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Y Play Behaviors of Their Developmentally Del

Effects of Parents' ?lay,Rostines on Imaginative
a}ed’

Preschoblers in Hame Settings ‘

v o ' ’ Introduction
4 N * \
This paper *focyses on parents' play routines as an aspect of home .

’

intervention programminéxand explains their effects on developmentally

delaypd youngsters. And, it describes the goals of a particular
\
parentxfhild-play program which are to: (a) work with parents on a
L
weekly basis, (h) ‘ghow them how to work on imaginative play with their
. I3 -

youngsters in‘home settingg, and (c) evaluate these parent's and their

[}
/) children's performance compared to similar others in the control ﬁroup .

. f .
using seléct#d assessment measures. Showing parents how to work
systematica#ly with their owm children in home settings and éualuating
their performance effects fn their children's-development was begun in

the Head Start decade oﬁ the mid-sixties.
’Fanne by results of’H;:d Start and minority-group political .
pressures; funding-for intervention projects focusing on low income
» families d their children was expanded to.include handicapped and . :
‘bilingual populations in the decade of thé 1970 s and in the bgginning
.period of |the 1980's (Yawkey & Prewitt—Diaz, 1982). Parent intervention
programs in home#settings with haddicapped, bilingual add low-income

-

children rest primarily on the results of three mainstreams of child

I ¢ / _
' _development research: effects of parenting/parent education, and the
' importanc& of the child's formative years (Yawkey, 1982)
Contributing significantly to parent intervention programs in home .
P Y 1
settings il & third and more contymporary mainstream of regearch. play ,
“ . i * . /
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As a contributing mainsfream

~

the third is an outgrowth of the increasing inuerest in infant s and

-

as development and learning (Yawkey, 1982).°

child's play and in results of recent studies on pretend play as a

L4 . -
. » . . FE

séparate area and as érrflated dne to cognition (Feitelson & Ross, 1973;
Nicolich, 1978).
¥ \

Examin#ng the significance of parents' play routines as’ an aspect of .

-

home interveption programhing of play behaviors, this paper is divided
inEo'fnur mﬁindsettigns. First, in.order to understand the potentiai
effects of parent playiroutines, the contributions of the three mainstreafs
of child development\ressarch tn home intervention and plsy programs are

surveyed.
’ - . I3 J h .
Second, selected methods and procedures_of a particular parent- —
. Py : :
child-play program as used with parents and their youngsters are explained.

Third, part of the dats results shqying the effects of Barent‘s play

*nes on their preschooler’s imaginativs play behayiors are examined. ‘

-~ A . s N

, f%nally, discussion and results of the play program, liditations and )
possible modifications apd uses of parent-child-play are discussed.

Parenting/Parent Education '

- By " R

The first mainstream,provides a rationale for parent -child-play as

‘4ntervention prograns
effects of the parent

child interactions in:

~Cox & Campbell, .1968;

Schaefer, 1972).

-

L,

in home settings. It-1s compdsed of studies on the
(i.e.,~mother and/dr.father) snd child on parent-
the family (e.g., pohen & Tomlinson-Keasey, 1980;

Eckerman, Whatley & Kutz, 1975 Vandell, 1979) and -

on training parents systematicqlly in pome settings as their youngs;er 8
. , . , )

4

most impertant teachzr_(%.g., Madden, Levenstein & Levenstein, 1976; .

] . 4
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bl The "effects of parent child interactions in the family are of’

. pérticular impotSnce to developn'znt and learning 'Reciprocal inter-

P
* actions or sifplx/the interchanges ‘that take place between the child and

parent and parent and child evolve over time and provide emotional '

o~ i

)
attazhments (Bronfeﬁrrenne;,\l975)-and intellectual and emotional
' - .

. - stimulation and growth (Bee Van Engeren, Streissguth N;Ezﬁ &oiechie

'1975). The parent acts as.a filter and mediat%s between the youngster

.

and his outside world. And, through reciprocal interaction within the
vf" family, the benefits and lﬁnitat‘ions of emotional and intellectual re-
sources ;}e passed on and become thenfoundation for the child's-feelingS,
-aspirations'ahd'attitudes. Piers-&.Landau (1980) and Pulaski (1980) note
. C. s .
that this reciprocal‘interplay between -parent and child occurs and is
symbolized through play:’ ;)Cohen‘ & Tomlindon-l/(ease)‘"s results sho&; that
the parentrchild interactive condition facilitated the highest level of
S exploration of toy objects for boys and girls compared to other conditions

P

such as toddler alone and todﬁler and peer. In similar fashion, Cox &/
. 3 B P |
/ Campbell (1968)‘conclude that talking, movements, and playing with toys

i
in strange situations increaséd when mothers were present,with the
”» ' 5

]
> toddlers and greschoolers, these same actions decreased when mothers were

P

absent. The reclprocal interactional gsystems of parent-child play that

are at work im the family contribute ts the youn ster s development and

-
’

learning and the complexity of his play with objects. White (1975, p. 4)

. feels that these systems arisiné in the family have ". . . more of an’
v -

impact on a child's total . . . development than the formal educational

-
e

systems."

