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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Parents, teachers, psychologists, and others who 

are concerned with children's behavior have long recog

nized that children will behave or misbehave in order to 

become the center of attention. The little boy who gets 

caught throwing spit balls while the teacher is busy with 

another pupil may be seeking attention. Attention may 

also be the goal of a brother and sister v7ho get into a 

fight while mother is on the telephone. This study in

vestigated the behavior of children in their efforts to 

get attention. 

The theoretical and empirical basis for an inves

tigation of attention-seeking behavior is derived from 

three main sources: Lewin's emphasis on the environment 

of the child; the work of Bijou, Baer, Zigler, Stevenson, 

et, al,, on the effects of social reinforcement; and the 

ideas of Dreikurs on child behavior as derived from the 

Individual Psychology of Alfred Adler, 

Lewin (1931) felt that the environment of a child 

is very important in the consideration of his behavior. 

The total environment is understood to be every object or 

person in the child's presence at any given moment. It 



also includes his internal state, both physical and psy

chological, as well as past learning and memories, and 

expectations of future events. 

The total environment at any given moment must be 

considered to understand fully the actions of the child. 

In addition, Lewin placed a special emphasis on the social 

environment and felt that the child learned in increasing 

degrees to control it. Social facts, i.e., the interac

tions and reactions of people, are as real in the environ

ment as physical facts and play an important role in the 

child's behavior. Lewin said: 

The fact that certain activities (e.g., playing 
with certain toys) are "allowed" and others '"for
bidden" (e.g., throv/ing things, or touching cer
tain objects belonging to the "grown ups") begins 
very early--certainly before the age of two—to 
play an important dynamic part in the structure 
of the child's environment. With the growth of 
the child, social facts usually acquire more and 
more significance for the structure of the psy
chological environment (1931j P- 595). 

Lewin also considered the needs of the child to 

be important in his interaction with the environment. 

Social needs were as necessary for the child as physical 

needs. Therefore, Lewin said, "All these things and 

events [physical and social facts] are defined for the 

child partly by their appearance but above all by their 

'functional possibilities.'" 

Environmental facts, both social and physical, 

have the ability to attract or repel the child. In 



Lewinian terminology this is considered to be a valence, 

and the valence of an object is usually derived from the 

fact that the object is a means to the satisfaction of a 

need, or has something to do in an indirect way with the 

satisfaction of a need. The positive or negative valence 

of an environmental fact determines the direction of the 

behavior. A positive valence attracts the child and a 

negative valence repels him. 

In Lewin's theory, the field force is the total 

environmental situation which motivates the child or 

person to movement or activity. This field force has 

the properties of direction, strength, and point of ap

plication. The direction which the valence imparts to 

the child's behavior varies in accordance with the con

tent of his wants and needs. At times a barrier may 

prevent the child from direct attainment of the desired 

goal. The barrier may take the form of a fence, a locked 

door, or even a prohibition by an authority. ' If such a 

barrier does exist, the child may then take a circuitous 

route around the barrier and still reach the desired ob

ject, Lewin stated that barriers, particularly prohibi

tive authorities, create a negative valence for the ob

jects or activities. If the positive valence of the 

desired object or activity is stronger than the negative 

valence created by the barrier then the child will con

tinue to be directed toward the forbidden object or 



activity. The existence of both positive and negative 

valences for the same object creates conflict in the 

child. 

The strength of the valence is also an important 

property in determining behavior. According to Lewin an 

object or activity may have a strong positive valence. 

The way to change the activity or prevent a child from 

attaining the object is to create a barrier that has suf

ficient negative valence to counteract the strength of 

the positive valence. A child may want to play with a 

ceramic figure on a coffee table. The barrier is the 

prohibition by an adult. The figure has a positive va

lence; the prohibition places a negative valence on the 

activity of playing with it. If the prohibition has 

greater strength than the positive valence of the ceramic 

figure, then the child will refrain from the prohibited 

activity. 

The point of application is the direct activity 

that will satisfy a need or a desire. In the above exam

ple the point of application would be the child's moving 

toward and reaching for the ceramic figure. However, 

with the adult's prohibition the point of application may 

be the child's seeking permission from the adult to play 

with the object. In seeking permission the point of ap

plication is directed toward the adult and indirectly 

toward the desired object. 



If attention from an adult is the goal of a child 

then the direction, strength, and point of application of 

the valence may be misinterpreted. If the object of the 

valence is the attention of an adult and the barrier is 

the adult's unconcern or preoccupation so that the direct 

point of application is not satisfying, then the child 

may attain attention by the circuitous route of misbehav

ior. He can reach for the prohibited object or engage in 

the prohibited activity and thereby obtain the desired 

attention. In this case the prohibition does not create 

a negative valence for the activity, but may place a posi

tive valence on such behavior. 

Punishment typically places a negative valence on 

an object or activity. However, if attention can be con

sidered a need, then the negative aspects of punishment 

may be overshadowed by the satisfaction of the need for 

attention. A strong valence for attention could explain 

why a child may continue to engage in prohibited activity 

in the face of severe punishment. While the punishment 

fails to place a negative valence on the activity, the 

attention received is adding positive value to it. 

Those experimenters engaged in behavior modifi

cation research generally consider social reinforcement 

as verbal approval from another person (Baer, 1962; Ban-

dura, 1963; Bijou and Baer, 1963; Gewirtz and Baer, 1958; 

Stevenson, I96I), Very few studies have investigated 
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whether negative statements or punishment could actually 

reinforce a behavior. 

Bijou and Baer (I963) discussed the child's at

tention-seeking from the point of view of social rein

forcement. They felt that attention given to a child was 

rewarding and that behavior could be shaped by giving or 

withholding attention. They mentioned several field-type 

experimental studies in which the behavior of several 

problem children was examined while they were in school. 

The studies extended for a period of days, examining the 

environment at the time of the child's misbehavior and 

the change in that environment as a consequence of that 

behavior. When the reinforcing consequences were deter

mined, they were stopped and the teachers then provided 

attention and approval for other more appropriate behav

ior. The authors stated that the unwanted behavior les-

lened and the new behavior was strengthened. 

Baer (1962) conducted research using a puppet as 

the social reinforcer and found that children would be

have in such a manner as to produce and maintain atten

tion from the puppet. However, he said that there were 

vast individual differences among children and that some 

children did not respond to attention as a social rein-

forcer. 

In an evaluative article on social reinforcement 

research, Zigler (1963) stated that all events could be 



classified as reinforcing or non-reinforcing. He also 

stated: 

The demonstration that a social reinforcer 
strengthens a response sheds little light on 
the central issue of why this should be the 
case. . . . The central question is what the 
social reinforcer means to the child, with 
such meaning ultimately being determined by 
the cognitive and motivational attributes of 
the child (I963, p. 6l5). 

