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ABSTRACT 

 Much research has been conducted concerning the factors that influence child 

development. Spending quality family time together is an important part of the foundational 

process of how families develop.  It is logical to assume the effects of quality family time on 

young children‘s development are also very important. Surprisingly, there is little research on 

the influence of quality family time on a young child‘s development. The present research 

proposal is based on the premise that spending family time together should promote 

stimulating environments, which can facilitate young children‘s positive development.  

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between both family time and 

family strengths and each of the following areas of a child‘s development: social/emotional 

development, physical development, cognitive development, and language development. 

Another purpose was to examine the relationship between Family Time and Family Strengths 

and to also examine the perceptions of parents concerning the most important family activity 

in which their family participates and the reasons for importance of family activities they 

participate in together. 

The sample consisted of 53 families with children between the ages of two and five. 

Participants were asked to fill out a Family Time Questionnaire. Findings showed family 

time to be significantly related to two year old children‘s social/emotional, cognitive, and 

language development and three to five year old children‘s cognitive development. Family 

strengths are significantly related to two year old children‘s overall development.  
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

Family scholars have a growing concern about the time demands and hectic pace of 

parents‘ jobs which are causing families to have less time together (DeGenova, Stinnett & 

Stinnett, 2011). Data from national research on approximately 2,000 parents indicated that about 

50 percent of the parents reported too little time with the children (Milkie, et al., 2004). 

Similarly, research examining family time among parents and adolescent children found that 

family time was rare. Higher level of family time was related to more affectionate, loving and 

intimate relationships (Crouter et al., 2004). Much research has been conducted concerning the 

factors that influence child development. Spending quality family time together is an important 

part of the foundational process of how families develop.  It is logical to assume the effects of 

quality family time on young children‘s development are also very important. Surprisingly, there 

is little research on the influence of quality family time on a young child‘s development. Several 

research studies have examined the relationship between family time and adults, adolescents, and 

family satisfaction; however, research examining the impact of family time on young children‘s 

overall development is very limited.  

 

Why family time is important? 

Family strengths research over the past four decades has consistently identified spending 

time together as one of the major qualities that characterize strong families. Conversely, lack of 
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time together has been reported to be a critical problem of American families (Defrain, 

2007; DeGenova, Stinnett & Stinnett, 2010). Family time is a very important part of the human 

developmental process and the family bonding system. Family time is also important because the 

ecological perspective on human development emphasizes the importance of joint activities as 

building blocks of individual competence and close relationships, which in turn underlie 

psychological adjustment (Crouter, Head, McHale, & Tucker, 2004). Examinations of family 

leisure/time have consistently shown positive correlations between family recreation and aspects 

of family functioning such as satisfaction and bonding. A study conducted by Hawkes (1991) 

suggests that in modern society, leisure/time is the single most important force in developing 

cohesive, healthy relationships between husbands and wives and between parents and their 

children. These family bonds and relationships influence how individuals learn to function and 

interact in society. Families are still considered to be the fundamental units of society and are 

perhaps the oldest and most important of all human institutions (Zabriskie & McCormick, 2001).  

Although research has shown the importance of family time, the exact nature of family 

time has yet to be understood. Some may argue that family time alone is enough to make an 

impact on an individual. In contrast, others feel it is the ‗what‘ that is taking place during the 

family time that makes a difference. What happens during that shared time is also important 

(Larson & Richards, 1994). For example, in order for families to be healthy, its members must 

have daily interactions in which their emotional worlds come into meaningful contact; times 

when their minds meet, when closeness is shared (1994). Eating meals and spending other time 

together is thought to provide the opportunity for a family to replenish themselves and affirm 

their experience of ―we-ness‖ (Larson & Richards, 1994).   
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Research has a variety of meanings for the term family time, however most would 

conclude that just because you spend time together doesn‘t mean that it is considered quality. In 

a study conducted by Daly (2001) one response to an interview question states, family time is 

togetherness, more than everyone being around and busy with the household operation; rather it 

was ―when we do things together as a family as opposed to just the time after 5, like cooking 

supper and doing homework.‖ Family time should not be running errands or going to the kid‘s 

recreational activities, for these events would require the family‘s attention to be focused 

elsewhere. Family time should be when everyone can focus their attention only on one another, 

relax and enjoy themselves. 

In addition to the lack of consistent meaning for the term ‗Family Time‘ the current 

research has, there is very little research examining the relationship between family time and the 

development of young children. There are many profound child development theorists who stress 

the importance of environmental influence on child development. Jean Piaget‘s cognitive 

development theory sets the stage of cognitive development with the belief that children move 

through four stages. Jean Piaget viewed children as discovering virtually all knowledge about 

their world through their own activity, and emphasized that individual differences in genetic and 

environmental factors affect the speed with which children move through stages of development 

(Piaget 1926/1928).  

Another child development theorist Lev Vygotsky, on the other hand stressed how social 

and cultural factors contribute to children‘s thinking (Berk, 2012). According to Vygotsky, by 

communicating with adults and more knowledgeable partners, children engage in ―verbalized 

self-observation,‖ reflecting on, revising, and controlling their own thought process (Vygotsky, 

1986).  Vygotsky is famous for his Sociocultural Theory in which he believed children‘s learning 
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takes place within the zone of proximal development, a range of tasks that are too difficult for a 

child to do alone but possible with the help of adults or a more skilled peer (Vygotsky, 1978).   

There are many more child development theorists who argue their beliefs about how young 

children develop; however, none examined the relationship between spending family time 

together and the child‘s development. 

The family is the child‘s first and longest-lasting, context for development, families are 

pervasive, parenting is universally important to children‘s lives, and children who lack a 

satisfying, supportive family life are likely to crave it (Berk, 2012). Most child development 

books explain the importance of family systems and socialization within the family. However, 

these explanations only consist of indirect and direct influences, styles of child rearing, adapting 

to parenting, family lifestyles, sibling relationships and family transitioning. None of these 

explain the importance of spending family time together or how family systems influence 

children‘s development. 

 

 

Implications for parent education. 

Many theorists and child development researchers agree that environmental factors 

influence a child‘s development. These authors also agree that the family is very important for 

development. Why not put the two together? If the family is the child‘s first and most important 

context for development, why not have the most social interaction within the family system? 

Many parents turn to important child development theorist and authors for valuable resources. 

New parents, who have not a clue of what to do are so prone to going to buy informational books 

and researching on the internet to get tips while transitioning into their new parenting lifestyle. It 



  

5 

 

would benefit parents, not only new parents, but parents with multiple children as well, to know 

the importance of spending family time together. Some parents may just need to know how to 

spend time together and what to do as a family. So many parents think you have to have a lot of 

money to go on vacations to spend time together. However, that‘s not the case at all. Simple 

things like eating meals together, sitting down after dinner to play a board game or going outside 

to just play together are all examples of how families can spend time together without spending a 

lot of money. 

 

Investigator’s proposed research will address this issue. 

The present research proposal is based on the premise that spending family time together 

should promote stimulating environments, which can facilitate young children‘s positive 

development. This premise is based upon The Family Strengths Theoretical Model (Stinnett & 

Stinnett 2010; Defrain, 2007) which maintains that strong, intimate family relationships are 

promoted by certain qualities and patterns of behavior, one of which is spending time together. 

Such patterns of behavior can certainly have a positive influence on major areas of their 

development, including the social/emotional, physical, cognitive, and language.   

 

 

Statement of purpose 

1. To examine the relationship between family time and each of the following areas of a 

child‘s development: social/emotional development, physical development, cognitive 

development, and language development. 
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2. To examine the relationship between family strengths and the following areas of a child‘s 

development: social/emotional development, physical development, cognitive 

development, and language development. 

3. To examine the relationship between Family Time and Family Strengths.  

4. To examine the perceptions of parents concerning the most important family activity in 

which their family participates and the reasons for importance of family activities they 

participate in together. 

 

 

Statement of Hypotheses 

1. There will be a significant relationship between The Family Time Questionnaire scores 

and each of the following areas of the child‘s development among two year old children 

and three to five year old children, as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile: 

a. Social/Emotional Development Scores  

b. Physical Development Scores 

c. Cognitive Development Scores 

d. Language Development Scores 

2. There will be a significant relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores and 

each of the following areas of the child‘s development among two year old children and 

three to five year old children, as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile: 

a. Social/Emotional Development Scores  
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b. Physical Development Scores 

c. Cognitive Development Scores 

d. Language Development Scores 

 

3. There will be a significant positive relationship between The Family Time Questionnaire 

scores and The Family Strengths Inventory scores. 