The effects of educating barenbe,in.a systematic fashion for working

with their children in home settings maximize their "teaching" potential.

4
»
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positive attitudes toward themselves compared to others not involved in ’

The fact tha§ pafentg have the earliest, greatest and longest influence

- on their children emphasizes the importange of training them to work
\

directly with their.-' own youngsters in home settings (Madden, Levenstgjn
& D2vensteiﬁ,.1976; Schaefer, 1972). This parent education and involve-
ment maximizes teach{ng-learning potential in a number of ways: First,
)
the resulets of studies by Madden, Levenstein & Levenstein, and séhaefer,
as e#am?les, show impressive; co;sistent,~and sustained cognitive and -
language gains rasging from three to five years in young children as
characteristic of parent home training programs. !hcond, Bronfenbrenger -

‘

(1973) feels thaf parents, trained in home settings to vary their roles;

. help to enrich their child;rearing reperto:ij' ultimataedy exert

greater ‘control ovéF their children's cognitive fand e95fional development

-

compared to using "the sahg role in all situations. in agreement, Schaefer
says that parents iﬁ~hom;j;hterven;ion programs shpdihhbe trained to tse
t%g rqles.of teag‘ér, decigion maker and soclalizing agent. Third, Yawkey
& Prewitt-Diaz {1981) report that parents and their children involved l'
toget%er in homg intervention programs develop significantly!greafer ) gﬁ
. VS _ ) {

thgseiprogrgms.

> Both the family compr;sed of parent-child teciprocal interactions

arid’ parent involvement programs in home settings significantly affect .

& ftivéﬂ social and emotional development and learning of young, children.
gn : g ;

L
-

aﬂ%rlz Years . : . . ] f// "
Thic'sécond mainstream basic to home intervention and‘play programs -

o

éﬁphgsizes,the time at which these programs should begin in order to

o
3 - *

: 9
affect the child. To have maximut benefit for children, these programs
[] “‘\ N \ -

L
) ' ~




\ . R ’ . Vs )
should start as early as possible. The formative or’the early years of

rd

the young child range from birth through eight Dﬁ}ing this age range,

the basic concepts fundamental to thinking and communicating initially

II )/

develop and evolve. From physically involving himself with objects and

actions in order to conceptualize‘to thinking without having to.use.
. ~N v H

-

‘ .
ohjects and physical actions’ the formative years illustrate clearly

the child's cognitive transition toward more advanced levels of adult

reasoning. -

s

During the formative years, the youngster develops several important

cognitive and language abilities; they become benchmarks- in cognitive

.

progress and {llustrate the maxim that "intervention at an early age is
-

best." By the age of two, for example, several oi'these cognitive .

benchmarks/g;élude the ability tox discriminate between familiar obJectd
people and situations, coordinate eye-hand -body movements and use of

'
'intention for these actions, and a;rive at solutions to simple problems +

¥ . . >
by mentally representing the object-problem solution (Peters, Neisworth(

& Yawkey, 1983). By the end of age five or six, the youngster can usually

ld

\\(Peters et al,, 1983) - ' %
‘ -

__* sSee a situation, event or person from another's perspective .

)

(i.e., being nonegocentrif§7\y; 5
. )
» understand logical conne&tions between a-series of perceptual
events that are related (i.e., transform)

« identify salient rather.than superficial aspects of objects

[N

’(i.e., decenter)

- N " -~

-

< : + develop a line of reasoning from one point.to another and back

again to the first point (e.g., reverse)

A . A

<o ) ~ T
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' .. conceptualize that the amount or quantity of a'matter rethains
-1“ -

the same regardless of qualitative. changes made on its shape

_ or position (i.e&, conserve)' N
’ -
¢ By showing parents how te work with theig child at an early age when

-

/'l
. L intellectual and. attitudinal patterns "have not yet been set home\inter-

vention.programs can have great lmpact on both youngster and parent.. The

formative ones aré the most adaptivé and open years and home intervention
1 N -

. programs aimed at the early years can promote systematically souhd

development and learning in-children.

