^ comparisons of baseline rate 

with the average rate during Weeks 3, 5e 7» and 8 also 

yielded significant results (£<.0l). For both punishment 

and reward, comparisons of W 3 with the average rate during 

Ws 5» 7i and 8 were not significant. Comparisons of W 5 

with the average rate during Weeks 7 and 8 were also not 

significant for punishment or reward. 



DISCUSSION 

The results of Study One supported the hypothesis 

that exposure to behavior management training would change 

parental attitudes^ or verbal responses, concerning the use 

of reward and punishment with children. There was a sig

nificant change in verbal behavior,, or attitudes for parents 

trained in behavioral techniques» without a corresponding 

change by the control group. As expected^ in general, there 

were no differences between individually trained and group 

trained parents. Thus, verbal behavior change accompanied 

the other behavior changes recorded for the trained parents. 

The results indicated that the training program 

effected changes in only some attitudes of the parents. 

Significant changes were found on I**- of the 29 items of the 

survey for the trained parents. Parents entered the program 

in agreement with the staff on the value of reward. For 

examplej parents initially agreed with the statements 

"When a child does something a parent likes, he should be 

praised" and "Adult approval is a desirable reward for 

children." A majority of parents disagreed with the judges 

before and after training on such items as "When children 

are getting along well together, the parents should stay 

31 



32 

out of the situation" and "Children should not be physically 

punished." The major areas of initial disagreement between 

the judges and parents and terminal agreement concerned the 

specific use of the behavioral techniques reward, punishment, 

and ignoring,, Parents showed significant change on such 

items as "It is best not to reward a child for doing a job 

he is supposed to do" and "Ignoring bad behavior makes it 

worse" and "Spanking a child is a good way to teach him not 

to do something." 

Further refinements of the kind of survey used in 

this study could be used to assess the attitudes of parents 

before training to determine on which areas the training 

program should concentrate. An attitude survey might also 

be used to assess the outcome of parent training as well as 

the relationship between behavior and attitudes or verbal 

and nonverbal behaviors. 

The results of the Parent Teaching Task partially 

support the hypothesis that parents instructed in principles 

of operant conditioning could apply the principles in 

teaching their child a task. Group trained parents and 

individually trained parents increased their use of reward 

following treatment compared to the control group. As 

predicted there were no differences between GP and IP. 

However, the use of punishment by GP and IP did not signif

icantly decrease. In fact, all thirty parents had low rates 

of punishment during both the pre- and post-tests. This 



finding is in contrast to the results of Martin, Hoecker, -

and Hildebrandt (1970) who found high pre-treatment rates 

of P for parents using the same task. This difference in 

results may be due in part to the discrepancies in age 

between Martin et al„°s (1970) sample of children and the 

present sample. Martin's subjects were all pre-schoolers. 

The children in this sample were older and9 in general, 

seemed to comprehend and perform the task easily5 thus 

eliciting less punishment from their parents„ The task was 

also performed in a room devoid of all objects except the 

experimental apparatus. If toys and other stimuli had been 

present to attract the children's attention, more deviation 

from on-task behavior may have been expected along with 

more parental punishment. 

The second study supported the hypothesis that 

exposure to behavior management training would result in an 

increase of parental reward to a designated child with 

behavior problems and a decrease in the rates of punishment 

given to the same child. Results based on two sets of 

parents in each treatment condition indicated that reward 

significantly increased from baseline to treatment and 

weekly increases were significant through Week 5 of training. 

Reward peaked at W 5 and then significantly decreased at W 6 

and remained at the lower rate three months later at the 

follow-up. Parents were taught to use a continuous schedule 

of reinforcement and reward every instance of good behavior 



until Week 5 when they were taught that to maintain appro

priate behavior they should reinforce on an intermittent 

schedule. Parents did decrease their use of reward,, but IB 

also unexpectedly dropped. 