 

Definition of Terms 

Family time 

Family time, as it applies to this study, refers to any time a family has to spend together; 

For example, eating dinner, personal activities, or a car ride to school or the store, playing 

games, hiking, crafts, camping, movie nights, or vacations. Family time is not going to a child‘s 

recreational activity or running errands, such as paying bills or taking clothes to the dry cleaners. 

Cognitive Development 

Cognition refers to the inner process and products of the mind that lead to ―knowing.‖ 

For example, attending, remembering, symbolizing, categorizing, planning, reasoning, problem 

solving, creating and fantasizing (Berk, 2012). Cognition is measured through observations of a 

child to determine if they have mastered skills listed in the examples above. 

Language Development  

Language is a social tool consisting of a complex set of rules for using symbols (Martin 

& Fabes, 2006). Language is creative and flexible and with a limited number of words, we can 

generate an infinite number of different messages. Language consists of several subsystems that 
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have to do with sound, meaning, overall structure, and everyday use (Berk, 2012). 

Social/Emotional Development 

Becoming social is how children come to understand their multifaceted social world 

(Berk, 2012). Attachment, the strong emotional bond between babies and their caregivers, and 

development of a sense of self are key elements of social emotional development (Hansen & 

Zambo, 2005). These social emotional skills can include making friends, waiting patiently, or 

showing anger in a healthy way. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

9 

 

Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Benefits of Family Time 

One benefit of spending real family time together is communication. Research has shown 

families who spend quality family time together are able to communicate with each other better. 

Core family leisure activities are significantly related to family cohesion and balanced family 

leisure activities are related to family flexibility (Smith, Freeman, Zabriskie, & Ramon, 2009). 

The higher the family leisure involvement, the higher the level of communication the family has 

with one another. As a result, these individuals learn to communicate with others better. 

Communication between family members in a leisure setting is often less threatening and 

demanding, and, more open and relaxing than in any other family settings (Zabriskie & 

McCormick, 2001).  

In addition to building strong bonds and learning to communicate, the members of the 

households who practice family time receive great benefits as well. Research has shown that 

couples who participate in family time report having higher marital satisfaction. Husbands and 

wives, who share leisure time together and participate in joint recreational activities, are more 

satisfied with their marriages than those who do not (Zabriskie & McCormick (2001). Spending 

quality family time also has great benefits for the children involved. Research shows some 

relations between family time and adolescents and children‘s behavior. Family time is related to 
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lower levels of risky behaviors in adolescents (Crouter, Head, McHale, & Tucker (2004). 

Even in children as young as three years of age to twelve years of age, family time is important 

to both achievement and behavior; spending more time with the family is associated with a 

higher score on the applied problems test and a reduced number of behavior problems (Hofferth 

& Sandberg, 2001). 

Family time benefit on spiritual beliefs  

Young children gain so much knowledge right in the comfort of their own homes. Some 

might argue that Religion is one valuable asset that is gained within the family.  A child‘s 

perception of their family‘s religion is based on how the religion is communicated to the child by 

the parent. It is the parent‘s responsibility to communicate with their child about their religion 

and explain what it means. The method and the quantity of how the parent choses to 

communicate the religion will have an effect on the child‘s perception as well. Boyatzis and 

Janicki (2003) conducted a study to examine the quality of communication and to see if the 

parent‘s communication style was direct, in which discussing their religion was straight forward, 

or indirect, in which the child only learned about the religion by being an active participant in 

religious services. Parents‘ survey answers of how often they communicate with their child about 

their religion never matched the diary recordings, with the amount of time on the surveys always 

being a little higher than the diaries. However, the diaries‘ results did show that most of the 

parent‘s method of communicating about their religion was direct and the child had a better 

understanding of their religion through this method (Boyatzis & Janicki 2003).    

 Children gain a better understanding of their religion through direct communication with 

their parents; however, children also gain a positive or negative concept of their religion through 

these conversations as well.  At least one study has shown that the more positive and loving a 
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child‘s concept of God is, the more positive and loving the child‘s concept of others will be (De 

Roos, Miedema, & Iedema 2001). These concepts may determine if children gain positive or 

negative relationships with their mothers and/or teachers. For example, if a child 

(kindergarteners) has a punishing concept of God, will the child will a negative relationship with 

his or her mother and/or teacher? This belief was not confirmed (De Roos, Miedema, & Iedema 

2001). Results reveal no correlation between the two. At least one study shows that even some 

children with punishing concepts of God still have positive relationships with their mothers and 

teachers (De Roos, Miedema, & Iedema 2001). These children also had positive concept of 

others.  Even in these young aged children we start to see their pro-social skills as they relate to 

religion and communicating with their parent begin to take shape. 

Benefits of family time on Child Development 

Spending family time together has great benefits on children‘s learning development.  

Most parents that practice family time view this as an opportunity for family communication, 

bonding, child development, and learning (Zabriskie & McCormick, 2001). When parents‘ 

perceptions of family leisure were examined, findings showed that shared recreation was 

especially helpful in developing social skills, such as learning to problem solve, to compromise 

and to negotiate (Mactavish & Schleien 1998). These are the qualities that naturally build great 

pro-social skills. Family time is the perfect setting to naturally teach children how to do the right 

thing. Parents should model positive behaviors especially in a relaxing family time setting that 

should naturally motivate the children to do the same. The time parents devote to their children is 

a major form of investment that is linked with children‘s well-being and development (Gauthier, 

Smeeding, & Furstenberg (2004). 
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How children spend their time is important and parental resources may be critical in 

determining which children engage in activities that enhance intellectual growth, encourage 

responsibility, and generally steer children toward a productive adulthood (Bianchi & Robinson 

1997). The human and social capitals of childhood are built over time and through the activities 

in which children engage and the quality of the resources and social interactions that surround 

them (Bianchi & Robinson 1997). Parents have the ability to set the stage for their child‘s 

success as well as for their failure. The child‘s home provides a context where learning and 

socialization take place, and apart from other variables, the quality and characteristics of the 

home environment have important consequences for child outcomes (Carlson & Corcoran 

(2001). A stimulating home environment provides opportunities for learning and exploration 

provides warmth, growth and development of children (Bradley & Rock, 1988). 

Research shows that playing together is very beneficial for children‘s development. 

Something as simple as playing with blocks together has been shown to improve parent-child 

relationships. Block activities contributes to children‘s cognitive development, social-emotional 

development and motor development (Lin, 2009). Play has been described as the purest, most 

spiritual activity of man (Froebel, 1907). It gives joy, freedom, contentment, inner and outer rest, 

and peace with the world. Doing simple things such as playing with blocks during family time 

can have many benefits on young children in all domains of development. 

During block activities with a parent, children increase their awareness of sentences 

structures, linguistic rules, grammar, and vocabularies by learning to recognize and say the name 

or label different shapes of blocks (Lin, 2010). Building structures with blocks also encourages 

pretend play. Making up stories requires language development, communicating and interacting 

with parent or playmates, gives children opportunities to express the use of language (Lin, 2010). 
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All of these practices are encouragers of early emergence of reading and writing abilities. 

Another simple activity to promote language development is to read books. Less than 50 percent 

of parents in the U. S. reported reading daily to their children ages birth to five (Duursma, 

Augustyn, & Zuckerman, 2010). There are so many benefits to reading books, including learning 

to recognize letters, understanding that print represent the spoken word, and exposing them to 

written language (Duursma, Augustyn, & Zuckerman, 2010).  

 Research is showing that different activities during family time can benefit children‘s 

cognitive development. Social interactions with an adult within the cultural contexts of society 

are fundamental to cognitive development (Vygotsky, 1986). Children gain basic cognitive 

knowledge about language, science, and mathematics through block activities (Lin, 2010). In the 

area of science development, children learn the properties of different kinds of blocks, such as 

their sizes, shapes, weights, and relationships with other blocks (Moffit, 1984). Children can also 

learn the concepts of space, balance, and stability during block activities. Children discover how 

to build with, to limit block building based on size and scope, and to control the sizes of 

buildings to fit the size of the block through trial and error (Lin, 2010).  Children can also learn 

mathematical skills during block activities. Children learn concepts of length, height, width, and 

depth through block play (Leeb-Lundberg, 1984). 