. :,/w —;." S
Imaginative Play ~ ~ ~ '
* R
/ The third mainstream foguses on the medium of play between parent

and child as a basis for home intérvention programs It is a most’

natural medium to use for parent and child in these programs; play is
/
quite commor to'households, although parents may not understand its value

for development and learning (Singer, 1973). Bruner (1972) and Singer

feel that play, as a medium for development, encourages novel cognitive

actions; Piaget (1962) notés that, within the formative years and between

1

the eges of two through six, symbolic or pretend play reaches its ‘maximum

potential. After the formative years, child's play loses much of its
r ]
pretend and imaginative elements and becomes more realistic.
A}

" Play useiﬂag,a medium for growth and learning has‘several other

Pretend play, used as a base for
! /
preschool p‘grams by S\altz, Dixon & Johnson (1977) helped decrease ‘the

" benefits in addition to novel actions.

t
amount of in salving tasks with those children in the experimental
or play group compared to the: controls. Second;.Smilansky's (1968) -

. ' g .
results show that children in sociodramatic play groups had significantly

~
-

Y R »
. 8
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4

N




N

greater mean lengths of sentences and mdre orally generated sentences i

than those in the control conditions. Third Yawkey s (1981) results

€ >

guggest that ‘sotiodramatic play can facilitate intellectual readiness in

\ :

séleqted subject content fields of reading and mathematics and in
divergent thinking.
e d ¢
From the mainstreams of research on parenting/parent educatipa,

L3 P

+

q.ild s formative years and play as development, the potential contribu-

tions of training parents in home intervention and using play routines X
i1s better undetstood. The following section describes selected methods ) a

and prccedures of parent-child-play used in the home intervention program

1 .
with parents and children. D .
S \ ”
Method and Procedures for Using the Parent-Child-Play Program
ay \ ’ o~ R b
The parent-child-play program 1is based on particular gethods and

procedures in working with parents and children in home settings: Methods

-

imply the individuals targeted for this play program and the materials

«

used in it. Procedures refer to the parent play rougines used in the ’

—~

program and how ithey were used- with the preschéolers in home settings.

! , \\ P -
’ -

Methods .

/“'\-‘ N
//// The adults targeted for the parent-child-play home intervention

program were from poverty and low income populations. _Second, the parents

>

had at least one child of preschool age, and between three to five years .
’old.x The parents, identified through the Community Action ‘Agency, were

invited to join the home intervention program. A total of 32 families ‘ .
joined the initial programi 16 families for the experimental group who

received weekly play training procedures and activities, and 16 for the i "~

control group who did not: receive the training but were pre .and post

/
[ ) N\
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v\ + . - *
tested. The racial make-up of the 32 parents are white, black and

hispanic, the majority were single parent’ families and all lived within

-

a 50-mi1e radius of an industrial city of 50, 000 people. The preschoolers
t

of the target Iamilies were mildly retarded as determined by I Q. tests.,

All of the youngsters werq developmentally delayed in coghitive and
) gh

$-

language abilities. Ther{e were two youngsters in the) experimental group

who showed limited-English proficiency in language capabilities. «}

There are six types of materials developed and used with the target-
. ' A o4 )
parents and children. The first was familiar toys and games common “to ‘
v : '
'. the home setting; the parents were taught to use them in the play routines

with their children. Play routines were aught to the parents on each

“visit; they showed them what to-do and say with their.child in imaginative

r'd
¢«

play. The play routines are described in the following proceddre section.
The second material was 250 to 300 word‘abstracts of children's stories.
{ , . .

) -
They- are also Used in various play routines. }

The third material used in this parent-chi}ﬂ;play program is a'
one-page "reminder" for the parent summarizing the play routine and its
uses covered in the sessiond Fhey were given to the parent'at‘the end_
of each session. The foarth type of material in this parent;chﬁid-piay
program was used to gather specific information Pn the~parent's opinions
and thoughts for future sessions. It consisted of questionnaire%)and
other data’ gathering surveys | ) - ?

The fifth type oﬁ material are simple activities fdr parents to do

. with‘their children at appropriate times throughout the day. The
activities were used-to extend the play routfaes; they could also be

used separately and independently from them. Exagbles include "Simon

Says" and ''Twenty Questions.' The sixth material w3s actually a written




summary of useful comments and statements'the pa nt made .during each of

the home visits. These anecdotal sheets were completed immediately _‘
/

’

. after the session by the home visitor. .

Procedures

[

5
.

¢

Procedurally, this program had two phases: asseSsmentwand implementation.

The parent-child-play program lasted for a period of six months.

