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N\ . Introduction

One common method of discoverjng good parenting techniques is
e \ to f1nd~oot what good parents (usoa11y mothers) actuaf]y do, the
- assdmptiom being that good porents know'what they are‘doing. Buf
. how does this knowledge deve]op? To 1mpr0ve parenting skills. we
need to. study not Just the knowledge that parents have. but the

conditions that seem to foster its development.

v This study represents a preliminary attempt to looP at

/o lnon parental. as vkll as parental speech to young children.. This
. 1nvestigation has attempted to elucidate: . . -
J (1) whether adults, regardless of sex- typing and experience. _
AR 'share the same tacit knowledge about 'how on®@ Oughf'to talk ko~ - -~ - °
/' ' | entlgren, . - l .
“ ) ‘ (2) whether the vay we talk to young c Jldren develops 'as a
' . natural result-of experience. i .
[ (3) whether the feminine socialization Lrocess. in some way,
lbetter prepares one to 1nteract with children . '

Recent studies have shown that mothers!

when' talking to young chi]dren (Snow, 1972; Newport. 1977). This

modify their speech

| special way of talking,.coined "motherese.".is characterized 1n‘

' the following manner. ' L E .

“Motherese” is reflected in shorter mein length of utterance
. { ‘

| .
(hereafter to be referred to as MLU) and rcdjced overall output of
T

' .speech: It is further characterized by many, epetitions and by

s
|
utterances that are well formed although raéher simplistic with

regard to phonology and syntax.

\

|
|
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‘It has been suggested, that "motherese” thus provides an especially apprd-

priate.model for the young chilh in the beginning stages of language
‘ ‘e g »

acquisition. ' , - b

Several very recent studies have also looked at paternal Sbeech and

. found that fathers also alter the way they talk to young children (Stein.

1976‘ ‘Weintraub, 1976). "Fatherese," h0\ever. seems £0 d1ffer sty1istically

from "motherese." - "Fatherese" tends to have 10nger.utterances and more

\
b

total language output than “motherese.” Fathers‘afso péréphrased to 3.

greater degree thdn did mothers, thus-hhéducinq more modifications in their
v . . : s

speech to children., C ., o

A common assumption of this work is that differences between "motherese"

and "fatherese“ result from d\fferences in sex-typing of the - pafents That'

is, it is assumed that fathers ahd mothers' interactions with their children

are a function of how thev each perceive thdir role as to caretaving res-

ponsibtlities dictated hv thelr sex-role. If this is true, vie hypothesized

that androqynous people should spea) "androgynese,"

~

Androgyny has been explained in the following way. ‘First, qgsculinity

and feminity have heen, up until now, considered to be bipolar ends of a

single continuum. That is, a persoh’has consilered as either masculine or

feminine, not both. This, however, does not permit a person to be both

masculine and feminine depending on the situational appropriateness of these

various behavigrs. Therefore

1

feminity, strongly sex-typed rqfsoﬂs vould be seriously limited in the range
® P
of behaviors available to them as they move from situation to situation. A

mixed or androgynous scff-concept would thus allow an individual to freely

* . .
éngage in both "masculine” and "feminine" behavior. For example, an andro-

. .
gynous person may be assertive or submissive depending on- the demands of

the situation., A strongly sex-typed person would or could not.

4
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.

, in the aforementioned conception of masculinity-

“




i 1& order to determing andnoeyrj. Sandra Bem (1974) has developed
' e‘heasure.'“The_Bem Se;-aole ihventory,f in which the person's attaihed
;qdrogyny score reflects the felatjve amounts of masculinity and fem-
,.1n1n1ty that fhe person {nc]udes tn his or her own self description.

""Therefore. "androg;ﬁese.“ if it exists, might be similar to
"motherese“_or'bebd1fferent than either “motherese” or “fatherese. "

That 15,'an androgynous berson, regardless of ch.'wogld respond accord-

ing to the demands of the situation, Since it is still an open queetion :
‘ >

o, . -1 L
as to what is the post appropriate manner of talking to children, we cannot

be sure that "motherese" {s the most epprupriate behavio}. ,
Mothers however differ from fathers in more than just their sex:

mothers spend more time uith their children than do fathers (Rébelsky .