He further recognized that "the most objectively negative 

social stimuli could be and in fact are defined as posi

tive social reinforcers." 

Some answers to Zigler's questions on the nature 

of social reinforcement may be gained by considering the 

teleological theory of childhood behavior, which Dreikurs 

(1964) has derived from an Adlerian framework. Dreikurs 

hypothesized that every action of the child can be ex

plained by one or more of four goals: 

A well behaved and well adjusted child has found 
his way toward social acceptance by conforming 
with the rules governing the group and by making 
useful contributions. But even the child 'who 
misbehaves and defies the requirements and needs 
of the situation still believes that his actions 
will give him social status. He may try to get 
attention or attempt to prove his power, or he 
may seek revenge or display his deficiency in 
order to get special service or exemption. Which
ever of these four goals he adopts, his behavior 
is based on his conviction that only in this way 
can he function within the group. His goal may 
occasionally vary with circumstances; he may act 
to attract attention at one moment, and assert 
his power or seek revenge at another. He may 
also attain his goal by different techniques; 
therefore, the same behavior pattern can be used 
for different purposes. Its dynamics can be 
generally recognized by the effects which it has 
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on others and by the impulsive reaction of the 
adults. Whatever one is inclined to do to the 
child when he misbehaves is generally identical 
with the child's expectation. Be it attention, 
contest for power, mutual retaliation and revenge, 
or exasperation and despair on the part of the 
parents and teachers; it always reflects the goal 
of the child (1964, p. 1). 

The attention getting activity is the first goal 

of the child and is an important aspect of the other goals 

mentioned. The three other goals seem to emerge from the 

child's attempts to get attention and the reaction of the 

parents to these attempts. Dreikurs explained: 

The attention getting mechanism is operative in 
most children. Its predominance is the result 
of the method in which children are brought up 
in our culture. When young, they have very few 
opportunities to establish their social position 
through useful contribution. Whatever has to be 
done for the welfare of the family is done by older 
siblings or adults. This leaves one way for the 
young child to feel a part of his family group. 
Prevented from gaining status through his own 
constructive contributions, he can gain it only 
through a recognition of his value by the others. 
As a result the child seeks constant proof of 
his acceptance through gifts, demonstrations of 
affections, or at least through attention. As 
none of these increase his own feeling of strength, 
self-reliance, and self-confidence; the child 
requires constant new proof least he feel lost 
and rejected. He will try to get results through 
socially acceptable and pleasant means, like his 
charm, cuteness, cleverness, bright remarks and 
the like. However, he may discover that these 
methods are no longer sufficiently effective. 
Such shattering discoveries are generally made 
when a younger sibling is born, "who steals the 
show," or when the adults expect the child to 
give up his "childish" behavior. As he grows up, 
the same "adorable" qualities are no longer re
garded as proper. Sometimes the child overdoes 
his demands, particularly when the adults begin 
to make demands on him. At any rate, whenever 
the pleasant methods fail, the child will try any 



other conceivable method to put others into his 
service or to get attention. Unpleasant by
products, like humiliation, punishment, or even 
physical pain, do not matter as long as his main 
purpose is acliieved. Children prefer being beaten 
to being ignored. Being ignored or treated with 
indifference is interpreted as real rejection, as 
being excluded (1964, p. 1). 

Obtaining attention is the primary goal in young 

children according to Dreikur's theory. Through atten

tion they find their place and status in the family group 

or community. If the attention they seek is unavailable 

through socially acceptable activities, or if their so

cially acceptable activities do not get attention, then 

they misbehave in order to obtain the desired attention. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the 

attention-seeking behavior of young children. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Attention-seeking behavior in children has been 

subjected to little experimental study. Related research 

in the areas of social reinforcement and social deprivation 

provides limited information concerning attention-seeking 

in children. Further studies investigating the effect of 

frustration in children also provide important information 

in evaluating attention-seeking behavior. 

Attention-Seeking 

Gewirtz (1954) investigated three determinants of 

attention-seeking in children. The three independent vari

ables included in the study were: the degree of apparent 

availability of an adult to the child, the sex of the 

adult, and the sex of the child. In the study each of 

fifty-six middle class children, ages 4-0 to 5-7 years, 

were allowed to easel paint once in an adult's presence. 

In the high availability condition, the adult sat close 

to the child giving him complete attention. In the low 

availability condition, the adult sat at a somewhat dis

tant desk busily working on papers. The adult was equal

ly receptive in both conditions. 

10 



11 

The six dependent variables were: comments cas

ually made, questions casually asked, attention-seeking 

(urgent responses for overt notice), glances, paintings 

completed, and painting time. The results indicated that 

there were significantly greater mean frequencies of at

tention-seeking and glances in the low availability condi

tions than in the high availability condition. Boys di

rected a greater mean frequency of these behaviors to 

women than to men and also made more comments and ques

tions to women. 

Gewirtz (1956) analyzed his data and obtained 

three factors. He interpreted factor A as an active (ver

bal) attempt to gain or to maintain the attention of the 

adult. Factor B was not clearly defined but was inter

preted as either: (a) an achievement-oriented response 

pattern to the task prescribed which was employed for the 

adult's attention or approval, or (b) a response pattern 

for attention or approval employed by the passive, docile 

child or by the child in conflict over employing the more 

direct response pattern. Factor C was poorly defined and 

Gewirtz hypothesized that it possibly reflected the rela

tive immaturity of some children, or their inability and 

Inexperience in painting. 

Concerning attention-seeking, Gewirtz stated: 

Knowledge of the process underlying young chil
dren's behavior for attention and similar rein-
forcers might well be a key to understanding 
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their general social interaction with both adults 
and peers, very little is known either about the 
dimensionality of their attention-seeking or 
about its antecedents (1956, p. 17). 

Hartup (1958) investigated nurturance and nur-

turance withdrawal in relation to dependency behavior in 

young children.- In his study two groups of children were 

given different kinds of nurturant attention. In the 

first group the children were given nurturance for ten 

minutes. The second group received nurturance for five 

minutes and then the nurturance was withdrawn for five 

minutes. The examiner remained in the room but left the 

child's immediate presence during the second five minutes 

and responded to the child's behavior by explaining that 

she was busy. Following the nurturance condition the 

child was presented learning tasks, which were introduced 

as games. He found that the children in the nurturance 

withdrawal groups took fewer trials to learn the task and 

made fewer errors than the continuously nurtured group. 

Hartup reported that the results support the hypothesis 

that nurturance withdrawal supplies greater motivation 

for children's behavior than consistant nurturance. He 

stated that the child who experienced the witdrawal of 

nurturance was more efficient in learning the tasks in 

order to gain the reassurance of the adult. In this 

study the author described giving nurturance as giving 

the child the undivided attention of the examiner. 
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Therefore the withdrawal of nurturance was also the with

drawal of attention. His results could be interpreted 

that the child responds to withdrawal of nurturance or 

attention by learning more efficiently when the reward is 

the verbal approval of an adult. 