In the assessment phase, all 32 parents and their children were
[}
f °
pre-tested and, at the end of the program six months” later, were ‘post- .
' . . - P

gested The same tests were given in the pre and post assessmeets. The
youngsters took the Parent Child-Perspective Taking: Child Scale (PCCS) \l
and the PAAT Inventery: Chi}d Form (PACF). These assessments were
(administered to'determine cnangestin the levéﬁ,’quantity and .quality of
children's imaginative ‘play .and whether the home involvement program and
parent—play-routines affected their play activities. . The PCCS assessed

* i~ e . ‘ , A
thé 's {deas about and the strength of imaginative play by determining 1

g ' the ber of times the child performs particular imaginative play actions
and activities. The youngster is read 20 sfatements and determines if he
"never," "sometimes," or "always" performs tqet play action described in

each of the items. The PACF assesses the youngster's abiljity to take the

role of 4nother in home and gchool situations.  In asking him to percelve
how his mother (gr father) sees him, the child is read 20 questions'and

indicates feelings by pointing to_a "happy,"” "sad" or "neutral" face

’ -
-~

after each one. ¢ . . ~

ty

1

The pareats ware administered two tests: Parent-Child-Play
Preference Ihventory (PCPP) and ‘the+*Parent-Child- Perspective Taking
\ ' Parent ‘tale (PCFS). The parents v}ere given these assessments to\
| determiue changes iz‘their‘performances, beliefs; and uses of imaginative

d : z
’ N

\))(. & .. Ay S . :
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* / ' M .
play actions and activities with their children as a‘result of the home

T
tintervention p;ogram Containing 30 items, the PCPP determiqes the b

4
strength of the parent s views of tha usefulness of the child s imaginative

, , *
s+ _ _play as a tool for development and 1earning in home settings. The parents

‘

reacted to eich item along a.five-~poing dimension "Never", "0coasiona11y",
"Sometimes", "Often , and "Regularly". The PCPS evaluates the parent s

ahility %o take the role of the child in real-and fantasy situations at
i X - ‘
home and school. Containing 50 items, the parents responded to each of
) !

] N < P
/. ., . the items by stating whether they "Strongly Agree'", "Agree'; "Disagree",

’

r "“Strongly Disagree" wi’it. :
The implementation” phase of’ the parent-child-play program began when
thé pre-testing was completed with parents and children,’and it ended

. .
when posf/testing commenced. The implementation phase of the program'

focused on the 16 families and their children and tonsisted of a home ,

’

visitdor working with-each of the parents for one hour on a weekly basis
. 5 .

for six consecut}ve months. Further, one Fdditional goal of the parent-‘,
ohild-play’program and it$ implementation phase was to show the pareéts

~ [ 4

how to work on imaginative play” (and other areas, such as self help) with
their youngsters in home settings

The program used in‘instructional cycle composed of five parts
(iawkey.& Silvern, 1977). 'The home visitor useg thekinstructional cycle
on easﬁzvisit and followed itAstep-by—step in working with the parent; it
takes approximately one hour to deliver. The parts of the inJ!ructional
cyclé of the parent—child play program together with approximate times
, for each step are: (1) Sumﬁzrizing and Reporting from the ﬁ;evious Week
(5 minutes),‘(Z; Explaimimélthe Current Session'a Play Routines (10
. minutes, (3) Deséribing the Play Routine for Home Settings (13 minutesy),

.3
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.(5) Extending the Play Routine from Home to Other Settings (10 minutes). ‘\\

L)) Role-Playing and RehearsaL of the'Play Routine (lS minutes),

1 ) . °

Each of the parts of the instructional ¢ycle is explained.
Part 1. In summarizing.from last week, the parent'tells how she’

. . - - P4
used the previous week's play routine with the chiid in home and other
settings. This step gives the parent the opportunity to review her uses of
’ / ) ’ v
the play routine from the previous week's session and prodides'the home

visitor with the chance to se® whetheggit wag used and how it was used by

her. Misupderstandings and errors are corrected in a sensitive manner. -
Part 2. The_objectives of the present session are expleined in a

clear and concise uay “Each sessiSF

are written in ‘behavioral terms, focus on school related outcomes for the

~ .

child and provide the parent with ways of evaluating outcomes of using

n may Have one o'two objectives They

the play routine with their youngster. And, concrete objects for

implementing each of the objectives are used; these ma’irials are, common

N

t¥ the homef’ An example of one parent objeetive fellows:, "When you use

Sy _
the pkay routine explained in this sessio , your child will be able to '
. « .
poinérto three objects which are blue, en, and red, and name their ’,
colors in no more than 10 minutesg( Aft usiné the play'routine, can

your child point to.thr objeets and nam& their colors?"

o

Part' 3. The home visitor desgribes the pley routine. Each of the

- ’ .