Punishment significantly decreased from baseline 

and weekly decreases were significant until Week 3® At 

follow-up both R and P remained unchanged from the end of 

treatment. As expected there were no significant differ

ences between GP and IP„ 

The results of home observation scores based on 

three sets of parents in each condition also indicated that 

P decreased significantly and R increased significantly 

from baseline to treatment. Rates of R did not show a 

significant drop from the peak reached in Week 5 of treat

ment to follow-up. An inspection of the individual scores 

for the two additional families showed that neither family 

reached the high rates of positive reinforcement attained 

by the four families in the first analysis. Therefore, 

the addition of these two sets of scores served to flatten 

the curve for reward. Punishment decreased significantly 

during treatment and remained at that level three months 

later. Again there were no significant differences 

between GP and IP. 

The second study demonstrates that behavior manage

ment techniques can be effectively applied to children's 

problem behaviors by behaviorally trained parents. The 



prediction that parental behavior training can significantly 

affect the rate of child target behavior was supported. 

Home observations by independent,, trained observers before 

and during trainings indicated that child target behavior 

significantly decreased from baseline to behavioral train

ing. In addition? evidence supporting the hypothesis that 

mothers could apply behavior management techniques to help 

children develop socially appropriate behavior was strong. 

Child behaviors incompatible with problem behaviors changed 

significantly from baseline to treatment. Changes in TB 

and IB were maintained three months later. As predicted 

there were no differences between GP and IP. 

For target behavior, weekly changes in rate of 

occurrence were significant until the third week of train

ing. After that week TB did not significantly change. 

During the third week„ parents learned to establish a 

contingency contract in which they planned to reinforce two 

desirable behaviors and ignore two inappropriate behaviors. 

After W 3 the average rate of TB for all 6 children was 

only occurring about once every ten minutes—compared to 

about once every two minutes during baseline. Learning 

additional techniques^ such as time-out9 did not signifi

cantly change the rate of TB. However^ time-out was not 

used by five of the six observed parents to decrease TB. 

Time-out was used mainly to decrease temper tantrums—a TB 

for only one observed child. 
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For incompatible behavior, weekly rate changes were 

significant until the fourth week of training. In weeks 

one through four, parents learned the use of reinforcers, 

and how to establish and modify a contingency management 

program,, Further training in shaping, modelings and problem 

solving did not significantly change rates of IB. However, 

it is not possible to determine if at the three months 

follow-up parents had used the techniques to maintain IB 

at its high level. 

The relationship between the parents' use of R and 

P and the child's rates of TB and IB is interesting. 

Figures 1 and 2 show that P and TB decreased together and 

R and IB increased together. Also, as P and TB were 

decreasing significantly, R and IB were increasing signifi

cantly. Overall the rate of P was significantly less than 

the rate of R. 

The major findings of the current study appear to 

have wide implications for child therapy. Not only can 

parents be taught to effectively decrease their children's 

problem behaviors and increase more socially acceptable 

behaviors, but they can be taught in a relatively short 

time (six weeks or less) to generate their own contingency 

management programs. Changes in child and parent behavior 

also appear to be durable. The current results suggest 

that even parents with limited education and resources can 

be.taught behavioral applications of learning theory. In 



the present study, consecutive referrals from a child 

guidance clinic were assigned to the two treatment groups— 

parents were not selectively screened for treatment. The 

study also provides some evidence that group training is 

as efficient as individual trainings, and the group instruc

tional method appears to be considerably more economical 

regarding professional time involvement. Finally, the 

entire development of training parents as "reinforcement 

therapists" for their own children has important implica

tions for future use in a systematic and prevention-

oriented model of treatment. 

With regard to further experimentation in the area 

of parent training, it would be of interest to replicate 

the current study using larger numbers of parents in the 

group and individual conditions and pre- and post-

treatment observational probes to determine if group 

training is, indeed, as effective as individual training. 

