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Parent–child interaction: Does parental language
matter?

Atara Menashe* and Naama Atzaba-Poria
Department of Psychology, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, Beer Sheva, Israel

Although parental language and behaviour have beenwidely investigated, few studies have

examined their unique and interactive contribution to the parent–child relationship. The
current study explores how parental behaviour (sensitivity and non-intrusiveness) and

the use of parental language (exploring and control languages) correlatewith parent–child
dyadic mutuality. Specifically, we investigated the following questions: (1) ‘Is parental

language associated with parent–child dyadic mutuality above and beyond parental

behaviour?’ (2) ‘Does parental language moderate the links between parental behaviour

and the parent–child dyadic mutuality?’ (3) ‘Do these differences vary between mothers

and fathers?’ The sample included 65 children (Mage = 1.97 years, SD = 0.86) and their

parents. We observed parental behaviour, parent–child dyadic mutuality, and the type of

parental language used during videotaped in-home observations. The results indicated

that parental language and behaviours are distinct components of the parent–child
interaction. Parents who used higher levels of exploring language showed higher levels of

parent–child dyadic mutuality, even when accounting for parental behaviour. Use of

controlling language, however, was not found to be related to the parent–child dyadic

mutuality. Different moderation models were found for mothers and fathers. These

results highlight the need to distinguish parental language and behaviour when assessing

their contribution to the parent–child relationship.

The parent–child relationship has been widely investigated using empirical measures.

Coding systems focus on different aspects of the parent–child interaction, such as
behaviour (Beebe et al., 2010; Deater-Deckard, Pylas, & Petrill, 1997; Eyberg, Nelson,

Duke, & Boggs, 2005; Eyberg & Robinson, 1981), emotion and affect (Aksan, Kochanska,

& Ortmann, 2006; Beebe et al., 2010; Gottman, McCoy, Coan, & Collier, 1995;

Lunkenheimer, Olson, Hollenstein, Sameroff, & Winter, 2011), touch patterns (Beebe

et al., 2010; Feldman, Keren, Gross-Rozval, & Tyano, 2004), and language (Meins,

Fernyhough, Fradley, & Tuckey, 2001). However, a question that has scarcely been

examined in the parent–child relationship is the unique contribution of different

components of the dyadic relationship, in particular language use. Bowlby (1988)
suggested that, within the dyadic relationship, parental language and parental behaviour

could be congruent or incongruent with each other and could affect the parent–child
relationship in different ways. Most of the previous studies have not differentiated

between parental language and parental behaviour, and the scant research – which

assessed them separately – only focused on one or the other.

*Correspondence should be addressed to Atara Menashe, Department of Psychology, Ben-Gurion University of the Negev,
Ben-Gurion, Beer Sheva 841050, Israel (email: ataramenashe@gmail.com).
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Wepropose that an examination of the unique and interactive contribution of parental

language andbehaviour to the parent–child relationship canprovide a newunderstanding

of the manner by which parents contribute to the parent–child relationship. This study

was set to assess both the separate and joint contributions of parental behaviour and
language use to the mother–child and father–child relationships. This examination

highlights the need to develop intervention programmes that focus on both parental

behaviour and language, with the understanding that it is the combined contribution of

language and behaviour that matters to the parent–child relationship.

Distinguishing between parental language and parental behaviour

Theorists have suggested that during the child’s first years, the relationship between
the parent and the child is shaped not only by the child’s direct experience of parental

care, but also by the secondary representations of experience, mediated by language.

For example, Bowlby (1988) believed that psychological difficulty worsened when a

child was exposed to inconsistent parental care – when a parent acted coldly but spoke

affectionately – compared to exposure to consistent parental care, such as a parent

who used compatible behaviour and language. In the former case, the child would

develop a distorted perception of the relationship. Further, Bretherton (1988)

proposed that restrictive parental communication within the parent–child dyad could
affect the child’s ability to share troubled or conflicting emotion, but a more open

communication style would allow the child to share his or her emotions and to learn

about feelings.

Despite the theoretical ideas suggesting that language – in addition to observed

parental behaviour – has a unique contribution to the parent–child relationship, most of

the research examining parent–child interactions has not separately examined the quality

of parental language used in these interactions. Usually, parental coding systems include

parental language as an integral part of parental behaviour, making it impossible to assess
theunique contributionof parental language toparent–child interactions (Biringen, 2004;
Deater-Deckard et al., 1997).

To the best of our knowledge, the only study to systematically assess the impact

of parental linguistic and behavioural dimensions on children’s development

indicated that maternal behaviours and verbosity had a different impact on children’s

outcomes at different developmental stages. Maternal behavioural responsiveness, but

not verbal responsiveness, assessed when children were 10 months old predicted

children’s language growth at the age of 13 months. In contrast, mothers’ speech,
but not their behaviours, assessed when children were 13 months old predicted

children’s language growth at the age of 17 months. Furthermore, both maternal

behavioural and verbal responsiveness assessed when children were 17 months old

predicted children’s language growth at the age of 21 months (Masur, Flynn, &

Eichorst, 2005).

Parental language
Language, according to Vygotsky’s (1978) theory, is the most potent tool that cultures

provide for children. Vygotsky believed that language mediates the child’s social–
cognitive development and provides the means for organizing and shaping thought.

Language is the main means by which an adult transmits information to a child. Parental

language has been found to be related to child language acquisition (Nakamura & Quay,
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2012), cognitive development (Kuhn, Willoughby, Wilbourn, Vernon-Feagans, & Blair,

2014), theory of mind development (Ensor, Devine, Marks, & Hughes, 2014), emotional

skills (Cole, Armstrong, & Pemberton, 2010), conscience development, moral under-

standing (Laible & Thompson, 2000), and even the development of brain structures
(Takeuchi et al., 2015). Furthermore, parental ability to be verbally sensitive to the child’s

needs and cues was found to be related to child language comprehension over time

(Baumwell, Tamis-LeMonda, & Bornstein, 1997). Recent studies have shown that parent–
child conversations provide the childwithmultiple opportunities to learn about the social

world (Laible, Carlo, Torquati, & Ontai, 2004), including the acquisition of social skills

(Laible, 2006), the causes and consequences of emotion, the evaluation of emotion, and

the acquisition of socially acceptable behaviours (Laible, 2004). Meins et al. proposed

that parental mind-mindedness – the caregiver’s tendency to communicate with the
child’s mental life and to treat children as mental agents (Meins et al., 2001) –was related

to children’s attachment (Bernier & Dozier, 2003), social–cognitive development (Meins

et al., 2003), executive functioning (Bernier, Carlson, & Whipple, 2010), and behaviour

(Sharp & Fonagy, 2008).