play routines tell the parent exactly what to do and say in guiding
. 3
imaginative play of the child. Here, each play routine has specific

)

sets of actions that parQnts do 3¥th their child in the play session
Each of tjese actions within a play routine are sequenced along a time

gontinuua from introdgcing to completing the routine. Each routine and

.
0 Y

N { . '~‘ \
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its subactions can be repeated again and again, and the number of
’ -

, repetitions depends on the interests and attention of the°youngsterl

Examples of some of the play routines used by the parents.in the

’ .8 . "L )
pagént-child-play program follow: I} '

v t
1.” Join in and help your child play: (a) by talking to him

‘ as he p}.ays, and (\) by praisfng his pretend actions and’

A

-
-

activities. ’

&

2. Join in and help your child at play; (a) by talking to, him.
as he plays, (b) by praising his actions and statements

A after he responds to your talk, (c) by adding other objects
L )

to play activities that are rélated to the play theme, and °

(d) by praising'hig/aetions and stat::7nts after he

uses, the objects which are added.
/
3. Join in and ' help your child at play: la) by reading or

telling a favorite story while he listens to it, (b) by

]

asking him to retell the story after he hears it so others
Vg ~
can understand it, (c) by praising him.after retelling each

part of the story; and (d) by extendi-g hi3 oral description
) : € )
of the 'story afte he retells each part. ,
/Q !
After describing the play routine, themﬁ/me visitor demonstrates and

models its use with the parant. The toy objects used in the description
and demonstration aré found in and common to the home environments. .
7 A more detailed example of describing and demonstrating one play"
routine with the parent follows. JThe example uses the abdve play routine
of: "Join imand help your child play: .(a) by talking‘to him as he
plays, and (b) by praising his actions and activities." The actions of

joining in, talking and praising are demonatrated by the home visitor‘.’“

) "

14 .
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First, in modeling "talking actions," the parent is asked to prompt the

youngster while at play by using open-ended comments or questions. The
N - <

pghent is taught how to observe the youngster 3t play and then offer

4

prompts that dzp consistent with his play actions. For instance, a child

p,laying house and using a doll.an obsetves Che child

rockArng the doll. -And, :ﬁé parent might prompi,by saying: (a) "Dpes

’

Dolly feel sleepy?---Why?", or (b)- "How would Dolly feel if sh!’is hungry ' P
and wants to eat?" Afterltalking to the child and using prompts, the

parent is asked to wait for the child to respond to thém. This "wait time"

3

is Galuable; it provides the youngster:with time to think about answer{;g.
Second, the parent- is shown how to praise and reward €he\youn§ste 's

actions. ‘Here, the home visitpr-demonstrates the second element of this .

pjay routine—-i.e., "by praising his pretend actions and activities.”

. >

By praising and rewarding, the parent shows her support and appreval of
the youngster's response to her cue. In rewarding and~praising, parents

are urged to use either tokens and tangibles, for exampfe, food, or social
1/

rewards such as hugging, touching, and others (or both) if they prefer.
In ending part three o§(the instructional cycle, the home visitor asks

the parent to use this play routine over and oveiﬁag%in throughout the
» ~_

week until the child tires, loses his interest, or doesn't want to play

v . »
3

any longer. ' ‘ -

»

Part 4. While the home visitor watches, the parent role-plays and

rehearses the.play routine describedhin part 3 of- the instfuctional cycle. *

By role-playing, the peredt shows- how well she understands and uses the

P . outine. In rehearsing, {the parent also uses the same home material
| -

in the play routine that was demonstrated by the home visitor. Egzers .
' P - . ‘

14

and misunderstanq}ngs are corrected in a sensitive and genuine way. .
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After coupleting this step, the parent shjws that she can understand and
[ "
» use the play roatine in home settings.
N ' f’ part 5. The play routine is introduced, demonstrated (see part 3)

d then role-played (see part 4) Both the demonstrating and the_role-/

pfayini of the play routine center on home settings. In this final part
Y \\
' of the instructional cycle, thﬁ parent is shown\how to use 4#he same play

“«

. routine‘in séttfngs outside the home. From home to other settings such
' as'd:}bing in the car, going to the supermarket, visi:inEijrelative's
or friendks house and‘walking down a street, the play routine id general-
iqable; transpbr[able, and usable. This partjzf the.instructional cycle
\) enablas parents to see—the\general utilicy of\the play routine and to
employ it to guide learning and development in various settirgs.

The me?pods and procedures for using/this particular parent-child-
vplay program fkcus on lcw}income families and preschoolers uho are mildly
retarded in language cognitive abilities. The five partp or stepsl:F
thetinstructional cycle equip parents to work with their preschoolers in ”

home settings and to use the play medium for development and learning.

