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Abstract

Parent-child activities support children’s socio-emotional and cognitive development, yet numerous barriers limit
engagement, particularly among families experiencing socio-economic disadvantage. This study uniquely investigates and
addresses these challenges by integrating insights from parents and early years practitioners. Through online workshops, 118
parents and 127 practitioners identified barriers relating to opportunity (e.g., time constraints, access to resources, and
worries about mess and damage), capability (e.g., gaps in knowledge and expectations) and motivation (practitioners in
particular emphasized the importance of parental confidence and positive experiences of play). To address these barriers,
three co-designed activity packs were distributed to over 1000 families. The packs featured simple, clearly explained, play-
based activities requiring minimal setup, along with resources and guidance tailored to diverse family needs. Emphasizing
the process over outcomes, the packs aimed to boost parental confidence, bridge knowledge gaps, and support parent-child
interactions. Feedback from 23 parents and interviews with 10 practitioners highlighted the packs’ positive impact on
parental perceptions of play, their confidence in supporting child development, and their ability to overcome practical
constraints. Practitioners played a pivotal mediating role, fostering trust, addressing concerns, and encouraging participation
through personalized interactions. This study offers a scalable, cost-effective intervention model that directly addresses
practical and psychological barriers to parent-child engagement. The findings have significant implications for policymakers,
emphasizing the need for targeted, evidence-based solutions that combine resource provision with practitioner support. Such
approaches are essential for fostering equity in early childhood development and improving outcomes for children across
diverse populations.
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Highlights

e This is the first piece of evidence addressing barriers to engaging in parent-child activities relating to capability,
motivation and opportunity.

e Co-produced activity packs offer a novel, practical solution to enhance parent-child interaction and overcome identified
engagement barriers.

e Providing clear, simple play ideas with necessary materials boosted parental confidence and interaction.

e Practitioners helped mediate by offering guidance, reassurance, and encouragement to families.

e These activity packs offer a new, scalable, evidence-based solution that would be highly relevant for policymakers to
address barriers and promote parent-child engagement.
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children’s preparedness for school and capacity for educa-
tional achievement, as well as foster their social and emo-
tional wellbeing (Hendry et al. 2022; 2023; Khanolainen
et al., 2020; Lehrl et al., 2020; Melhuish et al., 2008; Rosen
et al., 2020; Wood, 2002). Specifically, parent-child shared
reading positively influences children’s language skills
(Aram & Shapira, 2012; Brown et al., 2022; Williams et al.,
2015; Wing-Yin Chow & McBride-Chang, 2003), empathy
development and pro-sociality (Aram & Shapira, 2012;
Williams et al., 2015), and mental wellbeing (Wong et al.,
2022). Exposure to toys that promote symbolic play (e.g.,
animal figures) and fine motor skills (e.g., blocks) relates to
children’s early language skills (Tomopoulos et al., 2006).
Young children from homes which score highly on a
measure of home environment quality (encompassing
access to toys, art materials, and books, and time spent by
parents and children engaging in reading, talking and
playing together) tend to have higher scores on a range of
language, motor and socio-emotional indices (Rubio-
Codina, 2016).

Although there is substantial evidence demonstrating the
importance and benefits of parent-child engagement in a
range of activities for infants’ cognitive development, there
exists considerable variation in the extent to which parents
initiate these activities. The COM-B model provides a fra-
mework through which to understand this variation by
focusing attention on three essential conditions of behaviour
systems: capability, opportunity, and motivation (Michie
et al., 2011).

Prior Research on Factors Influencing
Variation in Parent-Child Activities

Parent-child activities have been linked with socioeconomic
circumstances (SEC; Rosen et al., 2020). UK parents of
preschool children experiencing socio-economic dis-
advantage report being less likely to engage in learning-
related activities compared with parents from more-
advantaged backgrounds (Toth et al, 2020). Recent
research has demonstrated that many families provide a
socio-cognitively supportive home environment despite
economic hardship (DeJoseph et al., 2021). Nevertheless,
during times of crisis and stress parents from less-
advantaged backgrounds report being less likely than
more-advantaged respondents to engage in parent-child
activities in general, and reading with their child in parti-
cular (Fung et al., 2023; Hendry et al., 2022).

One factor proposed as mediating relations between SEC
and variation in parent-child activities is access to physical
resources. Economic disadvantage constrains parents’ abil-
ity to provide access to toys, books and other materials and
facilities that can support a range of enriching activities
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(Cooper & Stewart, 2021; Duncan et al., 2014; Rosen et al.,
2020). Within the COM-B model, this constitutes a barrier
to physical opportunity.

Parental attitudes and knowledge -a facet of psycholo-
gical capability within the COM-B model- have also been
identified as an important influence over parent-child
activities. The frequency with which parents of under 5-
year-olds engage in enriching activities with their child is
associated with parental endorsement of statements relating
to the importance of early learning (Hembacher & Frank,
2020). Similarly, Hendry et al. (2022) reported that parental
endorsement of items relating to the importance of sup-
porting Early Learning, Affection and Attachment was
positively associated with parent-report of engagement in
parent-child activities. In turn, parental attitudes are asso-
ciated with SEC. List and colleagues (2021) report that
parents from more-advantaged backgrounds are more likely
to believe that parental investments influence child
development.

Interventions designed to improve the quantity and
quality of parent-child activities in the early years, by
increasing awareness of the importance of such activities
and access to relevant resources, have shown promise. In a
systematic review, De Bondt et al. (2020) found that book
giveaway programmes promoted the home literacy envir-
onment, and were associated with improvements in chil-
dren’s literacy-related skills. Programmes which provided
books and advice to parents were the most effective in
supporting children’s outcomes (De Bondt et al., 2020;
Dowdall et al., 2020), and were particularly effective when
targeted to families from lower-SES backgrounds (De
Bondt et al., 2020). In a UK study by Armstrong and Ross
(2022), art boxes were provided to encourage collaborative
art activities between parents and their children (0-3 years).
The study revealed improvements in the parent-child con-
nection, including increased time spent engaged in playful
activities, enhanced shared attention, and greater levels of
eye contact.