Most research has focused on child-directed speech when studying language and

parent–child interactions (Cameron-Faulkner, Lieven, & Tomasello, 2003; Richards,

1994), and it is known that child-directed speech may change across socioeconomic

status (SES), age, and culture (Rowe, 2008; Weisleder & Fernald, 2013). However,
there are multiple aspects of child-directed speech, and its different contribution to

the parent–child relationship needs to be better studied. The current study uses

child-directed speech as a bridge between speech and language, focusing on two

aspects of child-directed speech: parental exploring and controlling language.

Parental exploring language is defined as parental language used to encourage

children to express themselves and share their ideas, needs, and desires with parents

during the parent–child interaction. Parental controlling language is defined as the

parental language used to limit children’s participation and expression of their ideas,
needs, and desires.

Parental behaviour

Twomain aspects of parental behaviour that have been consistently reported to be related

to child development are parental sensitivity and non-intrusiveness (Biringen, 2000).

Parental sensitivity and non-intrusiveness are two key elements of emotional availability

(EA; Emde, 1980, 2000; Emde & Easterbrooks, 1985), a concept used to describe the
quality of emotional exchanges between parents and their children; EA encompasses

parental observed behaviour to both emotional signalling and emotional understanding

(Biringen & Robinson, 1991).

Parental sensitivity refers to timely and appropriate responsivity of the parent

towards the cues of his or her infant (Ainsworth & Marvin, 1995); it is believed to be

the key precursor to a secure attachment (Bowlby, 1969). Sensitivity is considered to

be related to many aspects of the parent–child interaction, such as secure attachment

(Biringen, 2008; Goldsmith & Alansky, 1987), control-related aspects of interaction
(Robinson, Little, & Biringen, 1993), and infant responsiveness during mother–child
play sessions (Kaplan, Evans, & Monk, 2008). Furthermore, mothers who were higher

in sensitivity used a more positive mental state when playing with their children

(McMahon & Meins, 2012).

Parental language in parent–child relationship 3



Parental non-intrusiveness refers to the ability to be available to the childwithout being

interfering, overprotective, or overwhelming (Biringen, 2000). Non-intrusiveness was

found to be related to different aspects of parent–child interactions, such as attachment

(Wang, Cox, Mills-Koonce, & Snyder, 2015), and in particular, disorganized forms of
attachment (Swanson, Beckwith, & Howard, 2000). Non-intrusiveness was also found to

be related to child positive affect, and like sensitivity, it was found to be related to discrete

affect and control-related aspects of interaction and adaptive emotion regulation

strategies in the child (Little & Carter, 2005; Robinson et al., 1993). Furthermore,

maternal non-intrusiveness was found to be positively related to maternal mind-

mindedness (Lok & McMahon, 2006).

Dyadic mutuality

Dyadic mutuality, the bidirectional reciprocal responsive quality of the parent–child
interaction, is known to describewell-functioning parent–child relationships (Kochanska
& Aksan, 2004; Maccoby, 1992). Mutuality implies the ability of the parent and child to

share activities that are enjoyable to bothmembers of the dyad and to openly express their

affection and care for the other (Aquilino, 1997). Maccoby and Martin (1983) proposed

that a mutual relationship that is established early in a child’s life becomes the foundation

for positive socialization. Dyadic mutuality at the toddler age was found to have a direct
effect on conscience development (Kochanska, 2002); greater dyadic mutuality was also

associated with lower levels of child behavioural problems (Deater-Deckard & Petrill,

2004) and with fewer externalizing problems (Deater-Deckard, Atzaba-Poria, & Pike,

2004).

Maternal and paternal language differences

Similarities and differences in maternal and paternal use of language when interacting
with their children have been reported.On theonehand, both fathers andmothers tend to

speak slowly and use shorter phraseswhen addressing infants (Dalton-Hummel, 1982); on

the other hand, research suggests that because fathers spend less timewith their children,

they are less familiarwith their children’s language competency and, thus, tend to speak in

amore probingway; specifically, fathers requested clarification of their children and used

a non-specific query more often than mothers did (Tomasello, Conti-Ramsden, & Ewert,

1990). Additionally, fathers tended to interrupt and talk simultaneously with children

more often than mothers did (Greif, 1980). Fathers were also prone to using more direct
and informative speech with their children than mothers (Leaper, Anderson, & Sanders,

1998). Compared with mothers, fathers were more likely to utilize more direct and close-

ended questions, which impeded elaborate interactions with their children (Schwartz,

2004). Furthermore, fathers produced more wh-questions and explicit clarification

requests (Rowe, Coker, & Pan, 2004). In contrast, mothers tended to speak more and to

use both more supportive language (praise and approval) and more negative language

(criticism and disapproval) than fathers (Leaper et al., 1998). Mothers were also more

likely to expand on their children’s responses (Schwartz, 2004) and to use a more
elaborative language (asking more open-ended questions) than fathers (Zaman & Fivush,

2013). This mixed pattern of results – suggesting both similarities and differences

between maternal and paternal speech – stresses the need to distinguish fathers and

mothers when studying the parent–child relationship.
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Aims

To our knowledge, no previous studies have simultaneously considered parental

behaviour (sensitivity and non-intrusiveness) and the type of parental language used in

parent–child interactions to predict parent–child dyadicmutuality. The current studywas
set to explore the following questions in a cross-sectional research design: (1) ‘Is parental

language associated with parent–child dyadic mutuality above and beyond sensitivity and

non-intrusiveness?’ (2) ‘Does parental language moderate the links between parental

sensitivity, non-intrusiveness, and parent–child dyadic mutuality?’ (3) ‘Do these differ-

ences vary between mothers and fathers?’

Method

Sample

Sixty-five 1- to 3-year-old children and their mothers and fathers participated in the study.

Children were eligible to participate if they did not suffer from any developmental delays,

and their parentswere their biological parents,whoweremarried to each other and living

together. All participating childrenwere from 2-parent Hebrew-speaking families living in

the southern region of Israel. Demographic information is listed in Table 1. Our sample
was taken from a feeding disorder study; about half of the children had some feeding

problems but other than that were healthy. The other half of the children had no feeding

difficulties. Therefore, group belonging was controlled for in all analyses. The study

conformed to all ethical requirements for research, and all parents participating gave

informed consent for themselves and their children.

Procedure
The study received institutional review board approval, and all parents signed informed

consent forms. Two researchers visited all recruited families at home, in the afternoon.

