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ABSTRACT 

 Latinos are the fastest growing population in the United States and experience serious 

economic, educational, and health disparities compared to non-Latino populations. Consistent, 

high-quality parenting can help protect children from the influence of such disparities. Parenting 

interventions can work with caregivers to improve the quality of parenting. However, most 

interventions are built upon theories and research based on predominantly White, middle-class 

samples, and may therefore not be optimal when used with minority populations. This study 

examined the parenting behaviors of Latino and non-Latino caregivers during interactions with 

their young children. The purpose was to develop a more detailed understanding of the 

similarities and differences in parenting practices of Latino and non-Latino caregivers in order to 

inform decisions about interventions and programs to support quality parenting among Latino 

families in the United States.  

 Structured observations were conducted using the Keys to Interactive Parenting Scale, 

which focuses on 12 parenting behaviors known to be important for child development. The 

sample consisted of 1,474 child-caregiver dyads who were participating in early childhood 

programs for at-risk children and families in Kansas. Results indicated small differences in six 

parenting behaviors, but revealed more similarities than differences overall. Contrary to previous 

research, there was no indication that Latino caregivers in this study exhibited more authoritarian 

parenting than non-Latino caregivers. An unexpected finding was that parenting behaviors were 

more strongly associated with demographic factors, such as income and education, for non-

Latino caregivers than for Latino caregivers. Results were both consistent and inconsistent with 

previous research on Latino parenting. Future research should examine these parenting behaviors 

against the backdrop of participants’ generation status, country of origin, and acculturation level.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 The purpose of this dissertation is to examine similarities and differences in the parenting 

practices of Latino and non-Latino caregivers in order to inform culturally relevant early 

preschool programming for the nation’s largest minority population. Given the educational, 

health, income, and occupational disparities faced by this population, it is imperative that we 

have culturally sensitive measures and interventions that are appropriate for the Latino 

population living in the U.S. The majority of theories, measures, and interventions used with 

minority groups are based on the norms of middle-class European Americans and may not be 

optimal for use with Latino families. An in depth understanding of similarities and differences in 

specific, observed parenting behaviors assessed by the Keys to Interactive Parenting Scale 

(KIPS) will aid in the development of culturally relevant interventions for Latino families with 

young children living in the U.S.  

 The Latino population is the largest racial/ethnic minority in the United States, making up 

17.6% of the total population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). Latinos are the fastest growing 

population in the U.S. and are estimated to make up 28.6% of the population by 2060 (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2015). Latino children make up 80% of the population growth for children ages 

birth to 19, with most of those children being under five years old (Fry & Passel, 2009; Johnson 

& Lichter, 2010). In fact, Latino children currently make up about one-fourth of all children 

under the age of five (Buriel, 2012). Estimates suggest that by 2050, children of Latino origin 

will outnumber European American children and will represent the largest racial/ethnic group in 

the U.S. (Buriel, 2012). There are an estimated 16.2 million Latino households in the United 

States as of 2015. For the purpose of this study, the term “Latino” will be used to inclusively 
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refer to individuals of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Dominican, Central and South American, 

or Spanish descent (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018).  

Disparities Among the Latino Population 

 A well-known American recently alleged that individuals coming to the U.S. from 

Mexico are not their country’s finest and suggested that they bring drugs and crime to America. 

These allegations are inconsistent with research findings which suggest that these immigrants 

“represent a very positive, self-selected segment of the general Mexican population” (Buriel, 

2012, p. 295). In fact, regardless of documentation status, Mexican immigrants tend to be 

physically and mentally healthier, more educated, and more occupationally stable than the 

average Mexican population (Buriel, 2012).  

 Nevertheless, ethnic disparities among the Latino population are well-documented and 

pervasive. Economically, poverty rates for Latinos are more than double what they are for 

Whites (22.6% versus 10.4%, respectively). In 2010, Latino children made up the highest child 

poverty rate (37%) of all racial/ethnic groups in the U.S. (followed by 30% for White children, 

and 27% for African American children) (Lopez & Velasco, 2011). There are proportionately 

more Latinos working in lower-paying service-type occupations and proportionately fewer in 

managerial or professional occupations than Whites. The unemployment rate of Latinos is 

notably higher than for Whites (6.7% versus 3.6%, respectively). Latinos are less likely to own a 

home than Whites (49% vs 75%, respectively), and are more likely to be headed by a single 

female (Lopez & Velasco, 2011).  