One potential limitation of these interventions is that they
have tended to focus on a narrow range of activities,
potentially undercutting two important considerations;
firstly, engaging in a range of activities may best promote
development (Gregoriadis & Evangelou, 2022), and sec-
ondly, that activities are more likely to be impactful and
sustained if they build on parents’ and child’s interests and
preferences (Dunst, Raab, & Hamby, 2016; Leibham, et al.,
2005; Renninger, & Hidi, 2019). This second factor relates
to the motivation component of the COM-B model.

With this in mind, we aimed to develop and evaluate a
novel intervention to promote parental engagement in a
diverse range of parent-child activities. We took a colla-
borative approach involving direct consultation with both
parents and early years practitioners, grounded in the prior
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research summarised above, to first gain deeper insights into
how capability, opportunity, and motivation conditions
currently shape parent-child activities, then develop solu-
tions to key barriers to capability, opportunity and moti-
vation, and finally to evaluate the impact of these solutions
on parents’ perceptions and attitudes.

Methods

In this study, we engaged several distinct participant groups
across different phases. Families who attended the con-
sultation workshops were different from those who received
the activity packs, and a subset of the latter group provided
feedback. Additionally, two groups of practitioners were
involved: one group participated in the consultation and co-
production workshops, while another group distributed the
packs, with a smaller subset being interviewed for feedback.
These distinctions are explained in more detail in the rele-
vant sections below.

Consultation and Co-Production
Workshops

Three online workshops on the topic “What can parents do
to support their child’s development?’ were held in Sep-
tember 2021. Two sessions were targeted to parents and
were advertised via social media. The third session was
targeted to practitioners who work with parents with young
children, particularly those from socio-economically dis-
advantaged backgrounds and was advertised via the project
charity partners (i.e., Peeple, Home Start, The Literacy
Trust, Oxfordshire County Council).

Participants were given the option to participate in the
online sessions with their webcams off and to contribute
anonymously in the interactive elements of the workshop.
At the end of each workshop participants were invited to
complete an optional online questionnaire to collect some
background information and feedback on the workshops
(Ethics committee approval ref R77397 and R83430). To
assess families’ socioeconomic backgrounds, participants
were asked to provide their highest level of education and
postcode. The postcode data was used to compute an
Index of Multiple Deprivation decile group for each par-
ticipant (Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government, 2019).

The full workshop agenda is presented in the Supple-
mentary Materials (SM1); this report focuses on responses
to the prompts around parent-child activities. Using the
interactive online tool Padlet, we presented workshop par-
ticipants with 12 categories of activities (see SM2 for
details), mapped to the ones used in Hendry et al. (2022),

and asked participants to provide a) examples of the kinds
of things they do in that category, and b) barriers to doing
this activity. For practitioners, we asked them to think in
particular about barriers for the parents that they work with
from socio-economically disadvantaged backgrounds.

Two researchers (AH, IAC) independently conducted a
content analysis (Krippendorff, 2018) on the Padlet' con-
tributions related to barriers. The contributions were tran-
scribed verbatim into a spreadsheet, after which each
researcher identified a sub-theme that best characterized
each contribution. The sub-theme labels were iteratively
refined during the coding process. Subsequently, over-
arching themes encompassing all sub-themes were identi-
fied, with the aim of limiting the overarching themes to
fewer than ten. Contributions from the two parent sessions
were combined, while contributions from practitioners were
analysed separately. After completing the independent
coding, the coding spreadsheets were reviewed in consensus
meetings (conducted separately for the parent and practi-
tioner data). In cases where items were mapped to different
sub-themes or where different sub-theme labels had been
proposed, a third researcher (NGG) suggested a resolution.
All suggested resolutions were endorsed by both indepen-
dent coders.

Resource development

The research team presented to the project collaborators a
summary of the barriers that were identified in the work-
shops, and jointly identified the barriers that could feasibly
be addressed via the project; aiming for coverage across
behaviour systems (i.e., touching on capability, opportunity,
and motivation). Following an initial high-level scoping
meeting, AH drafted a detailed scoping document of
resources which could address the target barriers, and sup-
port children’s cognitive, physical and social-emotional
development, drawing on activity ideas contributed by
parents and practitioners in the workshops, as well as prior
knowledge and expertise (as a cognitive developmental
psychologist specialising in executive function develop-
ment, and former creator of informal learning resources).
This scoping document was iteratively refined with input
from the project collaborators drawing on their expertise in
language development (NGG), supporting literacy skills
(The National Literacy Trust) and enriching the home
learning environment (Peeple, Home-Start, AH). In phase 1
of the project, 500 resource packs were created to this
specification (250 of set 1, 250 of set 2), as detailed in SM3.

! Padlet was chosen given that it is a user-friendly interface that allows
participants to easily contribute in real-time, supports anonymous
inputs for honest feedback, visually organizes responses for clarity,
and fosters collaboration through commenting and interaction.

@ Springer
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Resource distribution

Resource packs were distributed to families in Oxford by
project partners Home-Start and Peeple, and other local
charities and community groups. Distribution was priori-
tised in local areas identified as among the 20% most
deprived in England based on Index of Multiple Depriva-
tion (IMD) scores. Distributing partners were given the
choice of which packs to distribute, and to whom, based on
their knowledge of the families they support. Once most of
the packs had been distributed in Phase 1, interviews were
conducted with representatives from seven of the dis-
tributing partners to capture feedback on the resources. This
feedback was used to refine the resource packs for Phase 2
of the project rather than being collected as research data,
and is, therefore, not detailed here. During Phase 2, a third
type of pack was developed, and an additional 600 packs
were created: 250 of Set 1, 100 of Set 2, and 250 of Set 3.
These packs were also primarily distributed in areas iden-
tified as among the 20% most deprived in England.

