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ABSTRACT

Parent-Child Interactions Among Latino Families and

Children’s Language Outcomes

by

Katie Christiansen, Doctor of Philosophy
Utah State University, 2008
Major Professor: Lori A. Roggman, Ph.D.
Department: Family, Consumer, and Human Development

The number of Latino families in the United States is increasing drautyati€or
some of the children in these families, the acquisition of reading skills is hesriper
inadequate early language development. Early language development is aiatgmpre
of reading success. Identifying ways in which parents in these fanaheseatp children
acquire early language skills will better prepare them for acquieading skills.

This study used a new parenting measure, PICCOLO, to identify parenting
behaviors that are related to children’s language development. The primarypfftiuigs
project was on Spanish-speaking Latino families, but a group of Engliakisge
European-American families was used as a contrast group. Parenting behakeats)gpa
differences between cultures, and relations between PICCOLO data kanerchi
language outcomes were explored. Results indicated that there weredenskations

between parenting behaviors of Latino parents and children’s languagbdhamwere



v
between European American parents and children’s behavior. Behaviors thatiatece re
to children’s language for Latino families were combined into a factosifaificantly
predicted children’s language. The behaviors that made up this factor seemeato be fr
an aspect of parenting that could be described as “hands-off responsiveness.”

(158 pages)
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Learning language is one of the most important tasks of early childhood. Early
vocabulary and language development is a key predictor of children’s later languag
ability and reading success (Scarborough, 1990). Supporting children’s egtgdan
development is an effective way of promoting healthy long-term development by
providing children with the skills that will enable them to experience successiagqui
language and later, learning to read. While for many children the acquisitiorgoalze
skills is seemingly effortless, other children struggle to develop the langkidgdhst
will allow them to be successful communicators and readers throughout theiQhes
group of children who often struggle learning to read is children who come froneeamil
who do not speak English as their home language (Carlo et al., 2004; Snow, Burns, &
Griffin, 1998). Before these children enter school, they have many experibateither
contribute to strong early language skills, or they do not. Exploring how children who are
not native English speakers develop early language skills can aid interveragrams
seeking to support children’s language development.

Parents are influential in their children’s development, including children’
language development. Parent-child interactions contribute to childrerydaagliage
development, and parents have a strong influence on children’s early languitige abi
(Hart & Risley, 1995; Hubbs-Tait, Culp, Culp, & Miller, 2002; Tamis-LeMonda,
Bornstein, & Baumwell, 2001). While the role of parent-child interactions in supgorti

their children’s early language abilities has received consideragarah attention,
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more research is needed exploring this topic in families who are not nativehEnglis
speakers and who speak little English. The largest group of children in the U.Sewho a
not native English speakers is Latino children who speak Spanish as their honagéangu
representing 20% of children in the U.S. (Van Hook & Fix, 2000). Identifying parent-
child interactions among Spanish-speaking Latino families thaitéeithildren’s early
language development can aid intervention programs that seek to support the
development of these children.

This study explored parent-child interactions in Spanish-speaking Latineesmil
with the goal of identifying aspects of these interactions that contributedessial
language outcomes for children. Because early language ability edreddater school
success (Scarborough, 1990), helping young children from Spanish-speakingfamilie
become skilled communicators is a form of early intervention that will contribubesir

later academic and life success.

Importance of Early Language

Children’s early language abilities are correlated with lateressclearning how
to read, an important predictor of school and life success (Scarborough, 1990;
Whitehurst, 2002). When children have strong early language abilities,rthgyan
ideal position to gain the later reading abilities that will allow them teldxoth in
school and in life in general. Children who have poor early language abilities, hpwever
are more likely to have difficulties learning how to read. Providing eagpat for

children’s language development may help to decrease the number of children who



experience difficulties learning to read and face barriers to scho@ssucc

Language trajectories are typically set early in life, with childvho have high
language abilities when they are toddlers later having high language dimdyrahailities
(National Research Council [NRC], 1998; Scarborough, 1990). Interventions aimed at
promoting reading success are most successful when implemented befosn @nler
school (NRC). Because early language abilities are a key to childagerseéading
success, it is important to provide early support for them and to seek to understand how

early interactions, including parent-child interactions, can build theseegbiliti

Importance of Parent-Child Interactions

During the first few years of a child’s life, interacting with parestgdrhaps the
singular most important experience influencing children’s development. Even for
children who spend much time in childcare, parent-child interactions remainrd salie
influence on developmental outcomes (NICHD Early Child Care Researclotketw
2001). Research illustrating the importance of parent-child interactions has staiw
early interactions are related to children’s development in several domnainsjng
their language development (Denham, 1993; NICHD Early Child Care Research
Network, 2002; Steelman, Assel, Swank, Smith, & Landry, 2002). While pathways of
development remain somewhat flexible throughout the lifespan, experiencesnchildre
have in the first few years of life can influence long-term developmentaroag:
(Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Better understanding how parent-child interactions support

healthy early developmental outcomes can provide long-term benefitsdeahil



It is not just the quantity of parent-child interactions that are important for
development. The quality of interactions also contributes to variation in children’s
developmental outcomes. Interactions that are warm and responsive tend to cdotribute
the most successful developmental outcomes, while harsh and intrusive parenting is
related to poor developmental outcomes, particularly for European-Americdiegam
(Hubbs-Tait et al., 2002; NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2001 nieeit
al., 2002). The majority of this research was based on findings from Europeaitc#mer
families, which illustrates the need to explore parent-child interactiohgwdifferent
cultural contexts.

Recognizing that different cultural contexts may have different intmies for
children’s development is important to better understand how parents can influence thei
children’s development. For example, while an authoritarian parenting sajlksanby
much parental control and little warmth, is related to negative outcomes tpeanr-
American children, some evidence indicates that for African American ahjlanel
possibly other ethnic minority groups, an authoritarian parenting style islaietor &
negative child outcomes (Wachs, 1999). Other research indicates that adyipitakof
parent-child interactions in European-American samples may not be typicakéof-pa
child interactions in Latino families (Anderson & Stokes, 1984; Cervantes &-Pere
Granados, 2002; Eisenberg, 2002). These studies further illustrate the need fangexplor
how the same parenting behaviors can have different influences on developmental
outcomes for children from different cultures. Understanding these issues artaehow t

cultural context can influence the relations between parent behavior and ¢hildren



outcomes is informative for intervention programs seeking to support children’s
development.

As mentioned, parent-child interactions contribute to developmental outcomes in
several domains of child development. This study looked exclusively at children’s
language outcomes. The importance of studying the relation between palent-chi
interactions and children’s language outcomes is evidenced by the importandg of ear
language abilities for later school and life success. By better undengidrav parent-
child interactions support children’s language development within differenityfami
contexts, intervention programs will be able to provide support that is culturally

appropriate.

Early Intervention Supports

Interventions aimed at supporting the language development of young children
may offer support through center-based services, through home-based services, or
through a combination of the two types of services. Programs that choose to offer home-
based services likely do so with the belief that parents play an integral tbksri
children’s development. Successful intervention programs have shown that including
parents in the intervention process can contribute to the effectiveness of inberventi
services (Campbell, Pungello, Miller-Johnson, Burchinal, & Ramey, 2001; Weikart,
1989). The national evaluation of Early Head Start showed that at least part of tbie impa
of Early Head Start on children’s development was mediated through the imgaet of

program on parenting (Administration for Children, Youth, and Families [ACYF], 2002).
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Understanding how different aspects of parent-child interactions aredriate
children’s early language development can provide intervention programs with usef
information to guide their intervention services and provide optimal support for
children’s language development. Extensive research has looked at the réletirzeen
parent-child interactions and children’s language outcomes (e.g., Arnold abonig
Whitehurst, & Epstein, 1994; Baumwell, Tamis-LeMonda, & Bornstein, 1997; Steelman
et al., 2002; Whitehurst et al., 1988). While this information has been useful in designing
intervention services, a better understanding is needed of parent-childtioterac
relation to children’s language development within specific groups of &swilhose
children are at-risk for poor reading abilities. Such information can aid infydegt
ways to support children’s language development in these families.

Intervention services are provided to many different groups of at-risk children,
including children with disabilities, children living in poverty, and children who are not
native English speakers. There are many children in the U.S. who are notEmafiish

speakers, including Spanish-speaking children from Latino families.

Latino Families

The number of Latinos in the U.S. is increasing dramatically. Many of these
families are recent immigrants to the U.S. Latinos are currentlatgedt minority group
in the U.S., and based on current growth estimates, by the year 2050, one quarter of the
projected population of the U.S. will be of Latino descent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004.).

Intervention programs may target Latino families because children frese t



families are at-risk for problems in school, including problems learning do rea
Nationally, 59% of fourth-grade Latino children read below grade level ceaparmonly
28% of fourth-grade European-American children (National Center for Ednca
Statistics, 2003). A possible obstacle for some of these children is that theytdish E
skills, making it difficult to learn to read. However, multiple studies conducttéd wi
Spanish-speaking children show that some literacy skills transfer fronsBparkEnglish
(Lindsey, Manis, & Bailey, 2003; Proctor, August, Carlo, & Snow, 2006; Sparks, Patton,
Ganschow, Humbach, & Javorsky, 2008; Tabors, Paez, & Lépez, 2003). Thus, children
with strong early language skills in Spanish are likely to become betterseade
eventually, even if they start school with few English language skills. Yet gbthese
children do not have strong language skills in either Spanish or English when threy beg
school, making it difficult for them to successfully learn to read.
Spanish and English are each used in varying amounts by these familiessand it
difficult to predict how these families will negotiate the use of two langidge U.S.
has been called a foreign language graveyard (Portes & Hao, 2002). In the past
immigrants came to the U.S. speaking the language of their native countrgallyypi
their language was lost over a period of three generations. The first genepatke
primarily their native language and little English. The second generat®nfresm fairly
fluent in both their parent’s native language and in English. By the third generation,
children spoke little of their grandparent’s language and often learned onlglengli
Although this trend can be seen to some extent among Latino immigrants (Padilla

& Perez, 2003; Portes & Hao, 2002), there are some indications that the Spanish



language will not follow the same death march of many of the other immigrant
languages. Latino immigrants are a unique group, both historically and curihtle

most early immigrants to the U.S. were from European countries and haatl limit
opportunities to travel back to their country of origin because of the extraordinary
difficulty and expense, this may not be the case for Latino immigrantsoliatmigrants
often come from countries geographically closer to the U.S., and travel betweefthe U
and their native countries is relatively easy and inexpensive. This maksieitfea

Latino immigrants to maintain ties with their families in their native cousutigy to retain
their native language.

In addition, the large numbers Spanish-speakers makes it less importhetrior t
to learn English, especially in some areas of the country. There tai® egeas of the
U.S. where Latinos are the majority group, including communities such a&saHhljal
Florida, where 92% of residents speak Spanish as the primary language in thetiome (S
& Bruno, 2003). These factors, ease of maintaining contact with native countries, and the
large numbers of Spanish speakers in the U.S., suggest that Latino immigrabts may
less likely to lose their native language than past groups of immigrants.

As noted, it is difficult to know to what extent Spanish and English are used by
these families. Differing amounts of Spanish and English create quiteediffanguage
environments for children. For this study, the interactions of families who identify
themselves as Latino or Hispanic and who report primarily using Spanish in the home
were studied. While this limits the generalizability of the researchovigies more

accurate information for intervention programs that work with primarily Spani
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speaking families and seek to support the early language abilities of Spamikimgpe
children.

Some intervention programs that try to support language development among
Spanish-speaking Latino families use a preschool-based intervention dpjarpasvide
an English immersion environment (Rodriguez, Diaz, Duran, & Espinosa, 1995; Winsler,
Diaz, Espinosa, & Rodriguez, 1999). By the time children are eligible for thesecse
however, they have already developed some language skills, and deficitaimgang
ability may already be present. In reality, school readiness begins dufiangy, the time
when children gain a foundation of language (Tamis-LeMonda & Rodriguez, 2008).
Because language trajectories are often set early in life, ip@riamt to identify ways in
which to support the development of language before children are eligible Sohpoé
services.

An alternative way to support the language development of these children is by
identifying ways in which parent-child interactions contribute to childreaity
language development before age three. Identifying ways in which parentgppant s
their children’s earliest language development is likely to suggesfisgerient-focused
interventions. Because strong language skills, in either language, &d telanore
successful reading outcomes (Tabors et al., 2003), Spanish-speaking parents can
contribute to their children’s later reading success by supporting tlyeSgrhish
language abilities of their children.

This study explored parent-child interactions of families who primarily use

Spanish in the home. This provides information for programs seeking to support the early
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language abilities of Spanish-speaking children.

Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to explore parent-child interactions in Latino
families and to identify aspects of parent-child interaction that areiassbuvith the
early language development skills of Latino children. The following relseprestions
were used to identify ways in which parent-child interactions among Sparaahkisg
Latino families contribute to children’s early language development. While exglor
these relations among English-speaking European-American famagesat a primary
topic of interest for the present study, data from these families were @hipalata
from Spanish-speaking families to explore similarities and differeret@gebn these two
groups. This was done not in an attempt to show that parent-child interactions were
superior in either culture, but to discover ways that culture influences muitht-
interactions and their impact on development. Being able to recognize the wadyshn w
culture influences parenting will enable intervention programs to provide more
appropriate support for the families enrolled in their programs. Researd¢logses
include:

1. What positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection,
responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching/talking are typical of parnt-chil
interactions in both groups of families (i.e., Spanish-speaking Latino faraitie
English-speaking European-American families)?

2. How do positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection,
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responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching/talking that occur in the Spatisig-spea
Latino families compare to positive parenting behaviors in the domains di@ifec
responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching/talking that occur in parent-child
interactions in English-speaking European-American families?

3. Which of these positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection,
responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching/talking, within each group otfarelie
related to children’s early language development?

Taken together, these questions will provide a better understanding of how Latino
parents support their children’s language development and which parenting behaviors
early interventions should facilitate so Latino Spanish-speaking pareristser able to

promote early language development in their children.
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CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This chapter will identify the theoretical perspective and related cluikstees
that will be used to guide this research and will then review literatureargléythe
issues and research questions proposed in Chapter I. First, demographic trendsSn the
will be explored to better understand the need for researching a Latino sanxp/éhé&le
influence of parent-child interactions on children’s development, and moreicgplégif
the influence of parent-child interactions on children’s language developmEehbéwil
addressed. To do so, research from both Latino and non-Latino samples will be reviewed
Then, information about other aspects of the home language environment will be
presented. Following this, the relations between children’s early langldigeand later
reading outcomes for both Spanish-speaking and English-speaking childrba will
described. Next, information about the transfer of literacy skills betweeundgag will
be presented. Finally, the importance of children successfully learningitaiitbe

addressed.

Theoretical Perspective

Urie Bronfenbrenner proposed a theory of development that notes the importance
of many different ecological systems on development. According to Bronfenbrenner
(1992), human development occurs because of interactions between a person and the
settings and context in which the person lives and interacts. Development is vseaved a

joint function of the individual and the environment. There are four main levels in which
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development occurs. These levels are the microsystem, mesosystem, axaaydte
macrosystem.

The microsystem is the part of the environment that immediately surrounds the
individual and is comprised of the people and institutions with which the individual
frequently interacts. Interactions that take place between parents andnchiltdene or
caregivers and children in preschools and childcares are examples cystienos.
Mesosystems are the linkages between microsystems and are comptfigeprotesses
that take place between two or more microsystems. An example of a mesas)iste
processes and interactions that take place between home and school for children.
Exosystems are similar to mesosystems in that they are also lirdetge®n settings.
The difference is that the developing individual (in this case, the child) is notydirect
involved with one of the settings. The processes that take place between the home and the
parent’s workplace are an example of an exosystem. The macrosystensairtbist
general characteristics of a given culture or social context. Smtieles, historical
events, and cultural beliefs are all part of the macrosystem an individualesqesti

Viewing development through this theoretical lens revémgschildren are
exposed to unique developmental systems on many levels. Different developmental
influences exist in the macrosystem through the different cultural valdesoaral
conditions of their families and communities. Specific to language, Latino ehifday
live in families in which the primary language is devalued by the larger comtyn
Different developmental influences also exist in the microsystem throughiffdrent

parent-child interactions that are characteristic of Latino fasniRecognizing that these
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differences exist underscores the importance of studying the developnciitcn in
Latino families to identify how their environments best support their developmeng Usi
research conducted with non-Latino families to support children’s developmiegino
families is likely not the most effective way to promote the most suecdessf
developmental outcomes.

The system with the most direct influence on development is the microsystem
(Bronfenbrenner, 1992), and for children, the microsystem with the strongest iefluenc
on development is the home environment. As children grow, they are exposed to more
systems, but for young children, the primary influence on development is thg. famil
Parent-child interactions are an important aspect of the home language enviranchent
have a pervasive influence on children’s development (Hart & Risley, 1995udgeca
parent-child interactions play such a critical role in a child’s developnteénimportant
to understand how parent-child interactions in Latino families support children’s
language development. This will provide important information to guide the work of
intervention programs aimed at promoting developmentally appropriate hornadgng

environments in Latino families.

Cultural Influences

Culture is part of the macrosystem to which a developing person is exposed, but
the influence of culture is also present in interactions that occur within tihesystems
of a developing person. Different cultures have different values and bh¢isan

influence parenting behavior. Research has indicated that there are sorsackfan
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parenting style between English-speaking European-American faaniceSpanish-
speaking Latino families. While European-American mothers tend to emphasi
individualistic goals and use parenting strategies consistent with pronmugsg dgoals,
Latino mothers often emphasize socialistic goals and use parenting es dlteqgi
promote these goals (Harwood, Schoelmerich, Schulze, & Gonzalez, 1999).

Some findings have shown that first generation immigrant Latino mothers
frequently use both praise and physical affection when interacting with thelirechdnd
infrequently use harsh or punitive parenting behaviors (Calzada & Eyberg, 2002), yet
other researchers have concluded that Latino parents tend to be more autihtraaria
European-American parents (Steinberg, Dornbush, & Brown, 1992). One reason for an
inconsistent pattern of findings when exploring cultural differences may biedtiad
families do not represent just one culture. There are many different culjoresarted
by Latino families, and although there are similarities between tmespgj there is also
much diversity among these families and the values and parenting techniques the
embrace (Martinez, 1999).

Parenting behaviors may vary by culture, but it is also possible that thes effect
the same parenting behaviors also vary. For example, a study explorinig the @ff
maternal intrusiveness in parent-child interactions found that while in European-
American families maternal intrusiveness is related to childrer@s diggplays of
negativity toward their parents, there is no relation between maternaivatress and
child negativity in Mexican-American families (Ispa et al., 2004). The rekees

theorize that parents in different cultures may have different reasonggtgieg in the
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same parenting behaviors and that the reasons why they engage in the beteviors a
related to how the behaviors influence children. Some of the reasons for gngagin
certain behaviors may be related to cultural values. This research higthigimsed for
not only exploring differences in parent-child interactions, but also for considering how
these differences are related to children’s development.

Exploring the effect of culture on parenting style is further complicatedibeca
of the many similarities between the styles of Latino parents and the styeiropean-
American parents. When asked about their parenting beliefs, immigrantrafotme
South America showed little difference from European-American motheragiin &
Cote, 2004). In addition, a nationally representative study exploring parental support
monitoring, and harsh punishment found few differences by race or ethnicity (Amato &
Fowler, 2002). These results suggest that while it is important to understandttirat cul
can influence parenting behaviors, it is also important to recognize thatsvareability
within cultures and that there are similarities between cultures. By comgparent-
child interactions that contribute to children’s language development among both
European-American families and Spanish-speaking Latino families,atfes and
similarities can be identified and implications for children’s developmentabmes
explored. This information can help intervention programs tailor their serviceseto m

the needs of the people they are serving.

The Rising Latino Population

Latinos, persons originating from Spanish-speaking countries, currentlgeapre
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the greatest percentage of people immigrating to the U.S. There artlyreser 41
million people who identify themselves as Latino living in the U.S., up from only 3.5
million in 1970 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004). Growth of the Latino population is due to
both internal growth (persons of Latino descent who are born in the U.S.) and external
growth (persons of Latino descent immigrating to the U.S.).

The Latino population continues to grow at a staggering rate and reprégents t
largest minority group in the U.S., having exceeded the African-American populat
the summer of 2001 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004). Based on current growth estimates, by
the year 2050, over 100 million people, or one quarter of the projected population of the
U.S., will be of Latino descent (U.S. Census Bureau). This is possibly an undatestim
however, as the 1990 estimate for the year 2000 was nearly 9 million people too low
(U.S. Census Bureau). Clearly, the demographic make-up of the U.S. will look
dramatically different in 50 years than it does today.

Compared to the next largest category of U.S. immigrants, those from Asian
nations, Latino immigrants tend to be relatively uneducated and poor; a trencyha¢ m
similar to immigrants in the past, but that is not representative of othegramhigroups
today. Immigrants arriving from Asian nations tend to be well educated andelfati
well off financially. While only 55% of Latino Americans have a high school diplom
and only 10% have a bachelor’s degree or higher, 87% of Asian Americans have a high
school diploma and 47% have a bachelor’s degree or higher (U.S. Census Bureau, 2005).
In addition, the median income of Latino American families is $34,200, while Asian

American families have the highest median income of any racial group in$he U
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$57,500 (U.S. Census Bureau). The low educational and income level of Latinogamilie
has implications for the quality of life they are able to enjoy in the U.S.

Children who do not read well may find school a frustrating experience and be
more likely to drop out of high school. Latino youth have the highest high school dropout
rate of any racial group and are more than two times as likely to drop out of high school
than students of European-American descent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2004). The low rate
of high school completion by Latinos may be related to the poor reading abiligngf m
Latino youth (August & Hakuta, 1997). Latino children are more than twice &g titke
read below grade level than their European-American peers (National @enter
Education Statistics, 2003). The large number of Latino children who read below grade
level represents a challenge to educators, but also represents agelhfaltehese
children to pursue their American dreams. Reading is a fundamental lifarskiias
been identified as the key to school and later life success (Whitehurst, 20023rérchi
do not learn to read well, they often struggle in other areas of school. As they get older
learning is increasingly tied to the ability to obtain meaning from text ahdwt this
ability, school becomes a difficult task. Clearly, helping these children sfialbgdearn
to read is an important goal in adequately preparing them for their future. Betage
of the skills necessary to successfully learn to read are obtained durprgshkool and
toddler years, providing support for the development of these skills early in life is

important for adequately preparing children for reading success whearthgyschool.
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Parent-Child Interactions

One way to provide support for children’s early language skills is to help parents
engage in interactions that will support children’s language developmenit-Elhitd
interactions are important for many aspects of children’s development, imgludi
children’s language development. Much research has been conducted examining the
nature and influence of parent-child interaction, albeit mostly in Europeaerigan
populations. These studies show that variability in parent-child interactiongatedrto
differences in children’s outcomes in several domains of development. Thecspecifi
aspects of interactions included in this study are affection, responsiveness,
encouragement, and teaching. Each of these aspects are discussed in the following

sections.