Table 1. Demographic information for participants (n = 65)

Demographic variables

Child age in years 1.97 (0.86)

Child sex 66% Girls

Child gestational age in weeks 39.20 (1.47)

Mothers native born (Native Hebrew speakers) 95%

Fathers native born (Native Hebrew speakers) 93%

Mother age in years 31.73 (5.41)

Father age in years 34.78 (5.78)

Children in the family 2.03 (0.97)

Birth order of participating children 41% First child

34% Second child

25% Third to fifth child

Parental years of education 62% Completed high school education

Mother’s occupation 29% Managerial and technical

21% Skilled

24% Partly skilled

Father’s occupation 19% Managerial and technical

31% Skilled

22% Partly skilled

Parental language in parent–child relationship 5



The play session included two different play contexts (structured and unstructured) to

obtain a range of behaviours. In the structured play episode (5 min), parents and children

were instructed to cooperate in building a train/tower using blocks, finding a duck hidden

under a cup, and reading a story. In the unstructured play episode, parents and children
received various toys (dolls, building blocks, cars, books, puzzles, etc.) and were asked to

play as they usually do. After 5 min, they had a short clean-up session, in which theywere

asked to cooperate in organizing and putting away the toys (2 min). The play session

lasted approximately 12 min. Once the initial interactions were completed, parents

swapped roles and the child played with the second parent for another 12 min, while the

other parent left the room to complete a questionnaire. Families were randomly assigned

to begin with either the mother–child interaction (50% of the cases) or the father–child
interaction. All play sessions were videotaped by the experimenter using a single camera,
facing the parent and the child’s face and torso. Interactions were later coded in the

laboratory.

Measures

Parental behaviour

Father–child and mother–child play interactions were coded using the third edition of

the Emotional Availability Scale (EAS) developed by Biringen, Robinson, and Emde

(1993). The EAS was developed by integrating attachment theory and research

(Ainsworth, Blehar, Water, & Wall, 1978) and EA (Emde & Easterbrooks, 1985;

Mahler, Pine, & Bergman, 2008). For the current study, we used the parental
sensitivity and non-intrusiveness scales. Parental sensitivity (9-point scale) involves an

integrated assessment of the parent’s affect, accessibility, perceptual clarity, appro-

priateness of responses and timing, flexibility, variety, and creativity in the interaction,

acceptance of the child, amount of interaction, and style of conflict negotiation.

Parent non-intrusiveness (5-point scale) refers to the parent’s ability to be available to

the child without exercising excess direction, stimulation, or interfering with the

child’s autonomy. Each individual scale focused on the behaviour of one partner;

however, all dimensions of the EAS are viewed as ‘relationship variables’ because each
variable takes the other partner’s behaviour into account. Thus, the EAS assesses the

specific behaviours of an individual while considering both partners within the dyad

(Biringen, 2000).

Four trained research assistants, who did not participate in the data collection and

were blind to any information about the families, coded the videotapes. For coding

purposes, for items with a difference in rating scores larger than 1, the four raters

would discuss the item and resolve the discrepancy. To calculate the reliability of

coding, we randomly selected 20% of interactions. Each coder’s rating scores were
treated as items and were used to calculate the reliability for each item across raters

using the generalizability theory to estimate the coefficient alpha for each item. In this

context, alpha represents the overall covariance between raters while accounting for

within-rater variance, such that the higher the alpha coefficient, the more reliable the

rating of that item (Bakeman & Gottman, 1986, pp. 92–96). Interclass coefficients

were calculated for each of the scales, and they both showed excellent inter-rater

reliability (.91 and .99).
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Parent–child dyadic mutuality
A parent–child dyadic mutuality score was measured using observers’ ratings. Trained

coders used the parent–child interaction system (PARCHISY; Deater-Deckard et al.,

1997) to rate parent–child dyadicmutuality during the structured play taskwith the child,
using the instrument’s 7-point Likert-type scales (1 = no occurrence, 7 = continual

occurrence of the behaviour). During training, four raters observed the same video

independently. The training and inter-rater reliability techniques were the same as those

used for the EAS global ratings system.

Dyadic mutuality was comprised of a parent–child reciprocity code (i.e., co-

occurring parent–child smiling or laughter, eye contact, and ‘conversation-like’ turn-

taking during the task; inter-rater reliability of .88), child responsiveness to parent (i.e.,

responsiveness to parent’s questions, comments, behaviours; inter-rater reliability of
.81), and parent responsiveness to child (i.e., responsiveness to child’s questions,

comments, behaviours; inter-rater reliability of .80). Analysis of the principal

components revealed that these three variables loaded on a single factor explained

65% of the variance (loadings from .79 to .83) for mothers and 65% of the variance

(loadings from .75 to .85) for fathers. Thus, they were averaged to compute a parent–
child dyadic mutuality score.

Parental language use

The parental language use measure (PLUM; Yatziv, Menashe, & Atzaba-Poria, 2014) is an

assessment tool that has been developed to assess parental language. This assessment tool

is an extension of the system for coding parental language function developed by

McDonald and Pien (1982). McDonald and Pien addressed the language function for the

parent, whereas we emphasized the experience of the child by addressing the question:

‘Does the parent allow the child to express his or her inner world, desires, and needs, or,

does the parent ignore the child’s subjective experience and force his or her own needs
and wishes as if the child were an object?’. Derived from this question, the PLUM defines

two clusters of language use:

1. Parental exploring language. Parental exploring language is defined as parental

language used to encourage children to express themselves and share their ideas,
needs, and desires with the parents during the parent–child interaction. This cluster

was comprised of informative questions (e.g., ‘Are you hungry?’; inter-rater

reliability of .99), reflection questions (e.g., ‘Are you feeding the doll?’; inter-rater

reliability of .92), open-ended questions (e.g., ‘What would you like to do next?’;

inter-rater reliability of .86), and echoing questions (i.e., repeating what the child is

saying in the form of a question; inter-rater reliability of .79), divided by the number

of types of question. Coders had to count how many times parents used each of the

questions.
2. Parental controlling language. Parental controlling language is defined as the parental

language used to limit children’s participation and expression of their ideas, needs,

and desires. This cluster was comprised of commands (e.g., ‘put the toy in the box’;

inter-rater reliability of .98), prohibitions of movement (e.g., ‘don’t stand up’; inter-

rater reliability of .98), prohibitions of action (e.g., ‘don’t eat this plastic toy’; inter-

rater reliability of 1), and all of their repetitions, divided by the number of types of

commands and prohibitions. Coders had to count howmany times parents used each

of the commands and prohibitions.

Parental language in parent–child relationship 7



Socioeconomic status

A single SES composite was created using mothers’ and fathers’ educational level and

occupational status. A factor analysis revealed that these twomeasures compounded into

one factor, which explained 59% of the variance. Therefore, these four indicators were
averaged to create a single SES composite, with higher scores representing higher SES.

Results

Descriptive analyses

Descriptive statistics of all composites and variables used in the study are presented in
Table 2, and bivariate correlations are presented in Table 3 (for mothers) and in Table 4

(for fathers). As can be seen, parental sensitivitywas associatedwith non-intrusiveness for

both mothers and fathers. However, parental exploring and controlling languages were

not correlated. Parental sensitivity and non-intrusiveness were positively associated with

parent–child dyadic mutuality for both mothers and fathers. Furthermore, maternal

exploring language was positively associated with maternal sensitivity and with mother–
child dyadic mutuality, whereas paternal exploring language was only positively

associated with father–child dyadic mutuality. As for controlling language, higher levels
of controlling language were associated with lower levels of sensitivity for both mothers

and fathers and with lower levels of non-intrusiveness for fathers.

