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Abstract
BETH ANNE FELDMAN: An Analysis of Ethnicity in Treatment Response of Rigren

the National Classroom Literacy Interventions and Outcomes in Even Stayt Stud
(Under the direction of Dr. Barbara Wasik)

This study investigates the treatment effects of a family litera@npaducation
program, Partners for Literacy (PfL), and whether treatment effe&f_ofary by
ethnicity. Results from hierarchical linear modeling revealed that paneatk
significantly outperformed their counterparts in a control group on a measure of
interactive book reading skills with their child but treatment effects weréound to be
a function of ethnicity. This study shows the promise of PfL to train a diverse group of
parents to promote their child’s language and literacy through interacipkerbading.
Additionally, baseline ethnic differences on parent outcomes underscore th&aimspor
of carefully considering ethnic differences in the development of parent exfucat

interventions.
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION

A rich tradition of research has documented parenting practices and aspects of
the home environment considered to be optimal for children’s development. Some
researchers across disciplines have demonstrated; however, that ethnic background
influences parenting and the home context. Based on this, some argue thatistangyy e
parent education programs may not be a good fit for all ethnic groups andghat it
essential to address and incorporate ethnic differences in parenting whemdesnghi
implementing parenting programs. This perspective has prompted recent aterest
attention to parent education programming that is targeted at and tailorpddiics
ethnic groups.

However, some researchers caution against the movement towards designing
parent education for parents based on their ethnic background due to the limdechrese
in this area. There is still an evolving body of research investigating evhetatment
effects of parenting interventions are moderated by ethnicity. Additiorfatie ts
inconclusive evidence available on the effectiveness of culturally sensitest pa
education programming and its advantage over traditional parent education pnaggam
for parents from diverse ethnic backgrounds.

The purpose of this study is to first determine whether participants rectheing

parent education family literacy program, Partners for Literacy)(pgrform



significantly different on a measure of parent responsiveness and a meastesofive

book reading compared to participants not receiving PfL and enrolled in a control group.
Additionally, the study will also assess whether there are differendesn White,

Black, and Hispanic families, regardless of treatment group, perform easune of

parent responsiveness and a measure of interactive book reading. Thirdly,nstundysfi

will investigate whether ethnicity moderates the treatment efééd6..



CHAPTER TWO:
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A great deal of research has demonstrated that the quality of the parent-
child relationship and parenting style are related to children’s socio-emaimhaarly
literacy development (e.g., Brooks-Gunn & Markman, 2005; Taylor, Clayton, & Rowley,
2004). The home environment has also been well studied and identified as a primary
context for children’s socio-emotional development and early learning (Bradley
Caldwell, & Rock, 1988; Morrison & Cooney, 2001). The following section will review
the literature on optimal parenting style and practices and discuss impubnanisions
of the home environment that influence preschooler’s socio-emotional outcomes and their
acquisition of early literacy skills.
Parenting Style
Much of contemporary research on parental influence on child development
has been largely guided by Baumrind’s (1971) tripartite classificatipareiting style.
Based on her research with one hundred, White preschool children, Baumrind found that
parents differed on two dimensions: parental demandingness (control, supervision,
maturity demands) and responsiveness (warmth, acceptance, involvement). Based on
these two dimensions, Baumrind developed three major types of parentingrstyles t
include authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive. Authoritative parentilegsty

distinguished by emotional support, responsiveness, setting firm limits and boundaries



and clear communication between parent and child. The authoritarian style is
characterized by discipline that is punitive and directive whereas the persgyle is
marked by a high degree of warmth, lax boundaries and fewer restrictions placed on the
child.

Maccoby and Martin (1983) later extended Baumrind’s typology by categmrizi
parents according to both parental demandingness and responsiveness. Redefining the
parenting styles in terms of the interplay between these two underlying chmens
expanded Baumrind’s ideas into a fourfold typology creating a fourth parentiag sty
called indifferent/uninvolved. Low levels of nurturance (warmth), acceptanc
communication, and control characterize this type of parenting.

Considerable correlational research has linked authoritative parenting wit
positive outcomes for the child, such as self-control, self-reliance, friegldlyonships,
as well as achievement orientation and academic success. In contrasitaaiattnand
permissive style has been linked to a host of poor outcomes in children such as anxiety,
frustration, externalizing behaviors, immaturity, poor emotional self-a¢igul and poor
school achievement (Jewell, Krohn, Scott, Carlton & Meinz, 2008). Inconsistent
discipline has also shown to be associated with acting out behaviors and some studies
suggest that inconsistent discipline is more detrimental to children’s aodi@motional
health than authoritarian discipline (Jewell et al., 2008).

In addition to parenting style, strong research suggests that aspects aéttie pa
child relationship are strong predictors of children’s academic comeedgaicsocial
competence. Specifically, parent warmth and parental responsiveness botlemibysist

show a strong association with positive child outcomes, even after accountingidos fa



such as maternal education (Burchinal, Peisner-Feinberg, Pianta, & Howes, 2002,
NICHD Early Child Care Study, 2002). Parental warmth is defined as the degree
which parents adapt to children’s needs and abilities and parental responsigtmess
sensitive and supportive behavior and appropriate parental behaviors in response to a
child’s actions (Bornstein, Tamis-LeMonda, Hahn, Haynes, 2008).

Extensive research also demonstrates the effects of early mothikemtdnactions
on children’s early academic competence (Gregory & Rimm-Kaufman, 2008). |
particular, it is well established that maternal sensitivity to thel’shsignals has been
found to predict positive cognitive and social outcomes during early childhood (NICHD
Early Child Care Study, 2002). In a study of 500 mothers and their children, responsive
and sensitive care giving from birth to age three was associated witlentsldognitive
and language development. A follow up study that examined outcomes at 4.5 years
demonstrated that maternal sensitivity and responsiveness were thestoomgelates of
children’s language and emerging academic skills at kindergarten ei@[N\Early
Child Care Study, 2002). Another longitudinal study of 282 children investigated the
role of maternal responsiveness on cognitive development. Maternal behaviors and
children’s cognitive and language skills were assessed at 6, 12, 24 months and 3.5 and
4.5 years of age. The results indicated that warm and responsive matervarbetere
equally important for infants, toddlers, and preschoolers. Decreases in responsive
parenting were related to slower rates of cognitive development. $peiéinting
behaviors such as the use of positive affect and the expression of warmth through
physical closeness and sensitive voice tones were related to improvedveaguiitiomes

(Landry, Smith, Swanck, Assel & Vellet, 2001).



A third study with Early Head Start parent-child dyads also demonstratati¢ha
affective quality of the parent-child dyad is influential on a child’s e&dydry skills. In
this longitudinal study, observations of parent child interactions at 14, 24, and 36 months
were better predictors of early literacy skills for 4.5 year olds thaanpegports of home
literacy experiences (Dodici, Draper, & Peterson, 2003). Other studies have Babwn t
the affective quality of mother child interactions, such as supportive presepestires
child’s autonomy, structuring and limiting setting, each independently predidtestis
language and reading skills during elementary school (Bus, Leseman §eKe2000;
de Jong & Leseman, 2001). Furthermore, research is also accumulating to siaggest t
high quality early maternal child interactions are linked with later schboda@ment in
high school, despite children’s experiences in elementary and middle school. A
longitudinal study followed 142 children to determine whether the mother child
interactions in kindergarten predict high school achievement and attainment. Findings
revealed positive mother child interactions were linked with higher gradegw@rdge in
the 12" grade (Gregory & Rimm-Kaufman, 2008).

Home Literacy Environment

Over the past fifty years, numerous studies have substantiated an associatio

between the home literacy environment and children’s early literacy $kidley,

Corwyn, Burchinal, McAdoo & Garcia Coll, 2001; NICHD Early Child Care Study,

2002). Scholars have employed the term “home literacy environment” to refeubset

of environmental factors most relevant for literacy growth (BurgesshtH& Lonigan,

2002; Foy & Mann, 2003; Leseman & de Jong, 1998). The home literacy environment is

exclusively those facets of the home environment directly under parentaillcontr



including: access to reading materials (e.g., number of books child owns, frequency with
which child looks at books by him or herself, the number of household newspaper,
magazine, and child magazine subscriptions), parent child activities (e.g., fregqu#ncy
which a parent reads to child, age when reading with child began, number of minutes
spent reading to child yesterday, frequency of trips to library with childstdeaching

of literacy skills) and parent literacy habits and beliefs (e.g., frequehch a parent

reads to him or herself, amount parent enjoys reading to self) (Bennett, VEeidattin,

2002; Bus van ljzendoorn, & Pelligrini, 1995; Griffin & Morrison, 1997; Lonigan &
Whitehurst, 1998; Phillips, Norris, & Anderson, 2008; Senechal, LeFevre, Smitit;Cha

& Colton, 2001; Weigel et al., 2005).

The relationship between a child’s early literacy skills and accessdingea
materials in the home has been well studied. In particular, numerous studies have
reported a positive relationship between the number of reading materials in tharftbme
children’s language and literacy skills (de Jong & Leseman, 2001, SenechakéréeF
2002). Experts contend that providing access to reading materials and the provision of
reading materials within the home (e.g., books, newspapers and magazines) provide
opportunities for the child to be exposed to print. For example, Griffin and Morrison
(1997) found that a broad measure of the home literacy environment defined by the
number of magazine and newspaper subscriptions, library use, television viewing, and
book reading was positively related to kindergartener’s receptive vocabkilésyvgord
recognition, and math skills.

Parent-child literacy home activities are a second important dimension of the

home literacy environment. Burgess et al. (2002) refers to parent childiestagtan



“active home literacy environment” where parents are directly engagetdivities with

their children that are designed to foster literacy and language developineajority

of research on parent child literacy activities has focused on shared book readaenbe
parent and child. This line of research suggests that joint book reading is positively
associated with young children’s language and literacy skills (ergeBs, 1997;

Lonigan & Whitehurst, 1998; Senechal, LeFevre, Thomas & Daley, 1998) in both low
and middle-income families (Bennett, Weigel & Martin, 2002). Bus van ljzendoorn a
Pellegrini (1995) found that the frequency of shared book reading during the preschool
years accounted for about 8% of the variance in children’s later acasléhsic Shared
storybook reading has also been linked to better vocabulary and listening comprehens
(Senechal & LeFevre, 2002).

More recent research has suggested; however, that the specific type ofiortera
that occur between parent and child during shared book reading is likely moreammport
than just the frequency of book reading (Bennett et al., 2002). For example, intervention
studies and correlation research have shown that direct teaching and othat parent
behaviors such as asking open ended questions, adding information, and focusing on print
concepts add significant value to book reading (Roberts, Jurgens & Burchinal, 2005).
Lonigan and Whitehurst (1998) found children’s language skills improved by enhancing
mother child interactions during shared book reading. Another study that trained parents
to use print referencing during shared book reading revealed that children’s print
awareness and knowledge of book conventions improved significantly when parents
engaged in more active and deliberate methods of print referencing (Jugtisd &

2002).



In
addition to storybook reading, other opportunities, such as direct parental teaching of
literacy skills, contribute to children’s emerging literacy and langu@geédchal &
LeFevre, 2002). For example, parental reports of teaching have shown to lieteelate
vocabulary, beginning reading skills, and concepts of print (Haney & Hill, 2004)llas we
as alphabet knowledge, phonological sensitivity, word reading and spelling (Hood et al.,
2008). Based on this research, some have argued that explicitly teaching citdchen |
skills is a more effective mechanism to foster early literacy dpvetnt than story book
reading (Hood et al. 2008; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002). Further, other acthatid¢ester
verbal interaction between parents and child including singing songs, recitimgsh
telling stories, drawing pictures, and playing games all help children develop ora
language and emergent literacy skills (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).

Research also suggests that children from homes that support child learning
consistently demonstrate more readiness for school and higher overalheogndi
language competencies than children whose parents spend less time cieatlagrsj
learning environments (Parker et al., 1999). Parent’s understanding of plagbitlikir
to facilitate child learning, and the amount of time parents spend helping thaiechi
learn academic skills at home improves children’s cognitive competertaigthermore,
there is well-established evidence that the complexity of language usetah ver
exchanges with a child has a strong link with their 1Q and language abilieeover,
children’s academic success in elementary school is attributable to ¢thetamh talk

they hear from birth to age three (Hart & Risley, 1995).



The third component of the home literacy environment includes parent’s own
personal reading and writing habits, as well as the types of beliefs andesttihey hold
about their child’s language and literacy development. For instance, paretitsgrea
behaviors, such as their personal enjoyment of reading and time spent reading are
associated with children’s literacy and reading outcomes (Weigel,nV&aBiennett,
2005). Specifically, parents’ literacy behaviors are correlated with chitdoeal
language and phonological sensitivity (Burgess et al., 2002). In addition, pasdiets
about their role in the development of their children’s literacy and language devetopme
are associated with children’s literacy and language outcomes. Pardéptaldre
positively correlated with the extent to which parents expose their childreareds
book reading and the quality of parent-child interactions during book reading
(DeBaryshe, 1995). Parental beliefs about literacy and their role in supporting thei
children’s development influences the opportunities they provide for their childre

(Sonnenschein, Baker, Serpell, Scher, Goddard-Truitt, & Munsterman, 1997).

Ethnic Differences in Parenting Style and Home Literacy Environments

In some research, when the parenting style and home literacy environenent ar
compared across ethnic groups differences emerge between groups. Hiegxam
research has suggested that African American mothers tend to be lesgesanditvarm
in their interactions with their children that White mothers (Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, &
Liaw, 1995; Brooks-Gunn & Markman, 2005). Other research has shown that Black
mothers provide less physical affection (Berlin, Brady-Smith, & Brooksr;2002).
Research on Hispanic parenting, however, has produced mixed results (Brooks-Gunn &

Markman, 2005). Some findings suggest that Hispanic mothers are more intrusive and

10



controlling than White mothers while other research fails to document a ddéeren
(Bradley, Corwyn, Pipes McAdoo, & Garcia Coll, 2001).