- . . - /

u/// - Results
” L]

Pre-test scores of children and parents are separately analyzed.
Comparing performances between individuals in experimental or play
‘tr?ining and those #n control groups on pre-tests showed whether

* differences between groups existed at the beginning of the program. To.

" analyze’ pre-test performances of the children on PACF and PCCS and of

thé parents on PCPP and PCPS meaSures, ohe why analyses of variance as

-~ degcribed in Myers (1979) were run.
- :

! L]
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(9]

.controi. groups on the quantity of imaginative play used by them (i.e., -

their children (i’e., PCPS) were relatively homogeneous.

~- -

"“Fot children, the result of the pre-test analys,s on the PACF scores

. .
AN

[F (1,15) = .35, p.> .05 and]on the PCSS measure [F (1,15) = 1.08,

) \

. Cy
. p > .05], and for parents, the PCPP measure [F (I,15) 4~2.73 p > .05}

and on the PCPS scores [F ‘Si lS) = .38, p > .05} indicated no’significant »
dif'fe’rences between experimental and control groups. At the beginning of
the progr\am,'. the i)erfqrmance between the children in the experimental and

i

PCCS) and ‘thei‘r abilities to take the role of another in home and schoqi'

£ o ]

situations (i.e., PACF) were relatively similar. In addition, the
performance betyeen the parents in the experimental aid control groups
on beliefs about and usefulness of ¢hild's play as a medium for learning
and deﬁelopment (1.e., PCPP) and their abilities to take the roles of

i - ’ N ' '

Using pre- and post-test scores, comparisons between individuals in -

experimental ayd control groups showed whether diffefertces existed between

testing and treatment groups and on interaction. To examine performance

and group differencés of the children on PACF and PCCS and 'of the parents .
~< . . '

on PCPP and PCPS scores, 2 (pre- versus post-tests) x 2 (emerim@tal

_ versus control groups) dnalyses of 'variance (ANOVA) as described in Myers

—
‘ g

were run. . S ’
Fot the children, the resuftd using ‘the PCCS scores indicated that:

* (1) post-test were significantly higher than pre—test scores, F (1, 31) =

8.43, p < .03, (2) children in the experimental ylelded significantly : v

higher acores than those in the control, F (1,31) = 36. 47 p < .05, an‘

.(3) a significant intera?tion occurred which indicated that exper:u'ntal

compared to control children ylelded sig/nificantly higher scores and at .

B Y
post-test time, ¥ (1,31) = 5.95, p<.05. Om the PACF measure, the

~ -
’

‘\. .3' . \\\ < L | .
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" trained ip.using play routines can‘significantly‘affect/their children's
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re3u1ts showed that: (1) mean post-test scores did not differ signifi-

cantly ftom mean pre-test scores, F'(1,31) = 3.70, 2 > .05, (2) children

&

in the experimental did not differ significantly from those in thetgonCrol

I

on their capacities to take thg’fﬁibs of another, F (1,31) = 1. 80,
g

2 > .Qs5, and (3) no significaJt test x group interactiOh occurred

F (1,31) = 2.82, 2 > .05,
For the ﬁarents, the results for PCPP meashre indicated that:

’ «

(1) post Jere significantly higher than pre-test scoxes, g'(l,3l) = 9.96,

p <«.05, (2) the parents in the experimental fielded significantly higher

scores than those in control, F (1,31) = 214.00, p < .05, and (3) a

I
significant’ interaction” occurred between test x group, F (1,31) = 7.95, o

v
“p > .05. }On the PCPS measure, the results showed that *(1) post were
A 3
not sigmifigantly higher than pre-test scores, g (1,31) = .24, p > .05,

/

(2) the parents in the exgerimental scored higher than those in the \
control, F (1,31) = 9.55, p > .05,  and (3) no significant interaction
_ “Ta \
was observed between test x group, F (1,31) = 1.72, p > .05.
L 4

The means and standard deviations per measure for children and
, /

‘parents appear in Table 1 below. . PA

Insert Table 1 about here.

____________ VIR

- \

N

Discussion and Conclusions

-

The major result of “this parent-child-play program shews that parents

N

imaginative play behaviors. More specifically, the youngsters in the play

training ‘group on the Parent-Child Perspective Taking: Child Scale (PCCS)

4

‘ 18




showed significantll‘greater quantities of imaginativg play activities

in home and scho9l situations. And, scores on the PCCS were significantly

greater at tle end than at the beginning of the program. More importantly, .