" and Hanks. 1971). Rebelsky and Hanks found that fathers spend an amazingly -

Tow 37.7 seCSnds, per day, off the average, in verba]jjnteracgion with their

infants. Further, vhen fathers are with their young children, it is often

‘times in a different capacity than the mothers, exhibiting physical rather

than verbal behavior. So, in'fact, sex-typina and experience with children

are confounded when ve compare mothers and fathers:

Method " i

‘The presenf study loqks'at‘the relative effects.pﬁ sex-typing and
experience on the types of linguistic modifications thai adults make

- when speaking”to youna children. Our sampie vas. se!ected from among both

undergraduate ahd graduate studepts on the basLQ of their response$ to a

'questionnaire consistinn of the "Bem Sex-Role Inventory" and ratings of

experience with children.

[
-

Subjects were classified as low experience ifvthej rated themselves

at the low end of a ten point scale’




. P ,“ ) . ! \ c\ e " 4‘ %1 ) ::
1 \ -
oy B (1) 1 have had no-contact with young children. o ey
‘ b T - for) : b L ' T
; '1»7.;' oo (2) 1 havé seldon been around’ yoyng children, maybe once a year.

Subjects viere classified as high experience if they rated them-
. se\ves at the high.end of the ‘scale:

(9) For at 1east ofe year, 1 have had extensive contecf/§{~h a
]

4 young child; for example. a younger sibling, nephen or niece.

> S (or) |
(10) 1 have -Jwad extensive caretaking res;lnsibﬂity for a chﬂd
:' ‘ : for example. as a parent or day caré worker or teacher.
. ’ The subjects for this 1nvestdga!}on cqnsisted of 41 adu\ts.'éd '

males (11 low experience with children, 9 high'cxperience with ch{1dren)
. .- and 21 females (10 low experience with children, 11 /high experience with
‘ . children). Of these 10 wepe and®gynous (5 high experience with chv\dren.

5 low experience with children).” The remaining 31 subjects were highly

I, sex-typed males and females.

} <

~ The subjects vere then told that they were to look-at a book with

an 1meginary two-year- old child They.vwere instructed to present the

. story 1n a$ natumal vay as possible and that this vas a study looking at
" | » how adults" thﬁnk they should ta1k to young children The stimulus book
. used vas Rudol;h‘the Red-nosed Reindeer. In each instance: the subject
| :/: vas alone n the, room during his/her presentation. The sessions were
ﬁ' , fl taperecorded and lqterexranscriped verbatum .and typedI The protocols
5 4

" were first scored as to the total-word output and the number of words
per sentence. In‘an attempt to discover what accounted for differences
. " in output and sentence length, simplifications from the text (fexical 5
& ) v .

. and structural ¢hanges and omissions), end'elaborations from the text,
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~_both 1ﬁtra- and extra-sentential, vere also scored. [xtra-sentential

- masculine, feminine ang androgynous X high and low experience with
_,children). , n

i

,elaborations were scored as to sentence,type: deixis, wh-questions,

= o
~ yes-no questions, interjections, declaratives and imperatives. Previous

e \

" studies have not scored for Simplifications and elaborations. '

A3 X 2 analysis of vgriance design was employed, {sex-typed

’
R

-

Using role play rather than real children; of course, results in (>

a somewhat artificfﬁ\ situation. Since we vere using low experierice

adu{ts. that is, non-parents, it is obvidus that we could not use the
children of our high exreriéﬁee adults. It has also heen found that

both mothers and fathers provide more information to their same-séx child
wheﬁ reading a story (S}ein.,197é): Lecause of -this sex of child-sex of
adult 1ntérddtion. aqd because chi]dred differ so much in their respon-
siveness due to fatioue, attentidn span, intorcsts,.ctc‘. it would have
‘introduced many new variahles if we‘had dsed actual children. Aside from

this fact, what we were interested in was how adults think they ought to

talk to young Chi(dren. fhe subjects in our study seemed to feel that.

~d
this was a reasonahle task and did, in fact, make many modifications in

‘their linguistic performance.

The .05 level of significance was used—as a decision criterion,

although .10 was considered to be torderline significance.

Results and Discussion

\ Androgynese. Ns was discussed above, it was expected that andro-

gynous males and females would perform much the same way as each other.

7
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The results indicSted that contrary to what we believed, androgynous males

and females performed much the same vaj as did their appropriate sex- typed

e ., counterparts. That 15. androuvnous males performed more like sex-typed

N

5 . males and androqvnous females.more like sox typed females.