In addition to parenting style, there are also differences reported in the home
literacy environments between ethnic groups. Throughout childhood, Black families and
Hispanic families tend to be less likely to report reading to their childesn\White
parents (Bradley, et al., 2002; Brooks-Gunn & Markman, 2005). In addition, research
suggests that Hispanic children may receive less assistance walphhbet and Black
and Hispanic children may receive less help with shapes and sizes at homey(Bradl
al., 2001). Furthermore, there appears to be differences in children’s acesssitw|
materials with Black and Hispanic families tending to report fewelimgamaterials and
other educational materials in their home than White parents (Bradley et al., 2001).

Parent book reading styles also seem to differ in some studies. Black amd Puert
Rican mothers tend to ask fewer and less challenging questions and fewer aiferenti
guestions during shared book reading than White parents (Anderson-Yockel & Haynes,
2004). Hammer et al. (2005) found that Hispanic mothers tend to use a more “child
centered style” approach in which Hispanic mothers allow and encourage treetochil
act as the primary storyteller. Hispanic mothers tended to produce lower proportion of
utterances than their children and made more comments and labels than other
communicative acts. In contrast, Black mothers in the study more often ech{tieye
reading style” during book reading and their child assumed a more passive sdachi
Black mothers often produced a larger proportion of utterances and feweonsiestd

labels than their children (Hammer et al., 2005).
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Some scholars argue that this line of research, which compares parenting style
and home environments across ethnic groups, portrays ethnic minority parents as
deficient compared to White parents. Baumrind’s research and a great deakqgtisubs
studies on parenting style are based on conceptual frameworks developed fer middi
class, White families and therefore might not be appropriate to apply to ab@sgrA
recent search of the preschool parenting literature between 1995 and 2005 by McWayne,
found that the Baumrind typology with low-income Black families did not consistently
demonstrate positive patterns relating parenting to preschool childrver@sand
emotional skills. Further, several studies suggest that authoritarian pgati relies
on a high level of parental control yields beneficial effects for Blackhy(®rody &

Flor, 1998; Spieker, Larson, Lewis, Keller & Gilchrist, 1999); however, this affect
greatest when exhibited in the context of high warmth (Ispa, et al., 2004; McLoyd &
Smith, 2002).

Research with Hispanic families also suggests that parental pranagdsave
different effects for children. For instance, one study found that matemitzabl and
intrusive behavior may predict secure attachment for some Puerto Ricamgoddle
(Fracasso, Busch-Rossnagel & Fisher, 1994). Lindahl and Malik (1999) also showed no
difference in the behavior of Hispanic school age boys whether their pasat a more
hierarchical parenting style or a democratic style. Additionally, amosexjddn
American families, no relationship was found between maternal physicablc@nty.,
control to help the child complete a task or physically restraining behavioratingic
maternal disapproval) and 5-year olds defiance, imitation of mothers, or battk ttzeir

mothers (Lindahl & Malik, 1999).

12



Thus, research on relations between parenting practices and adaptive functioning
in ethnic minority groups is sometimes inconsistent. Research has dieatified
salient characteristics of parenting and the home environment; howeverfjrsdimgs in
these areas with ethnic minority groups are not significant. It may be theislons of
parenting, such as warmth and responsiveness, are expressed differentiyeand ha
different meanings among different groups.

In addition, there is also a line of research that suggests that diffeteates
emerge between groups is better explained by socio-demographic fadteesnfoand
the study of ethnic differences (e.g., Hart & Risley, 1995). For instanossaall ethnic
groups, families below the poverty line are less likely to spend time helpinghiidren
learn and poverty seems to have a strong impact on access to learningsnatetied
variety of enriching places and events that children experience. Non-patvectate far
more likely to have three or more children’s books and to go to the museum or theater
throughout their childhood and adolescence than their lower income counterparts
(Bradley et al., 2001).

There are a few studies; however, which attempt to detangle ethnicitgdwal
context and socio-economic status. In one study, parenting practices and denelbpme
expectations were compared between parents from Mexico and the United States w
were matched on educational levels. There were no differences found betogen ar
the use of corporal or verbal punishment as a form of discipline, nurturing, or
developmental expectations (Solis-Camara & Fox 1995). Solis-Camara arid®#oex (
also studied parenting practices among a sample of Mexican mothers androketehat

socio-demographic factors influence discipline among the mothers. Youngerriedmar
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low income, less educated were less nurturing and used stricter formsmifreigban
older, married, higher income, and more educated mothers. In a third studynddéere
in Mexican and U.S. fathers from lower and higher socio-economic levels were
investigated. No differences were revealed in developmental expectatiomsrdingga
practices between the fathers from the two countries. In both groups; howeves, fathe
from lower income levels were less nurturing and used more frequent disdigime t
fathers from higher income groups (Solis-Camara & Fox, 1996).
Culture Frameworks of Parenting Style

Levi (1977) proposed three goals common to all parents: (a) the physical health
and safety of children, (b) providing an environment for the successful progression of a
child’s development, and (c) teaching and modeling cultural norms and practices. Most
researchers agree with Levi that these three goals are consistestgroups; however,
they argue that cultural background shapes one's childrearing beliefshawtbbe
(Harwood, Miller, & Irizarry, 1995). By recognizing how parents’ beliefd practices
reflect their cultural norms and expectations, variations from mainstreaor &vhite,
middle class, are not seen as deficient but instead justifiable adaptationsntingsand
child development to differing contexts (Garcia Coll, 1996; Keller, 2003). The following
section will review several theories help to explain how and why parentingoiosict
differently between ethnic groups.
Individualism and Collectivism

Within the last fifteen years, one of the most prominent frameworks in
understanding cultural differences in parenting is the distinction that has bden m

between ‘collectivism’ and ‘individualism’ (Triandis, 1988). This researchratgs
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from the field of social psychology and anthropology. Cultural models of individualism
reflect a preference for independence, autonomy, and self-reliance whalgigisim

tends to promote goals of independence, conformity to group norms, and relatedness
(Greenfield, 1994). The terms collectivism and individualism have been used t@refer t
value systems existing within and across large cultural groups as definedooyalitsti

race, or ethnicity and small communities (e.g., Anglo, middle class, and camgri

Social scientists have portrayed western societies and specificalyidans and White
individuals as individualistic. Various ethnic minority groups in American are
considered to be more collectivistic, including Hispanic, African/Africamefican, and
East Asian communities (e.g., Fuligni et al., 1999; Keller, 2003; Triandis, 1995).

According to this theory, parents from individualistic cultures rear theuireim
in a way that promotes them to be independent and autonomous with less reliance on the
larger group. Personal choices, intrinsic motivation, self-esteem, and a sense of
responsibility are valued. In contrast, parents from collectivist celiakie relatedness
and interdependence. Connection to the family and other close relationships, onentati
to the larger group, and respect and obedience underpin childrearing beliefs.

More recently, however, the individualist-collectivist framework has been
critiqued for being overly simplistic, especially in light of the inceebglobalization and
more complex conceptualizations of child development (Greenfield, Kellernksig
Maynard, 2003). Observational studies suggest that in most cultures thadernce of
both individualistic and collectivistic values that emerge in different contelutss, T

individualism and collectivism are no longer conceived as bipolar dimensions or

15



incompatible values but instead conceptualized as orthogonal dimensions on which all
individuals and cultures can be described (Keller et al., 2006).
Ecological Systems Theory

Ecological and eco cultural theories also help understand the influence of culture
on childrearing. Both of these frameworks assume that children developgdingda
the multiple, interacting environments in which they live and both frameworkdyspeci
families and parents as the most proximate influence on a child (Suizzo, 2007).
Specifically, Bronfenbrenner’'s (1979, 1986) ecological systems theory desitrébe
child developing within a multilevel system of environments, which include the
microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem. The micrasyiem
innermost level and refers to the immediate environment (e.g., family, school,
neighborhood). The mesosystem refers to the interaction between two or more settings
(e.g., parent and school). The exosystem refers to settings in which that obii@uns
active participate but that are still influential (e.g., mass mediant@weorkplace). The
macrosystem is the last level and includes culture, along with other endogenous
influences such as societal attitudes and the political climate. WhileeBtmehner’s
model is comprehensive in describing how the various levels interact to influence a
child’s development, some argue that culture is experienced indirectly through the
interaction of other contextual levels and does not sufficiently portray themnc that
culture has on development (Greenfield et al., 2003).

Garcia Coll and colleagues (1996) proposed a model that extends ecological
models of development in order to capture the unique socializing influences in ethnic

minority groups. The integrative model by Garcia Coll and colleagues (1996) miclude
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variables that are universal for children as well as variables that are lyrsglient to

minority children. They argue that because of differences in culture, ofgsstunity,

and context, it cannot be assumed that the processes that lead to certain developmental
outcomes in majority children have the same effects in minority children. Clyltural
normative practices and values, socioeconomic conditions, and family and household
structure influence parenting practices and the emphasis on cognitive stimuldahe

home.

Ecocultural Theory

Ecocultural theoryntegrates ecological and culture perspectives. It is based on
the assumption that all families make legitimate accommodations to thklEgieal
niches through routines of daily living. Different ecologies may diffeaypimpact the
expression, perception, and interpretation of similar behaviors across cultures.

Super and Harkness (1986) developed the concept of the developmental niche to
explain the mutual interaction between a child and cultural factors. Unlike
Bronfenbrenner’'s model, the developmental niche theoretical framework inthedes
cultural regulation of the microenvironment of the child. The developmental niche model
contends that culture permeates a child’s life through three subsysterhdnchice the
physical and social environment of the child, customs and practices of childr@agng
the psychology of parents (Super & Harkness, 1986). The physical and socia$ sétting
children provide the context upon which daily life is constructed, including where, with
whom, and in what activities the child is engaged. Therefore, a pattern oieiivit
one culture that might be seen as pathological in one cultural context might be normal

and a natural routine in another. The second component of their model includes the
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culturally regulated customs and practices of childcare. Thesecpsaate so integrated

and ingrained into the larger culture they are often unconscious behaviors. Therthird pa
of the developmental niche, the psychology of the caretakers, includes parentd' cultur
belief systems that pertain to parenting, childrearing, and child developmehtSuper

and Harkness termed “parent ethno theories.”

The anthropologist John Ogbu (e.g., 1981) also developed a cultural-ecological
alternative to universal models of childrearing. Ogbu’s model explains how the
immediate environment and the broader cultural context influence parenting behavior.
According to Ogbu, there are different competencies that are essentiacasdang for
survival and success in cultures. Thus, instead of defining competence in universal te
he argued that competence must be understood within cultural and historical cordexts a
that childrearing practices evolve over time to adapt to specific culturacambmic

ecologies (Ogbu, 1981).

Cultural Understandings of the Home Literacy Environment

Improving the literacy outcomes for children has captured national attention. As
part of this effort to understand literacy development, researchers havedacuthe
home literacy environment and learning stimulating activities. Two perggecin the
home literacy environment have been offered. The knowledge-based view assiimes tha
specific characteristics of the home environment, which are discussed in the above
section, are universal predictors of future academic achievement.s Gfitlus
perspective argue; however, that this knowledge-based model of early litera
development is an etic approach and derived from research on middle class, White

families.
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Thus, some scholars contend it is inappropriate to “superimpose” (Vernon-
Feagans, Head-Reeves, & Kainz, 2004, p. 442) this model on families with varying race
and ethnicity, class, and family structures. Instead of continuing to rely onatied,m
researchers such as Vernon-Feagans and colleagues (2004) argue fouénratorc
socio cultural model of early literacy in order to identify the various wagfiome
environment supports and enhances the literary development of children from diverse
backgrounds. Underlying these models is the assumption that children gain knowledge
from literacy activities in their home and that home literacy and book readicticpsa
are culturally defined. Variations in parental literacy practices and wfateaching their
children exist because of different goals of development, beliefs and \bewsl#eracy,
and life circumstances in which the child is being raised (Hammer et al., 2005).

Parenting Style and Home Literacy Environments

The following section presents correlational and descriptive research on the
traditional child reading attitudes, values, and practices that have beefddexdi
characterizing Black and Hispanic families. These descriptions aredenatilizations
that are based on psychological and sociological studies of cultural groups.

Parenting Style and Practices among Blacks

Extensive research has shown that several cultural patterns define Bidasta
These include extended family structure, reliance of extended family, supsacial
networks, and flexible family relationships (Webb, 2001). Studies of Black parents
suggest that family and kinship is highly valued and there is a strong fareihadion
(Hill & Sprague, 1999; McAdoo, 2002). Blacks value their relationships and tend to be

well connected to a large network of family and non-blood related members. Blelcks fe
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a sense of responsibility to their family and provide emotional and social supgort t
and provide tangible help, such as care taking of others’ children and taking i famil
members (Yasui & Dishion, 2007). As such, children are also expected to fulfill their
familial obligations through mutual helping behaviors (McWright, 2002).

A substantial amount of research suggests that a majority of Black paegnts m
rely on an authoritarian parenting style and tend to be more restrictiveripahenting
(Yasui & Dishion, 2007). Additional research suggests that this kind of parentiagsstyl
associated with positive outcomes for Black children. For instance, unilpdeesital
decision making is associated with less conduct problems for Black youth but éfver s
esteem and self reliance among White children (Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Steinberg
1996). Children from Black families with unilateral decision-making show fewawvard
expressions of anger and decreased their avoidant coping strategies. ebeatarof
parental control have been established for academic outcomes and Bla@achildr
perform better academically with parental restriction (e.g., Deatekddd et al., 1996).

In addition to a controlling parenting style at the same time high levels oftplare
warmth seem to also characterize Black families. This style ehpag has been termed
“no nonsense parenting” and refers to mother child interactions that are ehaealchy
high levels of parental control in conjunction with high positive parental affesu{¥a
Dishion, 2006). Experts contend that prominence of both parental control and parental
warmth reflects the value of family connectedness, parent involvement, chipdiaoce

and respect of adults in the Black culture (Yasui & Dishion, 2006).
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Parenting Style and Practices among Hispanic Families

Several constructs have been described in the literature that defines ¢lispani
families includingfamilismo, simpatia, personalismo, and respeto.