 The benefits that family time has on a child‘s outcome can depend on the parent‘s ability 

to promote highly stimulating environments for their children. In a study conducted by Hsin 

(2009), the findings suggests time with most verbally skilled mothers is correlated with 

improvements in children‘s verbal and analytical test scores; in contrast, time with least skilled 

mothers is either unrelated or negatively related to test scores.  Two studies using time diaries 

revealed children with better educated parents spend less time watching television and more time 
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performing educationally related activities (Bianchi & Robinson 1997; Timmers et al, 1985). 

Time together with children can occur in silence and without much active parental involvement, 

or it can be highly simulating, with parents and children engaged in conversation, active play 

and/or non-verbal interaction (Hsin, 2009).  

 Families can have a major impact on a child‘s social development. In the very beginning, 

the human infant has a necessity for a caregiver within its family. A child‘s early relationship 

with their primary caregiver is the most important predictor of the child‘s future personality 

development (Bowlby, 1982). Attachment theory suggest that infants are evolutionarily primed 

to form a close, enduring, dependent bond on a primary caregiver beginning in the first years of 

life (Lyons, 2007). When attachment is formed correctly, the infant forms a secure attachment to 

their caregiver. This secure attachment can only form if the caregiver is responsive to the infant‘s 

needs. Parental involvement has been observed to be positively associated with student behaviors 

and attitudes in such areas as increased school attendance, fewer discipline problems, and higher 

scholastic aspirations (McBride, Dyer, Liu, Brown, & Hong 2009). Whether or not the parent is 

experiencing any stress during involvement can also have an influence on the child‘s social 

development. In a study conducted by Mitchell and Cabrera (2009) the relationship between 

father‘s stress and children‘s social competence and problem behavior was examined. The study 

found that father parenting stress was correlated with increased child behavior problems and 

scores below the cut off for social development problems.  

However, if attachment is not formed correctly, it can lead to different types of 

attachment disorders. One type of attachment disorder is Reactive Attachment Disorder (RAD). 

The inhibited type of Reactive Attachment Disorder is a pattern resulting from experience with 

caregivers who do not provide emotional support and comfort when needed (Haugaard & Hazan, 
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2004). RAD can result in aggression, awkwardness in social situations, chronic anxious 

appearance, and comfort-seeking with strangers. Infants with RAD are at higher risk for 

cognitive impairment (Drotar, Malone, & Negray 1980). Such disorders can be prevented by 

spending time together. Some improvements were seen in the symptoms of children with RAD 

when the child was removed from the pathogenic care and placed in a stable environment that 

met the child‘s developmental needs (Corbin, 2007). Caregivers spending time with their infants 

is the beginning stages of family time.  

 A family‘s household can have a lot of positive influences on the way a child develops, 

however, the same household can have negative influences as well. One negative outcome of a 

family‘s household environment is the growing childhood obesity epidemic. Children learn 

healthy or unhealthy eating habits at home. Parents are the prime example of how their children 

should eat. Whether in matters of social development or physical health, parents are typically 

considered the primary agents of children‘s socialization and wellbeing (Gable, 2000). As a 

result, parents‘ beliefs about children‘s nutritional needs and their attitudes towards mealtimes 

make a difference in children‘s weight. Parental presence at meals is associated with higher 

intake of fruits, vegetables, and dairy products, as well as lower risk for being overweight for 

adolescent girls (Child Trends Data Bank, 2010). 

 Family meals are an important opportunity to develop strong parent-child relationships 

and family connectedness (Child Trends Data Bank, 2010). Participating in family meals can 

also encourage positive behavioral outcomes in teen and adolescents and improve physical and 

mental health (Child Trends Data Bank, 2010). Research shows that frequent family meals can 

reduce risky behavior in teenagers. Teens who regularly have meals with their families are less  
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likely to get into fights, think about suicide, smoke, drink, use drug, and become sexually active 

at an early age (Eisenberg, Olson, Neumark-Sztainer, & Story, 2004).  

However, parents are not the only factor influencing children‘s eating habits and weight. 

Parenting itself is multiplied, determined, and exists within an ecological framework (Belsky, 

1984). There are many factors that can have an influence on a child, whether being directly or 

indirectly, for example, parenting beliefs and practices, family income, marital status, and the 

child‘s characteristics. In some cases, parents may want to model healthy eating habits, however 

are financially incapable of doing so. Research indicates that parents‘ food selections are related 

to demographic characteristics of the family (Gable 2000). Single parent households and 

households in which both parents work full time have a tendency to favor the consumption of 

prepared food item, which tend to be high in fat and sodium (Crockett & Sims, 1995). Healthy 

foods are expensive and time consuming. Low income and some single families‘ are unable to 

afford healthy foods. Dual income families can afford to eat healthy, however, they do not have 

extra time for preparation. Although food availability in the home sets the stage for children‘s 

food intake and eating habits, food availability itself is affected by parent‘s time and income 

(Gable, 2000). 

Another negative effect a child‘s household can have on his or her development is neglect 

from parents. In a study conducted by Sylvestre and Merette (2010) evidences shows that there 

are language delays in severely neglected children. The researchers examined 68 severely 

neglected children and their mothers through two 90 minute interviews. Their results showed that 

because language development is the result of a complex interaction between risk factors, these 

delays can be better explained by the specificity of risk factors than by the cumulative risk 

model. 
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In sum, research shows spending quality family time together can have good and positive 

influence on families. Not only does spending quality family time together benefit the family as a 

whole, it benefits each member as an individual as well. However, the problem facing many 

families today is not having time to spend quality time together. In a society that is so rushed and 

there is so much to do, families are constantly finding it difficult to squeeze in time for family 

time, let along quality family time. Sadly, this lack of quality family time can lead to a lot of 

stress in many families. This, in return, puts stress on young children as well. 

Reasons families don’t spend time together 

Many factors are to blame for the lack of time families have to spend quality family time 

together. The major factor in the lack of time for quality family time is families being able to 

balance work and family. Research shows not being able to properly balance work and family 

can put a significant amount of stress on a family. Work and family domains have the ability to 

influence each other (Perrewe & Hochwarter 2001). For example, the line of demarcation 

separating work and family domains is blurred by the fact that situations that occur at work spill 

over into the family, and vice versa. Research has substantiated dysfunctional outcomes 

associated with work-family conflict (Perrewe & Hochwarter 2001). These outcomes include 

decreased family and occupational well-being and job and life dissatisfaction. 

The most well-documented pressures family members experience in balancing work and 

family are overload and conflict due to multiple roles (Hansen, 1991). These families have too 

much to do and too little time to do it. Research shows not being able to balance work and family 

is one cause of families not having time to spend quality family time together. In a study 

conducted by Daly (2001), interviews were given to family about their family time together and 
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the results showed three themes in the responses: there was never enough family time because of 

paid work, housework, and other competing activities; much of their time together was 

characterized by obligation, demand, and conflict; and most of their family time was in service 

of the children.  

Every family has very different reasons of issues that get in the way of spending quality 

family time together. Research shows that each family has to have their own personal meaning of 

family time and place their own values upon it to see that it is carried out. How the meaning of 

family time involves an exploration of how beliefs, desires, expectations and ideals are part of, 

and shape the everyday experience of family time (Daly, 2001). Whereas the pressures on family 

time have changed in response to changing patterns of work and family structure, beliefs about 

time appear to be resistant to radical change. Families have to want to spend quality family time 

together and value it dearly. Families who do not value spending quality time together will allow 

it to be shadowed by other demands and obligations. Knowing the benefits of spending quality 

family time together should make it very high on every family‘s priority list. Research has 

explained the importance of spending family time together and the issues that get in the way of 

families spending quality time together. Research has also explained how not having time to 

spend family time together can cause stress in the family.  

Gathered research shows spending family time together can have good and positive 

influences on the way children develop; however, no research has examined the detailed quality 

of the family time, nor, the direct effect family time has on young children‘s development. Are 

there noticeable differences in the overall development of young children who experience high 

levels of family time versus their peers who do not experience high levels of family time?  
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Can the effects of family time be seen in young children‘s overall development in the early 

years? Research has failed to properly and adequately address these questions. 
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Chapter 3 

Method and Procedure 

Sample 

A sample of 55 families with children between the ages of two and five were recruited 

from a National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) accredited child 

development center in Birmingham, Alabama. The investigator of this study verbally informed 

all of the potential families, with children between the ages of two and five enrolled in the child 

development center, of the study in the foyer of the building. The investigator also gave parents 

an informed consent form and a questionnaire including demographic questions and instruments 

designed to measure family time and family strengths. The parents also received two envelopes 

to separate the consent form and the questionnaire for privacy and confidentiality concerns. The 

families were asked to read the consent form and if they chose to participate sign it, fill out the 

questionnaire, and return both. Developmental profiles of the children were obtained using the 

Creative Curriculum Developmental Continuum Instrument. Their child‘s Creative Curriculum 

Developmental Profile is conducted by the child‘s teacher, independently of the study. As 

parents returned their consent forms and questionnaires, their child‘s profile were copied.  
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Instruments  

Family Time Questionnaire 

Demographics 

 The first part of the questionnaire (#s 1-6) contains demographic questions including: 

age, parent‘s gender, family structure, number of children, income, and education. 