Evaluation
Interviews

All 17 practitioners who had distributed packs to families in
phase 2 of the project were invited to participate in an
interview, of whom 10 responded and were interviewed.
Interviews took place online and lasted, on average, 40 min.
Interviewees’ services/settings were: nurseries (n=2), a
childminder (n = 1), parent groups/family support (n =4), a
stay-and-play group (n = 1), a (1:1) family support network
(n=1), and family services in the local authority (n = 1).
The interview explored practitioners’ thoughts on the
activity packs, including how they were perceived and used
by parents, if/how they were supportive of playful activities
at home, potential impact on children’s learning and
development, what went well, and any challenges they had
faced (see SM4 for the interview guide). To help practi-
tioners feel comfortable with offering open reflections, the
interviewer (NL) was an ‘outsider’ to the core project
team and had not been involved in the resource devel-
opment. All interviews were recorded digitally. Tran-
scriptions were automatically generated then checked
against the recordings and amended where necessary. A
thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2012) was conducted
using Nvivo 12. An outline coding frame was developed
based on the interview guide foci. This framework sup-
ported a structural coding process (Saldafia, 2016) but
was developed inductively during coding. The coded
transcript was reviewed by another member of the
research team (NGGQG) to serve as an audit of the analysis.
This process allowed for a discussion to clarify and refine
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the code definitions, ensuring consistency and accuracy in
the interpretation of the data.

Questionnaires and photographs

Parents were encouraged to provide feedback on the packs
in the form of photographs of the resources being used, and/
or responses to a questionnaire (see SMS5). Questionnaire
responses could be contributed online (via a QR code
included in the resource packs) or via paper form (included
in the resource packs). The questionnaire included some
optional questions relating to demographic characteristics
(see SMS). Photographs could be submitted via the online
form or, with written consent, via the practitioner who had
shared the packs. Parents were incentivised to provide
feedback by the offer of a voucher for a second, different,
activity pack (which could be collected from The Oxford
Brookes BabyLab or The Oxford BabyLab) if they provided
feedback through any of the channels described above.
Ethical approval for this evaluation phase was provided by
The University of Oxford (R83430).

Results
Consultation and Co-Production
Workshops

Of 118 people attending the parent workshops, 76 com-
pleted the evaluation questionnaire. Eighty-eight per cent of
respondents reported being a mother, 3.9% said they were a
father, and 7.8% replied ‘other’ (foster carer n = 2; teacher
n=1; early years professional n = 2; grandparent n=1).
As shown in Table 1, whilst participants from a range of
socioeconomic backgrounds attended the workshops, our
sample was skewed towards highly-educated parents living
in the least deprived areas of the UK.

Of 127 people attending the practitioner workshops, 70
completed the evaluation questionnaire. Practitioners’ roles
included: ECEC professionals (n = 16), paid family support
(n=151), volunteer family support (n=11), early years
charity managers (n=2), childcare and early years con-
sultants (n = 2). Importantly, although our parent sample
was somewhat skewed towards more-advantaged families,
84% of the practitioners in our study reported working with
families living in areas of social and/or economic dis-
advantage. Through their perspectives and experiences, we
aimed to represent the realities of these families as accu-
rately as possible.

The verbatim barriers reported by parents and practi-
tioners, and the themes and sub-themes identified through
content analysis are presented in SM4, and summarised in
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Table 1 Parent workshop Mean (SD) Median Min, Max

respondent background

characteristics Index of Multiple Deprivation decile group® 7.33 (2.61) 1, 10
Highest level of education reached® 2.53 (0.58) 3 1,3

1 = Most deprived area, 10 = Least deprived area

®] = A Level or vocational equivalent or below, 2 = Undergraduate 3 =Post graduate or professional

equivalent

Practicality

Child interest/attention
span

Mess/Damage

Child's ability to

follow instructions | angry/fussy

Safety and health concerns

Takes longer if

child involved | Weather

Multiple children

Covid constraints

Effort/hassle

Child ability, interest and personality

Child getting
Distractions | dirty/wet Risk of injury/harm/iliness

Ideas, knowledge and
expectations

Resources: space,
money, access, materials

Lack of ideas
Access to
facilities
Child age/ability

Child gets Cost

Access to
resources

Lack of
confidence [ Lack of skill

Parental wellbeing

Parent mood/
mental health

Physical
disability/health

Culture and language

Additional Language

Fig. 1 Treemap of the barriers to parent-child activities as identified from the parent workshops. The size of each square corresponds to the
frequency of occurrence for each item and the colours group barriers into different themes (cf., SM4 for more details)

Figs. 1 and 2. These show that parents identified issues relating
to physical opportunity (in particular time, and concerns about
mess or damage) most frequently as a barrier to engaging in a
range of parent-child activities. Another common theme was
children’s ability, interest and personality (i.e., children not
having the interest, attention span or ability to engage in the
activity for long). Although ostensibly this challenge related to
the child’s psychological capability and motivation, the practi-
tioner interviews indicated that the parent’s own psychological
capability (specifically their knowledge and understanding of
child development and the value of ‘little and often’ play) may
be relevant here, as some parents may under-estimate their
child’s ability or interest, or over-estimate the degree to which an
activity needs to be structured or outcome-focused in order to be
beneficial.

Indeed, practitioners identified ideas, knowledge and
expectations as a primary barrier; in particular parents’ lack
of confidence, and their understanding of the benefits of
different activities, and the importance of play. Practitioners
also frequently mentioned resources (access to time, space,
money and materials) as a barrier, as well as practicalities
such as worries about mess or damage, or parents having
other demands on their time.

Resource development, distribution and refinements

The project collaborators agreed to address the barriers most
frequently identified by creating a series of activity packs.
Each pack encompassed tangible materials like paints and
toy animals, alongside 10 activity ideas, and a companion
storybook. The activities were designed with an emphasis
on simplicity and fun such that each activity should take no
more than 5 mins to set up, and 5 mins to clear up, and be
play-focused not outcome-focused. Easy-read activity cards
included suggestions for adapting and extending each
activity (see Fig. 3). This approach aimed to encourage
parents to modify and expand upon the initial activities to
suit their child’s interests and developmental ability. Each
activity was accompanied by a concise explanation of how
it supports children’s skill development. In this way, the
packs directly addressed barriers relating to capability
(parental understanding of their important role in fostering
their child’s development, and knowledge of age-
appropriate ways to support child development), opportu-
nity (time, materials, space), and motivation (aiming to
elicit positive experiences of play for both parent and child).
To ensure a cohesive visual experience, illustrations from
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Ideas, knowledge and expectations

Access to resources

Lack of understanding/

knowledge Confidence

Access to facilities

Practicality

High
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Experience 'proper' outcome

Cultural /
social
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Ideas or knowing | Lack of Parent

what to do skills takes over

Resources: space, money, access, materials

Other demands on time

Mental, physical or cognitive
constraints of parent
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Mental health

Cognitive ability
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language

Transport

English as an
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Language

Internet

Low literacy
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interest

Safety and
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Perceptions
of child
interest/
attention

harm/illness
Allergies Child age/ability

Risk of injury/

Routine | Muyltiple
ups |Distracted
sed |by devices

Weather
Libraries

Fig. 2 Treemap of the Barriers to parent-child activities as identified from the practitioner workshops. The size of each square corresponds to the
frequency of occurrence for each item and the colours group barriers into different themes (cf., SM4 for more details)

Animals can change
their stripes

Show your child how to cover their animals
with tape to give them a whole new look.
Cut up pieces to help them experiment
with stripes and spots.