The term familismo represents a large constellation of attitudes, betidfs, a
values that are instrumental in the formation of a worldview, personal ang famil
decision-making, and parenting practices among Mexican American, CubsaincAm
Central/South American, and Puerto Rican families (Whiteside-Mansad|&8t, &
McKelvey, 2008). Familismo specifically describes the collectiveltpya family that
supersedes individual needs. Hispanics place greater importance on fanasy/aradu
well being than on individual opportunities and family members rely on each for
emotional and momentary support and share resources. For instance, it is common for
extended relatives to live in the same home together and families often live amte s
neighborhood as their relatives and see each other on a daily basis (Hammeia&: Mic
2004). In addition to the emphasis on family, Hispanics also value simpatia, which
refers to politeness, agreeableness, and harmony, as well as personalisimoefets to
personal friendliness and warm and personal relationships.

Respeto is the fourth value and connotes the importance of respect and adherence
to authority within the Hispanic culture. For example, Mexican and Puerto Ricartpar
tend to place more value on conforming behaviors, respect and responsibility $o elder
than White families (Arcia, Reyes-Blanes & Vazquex-Montilla, 2000; Okafja
Sternberg, 1993). Mexican mothers, especially those of low socioeconomic status and

recent immigrants, may use more punishment and less reinforcement thamimigme

21



or White parents. Further, they seem to be less likely to engage in collabdeatision
making with their children.

Further, Hispanic parents tend to be increasingly more concerned with descipli
and obedience as their children grow up (Florsheim, Tolan, & Gorman-Smith, 1996).
Hispanic parents may be more lenient and set less disciplinary standtartseir
toddlers. When their children enter preschool; however, Hispanic parents appear to be
more authoritarian and control oriented (Halgunseth, Ispa, & Rudy, 2006). Some
research suggests there is less warmth, affection, and responsivenesedxrddess
give and take in interactions with older children (Guilamo-Ramos, Dittus,rdacca
Johansson, Bouris & Acosta, 2007; Ispa et al., 2004). Similarly, some findings suggest
that Hispanic parents use physical punishment less often with younger childrentkhan w
their older children (Calzada & Eyberg, 2002).

It is likely that Hispanic parents’ shift in parenting style stems framltaral
understanding of children’s needs and value that Hispanic culture placesrmnaais
compliant and respectful child (Berlin et al., 2009). Hispanic parents tend to assume a
more controlling style and more frequently scold and reprimand their childredantor
make certain that their message and expectations are imprinted in tltegrckiminds
(Arcia & Johnson, 1998). However, research is mixed with some studies suggjestin
regardless of a child’s age, Hispanic parents demonstrate warmth arahfresdards
their children (Calzada & Eyberg, 2002; Guilamo-Ramos et al., 1997).

Cultural beliefs also impact the home literacy environment. Hispanic Aameric
families adhere to a view that preschool and early education should focus on social

competence more than academic goals (Valenzuela, 1999). This view likely not only
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influences the quality of the environment but the more subtle messages redazdiag t

of and value of learning materials. Among Hispanic families, less enspghgdaced on
teaching and engaging in academic learning activities at homeefuhmol children and

more attention is focused on teaching obedience and proper behavior. In addition, it has
been suggested that Hispanic families believe that parents are not they pemchers for
young children and do not have an active role in their children’s education (Rodriguez &
Olswang, 2003). There is a notion that school is responsible for the education of children
and reading is something that is learned after a child begins formal schdeding.

instance, Hispanic families tend to rely on reading stories in order to teaahl@ssons

rather than with the intention to foster reading development and interest @reese
Gallimore, 2000).

Although research suggests that cultural values may influence parentitiggs;ac
individual differences within ethnic groups exist and not all parents adhere to their
traditional cultural values. Instead, adherence to traditional culturaigestkely
depends on acculturation, with those families reporting lower levels of a@tidh
adhering more closely to cultural values than families reporting highelslef
acculturation (Gutierrez, Sameroff, & Karrer, 1988; Laosa, 1999; Rodrigudz\§afqg,
2002). Acculturation refers to the process of adopting the language, attitudes, culture,
and behaviors of the new host country (Zane & Mak, 2003). Therefore, level of
acculturation may be a potential source of within-group differences, espéaiall
Hispanic families.

Several studies have examined the effect of language acculturation on Hispanic

parenting. A recent study examined the responsiveness of Latino motherdiffiement
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countries of origin during a teaching task. While Mexican American mothers of
obtained lower responsiveness scores than other Latino mothers, this difference was
significantly reduced when the English proficiency of mothers were iadludthe
analyses. The authors hypothesized that less acculturated mothers hold different
childrearing beliefs than mothers who are proficient in English. As such, itsgb[®s
that less acculturated mothers might perceive that being responsive diganpiag task
with their 9-month-old infants is a less important activity or that teachingtis
appropriate for their young child (Cabrera, Shannon, West, & Brooks-Gunn, 2006).
Similarly, in another study on the role of acculturation, Mexican Americanfsawith

the lowest levels of acculturation were more likely to hold traditional, authantar
educational beliefs. The authors of the study concluded that the extent to whiclya fami
incorporates aspects of mainstream culture results in differendesrichild rearing and
educational beliefs (Rodriguez & Olswang, 2003).

A study investigating the teaching strategies used by Dominican aro Rugan
parents also showed a significantly positive relationship between acculturadion a
parents’ use of inquiry and a significantly negative relationship betweeltwation
and parent’s use of modeling behaviors. For Puerto Rican mothers, acculturation was
negatively related to visual cue, negative verbal feedback, and positively related t
modeling behaviors. In contrast, among Dominican mothers, there was no significant
relationship found between teaching behaviors and acculturation (Planos,&ayas,
Busch-Rossnagel, 1995).

Another study suggested that there is a gradual movement toward the parenting

styles of the mainstream culture as acculturation increases (Ispha2008). For
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instance, acculturated Mexican American mothers and toddlers showed relptionshi
patterns that seemed intermediate between those of White dyads and thase of les
acculturated Mexican American mothers and toddlers. Similarly, the maagsrat
warmth for more acculturated group fell in between European American and less
acculturated Mexican American mothers. Likewise, among White mother giitt$ d
and in more acculturated Mexican American mother child dyads, maternaivetess
predicted increases in toddler negativity and less synchrony, comfort, agchenjan
their parent child interactions. These relations were not significant fatesilturated
families.
History and Present Status of Parenting Education Programs

Society has long been concerned with how to raise children. Suggestions on child
rearing date back to Plato and Rousseau. The earliest notions on childrearing in the
United States were guided by religious beliefs and the church actedragjtinesource
of guidance on parenting. Throughout history, parent education has reflected the curre
political and economic climate, the ideas of the era’s leading scholars, giré\haging
assumptions made by society about women and family (Smith, Perou, & Lesesne, 2002).

The Maternal Associations of the early 1800s, where mothers met in sowdbsgr
to discuss the religious and moral improvement of their children, were precursameto m
formal parent education. By1897, formal parent education groups emerged with the
establishment of groups such as the National Congress of Mothers, the forerunner to the
National Parent Teacher Association. In 1920, the Child Study Association oicAme
formed with the goal of promoting understanding of child development, child rearing,

and family life through small parent education groups across the country. Within the

25



popular press, childrearing also became a popular topic. Women’s magazines, such as
Ladies Home Magazine and Women’s Home Journal, published articles on raising
children (Smith et al., 2002).

By the early twentieth century, child development began to be formally studied at
universities across the country. Nurses, teachers, and social workexd p@t parents
in their homes and settlement houses for immigrants were established andlinclude
programs to educate parents. By 1932, a three volume series on parent education was
published by the National Council of Parent Education. However, this national interest in
educating parents declined with the beginning of World War 1l (Smith et al., 2002).

In the 1960s, national attention to parenting renewed once again and parent
education became a top domestic priority. This change resulted from newhdbasr
pointed to the critical force that parents play in a child’s development and the importanc
of children’s first five years of life for intellectual development. TEhfasdings, along
with changes in the structures of the American family and society, draatent interest
in supporting parents and bettering the lives of children. Since this time, the number of
parent education programs has grown exponentially and today parent education is an
umbrella term used to refer to a myriad of programs and approaches. Yet, all parent
education programs share a common objective: to teach parents a repertoire ofoehavi
and skills that foster children’s development and promote attitudes and beliefssisat
them in childrearing (Fine, 1980; Shimoni & Ferguson, 1990).

Research on the effectiveness of parent education has indicated positiveoeffects
both adult’'s and children lives. A majority of this research has been summarized i

reviews, which confirm that parenting programs can (a) improve aspectsilyf lite
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(e.g., Barlow, Coren, & Stewart Brown, 2002; Barlow & Stewart Brown, 2000; Serketich
& Dumas, 1996); (b) enhance children’s academic achievement (Downey, 2002; Lopez,
Scribner, & Mahitivanichcha, 2001); (c) increase parental knowledge toward ahitdye
and child development (Gomby, Larson, Lewit & Behrman, 1993); (c) change parental
attitudes (Downey, 2002; Norris & Williams, 1997); and (d) improve parental confidence
(Henderson & Berla, 1994).

Today researchers contend; however, that many of these evaluations lmave bee
carried out with predominately middle class, White parents. Thus, it is not ¢tletvenr
these positive findings due to parent education programs are generalizalilerioymi
ethnic parents (e.g., Barlow et al., 2002). In addition, based on these differences in
parenting style and home literacy practices among ethnic groups, traditiomdl! pare
education programs have been called inappropriate because their contentmadigiets
class, White assumptions about child rearing and not the values, beliefs, andsatfitude
ethnic minority parents.

Forehand and Kotchick (1996) called attention to the need for researchers and
clinicians to place more emphasis on understanding the relationship between cultural
factors and parent training programs targeting child behavior. They ashaitéuet
most pressing concern for parent training programs is to understand hore enid
ethnicity influence parenting behaviors and incorporating culturally semsitiategies
into parent education programming. According to Forehand and Kotchick (1996), by
ignoring cultural factors and neglecting the cultural context of parergthgic minority
parents may not fare well in traditional parent education programs egptuake

programs that were originally validated with White samples. Therefore, magsrand
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sensitivity to parents’ ethnic background is crucial because culturakfoould assist or
impede the success of parent education.

This line of reasoning has fueled an interest in culturally sensitive parent
education programming. Cultural sensitive programming implies not only an
understanding of a group’s unique values, beliefs, and customs but also appreciation of
differences (Gorman & Balter, 1997). Cultural sensitivity falls along continuum and
it is demonstrated to a greater or lesser extent in the program’s gmaksnt, and
implementation and parent educators’ attitudes and beliefs (Gorman & Bak&).

The three main types of culturally sensitive parent education programs include
translated, adapted, and culturally specific.

Translated programs refer to “surface structure or first cut chagigesipfer,
Alvarado, Smith, & Bellamy, 2002, p. 242). Translated program might involve hiring
ethnically matched staff, changing the pictorial content to depict ettynsoatilar
families and translating traditional programs into a target populatianm{gibge. Thus,
the program’s content is essentially unchanged from the original prograesecond
type of program, a culturally adapted program, has deeper structurallcadtapéations
than translated programs. A culturally adapted program incorporates somealfitee
and traditions of a group into the content of the program. Yet, culturally adapted
programs still remain an offshoot from traditional programs because theyosed m
the philosophical assumptions of the traditional program. The third type, culturally
specific programs, are developed entirely for a specific ethnic group andetesig
incorporate the values of the target population. Some argue; however, that even

culturally specific programs are based more on professionals’ percegtietisic
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community values and culture rather than empirically validated theorieséBd&:

Balter, 1997).

Research on Parent Education Programs

Despite well-documented ethnic differences in parenting practices, baheffs
values and interest in cultural sensitive programming, it remains umdheginer
parenting programs have different treatment effects for diverse groupite gWen the
findings of differences in ethnic differences in parenting, it seems thaff¢lotsef
parent education programs would vary as a function of ethnicity. However clegear
this area is still evolving.

One reason that research in this area is rather limited is becausesstech
proves the efficacy of a parent education intervention with a sample comprised of
majority participants, few studies then evaluate the efficacy of the intermevith
ethnic minority participants (Barrera, Biglan, Taylor, Gunn, Smolkowski, &BEt al.,
2002). As aresult, not all interventions are validated with a diverse sample awcdyethni
should be evaluated to determine the external validity of a program developed with
middle-class, White samples (Sue, 1999). Furthermore, most research on parent
education programs is typically conducted in a homogeneous community andIselative
few studies drawn upon a heterogeneous sample of parents from diverse ethnic
backgrounds. Without investigation of relevant subgroups with particularly good (or
poor) treatmentesponse, parent education outcome research remains at a relatively
descriptive level and claims of parent education program effectivenesstanable.

Therefore, an important focus for the next generation of parent education stilidies w

29



to identify which participants benefit from a particular parent educationgrognd
which groups are less affected (Kellam & Van Horn, 1997, p. 183).