1
-

these youngster tha play trained group showed significantly greater
numbers of imaginat ve play actions than those in the conttol on these
behaviors and at the post-test time. The ability to play imaginatively /
is sié;ificant and neceasary for cognitive gr&&th (Piaget,'1962) and can\
be nurtured by adults working with young children and by schohl prograhs'
d?d philosophies (~§§§‘; Dixon & Jghnson, 1977; Smilansky, 1968) The
Kéeults of Cohen & Tomlinson-Keasey show that the greatest quantity of

exploratory rlay developed in parengrchild interactive settings compared

to other settings such as.chilld alone. Further, these results support

'..those'of Cox & Campbell_(1968) which show that parents present and
¢ ]

J - v /

.interacting with children in play settings compared. to settings where.
they are‘abégﬂt cag,significangly increase the quantity of their youngsier's
play with tpys and body movements and talking used in playing.

In addition, to afgscting’children's play, che reeults of parent-
child—play programming also modified Fhose parent's opinions“and acticns
wholweré'tugafga in che play routines (Bee, Van Engeren, Streissgg:h,

Nyman & Lechie, 1975; Madden Levenstein & Levenstein, 1976). In this

L]
’

’ regaﬂa‘ parents who were tutored compared to those 4ho weren't tutored

?
3

to use play routines, w their children in imaginative play, hgd

significantly more positiVe opinions and beliefs abgut the useful ess of
- . . : <
play as a tool to assist,development and learning in home settings. Andy

the post-test scores were significantly higher than pre-test scores on
the Parent- Child—Play Preference Inventory (PCPP) More importantly,

parents taught to use play routines with thetr children showed positive

kS N /
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attitudes and opinions about play to a sign&ficantly greater degred and

L F . : ! ;
" ‘at the end of the program compared to the control parents. The t's

’;M

’

onstructive views about play and its effects on growth and learning, as
+ » .

spin-offs‘fron this parent- child-play program, are related to the results

of educating parents to work with their own youngsters in hoée settings

Parent's posigive attitudes and §binions about working with children using
S
play in home settings c4n increase their feelings of adequacy in child-

P vy .
rearing and the control: they feel they can exercise over their own- .

. children's learning and development (Bronfennbrenner, 19$5).' ..

. There are twbgadditional results of interest. First, parent's play
4 e vy

routines had no significant effect on the child's ability to take the role.

. i

of another in home and school situations as measured by the’PAAT Inventory:
Child Form (PACF). The %ceng child of three to five may not have suffici-

ently developed tne cognitive capacity to view situatiens and events from

| ]
differing perspectives and he umy have lacked the experienees necessary to

respond to the situations and events used in the test (P /;et 1962).
N - . . 7

Second, the play routines raught to and practiced by* pprents did not

-

significantly affect their ability to take the role of their chilaren in

‘
i

various settings at home and school as measured by the Parent-Child

LI 4

Perspective Taking: Pareat Scale (PCPS)! r - ‘\
\
’ The results .of parent-child-play are limited to low-income populations
. . k

and parents wﬂﬁ.volunteered'to enroll themselves and.their children in its

»

experimenta®~and contral groups. In addition, the results of the program

are limited to the use of ¢he rive-part instructional cycle. 'Thempatent-
. L] -
child-play routines can be modified in several ways. ‘* First, they can ‘be

adjusted in sc0pe to fit ‘the goals and objectives of many "parent-child

interventionfprograms in home settings. Second the five-part

L]
+

;0 | ‘ J
2()
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instridtional cycle can be changéd to better mesh with di¥fering

performance levels of parents and’ home visitors. . .
' N
N~
J .
v F o0
4 - . o
./ ' . . . .
l . ‘ 4
. &




.
.

20

\ . ” g .
. . [
R
References
. Bee, H. L., Van Engeren, L. F., Streissguth, A. P., Nyman, A. P. & ' v

. - »
Leckie, M. S¥ In U. Bronfenbrenner & M. A. Mahoney (eds.),

' Inﬁluence in human development. Hinsdale, Illinois: Dryden, i

»

1975, 110-131.

Bronfenbrenner, U. 1Is early intervention effective? In U. Bronfenbrenner

4 -

/ F M A. Mahoney: (eds.), Influences in hEF.n develdpment. Hinsdale,
Illinois: Dryden, 1975, 47-89.

Bruner, J. The nature and function of immaturity. American Psychologist, f

1972, 43, 1-7. : : <

t

-

Cohen, N. L. & Tomlinson-Keasey, C. The effects of peers and mothers on

to%?l@rs play. Child Development, 1980, 51, 921-924.