This activity will fire up little
imaginations and provide lots of
opportunities for
you to talk with
them about colour
and patterns.

Describing colours
and patterns will
introduce new words
into your child’s
vocabulary.

pdapt

If the tape is too fiddly, let your child decorate
their animals with paint instead - but be sure
to give the animals a good bath afterwards.

Lnteny

Once the animals have their new look, help
your child to come up with some new names
for them. You could even make up stories
about what these new animals like to eat, how
they sound, and where they live.

Fig. 3 Example of an activity included in “The not-too messy animal play pack”

the companion storybook were integrated into the activity
cards.

Three activity packs were scoped, of which two (250 of
each set) could be produced within the budget constraints
for Phase 1: The colourful chalk, talk and walk pack, and
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The not-too-messy animal play pack. These packs were
distributed to families from December 2021 to March 2022.
Audio versions of the activity ideas in English (to support
families with low literacy levels) and 8 commonly spoken
languages in Oxford were provided online (see www.pla
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yfulpacks.uk), and accessible via QR codes on the back of
the activity cards.

Interviews with distributing practitioners indicated that
parents found the packs appealing and engaging. The packs
were considered to promote and enhance parent-child activ-
ities, and build parental confidence. No substantive changes
to the resources were suggested, but respondents were
enthusiastic about the idea of further outdoor play activities;
in phase 2 we, therefore, also produced a third pack; The
Little Explorer pack. Respondents highlighted the important
role of the practitioner in explaining the value of play and the
different ways the packs could be used. To facilitate these
conversations, one of our project partners (Peeple) pro-
duced a video for distributing partners, outlining the
importance of ‘unpacking the pack’ with parents, and we
added a supplement to each pack explaining how an
example activity supports development. This ‘decon-
structed play’ exemplar was intended to give practitioners
a framework to discuss the benefits of parent-child activ-
ities, highlight the evidence base for the packs, and
encourage parents to reflect on the ‘why’ as well as the
‘how’ of play, so they feel confident to apply this
approach to other activities.

Evaluation
Practitioner interviews

The interview findings are elaborated on in detail in SM6.
Summaries relating to the key barriers identified in the
workshops are presented below, with themes identified
through the interview coding in italics.

Reducing physical barriers to opportunity Practitioners
reported that, broadly, the packs were well-received and
well-used by parents, and provided support for shared
play. Ease of use was identified as a key factor in this
success and this ease was attributed to the simple, clearly-
explained ideas (and for some families, the translation
into their home language), the provision of the resources
needed for each activity, and the non-messy approach
which made the activities suitable for days when parents
have “nothing left in the tank”. For a few parents (parti-
cularly those with bicycles) the bulky nature of one of the
packs caused a practical barrier in terms of transporting it
home, and the backpacks (containing the Little Explorer
packs) were considered more convenient and easier to
manage in this regard. For other parents the size of the
box was a positive feature, allowing for its intended use
as a paint tray and easy storage of resources. Addition-
ally, the physical nature of the packs was identified as
acting as a visual prompt, inviting busy parents to engage
in the activities.

Increasing motivation to engage in parent-child activi-
ties Practitioners felt the packs held the potential to
impact parents’ negative perceptions about play, over-
come barriers, build confidence and offer new possibi-
lities. This was attributed to the simplicity of the activity
explanations, the resources provided, and the manage-
ability of the ideas. Although a few parents showed initial
concerns relating to the capacity for mess with paint
activities and how much time using the pack would take,
for the most part, these activities seemingly motivated
some parents to experiment with paint and in doing so,
realise it was actually manageable. Nevertheless, for a
few parents — specifically, those living in rented proper-
ties who cannot afford to pay for damage repairs —
practitioners noted that the perceived risk of using paints
in the home, however well-contained, was a barrier to
engagement with one of the packs. Practitioners also
reported that for a small minority of parents, time con-
straints and/or other family priorities meant that parents
did not engage with the packs.

Enjoyment was identified as a key theme, related to a
recognition of the value of play that was considered likely
to lead to a positive cascade of effects including building
the parent-child relationship. Nevertheless, a minority of
families were perceived to rely on the packs for their child’s
independent play, rather than to support parent-child
activities. Relatedly, some practitioners noted that some
parents were resistant to the packs —and to the idea of
parent-child activities in general— either because they see
education through play as the role of nurseries, or because
they would rather go to a playgroup and socialise.

Reducing barriers relating to ideas, knowledge and
expectations Practitioners noted the packs’ utility in sti-
mulating ideas, including amongst families where parent-
child play is not the norm. Although two activities in par-
ticular — den-making and painting — were repeatedly men-
tioned as enjoyable, the choice offered through the range of
ideas for play was in itself seen to be a positive feature.
Moreover, practitioners noted that many parents built on the
suggestions for extending play, which built confidence and
a sense of ownership, thereby further increasing motivation
for play. The benefits of the packs were felt to apply both
for parents who may have limited interactions with their
child, and for parents who tend towards formal ‘educa-
tional” activities. Some practitioners also mentioned that the
packs had provided them with helpful ideas to supplement
their own provision.