Positive Affect

Other types of parent-child interactions are also related to positize chil
outcomes. The affect or emotional tone of parent-child interactions has important
implications for development. Positive affect in parent-child interactioredated to
increased cognitive abilities, school readiness scores, and performance inEstradk,
Arsenio, Hess, & Holloway, 1987), while negative effect in parent-child interecis
related to less secure attachment relationships and lower child cogsutiva, and
behavioral outcomes (NICHD Early Child Care Research Network, 2004).

Positive affect in parent-child language interactions is also relatedhertghild

language abilities (Hart & Risley, 1995), while punitiveness, an exampleedative
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affect behavior, is related to decreased kindergarten vocabulary scores (CulpTHitbbs
Culp, & Starost, 2001). Affective quality of interactions seems to vary by suags.
Feedback given to children between the ages of 13 and 18 months living in homes
receiving welfare showed negative affect 80% of the time; while in conthélsiren
living in professional homes received positive affect feedback 80% of the tinte¥(Ha
Risley). This difference contributes to different outcomes in childrentpuiage abilities

and social relationship skills.

Responsiveness

Typically, interactions that are responsive to children and supportive of their
abilities lead to the most successful developmental outcomes. Early rhaterna
responsiveness to children and to their emotions predicts children’s lateresnoiadnal
competence (Denham, 1993; Steelman et al., 2002). Responsiveness seems to develop a
sense of trust in children, which enables them to successfully negotiateolztdr
relationships. Responsiveness can also be beneficial for children’s cognitive
development. A study exploring different types of parenting clusters found teatgpa
the cluster showing high levels of warm responsiveness and low levelsricticast
during the first 2 years of children’s lives had children with both higher saluil#ties
and higher cognitive abilities when the children were 40-months old (Smith, L.a&hdry
Swank, 2000). Maternal responsiveness is also uniquely predictive of childraals soc
and cognitive development when accounting for early childcare experien€:43{NI
Early Child Care Research Network, 2001), a finding that illustrates thatsafleence

of parent-child interactions during early childhood.
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Responsiveness is also related to children’s language development andhhas bee

identified as an aspect of parenting that is central to children’s aagyage (Tamis-
LeMonda & Rodriguez, 2008). Being responsive to children and their attempts at
communicating is correlated with increased language ability in chi{@a@mmwell et al.,
1997; Hart & Risley, 1995; Hobson, Patrick, Crandell, Perez, & Lee, 2004; Hoff-
Ginsberg, 1991; Landry, Smith, Miller-Loncar, & Swank, 1997). Responsiveness can
influence both the timing of language milestones and children’s ability to engage i
communication with others. Parental responsiveness is valuable to children’gkangua
learning because it shows they are listening to their children and aréveeiosiheir
children’s interests and abilities (Hart & Risley). To a child attemgpid use language, a
parent’s response often provides the encouragement necessary for the chitd to kee
trying. By responding to children and their attempts at communicating, parents

encouraging their children to use the language skills they have.

Encouragement and Nonintrusiveness

Another important aspect of parent-child interaction is non-intrusiveness, or
allowing and encouraging children to establish autonomy and do things independently.
Maternal intrusiveness with preschool aged children was negatively predittive
children’s perceptual and verbal abilities in kindergarten (Hubbs-Tait &082). When
mothers are intrusive, they may not be allowing children to practice usirgkitts they
have or encouraging their children to acquire more skills. Parental encouragément
autonomy during the transition to school is related to problem-solving abilities th four

grade (Mattanah, 1999). When parents encourage children to establish autonomy, they
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are allowing them to develop abilities that will help the children both sociadly a

cognitively.

Teaching and Talking

As may be expected, explicitly teaching and talking with children is cetate
some successful child development outcomes, especially to children’s langdage a
cognitive development. Engaging children in routine learning activitiebiepp promote
a foundation of early language and literacy (Tamis-LeMonda & Rodriguez, 2008).
Certain characteristics of parental speech are related to chilthegisage, including the
total amounts of child directed speech, parent child conversation, use of affsnati
responses, questions, nouns, modifiers, semantic contingency or topic continuation, and
parental responsiveness, vocabulary, and attitudes (Bornstein, Haynes, & Ba8fe
Hart & Risley, 1995; Snow, 1983). A study looking at children’s early words found that
when parents talked frequently about toys during interactions with theireshilathigh
percentage of children’s early words were labels (Goldfield, 1987). When pei&pts
frequently about behaviors, their children typically adopted a more sociareeriorm
of speech. The amount of verbal input provided to children is also important and is
related to higher language scores (Hart & Risely; Smith et al., 2000).

One specific type of teaching interaction that occurs frequently, particun
middle-class Caucasian homes, is shared book reading — parents reading a book to or
talking about a book with their child. Shared book reading is a frequent activitynjn ma
families and frequent book sharing is related to increases in childrerydasegliage

abilities (Arnold et al., 1994).
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There are several reasons why sharing books with children may be bemeficial
children’s language development. When sharing books with children, parents often label
items of interest to the child, which can increase children’s vocabulary(Ni#80).
Book reading also provides children with opportunities to imitate words and answer
guestions. In addition, when parents share books with their children, they are modeling
good literacy behaviors. Modeling is an important teaching tool and when parents
frequently share books with their children and seem to enjoy reading to them, children
see reading as a worthwhile and enjoyable activity. Shared book readingochelals
children gain knowledge about things such as sequencing of events and interpretation of
behavior that will increase their background knowledge, making later reading
comprehension easier (Tamis-LeMonda & Rodriguez, 2008).
Parent-Child Interactions in Latino
Families

There is some evidence that shared book reading is less frequent in Latino
families and other minority families. A study looking at frequency of sharek teading
found that in Mexican American families, shared book reading is four timesdgs®nt
than it is in European-American families (Anderson & Stokes, 1984). In addition, a study
of Spanish-speaking families showed that 48% of parents with less than 12 years of
education never read to their children (Yarosz & Barnett, 2001). Children in Latino
families also have fewer books available in their homes than children in European
American families (Wagner et al., 1997). Such differences in shared book reading

frequency have implications for children’s exposure to literacy and oppoetifoti
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language and literacy growth.

It is unclear whether Latino parents use shared book reading as an opportunity to
teach language, as many European-American parents do. Mothers whorare rece
immigrants engage in positive book sharing behaviors when presented with the
opportunity to read, although did not do so frequently (Boyce et al., 2004). Additionally,
other research indicates that Latino families tend to use less helpful book retgtiag
(Bus, 2001). It is promising to note, however, that an intervention aimed at teaching
Mexican American mothers to use more helpful shared book reading styles was
successful (Valdez-Menchacha & Whitehurst, 1992).

Shared book reading for Spanish-speaking Latino families living in the @d5. m
be problematic based on the availability of appropriate reading mateviale. Spanish
children’s books are widely available online and in some large bookstores, many low
income Latino families are not able to access these resources. In addarea, Isook
reading may be a challenge for these families because of low p&styiskills, which
can hinder successful shared book sharing.

Along with shared book reading, other aspects of parent-child interaction may be
different in Latino families. While many aspects of parent-child ictema may in Latino
families may be similar to parent-child interactions in non-Latino famitifferences
are also possible. In addition, while many interactions may lead to the sameegifoom
both Latino and non-Latino children, some types of interactions may influence
development of Latino children differently. Thus, it is important to study Latimadiés

to better understand how parent-child interactions contribute to children’s deegliopm
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When Latino families are included in research, European-American fambag
be used as the ideal standard to which they are compared, which can lead to the
conclusion that Latino parents have deficits in parenting skills (Moreno, 2002). In
addition, the activities in which they are asked to participate in may be lessoodiom
Latino families. Some studies of Latino families use only English-speakitngo
families (Eisenberg, 2002), possibly because this is an easier group to stuidythighs
also an important group to study, collecting data only from English-speakiimg La
families seriously limits the ability to generalize findings to Sgasiseaking Latino
families. Similarly, some studies use Spanish-speaking families who lisel®@wof the
U.S. (Tabors et al., 2003; Valdez-Menchacha & Whitehurst, 1992). Again, this
information is valuable, but does not address the unique needs of minority Spanish-
speaking Latino families living in the U.S. Attempting to understand the intamaaif
Latino families without recognizing the cultural context in which they ocadsi¢o
misunderstandings about these interactions (Calzada & Eyberg, 2002; Moreno). By
comparing the two groups with the recognition that cultural differenpessent
different ways of doing things and that neither group is necessarily “cOaeuabre
accurate understanding of how parents support children’s development can bedachieve

The research that has examined parent-child interaction in Latino fahales
shown both similarities to and differences from parent-child interactions in Eumrope
American families. When asked to teach their pre-school aged children thieed)pha
Latina mothers responded by providing children with instruction that labeletslatid

provided children with opportunities to practice letter names, both behaviors that may
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typify interactions in European-American families (Moreno, 2002). Howevaer, thi
research also points to a difference between parent-child languagetiotes for Latino
families. When the interaction is in Spanish, the mother is typically the expethe
child is the learner. In contrast, when interactions take place in English, tlessare
often reversed to some extent. This reversal of roles in language imesamiuld have
important implications for children’s development.

Several authors note that in Latino families, a less formalized teastiyiegnay
be used by parents and other caregivers and that when studied in a more appropriate
setting, the teaching styles of Latino families may be more simildwose of non-Latino
families (Cervantes & Perez-Granados, 2002; Eisenberg, 2002). Thesehesear
suggest that because shared book reading, a common research activity, may not be a
familiar activity for Latino families, activities they are moearfiliar with such as
cooking together, block play, and free play could provide important information about
interactions in Latino families. When studied while participating in morditam
activities, parent-child interactions in Latino families have included aggbuilding
activities (Cervantes & Perez-Granados; Eisenberg; Perez-Granados, 2002

Clearly, parent-child interactions have important implications for chilglren
development, including children’s language skills. While this topic has béensesely
studied in English-speaking European-American samples, more informattdin is s
needed about the nature of parent-child interaction in Spanish-speaking Latiliesfam
and how these interactions are related to children’s development. Theseiorieraict

an important aspect of the microsystem to which children are exposed. Anotlotiospe
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this microsystem is the home language environment children experience.

Early Language Skills

Differences in early parent-child interactions contribute to earlyrdiffges in
children’s language skills. Because of this and other factors, children lobgi svith
disparate language skills, which contribute to differential successrigamread.
Children with strong early language skills are more likely to become gaddnethan
are children with poor early language skills (National Research Cp0A6i8;
Scarborough, 1990).

The acquisition, or lack thereof, of these skills is heavily dependent on the early
experiences that children have. Interactions that children have in preschoolsgslayca
and at home are all influential in children’s language development. Early iteraey
experiences contribute to third-grade reading comprehension (Sénécbbkegre,

2002). When children are exposed to interactions and environments that are rich in
language and literacy, they are more likely to gain the skills theaNalv them to
successfully learn to read once they begin school. When they are not exposed to
interactions and environments that are rich in language and literacy, they danot gai
these skills as readily or rapidly.

There are several language and literacy skills that are importanttilidren
beginning to negotiate the task of learning to read. These early predickater reading
success include decoding skills, phonological awareness, letter idemtifieatl letter-

sound knowledge, early receptive and productive vocabulary acquisition, object naming
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skills, knowledge about print, and pronunciation ability in productive language (Adams,
1990; Bryant, MacLean, Bradley, & Crossland, 1990b; Byrne, 1992; Catts, Fey, Zhang,
& Tomblin, 1999; Ehri, 1992; Mason, 1992; Scarborough, 1990). Several of these skills
will be described in more detail in the following paragraphs.

Decoding, the ability to figure out the pronunciation of a printed word, is
dependent on the alphabetic principle, the understanding that letters represent sounds.
Problems decoding have been found to be at the center of many reading problems (Lyon,
2002; Snow et al., 1998). Decoding ability is influenced by the amount and quality of
book reading and by attitudes towards reading (DeTemple, 1999). For children, an early
step in progressing in decoding abilities is the ability to identify sepattdesle

Phonological awareness, the ability to recognize different sounds of speech,
further increases children’s progress toward decoding (Goldenberg, 2002). Ea
phonological skills are seen in rhyming and alliteration abilities (Lop&aéenfield,

2004) and are built through interactions such as book reading and language games
(Bryant, MacLean, & Bradley, 1990a; Caravalos & Bruck, 1993; Dickinson et al., 1999).
For children who lack phonological awareness skills, decoding words is a slow and, at
times, inaccurate process. Without the ability to read words accurately,efmnging

what is read is difficult, if not impossible.

Problems may also stem from limited background knowledge (Francis, 2004,
Garcia, 1991). Comprehension of what is read is aided by background knowledge. This
knowledge allows children to comprehend what they read. For Spanish-speakiiog La

children in the U.S., reading problems may be related to limited background knowledge,
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which can be learned through language (Francis; Garcia). Reading bemgion is an
important aspect of learning to read well because as children get oldengrisaali
component of learning in nearly all subject areas and children must be able to obtain
meaning from text. Children gain background knowledge through life experiences

Large vocabularies aid in the acquisition of background knowledge and are
another necessary ingredient of reading success. The relation between eatjavgca
size and later language and reading ability is well documented (e.g., Cook &&wgg
2005; Scarborough, 1990; Sénéchal & LeFevre, 2002), and children with large
vocabularies as toddlers and preschoolers tend to be better readers upon school entry.
When children have large vocabularies, they are able to recognize more of thenabrds t
they read and are better able to comprehend the meaning of what they read.

The relation between children’s vocabulary and later reading success i# prese
when children are quite young. A study of low-income toddlers involved in the Early
Head Start Research and Evaluation project (EHSRE) showed that childveaftsilary
size at 36-months predicted their reading comprehension abilities in second gesaie
later (Cook & Roggman, 2005). Catts (1991) noted that the available evidence clearly
indicates that deficits in language ability during the preschool gaarsdicate children
who are at-risk for not successfully learning to read when they enter schaedrétes
with Spanish-speaking children has shown that vocabulary is an important predictor of
reading abilities and that Spanish-speaking children may need vocabulargtiostin
English in order to become strong readers (August, Carlo, DressleQw, 2805;

Manis, Lindsey, & Bailey, 2004). While a large vocabulary is not the only fémtor
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successfully learning to read, it is a strong predictor of later readihity and can help
identify children who may experience difficulties learning to read.

Early language skills are important for reading success, regardiebethier they
are obtained in English or in Spanish (Tabors et al., 2003). The following section will
review research about the transfer of literacy skills and show that obtairing strly

language skills in either language can promote later reading success.

Transfer of Literacy Skills

Early language and literacy skills are important for children to sucdigdsfarn
to read. For Latino children, these skills are also important (Tabors et al., ROt@)y,
there was much debate about whether children should learn these skills in Spanish or in
English. Research conducted on this topic indicates that learning thesensiiheer
language is fine because these are skills that transfer from one langubg other.
Phonological skills in one language are correlated with phonological skilie iother
language (Lindsey et al., 2003; Lopez & Greenfield, 2004). Phonological awaieness
one language is the strongest predictor of phonological awareness in thergbhagé&
(Dickinson, McCabe, Clark-Chiarelli, & Wolf, 2004). In a study of Latino fjrsecond-,
and third-grade students enrolled in a bilingual school, Spanish language skills
contributed to English reading comprehension scores beyond English language skills
(Carlisle, Beeman, Davis, & Spharim, 1999). Other skills that may transfadenigtter
and word knowledge, understanding of print, memory of sentences, spelling, and

decoding (Sparks et al., 2008). Because Spanish language skills transfer, some
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researchers note the need to encourage children’s language developmentbeir nat
language to maintain family solidarity and communication (Fillmore, 1991¢r§a

Unfortunately, while there may be sufficient information to know how to best
encourage these skills in English-speaking children, there does not seem to beeadequa
information to do so for Spanish-speaking children. While it is promising that supporting
the emergence of early Spanish language and literacy skills in Sppasairgy Latino
children is likely to promote later reading success, it is still problerbattause there is
so little information about what parents do to support the emergence of these skKills.

It is important to support the emergence of language and literacy skills i
children’s native language because while there is evidence that litgidsyransfer
from one language to the other, there is also evidence that less transfer desurs w
literacy skills in the native language are weak (Lopez & Greenfield, 2GDren with
limited proficiency in their native language not only have fewer literkitlg swvailable
to them when they begin to read, they also have fewer of these skills transfeligh Eng
this is the language in which they are taught to read. Thus, an English-spémlking c
with fewer literacy skills than a Spanish-speaking child may have &r éas learning

to read because few of the Spanish-speaking child’s skills transfer.

Importance of Reading Skills

As mentioned in Chapter |, reading is a fundamental skill that is the foundation
for both academic and life success (Whitehurst, 2002). Children who learn to read well

when they begin school are in a position to gain an education that will allow them to
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succeed in life while children who do not learn to read well when they begin school are
more likely to qualify for special education services (Lentz, 1988), drop out of high
school (NRC, 1998), and eventually parent children who also read poorly (Gadsden,
2000; Scarborough, 1990). Thus, for the children who never master this skill, the later
ability to succeed in school and in life is compromised.

While in the early years of school children may be successful even if they do not
read well, in the later years of school it is progressively more difficult twesac
academically without good reading skills. As children continue in school, lgamail
subjects is increasingly dependent on their ability to read. Without thiy abigain
meaning from text, learning in all subject areas is compromised. When le&rning
compromised, school is not an enjoyable pursuit and many children may not see it as
worthwhile. When children do learn to read well, they are in a position to experience
academic and life success.

There is a gap between the reading abilities of Caucasian students in thedU.S. a
the reading abilities of Latino students in the U.S. While 72% of Caucasian stredghts
at or above grade level, only 41% of Latino students read at or above grade level
(National Center for Education Statistics, 2003). This trend has existedtsva=first
studied in the 1970s and little progress has been made toward closing this gap. This gap
builds on early language and literacy skill gaps that are present aa®adg 3
(Dickinson et al., 2004).

As has been addressed, one of the primary reasons that Latino children leely ha

poor success learning to read is that many Latino children do not begin school with
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strong enough language skills in either language to experience reading .s8coa§s
determinant of poor reading is limited oral vocabulary for Latino children (&&t®b1;
Saville-Troike, 1984; Verhoeven, 1990). While many factors may contribute to the
limited early language abilities of these children, parent-childaotens are of
particular interest because of the direct effect these interactions halidoancs early
language and the potential for intervention programs to support interactions that are

related to increased language abilities.

Summary

Parent-child interactions are important for children’s development, including
children’s language development. This study will look at the influence of $@spects
of parenting (affection, responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching) and how these
parenting behaviors are related to children’s language development in both baltino a
European American families. Parent-child interactions in Latino fesrhige not
received as extensive research attention as parent-child interactianspe&n-
American families. Because the cultural context may influence hoanfiag behaviors
are related to children’s development, exploring parent-child interactionsimno La
families is important to understand how these interactions contribute to crsldaaty
language and literacy development. This is in turn important for children’sdatging

success, a fundamental life skill.
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CHAPTER Il

METHODS

Research Design

To explore the research questions identified in Chapter I, extant data foom tw
studies were combined. For each of these studies, videotapes were obtained ©f parent
interacting with their children when they are 24 and 36 months old. These videotapes
were coded using an observational coding scheme of parent-child interactidopelgve
for another project. Coded data were then explored in relation to child vocabulary at 36-
months. Additional extant data from parent interviews provided information about family
demographics that may be used in follow-up analyses.

In the following sections, more information will be provided about the two studies
from which videotapes and extant data were used. Then, the procedures used to code the
videotapes for the current study will be described. Next, measuresaigtiged to
collect the original data will be described. Finally, analyses plannedgtore the

research questions listed in Chapter | will be listed.

Extant Data Sources

The following sections describe the original research projects froninektant
data are available for the present study. The overall design of each projdat geddral
data collection procedures for those studies will be described. The procedures used f

the present study, to create an integrated data set and conduct systeryats,andl be
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described separately in later sections.
The Early Head Start Research and
Evaluation Project

The national EHSRE included 17 research sites from many differentagddog
areas of the U.S. and a research sample of over 2,000 families (for a moreg&omple
description of this project, see ACYF, 2002). A subsample of Spanish-speaking Latino
families from that study is included in the present study. In addition, a subsample of
English-speaking European-American families is used for comparisons irasatyses.
Once the final sample of Latino families was identified, a sample ofdfnagfieaking
European-American families was selected to be demographically sionttee sample of
Latino families. Thus, the European-American sample was a purposive samplaghat w
chosen to closely resemble the available sample of Latino families. The &uwrope
American sample was not statistically significantly different omdantified set of
variables, including income, child gender, mother age, family size, and, if possible,
mother vocabulary scores.

Families enrolled in the EHSRE had incomes that met federal povertyigeglel
for enrollment in Early Head Start at the time they were recruited tgipate in the
research project. Both subsamples, Latino and European-American, includesfémmih
many different regions of the country (e.g., California, lowa, Missouri,,UNalv York).
When initially contacted to participate in this study, parents were asketextigey
preferred to be interviewed in English or Spanish. Parents who reported a Latino/

Hispanic ethnicity and who chose to be interviewed in Spanish are included in the
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subsample of Spanish-speaking Latino families.

To be included in the EHSRE, the main selection criteria were income and age of
baby. After families were selected to participate in the evaluaticiywbkat randomly
assigned to the experimental group and received Early Head Start intensamvices.

The other families were assigned to the comparison group and did not receyvddzat|
Start intervention services. Early Head Start intervention servicespravided to
families in a center-based mode of service delivery, in a home-visit-basedmode
service delivery, or in a mixture of the two. Regardless of mode of deliveryapregr
sought to provide families with information about child development and about how
parents could best support this development.

As part of the EHSRE, mothers and children were videotaped playing together
when children were 24 and 36 months old. During part of the videotaped interaction,
mothers were given three bags, with the first bag containing a book and the other bag
containing different types of toys for the mothers and children to play with. Tfaeedt
types of activities were used to elicit different types of play behaMiothers were told
that the activity would take 10 minutes and were instructed to “spend this time with the
toys in these three bags. During this activity, you may play with youd hjibu like.