Cox, F. N. & Campbeli,_D. *Young childret in a new situation with and

. without their mothers. Child Development, 1968, 39, 123-131.

v

Eckerman, C..Q., Whatley, J. L. & Kutz, S. L. *Growth Sf sécial play with

al Psychology,

- peerg during the second year of life. Developmen

i

N 1975, 11, 42-49. * ‘
. - / -
Fe;l«t.elson,’&.lloss, G. S.  The neglected factor-play. Human Develop- -
, ment® 1973, 16, 202-223. . ‘\\

. [ 4
Madden, J., Levenstein, P. & Levenstein, S. Jongitudinal I.Q. outcomes

'of the mother-child home program. ,Child Development, 1976, QZA

~ ¥ - )
1015-1025. © )

« .

Myérs, J. Fundamentals of experimental design. Boston: Allyn and

“

N .

Bacon, 1979.




-

‘<

A

Nicolich, L. Beyond senéﬁrimotor intelligence: Assessment of symbolic

g maturiiy through analysis gf pretend play. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly,
1977, 23, 89-99. _ —
Pearson, P. H. General pringiples in the management of the developmental

disabilities. In D. H. Pearson & C. E. Willjams (eds.), Physical

‘therapy gservices in the developmenﬁ 1 disabilities. Springfield,
. v

Illinois® Charles C. Thomas; 1972, 5-15.

Peters, D. L., Neisworth, J. T. & Yawkey, T. D. \Early childhood

J education: Theory and practice. Monterrey, California: Brooks-

Cole Go., 1983, in press.’ A ) -

Piaget; JJ Play, dreams and imitation in childhood. New XOrk:

¢
Il

W. W. Norton Co., 1962.

*  Plers, M. W. & Landau, G. M. The gift. of play. New York: Walker & Co.,

1980. ,

’ Pulaski, M. A. Understanding Piaget. New York: Harper & Row, 198(” \

Saltz, E., Dixon, D. & Johnson, D. Training disadvanwaged preschoolers l’
- on various fantasy activities: 'Effects on cognitive functioning

and impulse control. Child Development, 1977, 48, 367-380.

Schaefer, E. 5. Parents as educators: Evidence from cross—sectioqal
longitudinal and intervention 'esearch. In W. W. Hart (ed.),
‘ On the young child: Reviews of research, 2nd vol. Washington, DC:

'

National Assoclatiop for Young Children, 1972, 147-172. N

Singer, J. (ed.). The’chila's world of make-believe. ~ New York:

-

Academic, 1973. L

\ Smilansky, S. The effects of sociodramatic play on disadvantaged

breschool'children. New York: Wiley & Sons, 1968.
»/ .

' \ -

D




b . . - B ' L ) M 22
. -J /\

Véndell, D. L. Effects of a play group experientce on mother-son and

-

.. father-son intergétion. Developmental Pszchology,\1979, 15,

379=385. ¢

White, B. L. The fiig; three years of life. New York: Avon Co., 1975.

s . .
Yawkey, T. D. Parenting and playing in home” settings.. In L. Hanson (ed.),
4 ‘ ~— __‘/ . '
Parent involvement in early childhood. Provo, Utah: The Brigham

Young University Press, 1982, 7-29. o

Yawkey, T. D. Sociodramatic play effects on mathematical learnipg and

adult rat{ngs of playfulﬁess in five year olds. Journal of Research

and Development in Education, 1981, 14, 30-39. )
Yawkey, T. D. & Prewitt-Diaz, J. Incfeasingiminor;ty parent's abilities

-

.in self help, play and language growth of their young handicapped

children in home settings In W. Bell-Taylor (ed ), Special education

in actionm. Washingto‘ DC: International)Business Machines; Inc.
\%;y The U. S. Bureau for the Education of the Haildicapped, 1982, 4-16.
Yawkey, T. D. & Silvérn, S. B. Toward a comprehengive model for develop-
mental curriculum and service evaluation in-early devélopment-and
+ education of/minority, ﬁandicapped and other special. needs children:
’ Some working hypotheses. e Wisconsin Department of Publi; -

- Instruction, Madison, Wisdonsin: Unclassified Repo:B.for Dr.

Sara Sherkow, 1977, 1-125.




N

TABLE 1

-

PARENT"S TESTS BY 'GROUP

Children's Tests

PACF
Grodg‘ . _;_
Experimenéhl . 28.69
‘Control 27.19

PCCS
x 8., X
43.38  8.05 89.00
36.88  5.78 73.06
¢~
rd
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T

MEANS AND STANDARD, DEV“I‘ATIONS FOR CHILDREN'S AND

F 4
Parent's Tests
PCPP ., PCPS -~
S.D. - X s.D. -
15.88 174.88 13.38
. . »
18.80 160.75 31.19
ST t‘ i .