All practitioners referred to the strong opportunities for
learning and development offered by the packs and the
potential for a positive impact on children’s development.
Practitioners identified potential benefits in a range of
domains, with language skills being most commonly cited,
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Table 2 Parent-respondent
demographics

Mean (SD) Median  Minimum, Maximum »n
Neighbourhood Index of Multiple Deprivation® 4.65 (2.62) 3 2,8 20
Parent’s highest level of education reached® 1.84 (0.90) 2 1,3 19

Child age (months)

3245 (11.59) 315 12,57 20

41 = Most deprived area, 10 = Least deprived area

®] = A Level or vocational equivalent or below, 2 = Undergraduate 3 = Post graduate or professional

equivalent

and noted that some parents had reported that their child’s
attentional skills had developed through engagement with
the packs. The books were appreciated by practitioners as a
well-pitched support for parent-child interaction, with one
practitioner noting that the books were a useful cue to
developmental progression and might help parents transi-
tion to age-appropriate activities.

The role of the practitioner, and evaluation The packs
were identified as being in philosophical harmony with
settings and services, complementary with their own ethos
of encouragement for play at home. Practitioners described
different approaches to sharing the packs with parents, often
linked to their service/setting type, with some emailing
information in advance, then handing the packs over, and
others arranging group or one-to-one activities using the
packs. A common focus of these discussions was offering
explanations and encouragement, and in some cases offer-
ing reassurance that there were ‘no strings attached’, that
feedback was voluntary, and that parents could pick and
choose what they wanted to do from the packs. The video
created by a project partner discussing ‘unpacking the pack’
with parents was highlighted by one practitioner as parti-
cularly useful regarding the importance of mediation.

Although the core project partners and many additional
settings were highly enthusiastic about the packs, the
practitioner co-ordinating pack circulation reported some
challenges with engaging other settings, such as not
receiving a response to participation invitations or settings
declining with no explanation. Two practitioners reported
parents experiencing challenges engaging with the materials
due to English not being their first language, and despite
there being translations of the materials available on the
project website, there were requests for these, indicating
some practitioners were not aware of them.

Almost every practitioner interviewed referred to chal-
lenges with Gathering feedback from parents, which in some
cases meant they felt they could not gain a strong sense of
how families had used the packs or how they felt about
them. There was only one report of minimal issues with
gathering feedback from parents. In this case, the practi-
tioner worked with groups as well as with families during
home visits, and had established a routine of discussing the
packs and reminding parents to give feedback.
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Parent feedback

Direct feedback was gained from 23 parents; one provided
photos only; 22 completed the feedback form online (n =9)
or via print copy (which was passed back to the team via
distributing partners; n = 13). Five parents submitted pho-
tographs of the packs in action; these are presented at www.
playfulpacks.uk/gallery, alongside images taken during the
first phase of the project (with consent from parents to share
online) to inspire other families to use and adapt the
activities.

As shown in Table 2, respondents were broadly from
less-advantaged backgrounds, tending to live in some of
the more deprived areas of Oxford. However, some
respondents did live in non-deprived areas and were
highly educated.

As shown in Table 3, the parents who provided feedback
on the packs found them useful in terms of getting new
practical ideas and understanding how the activities can
support their child’s development. Parents reported that the
packs looked appealing, were age-appropriate and fun (for
parent and child), and encouraged them not only to spend
more time doing activities with their child, but also to
increase the range of activities that they do with their child.

In answer to the prompt, ‘Please let us know if the
activity pack has made a difference in any other way?’, six
parents commented that they were appreciative to be given
the packs, and/or noted the specific activities that their child
enjoyed and why. Five parents noted that the pack provided
opportunities and encouragement to sit down and read or
play together:

“...it made me focus on this child specifically, and I
put time aside to do this with her when there were no
other children or distractions around so that we had
each other’s full attention. I enjoyed that a lot, and
think I will try and make sure that happens more
often.”

Three parents commented that they appreciated that the
packs were supporting their child’s learning or skill devel-
opment with one parent specifically saying “I found the
explanations of why an activity was good for development
helpful”’. Another parent noted that the packs were
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Table 3 Summary responses to Likert-rating questions

Question Mean (SD) Median Minimum, Maximum
How useful was this activity pack in terms of getting new practical ideas on what to do with your 4.18 (0.85) 4 2,5
child (1 =Not at all useful, 5= Very useful)

How useful was this activity pack in terms of helping you to understand how these activities can 4.27 (0.77) 4 3,5
support your child’s development (1 = Not at all useful, 5 = Very useful)

The activity pack looked appealing (1 = Strongly disagree, 4 =Strongly agree) 3.50 (0.51) 4 3,4
The activity pack was suitable for the age of my child (1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Strongly agree) 3.59 (0.59) 4 284
The activity pack: - Had fun activity ideas (1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Strongly agree) 3.59 (0.50) 4 3,4
The activity pack has encouraged me to spend more time doing activities with my child 3.09 (0.68) 3 2,4
(1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Strongly agree)

The activity pack has increased the range of activities that I do with my child (1 = Strongly 323 (0.61) 3 2,4
disagree, 4 = Strongly agree)

The activity pack has increased my confidence in supporting my child’s development 3.23(0.43) 3 34
(1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Strongly agree)

I enjoyed doing the activities with my child (1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Strongly agree) 3.59 (0.50) 4 34
My child enjoyed the activities (1 = Strongly disagree, 4 = Strongly agree) 3.45 (0.60) 4 2,4

*The one respondent who disagreed with the statement ‘The activity pack was suitable for the age of my child’ noted that their child was 4 years

old, which was above the target age for the resources

reassuring, and one parent commented that the activities had
inspired further games and play.

In answer to the prompt, ‘Do you have any suggestions
on how we can improve these activity packs?’ six parents
specifically said they liked the packs as they were, and eight
left the field blank (having completed all other sections).
Two parents made specific suggestions for additional
resources (crayons or pencils and a colouring book; and a
map of local areas for free activities). Two parents sug-
gested that a magnifying glass be included rather than a bug
pot in the Little Explorers pack. One parent requested links
to buy more of the resources provided while another sug-
gested that the packs be more theme-based.

Discussion

Via direct engagement with parents and early years practi-
tioners, our study sought to investigate and address the
barriers hindering parents’ engagement in a variety of
activities with their toddler or pre-schooler. Parents pre-
dominantly cited practical issues such as time constraints
and concerns about mess or damage. Within the COM-B
model (Michie et al., 2011), these can be considered barriers
to physical opportunity. Practitioners (who were asked to
reflect in particular on their experiences working with
families experiencing socio-economic disadvantage), how-
ever, highlighted knowledge gaps and expectations as
greater barriers than access to resources, emphasizing the
importance of parental confidence and understanding of
activity benefits i.e., pertaining to psychological capability
and reflective motivation within the COM-B model. This

contrast is especially relevant given that many parents also
felt their children lacked the interest, attention span, or
ability to engage in a variety of activities.