The following section will examine the existing research that is availabich
investigates whether parenting programs are effective with parentdffferent
minority ethnic groups. The second section will examine the relativeieéieess of
traditional programs compared with culturally specific parenting progtiaatsre
designed to incorporate specialized content or methods that are relevant tougaparti
group. Finally, research that investigates whether the effects ofipgrprdgrams vary
across ethnic groups will be summarized.
The Effectiveness of Parenting Education Programs

Barlow, Shaw, and Stewart-Brown’s (2004) review of 39 quantitative studies
found that collectively behavioral parenting programs were the most effegivef
program for ethnic minority parents on a range of outcomes including parenting attitude
and behavior, parenting competence, parental mental health, and problem solving.
However, Barlow et al. (2004) caution effects were not uniformly positive bealude
the studies reviewed included outcomes for which no effects were found. Additionally,
traditional, translated, and cultural specific programs each demonstvatedee of
improvements in Black’s parenting attitudes and behavior (including the use lofimars
inconsistent discipline), parental stress, and parent-child interactiodigpanic
parents, findings were not uniformly positive. Five of the most robust studies eglview
of Hispanic parents indicated modest improvement in parental attitudes. Hispanits pa
demonstrated more positive and competent parenting, less use of criticaingaeamdi

increased involvement in children’s education (Barlow et al., 2004).
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The Effectiveness of Culturally Specific Parenting Programs (Non Conyea&itidies
and Comparative Studies)

The bulk of research on culturally specific parenting programs is non-comparative
and researchers are more likely to study individual programs, either traldarona
culturally specific, within one single study. Barlow, Coren, and Stewan+B£2002)
examined (1) six studies that examined the effectiveness of culturallficpacenting
programs, (2) another four studies that evaluated the effectiveness of yuétdagited
programs, and (3) sixteen remaining studies that investigated the effesgvef
traditional parenting programs. Barlow et al. (2002) concluded that, collectiely
studies provided support for the effectiveness of parent education programs fatyminor
ethnic parents across a range of parent and child outcomes. The findings frivat the f
two groups of studies reviewed (six culturally specific and four culturdhpted
programs), however, showed more mixed and inconsistent findings compared to findings
on traditional programs (Barlow et al., 2002).

Gorman and Balter (1997) also reviewed the literature devoted to culturally
specific parenting programs. They reviewed two studies that investigaidturally
adapted program for Black families and three studies on the Houston Parent-Child
Development Center (Houston PCDC) designed for Mexican American famBiased
on their review, Gorman and Balter (1997) found overall weak evidence for the
effectiveness of culturally sensitive programs though presented some mibeletst for
overall change in mothers’ parenting attitudes and behaviors. Gorman and B&#®r (
calculated a mean effect size of 0.31(SD=0.20) for parent outcomes, whichhibres aut

concluded, is much smaller than effect sizes typically reported for tradiparent
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education programs. Thus, the authors concluded that culturally specific programs
produce some positive changes for parents; however, these effects are ovasll not
strong as the effects for traditional programs.

Studies that directly compare the effectiveness of traditional pagemagrams
to culturally specific programming among minority ethnic parents in desing
investigation are also scarce. These studies are important because trasy theovi
evidence on the comparative effectiveness of traditional and culturally gempstent
programs. Barlow et al. (2002) reviewed four comparative studies that investilgat
relative effectiveness of different types of parenting programs for rnyreihnic parents.
However, Barlow et al. (2002) concluded that the comparative studies “do not provide
sufficiently reliable or rigorous evidence to reach any firm conclusegarding the
comparative effectiveness of different parenting programs.” (p. 92).

Kumpfer et al. (2002) investigated data from five studies that compared the
effects of the culturally adapted Strengthening Families Prografiy (8 the traditional
SFP version for rural and urban Blacks, Asian/Pacific Islander, Hispanic, aedcam
Indian families. Across all studies, the traditional SFP was implemenséébflowed
by culturally adapted SFP. The SFP is a multi-component behaviorally oriented
intervention that includes parent, child, and family training. Overall, the findings
indicated that the traditional version had better outcomes but that recruitment and
retention of participating families improved 40% better with the cultuealbpted
version. Kumpfer et al. (2002), however, caution their findings due to the quasi-

experimental, time lagged design.
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Adaptations have also been made to Parent Child Interaction Therapy (PGI3¢ fwith
Hispanic families. McCabe and colleagues (2005) adapted PCIT for familiesxatdvi-
origin in southern California. Their version called, Guiando a Nifios Activos (GANA)
retained core PCIT treatment components and also incorporated cultural concepts
throughout treatment. In a randomized clinical trial, GANA was compared to
standard PCIT and a treatment as usual (TAU) condition. Compare to the treament a
usual group, the GANA program produced significant effects in reducing child behavior
problems and the GANA treatment proved to be as effective as the standard PCIT
condition. PCIT has also been adapted for use with Puerto Rican familiesriving
Puerto Rico. Initial findings suggest that parents in the PCIT group repogtdes in
children problem behavior and parent related stress and improvement in parenting
practice (Matos et al., 2009). Therefore, these data suggest that behavioral parent
training programs can be used and are effective with Latino families.

The Effectiveness of Parenting Programs for Different Groups

There is also limited research that directly compares whether pdreratien
programs are more effective for some parents than others. This gap in théhrissearc
part explained by the tendency for parent education programs to be delivered to one
community or neighborhood (Reid, Webster-Stratton, & Beauchaine, 2001).

A randomized controlled study of the Infant Health and Development Program
(IHDP) examined the differential effects of the programs between Blatk\ite
families. The IHDP is designed for families of low birth weight childnet iacludes a
parenting focused home visiting and center based childcare program. At thelend of

intervention, Black mothers benefited more from the program than White motheck. Bla
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mothers in the intervention group used less punitive discipline and less direct tedching
skills to their children. This difference was not evident for White mothersddii@n,

the Black mothers in the treatment group had similar scores to White mothers thebot
treatment and control group (Klebanov & Brooks-Gunn, 2004).

The Early Head Start Demonstration (EHS), a randomized evaluation of a home
and center based early childhood intervention program for pregnant women and their
young children showed similar results to the IHDP study. At the end of theentien,

Black mothers in the intervention group had more positive and fewer negative parenting
behaviors compared to their counterpart in the control group. Hispanic parents also
benefited from the program but not as much as Black parents. In addition, Black mothers
scored comparable to White mothers (Love et al., 2002)

A third study tested the empirically validated Incredible Years Trgipmogram
among different ethnic groups (Reid et al., 2001). The Incredible Years Training
program is focused on strengthening parenting competencies (monitoring,eoositi
discipline, confidence) and fostering parents' involvement in children's school
experiences in order to promote children's academic and social competenceuasd r
conduct problems. According to Reid et al. (2001) numerous previous studies based on
homogeneous samples of ethnic minority participants’ revealed positive éfiettie
Incredible Years Training program across groups. For example, Blackrmbthe
preschoolers who attend inner city day care center showed more positivesamal s
parenting those mothers in the control group. Reid et al. (2001) contended, however, that
since most investigations only included participants from one ethnic groupsdirect

comparisons were needed.
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Therefore, Reid et al. (2001) examined ethnic differences in program outcomes
among White, African America, Asian, and Hispanic parents. Archival data wede us
and Head Start centers were matched on community demographics (e.g., g#sitydi
socioeconomic status), then randomly assigned to the experimental condition or control
(i.e., regular Head Start program without parenting groups). Mothers in the esyilim
condition underwent 8 weeks of The Incredible Years parent training with the help of
translators, bilingual therapists, and translated measures when appr&osate
treatment, mothers assigned to the experimental condition were more positiveengnsis
and competent. Findings revealed that no differences in treatment outcome thorioss e
groups, and all groups rated the treatment acceptability of the progtaghas
Additionally, Hispanic, Black, and Asian American parents reported less problem
behaviors with their children prior to beginning treatment compared to Whitedamili

Finally, a fourth recent study observed White, Black, and Hispanic children and
their caregivers from the Multimodal Treatment Study of ADHD (MTEndings
revealed that baseline parenting practices differed by ethnic group inttleatian of
parenting strategies. Parents of White children in the MTA group, on average,
demonstrated higher levels positive reinforcement, and warmth compared ts parent
children of other ethnicities. The parent training program focused on teachingheent
use of an authoritative parenting style (e.g., praise, direct commands, aggictrat
punishment). Ethnicity did not moderate the relationship between treatment and eithe
parenting or child behaviofThe authors concluded that children and parents of different
ethnicities did not differentially benefit from one treatment over another on thevetdse

measures (Jones, Epstein, Hinshaw, Owens, Chi, Arnold et al. (2009).
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The Need for Cultural Specific Parent Education Programs

A compelling case can be made for the adaptation of parent education programs
for different ethnic groups. As discussed previously, most of the research ondaeyeffi
of programs has been conducted with middle class, White families and programs
developed and based on mainstream samples may not account for the “language, values,
customs, childrearing traditions, expectancies for child and parent behavior, and
distinctive stressors and resources associate with cultural groupsz(\Meiey, &

Weersing, 1998, p. 70). Thus, minority families’ investment and engagement in the
program, in addition to program effects may be compromised.

Based on parent education program research reviewed above; however, it remains
unclear whether program effects are different among ethnic minorégntsaand White
parents traditional. At the same time, there is no clear evidence thatlouipesific
parent education programming is effective or more beneficial than tradlitiona
programming. Additionally, modifying evidenced based programs to be culturally
sensitive may result in inappropriate program modifications that in turn undetha
fidelity and core components of the original program (Castro, Barreraadiridz,

2004). Moreover, some argue that the proliferation of modified evidenced based
programs for various problems for various target populations may be unproductive
especially in light of the lack of research indicating such a need. As Lau (2008&) ¥
different manuals were needed for every difference between efseacyles and
representative clinical patients, then the task of manualizing treatmemtical settings

would be untenable (p. 305).”
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Other arguments include how the cost of developing, implementing, and
evaluating culturally specific programs to serve individual groups is treéous,
especially if the use of traditional programs is equally or perhaps mocé\effel he
implication from previous studies suggest that it may be less expensive and time
consuming to use existing, culturally sensitive evidence-based programghather
develop new ones specific for a particular culture (Scott, O’Connor, Futh, VRties,

& Doolan, 2010). Thus, some contend rather than focusing on developing culturally
sensitive programming, researchers should first gain an understanding of which
treatments work best for whigiarticular kinds of parents (Hinsha2002; Kazdin &
Nock, 2003; Lau et al., 2006).

Purpose and Rationale

A number of inferences can be drawn from the research summarized previously.
First, researchers have documented parenting practices and aspectwaighe
environment that are critical to young children’s socio-emotional competarttearly
literacy skills. A number of researchers across disciplines suggest; droweat
parenting style and home environments vary among ethnic groups and that the beliefs and
practices of ethnic minority families differ from middle class faesili Based on this
research, traditional parent education programs that do not incorporate the ndlues a
beliefs of different ethnic groups are often criticized and may not be a gdoddthnic
minority parents. Therefore, professional experts have stressed the impoiftanc
addressing ethnic differences in parenting practices and values in the design and
implementation of parent education programming (Scott, Brown, Jean-Baptiste, &

Barbarin, 2011).
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While it seems intuitive that parent education programming should be tailored to
specific groups of parents, at the present time there is little emm@vicknce to suggest
that this is a necessary effort or that ethnic minority parents reap nma#t frm
culturally tailored programs. In particular, there is a limited body @aret comparing
the treatment effects of ethnic minority and White parents who participatepinaatty
validated programs, resulting in little data on whether ethnicity moderatesdtment
effects of parent education programs.

Though some researchers have examined this question, there is a continuing need
within the literature to determine whether parent education programs haarermiff
treatment effects across ethnic groups. Without knowlefitee particular subgroups
that respond differently to amgarticular program, research on effective parent education
programs is bounb remain at a relatively descriptive level. Therefore, the curreny stud
is designed to extend research on these issues. To address these ressamh, dois
study drew upon extant data from the Classroom Literacy and Intervention @gtcom
(CLIO) study, a national randomized experimental study of the federaltgtLEven
Start Family Literacy program from 2003-2006. The CLIO study examinetheithe
combination of research based, literacy focused early childhood education and garentin
education curriculum were more effective than existing or “regular’ Evanm Sdrvices
and whether the research based parenting curriculum added value to the preschool
curriculum.

The CLIO study is the first large scale randomized experimental sfuglyen
Start. After the program began in 1989, the US Department of Education sponsored three

national evaluations. Two of the three national evaluations included experimedias st
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that randomly assigned families to either Even Start or a control group whedlelay
participation in Even Start for one year (St. Pierre et al., 2003; St. Pielrd@9%). The
control condition in these studies was typically at-home care by parenteondectt
family members. The findings from these studies revealed that Even Stadtpregre
no more effective at improving the outcomes of preschool-age children and thetspare
than control projects. In other words, the gains made by parents and children enrolled in
Even Start were no different than their counterparts in the control group. However, some
positive findings were revealed including that Even Start had a positive effect on the
presence of reading materials in the home (St. Pierre et al., 2003).

In 2003, after the results from the third Even Start evaluation were published, the
CLIO study was initiated. The focus of the CLIO study was on researcth, hitesmcy-
focused curricula to improve Even Start services and outcomes. Through a competitive
process, two research based early childhood and parent education curriculangt} Par
for Literacy (PfL) Early Childhood Curriculum and Parent Education and (2)3.ET
BEGIN with the Letter People/Play (early childhood curriculum) and Legr&trategies
Parent Education, were selected for the study. Project sites were rgradsighed to
implement one of four CLIO combinations or to be in a control group that provided
regular pre-CLIO Even Start services. The four treatment conditions incluaethat
implemented research based preschool curricula in combination with existmg par
education services and two conditions that implemented the research based preschool
curricula and parenting curricula (CLIO combined curricula).

The findings from the CLIO study were analyzed by averaging thetefieross

the four interventions: (1) Partners for Literacy Early Childhood CurricRfir), (2)
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Partners for Literacy (PfL) Early Childhood Curriculum and Parent Educa8phET’S
BEGIN with the Letter People/Play Early Childhood Curriculum, and (4) LET'S
BEGIN with the Letter People/Play Early Childhood Curriculum and Learniategies
parent education component The study revealed mixed findings for the CLIO combined
curricula. Overall, there were statistically significant positapacts on some child
literacy outcomes and social competence and statistically significativ@edfects on
parent interactive reading skill. Additionally, the CLIO parenting culai@added value
to the CLIO preschool curricula. Compared to control parenting curricula, tit CL
preschool curricula significantly increased the amount of parenting edutat® spent
on child literacy, parenting skills not related to child literacy, and paremaatiee
reading skill. The CLIO parenting curricula, however, did not significantly atleevto
the CLIO preschool curricula in terms of parent responsiveness, child literaoynestc
or child social competence (Judkins et al., 2008).