Family Time Questionnaire 

  The Family Time Questionnaire is a 23-item scale, rating how much time the families 

spend together. Twenty-three areas of family time are measured. The scale asks how often 

certain activities occur in the family‘s household, such as expressing affection, eating meals, 

parent and child going to the park, singing together or participating in outdoor activities together. 

The scores range from 0 to 4, with 0 being never and 4 being always. 

 Question 8 of the questionnaire is an open ended question, asking the family of their most 

important activity to do together and why. This item was used to determine the perceptions of 

parents concerning the most important family activity in which their family participates. 

Family Strengths Inventory  

 Question 9 of the questionnaire was taken from The Family Strengths Inventory (Stinnett 

& Stinnett 1999). This question contains a 6-item, Likert-type scale, rating the family‘s 

individual perceptions about their strength. The questionnaire includes the following six 

strengths: 1. Spending time together, 2. Commitment, 3. Good communication, 4. Dealing with 

crises in a positive manner, 5. Expressing appreciation, and 6. Spiritual wellness. Families rated 

each of the strength on a scale of one to ten, with one being the least degree and ten being the 

greatest degree. Rating these strengths will indicate to what degree the family possesses each of 

the strength. Content validity has been established for this instrument, and it has been used in 
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ongoing research effort that includes twenty-five years of study with over 14,000 families in 

numerous countries and continents around the globe (Stinnett, Lynn, Kimmons, Fenning, & 

DeFrain, 1981 & Stinnett, et al, 1999). 

Creative Curriculum For Infants, Toddlers & Twos 

This is a 21-item assessment used to measure children‘s development across four 

developmental domains. The four developmental domains are as follows: 1.) The 

social/emotional assessment questions #‘s 1-7, examining milestones such as trusting familiar 

adults, regulating own behavior, and playing with other children; 2.) the physical development 

assessment question #‘s 8 and 9, examining milestones such as basic gross and fine motor skills; 

3.) the cognitive assessment questions #‘s 10 – 15, examining milestone such as sustaining 

attention, understanding how objects are use, and using problem solving skills; 4.) the language 

development questions #‘s 16 – 21, examining milestones such as developing receptive 

language, participating in conversations, and experimenting with drawing and writing.  

Creative Curriculum Developmental Continuum Profile For Ages Three to Five 

This scale consists of 50-item assessment and is used to measure children‘s development 

across four developmental domains. The four developmental domains are as follows: 1.) The 

social/emotional assessment questions #‘s 1-13, examining milestones such as sense of self, 

responsibilities for self and others, and prosocial behavior; 2.) the physical assessment questions 

#‘s 14 – 21 examining milestones such as gross and fine motor skills; 3.) the cognitive 

assessment questions #‘s 22-37, examining milestones such as learning, problem solving, logical 

thinking, representation, and symbolic thinking; and 4.) the language assessment questions #‘ 38-

50, examining milestones such as listening, speaking, reading and writing. 

 



  

23 

 

Analysis of Data 

Frequencies and percentage description were used to describe the demographic data. The 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient Statistical test was used to analyze the following hypotheses:  

1. There will be a significant relationship between The Family Time Questionnaire scores and 

each of the following areas of the child‘s development among two year old children and three 

to five year old children, as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile: 

a. Social/Emotional Development Scores  

b. Physical Development Scores 

c. Cognitive Development Scores 

d. Language Development Scores 

2. There will be a significant relationship between The Family Strengths Inventory scores 

and each of the following areas of the child‘s development among two year old children 

and three year old children, as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile: 

a. Social/Emotional Development Scores  

b. Physical Development Scores 

c. Cognitive Development Scores 

d. Language Development Scores 

3. There will be a significant positive relationship between The Family Time Questionnaire 

scores and The Family Strengths Inventory scores
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Chapter 4 

Results 

Characteristics of Subjects 

 The study‘s participants included a total of 53 families, drawn from a National 

Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) accredited child development 

center. The largest percentage of the parents of the families were between the ages of 36 and 40 

(34%), and the second largest were between the ages of 30 and 35 (26.4%). Considerable 

portions of the parents were over 40 (20.8%) and between the ages of 26 and 29 (11.3%). Most 

of the parents who filled out the questionnaires were females (88.7%). The majority of the 

families were married (69.8%), while 28.3% were single parents and 1.9% were unmarried, but 

two parents.  

 As stated in Table 1, 49.1% of the families reported having two children and 45.3% 

reported having one child. The families participating in the study had a mixture of incomes. The 

largest percentage of the families‘ income was over $100,000 (37.7%), and the second largest 

was in the $70,000-$99,000 category (26.4%). The next two largest percentages were below 

$30,000 (13.2) and $30,000-$39,000 (11.3%).  The greatest proportion of the families (58.5%) 

included at least one parent with a post graduate degree and 26.4% included a parent with a 

college degree. Table 1 explains details concerning the characteristics of the parents of the 

sample. 
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The developmental levels of the children of the parents were measured by The Creative 

Curriculum Profile. Among the children, 54.7% were male and 45.3% were female. The study‘s 

focus was on children between the ages of two to five. The highest percentage of the children 

were three years old (37.7%), while the second highest was represented by two and four year 

olds, each with 22.6%. Children five years of age represented 17% of the sample. The 

characteristics of the children can be found in table 2.  

Table 1 

Characteristics of Parents 

 

Variable Frequency Percent 

Gender   

Female 47 88.7 

Male   6 11.3 

   

Age    

Under 20   

20 – 22   3   5.7 

23 – 25   1   1.9 

26 – 29   6 11.3 

30 – 35 14 26.4 

36 – 40 18    34 

Over 40 11 20.8 

   

Family Structure   

Married  37 69.8 

Unmarried- Two parents   1   1.9 

Single parent 15 28.3 

Remarried   

   

Number of Children   

1 24 45.3 

2 26 49.1 

3   2   3.8 

4   1   1.9 

   

Income   

Below $30,000   7 13.2 

$30,000 - $39,000   6 11.3 
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$40,000 - $49,000   1   1.9 

$50,000 - $69,000   5   9.4 

$70,000 - $99,000 14 26.4 

$100,000 and over 20 37.7 

   

Education   

High School   2   3.8 

Some College   6 11.3 

College Graduate 14 26.4 

Post Graduate 

 

31 

 

58.5 

 
 

 

 

 

Table 2 

Characteristics of Children  

 

Variable 

 

Frequency                 

 

Percentage 

Gender   

Male 29 54.7 

Female 24 45.3 

   

Age   

2 12 22.6 

3 20 37.7 

4 12 22.6 

5   9    17 

 

 

The Creative Curriculum Profile  

The Creative Curriculum Profiles measured the children‘s level of development in each 

of the following areas: social/emotional development, physical development, cognitive 

development, and language development. The Creative Curriculum Profiles of the children were 

conducted by the child‘s teacher, independently of this study. Due to age appropriateness, the 

two year olds used a different curriculum profile more suited for their age. The mean scores of 

the two year olds (n=12) in each area of development are as follows: social/emotional 
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development (15.58), physical development (6.67), cognitive development (14.67) and language 

development (14.92). The mean scores of the three, four and five year olds (n=41) for each area 

of development are as follows: social/emotional development (21.59), physical development 

(15.41), cognitive development (23.59), and language development (20.51). Table 3 contains 

information concerning The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 

 

Table 3 

The Creative Curriculum Profile  

Child‘s Developmental Area Range 

  

Mean Score SD 

Two year olds (0-20)   

Social Emotional Development 17 15.58 6.302 

Physical Development 8 6.67 2.605 

Cognitive Development 17 14.67 5.990 

Language Development 16 14.92 6.022 

    

    

Three to five year olds (0-46) Mean Score SD 

Social/ Emotional Development  28 21.59 8.399 

Physical Development 19 15.41 5.822 

Cognitive Development 40 23.59 10.703 

Language Development 

 

32 20.51 9.448 

 

 
 

 

Responses to items in The Family Time Questionnaire 

As a part of the study, parents were asked to complete a Family Time Questionnaire. 