 The Latino population faces significant barriers to accessing health care. They have the 

highest rate of being uninsured, with 21% having no insurance compared to 9% for Whites, 10% 

for Asians, and 13% for African Americans (Artiga, Foutz, Carnachione, & Garfield, 2016). 
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Among Latino children, the uninsured is double that of White children. A potential explanation 

for such low insurance rates is that approximately 50% of those who do not have insurance are 

non-citizens (Artiga et al., 2016). Language is another barrier to health care. A lack of interpreter 

services or multi-lingual health education materials is related to poor patient-practitioner 

communication, low patient satisfaction, and reduced treatment quality (Betancourt, Green, 

Carrillo, & Ananeh-Firempong, 2003). Finally, the cost of health care prevents many Latinos 

from receiving the care they need. Data from the Behavioral Risk Factor Surveillance System 

(BRFSS) revealed that in 2014, 24% of Latinos reported not seeing a doctor for needed health 

care because of the cost. This is the largest percentage of other racial/ethnic groups (only 14% of 

Whites reported this) (Artiga et al., 2016). Furthermore, Latinos reported the lowest rate of 

having a usual source of care other than the emergency room and the lowest rate of having a 

dental or health care visit in the last 12 months (Artiga et al., 2016).  

 There are also notable health disparities among the Latino population in terms of health 

outcomes. Although Latinos have the second lowest infant mortality rate, and the second lowest 

death rate from heart disease and cancer in the U.S., they have significantly higher rates of 

diabetes and obesity compared to Whites, and have the second highest rates of HIV and AIDS 

diagnoses, following African Americans (Artiga et al., 2016). Childhood obesity is a serious 

problem in the Latino population. According to 2014 BRFSS data, Latino children have the 

highest rates of obesity (22%) of all other racial and ethnic groups in the U.S. (15% for Whites, 

9% for Asians, and 20% for African Americans) (Artiga et al., 2016).  

Latinos experience markedly lower educational attainment compared to non-Latino 

Whites. In fact, Latinos have the lowest educational attainment of all major racial groups in the 

U.S. In 2017, more Latinos did not complete high school than any other race (29.5% versus 5.8% 
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for Whites, 12.6% for African Americans, and 9% for Asians) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017). 

Latinos also have the lowest rates of postsecondary educational attainment: 22% have an 

Associate’s degree or higher, compared to 45% for Whites, 30% for African Americans, and 

59% for Asians (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017).  

These disparities can be detected as early as preschool, where there are both enrollment 

disparities and disparities in the quality of early education. Latino children attend preschool 

programs at lower rates than non-Latino children (53% compared to 69% and 70% of African 

American and White children, respectively) and those who do attend are less likely to have 

access to high quality early childhood programs (Fuller & Kim, 2011), which are characterized 

by safe, nurturing interactions that use developmentally appropriate practices to promote 

children’s social, emotional, and cognitive development (Heckman, 2011). Without intervention, 

these disparities continue or widen as children move through school, and ultimately result in 

poor academic and employment outcomes, which is reflected in current Census data (Aud, Fox, 

& KewalRamini, 2010; Jencks & Phillips, 1998; Cited by Ewert, 2014). These disparities 

disproportionately impact the wellbeing and future of the rapidly growing Latino population. 

Rodriguez-JenKins (2014) warns that “exposure to these cumulative risk factors is alarming and 

will likely place Latino children, disproportionately, on a trajectory leading to deleterious long-

term consequences” (pg. 11). Immediate attention to addressing this issue is desperately needed.  

Parenting as a Protective Factor in Early Childhood  

 Early childhood is the period from birth to five years old, and is a time of rapid 

development that can have lifelong implications. Child development is incredibly sensitive to 

influences within and outside of the home. This sensitivity, paired with children’s complete 

dependency upon their caregivers, makes young children extremely vulnerable to the effects of 
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social and ethnic disparities (Halfon, Larson, & Russ, 2010). However, evidence suggests that 

the harmful effects of such disparities can be circumvented by consistent, high-quality parenting 

characterized by warm, responsive interactions between the caregiver and child (Condly, 2006; 

De Civita, Pagani, Vitaro, & Tremblay, 2004; Eamon, 2005; Schreiber, 2002). These early 

relationships shape brain development (Burchinal, Vernon-Feagans, Cox, & Key Family Life 

Project Investigators, 2008; Feldman, Eidelman, & Rotenberg, 2004) and influence social, 

emotional, and cognitive development (Schore, 2005; Jamison, Cabell, LoCasale-Crouch, 

Hamre, & Pianita, 2014; Lally, 2010). The stability and quality of early parent-child 

relationships has been associated with internalizing and externalizing problems, academic 

achievement, and physical health outcomes beginning in childhood and enduring through 

adulthood (O’Connor, Matias, Futh, Tantam, & Scott, 2013). Given the magnitude of social, 

economic, and education disparities among Latino populations, it is vital that young Latino 

children are protected against the effects of these inequalities. Improving the quality of early 

caregiver-child interactions may be one of the most efficient and cost-effective ways to 

ameliorate the life trajectories of Hispanic and Latino children.  