The CLIO study, however, did not examine whether parent treatment effects
varied by ethnicity. Given that the Even Start program typically serveg etiinority
families it is important to determine whether these factors modeeatentnt outcomes.
Therefore, the current study focused only on the families at project cetiensexe
randomly assigned to the study group that received the Partners facyi(BfL) parent
education component and those families at project centers that were ranssigrga to
the control group. Additionally, the current study also only included White, Black, and
Hispanic participants in either PfL or the control group and did not include parents
identified as “other” in the study.

Background on Partners for Literacy Parent Education Program
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PfL (Wasik, 2009) is an integrated early childhood and parent education
curriculum, so that the parent component mirrors the teaching strategies andlsmat
ongoing in the preschool classroom. PfL ECE refers to the early childhood component
and PfL PE refers to the parenting component. The main goals of the PfL pareia
are to encourage the language, literacy, emotional/social, and cognitive devdlopme
children. To reach this goal, parents are helped to engage in positive parent child
relationships and to encourage positive social and emotional support. Parentghdre tau
to foster language and literacy development through the use of interactive adiokyre
learning games played by parents and children, and the use of everydaigatiywi
parents to teach children (Wasik, 2009).

PfL is based on procedures developed mainly for low-income families and the
parenting practices employed drew upon existing beliefs about the importgrare of
child interactions while reading and positive parent-child interactions (Wasik,.2009)
The developers of the program cite positive impacts from three randomized cdntrolle
longitudinal research studies upon which the program is based. These include the
Abecedarian Project (Ramey et al., 1976), project CARE (Wasik, Ramey) &rya
Sparling, 1990), and the Infant Health and Development Program (Ramey et al., 1992).

The developers also note that PfL includes materials for parent education
facilitators that address cultural responsiveness and that parent educatioalsnare
available in both English and Spanish (Wasik, 2009). Additionally, parent education
facilitators received training in topics such as how to teach English lantpaagers
(Judkins et al., 2008). Therefore PfL is a translated program. The original pi®gram

curricula and content remain unchanged and only surface level modificationsackze
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The PfL parenting curriculum relies on many of the same materials atebsts
that are used in the PfL preschool classroom such as (1) LearningGamaeré2jive
book reading (3) specific instructional strategies (4) Enriched Care@wich@5) problem
solving strategies (Wasik, 2009).

LearningGames are brief game like activities, with specific instmgk goals,
that parents can use with their children ages three to five. They addredgerady
skills such as concepts of print, letter knowledge, oral language, phonologicahaess
writing, and creativity. The games are interactive and entail a back andafsintbrf
between the parent and their child. LearningGames complement the LGamey that
is implemented in the preschool classroom. Interactive book reading is the second
component of PfL. Parents are taught how to foster a conversation with their chlgl duri
shared book reading. In addition, parents are taught specific instructiongjissr&be
facilitate conversations, actively engage the child during book reading ¢ageca
child’s motivation, and promote comprehension. Parents also taught to use Enriched
Caregiving strategies with their children to capitalize on everyday reudime activities
by turning them into important learning opportunities. Enriched Caregiving aims to
promote language, literacy, and cognitive and social development. Finadigiare
instructed in a problems solving strategy to address everyday parentoegreoand help
their child develop social skills. Parents assist children in developing age appropria
problem solving skills for their children that help them recognize their emotihs a
identify wants and needs (Wasik, 2009).

Parent educators use a specific structure for each session: Read, RaadPla

Reflect. Parents read and discuss information that the lesson introduces ahdythen t
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role-play and practice with a partner. To conclude, parents return to the grougwo revi
and reflect on their role play. The parent-interactive sessions offer an optydiduni
parents to play LearningGames and read a book with their child with the asstanc
trained staff (Wasik, 2009).

As described by Judkins et al. (2008), developers of the program provided annual
group training, on site mentoring, and ongoing support. In the summer of 2004, 4-day
training occurred and during the summer of 2005, projects received additional training.
In addition, PfL developers made an average of two yearly on-site visits. Atemhs
visited each project site and conducted mentoring visits, and maintained regidat c
with the project sites.

As part of the national study, independent observations of parenting classroom
and observations conducted by the curriculum developers constituted yeanyeneds
the fidelity of implementation of the curricula. On a 5-point scale, the independent
observer rated PfL classrooms 3.28 in 2005 and 3.52 in 2006. The developer ratings
average 3.20 for 2005 and 3.41 for 2006. Across the whole sample, over 80% of parents
had 20 or fewer hours of combined parent instruction, which is consistent with data from
the Third National Even Start Evaluation published in 2003 (Judkins et al., 2008).

Study Questions and Hypotheses

The study sought to assess the effects of treatment (PfL vs. control)itgthnic
(White, Black, and Hispanic) and the interaction between treatment and gtbnitivo
main outcome measures: parent responsiveness and interactive book reading.
Specifically, the study proposed two sets of questions and corresponding hypotheses,

with one set of three questions addressing parent responsiveness with lévels tha
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correspond to treatment main effect, ethnicity main effect, and treatmertharuity
interaction. The second set of three questions addresses interactive bookaeddiag
levels that correspond to test treatment main effect, ethnicity maat, effel treatment

and ethnicity interaction. Additionally, effects were estimated by inotuthie same set

of covariates used in the original CLIO study (Judkins et al., 2008). Though potentially
an important consideration for the study’s questions, the number of years lived in the
United States was not asked of all participants and thus not included as a covaeate. T
covariates in the HLM models included: maternal age in years; mother igecolle
graduate; home language is not English; videotaped children were classhedras
special needs; videotaped children are male; average age of videotageadnchil
maximum times that any of the sample children in the family moved in thgelast

Resear ch Question 1a. Are there significant differences on a measure parent

responsiveness skill between participants receiving PfL and parents in@ gooup not
receiving the PfL?

Hypothesis 1a. There will be significant differences on a measure of parent

responsiveness skills between parents receiving PfL and parents in a control group not
receiving the PfL.

Resear ch Question 1b. Are there significant differences on a measure of parent

responsiveness skill between White, Black, and Hispanic parents?

Hypothesis 1b. There will be significant differences on a measure of parent

responsiveness skill between White, Black, and Hispanic parents.
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Resear ch Question 1c.Are there significant differences on a measure of parent

responsiveness skill between White, Black, and Hispanic parents receivingdPfL a
White, Black, and Hispanic parents in a control group not receiving PfL?

Hypothesis 1c. There will be significant differences on a measure of parent

responsiveness skill between White, Black, and Hispanic parents receivingdPfL a
White, Black, and Hispanic parents not receiving PfL.

The theoretical models depicting the research questions and hypothesis discusse

above are in Figure 1.
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Figurel. Differences in Parent Responsiveness Skill among White, Black, spahidi

Parents Enrolled in PfL and White, Black, Hispanic Parents Enrolled in a Control Group.

A Parerts
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Resear ch Question 2a. Are there significant differences on a measure of interactive

book reading skill between participants receiving PfL and parents in a caoupl rgot
receiving the PfL?

Hypothesis 2a. There will be significant differences on a measure of interactive

book reading skill between parents receiving PfL and parents in a control group
not receiving the PfL.

Resear ch Question 2b. Are there significant differences on a measure of interactive

book reading skill between White, Black, and Hispanic parents?

Hypothesis 2b. There will be significant differences on a measure of interactive

book reading between White, Black, and Hispanic parents.

Resear ch Question 2c.Are there significant differences on a measure of interactive book

reading skill between White, Black, and Hispanic parents receiving PfL arté,Whi
Black, and Hispanic parents in a control group not receiving PfL?

Hypothesis 2¢c. There will be significant differences on a measure of interactive

book reading between White, Black, and Hispanic parents receiving PfL and
White, Black, and Hispanic parents in a control group not receiving PfL.
The theoretical models depicting the research questions and hypothesis diabosse

are shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Differences in Interactive Book Reading among White, Black, espéitic

Parents Enrolled in PfL and White, Black, Hispanic Parents Enrolled in a Control Group.
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The plan in the original proposal was to investigate differences in parent
responsiveness and interactive book reading skills between Hispanic parents whese hom
language was English, Spanish, and a mix of Spanish and English. However,
approximately 80% of Hispanics reported that their home language was Spanish and

approximately 20% of Hispanic parents reported their home language was a mix of
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Spanish and English. Given these unequal sample size numbers, it was #iiatistica

feasible to examine skills by Hispanic home language subgroups.
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CHAPTER THREE:
METHODOLOGY
Data Collection and Study Design
Data were collected in all Even Start projects participating in the Cluldy st
during the baseline year (fall 2003, spring 2004) and during the first year of
implementation (fall 2004, spring 2005). In spring 2006, data were collected on 3- and 4-
year olds and their parents in all Even Start projects participating in the SDLd.
However, the fall baseline data (fall 2003, spring 2004) and the fall 2004 data from the
first year of implementation did not include all the measures needed for thatcurr
study’s parent outcome measures. Therefore, this study used data from spring 2005 and
spring 2006. Additionally, the original CLIO study made no effort to make the study
longitudinal despite the fact that some children and parents were assedgad timeés
throughout the study. Thus, given this constraint of the design, the current study was a
posttest only control study. In order to increase the power of the study, howewdatahe
data from spring 2005 and the spring 2006 of Black, Hispanic, and White parents were
combined. Parents with children who turned 3-years old by M&rohHoth spring
2005 and spring 2006 were included.
Parent Outcome Measures
The outcome measures included parent interactive reading skill and parent

responsiveness. Both scales are standardized to have a mean of zero and a standard



deviation of one. Additionally, an interview was conducted to gather additional
information on the dimensions of the home literacy environment.
Parent Interactive Reading Skill and Parent Responsiveness to Child
Data were collected from staged parent child interactions and a pareneintervi
The first staged interaction involved the parent and child reading a book togethiae and t
second interaction involved them playing with a toy together. These interaceoms
videotaped and coded. Coders received several days of training and practice coding.
They were required to reach a minimum of 85 percent reliability before begjramd
random checks were conducted to ensure continued reliability (Judkins et al., 2008).
Coders used three different coding systems to code the joint book-reading task.
The first system focused on the mechanics of reading together calRddtag Aloud
Profile-Together (RAPT). Fifty-five parent and child behaviors wated during
prereading, during reading, and during post reading. If a coder observedagrarti
behavior a minimum of one time during the task, they endorsed the corresponding item.
The second coding systems called the Contingency Scoring Sheet instrusmient wa
comprised of eight sections. Each section was rated on a 7-point Likert scaleto scor
parent and child behaviors during the joint book-reading task. The eight sections include:
parental supportiveness, parental stimulation of cognitive development, parental
intrusiveness, parental negative regard, parental detachment, child engagiepaeent,
child’s sustained interest, and child negativity towards parent. Qualityatodscwas the
third scale used to score the quality of the reading interaction on three dimetigons
degree to which parent introduced and contextualized new vocabulary words, the extent

to which the parents used open ended questions in order to support the child in
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imagination, making predictions, and providing rich description, and the child’s
engagement in the reading activity. It consisted of three 5-point Likéesstinlike the
RAPT which indicates whether a behavior occurred, the Quality Indicatorslpdovi
information on the frequency of higher and lower quality behaviors that occur over the
course of the entire book reading task. For the toy interaction activity, coddrthas
same Contingency Scoring system described above. Research staff congracesd a
interview regarding the frequency and type of reading activities at home.

Across these three measures, there were a total of 90 variables. Judkins and
colleagues (2008) compressed this information and created two scales based on a
combination of variable clustering and factor analysis. The first scabmtpateractive
reading skill, was comprised of 49 items and the second scale, parent responsivaness, w
made up of 41 items. Appendix 1 displays the two scales and the set of items that
dominate each scale.

Since there are no pre-existing measures of reliability and validithdse two
scales, Judkins et al. (2008) conducted a factor analysis to derive scaleswatbfite
unequal weights because computing Cronbach’s alpha would underestimate the scales’
reliability. Thus, Judkins et al. (2008) employed an alternative approach to missure
reliability of the two scales with unequal weights, proposed by Gorsuch (1980). Using
this method, the overall alpha for the 49 items in parent interactive reading was@.79, a
among the 22 items with larger than average weights the alpha coefficiedi84as
Based on the 41 items in the parent responsive scale, the overall alpha was 0.55 and

among the 15 items with larger than average weights, the alpha coefficee0t80a
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CHAPTER FOUR:
RESULTS

The following chapter will first review the data set used for this study., Tdescriptive
data that compared the PfL group and control group on a range of demographic and risk
factors will be presented. Additionally, descriptive data comparing WhiekBand
Hispanic parents on the same demographic and risk factors will be displayezhtiafe
statistics results will then be provided along with a rationale and exparudtthe type
of statistical procedure that was utilized.

This analysis is drawn from a secured data set governed by policies of the
Department of Education. As such, licensees are required to round all unweightesl sampl
size numbers and degrees of freedom to the nearest ten; the results reportedibetow re
this requirement. All statistical analyses were performed with SP&%we 5.0.

Descriptive Statistics

The total sample included 440 patrticipants. The rounded data for the PfL group
(N =220) were 30% White participants, 10% Black participants, and 60% Hispanic
participants. The rounded data for the control group (N=220) were 20% White
participants, 10% Black participants, and 70% Hispanic participants. In theabrigi
study, families enrolled at CLIO projects were generally eligittteeir child was
between 36 and 60 months of age at the time of the assessment and were not yet

attending kindergarten.



To assess the comparability of the PfL treatment group and the control group,
baseline demographic information and reports of risk factors by interventionweoep
conducted. One-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) for continuous variables and chi
square tests for nominal variables were used to test for differences amiriggyds in
the PfL intervention group and the control group. Descriptive statistics and ¢somgar
are reported in Table 1 below. As indicated, interactive book reading skill and thie age o

mother were significantly different between the two groups.