Future research should analyze the contribution of various 

aspects of the treatment procedure such as observation 

and recordings contingency contracting,, use of verbal 

positive reinforcement, ignoring and problem solving. A 

recent study by Christopherson, Arnold, Hill, and Quilitch 

(1972) found that training parents to administer a home 

token reinforcement system set up by the therapists pro

duced significant changes in. child behavior. Parents 

were not taught any new vocabulary or any general behavior 



principles. Herbert and Baer (1972) simply instructed 

parents to count their attention to appropriate child 

behavior. The parental self-recording (which only took 

ten minutes to teach) produced improvements in child 

behavior® Patterson (1972) found modest reduction in 

observed targeted deviant behavior immediately following 

the parents0 reading of a programmed text on social 

learning principles (Patterson and Guillionp 1971)» The 

effectiveness of groups led by paraprofessionals could also 

be profitably investigated. As more public demand is 

generated for behavior intervention procedures the cost of 

such programs will be an important factor in determining 

their social feasibility. 

More work needs to be done in the area of attitu-

dinal changes as a result of parent training. Changes in 

parents8 global descriptions of their children following 

training and comparisons between parental attitudinal and 

behavioral rating measures might be investigated. 

Research is needed to compare mothers and fathers 

in their use of behavior modification skills in the home. 

In the present study,, nearly all home observations were 

made during the day when the father was not at home„ The 

generalizability of training across siblings and across 

non-target behaviors of the problem child are important to 

investigate. The relationship between P and TB in normal 

as well as "deviant" families could be further explored. 



For example, it has not been determined if behaviors that 

parents rate as worse receive more negative attention. 

Techniques relying on reward for strengthening positive 

behavior could be contrasted with punitive techniques for 

decreasing deviant behavior. Research is needed to compare 

the relative merits of procedures for removing attention 

from objectionable child behavior9 to those for increasing 

attention to desirable behavior. Parental self-recording 

of attention to good and bad behaviors could also be 

contrasted with parental recording of child good and bad 

behaviors. Finally, research needs to be directed toward 

the relationship between parental behavior in the home and 

parental behavior in analogue situations. In this regard 

the issue of reactivity of the observer must be studied, 

with special attention given to measuring the effects of 

various levels of observer obtrusiveness in the observation 

procedure. 



APPENDIX A 

BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR PARENTS 

An outline of the topics covered each week and the 
homework projects required was as follows: 