Parents were asked to state the frequency of certain events happening as a family in their 

household (never, rarely, occasionally, often, and always). These events included activities such 

as, eating meals together, playing outside, shopping, and singing. The mean score of the family 

time questionnaire was 61.85, with the possible range being 23-115. Tables 4 and 5 include 
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information concerning the responses to the questionnaire.  The families reported highest 

percentages in always openly expressing affection (71.7%), parent and child reading together 

(50.9%), eating dinner as a family (49.1%), parent and child hanging out together (47.2%), and 

parent and child going to the store together (41.5%).  Families reported the lowest percentages in 

always doing activities such as, parent and child playing board games together (1.9%), parent 

and child cooking together (3.8%), parent and child participating in outdoor activities (9.4%), 

parent and child cleaning up after a meal together (9.4%), and eating lunch as a family (9.4%).  

 

Table 4 

Responses to items in The Family Time Questionnaire 

        

      Item                                                         (Frequency) Percentage  

 

 Never Rarely Occasionally Often Always 

Family members openly 

express affection. 
   (15) 28.3% (38) 71.7% 

Eat breakfast together.  (6) 11.3% (24) 45.3% (13) 24.5% (10) 18.9% 

Eat lunch together. (1)1.9% (12)22.6% (25) 47.2% (10) 18.9% (5) 9.4% 

Eat dinner together.  (2) 3.8% (6) 11.3% (19) 35.8% (26) 49.1% 

Parent and child cook a meal 

together. 
(2) 3.8% (8) 15.1% (25) 47.2% (16) 30.2% (2) 3.8% 

Parent and child clean up after 

a meal together. 
(1) 1.9% (15) 28.3% (14) 26.4% (18) 34% (5) 9.4% 

Parent and child do household 

chores together. 
 (7) 13.2% (24) 45.3% (14) 26.4% (8) 15.1% 

Parent and child watch 

television. 
(2) 3.8% (3) 5.7% (6) 11.3% (33) 62.3% (9) 17% 

Parent and child play board 

games. 
(5) 9.4% (10) 18.9% (23) 43.4% (14) 26.4% (1) 1.9% 

Parent and child go outside to 

play.  
(1) 1.9% (3) 5.7% (16) 30.2% (22) 41.5% (11) 20.8% 

Parent and child go to the 

park. 
(1) 1.9% (7) 13.2% (20) 37.7% (18) 34% (7) 13.2% 

Parent and child go to the 

store. 
  (4) 7.5% (27) 50.9% (22) 41.5% 

Parent and child go to extra (6) 11.3% (7) 13.2% (16) 30.2% (17) 32.1% (7) 13.2% 
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curricula activities.  

Family goes on vacation. (5) 9.4% (6) 11.3% (23) 43.4% (8) 15.1% (11) 20.8% 

Family goes to a religious 

setting. 
(6) 11.3% (8) 15.1% (13) 24.5% (13) 24.5% (13) 24.5% 

Parent and child read 

together. 
 (2) 3.8% (4) 7.5% (20) 37.7% (27) 50.9% 

Parent tells child a story.  (6) 11.3% (10) 18.9% (20) 37.7% (17) 32.1% 

Family goes to child center 

place. 
(1) 1.9% (2) 3.8% (21) 39.6% (20) 37.7% (9) 17% 

Parent and child hang out 

together. 
 (2) 3.8% (4) 7.5% (22) 41.5% (25) 47.2% 

Parent and child sing, chant, 

or say nursery rhythms 

together. 

 (3) 5.7% (7) 13.2% (23) 43.4% (20) 37.7% 

Parent and child do 

educational activities 

together.  

 (1) 1.9% (6) 11.3% (31) 58.5% (15) 28.3% 

Parent and child problem 

solve together. 
 (2) 3.8% (15) 28.3% (24) 45.3% (12) 22.6% 

Parent and child participate in 

outdoor activities.  
(7) 13.2% (15) 28.3% (13) 24.5% (13) 24.5% (5) 9.4% 

 

 

Table 5 

Responses to items in The Family Time Questionnaire Reflecting Mean and Standard Deviation 

with a Range of (0-4).  

 

Item M SD 

Family members openly express affection. 3.72 .455 

Eat breakfast together. 2.51 .933 

Eat lunch together. 2.11 .934 

Eat dinner together. 3.30 .822 

Parent and child cook a meal together. 2.15 .864 

Parent and child clean up after a meal together. 2.21 1.026 

Parent and child do household chores together. 2.43 .910 

Parent and child watch television. 2.83 .914 

Parent and child play board games. 1.92 .958 

Parent and child go outside to play. (kickball, 

soccer, race, tag, jump rope, etc.) 
2.74 .923 

Parent and child go to the park. 2.43 .951 

Parent and child go to the store. 3.34 .618 



  

30 

 

Parent and child go to extra curricula activities. 

(Dance lessons, swimming lessons, etc.) 
2.23 1.187 

Family goes on vacation. 2.26 1.195 

Family goes to a religious setting. 2.36 1.317 

Parent and child read together. 3.36 .787 

Parent tells child a story. 2.91 .986 

Family goes to child center places. (Zoo, 

McWane Center, etc.) 
2.64 .879 

Parent and child hang out together. (Doing 

nothing in particular) 
3.32 .779 

Parent and child sing, chant, or say nursery 

rhythms together. 
3.13 .856 

Parent and child do educational activities 

together. (Alphabets, numbers, shapes, etc.) 
3.13 .680 

Parent and child problem solve together. 2.87 .810 

Parent and child participate in outdoor activities. 

(Fishing, boating, hiking, camping, etc.) 
1.89 1.204 

 

 

Perceptions of parents concerning the most important family activity in which the family 

participates in together. 

 To gain an understanding of parents‘ perceptions on family time, they were asked,‖ what 

was the most important family activity that the family participates in together?‖ Parents were 

able to write their answers. The highest percentage of parents reported eating together (24%) was 

the most important activity that their family does together. Other activities that ranged high in 

percentages were story time (19%), hanging out together (18%) and church and praying together 

(11%). Some other activities that parents included as being most important were outdoor 

activities, playing, bed time rituals, watching TV and playing video games together. Table 6 

illustrates the information concerning the parent‘s perceptions on most important family 

activities.  
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Table 6 

Perceptions of Parents Concerning The Most Important Family Activity in which the family 

participates in together: 

 

Most important family activity 

in which family participates 

 

Frequency 

 

Percentage 

Eating together 20 24% 

Story time 16 19% 

Hanging out 15 18% 

Church and praying together 9 11% 

Outdoor Activities 5 6% 

Playing  5 6% 

Bed time rituals 3 4% 

Watching TV and playing 

video games together 
3 4% 

Organized sports activities 3 4% 

Dancing and exercising 

together 
2 2% 

Going to stores together 2 2% 

Doing a variety of things 2 2% 
 

 

Perceptions of parents concerning their reasons for importance of family activities they 

participant in together. 

 To gain a better understanding of the parent‘s perceptions on family time, they were 

asked to state why they chose the family activity they mentioned as their most important activity.  

The highest proportions of responses indicated that communication (25%) was their reasoning 

behind why they chose their most important family activity. The second most frequent reason 

why parents chose their most important family activity was because it develops their family‘s 

identity (22.4%). Other reasons behind parents choosing their most important family activity 

include: provides a time when there are no family distractions (13.2%), provides joy (11.8%), 

provides relaxation (9.2%), and education (6.6%). Table 7 includes information concerning 
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perceptions of parents concerning reasons for importance of family activity they participate in 

together.  

 

Table 7 

Perceptions of parents concerning reasons for importance of family activities they participate in 

together.   

Reason Frequency Percentage 

Communication 19 25% 

Develops Family‘s Identity 17 22% 

Provides a time when there are 

no family distractions 
10 13% 

Provides joy 9 12% 

Provides relaxation 7 9% 

Education 5 7% 

Spiritual Wellness 4 5% 

Teaches important values 

(good sportsmanship, learning 

to share, etc.) 