Table 1.
Outcome Measures, Demographics, Risk Factors by Treatment Group
Factor Partners for Literacy = Control Group
M SD M SD ANOVA
Parent -.314 0.89 -0.311 .097 Ns
responsiveness
Interactive 46 1.00 .01 0.90 Significant**
book reading
Years lived in US 7.01 8.92 8.25 4.3 Ns
PPVT score 67.56 24.19 67.82 22.59 Ns
Age of mother 29.79 5.65 31.26 5.59 Significant**
Age of child in 52.94 8.07 53.00 7.62 Ns
N N I
Home language not 130 100 Ns
English
Child is male 70 80 Ns
Mother married 80 100 Ns
Mother has college 10 20 Ns
degree
Monthly household 80 100 Ns
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income >$1500

Child has special 10 20 Ns
needs
Family moved once 30 30 Ns

in last 12 months
*p<0.05 **p<0.01

Baseline demographic information and reports of risk factors by ethniere
also examined. One-way analysis of variances (ANOVAS) for continuoizbhes and
chi-square tests for nominal variables were used to test for differences athoitg
groups. When these effects were significant, pair wise comparisons \aenses using
the follow up test, Tukey test for unequal Descriptive statistics and comparisons are
reported in Table 2.

One-way ANOVAs conducted to evaluate differences by ethnicity yielelestal
significant findings. Poc hoc analyses using the Tukey test for unesjnalicated a
significant effect across all groups for the number of years lived in tHedJstates.
These results must be interpreted with caution; however, because not evenyapaitic
the sample was asked how many years they resided in the Unite StaktispAtic
parents were posed this question while only Black and White participants whoeddicat
that English was not the primary language spoken at home were asked aboutdtteir le
of time living in the United States. Therefore, this finding does not accurapebsent
the entire sample of White and Black parents, though it does provide information on a
small set of White and Black families whose home language was not Englishrand we
not born in the United States.

Post hoc analyses yielded a significant difference on the standardized score

obtained on the PPVT among White, Black, and Hispanic mothers. White mothers
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obtained the highest score compared to Black and Hispanic mothers. Black mothers
performed significantly better than Hispanic mothers. Additionally, afsignt age
effect revealed that Hispanic mothers were significantly older tiilaeré&i/hite or Black
mothers.

Chi Square analyses examining differences by ethnicity also yielded two
significant findings. There were a significantly greater proportion giaic mothers
who reported that their home language was not English compared to White or Black
mothers. However, approximately 10% of Black mothers reported that Englistotvas
their home language. This finding suggests that the Black sample was enhgfrés
portion of immigrant families who spoke a language other than English as opposed to a
homogeneous, English-speaking sample of Black families. A detailed breakdown of
country of origin was not provided in the data set or supporting materials. Theeefore
more fine-grained understanding of the participants’ background was not provided in the
report published by Judkins et al. (2008) to understand this unanticipated finding.
Finally, chi square analyses showed that the proportion of White, Black, and Hispanic
mothers who were married also differed, with a greater significant proportioisudriic

mothers married compared to White or Black mothers.
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Table 2.

Outcome Measures, Baseline Demographics and Risk Factors by Ethnicity

Factor White
M SD

Par ent 0.89° 0.78

responsivene

Sss

Interactive 0.25 1.03

book reading

Yearslived 15° 11.31

in US

PPVT score  90.93% 11.19

Age of 29.54° 571

mother

Age of child 5293 8.03
N

Home 0

language is

not English

Child is male 60
Mother 50

married

Mother 10
college degree

Monthly 50
household
income

>$1500

Child has 20
special needs

Black

M
-0.54°

0.08

76.56°

28.83°

50.98

N
10

30

20

10

30

10

SD
1.28

1.03

1.87

15.11

6.61

7.87

57

7.75

Hispanic
M SD
0.50°  0.90
0.28 0.96
8.4° 4.61
58.54° 21.46
31.14° 5.38
53.29
N

240

150

230

20

180

30

ANOVA
Significant**

Ns
Significant**
Significant**

Significant**

Ns

Hz
Significant**

ns

[1%(10)=88.76

**

ns

ns

ns



Family moved 20 20 60 ns
once in last 12
months
*p<0.05 **p<0.01
Inferential Statistics

The effects of the intervention were reported using an “intent to treat” appmac
match how the original CLIO study accounted for missing data. Therefoparahts in
the sample were included whether or not they completed the parenting sessions. This
procedure provided a more conservative approach to investigating the effects of the
intervention. In addition, missing data were dealt with by imputing parent ass@ss
scores for those parents who participated in the book task and the toy task. The secured
data set included inputted parent assessment scores and covariates.

The study used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), which is geared toward the
analysis of data in which characteristics of one unit of analysisffargnts) are nested
within and vary among larger units (e.g., project sites). Until recentlyndeaith
nested data structures has been difficult both conceptually and computationally. Fo
instance, traditional approaches, which conduct a group level analysis wheaeedata
aggregated across individuals are inappropriate because variables takerentdiff
meanings and have different effects at different levels (e.g. parentst gitgsL In such
situations, aggregating data will potentially not account for meaningful l@wet-
variance in an outcome measure. HLM resolves this issue by separatingehtelel
effect and the higher-level effects explicitly into different partdhhefsame overarching
model.

Secondly, in multilevel data there is dependency among observations andresearc

consistently demonstrates that people within a particular group or context tend to be more
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similar to each other in terms of an outcome variable than they are to people amentiff
group or context. Thus, the fact that parents have the same exposure within asipeoject
means that responses from parents within each project site are not indepéndent
another. This dependency requires appropriate modeling in order to avoid migastima
of standard errors, (standard errors could be smaller than they should be) that would
occur in traditional methods such as ordinary least squares regression and subsequently
increase the risk of a Type | error. HLM takes into account these depersdaycie
calculating error at each level, resulting in more accurate standars ef the estimate
than traditional methods.

For example, by using HLM in this study the two sources of variation in parent
outcomes - (a) variation between families within sites and (b) variatiorebetsites -
was parceled out. This method allows for an error term at each level (parertéand si
and it results in a more accurate standard error for the regression eagfidiVhile
analyzing nested data with ordinary least squares regression (OLS) waldId yi
coefficients for site and parent, the OLS method would most likely underestiraate t
standard error and increase the risk of a Type | error. The reason for thighe that
significance of a regression coefficient (OLS or multi-level) isrdeteed by calculating
a new test statistic, which is computed by dividing the regression coeffigiést b
standard error. The resulting test statistic is then distributed so that gedats than
1.96 in absolute magnitude are significant at the .05 level. Therefore, if the standard
error were underestimated (too small) the resulting test statisticl\weuarger than it
would be using an accurately estimated standard error, thereby incréasohghces of

getting a significant test statistic and increasing the risk of makingpe | error.
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Hierarchical Linear Models

The effect of exposure to PfL on each outcome variable (parent responsiveness
and interactive reading skill) was estimated with four, two level HLM nsodkere
parent (the level one unit of analysis) was nested with project site (thévievehit of
analysis).The original CLIO study used a four-level hierarchical model to examine
parent outcomes. However, a two level model was deemed reasonable aft@ngexplor
variance components at four levels that showed for this subsample of CLIO data the
majority of variation is between families/children within sites.

Therefore, for the current study the hierarchical model accounted for tirggnest
of families/children within sites. For the two parent outcomes, parent respoessvand
interactive book reading, the same model building sequence was used. Additionally,
treatment effects were estimated by including the same set ofatesarsed in the
original CLIO study (Judkins et al., 2008) and reported on in the descriptive section
above. The covariates in the HLM models included: maternal age in years; raother i
college graduate; home language is not English; videotaped children asséetl as
having special needs; videotaped children are male; average age of videotapedahild; a
maximum times that any of the sample children in the family moved in thgelast
Further, because the number of participants is not equal across centersxifulima
likelihood estimation was employed.

Parent Responsiveness

The results of the four 2-level models built to examine the three hypotheses

regarding parent responsiveness are displayed in Table 4. A one-way ANOVA model

was first investigated with no predictor variables specified at any leval.nitulel,
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referred to as a null model, partitioned the variance in the outcomes measurethinto w
and between —group components and determined the extent to which the variation that
exists in parent responsiveness lies between project sites. An interctatsioor (ICC)
was calculated to provide information on the degree to which there was a difference i
interactive book reading between project sites and to determine whether thg ofest
parents within project sites was systematically associated with paspoinsiveness.
The results of the ICC suggested that about 11% of the total variability imt pare
responsiveness lies between projects sites. Based on the ICC data, tich resea
determined that a multilevel model was warranted in order to explain vayiafilit
intercepts between projects sites. Because sufficient levels of vangresent
responsiveness existed at each level, a second model investigated
Resear ch Question 1a: Are there significant differences in parent responsiveness skills
between participants receiving PfL and parents in a control group not receivipfl the

To answer this question of treatment main effect, treatment effects were
represented as a dummy vector and entered as a fixed effect at levetheaonaidel in
order to test this main effect of treatment (control, PfL). Results disprbedd/pothesis
that there would be significant differences on a measure of parent responsiveness
between parents enrolled in PfL than that of parents not receiving PfL andntral c
group. Instead, findings yielded no significant difference in parent responsvenes
between the PfL treatment group and the control group. Additionally, the ICC edtlicat
that the addition of the treatment variable (PfL vs. control) did not account for additiona

variation not explained in the null model.
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Resear ch Question 1b: Are there significant differences in parent responsiveness skills
between White, Black, and Hispanic parents?

To investigate this research question of ethnicity main effect, a third model adde
ethnicity as a predictor of parent responsiveness at level one to the previoushaiodel t
contained the treatment main effect. Ethnicity was modeled at level onet ssneas
within participant variable. The ethnicity variable was representedeaying dummy
variables for White and Black, making Hispanic the intercept (referds) by default.
Hispanics were chosen for the intercept because the majority of the saraple wa
comprised of Hispanic participants. The intercept is the value of y when aliatesar
are zero. Thus, Hispanic participants were coded zero on White and zero on Black.
Additionally, the ethnicity variables were group mean centered, accompbghadating
a new variable for ethnicity generated by subtracting the proportion of himatist
category in a person's site from their ethnicity code. For example, ibsemes Black
his or her score was 1 for black. If 70% of the site they attended was comprisadiof Bl
participants then their group mean centered race category was 1 minus 0.70, equaling
0.30. A Hispanic person in this same site received 0.0 minus 0.70 or -0.70 as their race
code. Each site had a different ethnicity breakdown, and thus the effect of ethngcity wa
factored into the models slightly differently for people in different siteemRhis
procedure, level one effects were more precisely separated from levdtduts,e
potentially giving more power to detect the level two (treatment) effect

As indicated, results from the third model yielded consistent findings with the
second model indicating that there was no difference in parent responsivenegnbet

participants in the PfL group and the control group. With regards to the effects of
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ethnicity on parent responsiveness, White mothers scored significantly higher than
Hispanic mothers on a measure of parent responsiveness. There were no significant
differences between Black and Hispanic mothers on a measure of parent ves@Esssi
The model suggested that approximately 12% of the total variability in parent
responsiveness was found between project sites when accounting for treatment and
ethnicity.

Resear ch Question 1c: Are there significant differences in parent responsiveness skills
between White, Black, and Hispanic parents receiving PfL and White, Black, and
Hispanic parents in a control group not receiving PfL?

To examine the interaction between treatment and ethnicity, a fourth model
included an interaction term. Findings from the model suggested that treatmeist effe
did not vary by ethnicity for parent responsiveness. Additionally, the model disd tes
the main effect of treatment and ethnicity. Consistent with the previous modsisiené
did not significantly predict parent responsiveness, and ethnicity signifigaetlycted
differences in parent responsiveness between White mothers and Hispanic.mothers
When accounting for treatment, ethnicity, and the interaction between treatrdent a
ethnicity, approximately 14% of variability in interactive book reading lidd/éen

project sites.
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Table 3.

HLM Analyses of the Effects of Treatment Group and Ethnicity on Parent Respoess

Unconditional
Model

B SE p-
value
PfL

White
Black

PfL*
White

PfL*
Black

Varian| 0.1 0.0 0.02
b/w 1 5

sites
Varian| 0.8 0.0 0.0
w/i
sites
ICC 11%

*p<0.05 **p<0.01

Main Effect
Treatment
Model

B SE p-
value
0.13 0.14 0.38

0.10 0.05 0.03

0.80 0.06 0.00

11%

Main Effects
Treatment and
Ethnicity
Model

B SE p-
value
0.13 0.14 0.38

049 017 00"

-0.28 0.20 0.16

0.10 0.05 0.03

0.77 0.05 0.0*

12%

Main Effects Treatment,
Ethnicity, and Treatment by
Ethnicity Interaction

Model
B SE p-value
0.13 0.14 0.38
069 022 007
-0.26 0.28 0.35
-0.52 0.35 0.14
-0.92 0.41 0.82
0.11 0.05 0.02
0.77 0.05 0.0**
14%



Interactive Book Reading

The results of the four 2-level models built to examine the research questions and
hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c are displayed in Table 4. First, a one-way ANOVA (null
model) with no predictor variables specified at any level was developed tomohet¢he
extent to which variation exists in interactive book reading lies betweegcpsites.

The ICC revealed approximately14% of the total variability in interadibok reading
was between project sites. Given this level of variability, the development wititevel
model was warranted.

Resear ch Question 2a. Are there significant differences in interactive book reading
skills between participants receiving PfL and parents in a control group natimgdbie
PfL?

The second model built investigated the main effect of treatment, spegificall
whether treatment group significantly predicted interactive book readwgs
hypothesized that parents in the PfL group would perform significantly differeat
measure of interactive book reading than that of parents not receiving PfL atedeinr
a control group. The treatment variable was represented as a dummy vector i@t ente
as a fixed effect at level two (control, PfL). Results confirmed the hypothedis
revealed that treatment group significantly predicted interactive bookgeaHiL
mothers scored significantly higher on interactive book reading than mothers in the
control group. Compared to the null model, there was a reduction in explainable
variation to 11% indicating that the addition of the treatment variable accounted for

variation not explained in the null model.
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Resear ch Question 2b. Are there significant differences in interactive book reading
skills between White, Black, and Hispanic parents?