Next, t-tests were conducted to examine the group differences between mothers and

fathers for all the study’s variables. There were no differences in parental sensitivity,

t(61) = 1.64, ns; non-intrusiveness, t(61) = 0.60, ns; or parent–child dyadic mutuality,

t(61) = 1.56, ns. Furthermore, no group differences were revealed betweenmaternal and

paternal use of exploring language, t(61) = 1.83, ns, and controlling language,

t(61) = 0.71, ns.

Moderation by parental language use

To test the first research question proposing that parental language would be associated

with parent–child dyadic mutuality above and beyond sensitivity and non-intrusiveness, a

series of hierarchical linear regression analyses were conducted separately for parental

sensitivity and non-intrusiveness for bothmothers and fathers. Following Aiken andWest

(1991), procedures for testing interactions in multiple regressions were used. In each
analysis, the regression consisted of three steps: In the first step, SES and group belonging

were entered as a covariate. In the second step, parental behaviour (i.e., sensitivity or non-

intrusiveness) and parental language (i.e., exploring or controlling) were entered. In the

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for mothers and fathers

Study variables

Mothers Fathers

M (SD) Range M (SD) Range

Parental sensitivity (1–9 scale) 6.42 (1.50) 2–9 6.06 (1.51) 3–9
Parental non-intrusiveness (1–5 scale) 4.01 (0.85) 1.5–5 3.95 (0.91) 2–5
Parent–child dyadic mutuality (1–7 scale) 5.35 (0.92) 1.5–7 5.11 (0.98) 2.5–7
Parental exploring language 7.27 (4.26) 0.5–21.75 6.32 (3.47) 0–14.25
Parental controlling language 5.06 (3.24) 0.63–17.88 4.69 (3.34) 0.25–15.38
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third step, the interaction term (e.g., parental sensitivity 9 parental exploring language)

was entered. Moderation was inferred when the interaction variable entered in the third

step significantly predicted variance in the parent–child dyadic mutuality (Aiken &West,

1991).

As seen in Tables 5–8,maternal sensitivity, non-intrusiveness, and the use of exploring
language all significantly predicted mother–child dyadic mutuality, such that mothers

who had higher scores in sensitivity, non-intrusiveness, and the use of exploring language

had better mother–child dyadic mutuality than mothers who had lower scores. Next, the

examination of the third step indicated that there were moderation effects. Specifically,

the 2-way interactions between parental sensitivity and parental exploring language

(Table 5) and parental non-intrusiveness and parental exploring language (Table 6) were

significant predictors of the parent–child dyadic mutuality. The overall models were

significant, accounting for 44% and 38% of the variance (adjusted R
2) in mother–child

dyadic mutuality, respectively.

With regard to the use of maternal controlling language, there was no main effect.

However, the 2-way interactions between maternal sensitivity and maternal controlling

language were close to significant predictors of the mother–child dyadic mutuality

(Table 7). The overall model was close to significant, accounting for 32% of the variance

(adjusted R
2) in mother–child dyadic mutuality.

As for fathers, as seen in Tables 5–8, paternal sensitivity as well as paternal non-

intrusiveness significantly predicted father–child dyadic mutuality, such that fathers who
had higher scores in sensitivity and non-intrusiveness had better father–child dyadic

mutuality than fathers who had lower scores. In contrast, neither paternal exploring

language nor paternal controlling language significantly predicted parent–child dyadic

mutuality. Next, the examination of the second step indicated that the 2-way interaction

between paternal non-intrusiveness and paternal controlling language was the only

Table 3. Bivariate correlations for mothers

1 2 3 4 5

1. Parental sensitivity 1.00

2. Parental non-intrusiveness .79** 1.00

3. Parent–child dyadic mutuality .52** .43** 1.00

4. Parental exploring language .25* .20 .40** 1.00

5. Parental controlling language �.24 �.37** �.23 �.19 1.00

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01.

Table 4. Bivariate correlations for fathers

1 2 3 4 5

1. Parental sensitivity 1.00

2. Parental non-intrusiveness .76** 1.00

3. Parent–child dyadic mutuality .43** .43** 1.00

4. Parental exploring language .20 .03 .35** 1.00

5. Parental controlling language �.28* �.45** �.18 �.05 1.00

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01.
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interaction that significantly predicted the father–child dyadic mutuality (Table 8),

accounting for 19% of the variance (adjusted R
2).

To further examine the nature of these interactions, a post-hoc analysis was

performed: We first divided the sample into ‘low’ and ‘high’ in each of the interactional

Table 6. Hierarchical regression model for the prediction of parent–child dyadic mutuality from

parental non-intrusiveness and parental use of exploring language

Mothers, n = 64 Fathers, n = 60

B SE B b B SE B b

Step 1 R2 = .11 R2 = .02

Group .07 .11 .07 .19 .12 .20

SES .40 .15 .32* .16 .16 .13

Step 2 R2 = .33; DR2 = .22*** R2 = .31; DR2 = .30***

Group .01 .10 .01 .07 .10 .07

SES .16 .14 .21 �.21 .15 �.17

Parental non-intrusiveness .40 .12 .35** .58 .15 .45***

Parental exploring language .06 .02 .37* .12 .03 .44***

Step 3 R2 = .38; DR2 = .05* R2 = .30; DR2 = .00

Group .10 .10 .10 .07 .11 .07

SES .28 .14 .22* �.22 .16 .17

Parental non-intrusiveness .31 .13 .27** .58 .15 .45***

Parental exploring language .04 .03 .17 .12 .04 .45**

Parental non-intrusiveness 9 parental

exploring language

�.08 .04 �.20* .01 .03 .02

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p ≤ .001.

Table 5. Hierarchical regression model for the prediction of parent–child dyadic mutuality from

parental sensitivity and parental use of exploring language

Mothers, n = 64 Fathers, n = 60

B SE B b B SE B b

Step 1 R2 = .11 R2 = .05

Group .07 .11 .07 .19 .12 .20

SES .40 .15 .32* .16 .16 .13

Step 2 R2 = .38; DR2 = .27*** R2 = .31;

DR2 = .25***

Group �.04 .10 �.04 .06 .11 .06

SES .19 .14 .15 �.12 .15 �.09

Parental sensitivity .27 .07 .43*** .31 .10 .38**

Parental exploring language .06 .02 .26* .10 .03 .35*

Step 3 R2 = .44; DR2 = .09* R2 = .32; DR2 = .01

Group �.01 .10 �.01 .05 .11 .05

SES .23 .13 .18 �.12 .15 .10

Parental sensitivity .20 .07 .32** .31 .10 .37*

Parental exploring language .03 .03 .13 .12 .04 .42*

Parental sensitivity 9 parental exploring language �.04 .02 �.30* .02 .03 .12

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p ≤ .001.
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variables (i.e., sensitivity, non-intrusiveness, exploring language, and controlling

language). We then examined the mean of parent–child dyadic mutuality for each group.