4 5% 

Self-esteem/Accomplishment 1 1% 

 

 

 

Responses to items in The Family Strengthens Inventory Scale 

 In order to rate the family‘s individual perceptions of their family‘s strengths, participants 

were ask to rate the degrees in which they possess different family strengths on a scale of one to 

ten, with one being the least degree and ten being the highest. The highest percentage of families 

possessed a rating of ten in their commitment to each other (77.4%).  The second highest 

percentage fell under the good communication with 52.8% of families possessing a rating of ten. 

A reasonable amount of families had a rating of ten in expressing appreciation for each other 
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(45.3%) and spending time together and doing things with each other (43.4%). Table 8 contains 

information concerning The Family Strengthens Inventory Scale. 

 

 

Table 8 

Responses to items in The Family Strengthens Inventory Scale 

 

        Item                         (Frequency) Percentage   

Degree of 

strengthens 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Spending 

time together 

and doing 

things with 

each other. 

   (1)1.9  (1)1.9 (5)9.4 (9)17 (14)26.4 (23)43.4 

Commitment 

to each other. 
    (2)3.8   (5)9.4 (5)9.4 (41)77.4 

Good 

Communicati

on (Talking 

with each 

other often, 

listening 

well, and 

sharing 

feelings with 

each other). 

   (1)1.9 (2)3.8 (1)1.9 (7)13.2 (7)13.2 (7)13.2 (28)52.8 

Dealing with 

crises in a 

positive 

manner. 

  (1)1.9 (1)1.9 (1)1.9 (1)1.9 (9)17 (17)32.1 (9)17 (14)26.4 

Expressing 

appreciation 

to each other. 

   (1)1.9 (2)3.8 (3)5.7 (2)3.8 (8)15.1 (13)24.5 (24)45.3 

Spiritual 

wellness 
  (1)1.9 (1)1.9 (1)1.9 (4)7.5 (6)11.3 (12)22.6 (15)28.3 (11)20.8 
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Examination of Hypotheses 

The Pearson Correlation Coefficient was used to examine hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. The results of 

the analyses are presented below. 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant relationship between The Family Time Questionnaire 

scores and each of the following areas of the child‘s development among two year old children 

and three to five year old children as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile: (a) 

Social/Emotional Development, (b) Physical Development, (c) Cognitive Development, and (d) 

Language Development. 

 The Family Time Questionnaire was used to measure how much time families spend 

together. Participants were asked to answer a questionnaire rating how often their families do 

certain activities together on a scale of never, rarely, occasionally, often, and always.  The 

Creative Curriculum Profile was used to measure the children‘s developmental progress.  The 

profile was completed by the children‘s teachers, independently of this study. 

Hypothesis 1a: There is a significant relationship between Family Time Questionnaire scores and 

the child‘s social/emotional development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .385, p < .01 indicated that there is a positive 

significant relationship between Family Time Questionnaire scores and two year old children‘s 

social/emotional development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. That is, as family 

time questionnaire scores increased the children‘s social/emotional profile score increased as 

well. However, as Table 9 indicates, no significant relationship was found between Family Time 

Questionnaire Scores and social/emotional development among three to five year old children. 
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Hypothesis 1b: There is a significant relationship between Family Time Questionnaire scores and 

the child‘s physical development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 As Table 9 demonstrates there is no significant relationship between Family Time 

Questionnaire scores and the child‘s physical development as measured by The Creative 

Curriculum Profile. No significant relationship was found between Family Time Questionnaire 

scores and physical development among two year old children or three to five year old children. 

Hypothesis 1c: There is a significant relationship between Family Time Questionnaire scores and 

the child‘s cognitive development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .501, p < .001 indicated that among two year 

old children there is a positive, significant relationship between Family Time Questionnaire 

scores and the child‘s  cognitive development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

As Table 9 illustrates, a Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .305, p < .05 indicated there is also 

a significant relationship among three to five year old children between Family Time 

Questionnaire scores and cognitive development as measures by The Creative Curriculum 

Profile. As Family Time Questionnaire scores increased the children‘s cognitive profile score 

increased as well among both age groups. 

Hypothesis 1d: There is a significant relationship between Family Time Questionnaire scores and 

the child‘s language development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .456, p < .01 indicated that among two year old 

children there is a positive, significant relationship between Family Time Questionnaire scores 

and the child‘s language development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. That is, 
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as family time questionnaire scores increased the children‘s language profile score increased as 

well. As Table 9 indicates no significant relationship was found to exist among three to five year 

old children between Family Time Questionnaire scores and language development. 

 

Table 9 

Relationship between Family Time Questionnaire and each of the areas of the child‘s 

development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 

Child‘s Development Area 

 

Family Time Questionnaire 

Scores 

r 

 

 

Sig. 

Two year olds   

Social/Emotional 

Development 
.385 .01 

Physical Development .237 NS 

Cognitive Development .501 .001 

Language Development .456 .01 

   

Three to five year olds   

Social/Emotional 

Development 
.176 NS 

Physical Development .189 NS 

Cognitive Development .305 .05 

Language Development .234 NS 

 

Hypothesis 2: There will be a significant relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores 

and each of the following areas of the child‘s development among two year old children and 

three to five year old children, as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile: (a) 

Social/Emotional Development, (b) Physical Development, (c) Cognitive Development, and (d) 

Language Development. 
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 The Family Strengths Inventory was used to indicate to what degree the families possess 

in different areas of family strengths. Participants were ask to rate the strengths on a scale of one 

to ten, with one being the least degree and ten being the greatest degree.  As mentioned earlier, 

The Creative Curriculum Profile was used to measure the children‘s developmental progress.  

The profile was completed by the children‘s teachers, independently of this study. 

Hypothesis 2a: There is a significant relationship between family strengths inventory scores and 

the child‘s social/emotional development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .327, p < .02 indicated that among two year old 

children there is a positive, significant relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores 

and the child‘s social/emotional development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

That is, as family strengths inventory scores increased the children‘s social/emotional profile 

score increased as well. As Table 10 indicates no significant relationship was found to exist 

among three to five year olds between Family Strengths Inventory scores and the child‘s 

social/emotional development. 

Hypothesis 2b: There is a significant relationship between family strengths inventory scores and 

the child‘s physical development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .283, p < .05 indicated that there is a positive, 

significant relationship among two year old children between Family Strengths Inventory scores 

and the child‘s physical development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. That is, 

as Family Strengths Inventory scores increased the children‘s physical profile score increased as 
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well. As Table 10 illustrates no significant relationship was found to exist among three to five 

year old children. 

Hypothesis 2c: There is a significant relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores and 

the child‘s cognitive development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .441, p < .01 indicated that among two year old 

children there is a positive, significant relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores 

and the child‘s cognitive development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. That is, 

as family strengths inventory scores increased the children‘s cognitive profile score increased as 

well. No significant relationship was found to exist among three to five year old children, as 

indicated by Table 10. 

Hypothesis 2d: There is a significant relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores and 

the child‘s language development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .404, p < .01 indicated that among two year old 

children there is a positive, significant relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores 

and the child‘s language development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. That is, 

as Family Strengths Inventory scores increased the children‘s language profile score increased as 

well. As Table 10 indicates no significant relationship was found to exist among three to five 

year old children. 
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Table 10 

Relationship between Family Strengths Inventory scores and each of the areas of the child‘s 

development as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

 

Child‘s Development Area 

 

Family Strengths Inventory 

Scores                                

r 

 

 

Sig. 

Two year olds   

Social/Emotional 

Development 
.327 .02 

Physical Development .283 .05 

Cognitive Development .441 .01 

Language Development .404 .01 

   

Three to five year olds   

Social/Emotional 

Development 
.086 NS 

Physical Development .027 NS 

Cognitive Development .042 NS 

Language Development .189 NS 
 

 

Hypothesis 3: There will be a significant positive relationship between the Family Time 

Questionnaire scores and the Family Strengths Inventory scores. 

The Pearson Correlation Coefficient of r= .393, p < .01 indicated that there is a positive, 

significant relationship between the Family Time Questionnaire scores and the Family Strengths 

Inventory scores, as shown in Table 11. 

 

Table 11 

Relationship between the Family Time Questionnaire scores and the Family Strengths Inventory 

scores 

 

Variable 

Family Strengths Inventory 

Scores  

r 

 

Sig. 
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Family Time Questionnaire 

Scores 
.393 .01 
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Chapter 5 

Summary and Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between family time and each 

of the following areas of a child‘s development among two year old children and three to five 

year old children: social/emotional development, physical development, cognitive development, 

and language development. A second purpose was to examine the relationship between family 

strengths and the following areas of a child‘s development among two year old children and 

three to five year old children: social/emotional development, physical development, cognitive 

development, and language development. The third purpose was to examine the relationship 

between Family Time and Family Strengths. The forth purpose was to determine the perceptions 

of parents concerning the most important family activity in which their family participates and 

the reasons for importance of family activities they participate in together. 