In response, we developed tailored activity packs to
address these barriers. The packs offered simple, engaging
activities that could be easily integrated into daily life,
directly addressing parental concerns about time and mess.
The inclusion of activity adaptations and extensions aimed
to bridge the knowledge gap identified by practitioners,
while explanations linking activities to child development
were included to boost parental confidence. Additionally,
the emphasis on the process over the product helped alle-
viate concerns about overly high expectations for outcomes,
fostering a supportive environment for parent-child inter-
actions. Packs were primarily distributed in areas of Oxford
experiencing high levels of socio-economic advantage,
although it should be noted that the sub-set of parents who
provided feedback likely over-represented less dis-
advantaged families.

The feedback obtained through practitioners’ interviews
and parents’ questionnaires supports the efficacy of
increasing motivation by increasing the number of positive
experiences of parent-child play through actively addressing
opportunity and capability-related barriers to engaging in
parent-child activities, rather than simply telling parents that
it is important for them to play with their child. The positive
responses obtained from both groups indicated that tailoring
interventions to directly tackle these barriers yielded
encouraging outcomes. The practitioners reported a notable
shift in parental attitudes and engagement, indicating that
the inclusion of clear explanations linking activities to child
development significantly enhanced parental understanding
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and confidence, and motivation to engage in parent-child
activities. This finding aligns with existing research
emphasizing the influential role of parental beliefs on par-
ental engagement and children’s outcomes, and the sug-
gestion that simple educational policies alone may not be
sufficient to induce robust behavioural changes and child
outcome improvements (List et al., 2021). Moreover, par-
ents’ questionnaires echoed this sentiment, with parents
appreciating the approach that didn’t just advocate but
provided tangible solutions that empowered them to engage
more effectively with their children.

Although these results indicate positive changes in par-
ents’ knowledge, attitudes, and practices, future studies
should also evaluate the impact of such interventions on
children’s developmental outcomes. Understanding how
these changes in parental behaviour translate into tangible
benefits for children’s development is crucial for refining
and optimizing these interventions.

Furthermore, it’s crucial to acknowledge that for certain
families, the barriers hindering parent-child activities are
considerably high and entrenched, to an extent where even
resource packs as a supplement to advisory materials might
not suffice. In such cases, additional investments in support
workers and community programs, as part of a multifaceted
approach that combines resource provisions with in-person
support, might be necessary to bridge the gap for families
encountering substantial hurdles in engaging with their
children (Pellecchia et al., 2018).

Practitioners’ role as mediators played a crucial part in
the success of implementing the activity packs by building
parental trust and confidence. Practitioners explained the
significance of the activity packs to parents, emphasizing
the benefits and dispelling misconceptions or concerns.
Practitioners also assured parents of the ease of use of the
activities, and reassured hesitant parents about taking part in
research and what accepting the free packs might entail.
Practitioners’ diverse approaches in disseminating the packs
aligned with their service or setting types, and practitioners
tailored their interactions to suit the specific needs of the
families they served. This personalized approach facilitated
a deeper understanding and resonance with the activity
packs’ objectives, in line with previous literature showing
that interventions in community settings improve and
maintain parental engagement (see Pellecchia et al., 2018
for a review).

The project encountered significant challenges in
gathering direct feedback from parents. Prior research
indicates barriers to parental engagement in interventions
and evaluation include competing demands on parents’
time and resources, communication and literacy barriers,
and apprehensions about being judged or evaluated in
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some manner (see Lingwood, et al., 2020; Morawska &
Sanders, 2006; Mytton et al., 2014; for a review). These
factors collectively might have contributed to the chal-
lenges encountered in securing comprehensive feedback.

Despite these challenges, the overall positive reception of
the packs underscores their potential as effective tools in
promoting parent-child engagement. Future iterations could
focus on refining dissemination strategies to reach a wider
demographic, ensuring inclusivity and accessibility across
diverse socioeconomic and linguistic backgrounds. Con-
tinued collaboration with practitioners and stakeholders
remains pivotal for the ongoing refinement and enhance-
ment of these strategies.

These findings bear substantial implications for policy
formulation and implementation within early childhood
development initiatives. By acknowledging and targeting
the practical constraints and knowledge gaps faced by
parents, policymakers and stakeholders can foster a more
inclusive and supportive environment for parental
engagement, thereby enriching the developmental experi-
ences of children across diverse socioeconomic back-
grounds. The study suggests that policies should not only
raise awareness about the importance of parental invol-
vement but also provide tangible solutions, such as the
tailored activity packs developed in this study. These
packs offer a cost-effective and scalable model that could
be integrated into existing educational and social welfare
systems, such as early childhood programs, health visitor
services, or community outreach initiatives. In addition,
the study highlights the importance of practitioner involve-
ment in mediating these interventions. By training and sup-
porting practitioners to engage more effectively with parents,
policymakers can ensure that families receive personalized
guidance, which is essential for the success of such initia-
tives. Furthermore, the study points to the need for a multi-
faceted approach that combines resource-based interventions
with in-person support or community programs, which would
complement and enhance current policies aimed at reducing
inequalities and promoting child development. Ultimately,
these activity packs represent a valuable tool for policy-
makers looking to address barriers to parent-child engage-
ment and improve developmental outcomes for children
across diverse socioeconomic backgrounds.

To conclude, to our knowledge this is the first piece of
evidence highlighting and addressing the multifaceted bar-
riers hindering parent-child engagement in activities. The
project’s emphasis on tackling practical concerns and
knowledge gaps via physical resources and simple idea
suggestions yielded positive responses, indicating the effi-
cacy of actively mitigating these obstacles rather than solely
advocating for increased engagement.



Journal of Child and Family Studies (2025) 34:1151-1162

1161

Data Availability

The authors confirm that the data supporting the findings of
this study are available within the article and its supple-
mentary materials.

Supplementary information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-025-03038-7.