As seen in Figures 1 and 2, the pattern of moderation was clear: For mothers, the

Table 7. Hierarchical regression model for the prediction of parent–child dyadic mutuality from

parental sensitivity and parental use of controlling language

Mothers, n = 64 Fathers, n = 60

B SE B b B SE B b

Step 1 R2 = .11 R2 = .05

Group .07 .11 .07 .19 .12 .20

SES .40 .15 .32* .16 .16 .13

Step 2 R2 = .33; DR2 = .22*** R2 = .21; DR2 = .15**

Group .01 .10 .01 .07 .12 .07

SES .26 .14 .21 .02 .16 .02

Parental sensitivity .29 .07 .45*** .33 .11 .40

Parental controlling language �.03 .03 �.09 �.02 .04 �.07

Step 3 R2 = .37; DR2 = .04T R2 = .22; DR2 = .01

Group .01 .10 .01 .05 .12 .05

SES .21 .14 .17 .03 .16 .03

Parental sensitivity .34 .08 .53*** .33 .11 .40**

Parental controlling language �.06 .04 �.17 �.06 .05 �.18

Parental sensitivity 9 parental

controlling language

�.04 .02 �.26T �.03 .03 �.16

TTrend towards significance.

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p ≤ .001.

Table 8. Hierarchical regression model for the prediction of parent–child dyadic mutuality from

parental non-intrusiveness and parental use of controlling language

Mothers, n = 64 Fathers, n = 60

B SE B b B SE B b

Step 1 R2 = .11 R2 = .05

Group .07 .11 .07 .11 .12 .20

SES .40 .15 .32* .16 .16 .13

Step 2 R2 = .27; DR2 = .16** R2 = .20; DR2 = .14**

Group .06 .10 .07 .11 .12 .12

SES .35 .14 .28 .00 .16 .00

Parental non-intrusiveness .43 .14 .37*** .51 .18 .40*

Parental controlling language �.02 .03 �.06 �.03 .04 �.11

Step 3 R2 = .29; DR2 = .02 R2 = .26; DR2 = .06*

Group .06 .10 .07 .10 .11 .10

SES .30 .15 .24* .02 .15 .02

Parental non-intrusiveness .50 .15 .24* .57 .18 .44**

Parental controlling language �.05 .04 �.19 �.08 .05 �.25

Parental non-intrusiveness 9 parental

controlling language

�.05 .04 �.22 �.10 .04 �.37*

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p ≤ .001.
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combination of low maternal sensitivity or low maternal non-intrusiveness and low

maternal exploring language had the lowest mother–child dyadic mutuality (Figures 1

and 2). In the case of controlling language, for mothers, the combination of highmaternal

sensitivity and low maternal controlling language had the highest mother–child dyadic

mutuality (Figure 3). For fathers, the combination of high paternal non-intrusiveness and

low paternal controlling language had the highest father–child dyadic mutuality

(Figure 4).
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Figure 2. Mean levels ofmother–child dyadicmutuality for low and highmaternal non-intrusiveness and

low and high use of maternal exploring language.
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Figure 1. Mean levels ofmother–child dyadicmutuality for low and highmaternal sensitivity and low and

high use of maternal exploring language.
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Discussion

The importance of language within the parent–child relationship

Theoretically, language has always held an important meaning inside the construct of the

parent–child relationship (Vygotsky, 1978). However, very little attention has been given

to the empirical study of parental language, and most of the instruments measuring the
parent–child interaction refer indirectly, if at all, to parental language (Biringen, 2004;

Deater-Deckard et al., 1997).

Our first hypothesis proposing that parental language would be related to the parent–
child dyadic mutuality, above and beyond parental behaviour, was partially supported.

4

4.5

5

5.5

6

6.5

7

Low High 

Fa
th

er
–c

hi
ld

 d
ya

di
c 

m
ut

ua
lit

y

Paternal non-intrusiveness

Low use of paternal 
controlling language

High use of paternal 
controlling language

Figure 4. Mean levels of father–child dyadic mutuality for low and high paternal non-intrusiveness and

low and high use of paternal controlling language.
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Figure 3. Mean levels ofmother–child dyadicmutuality for low and highmaternal sensitivity and low and

high use of maternal controlling language.
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Specifically, parents who used higher levels of exploring language, that is, parents who

asked informative, reflective, open-ended, and echoing questions showed higher levels of

parent–child dyadicmutuality, evenwhen controlling for parental sensitivity and parental

non-intrusiveness. These results were evident for both mothers and fathers. In contrast,
the use of controlling language was not found to be related to the parent–child dyadic

mutuality. Further investigation showed that the use of controlling language was

associated with both parental sensitivity and non-intrusiveness.

These results suggest that the use of parental controlling language and parental

exploring language each has a different significance within the parent–child relationship.
Controlling language seems to be related more directly to parental behaviours, reflecting

the verbal component of parental sensitivity and intrusiveness, whereas exploring

language seems to reflect parental willingness to engage with their infants at a more
mental level, a behaviour that encourages the child to share his or her inner world using

reflective and open-ended questions (Winnicott, 1968). These findings suggest that

although sensitivity and non-intrusive behaviour may be important aspects promoting

dyadic mutuality, there are other important aspects that need to be considered. For

example, Fonagy, Steele, Steele, Higgitt, and Target (1994) and Meins (2013) argued that

parental responsiveness to their child’s physical and emotional needs (e.g., sensitivity and

non-intrusiveness) differs from parental capacity or willingness to engage with their

infants at a mental level. Our findings support this argument and extend it to the verbal
component of behaviour.

The moderation effect of maternal versus paternal language use

Our second aimwas to examinewhether parental languagemoderated the links between

both parental sensitivity and non-intrusiveness with parent–child dyadic mutuality.

Supporting a double-risk model, low maternal sensitivity and non-intrusiveness were

linked to low mother–child dyadic mutuality only when mothers had low levels of
exploring language use. That is, sensitivity and non-intrusiveness were not related to the

mother–child dyadic mutuality when the use of exploring language was high, which

might be another indication that the manner in which parents speak to their children, in

particular asking informative, reflective, open-ended, and echoing questions, can buffer

the negative influence of parental behaviour on theparent–child dyadic relationship, even
under the circumstance of negative parental behaviour. Furthermore, high maternal

sensitivitywasmore strongly linked to highmother–child dyadicmutualitywhenmothers

used less controlling language while interacting with their child; when mothers had high
levels of controlling language use, maternal sensitivity had a weaker relation to parent–
child dyadic mutuality. For fathers, the link between non-intrusiveness and father–child
dyadic mutuality was significant only when fathers had low levels of controlling language

use. The moderation effects of controlling languagemight indicate that for sensitivity and

non-intrusiveness to have a beneficial effect upon the parent–child relationship, parents

must minimize their use of controlling language – commanding and prohibiting – during
play interactions.