To achieve these purposes, a sample of 53 families with children between the ages of two 

and five were recruited from a National Association for the Education of Young Children 

(NAEYC) accredited child development center in Birmingham, Alabama. These families were 

each given a family time questionnaire to complete. Due to the lack of research on family time 

and young children, the questionnaire was invented by the investigator of this study. As parents 

returned the questionnaires, their child‘s Creative Curriculum Profile was copied. The children‘s 

Creative Curriculum Profiles were conducted by the child‘s teacher, independently of this study. 
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A frequency and percentage description was used to analyze the demographic data. The 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient Statistical test was used to analyze the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant relationship between The Family Time Questionnaire 

scores and each of the following area of the child‘s development among two year old children 

and three to five year old children as measured by The Creative Curriculum Profile: (a) 

Social/Emotional Development, (b) Physical Development, (c) Cognitive Development, and (d) 

Language Development. Hypothesis 2: There will be a significant relationship between Family 

Strengths Inventory scores and each of the following areas of the child‘s development among 

two year old children and three to five year old children as measured by The Creative 

Curriculum Profile: (a) Social/Emotional Development, (b) Physical Development, (c) Cognitive 

Development, and (d) Language Development. Hypothesis 3: There will be a significant positive 

relationship between The Family Time Questionnaire scores and The Family Strengths Inventory 

scores. 

The majority parents were between 36 and 40 years old. The largest percentage of the 

families reported having two children with a family income between $70,000 and over $100,000. 

The greatest proportion of the families included at least one parent with a post graduate degree. 

Most of the families were married. The study‘s focus was on children between the ages of two to 

five. More boys than girls were represented in the sample. On average the two year old children 

scored 15.58 in social/emotional development, 6.67 in physical development, 14.67 in cognitive 

development and 14.92 in language development on The Creative Curriculum profile. The three 

to five year old children, on average scored 21.59 in social/emotional development, 15.41 in 
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physical development, 23.59 in cognitive development, and 20.51 in language development on 

The Creative Curriculum Profile. 

In response to family time, the families reported the highest percentages in 1) always 

openly expressing affection, 2) parent and child reading together, 3) eating dinner as a family, 4) 

parent and child hanging out together, 5) and parent and child going to the store together. The 

highest percentage of parents reported eating together as the most important activity that their 

family did together. Other activities that ranged high in percentages were story time, hanging out 

together and church and praying together. Participants were also asked to state why they chose 

the family activity they mentioned as their most important activity.  The highest percentages of 

parents reported that communication was their reasoning behind why they chose their most 

important family activity. The second largest reasoning behind why parents chose their most 

important family activity was because it develops their family‘s identity.  

Participants were also asked to complete a Family Strengthens Inventory Scale to 

determine their individual perception of their family‘s strengths. More than three quarters of the 

families possessed a rating of ten in their commitment to each other.  Over half of the families 

scored high in good communication.  

A positive significant relationship was found between Family Time Questionnaire scores 

and two year old children‘s social/emotional development as measured by The Creative 

Curriculum Profile. That is, as family time questionnaire scores increased the children‘s 

social/emotional profile score increased as well. However, no significant relationship was found 

between Family Time Questionnaire Scores and social/emotional development among three to 

five year old children or physical development for the two year olds. Family Time Questionnaire 
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was positively related to children‘s cognitive development. In other words, as Family Time 

increased, the children‘s cognitive profile score increased as well among both age groups. 

Family Time was also related to two year old children‘s language development.  

Among two year old children, a positive, significant relationship was found between 

Family Strengths and the children‘s social/emotional development. This was not evident for 

three to five year olds. For two year old children, Family Strengths was also related to children‘s 

physical development. No significant relationship was found to exist among three to five year 

old children between family strengths and children‘s physical development. Family Strengths 

was related to two year olds cognitive development, but not three to five year olds. Also for two 

year old children, family strengths were related to children‘s language development. Finally, 

family time was found to be related to family strengths. 

 

Discussion 

The findings from this study are consistent with much of the literature, such as Hofferth 

and Sandberg (2001) whose research showed family time to be positively associated with 

achievement and negatively associated with behavior problems. Their research also found that 

spending more time with the family was associated with a higher score on the applied problems 

test. Social interactions with an adult within the cultural contexts of society are fundamental to 

cognitive development (Vygotsky, 1986). For both the two year old children and the three to five 

year old children, the Family Time Questionnaire scores related to overall cognitive 

development.  
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 This study‘s results also relate to Bianchi and Robinson (1997) who suggested how 

children spend their time is important and that parental resources may be critical in determining 

which children engage in activities that enhance intellectual growth, encourage responsibility, 

and generally steer children toward a productive adulthood. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient 

showed significant relationships between The Family Questionnaire scores and the two year old 

children‘s language development. The more family time the families spent together the higher 

their child‘s Creative Curriculum Profile language scores were.  

Core family leisure activities are significantly related to family cohesion and balanced 

family leisure activities were related to family flexibility (Smith, Freeman, Zabriskie, and 

Ramon, 2009). The higher the family leisure involvement resulted in the higher level of 

communication the family had with one another (2009). As a result these individuals learn to 

communicate with others better. Communications between family members in a leisure setting is 

often less threatening and demanding, and, more open and relaxed than in any other family 

settings (Zabriskie and McCormick, 2001). Such research may explain the current findings; 

when asked to explain why the parents in this investigation identified their most important family 

activity to participate in together, about one fourth of the families reported communication and 

as the activity that develops their family‘s identity. 

Most parents that practice family time view this as an opportunity for family 

communication, bonding, child development, and learning (Zabriskie and McCormick, 2001). 

When parents‘ perception of family leisure were examined their findings showed that shared 

recreation was especially helpful in developing social skills such as learning to problem solve, to 

compromise and to negotiate (Mactavish and Schleien, 1998) . In the current study, our families 

rated their top items as always openly expressing affection, reading together with their children, 
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eating dinner as a family, hanging out together, and going to the store together. However, when 

asked an open-ended question concerning the family‘s most important activity to participate in 

together, only one fourth of the families reported eating together was their most important 

activity. As mentioned earlier, when asked ―why?,‖ one fourth of the families reported 

communication. Family meals are an important opportunity to develop strong parent-child 

relationships and family connectedness (Child Trends Data Bank, 2010). 

The findings of a significant, positive relationship between The Family Time 

Questionnaire scores and social/emotional development among two year old children in our 

sample is consistent with research findings indicating that positive social and emotional 

development is positively correlated with the quality of the family environment (DeGenova, 

Stinnett and Stinnett, 2011; Luster, Boger, and Hannan, 1993). Sensitive and responsive parents 

help infants and young children grow towards positives emotional development (Santrock 2010; 

Thompson, 2006). Attachment theory suggest that infants are evolutionarily primed to form a 

close, enduring, dependent bond on a primary caregiver beginning in the first years of life 

(Lyons, 2007). Spending family time together through a variety of activities is likely to help a 

child develop a sense of trust, security and emotional well-being. Spending higher levels of 

family time together also provides a foundation of social interaction which assists the child in 

developing social skills. A child‘s early relationship with their primary caregiver is the most 

important predictor of the child‘s future personality development (Bowlby, 1982). 

The findings that The Family Time Questionnaire scores were significantly and 

positively related to cognitive development among both the two year old and three to five year 

old children, and to language development among two year old children, may be explained in 

part by previous research indicating that parents can enhance their child‘s cognitive development 
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by providing intellectual stimulation through a variety of activities and resources such as talking, 

singing, music, reading books, excursions to the park, zoo, grocery store, or playing with objects 

that vary in shape, texture, or color (DeGenova, Stinnett, and Stinnett, 2011). Language 

development is promoted by parents talking to the infant before the infant is capable of 

intelligible speech and continuing to be an active conversational partner as the child grows older 

(Santrock, 2010; Baron, 1992). Certainly, opportunities for conversation and language 

development of the child are increased by interactions in family time together. However, in the 

current study family time was not related to the three to five year old children‘s language 

development. 