Social Reinforcement and Social Deprivation 

Behavior modification research has resulted in 

the investigation of the effects of social reinforcement 

in children. The area of social reinforcement is related 

to the current study in that in order to give this kind 

of reinforcement to a child, another person, usually an 

adult or an adult surrogate, must give the child some 

kind of attention. 

Zigler and his associates at Yale have published 

numerous studies of the effects of social reinforcement. 

McCoy and Zigler (I965) found that an adult who responded 

in a warm, positive fashion toward a child was more ef

fective as a reinforcer in a subsequent testing session. 

They also found that early experience with a neutral 

adult increased the effectiveness of supportive statements 

beyond that found when the adult was a stranger. 

Berkowitz and Zigler (1965) continued this line 

of study to determine the persistence of the effects of 

such experiences. They found that social reinforcers 

given by a previously critical adult who made disapproving 
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statements about the child's performance had a greater 

effect on the child. However, when testing was delayed 

for a week, social reinforcers were more effective when 

given by a stranger than by the disapproving adult. 

Berkowitz, Butterfield, and Zigler (I965) inves

tigated the effectiveness of social reinforcers on per

sistence and learning tasks following positive and nega

tive social interaction. The interpreted results were 

that the child's attitude toward the adult determines the 

child's responsiveness to the social reinforcers the 

adult dispenses. • 

The studies cited above used approving and prais

ing statements as social reinforcers. These investiga

tors found that approving statements increased the per

formance of children on a learning task. However, they 

compared the effect of approving statements with no state

ments. In other words, they gave attention, in the form 

of approval, for the correct response and withheld ap

proval for other responses. Although these studies re

vealed significant results, there is no way of determining 

whether increased performance resulted from attention or 

approval, 

Allen (1965) studied the effects of verbal rein

forcement on children's performance as a function of the 

type of task. In this study with kindergarten and fifth 

grade boys, the adults were either supportive, critical. 
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or silent. In an open ended task, the kindergarten boys 

continued at the task longer when the experimenter gave 

supportive remarks. However, the fifth grade boys con

tinued at the task longer when critical remarks were made 

by the experimenter when the task was not too difficult. 

These results indicate that there may be something about 

critical remarks that has value for social reinforcement. 

Zigler and Kanzer (1962) investigated the dif

ferences between praise and statements of correctness 

with children of different social classes. Statements 

of correctness involved the child's being informed he was 

right as compared to being informed his performance was 

good. They reported that the lower class children were 

more responsive to praise while the middle class children 

were more responsive to statements of correctness. How

ever, Rosenhaus and Greenwald (1965) did not find similar 

results when they repeated the study. 

Gilmore and Zigler (1964) studied birth order and 

the effectiveness of social reinforcers. Their hypothe

sis was that first-borns are more satiated on social re

inforcers than later-borns; therefore, when a game was 

played under a support condition, first-borns play a sim

ple satiation game for a shorter period of time than 

later-borns. They also hypothesized that first-borns play 

for longer periods of time in a non-support condition than 

do later-borns. The findings supported the hypothesis 
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that first-borns evidenced less need for social rein

forcers than did later-borns. 

Stevenson (I960) studied social reinforcement 

with children as a function of chronological age, sex of 

the examiner, and sex of the subject. He concluded that 

the effectiveness of social reinforcement provided by an 

adult is a function of the degree to which children are 

deprived of contact with an adult. 

Stevenson, Keen, and Knights (1963) studied par

ents and strangers as reinforcing agents for pre-school 

children. The results indicated that statements have a 

reinforcing effect in an increasing rate, but only for 

certain adult-child combinations. Fathers and males in 

general were less effective as reinforcing agents than 

were mothers or other females. 

Stevenson and Hill (1965) found that a child who 

had previously experienced success performed at a higher 

level with social reinforcement than with non-reinforce

ment. Children with a previous failure experience per

formed better with non-reinforcement.. Non-reinforcement 

was defined as an attentive but non-responsive adult. 

The question is whether an attentive, non-responsive ad

ult is really.non-reinforcing. The authors did not con

sider that attentiveness could have a reinforcing effect. 

In a study by Crandall (I963) and a replication 

study by Crandall, Good, and Crandall (1964) evidence was 
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found that non-reaction by an adult can be reinforcing. 

The studies measured the expectancies that children had 

of their ability to match angle designs. One group was 

given supportive statements and one group negative state

ments about their performance. This was then followed by 

a series of tests where the adult was non-reactive. In 

the first phase of the study, the children who were given 

supportive statements increased the expectancy of their 

performance and the children in the critical condition 

lowered their expectancy. In the non-reactive phase of 

the study both groups' expectancies returned to the orig

inal level. Crandall explained that children who have 

permissive and supportive parents may have interpreted 

non-reaction or silence by the parent as criticism, and 

that children who have controlling or critical parents 

may have interpreted non-reaction as permissiveness. She 

stated that the results supported the hypothesis that 

non-reaction is not a neutral condition. 

Baer (1962) used a puppet to provide social rein

forcement to children for a specific behavior. He found 

that the puppet's attention increased the expected behav

ior, 

Patterson, Littman, and Hinsey (1964) studied 

parental effectiveness as a reinforcer. The parents 

were instructed to give supportive statements to children 

for dropping marbles in the right side of a box. At 
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other times they ignored the child and became occupied 

with printed material. They found that parents had a 

significant effect in changing response preferences of 

their children. Although the study supports the hypothe

sis that parents can reinforce the behavior of the child, 

it does not differentiate between attention and support 

as the reinforcing variable. 

Patterson (I965) also investigated the role of 

parents as dispensers of aversive stimuli. The data re

vealed that the sex of the child, and sex of the parents, 

are not significantly related to the magnitude of the 

responsiveness of the child to parental disapproval. 

Several case studies reported the use of social 

reinforcement in modifying the behavior of young children. 

Hart, Allen, Buell, Harris, and Wolf (1964) reported two 

case studies where crying in preschool boys was eliminated 

by giving no attention to the outcries and giving approv

ing attention to more appropriate responses. The crying 

stopped and more mature responses occurred. The authors 

stated that the studies indicated that frequent crying 

might be largely a function of adult attention. Williams 

(1959) reported a case of the elimination of tantrum be

havior by getting the parents to ignore the bedtime 

screaming. 

