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Effects of Patents' Play Routines on Imagine ive

Play Behaviors of Their Developmentally Del ed.

Freschoblers in Wipe Settings

Introduction

J

This paper'foc*ses on parents' play routines as an aspect of home

intervention programming and explains their effects on developmentally

delayed youngsters. And, it describes the goals of a particular

parentchild-ply program which are to: (a) work with parents on a
4

weekly basis,. (6'sttow them how to work on imaginative play with their

youngsters in home settingp, and (c) evaluate these 'parent's and their
.

children's performance compared. to similar others in the control group

l1 'teusing selec,d assessment measures. Showing parents how to work

systematica i ly with their own children in home settings and evaluating

their perfo nce.effects on their children's. development was begun in

the Head S art de6ade of the mid-sixties.
, ...

Fanne by results of Head Start and minority-group political

pressures, funding.for intervention projects-focusing on'low income

.' familigs d their children was expanded to include handicapped and

,

,bilingmal populations in the decade of the 1970's and in the b9ginning

period of the 1980's ( Yawkey & Prewitt -Diaz, 1982). Parent intervention

iprograms home settings with haddicapped, bilingual add low- income

children est primarily on the results'of three mainstreams of child

develo t research: effects of parenting/parent education, and the

importanc of the child's formative years (Yawkey, 1982).

Contributing significantly to pare pt intervention programs in home
i

settings is A third and more cont mporary mainstream of research: play

3
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as development and learning (Yawkey; 1982); As a contributing mains(ream,

2

the third is an outgrowth of the increasing interest in infant's and

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

separate area and, as a,rA pla;ed dne to cognition (Feitelson & Ross, 1973;

Nicolich, 1973).
4

Examining the significance' of parents' play routines as'an aspect of .

home intervetion programming of play behaviors, this per is divided

into four main seetiOts. First, in order to understand the potential

effects of parent play routines, the contiibutions of the three mainstreams

of child development research to home tntervention and play programs are

surveyed.

Second, selected methods and procedures of a particular parent-____

child-play program_as used with parents and ttleir youngsters are'explained.
ti

Third, part of the data results shoring the effects of Parent's play

40*
nes on their preschooler's imaginative play behaviors are examined.

0
sq

, finally, discussion and results of the play program, lithitations and

possible modifications and uses of parent-child-play are discussed.

Parenting/ParentEducation
4

The first maidstreamorovides, a rationale for parent-child-play as
....

'intervention programs in some settings. ItA.s compOsed of studies on the

effects of the parent (i.e., -mother and/or father) and child on parent-

child interactions in the family (e.g., pheri & Totplinson-Keasey, l9.80;

Cox & Campbell',,1968,; Eckerman, Whatley & Kutz, 1975; Vanden., 1970) and

on training parents systematically in home settings as thei; youngster's

most important teachler.(e.g., Madden, Levenstein & Levenstein, 1976;,

Schaefer, 1972).

4
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, The-effects of-parent-child interactions in the family are of

4F)

;Articular imPotance to developtgnt and learning. `Reciprocal inter-

actions or sitplyithe interthanges"that take place between- the child and

parent and parent and child evolve over time and provide emotional

> )
attachments (Bronfenbrenna1975)and Intellectual and emotional

f N_

stimulation and giawth (Bee, Tin Mageren, Streissguth, N SeLaC'hie,
.

'1975). The parent acts as.a filter and mediates between the youngster

and his outside world. And, through reciprocal interaction within the

family, the benefits and Ilmitaekons of emotional and intellectual re-

sources are passed on and become the...foundation for the child's-feelings,

aspirations'and'attitudes. Piers & Landau (1980) and PUlaski (1980) note

that this recipt.ocal,interplay between parent and child occurs and is

symbolized through play. ;Cohen & Tomlindon-keasey's results show that

the parent -child interactive condition facilitated the highest level of

exploration of toy objects for boys and girls compared to other conditions

such as toddler alone and toddler and peer. In similar fashion, Cox &/

Campbell (1968) conclude that talking, movements, and playing with toys

lf
in strange situations increased when mothers were presenttwith the

# .

toddlers and preschoolers; these same actions decieased when mothers were
,,

;

absent. The reciprocal interactional systems of parent-child play that

are at work in the family contribute t(J the youn ster's development and

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

feels that these systems arising in the family have ",. . . more of an'

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

systems."