To examine the main effect of ethnicity, a third model modeled ethnicity at level
one since it was a within participant variable. Dummy variable represehtecity for
White and Black, making Hispanic the intercept (reference code) by default.nidspa
were chosen for the intercept since the sample was majority Hispanicnt@toept is
the value of y when all covariates are zero. Thus, Hispanic participantsadedt zero
on White and zero on Black. Additionally, the ethnicity variables were group mean
centered in the same fashion as described above.

As demonstrated in the second model, mothers in PfL scored higher on interactive

book reading than mothers in the control group. Additionally, the results confirmed the
hypothesis that White, Black, and Hispanic parents would perform significaridyeait
on a measure of interactive book reading. Specifically, combined across PfL and the
control group, Black mothers scored lower on interactive book reading than Hispanic
mothers. No significant differences were revealed between White aparnitisnothers
on interactive book reading. Additionally, there was approximately 12% of the total
variability in interactive book reading between project sites when accounting fo
treatment and ethnicity.
Resear ch Question 2c.Are there significant differences in interactive book reading skills
between White, Black, and Hispanic parents receiving PfL and White, Black, and
Hispanic parents in a control group not receiving PfL?

The fourth model examined the interaction between treatment group and ethnicity

on interactive book reading. It was predicted that White, Black, and Hispanic parents

66



enrolled in PfL would perform significantly different on a measure of inteabtibok

reading compared to White, Black, and Hispanic parents not receiving PfL aridcenrol

in a control group (hypothesis 2c). However, results revealed no significantioidkbsr

in treatment effects on interactive book reading skills between ethgroityps. As

found in the preceding models for hypothesis 2a and 2b, mothers in the PfL group
obtained significantly higher scores on interactive book reading than mothers in the
control group and that all Hispanic mothers, combined across PfL and the control group,
scored significantly higher on interactive book reading than Black mothers. When
accounting for treatment, ethnicity, and the interaction between treatnteathaicity,
approximately 11% of variability in interactive book reading was found betweescproj

sites.
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Table 4.

HLM Analyses of the Effects of Treatment Group and Ethnicity on InteraBtiod& Reading
Main Effects Treatment and

PfL

White

Black

Tx*
White

Tx*
Black

Varian
b/w
sites
Varian
w/i
sites
ICC

Unconditional
Model

c 014 0.06 0.0

c 0.82 0.05 0.01

14%

p<0.05 *p<0.01

Main Effect Treatment

0.36

0.10

0.83

Model

SE p-value B

014 0.02°

0.06 0.04*

0.05 0.0**
11%

0.36

0.22

-0.51

0.10

0.82

Ethnicity
Model
SE p-value
0.14 0.02"”
0.18 0.22
0.21 0.02°
0.05 0.031
0.06 0.0**
12%

Main Effects
Treatment, Ethnicity,
and Treatment by
Ethnicity Interaction

Model
B SE p-
value
036 014 0027
0.18 0.23 044
-0.42 0.29 0.15
-0.11 0.37 0.77
-0.20 0.42 0.63
0.10 0.05 0.03*
0.82 0.06  0.00*
11%



CHAPTER FIVE:
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
This chapter will first provide an overview of the study and research questions.
Then, the findings from the study will be reviewed and discussed. Additionally, study
limitations, implications, and areas for future study will be addressed.
Overview of Study
The study draws upon extant data from a Study of Classroom Literacy
Interventions and Outcomes in Even Start (CLIO), a national investigation of the Even
Start Family Literacy program (Judkins et al., 2008). The hypothesis drivirggjtiae
study was that an increased focus in preschool and parenting instruction would enhance
parent and child outcomes. In order to select parenting interventions thaviwdereced
based and literacy focused, developer’s submitted proposals through a public process and
PfL was one of two programs selected for the CLIO study. The original Guty s
failed to investigate treatment effect differences among White, Blackliapdnic
parents on parent outcome, parent responsiveness or interactive book reading, or whether
treatment effects differed depending on the ethnicity of the parents.
Therefore, the study addressed whether the PfL intervention, ethnicity, and the
interaction between PfL and ethnicity predicted significant differemcparents’
abilities to interact with children in responsive and cognitively stimulatizngs. The

current study drew from a subset of the CLIO data that included only White, Black, and



Hispanic parents enrolled in PfL and White, Black, and Hispanic parents notmgceivi
PfL and enrolled in a group.
Study Findings

The first set of findings reviewed will be regarding the difference innresat
effects between participants receiving PfL and participants not regéin Following,
the findings relating to the effect of ethnicity on outcomes will be discussedlyf-a
discussion on whether treatment response was a function of ethnicity will betpdese
Treatment Main Effects

The current study first investigated whether participants in the Pflvertgon
group performed significantly different on a measure of interactive book reaclthg
measure of parent responsiveness. It was hypothesized that participhet®fin group
would perform significantly different on a measure of parent responsivenessredritpa
parents not receiving PfL and in the control group (hypothesis 1a). Secondly, it was
hypothesized that participants in the PfL group would perform significantbreiit on a
measure of parent interactive book reading compared to participants not rec#iving P
and enrolled in the control group (hypothesis 2a).

A large of body of research has linked the outcome measures in the study, parent
responsiveness and interactive book reading skills, to young children’syljtenaguage,
and social development. Specifically, sensitive, emotionally responsive sabdven
to predict language and cognitive development of children from majority and minorit
ethnic groups (Bornstein, 1989; & Gottfried et al., 1998) and children reared in homes
that are emotionally supportive environments have higher cognitive abilitreshidren

reared in less responsive homes (Brooks-Gunn et al., 1996). Research has also shown
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that caregiver warmth and responsiveness is related to children’s sidticag a key
foundational skill required for success in school (Brody & Flor, 1998) and a powerful
predictor of children’'s motivation and interest in literacy and earladé{edevelopment
(Roberts et al., 2005; Sonnenschein et al., 1996).

Secondly, interactive book reading has also long been shown to be an important
variable related to language and literacy development (Bus et al, 1995; Rillips
Lonigan, 2005; Scarborough & Dobrich, 1994; & Snow et al., 1998). Children who are
actively engaged in the story and whose parents ask more questions, elaborate on their
previous comments, and foster longer answers make greater gains ktedaaycabulary
skills (Justice et al., 2000). Given these strands of research, program deveidpers a
experts in the field have focused efforts on home literacy practice and féendyg a
vehicle to strengthen the cognitive development of young children

In the current study, parent responsiveness was measured by parent and child
ratings on the following main items during a book reading task and a play situation:
parent supportiveness, child engagement of parent, child negativity towards galént, c
verbally responds to questions from parent about book, parent directs child’s attention to
illustration, parent cognitive stimulation, and child sustained interest. Parehts
children were measured on interactive book reading skills by ratings on theirigllow
main items during a book reading task: parent cognitive stimulation;, child werball
responds to questions from parent about book; parent captures child’s attention and
expresses interest in book; quality of open ended question and techniques for eliciting

responses to them; child labels and names pictures, child make commentsiodiate
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pictures or parent’s comments; parents discusses/expands on new information;rand pare
expands on child’s comments/questions about story.

To investigate whether PfL promoted parents’ responsiveness and interactive
book reading skills, the effects of PfL and the control group were compared dkcross a
participants, regardless of ethnicity. Findings revealed that the parisiin the PfL
group performed no differently on a measure of parent responsiveness than their
counterparts in the control group. One possible reason for the lack of effect PfL had on
parent responsiveness may be the strategies used to teach parent respansifieness
relied on group format and follow up practice in children’s early educatiorr@tess
Within the literature, however, interventions effective at promoting pargminsse
used one-on-one, videotape/feedback approaches with a parent “coaching” method to
increase parents’ responsiveness (e.g., Bernstein, Hans, & Percansky, 18§91; Kel
Zuckerman, & Rosenblatt, 2008).

With regards to interactive book reading skill, parents enrolled in PfL performed
significantly better than their counterparts enrolled in the control group. Thus, these
results suggest that the PfL parenting curriculum is an effective inteméatteach low-
income parents’ interactive book reading skills.

Ethnicity Main Effects

Research suggests that aspects of home environments, such as parent
responsiveness and interactive book reading, are crucial to children’s cognitive
development; however, a disproportionate amount of the extant research on this topic has
been primarily been conducted with middle class, White families. Therefm@at

surprising that some of the research findings that pertain to relationsdveparticular
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parenting practices and child development have been mixed when applied with other
diverse groups (Whiteside-Mansell et al., 2009) suggesting that these dinsemsiy
operate differently across ethnic and socioeconomic groups (Bradley et al., 268a; Ga
Coll, 1990). To address this issue, the current study examined whether ethnendéter
exist in parent responsiveness and interactive book reading in the sample ofdowe-inc
White, Black, and Hispanic participants (hypothesis 2b).

With regards to parent responsiveness, results in this study revealed noasignific
difference between Black and Hispanic parents. The lack of differencedmeBAack
and Hispanic parents may be explained by the fact that the current sanmpieig e
drawn from low socioeconomic status and parenting styles may differ more agiarfun
of socioeconomic status than race or culture (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008; Betdiey
2001). For instance, studies have highlighted the significant associatioreb&®S
and cognitive enrichment and parent responsiveness independent of ethnicity (Hart &
Risley, 1995; Raviv, Kessenich, & Morrison, 2004). Research suggests that
socioeconomic status can be a more powerful predictor of parenting than ethmacity
demonstrates how socioeconomic status shapes children’s learning envirofiriaengs
Risley, 1995; Hoff, 2003). However, it remains uncertain how ethnicity and
socioeconomic status combine to affect the pattern of relations betweenrchilaname
environment and their development (Bradley et al., 2001). Recent studies suggest that
once factors related to family resources and characteristics, sucheasahaducation
level, extent of knowledge about child development, degree of conflict in home, child
age, religious service attendance, are controlled for few differenargeim parent

behaviors across ethnic groups (Barrueco, Lopez, & Miles, 2007).
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Secondly, White parents obtained higher scores on measure of parent
responsiveness than Hispanic parents. This finding may be consistent withhréisatarc
suggests that Hispanic parents tend to express warmth and freedom towawts|d¢inen
differently from White parents (Calzada & Eyberg, 2002; Guilamo-Ramos &08l7).
However, overall, the research on Hispanic parenting is mixed. Hispanic parents have
been rated to be relatively more permissive, nurturing, and egalitarian @research.

In other studies, Hispanic families have been rated as more authoritarian anbl cont
oriented (Halgunseth, Ispa, & Rudy, 2006) which experts have suggested magdzk rel
to the value that Hispanic culture places on raising a compliant and respectful chil
(Berlin et al., 2009).

Another important point to consider in light of the differences between Hispanic
and White parents is the sensitivity of the parent responsiveness measure ¢atlgthni
diverse parents. Several longitudinal studies have clearly demonstratedetineegail
responsive care giving for children’s well being (NICHD Early ChildeCatudy, 2002).

In particular, Black children raised in homes that are emotionally suppatided score

higher on measures of cognitive ability that children raised in less supportiee hom
environments (Brooks-Gunn, Klebanov, & Duncan, 1996). However, research on the
salience of parent responsiveness is largely based on findings from stitldiéghite,
middle-income samples and some experts have argued that parental responsiveness may
be expressed differently across groups and may not be a universal cosste,1dt999;
Whiteside-Mansell, 2009). Thus, some parenting researchers have called intmquest
measures designed to assess parent responsiveness for use with ethnicanihdoity

income populations (NadeeRoma Sigman Lefkowitz, & Au, 2007; Sue 1999).
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Additionally, research suggests that acculturation plays a role in par@spag
et al., 2006). Differences often emerge in parenting practices betweernEpgleking
and Spanish-speaking Mexican-American parents (Cabrera et al., 2006; Hill, Bush, &
Roosa, 2003) and acculturation has been found to affect childrearing (Delgado-Gaitan,
1993) and discipline strategies (Buriel, Mercado, Rodriquez, & Chavez, 1991).
Specifically, the parent style of highly acculturated individuals tends to nfech t
parenting style most commonly used in their host culture (Cardona et al., 2000). In the
current study, descriptive statistics suggest that acculturation amongsffaanid
families was low. Approximately, 80% of Hispanic families spoke only Spaatihome
and, moreover, Hispanic parents scored extremely low on the PPVT, a test ofieecepti
language (a standard score of 58 on average), providing support for a possible low
acculturation phenomenon and suggesting these parents likely adhere to parent styles
more typical of Hispanic culture.

With regards to interactive book reading skills, results revealed no sttistic
differences on scores on interactive book reading between White and Hispanis,par
regardless of treatment group. This finding is surprising given several eceird r
studies that suggest that Hispanic mothers less frequently use stretqy@msote
interactive book reading, including employing more directives/requests, deddns
display a greater number of descriptions labels with their preschool childrenaGall
& Patcher, 2002; Raikes et al., 2006). However, the lack of difference between
participants in the current sample may be explained by the fact that Whitespadhikl
mothers were of the same socioeconomic status. As noted above, socioeconosnic sta

has been shown to be an important predictor of the communication behaviors and
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interactive strategies that parents use with their children (Haisl&\R 1995; Rodriguez,
Hines, & Montiel, 2009).

Hispanic mothers scored significantly higher on a measure of interactike bo
reading than Black parents. This finding is in line with previous research ceddyct
Hammer, Nimmo, Cohen, Draheim, and Johnson (2005) that compared the reading style
of low-income Black and Puerto Rican mothers and their Head Start childnerstudy
found that Puerto Rican mothers were more likely than Black parents to adbpgta “c
centered style” which encouraged the child to speak more. Black mothers tended to us
fewer labels and comments than Puerto Rican mothers. Therefore, it isHiely the
current study the Hispanic mothers employed a more interactive approach boakory
reading with their children than their Black counterparts.