Zimmerman and Zimmerman (I962) reported a study 

where unproductive classroom behavior was eliminated in 
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two emotionally disturbed boys by removing the social 

consequences of their behavior. Behavior which was more 

adequate and efficient, with respect to social and scho

lastic adjustment, was shaped and maintained with social 

reinforcers. In each case, the behavior was changed by 

ignoring the children's bad behavior and attending to 

the desired behavior. 

Brown and Elliot (I965) investigated the control 

of aggression in a nursery school class. Aggressive re

sponses were successfully manipulated by teachers of three 

and four year old preschool boys by systematically ignor

ing aggression and attending to acts incompatible with 

aggression. Johnston, Kelly, Harris, and Wolf (I966) en

hanced the development of motor skills of a generally 

awkward and inhibited nursery school boy by making his 

teacher's attention contingent upon his using a play-yard 

climbing frame. 

Another study by the same group, Harris, Johnston, 

Kelly, and Wolf (1964), eliminated the regressed crawling 

in a three year old girl through differential social rein

forcement of her walking rather than crawling. Allen, 

Hart, Buell, and Wolf (1964) increased the frequency of 

peer, as opposed to teacher, interaction in a socially 

isolated nursery school girl by using the same techniques. 

Auble and Mech (1953) investigated the use of 

verbal reinforcement in a classroom situation. They found 
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that it affected both the recipients of the reinforcement 

as well as those who witnessed but did not receive the 

reinforcement. 

Bandura and McDonald (I963) studied the influence 

of social reinforcement and the behavior of models in 

shaping children's moral judgment. Their results indi

cated that the models might be more effective than social 

reinforcement in shaping moral judgments. 

Hunt (1955) in a study of changes in goal-object 

preference in children as a function of expectancy of 

social reinforcement found that the expectancy of social 

reinforcement did not have as much effect as the social 

reinforcement. Dunlap (1953) also studied the effects of 

social reinforcement on changes in attractiveness of 

children's goal objects. His general hypothesis was that 

goal object valences change as a function of the type of 

expected social response associated with the object. The 

reinforcement variable produced significant changes with 

the positive reinforcer being most effective. 

Lewis and Richman (1964) demonstrated the a varie-

ty of social encounters can affect the reinforcement value . 

of a subsequent social reward. Social isolation and neg

ative or positive social encounters preceding the learning 

task influenced the learning performance. 

Baron (I966) discussed social reinforcement effects 

as a function of social reinforcement history. He found 
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that the past history of the individual affected the 

results of social reinforcement. 

The effects of social deprivation on social rein

forcement are indirectly related to the concept of atten

tion-seeking behavior in children. Gewirtz and Baer 

(1958) investigated deprivation and satiation of social 

reinforcers as a drive condition. Erickson (196I) studied 

the effects of social deprivation and satiation on verbal 

conditioning in children. Gewirtz, Baer, and Roth (I958) 

Investigated the similar effects of low social availa

bility of an adult and brief social deprivation on young 

children's behavior. Lewis (I965) reported the effect of 

social isolation on social reinforcement. Hartup and 

Himeno (1959) examined social isolation versus interac

tion with adults in relation to aggression in children. 

They found that aggression increased after social depri

vation. Stevenson and Odom (1962) observed the effective

ness of social reinforcement following conditions of 

social deprivation. Gewirtz and Baer (1958) studied 

deprivation and satiation of social reinforcers as drive 

conditions. Walters and Ray (I96O) paired an anxiety 

situation with social isolation and then measured the ef

fectiveness of reinforcers. Hill and Stevenson (1964) 

investigated the effectiveness of social reinforcement 

following social deprivation. 

Each of the cited studies on social deprivation 
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indicated that social reinforcers were more effective 

following periods of social deprivation, and that social 

deprivation did have an effect on subsequent behavior. 

These results may also be interpreted from a different 

point of view. Specifically, increased performance fol

lowing social deprivation may be due to the child's need 

for attention rather than mere social deprivation. By 

definition, social deprivation is the absence of attention 

from others. Further evidence that attention is important 

is found in a study by Gewirtz, Baer, and Roth (1958) 

which indicated that the low availability of an adult had 

the same effect as social Isolation. With social depri

vation, the child is deprived of attention and his increased 

performance for social reinforcement following social depri

vation may be due to a need or desire for attention. 

Frustration 

One study of frustration in children is applicable 

to this investigation. The effect of denying a child an 

object, as reported in the frustration study, is in some 

aspects similar to denying a child attention. 

In the study by Barker, Dembo, and Lewin (1937) 

frustration was created by making it impossible for chil

dren to reach the goal of playing with desired toys. They 

reported nine effects of frustration: 1. a regression 

in constructiveness of play; 2. the positive relation of 
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the amount of regression to the strength of frustration; 

3. social and physical attempts to overcome the barrier; 

4, weak frustration sometimes leading to constructiveness 

of play; 5. restless action; 6. attempts to escape the 

frustrating situation; 7. substitute play; 8. either a 

marked increase or marked decrease in motor tension; 9. 

marked changes in mood and emotional expressions. 

Summary and Statement of Problem 

The review of the literature indicated that very 

little research has been directed toward the investigation 

of attention-seeking behavior. Only three studies could 

be found that were directly related to attention-seeking 

behavior in children. 

Research in social reinforcement provided addi

tional information. However, these studies were primarily 

concerned with the giving of approval or a reward rather 

than with effects of attention on behavior. The reviewed 

social reinforcement studies generally considered social 

reward as being an approving statement from an adult. 

The described neutral situation was 'generally depicted as 

an attentive but non-responsive adult. Very little con

sideration was given to the possibility that an attentive 

and non-responding adult may not be neutral. Further, 

they did not consider that correction or negative state

ments could be rewarding and thereby increase behavior 

because of the attention received from an adult. 
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Dreikur's (1964) theoretical position is that the 

desire for attention is an important motivating factor in 

children's behavior. The social reinforcement literature 

has repeatedly indicated that approval can be rewarding 

but failed to consider the motivating value of attention 

which was critical or disapproving. 

If attention from an adult is an important goal 

for children then they should act in a manner to gain 

such attention, even if the attention they receive is dis

approving. They should also behave differently when they 

are ignored than when they become the focus of attention. 

If the child is placed in a situation where there 

is a prohibited activity and is ignored except when the 

prohibited behavior is exhibited and then corrected, there 

should be an increase in the prohibited activity. Con

versely, if the child is placed in a situation where there 

is a prohibited activity but is given constant attention, 

there should be a minimum amount of prohibited activity. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The thirty-two subjects were five- and six-year-

old, white preschool children from a middle class socio-

econimic background. Eight children, four male and four 

female, were tested under one of four conditions. The 

children were randomly assigned to the various test con

ditions with the qualification that each group contained 

an equal number of boys and girls. Children of this age 

group were chosen for the study because they had achieved 

a sufficient degree of independence and had developed a 

fairly wide range of behavior patterns, but had not been 

influenced by the strict regulations of a public school 

classroom. The mothers of these children participated in 

the study but the children were the focus of the research. 