Differences in language use moderation models between mothers and fathers

We found different moderation models for mothers and fathers. For mothers, it was the

use of exploring language that moderated the links between maternal behaviour and
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parent–child mutuality, whereas for fathers, it was the use of controlling language that

acted as a moderator.

These findings are consistent with earlier studies on the links between parental

interactive style and children’s social skills, which have found that maternal style and
paternal style (e.g., control and affect) were differentially related to children’s outcomes

(Isley, O’Neil, Clatfelter, & Parke, 1999; Isley, O’Neil, & Parke, 1996; MacDonald & Parke,

1984). More specifically, the positive aspects of mothers’ interactions with their children

(e.g., the use of positive responses encouraging independence, warmth, and positive

affect) were found to have a stronger association with children’s social outcome than

fathers’ positive interactions (McDowell, Kim, O’Neil, & Parke, 2002). However, fathers’

controlling behaviours had a stronger association with children’s social outcomes than

mothers’ controlling behaviours (Gottman, Katz, & Hooven, 1996; McDowell & Parke,
2000; Roberts & Strayer, 1987), including a controlling discussion style (McDowell et al.,

2002).

Study limitations and future research

The study’s findings should be considered in the light of a few limitations. First, the sample

in this study included onlymarried or cohabiting biological parents of the children. Future

research including other family types, such as single-parent families, could shed light on
the contribution that parental language and parental behaviours have on children in

different types of family settings. Second, the current study employed a cross-sectional

research design. Longitudinal designs are necessary to better understand the direction of

these links. Third, in the current study, we focused on parental behaviour and parent–
child mutuality. Future research including children’s outcomes (e.g., emotional devel-

opment and regulation; social competence) could uncover the contribution that parental

language and parental behaviours have on children’s early development. Finally, the

differences in themoderation effects formothers and fathers highlight the need for further
examination of the mechanisms underlying these moderation effects.

Clinical implications

The current study revealed important findings leading to several clinical implications.

Raising professional awareness on the importance of the role of parental language may

lead to the construction of specific interventions that focus not only onparental behaviour

but also on the quality of parental language used in parent–child interactions. Although
parental behaviour is an important element in the parent–child relationship, it is now

evident that language is an integral component in building the parent–child relationship,

with a unique contribution to the dyadic relationship.

Furthermore, our results indicated that the use of exploring language may act as a

protective factor when there are difficulties in maternal behaviours. Thus, focusing on

minimizing the use of controlling language and enhancing the use of exploring language

could be addressed in parental interventions aimed at promoting positive parent–child
mutuality.

Although clinicians have recognized the importance of language in the parent–child
relationship, and therapeutic interventions have addressed parental language, this is the

first empirical finding that supports the notion that the type of parental language used

does matter, above and beyond parental behaviour in the dyadic relationship.

Parental language in parent–child relationship 15



Acknowledgements

Special thanks to the research assistants Carmel Lichtstein, Einat Margalit, Etai Rogatka, Malki

Shunnak, Moria BarAasher, Noam Levy, and Tal Yatziv.

References

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting interactions.

Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C., Water, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Patterns of attachment, a

psychological study of the strange situation. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Ainsworth, M. D., & Marvin, R. S. (1995). On the shaping of attachment theory and research: An

interviewwithMaryDS Ainsworth (Fall 1994).Monographs of the Society for Research in Child

Development, 60, 3–21. doi:10.1111/j.1540-5834.1995.tb00200.x
Aksan, N., Kochanska, G., & Ortmann, M. R. (2006). Mutually responsive orientation between

parents and their young children: Toward methodological advances in the science of

relationships. Developmental Psychology, 42, 833–848. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.42.5.833
Aquilino, W. S. (1997). From adolescent to young adult: A prospective study of parent–child

relations during the transition to adulthood. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 59, 670–686.
doi:10.2307/353953

Bakeman, R., & Gottman, J. M. (1986). Observing interaction: An introduction to sequential

analysis. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Baumwell, L., Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., & Bornstein, M. H. (1997). Maternal verbal sensitivity and child

language comprehension. Infant Behavior and Development, 20, 247–258. doi:10.1016/
S0163-6383(97)90026-6

Beebe, B., Jaffe, J., Markese, S., Buck, K., Chen, H., Cohen, P., . . . Feldstein, S. (2010). The origins of
12-month attachment: A microanalysis of 4-month mother–infant interaction. Attachment &

Human Development, 12, 3–141. doi:10.1080/14616730903338985
Bernier, A., Carlson, S. M., & Whipple, N. (2010). From external regulation to self-regulation: Early

parenting precursors of young children’s executive functioning. Child Development, 81(1),

326–339. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01397.x
Bernier, A., & Dozier, M. (2003). Bridging the attachment transmission gap: The role of maternal

mind-mindedness. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 27, 355–365.
doi:10.1080/01650250244000399

Biringen, Z. (2000). Emotional availability: Conceptualization and research findings. American

Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 70(1), 104–114. doi:10.1037/h0087711
Biringen, Z. (2004). Raising a secure child: Creating an emotional connection between you and

your child. New York, NY: Perigee Books.

Biringen, Z. (2008). Emotional Availability Scales (4th ed.). Unpublishedmanuscript. Denver, CO:

University of Colorado Health Sciences Centre.

Biringen, Z., & Robinson, J. (1991). Emotional availability in mother–child interactions: A

reconceptualization for research. American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 61, 258–271.
doi:10.1037/h0079238

Biringen, Z., Robinson, J., & Emde, R. N. (1993). The Emotional Availability Scales (2nd ed.).

Unpublished manuscript. Denver, CO: University of Colorado Health Sciences Centre.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Attachment and loss, volume i: Attachment. New York, NY: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1988).A secure base: Parent–child attachmentandhealthy humandevelopment. New

York, NY: Basic Books.

Bretherton, I. (1988, February). Open communication and internal working models: Their role in

the development of attachment relationships. In R. A. Thompson (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium

on Motivation (No. 36, pp. 57–113). Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.
Cameron-Faulkner, T., Lieven, E., & Tomasello, M. (2003). A construction based analysis of child

directed speech. Cognitive Science, 27, 843–873. doi:10.1207/s15516709cog2706_2

16 Atara Menashe and Naama Atzaba-Poria

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.1995.tb00200.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.5.833
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/353953
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(97)90026-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(97)90026-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616730903338985
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01397.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01650250244000399
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0087711
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0079238
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog2706_2


Cole, P. M., Armstrong, L., & Pemberton, C. K. (2010). The role of language in the development of

emotion regulation. In S. D. Calkins & M. Bell (Eds.), Child development at the intersection of

emotion and cognition (pp. 59–77). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

Dalton-Hummel, D. (1982). Syntactic and conversational characteristics of fathers’ speech. Journal

of Psycholinguistic Research, 11, 465–483. doi:10.1007/BF01067494
Deater-Deckard, K., Atzaba-Poria, N., & Pike, A. (2004). Mother—and father—child mutuality in

Anglo and Indian British families: A link with lower externalizing problems. Journal of

Abnormal Child Psychology, 32, 609–620. doi:10.1023/B:JACP.0000047210.81880.14
Deater-Deckard, K., & Petrill, S. A. (2004). Parent–child dyadic-mutuality and child behaviour

problems: An investigation of gene-environment processes. Journal of Child Psychology and

Psychiatry, 45, 1171–1179. doi:10.1111/j.1469-7610.2004.00309.x
Deater-Deckard, K., Pylas, M. V., & Petrill, S. A. (1997). The parent–child interaction system

(PARCHISY). London, UK: Institute of Psychiatry.