. concluded«that.no one spcaks "androgynese.”

Ve therefore
.Two possible conclusions concern;bg'andropyny are indigated:i
First, we should probably take é second ook at the tool used to
measure‘androéyny. I£ could be’thafAthe “Bem Sex-Role lnventory".if not
measuring anythiné gppropriéte For our Eask. More resea}ch should be
done in th1s area, fn that the “fem Sex-Role Inyont&ryf has not been

widely used or tested in many c1rcumstancos and settings.

Second, perhaps sex-typ\ng may not be as 1mportant in advlt- ch\ld
1ﬁteract1ons as prevxously assumed. This po1nt w$11 be discussed further -
in the sectign fo1lov1nq 81scusswnn the 1nteract1on of sox and experlence.

“Since andronvnv apparently vasn't a measure of anyth1ng sxgnifxcant
in this study. subsequent analysis combfned anf}ggynous ma1e5'and Fe-
males with their évntopfiate sex. This resulted in a 2 X 2 design (Sex -
X Eineriénce), and. considered difforences in 1) tatal word output,

2) the average number of uords per utterance, 3)- the number of simp\w-

fications, and 4) the number of'\elaboratmns

'

Sex and Experience There vere: no swgn1f1cant differences w\th

ve ot regard to simplif1ca¢ﬁon or elaboratidn, so ve will restrict our dis- S

-~

o cussion to a total output and words per uttcrance

y N Contrary ta prnvﬂous -findinas, “o found no s1nn1f1caht sex

( differences’for total output‘and found_that fema1es produced 1onge} )

3 %
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';:utterances (p. ¢ .01) than did males. The biggest sex difference was

between the low experience subjects. As a‘group. then our females did

- E ; ~not' speak normal "motherese,” nor did our males speak normal “fatherese." '
' ' We begin to get a clearer picturefﬁhen we consider,the variable. of

- experience. In particular. ve find: . “ ¢

.

(N with experience the general trend is to produce iess totai
output and shorter utterances (marginaily significant. p. <),

o : (2) With more experience, the difference between the sexes P

? . -
becomes 1ess. ' * T

)
s
v

(3) Experience accounts for_ more change in females than it does
in‘males. R Y

° . ~
» v » hd -
" ; 3
. r K

Each of these points will now be given individuai consideration.
First with experience. the generai trend is-to produce less .
total language output and. shorter utterances vhen talking to children.

The fact that experience resulted in shorter thtal vord output and shorter

p utterances was clearly understood and‘oxpected The more experience one

has with young children the more 1ike1y shc/he is- to produce shorter and
-fewer Sentences to facilitate understanding by a/small child, What is
interesting here vas the fact that this marginai significant differences

in total languaqe output (p.<.1) by experience was accampanied with an .

insignificant differnnce due. to sex. {p. < 7). This indicates that with

R experiencc, both -men and viomen 1earn to alter their speech and” thus eradi-
2
cates any sex differences that viere aoparent before. \ .

If this description of experienced and inexperienged adults sounds

' somewhat familiar, it is because these vere precisely the definitions °

of "motherese“ and “fatherese It thercfore appears that "fatherese" '

is, in fact, not that ianguage pattern dsed by fathers, but rather, that s
. / ' » ¢ & ¢ e
- ) ¥ - i 9 ¢ : " »
= L \ - R -

. L % s ’. !
a) ) >
» ’




) Eﬂanguage used by inexperienced speakers to chfﬁdféwr~boxh males and '

~ females.

"1t did in males. '

“chi]dfinteraétion. lut adult rating of infants’

* of subjects.

In.‘the same vgin.’"mqtherese" appears to be the languagé of

those exper1énced.y1th children, again, both female{ and males.

‘Secdnd. with more experience, the difference between the sexes

. becomes less. This finding would indicate that experience is indeed

/

an important déte(ﬁinant in how adults, think they should talk to §
children; thus, substantiating'thé first point.