Just to remind you, please face front and try to stay on the mat. Pleasatisthagw1,
move on to bag #2, and finish with bag #3.” Mothers then had the opportunity to ask
guestions and were then told they could begin playing.

Different aspects of children’s development were assessed usingdizaeda

tests at each of the time points at which they were videotaped. Data fromrtien86
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assessment point will be used for the outcome variable of children’s languiéelbia
outcome measure used to assess children’s language skills will be destaldater
section.

Bilingual Early Language and Literacy
Support Project

The Bilingual Early Language and Literacy Support project (BELLS)}eptoj
focused on providing home-based interventions to toddlers and preschool-based service
to preschool-aged children (for this study, all children were younger than 36 raodths
were not receiving preschool services). This program was designed to suppon'shildre
early language and literacy skills. This project was conducted in Salt ligkie C
cooperation with the Guadalupe Schools. Familes 222) enrolled in this program if
they met income guidelines and were primarily Latino (for a descriptionsoptbject,
see Innocenti, Boyce, Roggman, & Jump, 2006). Only the Spanish-speaking Latino
families from this sample were included in the present study.

The BELLS sample consisted of families in two neighborhood communities
within the Salt Lake City area. Families in one location received inteoveséirvices
while families in the other location were used as the comparison group anddet®ive
intervention services, although some families in the comparison group accassszss
from other community programs. Videotapes of families from both locations wesle us
for the present study.

BELLS intervention services had two main components. The first intervention

component was weekly home visits. One of the primary focuses of these home&assits
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on increasing the quality and quantity of language and literacy interachdmsne
visitor was assigned to each of the families during the first year ofcthitd’s life (or
whenever the family entered the program), developed a relationship with tihg tardi
continued making home visits until the children entered the preschool program, which
was around 36 months. These home visitors typically interacted with the familesrin t
primary language. The second component was a preschool program for 3- and 4-year-ol
children.

Videotaped interactions from families in the BELLS project were also obtained
when children were 24 and 36 months old and were similar to interactions from the Early
Head Start project. Mothers were given two different bags and were told thatihd5
minutes to play with the toys in the bags. Similar to the Early Head Starttptbge@rst
bag contained books (both English and Spanish books) while the second bag contained
toys, allowing behavior in both situations to be studied. They were also told to bdgin wit
bag #1 and then move on to bag #2. Mothers had the opportunity to ask questions and
were then instructed to begin playing.

Children’s development was assessed when children were 24 and 36 months old.
Only 36-month outcome data were analyzed. Children were assessed in both &mglis
Spanish. Testing order was alternated so that half of the children were irssted f
English and half were tested first in Spanish. This was done to limit testaugsaff

possible because of being assessed in two languages.

Informed Consent

For families in both the EHSRE and BELLS projects, informed consent to
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participate in the study was obtained (see Appendix A). Additional consent was dbtaine
to complete the videotaped procedure. As part of this consent, families wereethform
that their videotapes might be used for other research and educational purposes. Thus,
videotapes obtained from these families could be coded using the new coding scheme.
The Institutional Review Board of Utah State University (protocol # 1133) approved the
use of the new coding scheme on the videotapes from the Early Head Start and BELLS
studies.

Parenting Interactions with Children
Checklist: Observations Linked to
Outcomes Project

Videotaped observations from both of the previously described studies were
coded using the Parenting Interactions with Children Checklist: Obsersatinked to
Outcomes (PICCOLO; version 3.1), a measure that examines parenting beh&uior i
domains: affection, responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching/talking.deaatlipi
was between 10 and 15 minutes long. Each clip was coded by at least three coders and
mean scores from the coders were used in analyses. Within each domain, either from
seven or eight parenting behaviors were observed. Videotape clips were usedhé&om w
the children were 24 and 36 months old (Roggman et al., 2006).

Most coders on this project were students at Utah State University (W8U) a
were primarily upper division undergraduate students majoring in the soeiatssi All
coders received online training and certification in research ethics lieMdtional
Institutes of Health. Other training about observational research and abenttgfzd

interaction was also given to the students prior to videotape observation. Training was
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intended to be brief, as PICCOLO was designed to be used by program staff who would
not receive extensive training about how to use PICCOLO.

Coder reliability was established by looking at coder scores compared tofa set
codes that were coded by a team of coders with established reliabiligbiRglof
coders was periodically examined and when coders dropped below a certain level, they
were provided with additional training. Mean agreement scores of individual items
ranged from .57 to .97. Another estimate of coder reliability, average diféehema the
mean, was also calculated. For this reliability indicator, lower numbéhngr(@ositive or
negative) represent good reliability. The absolute value of average nitiéeirem mean
for coders ranged from .00 to .52. Scores from two coders were dropped from analyses
because these coders were unable to maintain high enough reliability.chnes were
replaced with scores from a reliable coder. Further information aboulG@&OR.O

measure will be discussed in the Measures section.

Measures

For this project, data were used that were originally obtained from familie
through videotaped observation, child assessment, and parent interview. Videotaped
observation provides the present study with the major independent variables, pddent-chi
interaction scores on multiple positive parenting interaction behaviors. Child
developmental assessments provided this study with the primary outcome yariable
children’s language scores. Data from parent interviews provide this siidy w

demographic variables that allow a more thorough understanding of the parenting and
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child language data. The following sections will describe the measures usedlitoatibt

three types of data.

Direct Observation

The PICCOLO measure was used to code parent-child interactions. Thiseneasur
was developed for use in Early Head Start programs. The measure wasttestin
English and tested for reliability and validity using a team of 16 observers and
approximately 230 clips of parent-child interactions. Initial estimatesaie reliability
had Cronbach’s Alphas ranging from .80 to .92 for the European-American measure and
.67 to .88 for the Latino measure. Preliminary validity testing showed relatitwsdre
scores on PICCOLO and scores from previously coded data and will be discussed below.
When items were not correlated with previously coded data, they were elimircated f
the coding scheme.

The measure was translated to Spanish by a translation team consisting of both
native Spanish speakers and bilingual English and Spanish speakers. Translh@on of t
items was continually scrutinized and changes were made as necessatySpénsh
speakers were then recruited to code videotaped observations of parents and children
from Spanish-speaking families using the new measure.

The measure consists of descriptions of possible parent behavior that are
categorized into four different behavioral domains. Coders rate each behavimmgas be
either absent, barely there, or completely there in the videotaped interactofour
behavior domains are affect/affection, responsiveness, encouragement, amgteachi

talking. Iltems in each of these domains are provided in Appendix B.
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Concurrent validity for the measure was evaluated by looking at the relations
between parent’s scores on PICCOLO and parent’s scores on other measures of par
behavior coded from the same video clips—the Columbia Scales of Parent Behavior
(Berlin, Brady-Smith, & Brooks-Gunn, 2002). For example, at 36 months scores in all
four parenting domains were statistically significantly related tonpargportiveness
(positive correlation) scores in affection/affect, responsiveness, and eyeoers of
autonomy were statistically significantly related to parent intrusiwgemegativity, and
detachment (negative correlations). Teaching/talking scores alated to parent
intrusiveness (negative correlation), but were not related to negativityamhdeent
scores. These data indicate strong relations between parent’s scores oh®Il&€O
their scores on other measures of parent behavior and indicate that PICCOLO is
measuring what it was designed to measure—good parenting behaviors.

Predictive validity for the measure was evaluated by looking at tiensa
between parent’s scores on PICCOLO and children’s development atrfegrdints.
PICCOLO was coded when children were 10, 14, 18, 24, and 36 months old (not all
children have data from all ages). Children’s developmental outcomes were also
measured just before they entered Kindergarten, and these relations bbeeveen t
PICCOLO domains and these scores are discussed below. Several outcomes were
measured, including children’s emotion regulation, behavior problems, language
development and cognitive ability. Validity analyses indicate that scores sulibeales
of PICCOLO are predictive of children’s current and later development (Ragg

Cook, Innocenti, Jump, & Christiansen, 2008a). Affection scores are related to fewer
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behavior problems at 36 months, higher cognitive development scores at 24 and 36
months and prekindergarten, and higher vocabulary scores at both 36 months and
prekindergarten. Responsiveness scores are related to both higher cogndioprdent
and higher vocabulary scores at 24 and 36 months and prekindergarten. Encouragement
scores are related to fewer behavior problems at 24 months, higher emotiatioegul
scores at 24 months, and higher cognitive development and vocabulary scores at 24 and
36 months and prekindergarten. Teaching scores are related to higher emotetioreg
scores at 24 months and to higher cognitive development and vocabulary scores at 24 and
36 months and prekindergarten.
Child Assessment—Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test - Revised and Testo Vocabulario en
Imagenes Peabody

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-I1ll) and/or thesBpa
version of this measure, the Testo Vocabulario en Imagenes Peabody (TV&), wer
administered to children when they were 36 months old. For both studies, children were
children were assessed in their homes. All assessors for both projects spakgubhge
of the children they tested (although Spanish speakers were not necessarily native
Spanish speakers) and were trained in proper assessment techniques for the theasure
were used.

The PPVT/TVIP measures children’s receptive vocabulary. Childremavensa
series of four different pictures and are asked to show or tell the assbgdopisture
best matches a word that the assessor gives the child. The PPVT-$tiawdardized

using a sample of children and adults from the U.S. and the TVIP was standardiged usi
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samples from Mexico and Puerto Rico. Reliability (internal consistencyhé PPVT-1II
ranges from .61-.88 (Dunn, Dunn, & Dunn, 1997). Reliability for the TVIP was estimat
using internal consistency scores that ranged from .91 to .94 for the agenrtinige i
study (Dunn, Padilla, Lugo, & Dunn, 1986). Children’s raw scores are converted to
standardized scores with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15.

Children in the BELLS project were assessed using both the PPVT and the TVIP
while children in the EHSRE project were assessed in their stronger langaaghis
study, children in the BELLS project were assigned their better scorerasutteme
measure so that their scores are equivalent to the scores of children inyhdeadrl
Start Evaluation who were tested in their stronger language. This meakilee)at
sufficient to provide a complete understanding of children’s early langkdige gives

an idea of how children are progressing.

Parent Interview and Assessment

Parents were interviewed at the same time points that children wessegkse
These interviews typically took place the same day that children werssasds although
sometimes scheduling conflicts spread the interview and assessment over aéviogl.
Parents were given several different measures, but the primary vadhbitsest for
this study were from demographic questions requesting information on parent age, parent
education, family income, family size, birth order of child, and parent and child eghnicit
These variables allow a better understanding of how parent behavior id telateld
outcomes and how demographic variables can influence these relations.

Parent vocabulary scores were also obtained for parents in both the EHSRE study
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and the BELLS study. For parents in the EHSRE study, the Woodcock-Johnson (English)
and Woodcock-Mufioz (Spanish) picture vocabulary test was used to measure vocabulary
(Woodcock & Johnson, 1989; Woodcock & Muioz-Sandoval, 1993). This test is part of
the Woodcock-Muioz language survey and is used to measure various aspects of both
child and adult cognitive competence. It is available in both English and Spanish
versions. Parents completed this measure as part of the 24-month-old cisttnaesde
Parents are shown a series of pictures and are asked to provide the name oftthre objec
the picture. Split-half reliability coefficients for the four scales ofldmguage survey are
in the .80s and .90s. Concurrent validity was evaluated by exploring correlationsrbetwe
scores on the language survey and scores on the Woodcock Language Proficiency
Battery—Revised, with coefficients ranging from .70 to .90. Parents of childrka in t
BELLS study completed the PPVT or TVIP. These measures are desaribedsection
describing child measures. Because the two studies did not use the same measure of
parent vocabulary, scores were transformed to standasoenies to be used in
analyses. Standardizedcores were used in place of standardized scores because only

raw scores were available for those given the Woodcock-Johnson.

Problems and Limitations

Because this study used archival data, there were several limitationswHsere
only one outcome variable—the TVIP/PPVT. While this is a strong measure of olsldre
early receptive language skills, it does not provide a complete picture driectsl

developing language competency. However, it was the only language outcorbkevaria
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that the two studies had in common.

Another problem is the way children in the EHSRE project were assessed. For
bilingual children, a more complete picture of their language abilitielslde obtained
by measuring their skills in both languages and combining those scores to obtain a tot
language score. These data were available for the BELLS children, bat thoe f
EHSRE children. To provide outcome scores equivalent to EHSRE children, only
children’s “best” language score were used in analyses.

Maternal language was identified as a possible covariate and an important
demographic variable for use in analyses. Unfortunately, this variable vessree
differently by the EHSRE project and the BELLS project. The EHSRE projeminelta
measure of mother’s productive vocabulary (Woodcock-Mufioz) while the BELLS
project obtained a measure of mother’s receptive vocabulary (TVIP). For tiea-na
speakers, the difference between these two skills may be large. To é¢Rdassue, &
test was conducted to see whether scores were statistically higher opaswearversus
the other. This test was not significaht(-.22), indicating that there were not differences
in vocabulary scores due simply to which measure was used.

Another limitation to this research is that many of the children were eshiolle
some type of intervention project, and the two different intervention projects had
differing goals and strategies. Because it was archival daaamneat diversity existed
and could not be eliminated, yet the primary research questions and goals ajéuis pr
could still be addressed. This study did not seek to identify which type of intierve

program was most successful at promoting children’s development, only to identify
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which parenting behaviors promoted more successful language outcomes in children
This information could then be used to develop interventions to help parents provide a

better language environment for their children.

Planned Data Analyses

The following section lists each of the research questions and brieflylsegti
data analyses that were conducted for the research questions. When applicable,
hypotheses for the outcomes of analyses will be provided. As already dicigs
study is part of a larger measurement development study. The reseatangumEsng
analyzed for this study will provide important information about the validity of the
measure, especially for Spanish-speaking Latino families, and will prinfatenation
about how culture influences parent-child interactions. This in-depth work is infeemati

for the larger measurement development study.

Research Question 1

What positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection, responsiveness,
encouragement, and teaching/talking are typical of parent-child interactions in both
groups of families (i.e., Spanish-speaking Latino families and English-speaking
European-American families)To address this question, descriptive data (mean score,
standard deviation, and range) from each item of the four domains on the PICCOLO
measure are provided. These data show which specific behaviors pareialtytgpigage
in within each domain and which specific behaviors are not common.

To provide a more thorough understanding of typical parent-child interactions in
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both groups of families, simple analyses were conducted exploring whether these
behaviors are related to or change with family and child characterisoc both Latino
and European-American families, the correlations between child age dnpagant
behaviors item was explored. Point-biserial correlations were used to expldahewhe
each parent behavior item is related to child gender. For Latino familigspoint-
biserial correlations were used to explore whether parent generatetnalistrelated to
each parent behavior item. Because there is little in the researdutadoking at how
these specific parent behaviors are influenced by the variables listed tiesee

analyses are exploratory and no specific hypotheses were made.

Research Question 2

How do positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection, responsiveness,
encouragement, and teaching/talking that occur in the Spanish-speaking Latino families
compare to positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection, responsiveness,
encouragement, and teaching/talking that occur in parent-child interactions in English-
speaking European-American familieb@ explore the behavioral differences between
these two groups, data obtained from coding parent-child interactions in Spanish-
speaking Latino families was compared to data obtained from coding pareht-chil
interactions in English-speaking European-American families. To explugther there
are differences in individual parent behavior items between the two groups,tamsela
were explored between the behavior items and a variable indicating family
culture/language.

A factor analysis was conducted separately for Latino families aritLfapean-
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American families to examine each domain and see if the items fornoaifaetch
domain for each group. This was done for both a summary score of the two ages and
separately for 24 months and 36 months.

For this research question, differences in both specific items and domain totals
were explored because it is possible that while the total number of behaviors in each
domain could be similar, the items contributing to the total score may be difliersnt.
also possible that there are group differences in total domain scores. Domainygummar
scores were, therefore, used in a mixed-model repeated-measures AN@Xxf\dre
whether there are differences between English-speaking and Spanikingpaaents
overall, for particular domains, and for the domains of affection/affect and
responsiveness compared with the domains of encouragement of autonomy and
teaching/talking. For this analysis, the between-subjects factocultase/language and
the within-subjects factor was type of domain.

It was hypothesized that there would be differences in parent behavior for Spanish
speaking compared with English speaking parents by type of domain, with Spanish-
speaking parents having higher scores in the affection/affect and respessidemains
and English-speaking parents having higher scores in the encouragement of autonomy
and teaching/talking domains. This hypothesis is based on previous work showing that
Latino parents tend to be highly responsive and affectionate but are not as likely to
encourage autonomy or teach their children at high levels (Calzada & Eyberg, 2002;

Harwood et al., 1999).
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Research Question 3

Which of these positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection,
responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching/talking, within each group of families, are
related to children’s early language developmeiit¥s is the main research question of
the present study. To explore this question, correlations between both individual scores
and domain summary scores with child vocabulary scores at 36-months weredexplore
addition, correlations between family demographic variables and child outconees wer
explored. These analyses were conducted to identify possible covariatedulkatanf
children’s language development. It is expected that some parentingdredrayioverall
domain scores will be correlated with child vocabulary and that there witldh&cmal
family demographic variables that are also related to child vocabulargeBifying
both domain scores that are related to children’s vocabulary and covariates, more
complex models exploring children’s early language development can beegkplor

To better understand how parent-child interactions can contribute to children’s
language development, path models were explored that used both domain summary
scores that are related to child vocabulary and family demographic vatizdtiese
related to child vocabulary to predict child vocabulary. These models provide infammati
about possible moderating or mediating relations between parent-child tiotesand
family demographics when predicting children’s vocabulary. There & &tthilable
information about how parent behavior in Spanish-speaking families relatestreclsil
language development, so no hypotheses were made for these families. isr Engl

speaking families, it was hypothesized that responsiveness and teatknpytauld be
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positively related to children’s language development (Hubbs-Tait et al., 200%-Ta
LeMonda et al., 2001). It is also likely that affect/affection and encourageneent a
positively related to children’s language development in these families, bat the
correlations were hypothesized to be weaker than the correlations of respessiaad

teaching/talking with children’s language development.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

In this chapter, analyses will be reported that addressed the reseat@ngues
described in Chapters | and Ill. For these exploratory questignglae of .05 was used
as a cut-off point to determine statistical significance. All analyses conducted using
SPSS version 15. Questions will be discussed in the order they were listed i Chapte
When applicable, follow-up analyses conducted to better understand the reselngs fi
will also be described. Table 1 provides an index to which analyses were conducted and

what data were used in the analyses.

Table 1

Data Analysis Map

24 36 European Iltem- Domain

Type of analysis Question month  month  Latino American leveldata data
Descriptives of PICCOLO data by 1 X X X X X X
ethnicity
Pairedt test by age 1 X X X X X X
Correlations—PICCOLO scores 1 X X X X X X
with demographics
Partial correlations—ethnicity with 2 X X X X X X
PICCOLO scores, control maternal
vocabulary
Repeated measures MANOVA 2 X X X X X
Exploratory factor analysis 2 X X X X X
Partial correlations—PICCOLO 3 X X X X X X
scores with child vocabulary by
maternal vocabulary
Regression predicting child 3 X X X X

vocabulary using
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Combining Samples

Prior to exploring the research questions, data from the two different prbgett
to be combined into one data set. Several steps were taken to do this. First, vaoiables f
the BELLS research project data were re-named so they could be merged iatoghe s
data file as the EHSR research project data set (e.g., “income”HeoBHLLS data set
was renamed “hal_4,” the name for the same variable in the EHSR daBesat)se
different categorical labels were used by the different projectsy warables were
recoded or computed to be similar between the two files (e.g., “gender” wiaslbyig
coded as either a 1 or 2 in the BELLS data set, but was recoded into a O or 1 to be similar
to the EHSR data set). Once variables were labeled and computed the same in the two
project data sets, the data were merged into one file, resulting in a filencwy@ata
from both Latino and European-American families from both research prdjeets.
larger data set was then examined and comparable samples of Spanish-djzaking

families and English-speaking European American families weretedle

Creating Comparable Samples

To evaluate demographic differences between the Latino families and the
European-American families that were possible participants for this $tiedys were
used to examine differences between the two cultures on variables deemet televa
this study: income, child gender, maternal education level, maternal vagedcoae,
and family size. Income was coded as a continuous number—the family’s monthly

income. Child gender was coded as either O (female) or 1 (male). Maternal@ducati
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level was coded as either 1 (less than high school graduate), 2 (high school graduate or
GED), or 3 (some college or more). Maternal education was coded this way bhiecause
the EHSR data set, accurate grade-level education data was ndile\ail@d this was the
most accurate education variable available. Different measures ohalatecabulary
were used by the two different studies, one measuring receptive vocabulaiy (PPV
TVIP) and one measuring expressive vocabulary (Woodcock-Johnson/Woodcock-
Mufoz). For the Woodcock-Johnson/Woodcock- Mufioz data, standardized scores were
not available. To allow this variable to be used in the current study, maternal vogabula
raw scores were converted to standardizedores for both types of maternal
vocabulary. Family size was the number of people living in the household (including the
child) and was grouped as either 2 or 3, 4 or 5, or 6 or more. This variable was coded in
this way to be similar to the family size variable used in the FACES Hedad Sta
Evaluation Study (FACES Research Team, 2003).

Results from thétests are shown in Table 2. All variables except income were

statistically different between the Latino families and the Europenari&an families in
the sample of all possible participants. There were more boys in the Latiplesam
maternal education level and vocabulary were lower in the Latino sample, ahddiami
was bigger in the Latino sample. Three of these variables, gender, matkroation
level, and family size, were deemed close enough that by removing outliers,dtlveoul
possible to eliminate statistical differences between the two groups on thebéega
The fourth variable, maternal vocabulary, differed more between the two samgles a

was remarkably low in the Latino sample (Latino mean = -.38, European-Amarean
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Table 2

t Test for Differences Between Latino and European-American Families: Original

Sample
European- European-

Demographic Latino mean Latii®D American mean AmericanSD t
Income $9,521 $7,101 $9,113 $7,140 -.63
Child gender .59 49 A48 .50 -2.56*
Mom education 1.50 .89 1.86 1.19 3.86**
Mom vocabulary -.38 .85 .54 1.01 11.02**
Family size 2.59 .55 2.40 .53 -4.10**

LatinoN = 171-210

European AmericalN = 371-417

* p=.05

¥ p=.01

= .54). Given the importance of mothers’ vocabulary for children’s language
development, it was more appropriate to control for mother vocabulary in subsequent
statistical analyses that compared the two groups than to attempt to matampeson
this variable.