The results of the examination of hypothesis 2, indicating that Family Strengths inventory 

scores were significantly and positively related among two year old children to each of the four 

areas of the child‘s development (social/emotional, physical, cognitive, and language) are 

consistent with the result obtained in the analysis of hypothesis 1 showing Family Time 

Questionnaire scores to be significantly and positively related to social/emotional, cognitive and 

language among two year old children and to cognitive development among three to five year 

old children. This consistency in the analyses of hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 2 suggests 

construct validity and is supported by previous research indicating children‘s development in 

these areas are positively associated with parental time involvement and caring, positive parent-

child relationships (DeGenova, Stinnett, and Stinnett, 2011; Goldstein, King, and West, 2003). 

These results suggest that family time, characterized by relationships and interactions which 

reflect a high degree of family strengths such as commitment, communication, appreciation, and 

affection, represents an important influence on two year old children‘s development. The 

significant relationships found in the analysis of hypothesis 2 are also consistent with a large 
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national study revealing a significant and positive relationship between family strengths and 

adolescent wellness (Stinnett and O‘Donnell, 1996). 

The consistent findings that both Family Time Questionnaire scores and Family Strengths 

Inventory scores were significantly and positively related to development primarily among two 

year old children may be due to evidence that the rate of development in the areas of 

social/emotional, physical, cognitive and language is accelerated at the highest rate in the first 

two years (Berk, 2012). Therefore the interaction of family time and family strengths may be 

especially critical at that time. 

The examination of hypothesis 3 revealed a significant, positive relationship between 

Family Time Questionnaire scores and Family Strengths Inventory scores. This finding reflects 

construct validity. This significant relationship is logical in that spending family time together is 

one of the components of family strengths according to previous research (Defrain and Asay, 

2007; DeGenova, Stinnett, and Stinnett, 2011. 

 

Conclusions and Implications 

 The findings of this study suggest that family time does have an influence on young 

children‘s development, but only before the age of two, except for its influence on older 

children‘s cognitive development. Educators can inform parents of the importance of family time 

and how to spend family time together. Those same parents may pass along the same information 

to other parents. This is needed because many families do not know how to spend family time 

together. Something as simple as playing with blocks together has been shown to improve 

parent-child relationships. Block play contributes to children‘s cognitive development, social-

emotional development and motor development (Lin, 2009). Play is the purest, most spiritual 
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activity of man (Froebel, 1907). It gives joy, freedom, contentment, inner and outer rest, and 

peace with the world. Doing simple things such as playing with block during family time can 

have many benefits on young children in all domains of development.  

 Perhaps one of the most important conclusions of this study is that the timing of the 

family time maybe the most critical element in a child‘s development. This is suggested by the 

current findings that family time and family strengths were significantly and positively related 

primarily to development among two year old children. The impact of family time may be more 

critical in the first two years of the child‘s life because of the rapid rate of development in all 

areas during that time period.  

 The findings of the present study, particularly the results indicating that both family time 

and family strengths were significantly and positively related to cognitive development among 

both two year old and three to five year old children, are related to neurobiological research. The 

results of this study are consistent with research showing that early, prolonged lack of 

stimulation and institutionalization increases the probability of brain damage and reduces the 

neura fibers involved in the control of emotion leading to poor emotional functioning (Nelson, 

2007). 

 Additional research evidence indicates that the chronic stress of early lack of stimulation 

and prolonged institutionalization disrupts the brains capacity to manage stress (Gunnar and 

Cheatham, 2003) and may also disrupt the brain‘s typical response to pleasurable social 

experiences, leading to a lack of affect and social responsiveness (Berk, 2011; Fries et al., 2005). 

Research indicating that positive, caring parental care provides stimulation and also helps 

normalize cortisol production in both typically developing and emotionally traumatized infants 
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and young children (Tarullo and Gunnar, 2006) support the suggestion of this present study that 

family time does have an important influence on young children‘s development.  

 In conclusion, family time was significantly related to both two year old and three to five 

year old children‘s cognitive development. Spending family time together was significantly 

related to two year old children‘s social/emotional and language development. Family strengths 

were also significantly related to each area of the two year olds‘ development, but not among 

three to five year old children. Within this study, family time seemed to have a larger impact 

than family strength in older children, showing the importance of why families need to spend 

time together.   

 

Recommendations 

1. More extensive research needs to be conducted on the role of family time on a young 

child‘s overall development and to further examine the relationship between family 

strengths and children‘s development.  

2. Future research should expand the study to collect a larger sample size. 

3.  Future research is needed to examine how health care providers can effectively and 

cooperatively work with educators to inform parents of the importance of spending 

family time together. 

4. Longitudinal research is needed to examine the relationship of family time and family 

strengths to the child‘s social/emotional, physical, cognitive, and language development. 
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Conclusion 

 Children‘s development is very significantly linked to their family. The importance of 

family time together has an influence on children‘s development. This study revealed family 

time is significantly related to two year old children‘s social/emotional, cognitive and language 

development and three to five year old children‘s cognitive development. The study also found 

family strengths are also significantly related to each domain of a child‘s development, among 

two year old children. This study can compare to several previously stated literatures such as, 

Zabriskie and McCormick (2001) who noted that most parents that practice family time view this 

as an opportunity for family communication, bonding, child development, and learning. Most of 

the participants reported always openly expressing affection, parent and child reading together, 

eating dinner as a family, parent and child hanging out together, and parent and child going to 

the store together as their top activities to do as a family. Spending family time together is 

important in setting values and molding individuals whether positive or negative. It is up to each 

family to choose what their experience will be. 
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Appendix A 

The Family Time Questionnaire 
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Family Time Questionnaire 

 

1. Age: (Circle one) 

Under 20                  23 – 25            30 – 35           over 40 

20 - 22                      26 – 29            36 – 40 

 

2. Gender 

o Female 

o Male 

 

3. Family Structure 

o Married  

o Unmarried – Two Parents 

o Single Parent 

o Remarried 

 

4. Number of Children: __________ 

 

 

5. Income: (Circle one) 

Below $30,000                        $50,000 - $69,000 

$30,000 – 39,000                     $70,000 - $99,000 

$40,000 - $49,000                    $100,000 and over 

 

6. Education: (Circle one) 

High School Graduate                        College Graduate 

Some College                                        Post Graduate 
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7. How often do the following events occur in 

your household? 
Never 

 
Rarely 

 

Occasionally 
 

Often 
 

Always 
 

1. Family members openly express 

affection. 

     

2. Eat breakfast as a family.      

3. Eat lunch as a family.      

4. Eat dinner as a family.      

5. Parent and child cook a meal together.      

6. Parent and child clean up after a meal 

together. 

     

7. Parent and child do household chores 

together. 

     

 

8. Parent and child watch television.      

9. Parent and child play board games.      

10. Parent and child go outside to play  
(Kickball, soccer, race, tag, jump rope, etc.) 

     

11. Parent and child go to the park.      

12. Parent and child go to the store.      

13. Parent and child go to extra curricula 

activities. 
(Dance lessons, swimming lessons, etc.) 

     

14. Family goes on vacation.      

15. Family goes to a religious setting.      

16. Parent and child read together.      

17. Parent tells child a story.      

18. Family goes to child centered places. 
(Zoo, McWane Center, etc.) 

     

19. Parent and child hang out together. 

(doing nothing in particular) 

     

20. Parent and child sing, chant, or say 

nursery rhythms together. 

     

21. Parent and child do educational 

activities together. (alphabets, numbers, 

shapes, etc) 

     

22. Parent and child problem solve 

together. 

     

23. Parent and child participate in outdoor 

activities. (Fishing, boating, hiking, camping, 

etc.) 
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8. What do you think is the most important family activity you and your family participate in      

together and why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

9. Family Strengths Inventory Scale 

Would you please indicate the degree to which you feel your family possess each of the 

following? Please rate each on a scale of one to ten, with one representing the less degree and ten 

representing the greatest degree. (Circle one) 

 

 1. Spending time together and doing things with each other. 

  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 

 2. Commitment to each other. 

  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 

3. Good communication (Talking with each other often, listening well, and sharing feelings with each other). 

 1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 

4. Dealing with crises in a positive manner. 

 1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 

5. Expressing appreciation to each other. 

 1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 

6. Spiritual wellness 

 1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 
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Appendix B 

The Creative Curriculum For Infants, Toddlers, & Twos 
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Appendix C 

The Creative Curriculum Developmental Continuum For Ages 3-5 
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Appendix D 

IRB Approval  
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