Acknowledgements We are very grateful to the families and practi-
tioners who have contributed to this study. We gratefully acknowledge
the generosity of Faber and Faber Ltd, who provided the books
included in the project packs at cost, along with the free use of selected
book illustrations for inclusion in the activity cards. We are also very
grateful to project partners Peeple, Home-Start Oxford, National Lit-
eracy Trust, and Oxfordshire County Council for their enthusiastic
support in the scoping and dissemination of the project packs. This
project was supported by the University of Oxford’s ESRC Impact
Acceleration Account. AH is jointly funded by a National Institute for
Health Research and The Castang Foundation Advanced Fellowship
(NIHR300880). The views expressed are those of the author(s) and not
necessarily those of the NHS, the NIHR, the Department of Health and
Social Care or The Castang Foundation. AH was also supported by the
Scott Family Junior Research Fellowship at University College, Uni-
versity of Oxford.

Compliance with Ethical Standards

Conflict of Interest The authors declare no competing interests.

Publisher’s note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons
Attribution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as
long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the
source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless
indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted
use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright
holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.
org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Aram, D., & Shapira, R. (2012). Parent-child shared book reading and
children’s language, literacy, and empathy development. Parent-
Child Shared Book Reading and Children’s Language, Literacy,
and Empathy Development, 55-65. https://doi.org/10.13128/
RIEF-13299

Armstrong, V. G., & Ross, J. (2022). The experiences of parents and
infants using a home-based art intervention aimed at improving
wellbeing and connectedness in their relationship. Frontiers in
Psychology, 13, 732562. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.
732562.

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2012). Thematic analysis. In H. Cooper, P.
M. Camic, D. L. Long, A. T. Panter, D. Rindskopf, & K. J. Sher
(Eds.), APA Handbook of Research Methods in Psychology, Vol.

2: Research Designs: Quantitative, Qualitative, Neuropsycholo-
gical, and Biological (pp. 57-71). Washington DC: American
Psychological Association.American Psychological Association.
https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004

Brown, M. I, Wang, C., & McLeod, S. (2022). Reading with 1-2-
year-olds impacts academic achievement at 8-11 years. Early
Childhood Research Quarterly, 58, 198-207. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ecresq.2021.09.008.

Cooper, K., & Stewart, K. (2021). Does household income affect
children’s outcomes? A systematic review of the evidence. Child
Indicators Research, 14(3), 981-1005. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12187-020-09782-0.

De Bondt, M., Willenberg, I. A., & Bus, A. G. (2020). Do book
giveaway programs promote the home literacy environment and
children’s literacy-related ehaviour and skills? Review of Edu-
cational Research, 90(3), 349-375. https://doi.org/10.3102/
0034654320922140.

DelJoseph, M. L., Sifre, R., Raver, C., Blair, C. B., & Berry, D. (2021).
Capturing environmental dimensions of adversity and resources
in the context of poverty across infancy through early adoles-
cence: A moderated nonlinear factor model. Child Development,
92(4). https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13504

Dowdall, N., Melendez-Torres, G. J., Murray, L., Gardner, F., Hart-
ford, L., & Cooper, P. J. (2020). Shared picture book reading
interventions for child language development: A systematic
review and meta-analysis. Child Development, 91(2), €383—-e399.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13225.

Duncan, G. J., Magnuson, K., & Votruba-Drzal, E. (2014). Boosting
family income to promote child development. The Future of
Children, 24(2), 99-120. https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2014.0008.

Dunst, C. J., Raab, M., & Hamby, D. W. (2016). Interest-based
everyday child language learning. Revista de Logopedia, Fonia-
tria y Audiologia, 36(4), 153—161. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rlfa.
2016.07.003.

Fung, P., Pierre, T. S., Raja, M., & Johnson, E. K. (2023). Infants’ and
toddlers’ language development during the pandemic: Socio-
economic status mattered. Journal of Experimental Child Psy-
chology, 236, 105744. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2023.105744.

Gregoriadis, A., & Evangelou, M. (2022). Revisiting the home
learning environment: Introducing the home learning ecosystem.
Australasian Journal of Early Childhood, 47(3), 206-218.
https://doi.org/10.1177/18369391221099370.

Hembacher, E., & Frank, M. C. (2020). The early parenting attitudes
questionnaire: Measuring intuitive theories of parenting and child
development. Collabra: Psychology, 6(1), 16. https://doi.org/10.
1525/collabra.190.

Hendry, A., Gibson, S. P., Davies, C., Gliga, T., McGillion, M., &
Gonzalez-Gomez, N. (2022). Not all babies are in the same boat:
Exploring the effects of socioeconomic status, parental attitudes,
and activities during the 2020 COVID-19 pandemic on early
executive functions. Infancy, 27(3), 555-581. https://doi.org/10.
1111/infa.12460.

Hendry, A., Gibson, S. P., Davies, C., McGillion, M., & Gonzalez-
Gomez, N. (2023). Toward a dimensional model of risk and
protective factors influencing children’s early cognitive, social,
and emotional development during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Infancy, 28(1), 158-186. https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12495.

Khanolainen, D., Psyridou, M., Silinskas, G., Lerkkanen, M., Niemi,
P., Poikkeus, A., & Torppa, M. (2020). Longitudinal effects of
the home learning environment and parental difficulties on
reading and math development across grades 1-9. Frontiers in
Psychology, 11, 577981. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.
577981.

Krippendorff, K. (2018). Content analysis: An introduction to its
methodology. Sage publications.  https://doi.org/10.4135/
9781071878781

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-025-03038-7
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.13128/RIEF-13299
https://doi.org/10.13128/RIEF-13299
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.732562
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.732562
https://doi.org/10.1037/13620-004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2021.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2021.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-020-09782-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12187-020-09782-0
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320922140
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320922140
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13504
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13225
https://doi.org/10.1353/foc.2014.0008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rlfa.2016.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rlfa.2016.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2023.105744
https://doi.org/10.1177/18369391221099370
https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.190
https://doi.org/10.1525/collabra.190
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12460
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12460
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12495
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.577981
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.577981
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781071878781
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781071878781

1162

Journal of Child and Family Studies (2025) 34:1151-1162

Lehrl, S., Evangelou, M., & Sammons, P. (2020). The home learning
environment and its role in shaping children’s educational
development. School Effectiveness and School Improvement,
31(1), 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2020.1693487.