Equipment 

The room was an l8 1/2 x 12 foot playroom with a 

one-way mirror one one wall which enabled the observers 

to score behavior without being seen by the subjects. A 

small table was placed in each corner adjoining the mirror 

wall, and toys were placed on each of these tables. A 

25 
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large table with chairs for the mother and the examiner 

was centered against the opposite wall equi-distant from 

the corner tables. A rest room opened directly into the 

playroom, eliminating the necessity for a child's leaving 

the test situation (Figure 1). 

Identical toys were placed on each of the corner 

tables. The toys were very simple and showed signs of use 

There were five various sized and shaped blocks, one plas

tic cow, a white ball, one small green car, and a red 

telephone, 

Procedure 

After the mother agreed to participate in the 

study she was given instructions concerning her role in 

the experiment. The mother was asked to tell the child 

that she was going to see a man on business and that he 

was to go with her. This procedure was employed to pre

vent the child from becoming aware that he was being ob

served and evaluated. 

The mother and child were met by the examiner in 

a waiting room adjacent to the playroom. The mother was 

asked to complete a questionnaire (Appendix A), which in

cluded background information such as name, address, size 

of family, etc. It also included a brief rating scale of 

the child's behavior. Following completion of the ques

tionnaire, the mother was given an instruction sheet 
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(Appendix B) which outlined how she was to respond in the 

experimental situation. The mother and child were then 

escorted into the playroom. In the playroom the mother 

was told by the examiner that the child could play with 

the toys on one of the tables but must not play with the 

toys on the other table. 

Each child was in the playroom for thirty minutes. 

The timing began as soon as the mother was told about the 

prohibited toys. A thirty minute time period was assumed 

to be a sufficient amount of time necessary for the child 

to become accustomed to the playroom, to desire attention, 

and to exhibit attention-seeking behavior. 

Test Conditions 

Condition I: (Ignoring-Permissive) After the 

mother repeated th instructions regarding the permitted 

and prohibited toys to the child, she was invited to sit 

at the table opposite the examiner. This preliminary pro

cedure was followed in each of the four conditions. The 

examiner then talked with the mother about topics unre

lated to the child. The mother was directed to ignore 

the child as much as possible and was requested to re

frain from correcting him for his behavior. She was asked 

to be completely permissive even if he played with the 

prohibited toys. 

Condition II: (Ignoring-Corrective) The same 

preliminary procedures were followed as in Condition I. 
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The examiner then talked with the mother about topics un

related to the child. The mother was directed to ignore 

all of the child's behavior except when he played with the 

prohibited toys. If he played with the prohibited toys, 

she was to correct him and remind him that he was not to 

play with those toys. 

Condition III: (Attention-Permissive) The same 

preliminary procedures were followed as in Condition I. 

In Condition III the examiner talked with the mother about 

the child and included the child in the conversation. The 

child was either the center of attention or the topic of 

discussion for the thirty minute test period. The mother 

was directed to be permissive regarding the child's behav

ior and was asked not to correct the child for his behavior 

even if he played with the prohibited toys. 

Condition IV: (Attentive-Corrective) The same 

preliminary procedures were followed as in Condition I. 

In Condition IV the examiner talked with the mother'about 

the child and included the child in the conversation. The 

child was either the center of attention or the topic of 

discussion for the thirty minute test period. The mother 

was directed to be permissive concerning the child's behav

ior unless he played with the prohibited toys. If he 

played with the prohibited toys she was to correct him 

and remind him that he was not to play with those toys. 
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Observers 

Three graduate psychology students observed the 

child and recorded the occurrence of all designated be

havior. The amount of time that the child was involved 

in specified activities was also recorded. Each observer 

was responsible for timing one of the designated activities. 

Scoring 

Frequency and time scores were obtained for each 

subject. The observers recorded how frequently the sub

ject played with the prohibited toys. Prohibited Activity 

Frequency score. ' A time score, in seconds, was also re

corded, measuring the amount of time the child was direct

ly involved with the prohibited toys. Prohibited Activity 

Time score. Indirect Prohibited Activity was recorded, 

including such behavior as throwing objects at the pro

hibited toys, backing into them, falling on the table 

with them, etc. The period of time that the child was in 

close proximity to the prohibited toys was recorded by 

measuring the time he was in the quarter of the room with 

the prohibited toys (Proximity Time score). 

The number of times that the child came into phy

sical contact with the mother, the mother's chair, or the 

edge of the table where she was sitting, was recorded as 

a Mother Contact Frequency score. The amount of time 

spent in this activity (Mother Contact Time score) was 

also measured and recorded. 
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Even though the mother was directed to ignore the 

child under some conditions and to permit all behavior 

other than the prohibited activity, it was thought that 

they probably would not be able to conform completely to 

this request. Thus the observers recorded the number of 

occurrences when the mother corrected the child for behav

ior other than the prohibited activity. This was the 

Mother Correction Frequency score. 

A small pad of paper and a pencil were provided 

to the mother and she was asked to keep a tally of the 

number of times that the child behaved in a manner which 

she would normally correct. This was the Mother Involve

ment score. The majority of the mothers failed to keep 

this record. 

Statistical Analysis 

The data from this study were evaluated with the 

Kruskall-Wallis test as described by Siegel (1956). The 

measurements that reached the ten per cent level of signif

icance were further analyzed with the Mann-Whitney U test 

suggested by Winer (1962). _̂  

Experimental Hypotheses 

1. Children who are ignored by the examiner and 

the mother attain higher scores on Prohibited Activity 

Frequency, Prohibited Activity Time, Indirect Prohibited 

Activity, Proximity Time, Mother Contact Frequency, Mother 
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Contact Time and Mother Correction Frequency than do chil

dren who are made the center of attention by the examiner 

and the mother. 

2. Children who are corrected for prohibited 

activity and ignored for all other behavior attain higher 

scores on Prohibited Activity Frequency, Prohibited Acti

vity Time and Indirect Prohibited Activity than do chil

dren who are either ignored but not corrected or those 

who are made the center of attention. 

3. Children who are ignored but not corrected 

for prohibited activity attain higher scores on Prohibited 

Activity Frequency, Prohibited Activity Time, and Indirect 

Prohibited Activity than do children who are made the cen

ter of attention. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Table 1 shows the four experimental conditions. 

Ignoring the child was common to Conditions I and II. 

Attention given to the child by the examiner and the 

mother was common to Conditions III and IV. 