Emde, R. N. (1980). Emotional availability: A reciprocal reward system for infants and parents with

implications for the prevention of psychosocial disorders. In E. Goldson (Ed.), Parent–infant

relationships (pp. 87–115). Orlando, FL: Grune & Stratton.

Emde, R. N. (2000). Next steps in emotional availability research. Attachment and Human

Development, 2(2), 242–248. doi:10.1080/14616730050085590
Emde, R. N., & Easterbrooks, M. A. (1985). Assessing emotional availability in early development.

Early identification of children at risk (pp. 79–102). New York, NY: Plenum.

Ensor, R., Devine, R. T., Marks, A., &Hughes, C. (2014). Mothers’ cognitive references to 2-year-olds

predict theory of mind at ages 6 and 10. Child Development, 85, 1222–1235. doi:10.1111/
cdev.12186

Eyberg, S. M., Nelson, M. M., Duke, M., & Boggs, S. R. (Eds.) (2005). Manual for the parent–child
interaction coding system. Gainesville, FL: University of Florida.

Eyberg, S. M., & Robinson, E. A. (1981). Dyadic parent–child interaction coding system. Seattle,

WA: Parenting Clinic, University of Washington.

Feldman, R., Keren, M., Gross-Rozval, O., & Tyano, S. (2004). Mother–child touch patterns in infant

feeding disorders: Relation to maternal, child, and environmental factors. Journal of the

American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 43, 1089–1097. doi:10.1097/

01.chi.0000132810.98922.83

Fonagy, P., Steele, M., Steele, H., Higgitt, A., & Target, M. (1994). The Emanuel Miller Memorial

Lecture 1992: The theory and practice of resilience. Journal of Child Psychology and

Psychiatry, 35, 231–257. doi:10.1111/j.1469-7610.1994.tb01160.x
Goldsmith, H. H., & Alansky, J. A. (1987). Maternal and infant temperamental predictors of

attachment: A meta-analytic review. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 55, 805–
816. doi:10.1037/0022-006X.55.6.805

Gottman, J. M., Katz, L. F., & Hooven, C. (1996). Parental meta-emotion philosophy and the

emotional life of families: Theoretical models and preliminary data. Journal of Family

Psychology, 10, 243. doi:10.1037/0893-3200.10.3.243

Gottman, J.M.,McCoy,K., Coan, J. A.,&Collier,H. (1995). The specific affect coding system (SPAFF)

for observing emotional communication inmarital and family interaction. In J. M.Gottman (Ed.),

What predicts divorce? The measures (pp. 1–169). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Greif, E. B. (1980). Sex differences in parent–child conversations. Women’s Studies International

Quarterly, 3, 253–258. doi:10.1016/S0148-0685(80)92281-2
Isley, S. L., O’Neil, R., Clatfelter, D., & Parke, R. D. (1999). Parent and child expressed affect and

children’s social competence: Modeling direct and indirect pathways. Developmental

Psychology, 35, 547. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.35.2.547

Isley, S., O’Neil, R., & Parke, R. D. (1996). The relation of parental affect and control behaviours to

children’s classroom acceptance: A concurrent and predictive analysis. Early Education and

Development, 7(1), 7–23. doi:10.1207/s15566935eed0701_2

Parental language in parent–child relationship 17

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01067494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JACP.0000047210.81880.14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2004.00309.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616730050085590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12186
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000132810.98922.83
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.chi.0000132810.98922.83
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1994.tb01160.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.55.6.805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.10.3.243
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0148-0685(80)92281-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.2.547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed0701_2


Kaplan, L. A., Evans, L., & Monk, C. (2008). Effects of mothers’ prenatal psychiatric status and

postnatal caregiving on infant biobehavioural regulation: Can prenatal programming be

modified? Early Human Development, 84, 249–256. doi:10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2007.06.004

Kochanska, G. (2002). Mutually responsive orientation betweenmothers and their young children:

A context for the early development of conscience. Current Directions in Psychological

Science, 11, 191–195. doi:10.1111/1467-8721.00198
Kochanska, G., & Aksan, N. (2004). Development of mutual responsiveness between parents and

their young children. Child Development, 75, 1657–1676. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.

00808.x

Kuhn, L. J., Willoughby, M. T., Wilbourn, M. P., Vernon-Feagans, L., & Blair, C. B. (2014). Early

communicative gestures prospectively predict language development and executive function in

early childhood. Child Development, 85, 1898–1914. doi:10.1111/cdev.12249
Laible, D. (2004). Mother–child discourse surrounding a child’s past behaviour at 30 months: Links

to emotional understanding and early conscience development at 36 months. Merrill-Palmer

Quarterly, 50, 159–180. doi:10.1353/mpq.2004.0013

Laible, D. (2006). Maternal emotional expressiveness and attachment security: Links to

representations of relationships and social behaviour. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 52, 645–
670. doi:10.1353/mpq.2006.0035

Laible, D., Carlo, G., Torquati, J., &Ontai, L. (2004). Children’s perceptions of family relationships as

assessed in a doll story completion task: Links toparenting, social competence, and externalizing

behaviour. Social Development, 13, 551–569. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2004.00283.x
Laible, D. J., & Thompson, R. A. (2000). Mother–child discourse, attachment security, shared

positive affect, and early conscience development. Child Development, 71, 1424–1440.
doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00237

Leaper, C., Anderson, K. J., & Sanders, P. (1998). Moderators of gender effects on parents’ talk to

their children: A meta-analysis. Developmental Psychology, 34(1), 3. doi:10.1037/0012-

1649.34.1.3

Little, C., & Carter, A. S. (2005). Negative emotional reactivity and regulation in 12-month-olds

following emotional challenge: Contributions of maternal–infant emotional availability in a low-

income sample. Infant Mental Health Journal, 26, 354–368. doi:10.1002/imhj.20055

Lok, S. M., & McMahon, C. A. (2006). Mothers’ thoughts about their children: Links between mind-

mindedness and emotional availability.British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 24, 477–
488. doi:10.1348/026151005X49854

Lunkenheimer, E. S., Olson, S. L., Hollenstein, T., Sameroff, A. J., & Winter, C. (2011). Dyadic

flexibility and positive affect in parent–child coregulation and the development of child

behaviour problems. Development and Psychopathology, 23, 577–591. doi:10.1017/

S095457941100006X

Maccoby, E. E. (1992). The role of parents in the socialization of children: An historical overview.