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

4

?ith their children in home settings maximize their "teaching" potential.
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The fact that parents have the earliest, greatest and longest influence

, on their children emphasizes the importance of training them to work

directly with their own youngsters in home settings (Madden, LevenstiOn

& tevensteifi, 1976; Schaefer, 1972). This parent educatioh and involve-

ment maximizes teaching-learning potential in a number of ways. First,

the results of studies by Madden, Levenstein & Levenstein, and Schaefer,

as examples, show impressive, consistent, and sustained cognitive and

"language gains ranging from three to five year's in young children as
I

characteristic of parent home training programs. Second, Bronfenbrenier

(197$) feels that parents, trained in home settings to vary their roles;

help to enrich their child- rearing repertorbil a ultimataiy exert

. °

greater'control ov4r their children's cognitive /and eional development

comparid to using'the same role in All situations. in agreement, Schaefer

says that parents in home Intervention programs should be trained to fase

the rqles of tea9her, decision maker and socializing agent. Third, Yawkey

& Prewitt-Diai 981) report *at parents and their children involved

together in home intervention programs" develop significantly/greater

positive attitudes toward themselves compared to others not involveA in

these programs.

Both the family comprised of parent-child teciprocal interactions

arhiparent involvement programs in-home settings significantly affect

Atnftive% social and emotional development and learning o'f young, children.

Early Years I/

.
This second mainstream basic to home intervention and play programs

emphasizes,the time at which theSe programs should begin in order to

4111

affect the child. To have maximut benefit for children, these programs

-"

A
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should start as early as possible. The formative orAthe early years of

the. young child range from birth through ei;ht. Otring this age range,

the basic concepts fundamental to thinking and communicating initially 11!

develop and evolve. From physically involving himself with objects and

actions in order to conceptualize to thinking without having to.use

objects and physical actions/ the fOrmative years illustrate. clearly

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

reasoning.
et

During the forMative years, the youngster develops several important

cognitive and language abilitiesi they become benchmarks. in cognitive

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

best." By the age of two, for example, several ofthese cognitive
i .

benchmarks include the ability to:. discriminate between familiar objectJ,

people and situations, coordinate eye-hand-body movements and use of

p

'intention for these actions, and arrive at solutions to simple problems v

..-

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

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

\,(Peters et al., 1983):
.0

see a situation, event or person from another's perspective

(i.e., being nonegocentri
4,

understand logical cOnne8tions between a-series of perceptual
.....

events that are related (i.e., transform)

identify salient rather.than superficial aspects of objects

(i.e., decenter)

develop a line of reasoning from onepoint.to'another and back

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

//: -

ot.
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conceptuatize that the amount or quantity of a'matter remains.;

o

the same regardless of qualitative. changes made on its shape

or position 4..e4', conserve)'.

t By showing parents how to work with their child at an early-age when

/4
t ? .

intellectual and, attitudinal patterns' have not yet 'been set ', home-inter

r

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

formative ones are the most adaptivd and open years and home intervention

programl'aimed at the early years can promote systematically souhd

development and learning in'children.

Imaginative Play
A

The third mainstream focuses on the medium of play between parent

and child as a basis for home intirvention programs. It is a most'.

natural mediUM to use for parent, and child in these programs; play is

quite common to'households, although parents may not understand its value

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

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

actions; Piaget (1962) not(s that, within the formative years and between

the Ages of Vic) through six, symbolic or pretend play reaches its-maximum

potential. After the formative years, child's play loses much of its

pretend and imaginative elements and becomes more realistic.