Table 2 lists the probability levels for the seven 

dependent variables determined by the Kruskall-Wallls and 

the Mann-Whitney U tests. Since the Prohibited Activity 

Frequency score. Prohibited Activity Time score and the 

Indirect Prohibited Activity score did not reach the ex

pected significance level on the Kruskall-Wallis test, no 

further analysis was attempted on these measures. Prox

imity Time, Mother Contact Frequency, Mother Contact Time, 

and Mother Correction Frequency were significant on the 

Kruskall-Wallis test at the .01 level or better, and the 

results were further evaluated by the Mann-Whitney U tests. 

The Mann-Whitney U tests did not reveal a signifi

cant difference between Conditions I and II nor between 

Conditions III and IV. The permissive and corrective 

variables were collapsed within the ignoring conditions 

and the attention conditions, and the Mann-Whitney U tests 

were used to evaluate the differences between Ignoring 

33 
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TABLE I 

TREATMENT VARIABLES IN THE FOUR TEST CONDITIONS 

Attention 
and 

Correction 
Variable 

Conditions 

II III IV 

Mother and Ignoring 
Examiner's 
General 
Relation 
to Child 

Ignoring Attention Attention 

Mother Re- Permissive Corrective Permissive Corrective 
action to 
Designated 
Prohibited 
Behavior 
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TABLE II 

VALUES AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVEL OP H AND U 

FOR DESIGNATED BEHAVIOR VARIABLES 

V a r i a b l e 
K r u s k a l l - W a l l i s Mann-V/hitney U 

H U 

Prohibited Activity Frequency 

Prohibited Activity Time 

Indirect Prohibited Activity 

Proximity Time 

Mother Contact Frequency 

Mother Contact Time 

Mother Correction Frequency 

2.65 

2.73 

4.35 

7.92 

.50 

.50 

.30 

.05 51 

P 

14 .08 

8.03 

7 .16 

. 0 1 

.05 

.10 

33 

44 

61 

.002 

.002 

.02 

.02 
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and Attention variables. The differences between Ignoring 

and Attention for Proximity Time, Mother Contact Frequency, 

Mother Contact Time, and Mother Correction Frequency were 

significant at or beyond the .02 level using a two tailed 

test. 

Figure 2 illustrates the per cent of time the 

children were in the quarter of the room with the prohibi

ted toys in each of the four conditions. Figure 3 shows 

the per cent of time the children were in the quarter of 

the room with the prohibited toys when Conditions I and II 

were combined and contrasted with the combination of Con

ditions III and IV. 

Figure 4 illustrates the per cent of time the 

children were in physical contact with the mother in each 

of the four conditions. Figure 5 shows the per cent of 

time the children were in contact with the mother when 

the Ignoring conditions were combined and contrasted with 

the combination of Conditions III and IV. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

The first hypothesis concerning the effect of 

attention and ignoring of children on their behavior was 

not supported on the measures of Prohibited Activity 

Frequency, Prohibited Activity Time, and Indirect Pro

hibited Activity. It was supported at the .02 level of 

significance on the measures of Proximity Time, Mother 

Contact Frequency, Mother Contact Time, and Mother Cor

rection Frequency. 

The second hypothesis concerning the effect of 

correction as attention was not supported on the measures 

of Prohibited Activity Frequency, Prohibited Activity 

Time, and Indirect Prohibited Activity. 

The third hypothesis concerning involvement in 

prohibited activity by children who were ignored but not 

corrected was not supported on the measures of Prohibited 

Activity Frequency, Prohibited Activity Time, and Indirect 

Prohibited Activity. 

The prohibited activity measures did not reveal 

any difference between the treatment conditions. One 

possible explanation for the insensitivity of the measures 

of prohibited activity is that one thirty minute session 
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was insufficient time for the children to experience and 

react to the severity of the violation of the prohibition. 

In behavior modification procedures, it frequently requires 

many trials for the subject to learn the behavior that is 

most efficient in obtaining the reward. Physical contact 

with the mother and the attention gained from correction 

may well have reduced, if not eliminated, prohibited behav-
« 

ior. Qualitatively the child appeared to be exhibiting a 

repertoire of behavior that usually obtained attention from 

the mother. This repertoire v/as sufficient to exhaust the 

thirty minute time period without the necessity of attempt

ing new behavior. 

The Proximity Time score is significant and in

dicates that the children in the ignored conditions were 

in the quarter of the room with the prohibited toys for a 

greater period of time. On the surface. Proximity Time 

scores indicate support for the prohibited activity hypoth

esis. However, from an observational and qualitative 

viewpoint, the children who were being ignored were more 

active and moved in and out of the quarter of the room 

where the prohibited toys were located. Thus, the signifi

cant Proximity Time scores conceivably could be due to 

general activity rather than the result of attention-seek

ing behavior. 

The children in the ignored conditions were in 

physical contact with the mother a greater percentage of 
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the time. If contact with the mother can be interpreted 

as a means of attaining or holding the mother's attention, 

then the significant difference between these variables 

supports the hypothesis that attention from others, or at 

least the mother, is an important goal of young children. 

Further, the availability of the mother for physical con

tact may have lessened the child's need for more overt 

attention. Observationally, it appeared that the child 

initiated contact with the mother when he first felt the 

need for attention. Conversely, the children who received 

maximum attention were in physical contact with the mother 

less than the children in the ignored group and often did 

not approach her during the session. 

The Mother Correction Frequency measure was in

cluded because it was assumed that the mothers partici

pating in the study would be unable to be with their chil

dren for thirty minutes without correcting their behavior. 

Although the mothers in both groups were asked to 

be totally permissive, other than when the child engaged 

in the prohibited activity, the mothers in the ignoring 

groups corrected their children significantly more than 

did the mothers in the attention groups. Since the chil

dren and their mothers were assigned randomly to groups, 

the significantly higher Mother Correction score for the 

ignored groups can be attributed to the behavior of the 

children who were ignored rather than to individual 
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differences among the mothers. Thus, the results lend 

indirect support to the hypothesis that ignored children 

engage in prohibited behavior to gain attention. 