I. Introductions The Social Learning Approach 

A. Pinpointing? defining problems in terms of 
behavior 

B. Observing and recording good and problem behaviors 

C. Projects 

1. Make a list of good and problem behaviors 

2. Observe and record one good behavior and one 
problem behavior 

II. Increasing Good Behavior 

A. Learning! How is behavior learned? How is it 
maintained? How is it changed? 

B. Reinforcing consequences 

C. Contingencies that operate in the natural 
environment 

D. Projects 

1. Continue pinpointing, observing and recording 

2. Define reinforcers available in the home 

3. Observe and record the social reinforcers 
you give 

III. Decreasing Problem Behavior - Part I 

A. Ignoring 

B. Managing and changing behavior 

C. Setting up a contingency management program 

D. Projects 

1. Continue pinpointing, observing and recording 

4 0  



2. Decide on a contingency management program 

3. Discuss the plan with the child 

Decreasing Problem Behavior - Part II 

A. Time-out 

B. Handling especially difficult behaviors 

C. Punishment; disadvantages and unexpected results 

D. Projects 

1. Continue contingency management program 

2. Develop a time-out contingency program 

Teaching New, Complex Behavior 

A. Shaping 

B. Maintaining good behavior 

C. Problems at school 

D. Projects 

1. Develop a shaping program 

2. Continue contingency management program 

Additional Techniques 

A. Modeling, rules, prompting 

B. Arming oneself against skeptics 

C. Problem-solving 



APPENDIX B 

GROUP PARENTS; CHILD BEHAVIOR MODIFIED 

Child's 
Parent Age 

Good 
Behavior 

Problem 
Behavior 

Mr/Mrs H 10 

M r s  T  5  

Mrs H 

Mr/Mrs A 

Mr/Mrs Z 

Mr/Mrs J 

10 

Mr/Mrs R 10 

obedience 
polite talk 

getting dressed on 
time 

making bed 
picking up clothes 

obedience 
courteous behavior 

playing nicely 
with brother 

making requests in 
normal tone of 
voice 

using good table 
manners 

obedience 

obedience 
eating nicely 

taking naps 

going to bed on 
time 

taking bath, 
brushing teeth, 
wearing clean 
clothes 

disobedience 
complaining 

not getting dressed 
on time 

leaving bed sloppy 
leaving clothes on 
floor 

disobedience 
arguing with parent, 
calling parent names 

taking toys from 
brother 

whining 

throwing food, 
talking "baby" talk 
refusing to do easy 
tasks 

disobedience 
throwing food, eat
ing with hands 

temper tantrums 
destructive behavior 

staying up late 
complaining 
fighting with sister 
temper tantrums 

k 2  



^ 3  

Child's Good Problem 
Parent Age Behavior Behavior 

Mrs T 2 playing quietly by crying, temper 
oneself tantrums 

obedience disobedience 



APPENDIX C 

INDIVIDUAL PARENTS? CHILD BEHAVIOR MODIFIED 

Child9 s 
Parent Age 

Good 
Behavior 

Problem 
Behavior 

Mr/Mrs K 

Mrs H 

Mr/Mrs D 

Mrs S 

Mr/Mrs B 

obedience 
playing nicely with 
sister 

talking in a normal 
tone of voice 

obedience 
playing nicely with 
friends 

polite talk to 
mother 

obedience 
eating nicely 
clear speech 
dressing self 

obedience 
polite talk to 
grandmother 

playing nicely with 
friends 

studying schoolwork 
at home 

completing lessons 
in school 

disobedience 
fighting with sis
ter 

screaming 

disobedience 
fighting with 
friends 

temper tantrums 

disobedience 
throwing food„ eat
ing with hands 

temper tantrums 
destructive behavior 
hurting animals 

disobedience 
"talking back" to 
grandmother 

fighting with 
friends 

not completing home
work at home 

not completing les
sons in school 



Child's 
Parent Age 

Good 
Behavior 

Problem 
Behavior 

4 5  

Mr/Mrs A 8 raising hand to be 
called on in 
school 

staying in seat 
attending to 
teacher 

bringing pencil 
and paper 

playing nicely with 
friends 

not raising hand 
not staying in seat 
not attending to 
teacher 

not bringing pencil 
and paper 

fighting with 
friends in neigh
borhood 

fighting at school 



APPENDIX D 

PARENT ATTITUDE SURVEY 

by Teri Hanson 

Your Name Date 

This is a survey to find out what you think about 
one area of interest to parents. Each of the following 
statements tells about a way of handling children or an 
idea about ways of handling children, I would like you to 
circle the number under each statement that best describes 
your feelings about the statement. 

(Judges ratings are underlined.) 

1. When a child does something a parent likes, he should be 
praised, 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 ^ 5 6 £ 

2 .  If a child's problem behavior is withdrawing from people 
and situations, then giving him extra attention when he 
is withdrawing will help him improve. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral9 Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 7 

3. When children are getting along well together, the par
ents should stay out of the situation. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 7 

4 6  
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k, A child can be taught good behavior by being rewarded 
for such behavior., 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral9 Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 Z 

5. If a child is arguing with his brothers or sisters, he 
should be ignored by his parents. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral,, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2 3 k 5 6 Z 

6. Punishment is just as effective a disciplinary method as 
reward. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree. Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  b  5 6 7  

7. If a child is acting bad„ the parent should try to talk 
him out of it. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral^ Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  b  5 6 7  

8. A child should get immediate attention when he is doing 
something good. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 b 5 6 Z 

9. A child should be told what it is he is doing right. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral^ Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  ^  5  6  Z  
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10. In the long run, it is more effective to punish a 
child°s had behavior than it is to ignore it. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

i 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Adult approval is a desirable reward for children. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 2 

12. Children should receive praise or attention for making 
a small amount of progress in the right direction. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 2 

13* It is best not to reward a child for doing a job he is 
supposed to do. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  4  5 6 7  

14. Children with emotional problems don't respond to any 
kind of reward. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 7 

15. Spanking a child is a good way to teach him not to do 
something. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  4  5 6 7  
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l6. A child should know why he is being punished. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 b 5 6 2 

17. A child should be rewarded with something he likes a 
lot. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 b 5 6 Z 