'Play used a medium for growth and learning has other

benefits in addition to novel salons. Pretend play, used as a base for .

preschool p grams by.altz, Dixon & Johnson (1977)', helped decreasethe

amount of t in solving tasks with those children in the experimental

or play group compared to the controls. Second, Smilansky's (1968) -

results show that children in sociodramatic play groups had significantly

A ok

°
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greater mean lengths of sentences and mire orally generated sentences

than those in the Control conditions. Third', Yawkey's (1981) results

suggest that'sotiodramatic play can facilitate intellectual readiness in

selected subject-content fields' of reading, and mathematics and in

divergent thinking.
.8

From the mainstreams, of research on parenting /parent educatioa, the

4ipild's formative Yearsand play as development; the potential contribu-
.

tions of training parents in home intervention and using play routines

is better undetstood. The following section describes selected methods

and procedures of parent-child-play used 4.n the home intervention program

with par is and children.
1'

Method and Procedures for Using the Parent-Child-Play PrograR

The parent-child-play program is based on particular methods 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 roAineg used in the

program and how (they were used with the preschOolers in home settings.
4

Methods

// The adults targeted for the parent-child-play home intervention

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

hacrat least one chin of preschool age, and between three to five years

old. The parents, identified through the Community,Action Agency, were

invited to join the home intervention program. A total of 32 families

joined the initial program; 16'families for the experimental group who

'
received weekly play training procedures and activities, and 16 for the

control group who did not;receive the training but were pre,and post

/

ur
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tested. The racial make-up of 'the 32 parents are white, black and
) .

hispanic; the majorIty'were single parenr famtlies,and all lived within

a 50-mile radius of an industrial City of 50,000 people. The preschoolers

of the target *families were mildly retarded as determined by I.Q. tests.

All of the youngsters were)developmentally delayed in cognitive and

language abilities. Therfe.were two youngsters in th;)experimental group

who showedjimited.English profjciency in language capabilities,

There are'six types of materials developed and used with(the target.

to'

parents and children. The first was familiar toys and games common `to

the hole.setting; the parents were taught to use them in the play routines

I

with their chkldren. May routines were xatitught to the parents on each

visit; they showed them what todo and say with their child in imaginative

play. The play routines are described in the following procedure 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 -chid -play program is a'

one-page "reminder" for the parent summarizing the play routine and its

uses covered in the session. 'They were given to the parent at the end

of each session. The fourth type of, material in this parent-chid -play

program was used to gather specific information on the parent's opinions

and thoughts for future sessions. It consisted of questionnaireSand

other data gathering surveys.

The fifth type o$ material are simple activities for parents to do
.

with their children at appropriate times throughout the day. The

activities were used "to extend the play routkoes; they couldalso be

used separately and independently fiot them. Examtples include "Simon

Says" and "Twenty Questions." The sixth material'w4s actually a written

10



summary of useful comments and statements* the pargnt made.during each of

the home visits. These anecdotal sheets were completed immediately

after the session by the home visitor.

Procedures

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

Procedurally, this program had two phases: assessmentand implementation.

In, the assessment phase, all 32 parents and their children were

pre-tested and, at the end of the program six months later, were post-

tested. The same tests were, given in the pre and post assessments. The

youngsters took the Parent-Child-Perspective Taking: Child Scale (PCCS)

and the PAAT Inventory: Child Form (PACF). These assessments were

ladministered to determine changes, in the level, quantity and.quality of

children', imaginative play.and whether the home involvement program and

parent-play- routines affected their play activities. The PCCS assessed-

th ideas about and the strength:of imaginative play by determining

r

the ber of times the child performs particular imaginative play actions

and activities. The youngster is read 20 statements and determines if he

"never," "sometimes," or "always" performs get play action described in

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

role of another in home and School situations.' In asking him to perceive.

how his,mother (2r father) sees him, the child is read 20 questions and

indicate's feelings by pointing to a "happy," "sad" or "neutral" face.

aftei each one.

The parets were administered two tests: Parent-Child-Play

Pteference Ihventory (PCPP) and the'Parent-Child-Perspective Taking:

Parentliale (PCPS). The parents .!ftre given these assessments to\

determine changes in their performances, beliefs, and uses of imaginative

a
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play actions and activi/ties with.their children as a result of the home

,

;intervention piogram. Containing

strength of the parent's views of

play as a tool for development and

30 ;terns, the BCPP determines the t.

the usefulness of the child's imaginative

learning in tome settings. The parents

reacted to each item along afivenfoin; dimension:' "Never", "Ocoasionally",

"Sometimes", "Often", and "Regularly". The PCP5 evaluates the parent's

ability '¶o take the role,of the child in real.and fantasy,situations at

home and school. Containing 50 items, ,the parents responded to each of

the items by stating whether they '}Strongly Agree", "Agree"; "Disagree",

or ''Strongly Disagree" wit.