Because Latino families are the primary focus of this research and émgiglot
number of European-Americans was larger, attempts were made to make ther=uropea
American families more similar to the Latino families and not to chémggeneral
demographic make-up of the Latino families. Thus, European-American famgies w
identified for whom the focus child was a girl, the mother’s education level whsdnd
family size was small. These families were considered outliers amdneeincluded in
the final sample used for analyses. This resulted in a total of 73 Europearc#@meri

families being excluded in the final sample used for analyses. A small numbé&b] of

Latino families who were extreme outliers were also eliminated fromathels, but this
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did not substantially change the demographic make-up of the Latino sample. By
eliminating these families from the sample, statistical differebheeseen the two
cultures disappeared for child gender, maternal education, and familylseze results
are shown in Table 3. The geographic location of these families is shown in Table 4.
Once this sampld\(= 539; 195 Latino and 344 European American) was identified, data

were ready to be analyzed in response to the research questions.

Addressing Research Questions

Each of the research questions identified in Chapter | is addressed irctiois. se
The analytic procedure is described for each question and findings will be discusse
relation to the hypotheses given in Chapter Ill. Prior to addressing resg@stions, an
overall correlation matrix was explored to look at correlations betweeeral ito be

used in analyses. This is included in Appendix B.

Table 3

t Test for Differences Between Latino and European-American Families: Final Sample

Latino (h = 160-195) European -Americam(= 304-344)
Variable Min Max Mean SD Min Max Mean SD t
Income $0 $35,000 $9,522 $7,122 $0 $50,000  $9,073 7,328 -.64
Child gender NA NA .59 49  NA NA .51 .50 -1.85
Mom 1 3 1.54 91 1 3 1.70 1.23 1.58
education
Mom -1.95 1.65 -.39 .83 -1.40 1.97 .52 1.00 10.52*
vocabulary
Family size 1 10 2.56 .56 1 9 2.47 .54 -1.83

* p=.01
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Table 4
Geographic Location of Latino and European-American

Families: Final Sample

State Latino European-American
Arkansas 2 68

California 50 1

Colorado 52

Michigan 2 67

Missouri 0 1

New York 4

South Carolina 0 3
Tennessee 0 13

Utah 40 83

Research Question 1

What positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection, responsiveness,
encouragement, and teaching/talking are typical of parent-child interactions in both
groups of families (i.e., Spanish-speaking Latino families and English-speaking
European-American families)To address this question, descriptive data (mean,
standard deviation, and range) for all parent behavior items and overall domasnagcore
both 24 and 36 months for both cultures were examined.

Descriptive dataScores for domain summary scores are given in Table 5 and
scores for individual items are provided in Tables C-1 and C-2 in Appendix C. Both are
summarized below. For Latino families, item scores ranged from .62 to 1.99 at 24 months
and from .45 to 1.99 at 36 months (minimum score is 0; maximum is 2). Mean scores for

each of the four domains were higher at 24 months than at 36 months. The
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Table 5

Domain Mean Scores

Latino age European-American age
Domain 24 months 36 months 24 months 36 months
Affection/affect 1.39 1.27 1.49 1.41
Responsiveness 1.63 1.60 1.70 1.68
Encouragement 1.37 1.30 1.51 1.47
Teaching/talking 1.11 1.05 1.16 1.14

n=134-172

responsiveness domain had the highest mean score at both ages, and the téabing/ta
domain had the lowest domain score at both ages. European-American families showed a
similar pattern of results: scores were higher at 24 months than at 36 montbw/etste |
domain mean scores were in the teaching/talking domain at both ages, and the highest
domain mean scores were in the responsiveness domain at both ages. The range of item
scores for European-American families was .66 to 1.99 at 24 months and .61 to 1.95 at 36
months.

Overall, these results indicate that the observed behaviors are fpiciyl tof
interactions in both Latino and European-American families. The vast mabrtgan
scores were above 1 (for 120 of a possible 132 behavior items), indicating that the
behaviors were observed at least some of the time. Scores for EuropeacaAmer
families were typically a little higher than for Latino familiethough not always
significantly so. It is interesting to note that the items that were the kanscores and
high mean scores were similar across cultures and ages.

Age changeslo look at possible age changes on behavior items from 24 months
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to 36 months within each ethnic group, pairéelsts were conducted. Table 6 shows
significant differences by age in Latino families, and Table 7 shows smymtific
differences by age in European-American families. Interestitigtybehaviors that
changed with age were similar across cultures for domains 1 and 3, but different for
domains 2 and 4. For Latinos, several items in domain 2 and no items in domain 4
changed with child age, while for European-Americans, several items in domadmé a
items in domain 2 changed with child age.

For both cultures, parents typically did less of the behavior as children gaot older

The only exceptions to this were that for Latino families, the mean sadieefdem

“replies to children’s words or vocalization” increased between 24 and 36 months, and

Table 6

Differences in PICCOLO Items by Age: Latino

Mean
Parent behavior and domain 24 month 36 month  [Biffee t
Touches child affectionately — Affection .78 .58 0.2 3.48**
Smiles at child — Affection 1.24 1.09 .15 2.99**
Praises child — Affection 72 .59 14 2.45*
Responds to child’s emotions — 1.30 1.19 A1 1.99*
Responsiveness
Replies to child’s words or sounds — 1.43 1.56 -13 -2.96**
Responsiveness
Physically helps child do something — 1.40 1.29 A1 2.53*
Encouragement
Offers suggestions to help child — 1.32 1.22 .10 2.25*
Encouragement
Affection/affect domain score 1.39 1.31 .08 3.11**
n=113-116
* p=.05

*» p=.01



Table 7

Differences in PICCOLO Items by Age: European-American
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Mean
Parent behavior and domain 24 month 36 month  [Riffee t
Touches child affectionately — Affection .81 .56 5.2 4.98**
Smiles at child — Affection 1.35 1.24 A1 2.34*
Praises child — Affection .78 .61 17 3.56**
Physically helps child do something — 1.31 1.19 A2 2.64**
Encouragment
Verbally encourages child’s efforts — 1.17 1.03 .15 3.23**
Encouragment
Labels objects or actions — Teaching 1.68 1.55 13 3.33*
Talks to child about characteristics of objects .80 .67 A3 2.84**
— Teaching
Asks child for information — Teaching 1.66 1.73 7-0  -2.15*%
Affection/affect domain score — Teaching 1.47 1.40 .08 3.73*

n=262-266
* p=.05
** p=.01

for European-American families, the mean score for the item “asks chiltdfdomation”

increased between 24 and 36 months. It is interesting to note that both of theseeitems ar

language items.

Influence of demographicés part of this research question, the relations

between child and family characteristics and PICCOLO scores were espforst,

correlations between child gender and PICCOLO scores were examineglwgnemo

significant correlations between child gender and PICCOLO scorestiaplfamilies.

Table 8 shows significant correlations for European-American fan(iestive

correlations indicate that mothers do more of the behavior with boys while negative

correlations indicate
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Table 8

Correlations Between Gender and PICCOLO Scores: European-American

Age in Correlation with
Parent behavior and domain months gender
Pays attention to what child is doing - Responsgsn 24 .20*
Responds to child’'s emotions — Responsiveness 24 4* 1
Praises child — Affection 36 A13*
Encourages child to handle toys — Encouragement 36 -.12*
n=127-316
* p=.05

mothers do more of the behavior with girls). The responsiveness domain seemed to be
influenced most by gender; of the four significant correlations, two (“p&ettentive to
what child is doing;” “parent responds to child’s emotional expression or aftget”)
from the responsiveness domain. Both of these correlations are positive,grteanin
mother was more responsive to boys than to girls. There was only one item with a
significant negative correlation with gender—“parent allows child to hangée’to

For Latino families, the correlations between generation status an®R{TC
scores were also examined. Generation status was coded as either 1 (agther vorn
in the U.S.) or 2 (mother was born in the U.S., but grandparents were not). This variable
is not necessarily an indicator of level of acculturation but simply indicativéeferthe
parent was born. A positive correlation indicates that mothers who were born in the U.S
did more of the behavior indicated in the item. Significant correlations are shown in
Table 9. There were nine items that were significantly correlated wigrgggon status—
three when children were 24 months and six when children were 36 months. The most

interesting item is “parent touches child affectionately.” This iteas positively
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Table 9

Correlations Between Generation Status and PICCOLO Scores: Latino

Age in Correlation

Parent behavior and domain months w/generation status
Touches child affectionately — Affection 24 .25*
Is engaged in interacting with child — Affection 24 -.28**
Shows child how to do something — Teaching 24 *23*
Touches child affectionately — Affection 36 -.34%*
Shows emotional support toward child — Affection 36 21*
Responds to child’s emotions — Responsiveness 36 .25**
Verbally encourages child’s efforts — Encouragement 36 23*
Talks to child about characteristics of object®adhing 36 .28**
Asks child for information — Teaching 36 .28*

n=99-126

* p=.05

*» p=.01

correlated with generation status at 24 months and negatively correlate@metiatgpn

status at 36 months, meaning it occurred more frequently among mothers born in the U.S.
when the child was 24 months old, but less frequently among mothers born in the U.S.
when the child was 36 months old. Only two other items (“parent is engaged in

interacting with child” at 24 months; “parent demonstrates how to do something f

child” at 24 months) were negatively correlated with generation status,mgebhase

behaviors were less common for mothers who were born in the U.S.

Research Question 2

How do positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection, responsiveness,
encouragement, and teaching/talking that occur in the Spanish-speaking Latino families
compare to positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection, responsiveness,

encouragement, and teaching/talking that occur in parent-child interactions in English-
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speaking European-American families?

Partial correlations.To explore this question, partial correlations between culture
and PICCOLO scores controlling for maternal vocabulary were first egl&ignificant
correlations are shown in Table 10. Ethnicity is categorically coded as & &ifww or 1
for European-American. (African American families were coded a#‘#ie original
EHSR data set and these categorical labels were not changed so thatiidiabe c
analyzed later with African American families included.) Thus, positiveetadions
indicate that Latina mothers do more of the behavior while negative camslatidicate
that European-American mothers do more of the behavior.

There are many significant correlations, indicating that culture doesnté
parenting behavior for these items. There are 32 significant correlatioms)lpseven
of these are positive [“parent is close to child” (24 and 36months), “parent follows wha
child is trying to do” (24 months), “parent positions self to be able to respond to child’s
needs” (24 and 36 months), “parent physically helps child” (24 months), “parent
demonstrates how to do something for child” (24 months)]. This indicates that European-
American mothers typically engage in most of the observed behaviors more figquent
than Latina mothers. It was hypothesized that Latina mothers would show $ughes
in affection/affect and responsiveness than European-American mothers, but this
hypothesis was only weakly supported. In the affection/affect domain, the domain
summary scores were correlated with culture and European-American srextbesd
higher at both ages. Most statistically significant item correlatitsosfavored European-

American mothers, but one item, “parent is physically near the child,” whsrior



Table 10

Correlations Between Latino Culture and PICCOLO Scores
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Age in
Parent behavior and domain months  Correlation
Is physically near the child — Affection 24 14
Shows emotional support toward child — Affection 24 -.23%*
Follows what child is trying to do — Responsiveness 24 2%
Responds to child’'s emotions — Responsiveness 24 19%*-,
Looks at child when child talks or makes soundesgonsiveness 24 -13*
Positions self to be able to respond to child’sdseeResponsiveness 24 16%*
Replies to child’s words or sounds — Responsiveness 24 -.25%**
Supports child’s choices or activity changes — Emnagement 24 A7
Verbally encourages child’s efforts — Encouragement 24 =21
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing — Eragement 24 - 14%*
Shows child how to do something — Teaching 24 J15%*
Does activities in a sequence of steps — Teaching 4 2 -.10*
Asks child for information — Teaching 24 =21
Speaks in a warm tone of voice — Affection 36 -.10*
Is physically near the child — Affection 36 .20*
Uses positive expressions with child — Affection 36 =14
Shows emotional support toward child — Affection 36 -.34%*
Follows what child is trying to do — Responsiveness 36 A1x
Responds to child’'s emotions — Responsiveness 36 30**-.
Positions self to be able to respond to child’sdseeResponsiveness 36 2%
Replies to child’s words or sounds — Responsiveness 36 =17
Waits for child’s response after making a suggestiencouragement 36 - 17
Supports child’s choices or activity changes — Emnagement 36 - 17
Verbally encourages child’s efforts — Encouragement 36 =27
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing — Eragement 36 - 15%**
Explains reasons for something to child — Teaching 36 -.12*
Does activities in a sequence of steps — Teaching 6 3 -.10*
Asks child for information — Teaching 36 -.28**
Affection total score 24 -.10*
Encouragement total score 24 -.14%*
Affection total score 36 - 15%*
Encouragement total score 36 -.18**

* p=.05
** p=.01
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Latino families at both 24 and 36 months. In addition, responsiveness domain summary
scores were not significantly correlated with ethnicity at eithez amd Latina mothers
had higher scores on the items “parent follows what child is trying to do”pamdrit
positions self to be able to respond to child’s needs” at both ages.

ANOVA analysisBecause it is difficult to accurately interpret the correlations
given the large number of them, a mixed-model repeated-measures ANONBisina
tested multivariate differences in PICCOLO domain scores by ethritatythis analysis,
the between-subjects factor was culture and the within-subjects factdomasn. The
ANOVA analysis was undertaken to answer three questions: (a) Whetleeatber
differences between English-speaking and Spanish-speaking parents @weréhether
there are differences between English-speaking and Spanish-speakintg fmare
particular domains, and (c) Whether there are differences for the domainsctibaff
affect and responsiveness compared to encouragement and teaching/talkimg. For t
analysis, separate analyses were done for 24- and 36-month parenting tiaga. In t
analysis, maternal vocabulary score was used as a covariate. Thermwegaificant
main effects at 24 months. At 36 months there was a significant main effecttéosnaha
languagel = 4.84,p= .01, etaz = .04).

To answer the second question, concerning which domains show differences by
culture, the interaction effect was examined. This effect was sigmnifanly at 36
months F = 3.59,p = .03, eta? = .03), meaning that the two groups, English-speaking and
Spanish-speaking families, score significantly differently on PICC@L86 months.

Univariatet tests were conducted as simple effects tests, a post-hoc procedure
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recommended by Stevens (2002). These results indicated that all domaiesl differ
significantly. As was shown in the previous correlation analyses, scores yeee far
European-American families in all domains at all times.

The last question addressed by the ANOVA analysis was whether scores in the
domains of affection/affect and responsiveness were different than sctresiomains
of encouragement and teaching/talking. It was hypothesized that Latir@$awould
have higher scores in the domains of affection/affect and responsiveness and that
European-American families would have higher scores in the domains of encourageme
and teaching/talking. This test showed that there were no significactisedte?4 months,
but there was a significant effect for the encouragement and teadking/tbomains at
36 monthskE = 6.11,p = .01, eta? = .02), but not for the affection/affect and
responsiveness domains. As hypothesized, English-speaking families hadsbaykesrin
these two domains than Spanish-speaking families.

Exploratory factor analyse#s part of this research question, exploratory factor
analyses were also conducted to see whether domain structure varied leyandtur
whether the items assigned to each domain truly formed a scale. Becapsssibde
that the domain structure varies by age, this was done both separately by age and
averaged across age. There were very few differences in the factor stoettueen ages
and both looked similar to the factor structure identified by the analysis looking at
averaged scores, therefore, the analyses exploring the factor struatgrthesaveraged
scores will be reported.

For each of these analyses, direct oblimin rotation was used. This rotation was
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chosen because it is the preferred method when the factors are not assumed to be
independent. All items from the four domains were first entered into an analysis to
explore whether they fell into four separate domains (this was done sepanagzigto
culture). For both cultures, the items seemed to form one large domain and a couple of
smaller domains. For Latino families, 27 of the 33 items loaded highest on thadiost f
For European American Families, 23 of the 33 items loaded highest on the fost fact
Loadings for each of the items on the first factor are shown in Table 11. Next, t
analysis was forced to form four factors. The items still seemed to form onéaciar.
These analyses seemed to indicate that the items are highly corrathteat separate
factors statistically.

Analyses were then conducted for each domain (within each culture) to see
whether the items within each domain formed just one factor. When not forced to a
certain number of factors, there was one main factor for each culture. Howe\er, ther
were still several items that seemed to form separate, smallesfa@tare each domain
was forced to only one factor, there were only three items [(“parent is plysiear the
child” (domain 1), “parent replies to child’s words or vocalizations,” (domain 2), and
“parent verbally encourages child’s efforts” (domain 3)] that did not giéarithin
their respective domain (factor loading < .35) for Latino families and twaif€parent
is physically near the child” (domain 1), (“parent positions self to be ablegonmgso
child’s needs” domain 2)] that did not clearly fit within its respective domain for
European-American families. Several of the items that do not fit well inrdspective

domains are related to physical positioning. Families were asked by intersit sit on



Table 11

Factor Loadings on First Factor for All Domains Combined
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Loading on
Loadings on factor 1 —
factor 1 - European-
Parent behavior and domain Latino American
Touches child affectionately — Affection A4 .56
Speaks in a warm tone of voice — Affection .68 .55
Smiles at child — Affection .68 .61
Praises child — Affection .56 .63
Is physically close to child — Affection .15 .28
Uses positive expressions with child — Affection 7.6 .76
Is engaged in interacting with child — Affection 4.7 .60
Shows emotional support toward child — Affection 9.5 .78
Pays attention to what child is doing - Responsigsn .37 .50
Changes pace or activity to meet child’s interestseeds — .67 .38
Responsiveness
Is flexible about child’s change of activities atdrests — 51 46
Responsiveness
Follows what child is trying to do — Responsiveness .75 .62
Responds to child’'s emotions — Responsiveness .63 74
Looks at child when child talks or makes soundgspgonsiveness .33 .55
Positions self to be able to respond to child’'sdsee .23 .30
Responsiveness
Replies to child’s words or sounds — Responsiveness .48 A7
Physically helps child do something - Encouragement .63 .45
Waits for child’s response after making a suggestio .65 .62
Encouragement
Encourages child to handle toys — Encouragement .54 .29
Supports child’s choices or activity changes - Emagement .59 .54
Supports child in doing things on his/her own - @magement 46 17
Verbally encourages child’s efforts — Encouragement .60 74
Offers suggestions to help child — Encouragement 7 .6 .64
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing - Eregement .81 .76
Shows child how to do something — Teaching .65 .34
Explains reasons for something to child - Teaching .52 .63
Suggests activities to extend what child is doifigaching .75 51

(table continues
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Loading on
Loadings on factor 1 —

factor 1 - European-
Parent behavior and domain Latino American
Repeats or expands child’s words or sounds - Tegchi 49 .53
Labels objects or actions for child — Teaching .58 .58
Engages in pretend play with child .58 .50
Does activities in a sequence of steps .64 .49
Talks to child about characteristics of objects .54 .57
Asks child for information .58 .56

a mat and face the camera. Because of this, scores on physical positioneteery ar
high and when reliability of the items is analyzed, they frequently do not fitrwibleir
respective domains. Factor loadings for each of the items are shown in Table 12 for
Latino families and Table 13 for European-American families.

This factor analysis was performed to look at how well the items fit intmtive f
domains statistically. Items were either written to reflect the dewelopmental domains
or selected from other parenting measures to reflect the domains. This waeftvae
coded data was completed. The results of the factor analysis indicate tleahefiour
domains are clearly not statistically separate and while there isp\mrtween the
domains, there is also adequate statistical validity to keep the items auttfdomains.
This is important because conceptually, the four domains are separate aspects
parenting and looking at them separately is both easier for coders and hiaalprse.
When used as an intervention tool, this allows practitioners to see the domains in which

parents have strengths.



Table 12

Factor Loadings for Separated Domains: Latino

Factor Factor Factor Factor

Affection loading Responsiveness loading Encouragement loading Teaching loading
Touches child .56 Pays attention to what child .69 Physically helps childdo .78 Shows child how to do .63
affectionately is doing something something
Speaks in a warm 74 Changes pace or activityto .70 Waits for child’s response .71 Explains reasons for .69
tone of voice meet child’s interests or after making a suggestion something to child

needs
Smiles at child .76 Is flexible about child’'s .68 Encourages child to .78 Suggests activities to .70

change of activities or handle toys extend what child is

interests doing
Praises child .66 Follows what child is trying .74 Supports child’s choices .80 Repeats or expands .68

to do or activity changes child’s words or sounds
Is physically closeto .11 Responds to child’'s .69 Supports child in doing .73 Labels objects or actions .69
child emotions things on his/her own for child
Uses positive .79 Looks at child when child .61 Verbally encourages .34 Engages in pretend play .64
expressions with talks or makes sounds child’s efforts t with child
child
Is engaged in 72 Positions self to be able to 42 Offers suggestions to help .62 Does activities in a .75
interacting with respond to child’s needs child sequence of steps
child
Shows emotional .76 Replies to child’s words or .32 Shows enthusiasm about .75 Talks to child about .63
support toward child sounds what child is doing characteristics of objects

Asks child for .66

information




Table 13

Factor Loadings for Separated Domains: European-American

Factor Factor Factor Factor

Affection loading Responsiveness loading Encouragement loading Teaching loading
Touches child .50 Pays attention to what child .52 Physically helps childdo .51 Shows child how to do .55
affectionately is doing something something
Speaks in a warm .70 Changes pace or activityto .53 Waits for child’s response .67 Explains reasons for .66
tone of voice meet child’s interests or after making a suggestion something to child

needs
Smiles at child .62 Is flexible about child’s .70 Encourages child to .62 Suggests activities to 74

change of activities or handle toys extend what child is

interests doing
Praises child .57 Follows what child is trying .75 Supports child’s choices 71 Repeats or expands .51

to do or activity changes child’s words or sounds
Is physically closeto .35 Responds to child’s .75 Supports child in doing .59 Labels objects or actions .59
child emotions things on his/her own for child
Uses positive .87 Looks at child when child .65 Verbally encourages .64 Engages in pretend play .66
expressions with talks or makes sounds child’s efforts t with child
child
Is engaged in 71 Positions self to be able to .13 Offers suggestions to help .65 Does activities in a .67
interacting with respond to child’s needs child sequence of steps
child
Shows emotional .81 Replies to child’s words or .59 Shows enthusiasm about .68 Talks to child about .66
support toward child sounds what child is doing characteristics of objects

Asks child for .56

information
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Research Question #3

Which of these positive parenting behaviors in the domains of affection,
responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching/talking, within each group of families, are
related to children’s early language development®is is the main research question of
this study, and it was hypothesized that for both cultures, some parent behaviarbevoul
related to children’s language outcomes. As noted in Chapter lll, childregisdge
scores could be in either English or Spanish, whichever language they knewHoette
European-American families, it was specifically hypothesized that thaiderof
responsiveness and teaching/talking would be related to children’s languageesutcom
No specific hypotheses were made for Latino families, because therktike sesearch
literature from which to derive sound hypotheses.