Developmental Psychology, 28, 1006–1017. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.28.6.1006
Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family: Parent–child

interaction. In P. Mussen & E. M. Hetherington (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology (pp.

1–101). New York, NY: Wiley.

MacDonald, K., & Parke, R. D. (1984). Bridging the gap: Parent–child play interaction and peer

interactive competence. Child Development, 55(4), 1265–1277. doi:10.2307/1129996
Mahler, M. S., Pine, F., & Bergman, A. (2008). The psychological birth of the human infant:

Symbiosis and individuation. New York, NY: Basic Books.

Masur, E., Flynn, V., & Eichorst, D. L. (2005). Maternal responsive and directive behaviours and

utterances as predictors of children’s lexical development. Journal of Child Language, 32(1),

63–91. doi:10.1017/S0305000904006634
McDonald, L., & Pien, D. (1982). Mother conversational behaviour as a function of interactional

intent. Journal of Child Language, 9, 337–358. doi:10.1017/S030500090000475X

18 Atara Menashe and Naama Atzaba-Poria

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.earlhumdev.2007.06.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00198
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00808.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00808.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2004.0013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2006.0035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2004.00283.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00237
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.34.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.34.1.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/imhj.20055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/026151005X49854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S095457941100006X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S095457941100006X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.28.6.1006
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1129996
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0305000904006634
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S030500090000475X


McDowell, D. J., Kim, M., O’Neil, R., & Parke, R. D. (2002). Children’s emotional regulation and

social competence in middle childhood: The role of maternal and paternal interactive style.

Marriage & Family Review, 34, 345–364. doi:10.1300/J002v34n03_07
McDowell, D. J., & Parke, R. D. (2000). Differential knowledge of display rules for positive and

negative emotions: Influence from parents, influences on peers. Social Development, 9,

415–432. doi:10.1111/1467-9507.00136
McMahon, C. A., & Meins, E. (2012). Mind-mindedness, parenting stress, and emotional availability

in mothers of preschoolers. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 27, 245–252. doi:10.1016/
j.ecresq.2011.08.002

Meins, E. (2013). Security of attachment and the social development of cognition. Hove, UK:

Psychology Press.

Meins, E., Fernyhough, C., Fradley, E., & Tuckey, M. (2001). Rethinking maternal sensitivity:

Mothers’ comments on infants’ mental processes predict security of attachment at 12 months.

Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 42, 637–648. doi:10.1111/1469-7610.00759
Meins, E., Fernyhough, C., Wainwright, R., Clark-Carter, D., Gupta, M. D., Fradley, E., & Tuckey, M.

(2003). Pathways to understanding mind: Construct validity and predictive validity of maternal

mind-mindedness. Child Development, 74, 1194–1211. doi:10.1111/1467-8624.00601
Nakamura, J., & Quay, S. (2012). The impact of caregivers’ interrogative styles in English and

Japanese on early bilingual development. International Journal of Bilingual Education and

Bilingualism, 15, 417–434. doi:10.1080/13670050.2012.665827
Richards, B. J. (1994). Child-directed speech and influences on language acquisition: Methodology

and interpretation. In C. Gallaway & B. J. Richards (Eds.), Input and interaction in language

acquisition. Cambridge: C.U.P.

Roberts, W. L., & Strayer, J. (1987). Parents’ responses to the emotional distress of their children:

Relations with children’s competence.Developmental Psychology, 23, 415. doi:10.1037/0012-

1649.23.3.415

Robinson, J., Little, C., & Biringen, Z. (1993). Emotional communication in mother–toddler
relationships: Evidence for early gender differentiation. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 1982, 496–
517. doi:10.1017/S0954579411000708

Rowe, M. L. (2008). Child-directed speech: Relation to socioeconomic status, knowledge of child

development and child vocabulary skill. Journal of Child Language, 35, 185–205. doi:10.1017/
S0305000907008343

Rowe, M. L., Coker, D., & Pan, B. A. (2004). A comparison of fathers’ andmothers’ talk to toddlers in

low-income families. Social Development, 13, 278–291. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2004.

000267.x

Schwartz, J. I. (2004). An observational study of mother/child and father/child interactions in story

reading. Journal of Research in Childhood Education, 19, 105–114. doi:10.1080/

02568540409595058

Sharp, C., & Fonagy, P. (2008). The parent’s capacity to treat the child as a psychological agent:

Constructs, measures and implications for developmental psychopathology. Social

Development, 17, 737–754. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00457.x
Swanson, K., Beckwith, L., & Howard, J. (2000). Intrusive caregiving and quality of attachment in

prenatally drug-exposed toddlers and their primary caregivers. Attachment & Human

Development, 2(2), 130–148. doi:10.1080/14616730050085527
Takeuchi, H., Taki, Y., Hashizume, H., Asano, K., Asano, M., Sassa, Y., . . .Kawashima, R. (2015). The

impact of parent–child interaction onbrain structures: Cross-sectional and longitudinal analyses.
The Journal of Neuroscience, 35, 2233–2245. doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0598-14.2015

Tomasello, M., Conti-Ramsden, G., & Ewert, B. (1990). Young children’s conversations with their

mothers and fathers: Difference in breakdown and repair. Journal of Child Language, 17,

115–130. doi:10.1017/S0305000900013131
Vygotsky, L. (1978).Mind in society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Parental language in parent–child relationship 19

http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J002v34n03_07
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.08.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00759
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2012.665827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.23.3.415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.23.3.415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0954579411000708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0305000907008343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0305000907008343
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2004.000267.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2004.000267.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02568540409595058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02568540409595058
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00457.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14616730050085527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0598-14.2015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900013131


Wang, F., Cox, M. J., Mills-Koonce, R., & Snyder, P. (2015). Parental behaviors and beliefs, child

temperament, and attachment disorganization. Family Relations, 64, 191–204. doi:10.1111/
fare.12120

Weisleder, A., & Fernald, A. (2013). Talking to children matters early language experience

strengthens processing and builds vocabulary. Psychological Science, 24, 2143–2152.
doi:10.1177/0956797613488145

Winnicott, C. (1968). Communicating with children. In R. Tod (Ed.),Disturbed children (p. 6580).

London, UK: Longman.

Yatziv, T., Menashe, A. & Atzaba-Poria, N. (2014). The Parental Language Use Measure (PLUM).

Unpublished manuscript.

Zaman, W., & Fivush, R. (2013). Gender differences in elaborative parent–child emotion and play

narratives. Sex Roles, 68, 591–604. doi:10.1007/s11199-013-0270-7

Received 6 September 2015; revised version received 10 April 2016

20 Atara Menashe and Naama Atzaba-Poria

View publication statsView publication stats

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/fare.12120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/fare.12120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797613488145
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11199-013-0270-7
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/303464245