Finally, experience accounted for more change in females than .
‘9

Y o« 5
Our data shou that the difference between high and Tow expert-
enced fema1es 1n regard to total word output and mean length of utter-

ance was'marginally significant, hL Q.]). yhile the difference between

males wés noE. (ﬁ..(.d). This finding was not expected for two reasons:

-

First, in the past, research has shown ‘that males are more affected

by experience with chiidren in terms of change in behavior (Condry and

Condry, 1976). Condry and Condry, however, were not looiihq at adult-

! emotional responses to 2
different. arousing stimuli. " ) ’ : 0 "

Second, $now (1972) has shown thht experienced mothers were not

;sighificant\y better than non-mothers in predicting the speech -style
ﬁodiffcations.requiréd by voung children. MWe bélieve thst the discrep-
ancy 1n data here is represented by F) probable d\fferenfe W catagorization
Snow chose her SUbJECtS pure\y on the b%sis of "motherness."

That 1s her subjects vere elfher mothers or they vieve not. Qur Study
represents a premiere Sstudy in. which part1c1pants were grouped'according

.to_experience with children, rather than 1ust motherness
P LI |

: S 10




\ . As is quite ev1dent one nced not be a parent, more speczfically

a, mother, to have had _experience with ch1ldren ‘It could very uell be =

\ - that Snow S non- mothers did in fact have experience with children. This °
3 would then account for the ronsignificant difference between mothers and

. nonzmothers in her study. s

Perhaps our results indicate that with regard to interaction,

females benef1t more. from experience than do males. chales may, in

. some sense, be conditioned to be more sensit\ve to feedback from ch\\dren.

1t would certain]x be adaptive for a primary caregiver to possess such

-

\

scngitivity.

Me can.now speculate as to why the,lnw experience ‘females' language
N . -pattern resembled "fatherese" even more than did either male éroup's.
‘ " The low experience females used longer utterances and gave more total ~*
output than did any other group. Perhaps th1§ pattern--typical of
"fatherese"--may reflect more than incxnenicncégv It may also reflect
high motivation. Our low experience females vere educatgon students
who no doubt felt stronger pressure to "cry‘hard" to ‘compensate for -

inexperience, as did fathers in Stein's and Weintraub's studies. For

example, females are more likely to gp'into elementary education, while

males are more likely to go into seconqary education. Thus, there exists’

a strong expectation--and rresé;re--that fema1e9 vwill know better how

to interact withlyoung'children Finally, 10\ experience fema]es are

rare in education classes, and this no doubt increases preSSure on

them to try hard. Fathers, similarly, were put in a situation in which *

the1r interaction patterns with children were compared. with that of their

wives--a situation that would und0ubted1y 1ncrease nressure Xo perform

well as a parent. .,




. % : ; e

o Thus simp]y talking more may, be what people do when they are

trying hard to be a good parcnt but talking \ess is what one learps .
_from experience to be more appropriate. In light of this, "fatﬂerese“

may reflect\ﬁoth,lack of experience and misguided enthusiasm,

Summar ' ' ‘
.. Today, we{haeellboked;atfn@\es and females and how. they think' .

' they should talk.to young children. This study mest~be vieved as pre-

liminary .study--1t must be replicated using “1ive" children and more
e

Subjects--yet 1t duggests that ve.should question some assumptions

and.conc\usions,from past research.” Until now. sex-typing was thought

to account for most of the differences found in adult-ch1ld interaction
‘ patterns. If androgyny has any validity with regard to adult-child
i 1nteract10n;‘then the lack of "anlrogynese" suggests that sex-typing

may not be the significant criterion. Experience with children appeérs

to be much more iMportant than sex-typina in this regard. Ve have seen

that exper%ence mirrors fho differences between "motherese" and “fatherese"
- and that it reduces sex}d1ffoéences. The finding that experience affeces'
woen Bgre: SHan wER mepTLs fuefher studys |
Perh%q;\"mothe;ese." the.word used to sigpify the way mother§

talk to youn§~chi1dren. indicating their compatencg and eﬁderstphding.

lis a misnomer. lle have ind{cated that, ‘indeed, both expékienced males

aﬁd females exhibit similar behavior in regard to the way the} talk to
‘young chi]dken. 'Likewiée. we have seen that Jfaeherese" is spoﬂen by

both males and females.vho share a common characteristic, that of in-

experience with young children., llaybe what we need is.a new vord,

; % )
one that.reflects no sex differences, but yed reflects competence with, °
. A .

and understanding of voung children. Perhaps,.."PARENTESE." '

’ 12 ' - - ' &3
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