Covariates.To explore possible covariates, correlations between child and family
characteristics and child language scores were analyzed. Thed#esimcluded
income, child gender, maternal education, maternal vocabulary, family size, and for
Latino families, generation status. For families in both cultures, the onlyleria
significantly correlated with child language scores was maternal vocglsglare, Latino
r =.19,p < .05, European-American= .24,p < .01. Because this item was different
between the two samples, it was used as a covariate.

Partial correlations.To analyze how parent behavior influences child language
outcomes, partial correlations between PICCOLO scores and child langoeegesere

first analyzed, controlling for maternal vocabulary. Significant d¢atiens from these
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analyses are shown in Table 14 for Latino families and in Table 15 for European-
American families.

For Latino families, there were few correlations between parent belzndor
child language score. No overall domain scores were correlated with ciglcze
scores. Interestingly, of the eight significant correlations, sevenfreene24-month
parent behavior to 36-month child language score. In addition, three of thesdioogela
were negative (24- and 36-month “parent touches child affectionately” amb2th
“parent supports child’s choices or activity changes).

For European-American families, there are 16 correlations from 24-montit pare
behavior to child language scores and 14 correlations from 36-month parent behavior to
child language scores. In addition, all overall domain scores at both ageshdieasity

correlated with child language scores for European Americans.

Table 14
Correlations Between PICCOLO Scores and Child Language, Controlling for

Maternal Vocabulary: Latino

Age in
Parent behavior and domain months Correlation
Touches child affectionately — Affection 24 -.20*
Uses positive expressions with child — Affection 24 .18*
Is engaged in interacting with child - Affection 24 .18*
Looks at child when child talks or makes soundgspgonsiveness 24 .18*
Supports child’s choices or activity changes - Emagement 24 -.18*
Offers suggestions to help child — Encouragement 24 .28**
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing - Aftect 24 .20*
Touches child affectionately — Affection 36 -.25%*
n=123-136
* p=.05

*» p=.01
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Table 15
Correlations Between PICCOLO Scores and Child Language, Controlling for Maternal

Vocabulary: European-American

Age in
Parent behavior and domain months  Correlation
Speaks in a warm tone of voice — Affection 24 .15%
Praises child — Affection 24 A7
Uses positive expressions with child - Affection 24 2%
Shows emotional support toward child - Affection 24 A7
Changes pace or activity to meet child’s interestseeds - Responsiveness 24 A3
Is flexible about child’s change of activities atdrests - Responsiveness 24 22%*
Follows what child is trying to do - Responsiveness 24 .22%*
Replies to child’s words or sounds - Responsiveness 24 .15%
Waits for child’s response after making a suggestiBncouragement 24 .23**
Supports child’s choices or activity changes - Emagement 24 .25%*
Supports child in doing things on his/her own - @magement 24 19**
Offers suggestions to help child - Encouragement 24 .19%*
Explains reasons for something to child - Teaching 24 12
Suggests activities to extend what child is doifigaching 24 16
Repeats or expands child’s words or sounds - Tegchi 24 27
Asks child for information — Teaching 24 22%*
Uses positive expressions with child - Affection 36 A3
Follows what child is trying to do - Responsiveness 36 .18**
Looks at child when child talks or makes soundgspgonsiveness 36 .15*
Replies to child’s words or sounds - Responsiveness 36 A7
Waits for child’s response after making a suggestiBncouragement 36 27
Offers suggestions to help child - Encouragement 36 A3
Shows child how to do something - Teaching 36 16**
Suggests activities to extend what child is doifigaching 36 A7
Engages in pretend play with child - Teaching 36 4* 1
Does activities in a sequence of steps - Teaching 6 3 .15*
Talks to child about characteristics of objecfBeaching 36 2%
Asks child for information - Teaching 36 14*
Affection/Affect 24 .15*
Affection/Affect 36 14*

(table continues
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Age in

Parent behavior and domain months  Correlation
Responsiveness 24 .35%*
Responsiveness 36 A7+
Encouragement 24 27**
Encouragement 36 16%*
Teaching/Talking 24 22%*
Teaching/Talking 36 23%*

n=120-280

* p=.05

¥ p=.01

Formation of Latino factorfor Latino families, it had been hypothesized that
some overall domain scores would be correlated with children’s language, buashis
not the case. Because this was an exploratory study, other ways of combminigvitre
explored. The correlations between individual PICCOLO items and child language do
not, when considered singularly, merit strong statements about whether or not parent
behavior predicts child language development. The purpose of the item-level analysis
was to provide an exploratory description of the parenting behaviors that acagess
with child language, but because analysis at the item level requires a larger mim
statistical tests, conventional statistical inference is limiteth-level analyses are also
limited in their utility for intervention programs needing information to pro@dequate
assistance to Latino families. The possibility of the items that vegrelated with
children’s language forming a factor was explored as a means to gesmyeds that
combined items in useful ways.

When PICCOLO items were originally developed, they were written based on
constructs from the research literature on parenting. Thus, the organizationsoihite

domains was based primarily on face validity as decided upon by the measure
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development team and advice from practitioners. Statistically, itemssbawe degree of
overlap and do not fit as neatly into four domains as they do conceptually (astdtlistra
by the factor analysis conducted as part of research question #2). Therskea)et
appropriate to analyze the five PICCOLO items significantly caeelaith child
language as a factor score. Iltems that were negatively correldtechwd language were
not included. Scale reliability of these five items (“parent uses poskpessions with
child,” “parent is engaged in interacting with child,” “parent looks at child whéd s
talking or making sounds,” “parent offers verbal suggestions to help child,” and “parent
shows enthusiasm about child’s activities”) was analyzed and was suRid¢igyit to
form a factor using these items, Cronbadifgtha=.74. Table 16 shows additional
results from this reliability analysis. The correlation betweenféiu®r and children’s
vocabulary was .29**. This factor was then entered into a regression analysisvalong

maternal vocabulary. Results from this analysis are shown in Table 17.

Table 16

Reliability Analysis for Latino Language Factor

Scale mean Scale Corrected Cronbach’s
if item variance if item-total alpha if item

Parent behavior and domain deleted item deleted  correlation deleted
Uses positive expressions with child - 6.20 1.42 .49 .70
Affection
Is engaged in interacting with child - 5.85 1.61 .55 .70
Affection
Looks at child when child talks or 6.09 1.56 .28 .78
makes sounds - Responsiveness
Offers verbal suggestions to help child 6.32 1.29 .59 .66
- Encouragement
Shows enthusiasm about what childis  6.29 1.13 .70 .61

doing - Affection
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Table 17

Regression Predicting Child Vocabulary Using Latino Factor Score

Variable Beta R Change?®
Model 1
Maternal vocabulary A7+ .03
Model 2
Maternal vocabulary .16 .09 .06
Latino factor score .25**
*» p=.01

Maternal vocabulary score was entered first and was a significant predictor.
However, when this parenting factor was entered in the second step, maternal vpcabula
was no longer a significant predictor of child’s vocabulary, only the parentirgg.fact
This means that the parenting factor makes a difference at equal leveleafah
vocabulary, but maternal vocabulary does not have independent predictive value over and

above parenting behavior.

Follow-up Analyses

Because correlations for PICCOLO items and domains with child vocabulary
differed so dramatically between the two cultures and were not neteasari
hypothesized for Latino families, several analyses were conducteddp ureterstand
how parents influence language development in Latino families.

t test for PPVT and TVIP differencé&stst, at test looked at differences between
mean scores of children assessed using the PPVT and children assessed usiligy the TV
This showed a significant difference between scares8.99**. The mean score for

children assessed using the PPVT was 80.67 while the means score for childrssdasse
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using the TVIP was 96.67.

Correlations by child outcome languagéhe next analysis looked at correlations
between maternal behavior and child language separately for childreseasssisg the
PPVT and children assessed using the TVIP. This analysis indicates thakdiemchi
assessed using the PPVT, the items correlated with child vocabulary anc: tbietke
correlations look similar to those of children in the European-American group. This
group was small, howeveN (= 35), so few of these correlations are statistically
significant. For children assessed using the TVIP, the correlationsremgremall and
the pattern was not similar to that of children in the European-American group.

Regression analysis by child outcome langudde. differences between PPVT
and TVIP measures were also a concern in relation to analysis of the constructed
parenting factor in relation to child language. The constructed parentingviasor
entered into a regression analysis along with both maternal vocabularyasddie
categorical variable indicating whether children were assessed irslEnglSpanish.
This variable was chosen because follow-up analyses indicated somendéfebetween
these two groups and because at these young ages, the language measglieh iznd
Spanish are not equivalent. When entered together into a regression equation, all three
scores significantly contributed to children’s language scores. PICCOLG sgute
maternal vocabulary were positive predictors, meaning that higher scores on these
variables were related to higher child language scores. The langusaigs \seore was a
negative predictor, meaning children assessed in English typically had lowgadang

scores. Results from this analysis are shown in Table 18.
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Table 18
Regression Predicting Child Vocabulary Using Latino Factor

Score, Maternal Vocabulary, and Language Version

Variable Beta R
Latino factor score A7 A7
Maternal vocabulary 21

Language version -.33**

Correlation between generation status and child language outchnaother
analysis looked at how generation status influenced child vocabulary. The amrelat
between generation status and children’s language is negative]l, suggesting that
children’s language skills are worse the longer these families, whiooske ¢o be
interviewed in Spanish, have lived in the US. Because the sample was defined as
Spanish-speaking families, the Latino group in both generation levels chose to be
interviewed in Spanish. Some of these children, however, were assessed im. Englis
Results suggest that there is a group of Latino families who, even though theywmay ha
lived in the US for several years, still use primarily their nativedagg, and their
children’s language development is poorer than that of children in more recegramimi

families.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Discussion of Findings

This study examined how parent-child interactions influence child language
outcomes, particularly for Latino families. It also explored group diffees, between
Spanish-speaking Latino mothers and English-speaking European-Ameadttarsnin
parent-child interactions and how these interactions contribute to childregisalge
outcomes differently within each group. Previous research shows that resguarsivis
who spend a lot of time talking with their children tend to have children who become
better talkers and, eventually, better readers (Baumwell et al., 199& Rasley, 1995;
Hobson et al., 2004; Hoff-Ginsberg, 1991; Landry et al., 1997). The majority of this
research is based on European-American samples, and although there hagémsngnc
research attention on the language development of Latino children (e.g., Roetiglie
1995; Tabors et al., 2003; Winsler et al., 1999), little of this research has focused on the
contribution of parents to their children’s early language development. Given the
increasing numbers of Latino families living in the U.S. and the unique challenges
children from these families face in becoming successful students andsrehidas a
topic that merits further exploration.

Parenting behaviors in both Latino and European-American families weré code
from videotaped interactions of parents and children playing together. Parentinmpbeha

was coded in four parenting domains: affection/affect, responsiveness, enowmgge
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and teaching/talking. Extant demographic and child outcome data were then used to
explore how these parenting behaviors contributed to children’s language development
and how culture influenced these contributions. Implications from the results of these
analyses are discussed in the following sections, organized accordingasdaerch
guestions identified in Chapter I. Insights from Bronfenbrenner’'s (1992) ecdlogica
theory of child development are used to offer explanations and understandings of the

research findings.

Typical Parent-Child Interactions

Description of findingsTo begin to understand how parent-child interactions
influence children’s language development, what occurs within these interagéiens
first explored. Descriptive data from each of the individual parent behawios geowed
that, in general, the parenting behaviors coded were prevalent throughout theipisdent
play interactions when children were both 24 and 36 months old. On a 0 to 2 scale, the
lowest mean score of any item for either culture was .45 (“parent explainasdas
something to child”) in Latino families when children were 36 months old. No other
mean scores were below .50, and few were below 1 (12 of 132). A score of 1 indicated
that the parent did the particular behavior at least some of the time throughout the
interaction. No domain mean scores, with items averaged, were below 1.0, indiwatting t
for most items, most parents did the behavior at least some of the time.

Overall, the age influences on scores were typically higher for European-
American families and for children who were 24 months old, although not always

statistically so. No hypothesis was made about how parent behavior would giffge b
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but it is not surprising that parents did interact differently with 24-month-oldrehi
than they did with 36-month-old children. The abilities and needs of a 24-month-old child
are quite different than those of a 36-month-old child. For example, the languatgesabil
and attention span of a child would both likely increase during this time period, which
may partially explain why parenting behavior changed. Parenting behawndiuenced
by child behavior and would not be expected to look the same at 24 months as it does at
36 months.

Additional analyses looked at how several demographic variables influence
PICCOLO scores. Differences between 24- and 36-month data (separatedtirforand
European-American families) show that for families in both groups, there veerng m
changes with age, although the patterns were somewhat different by culture. For
affection/affect, the items that changed were identical for the tworesltparent touches
child affectionately, parent smiles at child, and parent praises child. Foottese
items, parents participated in the behavior more frequently when childrelyousrger.

Theoretical interpretation.These findings are interesting when considered in the
context of Bronfenbrenner’s (1992) theory of child development. This theory noted that
the influence of parents on their child’s development typically decreased @sltiien
got older and were exposed to a broader environmental context. While it is pdesible t
the PICCOLO measure described behaviors that are typical of parentathifttions
when the children are 24 months old than when they are 36 months old and that other
behaviors occur more frequently when children are 36 months old, it is also possible that

parents are engaging in the behaviors less frequently because theichalegsg. By
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36 months, many children are enrolled in preschool or daycare settings thatlaé&swenf
their development. This increases the number of microsystems a child isceiqpase
the frequency of parent-child interactions may, in turn, be affected by this.

The existence of differences in behavior by culture is not surprising when
interpreted using Bronfenbrenner’s (1992) theory. His theory noted that there are
differences within each system to which a child was exposed. The two groupesl $tudi
this project represent different cultures because they have differenitetbpianguages,
and traditions. Culture is part of the macrosystem of child development, the fyatas
most distant from the child. The influence of culture is not as direct to the shale a
influences that are part of proximal systems, yet the influence of caluarstill be
strong. Because culture can influence the way parents think and act, cultuazeam h
influence on children’s development through parent-child interactions. This iddsewil

explored further in the following section.

Influence of Culture

Description of findings.Overall, analyses showed that culture was related to the
parenting behaviors that were observed within parent-child interactionssTus i
surprising—other research has also found differences by culture in how parenatst int
with their children (Anderson & Stokes, 1984; Cervantes & Perez-Granados, 2002;
Eisenberg, 2002). What was surprising about this finding was that the direction of
differences was not as hypothesized. It was hypothesized that Latincspaoeid show
more affection/affect and responsiveness in their interactions with tleiren based on

previous work noting the prevalence of these types of behaviors in Latino culture



84

(Calzada & Eyberg, 2002; Harwood et al., 1999). Little evidence for this was found
within the current research sample. European-American parents, comparéedtimih
parents, participated more frequently in behaviors from all of the four payelamains.

Possible explanation#&lthough these results seem to contradict some of the
previous research about Latino families, as well as some common sterebiyetha
Latino culture, there is some other research with similar findings. A study dogpa
Mexican-American mothers and European-American mothers found some diéferen
between parenting styles, but concluded that there were more sinsiltréredifferences
between the two groups (Hill, Bush, & Roosa, 2003).

Additionally, the methods used by previous research and the samples studied
differ in ways that may contribute to the differences in findings. Calzada d®idy
(2002) studied only Dominican and Puerto Rican mothers, only self-reported behaviors
were obtained, and children were between the ages of 2 and 6. These differences from
this study and could influence the pattern of findings. The children in the Harwood and
colleagues (1999) study were between the ages of 12 and 15 months, much younger than
children in this study. Additionally, only Puerto Rican mothers were studied.

There are also several other possible reasons why this finding was not as
hypothesized. First, it may be that the students who coded the videotapesd.dfifere
is, different people coded European-American families than coded Latinoef&nttilis
possible that those who coded the European-American families scored families
differently than those who coded Latino families. To explore this possibiitye scoders

“switched” coding teams and coded clips from different cultures. Cooetabietween
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European-American coders’ scores and Latino coders’ scores are .68 irethieraff
domain, .33 in the responsiveness domain, .36 in the encouragement domain, and .53 in
the teaching/talking domain. These are only moderate correlations, showingdbes
did code somewhat differently.

It is also possible that the affection/affect and responsiveness domains do not
adequately capture the range of possible affection/affect and responsivein@gsrs,
particularly those that Latino parents engage in frequently or that PICCOWE i
sensitive enough to capture these differences. As part of the developmenhuddhige,
steps were taken to ensure that the range of parenting behaviors in Latinesfaradi
captured: Latino parents/students were interviewed about the applicabihty of
PICCOLO items for their culture, other possible behaviors were identifieddaled @&
the original coding scheme, and items were not deleted from the final version of the
measure until the applicability of the item for both cultures was evallB¢eduse
PICCOLO uses a simple 0, 1, or 2 coding system, there is little variabilitpiass This
limits the sensitivity for the measure in identifying differencesvbeh parents.

Perhaps the most viable alternative explanation is that the uniqueness of this
Latino sample—Ilow-income Latino families for whom Spanish is the primagukge
spoken in the home—do not capture the characteristics of the larger Latino population.
Because this is such a unique group of Latino families, the cultural macroggstéhich
they are exposed may be very different than the cultural macrostgstehich other
Latino families are exposed. Certainly, there is not only a single Letitare to which

these families are exposed.
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Socioeconomic status is another important aspect of the macrosystem a child
experiences. Research has found many differences in the home environment amgl learni
opportunities of low-income homes compared to higher-income homes (Eisenberg, 2002;
Hart & Risley, 1995). One study compared low-income and middle-income Mexican-
American mother-child dyads and found that SES had an effect on the amount of positive
feedback given and complexity of the interaction, with middle-income moms providing
more of both. While culture likely influenced the parenting styles of the itsmricluded
in this sample, a similar SES likely contributed to similarities betweetwtheamples
that were not hypothesized. It is possible that being poor is as influential @n chil
development as is culture.
The variability in the cultural macrosystems Latino families expeaas

important for understanding differences in behavior between these famdie®a-
Latino families. The group of Latino families this research focused on esetiff from
other groups of Latino families and was selected to represent a group of Latilesfa
whose children were at highest-risk for poor language outcomes and readsg skill
Indeed, just the prevalence with which Spanish is used in these familiesaadieat
there is something unique about them. Most previous research using Latincsfaaslie
also used samples that are not representative of the entire spectrum ofdratiies f
(e.g., Latino families who speak English, families living in Puerto Rico, omyidan-
American families, etc.). In addition, the group of European-Americaniéamited as a
comparison group is also a unique, low-income group that is likely not representative of

the larger European-American population. Comparing research findings doawn fr
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these unique samples and attempting to extrapolate findings to the larger Lati
population is unwise, yet often happens because of the lack of representativassampl

Theoretical interpretationwhile culture is part of the macrosystem of
development, which is the level of developmental influences most distant to the child,
this should not be interpreted to mean that the influence of culture on children’s
development is not strong. Macrosystems of development are distant from the child, but
their influence can be pervasive across other levels of development also because
macrosystems affect mesosystems and microsystems. The finding timdtghace
interactions differ by culture illustrates how this is possible. The influerfde more
distant system (culture) can directly influence the child’s developmenighr
interactions with parents.

Intervention programs often seek to improve children’s early language
development. To be successful, such programs need to recognize and work with the
unique aspects of the populations they serve. This research highlights sepertdmt
considerations for such programs. First, parent-child interactions arediffer_atino
families than they are in European-American families. Continuing to vievaatiens
typical of European-American families as the norm amidst a continually icigang
demography will hamper intervention efforts. Second, differences in intaradtave
important implications for children’s development. Not only do differences in bahavi
exist which can lead to different outcomes for children, but the same behagiors ar
related to children’s outcomes in different ways in Latino families thanatesin

European-American families. Third, Latino families are not homogeneous and
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considerably more research needs to be done before these differences ateatitea
way that will be helpful for intervention programs. This research focused on a unique
sub-group of the Latino population and by doing so, some interesting characteristics of
this group that may differ from other Latino subgroups were noted. However, this
research was only able to scratch the surface of these differeecesisB data were
collected for different projects that were not informed of the research ebgcti this
particular study, insufficient data were available to explore this issdeqth.
Understanding differences in parent-child interactions of different subgrolyasirod
families should be the focus of future research designed to assist interveagjcans in
meeting their goals.

Parent Contributions to Children’s
Language Development

Parent contributions in European-American familiksvas hypothesized that for
families in both cultures, parent behavior would be related to children’s language
development. For European-Americans, the domains of responsiveness and
teaching/talking were hypothesized to be correlated with child vocabulag bas
extensive research showing that parent responsiveness and verbal behavior gaatimpor
for children’s later language success (Baumwell et al., 1997; Hart &REDI5;
Hobson et al., 2004; Hoff-Ginsberg, 1991; Landry et al., 1997). Strong correlations
between parenting behaviors in these domains and children’s language were found,
particularly for the responsiveness domains. Because less reseammbkieasat how

affection/affect and encouragement influence children’s languageogeveht, no
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specific hypotheses about these domains were made. However, these domains of
parenting also seem to be important for children’s language developmentiad gems
in these domains were also associated with children’s language outcomes.

Theoretical interpretationThe strength of these associations corresponds with
Bronfenbrenner’s (1992) assumption that microsystems have strong influences on
development. For young children, parent-child interactions are perhaps the primary
microsystem of development. Interactions that occur with parents and in the honae have
formative influence on children’s development, both cognitive and emotional, that can
last well into childhood and even to adulthood (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). These
correlations also correspond with work by previous researchers noting that
responsiveness and talking with children are important for children’s language
development (Hubbs-Tait et al., 2002; NICHD Early Child Care Research Network,
2001; Steelman et al., 2002). For European-American families, it seems dear tha
responding to children, both to their communicative attempts and other behaviors, and
talking with children are important for language development.