The implementation:phase oPthe pSrent-child-play program began when

the pre-testing was completed with parents and children, and it ended

when posetesting commenced. The implementation phase of the program

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

visitor working with each of the parents for one hour on a weekly basis

for six consecutpe months. Further, ofle additional goal of the parent-
)

.

child-play program and it4 implementation phase was to show the parents

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

(Yawkey.45, Silvern, 1977). The home visitor used the instructional cycle

on ea9,/visit and followed it step-by-step in working with thik parent; it

takes approximately one hour to deliver. The parts of the iniructional

cycld of the'parent-child-play program together with approxiiate times

for each step are: (1) 'Slimmer/zing and Reporting from the Previous Week

-(5 minutes), (2) Explaining the Current Session's Play Rputines (10

minutes, (3) DesCribing the Play Routine forHpme Settings (15 minutee0,

12



ks,(4) Role-Playing and RehearsaL

-(5) Extending the Play Routine

of the Play Routine (15 minutes), and

from Home to Othe'r Settipgs (10 minutes).

Each of the parts of the instructional-Cycle is explained.

:Part 1. In summarizing.from last week, the parent tells how she"

used the previous week's play routine with the child in home and other

settings. This step gives the parentthe opportunity to review her uses of

the play routine from the previous week's session and prmldesthe home

, A
visitor with the chance to set whether it was used and how it was used by

her. Misunderstandings and errors are corrected in a sensitive manner.

Part 2. The objectives of th present session are explained in a

clear and concise way.__ Each sessi n may Have one 911two objectives. They

are written in behavioral terms, focus on school - (elated outcomes for the

child,ana provide the parent with ways of evaluating outcomes of using

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

tmplementing each of the objectives are used; theie Maprials are, common
AC.

tei the home. An example of one parent objective fellows. "When you use

the pay routine explained1 in this session, your child will be able to

pointirto three objects which are blue, gen, and red, and name their

colors in no more than 10 minutes Aft using the play'routine, can

your child point to_thre objects and nam their colors?"

Part.3. The home visitor desAribes the play routine. Each of the

play routines tell the parent exactly what to do and say in guiding

imaginative play of the child. Here, each play routine has specific

sets of'actions that parqpts do th their child in the play session.

N
Each of tpese actions within A play routine are sequenced along a time

aontinuua from introding to completing the routine. Each routine and

13
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its subactiOns can be repeated again and again, and the number of
Air

,repetitions depends on the interests and attention of thelyoungster.

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

s

ant -child -play program follow.:

1. Join in and help your c hild play: (a) by talking to him

ilk
as he plays, and (1) by praising his pretend,actions and

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

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

to play activities that are related to thb play theme, and

(d) by praising his motions and after he

uses,the obje'cts which are added.

3. Join in and help your child at play: Ala) by reading or

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

asking_ him to retell the story after he hears it so others

/--
can understand it, (c) by praising himafter retelling each

s
part of the story; and (d) by extendi-I hib oral description

of theme'story aftej he retellstach'iYart.

After describing the play routine, the4me visitor demonstrates and

models its use with4the parent. The toy objects used in the description

and demonstration are found in and common to the home environments.

1 A more detailed example of describing and demonstrating one play.

routine with the parent follows. The example uses the above play routine

of: "Join in and help your child play: .(a) by talking to him as he
ti

plays, and (b) by praising his actions and activities." The actions of

joining in, talking and praising are demonstrated by the home visitor410-

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

youngster while at play by using open-ended gomments or questions. The

;:ii,ent is taught how to observe the youngster it play and then offer

prompts that 44# consistent with his play actions. For instance, a child

is "Alaying house" and using a doll. ent observes he child
.

rocking the doll. And, tge parent might promAtiby saying: (a) "Des .

Dolly feel sleepy?---Why?", or (b)-"How would Dolly feel if shills hungry

ti

and wants to eat?" After, talking to the child and using prompt, the

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

is valuable; it provides the youngstepwith time to think about answer 13.

4

Second, the parent- is shown how to praise and reward eheyoungste 's

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

* play routine- -i.e., "by praising his pretend actions and activities."