Leibham, M. E., Alexander, J. M., Johnson, K. E., Neitzel, C. L., &
Reis-Henrie, F. P. (2005). Parenting behaviors associated with the
maintenance of preschoolers’ interests: A prospective long-
itudinal study. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology,
26(4), 397-414. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2005.05.001.

Lingwood, J., Levy, R., Billington, J., & Rowland, C. (2020). Barriers
and solutions to participation in family-based education inter-
ventions. International Journal of Social Research Methodology,
23(2), 185-198. https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2019.1645377.

List, J. A., Pernaudet, J., & Suskind, D. (2021). Shifting parental
beliefs about child development to foster parental investments
and improve school readiness outcomes. Nature Communica-
tions, 12(1), 5765. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-25964-y.

Melhuish, E. C., Phan, M. B., Sylva, K., Sammons, P., Siraj-Blatchford,
1., & Taggart, B. (2008). Effects of the home learning environment
and preschool center experience upon literacy and numeracy
development in early primary school. Journal of Social Issues,
64(1), 95-114. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00550.x.

Michie, S., Van Stralen, M. M., & West, R. (2011). The behaviour
change wheel: a new method for characterising and designing
behaviour change interventions. Implementation science, 6, 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-42.

Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government. (2019).
English indices of deprivation 2019. https://imd-by-postcode.
opendatacommunities.org/imd/2019

Morawska, A., & Sanders, M. (2006). A review of parental engage-
ment in parenting interventions and strategies to promote it.
Journal of Children’s Services, 1(1), 29-40. https://doi.org/10.
1108/17466660200600004.

Mytton, J., Ingram, J., Manns, S., & Thomas, J. (2014). Facilitators
and barriers to engagement in parenting programs: A qualitative
systematic review. Health Education and Behavior, 41(2),
127-137. https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198113485755.

Pellecchia, M., Nuske, H. J., Straiton, D., McGhee Hassrick, E., Gulsrud,
A., ladarola, S., & Stahmer, A. C. (2018). Strategies to engage
underrepresented parents in child intervention services: A review of
effectiveness and co-occurring use. Journal of Child and Family
Studies, 27, 3141-3154. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1144-y.

Renninger, K. A., & Hidi, S. E. (2019). Interest development and
learning. In Renninger, K. A. & Hidi, S. E. (Eds.), The Cambridge

@ Springer

handbook of motivation and learning (pp. 265-290). Cambridge
University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316823279

Rosen, M. L., Hagen, M. P., Lurie, L. A., Miles, Z. E., Sheridan, M.
A., Meltzoff, A. N., & McLaughlin, K. A. (2020). Cognitive
stimulation as a mechanism linking socioeconomic status with
executive function: A longitudinal investigation. Child Develop-
ment, 91(4), €762—e779. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13315.

Rubio-Codina, M., Attanasio, O., & Grantham-McGregor, S. (2016).
Mediating pathways in the socio-economic gradient of child
development: Evidence from children 6-42 months in Bogota.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 40(6),
483-491. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415626515.

Saldaiia, J. (2016). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (3rd
ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. https://doi.org/10.1108/QROM-
08-2016-1408

Tomopoulos, S., Dreyer, B. P., Tamis-LeMonda, C., Flynn, V.,
Rovira, 1., Tineo, W., & Mendelsohn, A. L. (2006). Books, toys,
parent-child interaction, and development in young Latino chil-
dren. Ambulatory Pediatrics, 6(2), 72-78. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.ambp.2005.10.001.

Toth, K., Sammons, P., Sylva, K., Melhuish, E., Siraj, I., & Taggart,
B. (2020). Home learning environment across time: the role of
early years HLE and background in predicting HLE at later ages.
School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 31(1), 7-30.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2019.1618348.

Williams, K. E., Barrett, M. S., Welch, G. F., Abad, V., & Broughton,
M. (2015). Associations between early shared music activities in
the home and later child outcomes: Findings from the long-
itudinal study of Australian children. Early Childhood Research
Quarterly, 31, 113-124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.01.
004.

Wing-Yin Chow, B., & McBride-Chang, C. (2003). Promoting lan-
guage and literacy development through parent—child reading in
Hong Kong preschoolers. Early Education and Development,
14(2), 233-248. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed 1402_6.

Wood, C. (2002). Parent—child pre-school activities can affect the
development of literacy skills. Journal of research in reading,
25(3), 241-258. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.00173.

Wong, T. K., Konishi, C., & Kong, X. (2022). A longitudinal per-
spective on frequency of parent—child activities and
social-emotional development. Early Child Development and
Care, 192(3), 458-469. https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2020.
1765773.


https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2020.1693487
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2005.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/13645579.2019.1645377
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-021-25964-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.2008.00550.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/1748-5908-6-42
https://imd-by-postcode.opendatacommunities.org/imd/2019
https://imd-by-postcode.opendatacommunities.org/imd/2019
https://doi.org/10.1108/17466660200600004
https://doi.org/10.1108/17466660200600004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1090198113485755
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1144-y
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781316823279
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13315
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025415626515
https://doi.org/10.1108/QROM-08-2016-1408
https://doi.org/10.1108/QROM-08-2016-1408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ambp.2005.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ambp.2005.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2019.1618348
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2015.01.004
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15566935eed1402_6
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.00173
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2020.1765773
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2020.1765773

	Breaking Barriers: Promoting Parent-Child Engagement with Co-�Produced Activity Packs for 1-to-3-Year-Olds
	Abstract
	Highlights
	Introduction
	Prior Research on Factors Influencing Variation in Parent-Child Activities
	Methods
	Consultation and Co-Production
	Workshops
	Resource development
	Resource distribution

	Evaluation
	Interviews
	Questionnaires and photographs


	Results
	Consultation and Co-Production
	Workshops
	Resource development, distribution and refinements

	Evaluation
	Practitioner interviews
	Reducing physical barriers to opportunity
	Increasing motivation to engage in parent-child activities
	Reducing barriers relating to ideas, knowledge and expectations
	The role of the practitioner, and evaluation

	Parent feedback


	Discussion
	Supplementary information
	Compliance with Ethical Standards

	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	References