For this study, there were several behaviors from the affection domain | as wel
overall affection domain scores from both times, that were associatedwidtiec’s
language. Less previous research has looked at the link between affectioridred’'shi
language outcomes, so no specific hypothesis about these correlations was made
However, Hart and Risley (1995) did find that the affective quality of parelutotribal
interactions differed by social class, with children living in higher-SE8ivang

affirmative and positive feedback more frequently than children in lower-SESshome
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This aspect of the home language environment children experience has important
implications for children’s language development. While the behaviors descrilbéattby
and Risley were specific to language interactions, the behaviors coded afstipart
affection domain for PICCOLO were applicable to more general parent-child
interactions. The finding that these behaviors are important for language eatfmm
European-American children further demonstrates the importance of positiid@ffec
children’s language interactions.

Encouragement, as captured by the items used in PICCOLO coding, generally
means that the parent supports the child’s efforts to do things on his/her own and offers
appropriate assistance (either verbal or physical). This is a domaireafipgrthat has
received considerably less research attention and is somewhat controwersial s
encouraging children to be independent and autonomous is not universally considered an
important component of parenting. Nevertheless, this type of parenting sepantant
for children’s language outcomes because the domain score for Europeanafimeri
families is significantly related to children’s outcomes.

Parent contributions in Latino familie¥he picture is less clear for Latino
families. Of a possible 70 correlations between parenting behavior and ckildren
language development, there were only eight statistically signifocarglations. Only
eight observed parenting behaviors by Latina mothers were associatetilditbnts
language and three were negative, thus predicting smaller vocabulariddnanctior
European-American families, no significant correlations were nega@e item,

“parent touches child affectionately,” was negatively related to chikltanguage
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development at both 24 and 36 months. Why this might be is unclear. However, when
scale reliability and predictive validity of the PICCOLO measure wasesjuently
analyzed, this item showed poor scale reliability and predictive validibgaithe three
cultures. Because of this, “parent touches child affectionately” was notléttin later
versions of the PICCOLO measure (which was not yet finalized when thalyses
were conducted).

The other behavior that was negatively correlated with child languagentpare
supports child’s choices or activity changes,” was originally wordegetfypallows child
to choose or change activities.” This item was coded using the origindihgdor about
half of the PICCOLO coding. Upon discussion with coders, it was realized that many
coders were coding parents who just sat back and did nothing with their child highly on
this item, which does not really capture “encouragement.” As such, the itere-was
worded, but data using the original wording were included in the analyses. This grovide
a possible explanation for this unexpected finding. However, the negative correlations
disappear when testing language is controlled or when PPVT and TVIP outcome data are
analyzed separately.

The items that were positively correlated with child language fonadgimilies
were made into a factor used in a regression analysis. Mother vocabularynsttive a
language the child was assessed in were also entered in this analydis. iReisated
that a factor from the five items were a strong predictor of childranigulage outcomes.
Although these items do not come from only one of the PICCOLO domains, they likely

represent a dimension of parenting in these families that is important finectsl
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language development. The five items, uses positive expressions with child,gecnga
interacting with child, looks at child when child talks or makes sounds, offers verbal
suggestions to help child, and shows enthusiasm about what child is doing, are items that
are responsive to the child in very nonintrusive way. They show that the parent is
engaged with and interested in what the child is doing, but that the parent is allowing the
child to do things without excessive input from the mother. This could be thought of as
hands-off responsiveness.

For intervention programs working with Spanish-speaking Latino families, this
may provide a starting point to promote children’s language development. Th&bgha
included in this predictive parenting factor were: “parent uses positive skpresvith
child,” “parent is engaged in interacting with child,” “parent looks at child whéd s
talking or making sounds,” “parent offers verbal suggestions to help child,” and “parent
shows enthusiasm about child’s activities.”

Interpretation.While no specific hypotheses were made about which domains of
parenting would be related to children’s language, it is nevertheless suyphiat no
domains are related to children’s language in this sample of Latino childreculpaly
the teaching/talking domain. Because this seems to be such an important aspect of
parenting, at least conceptually, for children’s language developmenty fwdHe
should be done to explore why there are not stronger associations between parents’
conversational interactions with their children and the children’s languagemes in
this subgroup of Latino families.

Earlier work on the larger measurement development project showed more and
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stronger correlations between PICCOLO items and language outcomes.cafgcifi
when the correlations between PICCOLO scores for Latino families andechsidr
language development are examined, many individual items and several doman score
are correlated with children’s vocabulary (Roggman & Innocenti, 2007; Roggraan et
2008b). However, some of these findings included only children whose vocabulary was
assessed in English (PPVT) and many of these families reported thathBmgd the
primary language spoken in the home. Other data were analyzed using chadasses
language as a control variable and showed a more consistent pattern of positive
correlations between PICCOLO domain scores and children’s language. Bample
used in this study, only Spanish-speaking Latino families were included oftiens
indicated that they spoke primarily Spanish in the home. Children could be assessed in
either language. When the Latino sample used in this study is divided into children whose
language outcome is TVIP (Spanish) versus those whose language outcome is PPVT
(English), results seem to indicate very few connections between parevibbaha
child language for those whose outcome is TVIP and stronger connections between
parent behavior and child language for those whose outcome is PPVT. Each of these
groups is relatively small (TVIR = 62; PPVTN = 34) and correlations from one group
likely cancel out correlations from the other group when data are used in the same
analyses. When analyzed separately, it seems that parenting behavionfisi@oting

children’s language development uniformly across this Latino group.
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Future Research

How parents in Latino families can help their children develop strong language
skills is not clearly understood. There are several areas futurecteseatd explore that
would increase our understanding of this topic and help intervention programs work more
effectively with parents in these families.

First, research needs to better differentiate between groups b fztnilies.

This research indicated that even within the unique group of Latino familiessilect
research there is variability in parenting and how parenting influencesechddr
behavior. The parenting styles of recent immigrants are likely differemt the
parenting styles of families who have been in the United States for a langentaof
time. Parenting styles of parents from Mexican descent are likelyatifférom the
parenting styles of parents from Puerto Rican or Dominican or Guatemalantdésck
the parenting styles of those who use primarily Spanish are likely diffeoemthe
parenting styles of those who use primarily English. These are just sohee of t
differences within Latino families that may influence parentingestgind need to be
better understood.

Another topic that needs more research attention is whether there are more
variables influencing the acquisition of language that were not identfed.atino
families included in this study, very few parenting behaviors were identikieskearch
could identify and explore other possible parenting behaviors that influence children’s
language development. Similarly, the five behaviors that were positiveliated to

children’s language and that were then formed into a factor that predicteewelsildr



95
language should be further explored. These five behaviors seem to represemisagodime
of parenting that could be described as hands-off responsiveness. Futuré resddrc
look at how well these behaviors predict children’s language development in other
samples and what other parenting behaviors fit within this dimension of parenting.

Future research should also include more than one outcome variable. Because this

study used extant data, it was not possible to explore more language outcontes. Whi
vocabulary is an important component of early language development, a more complete

picture would be obtained by using more outcome variables.

Limitations

There are several limitations of this study that should be kept in mind when
interpreting this data. The first, which has been addressed severatitrmaghout this
discussion, is that these samples represent unique populations. First, all péstinipa
this study were low-income, making results applicable primarily to lownArecfamilies.
In addition, the Latino sample used in this research was selected to repnesied fa
whose children face unique challenges learning language and eventually leareing) t
Results obtained from this sample should not be extrapolated to the larger Latino
population. The European-American sample was chosen to be similar demognagpdicall
the Latino sample and is not necessarily representative of any pagicuarof
European-Americans. While research often seeks to have wide applicdieiieyare
times when it is important to study a smaller group of people. This study sought t

provide information for intervention programs that work with low-income, Spanish-
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speaking families. Only by drawing a sample that represents this unauzapuld this
goal be accomplished. For this study, efforts were made to identify aesimapivould
be indicative of Latino families whose children were at the highest-riskriguée
development problems. Thus, Latino families who had been in the U.S. for multiple
generations and may, therefore, have been more acculturated to U.S. culture aid Engli
language use were not part of this Latino sample. The differences betwaps gf
Latino families seem to indicate that it is not enough to simply look at diffesence
between Latino families and European-American families.

Another limitation to this research is that it used extant data. This isybantrca
problem for children’s language outcomes. As part of a larger study, most chikehen w
assessed in either Spanish or English but not both. It would have been ideal to assess all
children using both the PPVT and the TVIP. By doing so, a combination score of
language could have been obtained as a better indicator of children’s overalg&angua
development. However, EHSR children were not assessed in this way. There is a
numerically large difference between the mean PPVT and TVIP scoresisiait to
interpret this. Because both the TVIP and PPVT were normed using monolingual
speakers, it is particularly difficult to interpret the scores of bilin@ealnish-speaking
children on these measures (Tabors et al., 2003). Children who were assessed using the
PPVT had lower mean scores (80.64) than children who were assessed using the TVIP
(96.67), but it is unknown if their combination scores would have also been lower. It is
possible that they had nearly equal skills in English and Spanish and that their

combination scores would have been similar to the combination scores of the children
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who spoke primarily one language.

Another explanation for differences between the mean PPVT and TVIP &ores
the Flynn effect, which notes that there is a rise in the average 1Q of popuéatross
time, resulting in the need to renorm tests every 15 years or so (Berger, 2005). The
version of the TVIP used was published in 1986 and the version of the PPVT used was
published in 1995. While it is unlikely that norms changed more than a standard
deviation in these 9 years, it is possible that the Flynn effect influencexs somome
extent. Differences between the TVIP scores and the PPVT scores mbg dlge to a
limited range of TVIP scores, which ranged from 82 to 132 while PPVT scores had a
wider range, 40 to 116. The standard deviation of the two measures also differed—8.3 for
the TVIP and almost double (16.3) for the PPVT.

Another limitation of the extant data set was the availability of only oneuresas
of children’s language. The PPVT/TVIP measures only children’s reeepticabulary.
While it is a strong measure, using more than one measure would provide a more
accurate estimate of children’s early language development and providsw@ensa
English vocabulary, which is the expected school language in the US. Understanding
which parenting behaviors support overall language development and which support
English language development would add strength to the suggestions made to
intervention programs.

In this study, some families received early intervention services and saifieda
did not. Both projects from which data were taken, EHSR and BELLS, had an

intervention component that half of the participants received. These serviceincl
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home-based center-based, or a combination of child development services. Some
programs used purely one approach of service delivery while other programs used a
mixture of the various methods. In addition, some families dropped out of the
intervention services but remained part of the research sample. Becavantiter
services varied widely and because of the difficulty in documenting typesofemnttion
received, the effects of early intervention were not examined in this studle tMs is a
limitation, the role of parents in supporting their children’s language wasithargr
goal of this study and this goal was accomplished without looking at the effects of

intervention programs.

Conclusion

Parents play an important role in their children’s development. For this dtedy, t
role of parents in supporting their children’s language development, partidolarly
Spanish-speaking Latino families, was explored. While previous réskeasqrovided a
fairly thorough understanding of how parents in English-speaking European-America
families support their children’s language development, the same information is
available for Spanish-speaking Latino families. By using a new measpegent-child
interactions, this study sought to provide information about how parents in Spanish-
speaking Latino families support their children’s language developmematsihis
information could then be used by intervention programs.

Results indicate that Spanish-speaking Latino families support children’s

language development in different ways than do English-speaking European-americ
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families. For Spanish-speaking Latino families, there were only adgvp&renting
behaviors correlated with language outcomes. These key behaviors included “pesent us
positive expressions with child,” “parent is engaged in interacting with thilarent
looks at child when child is talking or making sounds,” “parent offers verbal suggest
to help child,” and “parent shows enthusiasm about child’s activities.” These hshavio
can provide a starting point for intervention programs that work with such families
Immigration trends indicate that the number of Spanish-speaking familigg iln the
U.S. will continue to grow. Because the language and reading abilities gfdhis are
low, it is important to continue identifying ways to support their children’sy éamiguage
development. Bronfenbrenner’s (1992) ecological theory of child development noted the
important role of parent-child interactions in very young children’s developtiners,
future research should continue to examine how parents in Spanish-speaking Latino

families can support their children’s early language development.
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UNIVERSITY

EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH PARTNERSHIP
(801) 797-0779 or (800) 915-9963
Fax:(801) 797-3845

24 Month Videotaping Consent Form

My child and I are taking part in the Early Head Start research by Utah State University and
Mathematica Policy Research, funded by the U. S. Department of Health and Human Services. This
part of the study will help researchers learn how mothers and their children play, learn, and solve

problems.

I understand that my child and I will be videotaped for about 30 minutes while we play, learn, and solve
problems.

I understand that the activities filmed by videotape are confidential and will be used for research and
educational purposes only. I understand that the videotape may be edited and that copies will be made
for research and educational use. I also understand that while the images and voices (and possibly the
first names) of my child and me will be on the videotape, no identifying information such as full name or
address will be recorded on the tape or box or released to any one except as may be required by law.

The research staff who view the videotape will have signed an assurance of confidentiality that says that
they agree with all these restrictions. I understand that the research based on these videotapes is likely
to continue for several years, and the videotapes will not be destroyed.

I understand that my participation in this study is voluntary. I may stop participating in the videotaped
activities at any time. I understand that the $20 gift certificate I will receive for allowing the interviewer
to interview me and assess my child represents full compensation for my participation.

I have had an opportunity to ask any questions I may have and have received a satisfactory explanation
of any language or information I did not fully understand. Iagree to participate and to permit the voices
and images of me and my child to be videotaped. I have the authority to invite the interviewers to enter
and remain on the premises in order to conduct the videotaping.

I have received a copy of this consent form. I understand that I can contact Dr. Lori Roggman at (801)
797-1545 or at (800) 915-9963 if I require any additional information about the study or have any

questions.

Mother’s Name Mother’s Signature Date

Child’s Name Interviewer’s Signature Date

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT e College of Family Life ¢ Logan UT 84322-2905



113

UNIVERSITY

EARLY HEAD START RESEARCH PARTNERSHIP
(801) 797-0779 or (800) 915-9963
Fax:(801)797-3845

Level II Videotaping Consent:
Informed Consent for Additional Research and Educational Uses

The interviewer has explained to me about the additional consent requested for this study. I give
additional permission for the videotape to be reproduced and shown at conferences and workshops,
used for training researchers and interviewers, and for other research and educational purposes. I
understand that no identifying information will be used. I understand that the compensation payment
discussed earlier represents full compensation for participation in the study by me and my child, and no

additional compensation will be provided.

Please check one box and sign this form.
D Additional consent given.

D Additional consent NOT given.

Mother’s Name Mother’s Signature Date

Child’s Name Interviewer’s Signature Date

DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT e College of Family Life » Logan UT 84322-2905



| INFORMED CONSENT FORM |

114

Date Revised : March 1, 2004

Bilingual Early Language and Literacy Support (BELLS)

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to learn more about how young children learn to talk and how
learning to talk in English and Spanish affects early reading skills.

What does participation involve? | understand that:

1. This study will last from the time that my child is in kindergarten until my child finishes first grade.

2. Participation in this study will involve my child and me. An assessor will conduct the assessments on
my child at school or alternative site. An assessor will conduct assessments on me at an agreed
upon site (community center or school) and videotape my child and | in the spring of my child’s
kindergarten and first grade years. Assessments will occur over 2-3 visits, accommodating the
needs of © and 6 year-old children.

3. My child and | will be assessed in with language and literacy assessments in both English and

Spanish and | will be asked to complete several questionnaires during the assessor visits.

My child and | will be videctaped while participating in several activities for 15 minutes.

In case we move, the BELLS project will use the information | have shared, and an attempt will be

made to try to contact me, unless | have withdrawn from the study.

6.  We maintain the right to contact you after this study ends to provide information about the study and
to request your involvement in possible future studies.

(SHES

New Findings

During the course of this study | will be informed of any significant findings (either good or bad), such
as changes in the risks or benefits resulting from participation in the research, or new alternatives to
participation which might cause me to change my mind about continuing in the study. If new information
is provided, my consent to continue participating in this study will be re-obtained.

Risks
There is minimal risk associated with participating in this study.

Benefits
An anticipated benefit of this study is the improvement of English literacy skills by improving services
for children from Spanish-speaking homes.

Payment
| will be paid $40.00 for each assessment (spring of my child's kindergarten and first grade years).

Voluntary nature of participation and right to withdraw without consequence
Participation in research is entirely voluntary. | may refuse to participate or withdraw at any time
without conseqguence or loss of benefits.

Confidentiality

Information related to my child and me, both written and videctaped, will be treated in strict
confidence to the extent provided by law. My identity will be coded and will not be associated with any
published results. My code number and identity will be stored separately in a locked file, and will be
destroyed 5 years after the end of the study and then destroyed. Only study personnel will have access
to the data. Videotapes will be kept for 5 years after the end of the study and then destroyed.

Bili | NA = Not Applicable =666
E;cl:?yf_tlgnguage RF = Refused =777
and Literacy Support DK =Don’tKnow =888

Utah State University Page 1 of 2
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| INFORMED CONSENT FORM |

Date Revised: March 1, 2004

IRB Approval Statement

The Institutional Review Board (IRB) for the protection of human subjects at Utah State University
has reviewed and approved this research project. If you have any questions or concerns about this
approval, please contact the IRB Office at (435) 797-1821.

Questions? If | have any questions about participation in the study, | can contact Mark Innocenti at Utah
State University (1-800-887-1699).

Copy of Consent: | have been given two copies of the Informed Consent. | will sign both copies and
keep one copy for my files.

Investigator Statement: | certify that the research study has been explained to the above individual, by
me or my staff, and that the individual understands the nature and purpose, the possible risks and
benefits associated with taking part in this research study. Any questions raised have been answered.

Consent: | have read the above description of the BELLS project. By signing this consent form, | agree
to allow my son/daughter and our family te participate.

Child's Name Address, City, and Zip Code

Parent’'s Name Phone Number

Parent Signature Date

Wm\ March 1, 2004

Project Director Date

Witness Date

]|
Bil | NA =Not Applicable =666
Eg}?f_,‘_’gnguage RF = Refused =777
and Literacy Support DK =Don’t Know =388

Utah State University Page 2 of 2
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BELLS INFORMED CONSENT FOR ADDITIONAL RESEARCH AND
EDUCATIONAL USES OF VIDEOTAPE
(LEVEL II)

The interviewer has explained to me about the additional consent requested for this study. I give
additional permission for the videotape to be reproduced and shown at conferences and
workshops, used for training researchers and interviewers, and for other research and educational
purposes. I understand that no identifying information will be used. I understand that the
compensation payment discussed earlier represents full compensation for participation in the
study by me and my child, and no additional compensation will be provided.

Please check one box and sign this form
_ Additional consent given

_ Additional consent NOT given

Parent/Caregiver's Printed Name Child's Printed Name

Parent/Caregiver's Signature Date Interviewer's Signature Date
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Appendix B

Overall Correlation Matrix



Table B-1

Overall Correlation Matrix

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

1. Affection Total Score 24 months

2.  Affection Total Score 36 months A43%*

3. Responsiveness Total Score 24 months .B4** ** 33

4. Responsiveness Total Score 36 months .35%*  ** 65 44**

5. Encouragement Total Score 24 months 68**  x34* 69** 41

6. Encouragement Total Score 36 months 35% x71x 50 71 AT

7. Teaching Total Score 24 months .60**  31** *B5 31**  63*  .35%

8. Teaching Total Score 36 months AQFx B2%*% %O B5**  43** 63 40%

9. Touches child affectionately 24 months B59¥F 21%%  20% A8 35% 18 33 24

10. Speaks in a warm tone of voice 24 months B5*k22%%  Aqxx Q7% A9%* AT7** 35 3% DG

11. Smiles at child 24 months B2%%  27*% 42 B 3G 26% 28 28 3%k 3ok

12. Praises child 24 months .62** .32 A40** .26** A5** 24 A4x* 29%* .25 ** 27 A7

13. Is physically close to child 24 months .29** .07 .32 .14* 21% .09 A7 13 A3 14 13** .08

14. Uses positive expressions with child 24 78** .35%* AT .28** 55** .26** A9** .35%* .28 ** 52** AT .38** .18**
months

15. Is engaged in interacting with child 24 .62** 21 50** 21 A8** A7 52** 27 23 ** 54 .25% .26** .29%* .50**
months

16. Shows emotional support toward child 24 .76** .33 59** .30** 59** .25 A2%* 29%* .26 ** 52** 37 .38** .22*%* 67
months

17. Pays attention to what child is doing 24~ .26**  .15* BIR 9% 20% 9% 23%  14% a2 .06 .04 24%% 4% .18**

months

(table continues)



Variable 15 16 17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26 27 28

© © N o 0 > N PR

N
=

11.
12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

Affection Total Score 24 months
Affection Total Score 36 months
Responsiveness Total Score 24 months
Responsiveness Total Score 36 months
Encouragement Total Score 24 months
Encouragement Total Score 36 months
Teaching Total Score 24 months
Teaching Total Score 36 months
Touches child affectionately 24 months

Speaks in a warm tone of voice 24
months

Smiles at child 24 months
Praises child 24 months
Is physically close to child 24 months

Uses positive expressions with child 24
months

Is engaged in interacting with child 24
months

Shows emotional support toward child .44**
24 months

Pays attention to what child is doing 24.39**  .25**
months

(table continues)



Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

18. Changes pace or activity to meet child’s.29** A1 .56** .24%* A3** .19 .25%* L19%* .10* .28** 21%* L13** 14%* 21
interests or needs 24 months

19. Is flexible about child’s change of .34** 23** 70** 37 AT 29%* .18** 23** .10 * 31 22%* J15%* .16%* .32%*
activities or interests 24 months

20. Follows what child is trying to do 24~ .B1*  17*  71%  21% 3% 27+  3Q% 3%  1g%  GO® DGR DFM 23k AGH
months

21. Responds to child's emotions 24 months ~ .63**27**  73*  29*%  LG3*  24xx 4@  20%  24%  AG**  309x  3I¥  18% 59**

22. Looks at child when child talks or 29% .00 Bge 32v 28%  11% 26 11* .04 A7 250 11 .09 .35%*
makes sounds 24 months

23. Positions self to be able to respond to .17** .06 A8 .10 23 A3% 23 05 A7 .01 .02 .07 A4*x 3%
child’s needs 24 months

24. Replies to child’s words or sounds 24 .38** 21%* .56** .34** 37 J19%* .39** 23** A1+ 27** .18** 23** .10* .34**
months

25. Physically helps child do something 24 .32**  13* A7 .08 B5¥ 24 34 21 36 23% 14 18 16 21
months

26. Waits for child’s response after making .37**  .17*  58*  36*  .65%  .28%  A41** 33 14 *  30** 24 19  10* .30**
a suggestion 24 months

27. Encourages child to handle toys 24 21%  13* 28*  27* B3 27 16 .10 A1 .30%* 13 10* .10* A7
months

28. Supports child’s choices or activity ~ .39% 25 B4® g 70%  3GF 4% 2G% 17 % 340 DGR DTk 13k 3w
changes 24 months

29. Supports child in doing things on his/her21** .08 .39** 19** .61** 29%* .19 13* .09 0k A1 .10* .10* A7
own 24 months

30. Verbally encourages child’s efforts 24 .63** .36** 45%* .30** B7** .34** .54** .36** 37 ** .32%* 27 .60** 14%* 52**
months

31. Offers suggestions to help child 24 A4Fx 20%  46*  23** Bl 23*  G4% 35 Q4% 33 15 33 11* 37
months

32. Shows enthusiasm about what child is .68*  .35*  55%  38*  70*  32* 5O 3G Q% AG¥  AQ**  39**  23% .61**

doing 24 months

(table continues)



Variable 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
18. Changes pace or activity to meet child’s.28**  .27** 11
interests or needs 24 months
19. Is flexible about child’s change of 8% 39% 25 48
activities or interests 24 months
20. Follows what child is trying to do 24 B54xA6** 31 40**  51*
months
21. Responds to child’'s emotions 24 months ~ .32**71%  32%  22%  3G** = 42**
22. Looks at child when child talks or 23 33" 43* .06 9% 24% 41
makes sounds 24 months
23. Positions self to be able to respond to  .16** .07 .08 -.05 .08 A7 15 01
child’s needs 24 months
24. Replies to child’s words or sounds 24 .30**  .38**  .15* A8+ 20%* .18** .38  .33* .07
months
25. Physically helps child do something 24 .23**  .15** .00 8+ 10* 317 15 -03 22 -03
months
26. Waits for child’s response after making .29**  .36** .18 45 41  42*  36** .30 .06 32 16%*
a suggestion 24 months
27. Encourages child to handle toys 24 22+ 26 .03 29%  30% 43 18 07 .06 A3 24% 24
months
28. Supports child’s choices or activity .20 .40 .06 A6*  62*  B4**  36**  .12* .06 2% 2B Bl A1
changes 24 months
29. Supports child in doing things on his/her18*  .28** .06 20%% 43 48% 21% 18%  21* A7 23% 34% Bl .59+
own 24 months
30. Verbally encourages child’s efforts 24 .31**  51*  23** .08 A7 28 49%  20%*  16* 27 32%  25%  18% 27
months
31. Offers suggestions to help child 24 A5* 40% 200 24% A7 39%  36*  24*  19*  20%  2G% 3Gk Q% .24**
months
32. Shows enthusiasm about what child is .52**  57**  19*  21*  24%  AQ*  49* 27  21**  42%  28* 33 25 31+

doing 24 months

(table continues)



Variable 29 30 31 32 33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40 41 42

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

20.