By praising and rewarding, the parent shows her support and approval of

the youngster's response to her cue. In rewarding and`praising, parents

are urged to use either tokens and tangibles, for example, food, or social

rewards such as hugging, touching, and others (or both) if they prefer.

In ending part three of/the instructional cycle, the home visitor asks

.

the parent to use this play routine over and over again throughout the
4

week until the child' tires, loses his interest, or doesn't want to play
0

any longer.

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

rehearses the, play routine described in part 3 ofthe instructional cycle.

By rple-playing, the ppre4t shows how well she understands and uses the

poutine. In rehearsing, (thevarent also uses the same home-material

in the play routine that was demonstrated by the home visitor. EAP,Xs

and misunderstandings are corrected in a sensitive and genuine way. .

15
.



14

'After cdWpiteting this step, the parent shlws that she can understand and

tide the play routine in home settings.

,

Part 5. The play routine is introduced,. emonstrated (see part 3)
.,. ..

4
,and then role-played (see part 4). Both the demonstrating and the rbie-

pidyin of the play routine center on home settings. In this final part

r.J'et II

of'the instructional cycle, the parent is shown\how to useethe same play

.

routine in settings outside the home. From home to other settings such

as drrVing in the car, going to the supermarket, visiting relative's

_ .

or erienea house and walking down a street, the play routine is general-
.

i;able, transpOrfable, and usable. This parti the instructional cycle

---)
enables parents to see-thesgeneral utility of the play routine and to

employ it to guide learning and development in various settings.

A

, The meods and procedures for using /his particular parent-child-,

play program Nus OA low)income families Add preschoolers who are mildly

retarded in language cognitive abilities. The five parts or steps of

the. instructional cycle uip parents to work with their preschoolers in

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

Results

Pre-test scores of children and parents are separately analyzed.

Comparing performances between individuals in experimental or play

w
trfining and those in control grOups on pre-tests showed whether

differences between groups exista at the beginning of the program. To,

analyze'pre-test performances of the children on 2ACF and PCCS and of

thd parents on PtPP and PCPS Uieasures, One iiTy*analyses of variance as

'.-
described in Myers (1979) were run.

""...

4
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Tor children, the result of the pre-test analys's on the PACF scores

.

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

1,2 > .051, and for parents, the PCPP measure [F (1,15) = 2.73, 2 > .05]

and on the PCPS scares [F .0./15)= .38, 2 > .05].'indicated nonsignificant

differences between experimental and control groups. At the beginning of

the program; the performance between the children in the experimental and

-
control groups on the quant4eY of imaginative play used by them.(i.e.,

PCCS) andtheit abilities to take the role of another in home and schoqiih

situations (i.e., PACF) were relatively similar. In addition, the

performance between the parents in the experimental acid control groups

on beliefs about and usefulness of- Child's play as a medium for learning

and development (i.e., PCPP) and their abilities to take the roles of

/1.
their children (i:e., PCPS) were relatively homogeneous.

Using and post-test scores, comparisons between individuals in

experimental and control groups showed whether diffe'redtes existed between

testing and treatment groups and on interaction. To examine performance

and group differences of the children on PACF and PCCS and .of the parents

on PCPP and PCPS scores, 2 (pre- versus post-tests) x 2 (experivtal

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

were run.

For the children, the resulia using'the PCCS scores indicated that:

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

V

8.43, k < .0,, (2) children in the experimental yielded significantly

higher scores than those in the control, F (1,31) - 36.47, 2. <'.05,

(3) a significant interaction occurred which indicated that experilral

campared'to control children yielded significantly higher scores and at

post -test time, F (1,31) 5.95;p < .05. On the PACF measure, the

\
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results showed that: (1) mean post-test scores did.not differ signifi-

cantly fiom mean pre-test scores, F"(1,31) = 3.70, R > .05., (2) children

-in the experimental did not differ significantly from those in the:Control

on their capacities to take th roles of another, F (1,31) = 1.80,
4 .

2. > .05, and (3) no signific t test x group interaction occurred,

F (1,31) * 2.82, R > .05.