18. If a parent frequently indicates approval to a child 
for good behavior, the child will be "spoiled." 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral,, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  4 -  5 6 7  

19. To help a child improve his behavior, his parents should 
show him a lot of love and understanding. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 7 

20. When a parent sees a child doing something good, he 
should let him know it. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 b 5 6 7 

21. Using punishment, such as criticism or spanking, when a 
child does something bad is one of the best ways to 
teach him to be good. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  ^  5  6  7  
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22. If you want your child to be good, all you need to do 
is love him. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 7 

23. Punishing a child is the only way to completely elimin
ate bad behavior. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 4 5 6 7 

2^. A parent should pay the most attention to the child 
who is bad. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 ^ 5 6 7 

25. Once you start rewarding a child, he won't do anything 
unless you go on rewarding him just as much. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  ^  5 6 7  

26. Ignoring bad behavior makes it worse. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

12 3 k 5 6 7 

27. Children should not be physically punished. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  ^  5  6  7  
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28, A child knows when he is doing something right; you 
don't have to tell him. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  ^  5 6 7  

2?» Paying attention to a child who acts bad will help him 
to act better. 

Disagree Dis- Disagree Neutral, Agree Agree Agree 
Strongly agree Slightly Depends Slightly Strongly 

1 2  3  4 -  5 6 7  



APPENDIX E 

INSTRUCTION FOR PARENT TEACHING TASK 

You and your child will sit facing each other at a 

small table. 

1. There are seven cards9 each with two pictures 

on it. 

2. On the back of each card you can see that one 

picture has been marked with an "X". 

3. Put the stack of cards in your lap with the 

pictures facing the child. 

Lift the first card so the child can see the 

picture. 

5. The child is supposed to guess which picture 

you "like best". For this task the picture you "like best" 

will be the one marked with the "X".* 

6. Have the child tell you which picture he thinks 

you "like best" on each card one at a time. 

7. Tell him whether his guess was right or wrong. 

8. After you finish each card, lay it face down on 

the table, one on top of the other. 

9. When you finish all seven cards, pick up the 

stack and go through them again in the same way. 
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10. If you finish all 

through them another time* and 

and tell you the task is over. 

seven cards again, please go 

continue until we come in 

*Another set of instructions were prepared in which 
item 5 read "will be the one NOT marked with an "X". 



APPENDIX F 

STIMULI FOR THE PARENT TEACHING TASK 
ACCORDING TO AGE GROUPS 

Card 1 

Card 2 

Card 3 

Card b 

Card 5 

Card 6 

Card 7 

Card 1 

Card 2 

Card 3 

Card k 

Card 5 

Card 6 

Card 7 

Ages 2 to 7 

Truck (X) 

Frog 

Flag 

Bike 

Dress (X) 

Spider (X) 

Wheel 

Ages 8 to 10 

Grapes (0) Bread (X) 

Sheep (X) 

Swing (X) 

Teeth (0) 

Ship 

Sweater (X) 

Spoon (0) 

Snail 

Broom 

Brush (X) 

Whale (0) 

Skirt 

Chair 

Whistle 

Grasshopper 

Drum (X) 

Slide (X) 

Dish 

Snake 

Star (X) 

Fruit 

Skunk (0) 

Tree (0) 

Thumb 

Shell (X) 

Blouse (0) 

Stove (X) 

5 ^  



APPENDIX G 

CHILD BEHAVIORS OBSERVED IN THE HOME 

Group Condition 

Child Age 
Target 
Behavior 

Incompatible 
Behavior 

JJ 3 disobedience obedience 

ST 2 crying playing quietly 
alone 

PR 10 not going to bed 
on time 

Individual Condition 

going to bed by 
7*30 

CD 4 disobedience obedience 

LH 6 disobedience obedience 

LK 5 disobedience obedience 

5 5  



APPENI n 

MEAN SCORES FOR FREQUENCY OF I W 
TARGET BEHAVIOR AND INCOMP; T] 

DURING HOME C Bi 

Treats er 

Punishment Reward 
Treatment 
Condition 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Group .62 .35 .22 .21 .11 .10 .12 .12 .14 .26 .40 .59 .60 .41 . 