30.

31.

32.

Changes pace or activity to meet child’s
interests or needs 24 months

Is flexible about child’s change of
activities or interests 24 months

Follows what child is trying to do 24
months

Responds to child’s emotions 24 months

Looks at child when child talks or
makes sounds 24 months

Positions self to be able to respond to
child’s needs 24 months

Replies to child’s words or sounds 24
months

Physically helps child do something 24
months

Waits for child’s response after making
a suggestion 24 months

Encourages child to handle toys 24
months

Supports child’s choices or activity
changes 24 months

Supports child in doing things on his/her
own 24 months

Verbally encourages child’s efforts 24 .17**
months

Offers suggestions to help child 24 24%  36**
months

Shows enthusiasm about what child is .27**  57*  44**
doing 24 months

(table continues)



Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

33. Shows child how to do something 24 .31* .08 27 13~ 34%16% BB 27 22% 25% 16 21* .08 21%*
months

34. Explains reasons for something to child.34**  .19*  37*  25%  35% 0%  §4* = 20% = 22* 5%  13%  30* .04 .28**
24 months

35. Suggests activities to extend what child.42**  .17*  41** 12 B51x 26%  73*  35% 17 27 22%  32** .08 .34%*
is doing 24 months

36. Repeats or expands child’s words or  .34**  .19**  41* = 25%  3Q%  20Q%  57*  31** 14 %  23% 0%  25%  14** .30**
sounds 24 months

37. Labels objects or actions for child 24 .47**  .19**  36*  .28*  .48* .19  60**  .30** .22* 37+ 20  31*» 11* A4**
months

38. Engages in pretend play with child 24 .36**  .25*  38*  18* = 32% = 21% = 68* = 34**  19*  16%  14% = 20%  13** 23**
months

39. Does activities in a sequence of steps 240**  .18*  32*  17*  36*  24%  69** = 34 25  11* 22% 31 .09 .29%*
months

40. Talks about characteristics of objects 2437**  .30*  .33**  24*  3b*  25*  ghx 32 3%  17% 15  28**  10* 33**
months

41. Asks child for information 24 months A41% 62 .38**  20%  51*  31*  Bhb**  33¥ 23 g+ 22% 26%%  17** 43

42. Touches child affectionately 36 months 29%% 60**  28**  31*  24% 36  26%  39%  20%  11* 13* 23 10* A7

43. Speaks in a warm tone of voice 36 22% 61 A7 45% 22%  BE*  10* .35 .07 21 10* A7 -.04 .20%*
months

44, Smiles at child 36 months 33% 73 26 Q% @ .28*  50* .19 37  .10* A9% 34% 18** .01 .32%*

45. Praises child 36 months 28%%  B4% 19* 37 21% 43 19% 42% 14 % 12* A4+ 32% .02 .16%*

46. Is physically close to child 36 months .08 4% .14* .09 .03 .16** .09 .16 .09 .00 .04 .07 80 .09

47. Uses positive expressions with child 36.34*  .81*  22*  G7*  28% 58+ Gk A7+ 1% A4+ 23* 19**  Q9* .34**
months

48. Is engaged in interacting with child 36 .23**  .58*  19**  A3*  16*  44* 30" 50" .04 Agx 11+ 24% .02 .19
months

49. Shows emotional support toward child .31**  .76**  .24*  61** 25%% A3 12% 12* .21 16 .06 29%  11* 3B
36 months

50. Pays attention to what child is doing 36.14* 42%% 18*  B6**  14** 30  .13* .35 .06 .03 A1 .14~ .00 .13

months

(table continues)



Variable 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

33. Shows child how to do something 24 .35**  .12* A13* 9% .09 25+ 11* A4 .02 .02 38 21 16** .10*
months

34. Explains reasons for something to child.23**  .24** .09 A2 J2x 200 270 11 A1 25 15% 257 .08 6%
24 months

35. Suggests activities to extend what child.40**  .29* 11 200 19w 37 33k 12%  1B% Q% Q7 37k 7R DGkk
is doing 24 months

36. Repeats or expands child’s words or .28** .23% .07 16** 12* 24 .28** .23%* 14 AT 16* .28** 14 J15%*
sounds 24 months

37. Labels objects or actions for child 24 .45** AL 2% .20%* 21 .34** .39%* 24 .05 .30** 21 .36** .20%* 21%*
months

38. Engages in pretend play with child 24 .40**  22**  27** 09 .06 22% 23 Q4% 18 21% 15 12* .01 .03
months

39. Does activities in a sequence of steps 224**  .24** 12 .09 -.01 A1 30% A4 27 22x 22% 21 .00 .08
months

40. Talks about characteristics of objects 2430**  .29**  26**  .10* A3 9% 29% 18+ 19**  19¥* 16 23" 08 A1+
months

41. Asks child for information 24 months 37 2% A7 .23%* A7 31 A2%* 21%* 3% .36** 23** A40** J15%* .33**

42. Touches child affectionately 36 months ~ .12* 13* .16* A1+ A4+ 13* A5 .02 .03 .06 A9 B 03 .15

43. Speaks in awarm tone of voice 36~ .11*  .17** .08 .09 A9w 190 10 -.02 -.04 04 09 A3% 14 24w
months

44. Smiles at child 36 months 16%* 27 .04 I¥6* .20%* 16** 23%* .01 .05 21 .06 A7 L15%* 25**

45. Praises child 36 months .13* A8 16 .03 .08 2% 2% -.03 -.02 .16** .08 .08 .08 .09

46. Is physically close to child 36 months 02 0.0 .03 -.04 .00 .03 .03 -.02 .06 -.08 .07 -.02 -.07 .00

47. Uses positive expressions with child 36.17**  .33* .07 .05 22% 4% 209 05 .09 5% .08 A5 .08 .23
months

48. Is engaged in interacting with child 36 .17*  .12* .06 .06 2% A1+ 10 -.04 .06 A1+ .03 .08 .04 2%
months

49. Shows emotional support toward child .14* -.03 .18 .04 .26** .08 .08 23 .07 .10* 0/ 9% .07 .30**
36 months

50. Pays attention to what child is doing 36.05 12 21 .02 13 .01 12 .14* -.02 21 -04 17 -01 13

months

(table continues)



Variable 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42
33. Shows child how to do something 24 6% 41 22%
months
34. Explains reasons for something to child.07 33 35 27k 27w
24 months
35. Suggests activities to extend what child.25*  .29**  51**  41**  49*  40**
is doing 24 months
36. Repeats or expands child’s words or 35%  25% 40  12*  30**  .25**
sounds 24 months
37. Labels objects or actions for child 24 A0% 38** 45 21*  30%  32%  34%
months
38. Engages in pretend play with child 24 .05 35% 36*  45% 33 32%  45¥ 3l 3%
months
39. Does activities in a sequence of steps 285 39% 307 41 34% 37 B2Rr 25% 23% 44
months
40. Talks about characteristics of objects 2409 39 27 320 24% 37 34% 35" 40" 39 30*
months
41. Asks child for information 24 months 0% .31  44%  10* 30%  34% 30%  44% 17* 31x 34
42. Touches child affectionately 36 months 32 14 A7 11* 9% A5 43 17 19% 12 25% 19
43. Speaks in a warm tone of voice 36 A7 .06 4% .05 .01 .08 -.01 .09 .06 11* .08 .15%* A7
months
44. Smiles at child 36 months 207 17 8% .09 .09 A5 A7 11F A3 11 5% 19%* 31
45. Praises child 36 months 27 18 227 .03 .05 .08 A8+ 13* 21 .06 22%  10* 37
46. Is physically close to child 36 months 12*, -.03 .07 .01 .09 .06 .00 .04 .09 .06 A3 .00 .09
47. Uses positive expressions with child 36.09 .28* 16 .30 .05 .13* A1 13* 13* 9% 14 26 24% .30**
months
48. Is engaged in interacting with child 36 .05 A8* 15 11* 4% 21 22% 9% 12* 9% 19% 25% 15 22
months
49. Shows emotional support toward child .09 .29** .03 .18 .08 13* A5* 20% 20 22*  21%*
36 months
50. Pays attention to what child is doing 36-.02 .16 .07 .15* .02 .09 -.02 12 12 .04 .10 71 11 .20**

months

(table continues)



Variable 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56
33. Shows child how to do something 24
months
34. Explains reasons for something to child
24 months
35. Suggests activities to extend what child
is doing 24 months
36. Repeats or expands child’s words or
sounds 24 months
37. Labels objects or actions for child 24
months
38. Engages in pretend play with child 24
months
39. Does activities in a sequence of steps 24
months
40. Talks about characteristics of objects 24
months
41. Asks child for information 24 months
42. Touches child affectionately 36 months
43. Speaks in a warm tone of voice 36
months
44, Smiles at child 36 months 40
45. Praises child 36 months 22%% 31
46. Is physically close to child 36 months .20** .05 .03
47. Uses positive expressions with child 36.53**  59**  38*  20*
months
48. Is engaged in interacting with child 36 .39**  .32**  20%  27% A3
months
49. Shows emotional support toward child .50**  .44* 35  11* 67 36%*
36 months
50. Pays attention to what child is doing 36.27**  22*  26* .04 AQ* A3 37

months

(table continues)



Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

51. Changes pace or activity to meet child’'s13**  .33*  31* 3%  22%  54%*  10**  27* .08 .09 .18 .05 .01 .09.
interests or needs 36 months

52. Is flexible about child’s change of .06 29%*  25%  gb**  18*  44* 10 127 -01 -01 .05 .06 .02 .07
activities or interests 36 months

53. Follows what child is trying to do 36 13 A3 30%*  71%* 17 57 16 .32 .07 .04 .09 .10 .05 .09
months

54. Responds to child’s emotions 36 months ~ .27*x64**  27*  71%  23%  G57*  23*  42* (09 A1 .20 .15** .09 .26**

55. Looks at child when child talks or 6% 34+ 28**  62*  |12* 35% 20 31 .01 .01 .20 .09 12* .16%*
makes sounds 36 months

56. Positions self to be able to respond to .07 .08 .08 A1 .04 A1 .10 A8 .01 .02 .10* .00 .17* .10
child’s needs 36 months

57. Replies to child’s words or sounds 36 .23** . 37*  36*  .30*  .61**  .25% 33 23  15* 16 .14 .09 A3* .10
months

58. Physically helps child do something 36 .23**  .37** .30  .30** .30*  .61*  .25% 33  23*  15% 16 .14* .09 13+
months

59. Waits for child’s response after making .22**  .42*  40*  .48*  27* .69  .26*  41** 13 * .09 .16 .18 .08 A7+
a suggestion 36 months

60. Encourages child to handle toys 36 12* .38*  41%  50**  28*  .64**  15**  27** -01 .07 12 A1 .02 .06
months

61. Supports child’s choices or activity 21%% A3 43** B8 39 71% 2% 20% (09 A1 22+ 11* .03 14
changes 36 months

62. Supports child in doing things on his/ .03 317 18**  43*  18*  55** (05 .16 -.05 & .06 .01 -.03 .01
her own 36 months

63. Verbally encourages child’s efforts 36 .36**  .60**  .29*  41*  34*  62* 28  5lx  19*  13x 2G5  22% 10 27
months

64. Offers suggestions to help child 36 23%  40%  31*  44*  28** 65 .26 56 .16* .07 A1 21 .04 A7+
months

65. Shows enthusiasm about what child is .35**  .67**  .38*  57*  38*»  73*  30**  .54**  13* A8 22+ 21**  |10* .34%*

doing 36 months

(table continues)



Variable 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

51. Changes pace or activity to meet child’s.03 .06 .04 23% 27 16 .05 .07 .02 .08 .10 16** . 22*%* .24**
interests or needs 36 months

52. Is flexible about child’s change of -.01 .08 .08 16** 31x* J15% .09 2% .09 .08 -10 A7 16** 21
activities or interests 36 months

53. Follows what child is trying to do 36 .06 .06 .06 .10 .20** .18** .05 .02 13 .03 .05 9.0 A7 13
months

54. Responds to child’s emotions 36 months 8**.2 .16 -.02 A5 01 30* 15 12* 23 01 18** .10 15%*

55. Looks at child when child talks or .05 A5% 23% 05 A5 04 A7 31 07 .28*  -.06 .09 .02 .10*
makes sounds 36 months

56. Positions self to be able to respond to .02 .02 .06 -.06 .06 .05 A1 .03 19 -.07 .08 0. -.09 .-06
child’s needs 36 months

57. Replies to child’s words or sounds 36 .08 .10 A1 A7 24** .128 .02 12* -11* 31 14 2% 24 J15%
months

58. Physically helps child do something 36 .10 .08 A0+ 11 A7 24% 12* .02 2% =11 31 14+ 12* .24
months

59. Waits for child’s response after making .09 12* A7 13* 21 17 13* .09 .09 .20%*  12* 21 13* .26%*
a suggestion 36 months

60. Encourages child to handle toys 36 .07 .10* 21 15 25% 26 .04 .08 .01 A1+ 12* A7 33+ .26**
months

61. Supports child’s choices or activity ~ .12*  .17** .16 27% 35% 27x 4% 08 .06 A 11 A% 9% 30k
changes 36 months

62. Supports child in doing things on his/ .05 .03 .03 A3 A3 A1 -.03 -.03 .08 12* .03 .10 31 .16**
her own 36 months

63. Verbally encourages child’s efforts 36 .13** 31 A1 .07 5% 13** 31 A1 .07 13 21 21% .01 .23
months

64. Offers suggestions to help child 36 A1+ A1 .13* 2% 10 A5+ 13 .06 .09 .10* @ 19+ 13 2%
months

65. Shows enthusiasm about what child is .21*  32*  17** 08 21 18* 30  .16*  .13* 25% 16 16 21 .23

doing 36 months

(table continues)



Variable 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42

51. Changes pace or activity to meet child’s19** .08 .04 .13* .07 .09 .07 A1 .04 .01 .01 .07 .13* A1+
interests or needs 36 months

52. Is flexible about child’s change of .20 .06 .05 .10 .02 .03 .09 .08 .06 .09 .01 .09 09. .09
activities or interests 36 months

53. Follows what child is tryingtodo 36 .13*  .11* .10* 12* .10* .07 .13* .09 .07 145 @ A7+ .08 12%*
months

54. Responds to child’s emotions 36 months .04 7**.2 .08 .26 -.01 A7 .04 A4 14% A5 23% 17 24% 27

55. Looks at child when child talks or .09 .08 A1* .16** .06 .10 .08 .20%  13* A5 w15 .07 .16**
makes sounds 36 months

56. Positions self to be able to respond to -.05 04 .08 .10 .09 .06 .02 .03 2% .05 2% .01 .04 -.02
child’s needs 36 months

57. Replies to child’s words or sounds 36 .25** .09 A7 20 10* 8% 11 5% 15% 15% 5% D2k 38 .25%*
months

58. Physically helps child do something 36 .15**  .25* .09 A7 207 10* A8+ 11* 5% 15¥ 15 25k Do .38
months

59. Waits for child’'s response after making .19**  .17** .09 A7 .09 21 1T .16* .09 AT 22%%  13* 24 .18**
a suggestion 36 months

60. Encourages child to handle toys 36 .33 .09 .06 A8 11* .05 13* A1 .10 .09 .07 .09 .10* A1
months

61. Supports child’s choices or activity A2% 337 16*  19% 23 11* .13* A8+ 13* A1+ 2% A5+ 11 .25%*
changes 36 months

62. Supports child in doing things on his/ .30**  -.01 A1 .08 -.02 .04 .10 .07 .01 .03 -.01 03. .07 .07
her own 36 months

63. Verbally encourages child’s efforts 36 .02 Al 18 28 .07 A7 A7 13 9% A8% 23% 24% 27 37
months

64. Offers suggestions to help child 36 .13* 23 24% 19 17 16+ 15  16**  .16**  .19**  18%  14**  18* 23
months

65. Shows enthusiasm about what child is .19**  .36**  .24*  36*  .11* A3 A8 18 18*x 21 21 27 23% .25**

doing 36 months

(table continues)



Variable 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56

51. Changes pace or activity to meet child’s29**  .30**  .16**  .10* 27 27 25 Q1%
interests or needs 36 months

52. Is flexible about child’s change of .06 31 25%  11* .01 32%  15%* 31
activities or interests 36 months

53. Follows what child is trying to do 36 .38*  30*  24*  17**  38**  .39**  36** .28 50**  58**
months

54. Responds to child’'s emotions 36 months ~ .42**40**  27*  13**  G7* 31 79  38¥  24% = 3l 33

55. Looks at child when child talks or A3 25 18* .05 29%%  33*  36** . 45%  23% 19% 25%%  43%*
makes sounds 36 months

56. Positions self to be able to respond to .02 .07 29% .08 .04 .03 .08 .00 -.07 .02 .06 -.01
child’s needs 36 months

57. Replies to child’s words or sounds 36 .23**  .29**  12*  23*  22% Q¥  16*  31**  14*  28* 19 (09 .20%* .08
months

58. Physically helps child do something 36 .25*  .23*  20%  12%  23%  22%  1o% 1%  31* Q4%  28% 19 .09 .20%*
months

59. Waits for child’'s response after making .38**  .33**  20*  .10* 32%% 26%*% 43 17 45**  20% 3% 37 34 .04
a suggestion 36 months

60. Encourages child to handle toys 36 A4Fx 28% A7 Q1 32x 30 37  15%  48*  38*  46*  33**  28* -.09
months

61. Supports child’s choices or activity A7+ 45 37 17 10* AQ% 22%%  38**  17** 5O 53%*  Z7r+ Do -.07
changes 36 months

62. Supports child in doing things on his/ .32*  29*  12%  12% 26%%  22*%*  28* .05 .38** A8 BO**  20%*  15%* -.01
her own 36 months

63. Verbally encourages child’s efforts 36 .32**  .34**  51* (08 50*  23% B4 26%* 11* A3 22%  Blx* 15 A7+
months

64. Offers suggestions to help child 36 27 19 29 07 32%* 3% 35F  23* 26 A3 3% 33+ 32% .05
months

65. Shows enthusiasm about what child is .47**  50** . 37*  15*  @b*  50*  57*  35% 3] *  25x 37 54 g .18**

doing 36 months

(table continues)



Variable 57 58 59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68 69 70

51.

52.

53.