Another possible reason to explain this finding is the small sample size of Blacks
in the study. Approximately 10% of the sample was Black compared to Hispanics, who
comprised over 60% of the study sample. Furthermore, a deeper investigation into the
characteristics of the Black families in the sample suggests thatlgpsntian of the
Black families were immigrants who did not speak English. For instance, 10% of the
Black families reported that English was not the language spoken in the home. As
discussed previously, those families who indicated that English was not theyprimar
language spoken in the home were followed up with a question about their length of time
in the United States. As descriptive information revealed, non-English speaékiig Bl
families’ average length of time in the United States was significke®s than Hispanic
families. This finding indicates that non-English speaking Black fasniiay have been

more recent immigrants to the United States and this may need to be taken into

76



consideration when examining the results of the Black parents. Additionailyatacs
of the parent education program predominately spoke either English or Spanish, or a mix
of both. Thus, it is possible that the group of Black families who were recent imraigrant
and spoke a language other than English or Spanish had more difficulty benediting fr
instruction and the curriculum.
Treatment as a Function of Ethnicity

Given that research suggests differences in parenting practicesethrossy,
the study proposed that PfL would have differential effects on parent responsmetiess
interactive book reading by ethnicity. However, the hypotheses that theantaifiects
of parent responsiveness and interactive book reading would vary by ethnicity
responsiveness were not supported (hypothesis 1c and 2c). There were no significant
differences between White, Black, and Hispanic parents enrolled in PfL ot pare
responsiveness or interactive book reading. The findings that ethnicity did not roderat
treatment effects is consistent with prior research on parent educatioarmpsaag well as
prevention work in the area of substance abuse for adolescents (Lua et al., 2002; Reid et
al., 2006).

This non significant treatment by ethnicity interaction finding is importahight
of the baseline parenting differences in parent responsiveness and wedraok
reading. There is an ongoing debate within the literature about how program developers
and educators partners enhance the parenting practices of low income, gtiiveedke.
One position is that parenting programs that teach parents how to faciktstéqol
children’s language and literary development may be foreign to parents of lpuliach

economically diverse back ground (Purcell-Gates, 2000). Those from this viewpoint
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warn that a lack of attention to the differences between a programtEesaand those of
families of diverse backgrounds may result in poor intervention outcomes and limited
participants (Kummerer, Lopez-Reyna & Hughes, 2007)

In order to address these concerns, experts have discussed ways to improve
participation and collaboration with parents from diverse backgrounds, program
developers and the importance of understanding and respecting culturallycdpedefs
and values (Rodriguez & Olswang, 2003). The PfL developers took steps to ensure that
the program was sensitive to different ethnic groups. The program wastadmsta
Spanish and changes were made in the reading and picture materials toheflect
diversity of the participants. Program developers also devoted trainingptimog¢ only
the program content and curriculum but also topics including how to teach English
language learners and ways to create an interactive and collaboragsreata to ensure
a welcoming atmosphere for all participants (Judkins et al., 2008).

Within the literature, experts have proposed additional ways to develop culturally
relevant intervention programs. Some have suggested that reaching out to parents a
gaining an understanding of their knowledge and resources or “funds of knowledge”
(Gonzalez, Moll, & Amanti, 2005) and integrating this information into programs
improves the program’s acceptability to diverse groups. In doing so, program
developers and educators gain information regarding parents’ current contronracal
interactive patterns, acknowledge families’ funds of knowledge and provide titem w
strategies to add, not replace, their current practices (Rodriguez, Hivemt&l, 2009).

Within the literature, in order to guide more culturally literacy interogstand

programs, researchers have begun to describe how to build upon the strengths of families.
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For instance, Scott et al. (in press) suggest that family literacygmsdgor Black
families should incorporate singing, rhymes, and cultural activities ietadiy practices
and involve the whole family and community members in reading and story telling
activities. Whiteside-Mansell et al. (2009) suggest that educators can build upon the
Mexican American’s current communication and interactive patterns by $ungpor
mothers to continue to pose questions, offer positive feedback, increase the amount of
“talk” and model strategies (e.qg., letter identification, relatingdcéii’s personal
experience to book content) to promote children’s literary development. Otherddmave a
proposed that given the collectivist culture, parent programs should not solely focus on
the parent for Hispanic families but include other family members (Scaltt e press).
Since interventions based on the child development literature may not refleglttinal c
or individual values of all families, more research is needed on how to ground parent
programs in strategies proven to be critical to children’s long term suchdssawthe
same time acknowledging the legitimacy of the individual and cultural vafués
family.
Limitations and Future Directions

The positive findings from this study suggest that PfL is an effectivievertgon
to teach interactive book reading skills to low income, White, Black, and Hispanic
parents’ in order to promote their child’s cognitive development. Furthermore, nding
suggested that baseline differences exist between Hispanic and Bteoksppon a
measure of interactive book reading and between Hispanic and White parents on a
measure of parent responsiveness. Thirdly, data suggested that the tretiGoendf

PfL did not vary by ethnicity.
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In addition to the findings of the present study, certain limitations must be
considered when interpreting the results. First, the reliability of thaf@gponsiveness
and interactive book reading scales is a concern because there were no independent
evaluations of reliability of these scales. Judkins et al. (2008) explained treatesitars
analysis was used to derive the scales rather than forming a simple afexage of
related items, using Cronbach’s alpha would underestimate the reliabilitheaatpba is
only appropriate when items are equally weighted. To address the fact thatehe
responsiveness and interactive book reading scales were comprised of itennsegial
weights, Judkins et al. (2008) used an alternative method developed by Gorsuch (1980) to
calculate reliability rather than the more traditional Cronbach alpha approcs
approach focuses on the items with the largest weights. The overall alpha4®r the
items in parent interactive reading is 0.79, and the alpha among items withtharge
average weights was 0.84 whiclarceptable. Among the 41 items in the parent
responsiveness scale, the overall alpha was 0.55, and among the 15 items with larger than
average weights, the alpha coefficient was 0.80. Given that the widely acceptddscut of
that alpha should be 0.80 or higher, there are serious concerns regarding thigyreliabil
the parent responsiveness scale in particular.

Additionally, there are questions regarding the validity of the parent
responsiveness scale. First, the method used by Judkins et al. (2008) to compute validity
for the scales was tenuous. The authors stated that to assess validity therivecpbee
were used as putative casual variables rather than outcome variables. Eeoe wa
statistically significant relationship found between interactive bookmgazhd

children’s emergent literacy, which calls into question the validity of thenpa
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interactive book reading scale. Using the same method to assess validity, dudkins
(2008) found a statistically significantly and positive relationship between parent
responsiveness scale and a range of child outcomes.

Despite this weak attempt to assess validity, a close examination of the pare
responsiveness scale suggests indicates some serious concerns. The GLi@pstlg
defined responsiveness as elements of the “. . . parent child interaction that involve
reciprocal warmth and affection” (Judkins et al., 2008) and researchers have nioted tha
parent responsiveness has a history of being inconsistently defied withieridueile
(Whiteside-Mansell et al., 2009). For instance, parent responsiveness has ineehadef
the degree to which a parent is emotionally available and generally settsaivhild’s
moods, interests, and needs, uses praise and encouragement, physical affection, provide
attention to child and enthusiasm during interactions, and uses flexibility (e.g., prompt
responses to child and appropriate pacing of interactions) (Bradley and Corwyn, 2005;
Whiteside-Mansell, 2009). It appears that the CLIO definition focuses more on the
parent-child interaction rather than on parent behaviors alone. For instance, five out of
the nine items that dominate the parent responsiveness scale were relatied to ¢
behaviors (e.g., child engagement of parent, child negativity toward parent, childywerball
responds to questions from parent about book, child sustained interest). The remaining
items, which measure parent behavior, capture parent supportiveness. Thus, thgdeems t
original program evaluators were looking to examine the quality of the par&ht chi
interaction not just parent responsiveness. Future studies might recottifigparent
responsiveness scale to include just parent behaviors or rename the scaleatelpaccur

capture what it purports to measure.
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Additionally, it is possible that the observational setting itself, definesither
its novelty or its structure, may have had a beneficial effect or a @éetaireffect on the
behavior of parents and children. It can be argued that the controlled and obsalvati
nature of the observations is not comparable to real-life parenting. Obseradtions
parent child interactions took place in a preschool center in which the parent and child
were observed in a special part of the center and knew that they were beingpedeota
These methodological limitations may have influenced child and parent behavior,
possibly restricting the application of these findings. Additionally, otheliest that
measured parent responsiveness often used a combination of observational data and sel
report to account for the biases present in using only observations or self regmrtese
alone.

Additionally, there are data to suggest that the ethnic status of observeffecn a
observational ratings (Gonzales, Cauce, & Mason, 1996). Observational ceders ar
typically blind to variables that may influence their behavior ratings, suchament
status or child diagnosis. However, coders are not blind to ethnicity, as people make
judgments about ethnicity based on appearance and behavior and the current study did
not document the ethnicities of observers during the course of the study. Hence, it is
impossible to examine of the effects of the ethnicities of observers on the dbserve
findings. Furthermore, there is accumulating research questioning tte aibili
observational measures to assess differences in parenting betweegretinmsc(Calzada
& Eyberg, 2002). Future research needs to address the cultural appropriateness of

measures and methodologies when examining variables related to ethnicity.
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Furthermore, this study fails to account for the heterogeneity among indsvidual
from the same ethnic group. The current study included Hispanics and Blackgamili
who are large, heterogeneous groups of people rich in diversity and culturaiesibtlet
however, they were treated as a single group rather than being divided into greeghs b
on country of origin or language, both of which could have influenced outcomes.
Research findings have suggested that parenting differences ampagieBdepend on
their country of origin (e.g., Rodriguez, Hines, & Monitel, 2009). In particular, Hispa
are a compilation of all Latin American cultures, all of which are sirmlavays but
grouping all these individuals together does not provide opportunities to examine within
cultural differences (Garcia Coll, 1996)nflar issues apply to grouping Black
participants into a single grou@hus,generalizations under the broad classification of
Hispanic or Black should be considered carefully, given the heterogeneity ameseg t
groups. Future research should provide a more fine-grained analysis of Hisghnic a
Black participants and should focus on specific groups individually and not as a
generalized ethnic or culture group.

Additionally, as mentioned previously the study did not use a measure of
acculturation of participants. Therefore, the level of acculturation ama@pakic and
Black families is unknown. This information is important contextual information to
understand the extent to which Hispanic and Black families adopted middle income
values related to education and childrearing. Future studies that investrgatinga
differences among ethnic groups should include scales designed to measiiueation
and gather information on language use, cultural heritage, ethnic behaviors, ethnic

interaction, and ethnic identity. Developers of programs should assess paticipa
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adherence to traditional cultural variables in addition to acculturation andusativé

stress with the understanding that not all families will adhere to the sdimek

variables to the same extent. Collecting this information will provide develtpers
knowledge required to determine if possible adjustments to parenting interventions are
needed.

While the current study and previous research suggests that ethnicity does not
moderate treatment effects, future research should consider other factodetstand
whether interventions are equally appropriate across ethnically diversesa For
instance, examining treatment acceptability and satisfaction among gtbaps
following treatment would shed light on ethnic minority families’ perspective and
judgments on the appropriateness of parent education program. Additionally, future
research might examine parents’ acculturation to determine if it would adoount
differences in treatment acceptability.

Furthermore, the CLIO study did not investigate the attrition rate ofiéamd
determine whether ethnic minority parents were more likely to drop out of theaprog
Research has identified a range of characteristics that may pubaictamilies are more
likely to drop out of parent education programs and minority group status has been
identified (Kazdin, Holland, & Crowley, 1996). Future research should carefullyiegam
characteristics that might be related to parent involvement in famibiesdifferent
cultural groups and in order to inform strategies for engaging parents.

Finally, the fidelity in which PfL was implemented in each site remain
guestionable. Fidelity of the of implementation of the curricula were rated by both

independent observers and curriculum developers. Fidelity ratings ranged {not
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appreciably implemented) to 5 (fully implemented). In 2005 and 2006, the developers of
PfL rated the fidelity of implementation 2.59 and 3.10 respectively. In 2005 and 206,
independent observers rated the fidelity of implementation 3.32 and 3.40. These ratings
suggested that both program developers and independent observers only rated
implementation “half way implemented.” This finding suggests that futucdy stf PfL
might include considering curriculum modifications or modification to parent adacat
facilitator training procedures to improve the degree of fit between the Rélogers
defined components of the curriculum and its actual implementation.

Despite these limitations and areas for future directions, the resultshiom t
study contribute to the literature on family literacy and parent educaticacite
interventions and programs. First, the data shows the promise of PfL to train low
income, ethnically diverse group of parents how to promote their child’s language and
literacy through interactive book reading. Second, different interactive batikgesnd
parenting practices among White, Black, and Hispanic parents highlight theamgmor
of carefully considering ethnicity when designing programs for diverse groupes
challenge for the future is two fold. Interventions need to be developed that aefflect
draw upon the values and practices of ethnically diverse families. At thetisagne
interventions need to be developed that promote the ways in which parents interact with

their children that are proven to set up children for the best outcomes in life.
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APPENDI

XA

Parent Outcomes Scales and Corresponding Iltems

Scale 1: Parent interactive
reading skill

Scale 2: Parent responsiveness

Reading task- Contingency Scoring
= Parent cognitive stimulation

Reading task- Contingency Scoring

Parent supportiveness
Child engagement of parent
Child negativity toward
parents

Reading task- RAPT- Prior to reading
= Child verbally responds to
guestions from parent about
book
= Parent captures child’s attentig
and expresses interest in book

mn =

Reading task- During reading

Child verbally responds to
questions from parent about
book

Parent directs child’s attentia
to illustration

Reading task- Quality Indicator
= Quantity of open ended
guestions and techniques for
eliciting responses to them

Toy task- Contingency scoring

Parental supportiveness
Parent cognitive stimulation
Child engagement of parent
Child sustained interest

Reading task- RAPT- During reading

= Child labels, names pictures

= Child makes comments, relate
to text, pictures or parent’s
comments

= Parent discusses/expands on
new information

= Parents expands on child’s
comments/questions about sta
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