Individual .16 .13 .12 .01 .01 .00 .00 .02 .05 .16 .19 .35 .42 .24 . 

Combined X .39 . 2k  .17 .11 .06 .05 .06 .07 .10 .21 .29 .47 .51 .32 . 

Combined x x = .14 x = .30 
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.PPENI IX H 

' OF I UNISHMENT, REWARD, 
COMP; TIBLE BEHAVIOR 
:OME C BSERVATION 

-:r̂ a" r̂ ent Measure x Weeks 

Incompatible Behavior Target Behavior 

6 7 8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

.41 • 3$ .43 .11 .31 .28 .63 .39 .33 .42 .54 .61 .45 .49 .14 .11 .08 .05 .04 

.24 .13 .11 .10 .06 .12 .17 .12 .22 .14 .16 .46 .15 .13 .06 .04 .10 .04 .05 

.32 . 26 .27 .10 .18 .20 .40 .25 .27 .27 .35 .53 .30 .31 .10 .07 .09 .04 .05 

x = .25 x = .19 

56 



1 

2 

3  

4 

5 
6 

7 
8 

9  

10 

11 

12 

1 3  

14 

1 5  

16 

1 7  

18 

1 9  

20 

APPENDIX I 

COEFFICIENT CONTRASTS FOR PLANNED COI?A 
HOME OBSERVATION RESULTS C 

Punishment 

1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 

Coefficient Contrastr 

Reward Incompati 

3 ^ 5 6 7 8  1 2 3 ^  

- 7 1 1 1 1  

0 - 6 1 1 1  

0  0 - 5 1 1  

0  0  0  - 4 1  

0 0 0 0 - 3  
- 7 1 1 1 1  

0 - 6 1 1 1  

0  0 - 5 1  1  

0  0  0 - 4 1  

0 0 0 0 - 3  
- 7  1 1  

0 - 6 l  

0 0 - 5  
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

5 7  



APPENDIX I 

COEFFICIENT CONTRASTS FOR PLANNED COf?ARISON TESTS-t-
HOME OBSERVATION RESULTS 1 

Coefficient Contrastr 
Reward Incompatible Behavior Target Behavior 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 8  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

- 7 1 1 1 1  

0 - 6 1 1 1  

0  0 - 5 1 1  
0  0  0 - 4 1  

0 0 0 0 - 3  
- 7  1  1  1  1  

0-6 1 1 1 

0  0  - 5  1  X  
0 0 0 1 

0  0  0  0  - 3  

r-7 1 1 1 1 

0 r-6 1 1 1 

0  0 - 5 1 1  

0  0  0  - 4 1  
0 0 0 0 - 3  

5 7  



APPENDIX J 

MEAN SCORES FOR FREQUENCY OF PUNISHMENT 
AND REWARD DURING HOME OBSERVATIONS 

Punishment 

Treatment 
Condition 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Group .6l .42 .21 .27 .18 .12 .12 .11 

Individual .24 .21 .20 .07 .12 .05 .03 .04 

Combined X = .43 .32 .20 

X = 

.17 

.19 

.15 

0
0
 0
 •
 .07 .08 

Reward 

Treatment 
Condition 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Group .14 .21 .35 .41 .42 .41 .36 .36 

Individual .14 .22 .2? .36 .38 .24 .31 .17 

Combined X = .14 .22 .31 

x = 

0
0
 
0
 

« 
• 

.40 .33 .33 .27 

5 8  



APPENDIX K 

COEFFICIENT CONTRASTS FOR PLANNED COMPARISON TESTS-
HOME OBSERVATION RESULTS II 

Coefficient Contrasts 

Punishment Reward 

Weeks 1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 8  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

1 - 4  0 1 0 1 0 1 1  

2 0 0  - 3  0 1 0 1  1  

Compar- 3 0 0 0 0  - 2  0 1  1  
ison 

4 - 4  0 1 0 1 0 1 1  

5 0 0  - 3  0 1  0 1  1  

6 0 0 0 0  - 2  0 1  1  

5 9  
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