54.
55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

Changes pace or activity to meet child’s
interests or needs 36 months

Is flexible about child’s change of
activities or interests 36 months

Follows what child is trying to do 36
months

Responds to child’s emotions 36 months

Looks at child when child talks or
makes sounds 36 months

Positions self to be able to respond to
child’s needs 36 months

Replies to child’s words or sounds 36
months

Physically helps child do something 36 .08
months

Waits for child’s response after making .32**  .25**
a suggestion 36 months

Encourages child to handle toys 36 .29 .31 .36
months

Supports child’s choices or activity .26%*  34*%  B52**
changes 36 months

Supports child in doing things on his/ .24*  15* = 32**
her own 36 months

Verbally encourages child’s efforts 36 .28**  .39**  27**
months

Offers suggestions to help child 36 30%  .29%  40*
months

Shows enthusiasm about what child is .45*  .34*  40**
doing 36 months

.50**

B51**

.16**

37

37

.50**

27**

.28**

.36**

.10*

27

31

.30**

51+

A4

(table continues)



Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

66. Shows child how to do something 36  .16** .28** .28** 27** L19%* 37 23** .56** .18 ** .07 .10 A1 .06 .05
months

67. Explains reasons for something to child .31** A44** .28** .33** 29%* A40** 37** .65** 13 ** 13* .25%* 16%* A1+ 27
36 months

68. Suggests activities to extend what child .30%*  .43*  29% A3 Q¥ Bek 3ok GORk 1Bk DOF Dk gk 1Rk g
is doing 36 months

69. Repeats or expands child’s words or ~ .28*  .38*  20% = 34% = 23% = 32% 3w G 12* A7 20 26" .02 .20**
sounds 36 months

70. Labels objects or actions for child 36 .20**  .36**  .20**  .35* = 21*  40*» 28  L57** 11* 12* .09 .15 .06 17
months

71. Engages in pretend play with child 36 .23**  .39*  21*x 38  21*  31**  20* g5  11* A1 A1 13* .07 .22*
months

72. Does activities in a sequence of steps 3@7** 37 36** 29%* .32%* A1 40** 71+ 14* * 12+ .20%* .16** A1 24%*
months

73. Talks to child about characteristics of .29** .38** .25%* .36** 27** L33 .26%* .61** 2 1% 14** .10 .24%* .10 J19%*
objects 36 months

74. Asks child for information 36 months 29% 2% 27** .36** .36** 51+ .32%* .50** 14%* A7 .14** 24%* .02** .25%*

75. Gender .05 .01 .10 .03 -.01 -.04 .01 .03 .02 -.03 -.02 .06 .02 .02

76. Maternal Vocabulary .16** .18** .16* .25%* 8r* B el .15%* L15%* .05 .09 .08 13* -.01 Wl

77. Income .05 .02 .08 .05 .04 .03 -.01 -.04 .01 .05 .01 .07 .06 .04

78. Maternal Education .10* .08 L19%* .18** .09 09* .06 .07 .07 .09 A1+ .01 -.04 .08

79. Family Size -.07 -.02 13* .05 -.02 -.01 .02 -.09 .01 -.07 -.06 -.01 A1 -.11*%

80. Assessment Language J15%* .26** .14%* .18** 22F* .28** A1+ .18** .06 .07 J12* A1 -.11* .08

81. Child language A1 .04 24 10 A7 .06 20 .16  -.02 .10* -.01 A4 12% 12*

82. Generation status .06 .19** 14 .08 .08 .16**.00 13 13* -.02 .01 .08 -.10 -.02

83. Latino Factor Score .80*  .36**  .63**  .36** T76** .33  .69%  42%  30** 57 41¥  44% .25** .78**

(table continues)



Variable 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28

66. Shows child how to do something 36 .10 .02 .10 A1* .09 .13* .04 .02 -.04 .08 .15 81 .08 3%
months

67. Explains reasons for something to child .18**  .23** 11 .03 A4 12* 21 .09 .05 A2+ 16 .21 .05 16%*
36 months

68. Suggests activities to extend what child.20**  .17** .09 21 21%  19%  14%* 04 .08 Q4% 18* 22+ 10* A7
is doing 36 months

69. Repeats or expands child’s words or  .13* 18** .04 A5 13 12* A7+ .09 -.05 .22 .05 .22 .00 12+
sounds 36 months

70. Labels objects or actions for child 36 .14**  .11* -.02 .08 .04 2% .09 -.05 -.02 .09 8 13* .07 .08
months

71. Engages in pretend play with child 36 .21* . 17**  15* .08 4% 16 15 10* .10 A58* .00 .13* .03 .10
months

72. Does activities in a sequence of steps 3a6**  .20**  .14* A7+ 15% 4% 25%* 06 13* A8 16** .24** .04 22%*
months

73. Talks to child about characteristics of .17**  .20*  .16* .05 A7 127 17 .08 .01 .08 25% 15 .02 .09
objects 36 months

74. Asks child for information 36 months A1 *®4 .00 .05 9% 12* 23* 10 .00 A9+ 19% 1% 18* .30**

75. Gender .07 .09 .13* .01 .03 -.01 .10* .07 5-0 .04 .02 -.07 -.07 -.05

76. Maternal Vocabulary .10* .26** .00 .07 .04 3.0 .14  11* -11* 27 -.05 A7 13 .10*

77. Income .04 .00 13* A5 .07 .09 -.01 .02 3.0 -03 .04 .06 -.01 .06

78. Maternal Education .06 .08 .10 4% 14 .02 .08 4% -.04 22%  -.02 -12* .02 .07

79. Family Size -.05 -.12* 10 .04 .00 .06 .00 8.0 .04 .02. 02 -.01 .05 -.02

80. Assessment Language -.04 .20 .06 .03 .04 05- .20~ .11* -17* 27 -01 .20%*  .10* .24%*

81. Child language 2% .10* .08 A1+ 6% .20 .05 .05 .09 .09 .06 .18 .04 .09

82. Generation status -.14* 13* .18* .04 .07 9-0 .11* .03 -.03 .05 -.04 .09 .06 12*

83. Latino Factor Score J5% 67 28%  20%  20%  BEr  G7* 35 2k 43% Bl 41 26% * .35

(table continues)



Variable 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42

66. Shows child how to do something 36 .14* .08 .18* .03 .25 .08 6% .18 .08 8% 14x 12% .04 .20%**
months

67. Explains reasons for something to child .06 27 A8 27 A7 25 24%x Q% 2% 26%% 226%™ 24%% 4% .32%*
36 months

68. Suggests activities to extend what child .13**  .16**  .24*  22%  10% = 24% = 30** = 20* 14* = 20*  21*  18%  18* .24%*
is doing 36 months

69. Repeats or expands child’s words or  -.02 25% 2% 1% 14 A7 A7 20 27x* A8% 18% 21 24 .28**
sounds 36 months

70. Labels objects or actions for child 36 .20**  .36**  .20*  .35* 21 40 28 57  11* 2% .09 A5 .06 A7
months

71. Engages in pretend play with child 36 .08 9% 27 21 16 11* 23 116%™ 16* B4R 2% 18 14 12
months

72. Does activities in a sequence of steps 36.2* 26%% 2% 28** 18 28  33** 20 .09 29% 41 23 4% .26**
months

73. Talks to child about characteristics of -.01 31 19% 21% 17 13 2% 8% 20%  15%  12* 29%  20%* A40**
objects 36 months

74. Asks child for information 36 months A8 33 13 25+ 11* 21% 23 16*  27%  14% 9% 26%F  33* .20%*

75. Gender -.03 .05 -.01 .06 .00 -.01 -.02 .03 2 .0 .03 .01 .05 -.03 -.01

76. Maternal Vocabulary A4+ 18 .08 A7 .01 .09 .09 4% A7 .05 .07 .10* .16** A1

77. Income .01 .03 .01 -.01 -.02 -.08 -.05 -04 04 . -.06 -.04 .04 .05 -.03

78. Maternal Education .05 .06 .03 .09 .07 .00 3.0 .02 .03 -.01 A1 .04 .05 .09

79. Family Size .02 -.06 -.01 -.03 .00 -.03 -.04 .09 -.03 .04 .02 .05 -.05 .01

80. Assessment Language A4+ 25% .01 4% 10% .05 .08 .08 A1* .02 2% .04 .29%* .16**

81. Child language .07 .10* 21 12* .09 A2% 14 237 12* A1+ .06 2% .09 .01

82. Generation status .08 .13* -.01 -.04 -14* 8.0 .01 -.05 -.01 -.01 .02 .07 A1 .18**

83. Latino Factor Score 28% 57 74k 4% 37+ 36 B3 39 Bh*  46% 40 39%  40* * .20**

(table continues)



Variable 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56

66. Shows child how to do something 36 .18*  .14*  23** 06 A7 36% Q4% 23% 23* .06 23%  12%  20%* -.09*
months

67. Explains reasons for something to child.19**  .25*  33*  13%* 32 23 35  16** .10* .02 A7 32% 19%* 12%*
36 months

68. Suggests activities to extend what child.28**  .30**  .30**  .10* 33 32%  31% 15 29** 18  36% .28 27 .08
is doing 36 months

69. Repeats or expands child’s words or ~ .18*  .26**  .28*  11* 28% 24% 23 20" 14** Q9% A9+ 28 12* 14
sounds 36 months

70. Labels objects or actions for child 36 .25*  .19*  20** .08 31 440%™ 29%  28%  24* 2% 27 25% 9% .05
months

71. Engages in pretend play with child 36 .26**  .29* 23 12 33 39 27 30 12* .08 21 24% 23 14
months

72. Does activities in a sequence of steps 3a7*  .21*  21*  19** = 25¥ 33 25  14* A8x* .01 A2% 26%% A7 .28**
months

73. Talks to child about characteristics of .13**  .17**  .36** .09 28%  19%  23%  30** | 11* .01 A3 22% A7 13%*
objects 36 months

74. Asks child for information 36 months 37+ Bl 21% 12% 38%  20% 42 QG D%k 7% 28%  39%  16** .02

75. Gender -.05 -.05 .10* .06 -.02 .04 -.01 .05 .02- -.04 -.08 -.02 .04 .04

76. Maternal Vocabulary A7 12% .10* -.05 4x .07 9% 14* 2% .09 .06 A5+ 11* - 13

77. Income .02 -.01 .07 .02 .05 .03 -.01 .07 .04 .02 .03 .-02 .07 .04

78. Maternal Education .05 A1* .00 -.02 .06 .01 .05 A6* .01 .08 .00 .07 .05 .03

79. Family Size -.06 -.01 .00 -.02 .01 .03 -.06 07 . .06 .00 .01 -.05 .10* .07

80. Assessment Language 20 17 16 -.08 5% .03 36%  12* .09* .07 -.02 .20 .09* -.10*

81. Child language .01 .01 .02 .05 .08 .09* -.01 .02 .06 .06 A4* -02 A1+ .03

82. Generation status A1 .07 A1 -.08 A3*  2-0 .27 .08 .01 .09 -.01 24% .05 -.08

83. Latino Factor Score A6** 30 23 05 82 200 .26%  .14* .10* .08 2% 23% AT .10

(table continues)



Variable 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70

66. Shows child how to do something 36  .17** 29%* RO R .20** 22%* .09 .09 44> 24%*
months

67. Explains reasons for something to child .32**  .21*  25*  18*  16**  .10* A3FF 31 32%*x 18
36 months

68. Suggests activities to extend what child .32**  .20**  .40**  .32*  30* = 27* = 32%  B55* 35 % 42x  4]*
is doing 36 months

69. Repeats or expands child’s words or  .32**  18**  16*  .10* 6% .02 A0% 19%  30* .09* .28% 19**
sounds 36 months

70. Labels objects or actions for child 36 .21**  .26*  27*  27*  23%  Q7¥  24¥  35¥k 3L M 32x 26%F  .28%  |19%

months
71. Engages in pretend play with child 36 .31** .06 A8 A7 12* A2 24%% 336%™ .36 .32 320 42 24%  2Q%
months
72. Does activities in a sequence of steps 3@9**  .26**  .34** .09 5% .09* 33 38 38 38% 42% AT 28 23%*
months
73. Talks to child about characteristics of .20**  .29** 14 07 .10* .02 Al 260 307 B 357 30"  .30* .36%*
objects 36 months
74. Asks child for information 36 months 34 612 .38 31 34% 200 41w 277 42% 16% 27 307 25% A5**
75. Gender -.01 -.01 -.02 -.07 -.06 -10* .05 2-0 -.01 -.04 .05 .02 .02 -.01
76. Maternal Vocabulary 267 -.04 .15%* .06 T 10* A3 A3 A7 .02 .04 12* .10 .08
77. Income -.02 .02 .05 .04 .01. 05 .03 .00 -.03 .00 -.01 -.02 -.03 -.06
78. Maternal Education .09 .04 .08 .00 .10* .01 09 . .08 .06 .02 -.03 .06 .09 -.05
79. Family Size .03 .07 -.04 .03 -.03 .03 -06 02-. -.03 -.02 -.04 -.06 .02 -.01
80. Assessment Language 23 .03 33 .08 .26%*.12* 327 .07 200 .07 16 10* A1 .00
81. Child language .10* .06 .10* .04 .02 .01 -06 .11* .05 JA2%10* A3 12* .10*
82. Generation status .03 .02 .15%* .06 A6 11 247 .02 .07 .03 A3* A5 -01 -.03
83. Latino Factor Score 247 e 17 13 22¢ .08 29%%  24% 38 11* 29%% 29%  25% 2%

(table continues)



Variable 71 72

73 74 75 76 7 78

79

80

81

82

83

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.

Shows child how to do something 36
months

Explains reasons for something to child
36 months

Suggests activities to extend what child
is doing 36 months

Repeats or expands child’s words or
sounds 36 months

Labels objects or actions for child 36
months

Engages in pretend play with child 36
months

Does activities in a sequence of steps 36817**
months

Talks to child about characteristics of .26**

objects 36 months

Asks child for information 36 months

A3 52

.26**

30**

Gender .02 .03 .07 -.02
Maternal Vocabulary .05 A1 .02 .20 -.02
Income -.09 .00 .02 -.01 .00 .06

Maternal Education .02
Family Size
Assessment Language .00
Child language
Generation status -.02

Latino Factor Score .30**

2% .05 .06 .03

A5 .08
.07 .09
.30%*

A8* .07

-09* -08 -.06 -.08 -.03 .04 82 -.04

A9 -01
A2 .02 .00

.33 -08 .31* -01 .05
.13* .08 .01
**17 .19** .03

A7 .02 .08

.26 -.04

25% 26% 04

-.10*

.06
-.06

-.06

-.35%*
53
.06

i
.18**

-.06
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Appendix C

PICCOLO by Item Descriptive Data



Table C-1

PICCOLO by Item Descriptive Data: Latino
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Age in
Parent behavior months Mean SD Min Max
Touches child affectionately 24 .80 .57 0 2
Touches child affectionately 36 .52 .50 0 2
Speaks in a warm tone of voice 24 1.83 .34 0 2
Speaks in a warm tone of voice 36 1.76 .33 5
Smiles at child 24 1.25 .52 0 2
Smiles at child 36 1.08 .58 0 2
Praises child 24 .68 .57 0 2
Praises child 36 .53 .49 0 2
Is physically close to child 24 1.99 .06 1.38 2
Is physically close to child 36 1.99 .07 1.43 2
Uses positive expressions with child 24 1.48 43 0 2
Uses positive expressions with child 36 1.38 .45 0 2
Is engaged in interacting with child 24 1.83 .30 3.3 2
Is engaged in interacting with child 36 1.82 .30 3.3 2
Shows emotional support toward child 24 1.24 .48 2
Shows emotional support toward child 36 1.11 .50 2
Pays attention to what child is doing 24 1.90 .23 1 2
Pays attention to what child is doing 36 1.87 28 8 2
Changes pace or activity to meet child’s 24 1.44 44 0
interests or needs
Changes pace or activity to meet child’s 36 1.34 A7 0
interests or needs
Is flexible about child’s change of activities or 24 1.64 42 0
interests
Is flexible about child’s change of activities or 36 1.61 45 0
interests
Follows what child is trying to do 24 1.72 .37 5 2
Follows what child is trying to do 36 1.65 .38 33 2
Responds to child’'s emotions 24 1.27 49 0 2
Responds to child’'s emotions 36 1.16 51 0 2
Looks at child when child talks or makes 24 1.60 44 0

sounds

(table continues
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Age in
Parent behavior months Mean SD Min Max
Looks at child when child talks or makes 36 1.57 46 0 2
sounds
Positions self to be able to respond to child's 24 1.98 .09 1.13 2
needs
Positions self to be able to respond to child's 36 1.97 A1 1 2
needs
Replies to child’s words or sounds 24 1.46 A7 0 2
Replies to child’s words or sounds 36 1.60 44 0 2
Physically helps child do something 24 1.43 .45 33 2
Physically helps child do something 36 1.27 .49 0 2
Waits for child’s response after making a 24 1.18 .55 0 2
suggestion
Waits for child’s response after making a 36 1.14 .55 0 2
suggestion
Encourages child to handle toys 24 1.79 .32 .5
Encourages child to handle toys 36 1.76 .35 0
Supports child’s choices or activity changes 24 71.3 .52 2
Supports child’s choices or activity changes 36 91.3 b1 2
Supports child in doing things on his/her own 24 641. 40 0 2
Supports child in doing things on his/her own 36 671. 40 5 2
Verbally encourages child’s efforts 24 .83 .58 0 2
Verbally encourages child’s efforts 36 .66 .52 0 2
Offers suggestions to help child 24 1.34 .45 0 2
Offers suggestions to help child 36 1.24 .46 0 2
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing 24 1.38 .50 0 2
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing 36 1.30 .51 0 2
Shows child how to do something 24 1.31 .48 0 2
Shows child how to do something 36 1.23 .49
Explains reasons for something to child 24 .62 570 2
Explains reasons for something to child 36 45 440
Suggests activities to extend what child is 24 1.08 A7 0 2
doing
Suggests activities to extend what child is 36 1.02 .49 0 2
doing
Repeats or expands child’s words or sounds 24 1.20 .52 0
Repeats or expands child’s words or sounds 36 1.15 .43 0
Labels objects or actions for child 24 1.59 46 0 2

(table continues
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Age in
Parent behavior months Mean SD Min Max
Labels objects or actions for child 36 1.56 .38 .67 2
Engages in pretend play with child 24 1.24 .53 0 2
Engages in pretend play with child 36 123 .62 0 2
Does activities in a sequence of steps 24 .66 .55 0 2
Does activities in a sequence of steps 36 .64 .51 0 2
Talks to child about characteristics of objects 24 .83 .54 0 2
Talks to child about characteristics of objects 36 74 A7 0 2
Asks child for information 24 1.42 .48 0
Asks child for information 36 1.44 46 .33
Domain 1 24 1.39 27 42 2
Domain 1 36 1.27 .28 .54 1.88
Domain 2 24 1.63 21 .80 2
Domain 2 36 1.60 24 .81 2
Domain 3 24 1.37 .32 .31 2
Domain 3 36 1.30 .32 .38 1.88
Domain 4 24 1.11 .35 .07 2
Domain 4 36 1.05 31 .33 1.89

N = 134-172 domains
167-172 (36 months)
135-139 (24 months)



Table C-2

PICCOLO by Item Descriptive Data: European-American
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Age in
Parent behavior months Mean SD Min Max
Touches child affectionately 24 .83 .73 0 2
Touches child affectionately 36 .61 .67 0 2
Speaks in a warm tone of voice 24 1.87 .32 2
Speaks in a warm tone of voice 36 1.86 .32
Smiles at child 24 1.36 .59 0 2
Smiles at child 36 1.26 .66 0 2
Praises child 24 .80 .67 0 2
Praises child 36 .62 .64 0 2
Is physically close to child 24 1.96 14 1 2
Is physically close to child 36 1.95 .18 2
Uses positive expressions with child 24 1.62 A7 0 2
Uses positive expressions with child 36 1.57 49 0 2
Is engaged in interacting with child 24 1.81 .35 3.3 2
Is engaged in interacting with child 36 1.81 .34 0 2
Shows emotional support toward child 24 1.57 .52 0 2
Shows emotional support toward child 36 1.56 .52 0 2
Pays attention to what child is doing 24 1.93 22 1 2
Pays attention to what child is doing 36 1.92 .24 1 2
Changes pace or activity to meet child’s interests 24 1.39 .58 0 2
needs
Changes pace or activity to meet child’s interests 36 1.39 .60 0 2
needs
Is flexible about child’s change of activities or 24 1.66 .48 0 2
interests
Is flexible about child’s change of activities or 36 1.70 45 0 2
interests
Follows what child is trying to do 24 1.62 .48 0 2
Follows what child is trying to do 36 1.58 51 0 2
Responds to child’'s emotions 24 1.53 .52 0
Responds to child’'s emotions 36 1.54 .54 0
Looks at child when child talks or makes sounds 24 1.75 42 0 2
Looks at child when child talks or makes sounds 36 1.69 44 0 2
Positions self to be able to respond to child’sdsee 24 1.91 .22 1 2

(table continues
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Age in
Parent behavior months Mean SD Min Max
Positions self to be able to respond to child’'sdsee 36 1.91 21 1 2
Replies to child’s words or sounds 24 1.77 40 0 2
Replies to child’s words or sounds 36 1.82 .37 0 2
Physically helps child do something 24 1.31 .61 0 2
Physically helps child do something 36 1.21 .63 0 2
Waits for child’s response after making a suggestio 24 1.33 .65 0 2
Waits for child’s response after making a suggestio 36 1.42 .64 0 2
Encourages child to handle toys 24 1.86 .32 0 2
Encourages child to handle toys 36 1.83 42 0
Supports child’s choices or activity changes 24 915 53 0 2
Supports child’s choices or activity changes 36 31.6 .50 0 2
Supports child in doing things on his/her own 24 761. 40 0 2
Supports child in doing things on his/her own 36 761. A2 0 2
Verbally encourages child’s efforts 24 1.20 .67 0 2
Verbally encourages child’s efforts 36 1.08 .69 0 2
Offers suggestions to help child 24 1.41 .51 0 2
Offers suggestions to help child 36 1.33 .59 0 2
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing 24 1.60 .52
Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing 36 1.53 .55 0 2
Shows child how to do something 24 1.14 .64 0
Shows child how to do something 36 1.19 .63 0 2
Explains reasons for something to child 24 .66 .60 0 2
Explains reasons for something to child 36 .63 .62 0 2
Suggests activities to extend what child is doing 4 2 113 .63 0 2
Suggests activities to extend what child is doing 6 3 1.07 .64 0 2
Repeats or expands child’s words or sounds 24 1.25 .63 0 2
Repeats or expands child’s words or sounds 36 1.21 .65 0 2
Labels objects or actions for child 24 1.69 A7 0 2
Labels objects or actions for child 36 1.56 51 0 2
Engages in pretend play with child 24 1.20 .66 0 2
Engages in pretend play with child 36 1.19 .68 0 2
Does activities in a sequence of steps 24 .82 .67 0
Does activities in a sequence of steps 36 .83 .73 0
Talks to child about characteristics of objects 24 .81 .60
Talks to child about characteristics of objects 36 .68 .63 0 2

(table continues
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Age in
Parent behavior months Mean SD Min Max
Asks child for information 24 1.68 .45 0 2
Asks child for information 36 1.75 .40 0 2
Domain 1 24 1.49 .30 31 2
Domain 1 36 1.41 31 A3 2
Domain 2 24 1.70 .26 .70 2
Domain 2 36 1.68 .25 .75 2
Domain 3 24 1.51 .32 .38 2
Domain 3 36 1.47 .35 0 2
Domain 4 24 1.16 37 22 2
Domain 4 36 1.14 37 0 2

N = 129-318 (domain)
N = 129-292 (24 months)
N = 166-318 (36 months)
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