Observationally, the behavior of the children 

under the ignoring and attending conditions was very dif

ferent. The children in the ignoring conditions demon

strated far greater variability than the children in the 

attending conditions. Following preliminary instructions, 

children in the ignoring conditions typically began play

ing with the permitted toys. Shortly after the mother and 

the examiner began talking, the child appeared to lose 

interest in the permitted toys and glanced briefly at the 

prohibited toys. Typically, these children then either 

dropped some of the permitted toys on the floor or kicked 

them from the table prior to initiating physical contact 

with their mother. A few children attempted to engage 

their mother in conversation. When unable to gain her 

attention, they either became more active or maintained 

physical contact with her. One girl noisily threw the 

plastic ball from one side of the room to the other, oc

casionally hitting the mother or the examiner. Another 

girl opened her mother's purse and rummaged through it, 

before taking out five or six dollars in bills and some 

change. A boy attempted to take the pencil and pad from 

the mother and they became a prohibited toy. Another boy 

crawled under the table and took off his mother's shoes. 
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The most active boy quickly became bored with the 

permitted toys and threw them across the room. When he 

failed to obtain a reaction from the mother, he saw the 

Venetian blind cord and rattled the metal slats up and 

down the long window five or six times. The mother became 

upset by his behavior, but valiantly tried to follow in

structions and accordingly ignored the child. This behav-
< 

ior was observed in Condition II where the child was to 

be ignored unless he approached the prohibited toys. The 

child then decided he needed to go to the bathroom. The 

examiner pointed to the door of the connecting rest room 

and continued the conversation with the mother. The 

youngster disappeared and a few seconds later the toilet 

was flushed a half dozen times. A brief period of silence 

was followed by another series of toilet flushing. The 

door opened and a small head peered out. When he saw that 

no one was concerned, he disappeared again, flushed the 

toilet, and turned the water in the lavatory on full force 

After he turned it off, he peered out again. He returned 

to the room, kicked the permitted toys for a brief period, 

and attempted to leave the room. At this point, the ex

aminer caught him at the outside door of the building and 

returned him to the playroom. Since the child was insis

tent about leaving the room, the examiner leaned against 

the door and attempted to maintain conversation with the 

mother. The child kicked violently at the door in the 
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near vicinity of the examiner's shins. Finally, he dis

continued his efforts and the examiner returned to his 

chair. By this time the mother was very upset, but 

managed to follow instructions. Light then appeared to 

dawn on the child and he seemed to know what to do. He 

went directly to the prohibited toys, looked over his 

shoulder to be certain that he was being watched and 
I 

reached for them. His mother appropriately corrected him 

and he left the table of prohibited toys. However, when 

the conversation resumed, he returned to the prohibited 

toys, reached for one and grinned at his mother. She 

corrected him and he grabbed a toy. She was forced to 

leave the examiner and physically take the toy from him. 

By this time it was late in the session and the remaining 

time was used to prevent him from playing with the pro

hibited toys. 

Following preliminary instructions, children in 

the attending conditions walked to the permitted toy table 

However, when they became aware that they were the subject 

of the conversation, they turned toward the mother and 

examiner to listen. While they remained at or near the 

toy table during the thirty minute test period, they were 

not actively involved in play. They frequently entered 

into the conversation and talked about the things they 

liked. One boy insisted that the examiner ask him ques

tions. The examiner complied but the child disgustedly 
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told him. that he was asking the wrong questions; that he 

should ask "number" questions. The child demonstrated 

his precocious facility with numbers during the remaining 

period of time. A few children came to the examiner and 

mother's table, but the majority of the children remained 

at the toy table. They appeared to be satisfied to listen 

and talk about themselves. 

The results of this study can be evaluated from 

several points of view. Lewin (1934) hypothesized that 

as an object acquires a valence or value to a person then 

movement toward the valued object occurs. In this study 

there was definite movement by the children in the ignoring 

conditions and a significant lack of it in the attention 

conditions. Since attention was the primary difference 

between the conditions then it could be assumed that at

tention was a desired goal. The vector, or direction of 

the movement, was toward the mother. 

Lewin further states that when a barrier exists 

between the child and the goal, then alternate behavior 

will occur in an attempt to reach the object. One hypoth

esis of the study implied that a valence for the prohibited 

toys would be established and that attaining attention 

would be an indirect vector. The prohibited toys did not 

acquire the predicted valence for the children under the 

Ignoring conditions. However, qualitative observation 

indicated vector activity, in directions other than toward 
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the mother, which appeared to be attempts to attain the 

attention of the mother. Some of the objects which ac

quired this value were the mother's purse or shoes, toilet 

flushing, noise making, pads of paper on the experimenter's 

table, Venetian blinds, fountain pen, etc. It is notable 

that these objects did not acquire similar value to the 

children tested under the attending conditions. 

Behavior modification theory also has some rele

vance to the data of this study. The behavior modification 

specialists have demonstrated that behavior can be changed 

by withholding attention for one behavior pattern and giv

ing attention to the person when the desired behavior 

occurs. The behavior modification specialists generally 

consider attention to be a social reinforcer which can be 

used to "shape" behavior. 

Finally, Dreikur's (1964) theory that children will 

engage in prohibited activity to get attention was par

tially supported. However, the direction of the prohibited 

activity could not be determined in one experimental 

session. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Attention-seeking behavior in young children was 

the focus of this study. The general hypothesis was that 

attention from others and particularly from the mother was 

an important goal for children and that they would behave 
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in such a way as to get attention. It was also hypothe

sized that if attention was denied, then children would 

engage in prohibited activity to get attention and that 

attention given to prohibited activity would increase 

that behavior. 

Four groups of five- and six-year-old preschool 

children and their mothers were used as subjects in the 

study. The mothers were coached as to their role in the 

experiment. Following preliminary instructions, the be

havior of the children was observed and scored by the 

judges. 

In each condition there were two sets of identical 

toys in opposite corners of the room. The child was told 

that he could play with one set of toys but that he must 

leave the other set alone. 

In the first condition the examiner and the mother 

ignored the child even when he approached the prohibited 

toys. In the second condition the examiner and the mother 

ignored the child with the exception that the mother cor

rected him when he approached the prohibited toys. In the 

third condition the child was the subject of the conversa

tion, the center of attention, and was permitted to do 

anything he chose. In the fourth condition the child was 

the subject of the conversation, the center of attention, 

and was permitted to do anything he chose; he V7as corrected 

only v;hen he approached the prohibited toys. 



50 

The results revealed no significant difference in 

the children's involvement with the prohibited toys. The 

ignoring conditions did reveal a significant difference 

in the amount of time the children were in physical con

tact with the mother and in general activity. The behavior 

of the children under the ignoring conditions was much more 

variable than the behavior under the attending conditions. 

The hypothesis that attention is an important 

goal for children was supported. The prohibited activity 

hypothesis was partially supported. However, the direction 

of the prohibited, activity could not be determined in one 

session. 

Implications 

Further research in attention-seeking behavior in 

children is sorely needed. Attention-seeking as a motiva

tional goal in young children presents a diversity of re

search possibilities and holds promise of contributing to 

the understanding of child behavior. 
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APPENDIX A 

INFORMATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

PARENT'S NAME_ 

CHILD'S NAME 

AGE: Years_ Months_ Sex_ 

Address 

Phone 

Brothers and sisters (In order of birth) 

Birth order of child̂  

QUESTIONNAIRE 

1. Is your child very active? 

Very active 1—2—3--4—5—6—7 Not active 

2. Is your child aggressive? 

Aggressive 1--2—3--4~5--6 — 7 Not aggressive 

3. Is your child bashful or timid? 

Timid i—2--3--4 — 5 — 6 — 7 Not timid 

4. Does your child demand a lot of attention? 

Attention 1 — 2 — 3 — 4 — 5 — 6 — 7 No attention 

5. Does your child play by himself or does he demand 

having people around? 