For the parents, the results for PCPP measure indichted that:

(1). post $ere significantly higher than pre-test scares, F *(1,31) = 9.6,

<v.05, (2) the parents in the experimental yielded significantly higher

scores than those in control, F (1,31) = 214.00, 2. <, .05, and (3) a

significancinteraction-occurred between test x group, F (1,31) = 7.95,

> .05. lOn the PCBS measure, the results showed that: '(1) post were

not significantly higher than pre-test scores, F (L,31) = .24, R > .05,

(2) the parents in the experimental scored higher than those in the\

control, F (1,31) = 9.55, p > .05,'and (3) no significant, interaction

was observed between test x group, F .(1,31) = 1.72, R > .05.

The means and standard deviations per measure for children and

parents appear in Table 1 below.

Insert Table 1 about here.

Discussion and Conclusions
411

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

trained in using play routines cadsignificantlykellectItheir children's

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

training sroup on the Parent-Child Perspective faking: Child Scale (PCCS)

18
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showed significant4,z_greater quantities of imaginative play activities

in home and scho 1 situations. And, scores on the PCCS were significantly

greater at tie end than at the beginning of the program. More importantly

these youngster the play trained group showed significantly greater
3,141

numbers of imaginat ''s play actions than those in the conttol on these

behaviors and at the post-test time. The ability to play imaginatively /

is significant and necessary for cognitive gAiwth (Piaget,' 1962) and can
r

be nurtured by adults working with young children and by school programs

"d philosophies (ON, Dixon & Johnson, 1977; Smilansky, 1968). The

1r

#
sults of Cohen & Tomlinson-Keasey show that the greatest quantity of

exploratory Clay developed in parengirchild interactive settings compared

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

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

(-

interacting with children in play settings comparedto settings where

they are abslOot can_significanely increase the quantity of their youngster's

play with cip'ys and body movements and talking used in playing.

In addition, to affectingrchildren's play, the results of parent-
*

Child-play programming also modified those parent's opinions'4and actions

who were t t in the play routines (Bee, Van Engeren, Streissguth,

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

regat, pargnts who'were tutored compared to thOse 4.4ho weren't tutored

to use play routines, wi1i their children in imaginativejlay, h%

significantly more positive opinions and beliefs about the usefulness of

( play as a tool to assist,development and learning in home settings. And{

the post-test scores were significantly higher than pre-test scores on

the'Parent-Child -Play Preference Inventory (PCPP). More importantly,
. .

parents taugh't to use play routines with their children showed positive



attitudes and opinions about play to a signUicantly greater der

,

at the end of the program compared to the control parents. The

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

18

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

of educating parents to work with their own youngsters in home settings.

Parent's positive attitudes and o inions about working with children using

play in home settings cAh increase their feelings of adequacy in child-

/

rearing and the controls they feel they can exercise over their own.

children's learning and development (Bronfennbrenner, 1915).'

'There are twntadditional results of interest. First, parent's play
*1

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

of another in home and school, situations as measured by the'PAAT Inventory:

Child Form (PACF). The vung child of three to five may not have suffici-

/14 ently developed the cognitive capacity to view situations and events from

differing perspectives and he ml have lacked the experiences necessary to

respond to the situations and events used in the test ( get, 1962).

Second, the play routines raught to and practiced byre parents did not

significantly, affect their ability to take the role of their children in

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

PerspecAve Taking: PareRt Scale (PCPS)r.
r

' The results of parent-child-play are limited to low-income populations

and paients wh'& volunteered to enroll themselves and their children in its
Ir

experiment2t 4and control groups. In addition, the,restilts.of the program

are limited to the use of die rive-part instructional cycle. Thevarent-
a

child-play routines can be modified in several ways. "First, they can'be

adjusted in scope to fit'the goals and objectives of many parent-child
r

interventionprograms in hock settings. Second, the five-part

2(1



inatfational cycle can be chang:ed to better mesh with differing

performance levels of parents and home visitors.

V
11,
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TABLE 1

MEANS AND STANDARD. DEVIATIONS PIOR CHILDREN'S AND

PARENTS TESTS BY 'GROUP

Children's Tests Parent's Tests

PACF PCCS PCPP PCPS

qE2U1 x S.D. x S.D. x S.D. - x S.D.
i

Experimental .

'Control

28.69 6.68 43.38 8.05 89.00 15.88 174.88

27.19 6.44 36.88 5.78 73.06 18.80 160.75
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13.38

31.19