By himself 1 — 2 — 3 — 4 — 5 — 6 — 7 Wants people 
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6. What does your child do that irritates you the most? 

7. What does your child do that pleases you? 

8. What does your child do that you think is particularly 

cute? 



APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTION SHEETS FOR THE POUR CONDITIONS 

Condition I. 

First I want to thank you for your cooperation 

in this study. The procedures that we will follow are 

listed below. Will you please read them carefully. 

1. We will go into the playroom as soon as you 

have read these instructions. The playroom will be ar

ranged as in the diagram below. 

« » 

Prohibited toys 
s. Permitted toys 

2. On entering the playroom, I will tell you 

that your child may play with the tqys on one of the 

tables but must leave the toys on the other table alone. 

You will then pass these instructions on to the child. 

3. Following this, I will ask you to be seated 

in the far chair and we will visit for thirty minutes. 

During this time vie will not talk about children or your 

child in particular. VJe will keep our conversation on 
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other matters. 

4. During this time will you please try to 

ignore all of the behavior and activity of your child. 

Try to keep your attention focused on your conversation 

with me. Also ignore the prohibited activity, if any. 

5- On the table in front of you there will be 

a pad of paper and a pencil. The top half will be 

labeled attention and the bottom half correction. Ex

ample below. When your child does something that you 

would normally correct or would get your attention would 

you please make a mark in the appropriate place on the 

paper. Still, try not to pay any attention to the be

havior. 

6. REPEAT: Try to ignore all of your child's 

behavior during this period. He is being watched and 

will not hurt himself. This includes temper tantrums, 

crying, etc. If he talks to you try not to reply. If 

he does get your attention try to make it as brief as 

possible. If he tries to crawl on your lap either allow 

it without giving him attention or preferably set him 

down without talking to him. Remember to mark on the 

pad when your child behaves in such a way that would nor

mally get your attention or correction. 

ANY QUESTIONS? Attention 

Correction 
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Condition II. 

First I want to thank you for your cooperation 

in this study. The procedures that we will follow are 

listed below. Will you please read them carefully. 

1. We will go into the playroom as soon as you 

have read these instructions. The playroom will be ar

ranged as in the diagram below. 

a D 

Prohibited toys Permitted toys 

2. On entering the playroom, I will tell you 

that your child may play with the toys on one of the 

tables but must leave the toys on the other table alone. 

You will then pass these instructions on to your child. 

3. Following this, I will ask you to be seated 

in the far chair and we will visit for thirty minutes. 

During this time we will not talk about children or your 

child in particular. We will keep our conversation on 

other matters. 

4. During this time will you please try to 

ignore the activities of your child except when he gets 

involved with the toys that he is not to play with. At 

this time please remind him that he is not to touch these 
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toys. Correct him when he gets very close to the wrong 

toys . 

5. On the table in front of you there will be a 

pad of paper and a pencil. The top half will be labeled 

attention and the bottom part correction. Example below. 

When your child does something that you would normally 

correct or would get your attention would you please make 

a mark in the appropriate place on the paper. Still try 

not to pay any attention to the behavior. 

6. REPEAT: Try to ignore all of your child's 

behavior except when he tries to play v/lth the prohibited 

toys. He is being watched and will not hurt himself. 

This includes temper tantrums, crying, etc. If he talks 

to you, try not to reply. If he does get your attention 

try to make it as brief as possible. The exception is 

when he is involved with the wrong toys. In this case do 

what is necessary to get him to leave them alone. If he 

tries to crawl into your lap either allow it without 

giving him undue attention or preferably set him down 

without talking to him. Remember to mark on the pad v/hen 

your child behaves in such a way that would normally get 

your attention or correction. 

ANY QUESTIONS? 

Correction 
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Condition III. 

First I want to thank you for your cooperation 

in this study. The procedures that we will follow are 

listed below. Will you please read them carefully. 

1. We will go into the playroom as soon as you 

have read these instructions. The playroom will be ar

ranged as in the diagram below. 

a D 

Prohibited toys- -Permitted toys 

2. On entering the playroom, I V7lll tell you 

that your child may play with the toys on one of the 

tables but that he must leave the toys on the other table 

alone. You will then pass these instructions on to your 

child. 

3. Following this, I will ask you to be seated 

in the far chair and we will visit for thirty minutes. 

During this tim̂ e we will talk about your child and we will 

talk to him v;hen it is appropriate. 

4. Will you also be as permissive as possible 

with him during this time. Let him do as he pleases even 

if he plays with the prohibited toys. Try not to correct 

him for anything. 
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5- On the table in front of you there will be a 

pad of paper and a pencil. The top half of the sheet will 

be labeled attention and the bottom half correction. Ex

ample below. When your child does something that would 

normally cause you to correct him please make a mark on 

the correction half. The attention half will not be used 

since we will give him our attention as he wants it. 

6. REPEAT: We will talk about and to your child 

during this period. Try to be completely permissive even 

when he does something that you disapprove of. Remember 

to keep scores of the correction that you would normally 

make. 

ANY QUESTIONS? Attention 

Correction 
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Condition IV. 

First I want to thank you for your cooperation 

in this study. The procedures that we will follow are 

listed below. Will you please read them carefully. 

1. We will go into the playroom as soon as you 

have read these instructions. The playroom will be ar

ranged as in the diagram below. 

Q D 

Prohibited toys-" "^Permitted toys 

2. On entering the playroom, I will tell you 

that your child may play with the toys on one of the 

tables but that he must leave the toys on the other table 

alone. You will then pass these instructions on to your 

child. 

3. Following this, I will ask you to be seated 

in the far chair and we will visit for thirty minutes. 

During this time we will talk about your child and we will 

talk to him when it is appropriate. 

4. Will you also be as permissive as possible 

w ith him during this time. Let him do as he pleases un

less he plays with the prohibited toys. Then correct him 

and remind him that he is not to play with these toys. 



5. On the table in front of you there will be a 

pad of paper and a pencil. The top half of the sheet will 

be labeled attention and the bottom half correction. Ex

ample below. When your child does something that would 

normally cause you to correct him please make a mark on 

the correction half. The attention half will not be used 

since we will give him our attention as he wants it. 

6. REPEAT: We will talk about and to your child 

during this period. Try to be completely permissive ex

cept when he becomes involved with the prohibited toys. 

Remember to keep score of the correction that you v/ould 

normally make. 

ANY QUESTIONS? Attention 

Correction 