Need for Culturally Sensitive Measures and Interventions 

Considering the importance of quality parenting for healthy child development, there 

have been tremendous efforts to bolster caregivers’ skills in order to promote positive parenting 

practices. Such efforts often come in the form of home visiting or parenting education programs, 

which, although findings are mixed, have shown positive effects on parent-child interactions 

(Brooks-Gunn & Markman, 2005). However, as with any intervention or solution to a problem, a 

one-size-fits-all approach is not appropriate for all populations. This may be particularly true for 

minority populations. The majority of parenting research in the United States has been focused 
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on White, European-American families (Buriel, 2012). As a result, the measures used to assess 

parenting tend to be normed on White samples. These measures may not sufficiently reflect the 

values and cultural variations of minority populations and may therefore not adequately assess 

what is truly meaningful in caregiver-child interactions. Consequently, evidence-based 

interventions and programs that are based on research using predominantly White samples may 

not meet the needs of minority populations. This may be especially true for Latino populations; 

Rodriguez-JenKins (2014) suggests that “culturally-informed, theoretically driven frameworks 

for supporting parenting in Latino communities are insufficiently represented in the parenting 

literature" (Rodriguez-JenKins, 2014, pg. 2). Thus, it is paramount that we understand the 

nuances of parenting in the Latino population so that we can develop culturally-sensitive and 

appropriate parenting assessments and interventions.  

The purpose of the present study was to examine the similarities and differences in 12 

observed parenting behaviors between Latino and non-Latino caregivers. The literature review 

begins with an overview of parenting typologies commonly used in parenting research, followed 

by a discussion of attachment theory, the theoretical framework used for this study. The literature 

review concludes with an overview of parenting in a cultural context, which examines cultural 

values that influence parenting in Latino families and a summary of literature on Latino 

parenting practices.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

 

 “In order to develop normally, a child requires progressively more complex joint activity 

with one or more adults who have an irrational emotional relationship with the child. 

Somebody’s got to be crazy about that kid. That’s number one. First, last, and always.” –Urie 

Bronfenbrenner, quoted in National Scientific Council on the Developing Child, 2004, p. 1)  

  

Throughout this paper, I refer to parent-child relationships, understanding that oftentimes 

a child’s primary caregiver is someone other than the child’s biological parent, be it a 

grandparent, foster or adoptive parent, or some other person who has the responsibility of 

providing and caring for the child. I use the terms parent and caregiver interchangeably. 

Furthermore, although research has identified differences in how mothers and fathers approach 

parenting (Cabrera, Tamis-LeMonda, Bradley, Hofferth, & Lamb, 2000) and how such 

differences influence child outcomes (Aunola & Nurmi, 2005), I do not elaborate on these 

distinctions for the purpose of this paper. As such, I refer to parent-child relationships in general, 

as opposed to mother- or father-child relationships specifically. It should be noted that the 

majority of parent-child research has been heavily oriented around the mother-child relationship 

(Phares & Compas, 1992). Nevertheless, there is no clear evidence suggesting that optimal 

parenting behaviors are specific to mothers or fathers. That is, the behaviors and relationship 

characteristics which are associated with child outcomes are the same regardless of caregiver sex 

(O’Connor & Scott, 2007).  

Parenting and Child Development 

The period of early childhood is when the brain develops and lays the groundwork for 

future life (Knudsen, 2004). A child’s early experiences have a profound influence on 
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development and subsequent outcomes (Gunnar, Morison, Chisholm, & Schuder, 2001). It is 

well established that parenting plays a critical role in shaping children’s development. 

Researchers suggest that, more specifically, it is the quality of the parent-child relationship that 

has the greatest influence on child outcomes (O’Connor et al., 2013). This relationship provides 

the context in which children grow and develop and can have lasting implications for the child. 

Child outcomes associated with early parent-child interactions include internalizing problems 

(e.g., psychological well-being), externalizing problems (e.g., aggression, delinquent behaviors), 

cognitive outcomes (e.g., academic achievement), and social outcomes (e.g., social competence) 

(O’Connor & Scott, 2007).  

 There is considerable research linking child cognitive outcomes with parent-child 

relationship quality. Rogoff and Lave (1984) suggest that children’s cognitive development is 

greatly influenced by the relational environment in which they are brought up and that positive 

outcomes are associated with parents who are attuned to their child’s cognitive abilities and 

provide appropriate levels of support that match those abilities. Associations have also been 

found between children’s academic achievement and attachment quality in early childhood 

(Feldman, Guttfreund, & Yerushalmi, 1998; O’Conner & Scott, 2007). This early cognitive 

development is incredibly important, as research suggests that children who enter kindergarten 

developmentally behind their peers are not likely to catch up, and the gap continues to grow as 

children progress into higher grades in school (Aud, Fox, & KewalRamini, 2010; Jencks & 

Phillips, 1998; Cited by Ewert, 2014). 

However, protective factors, such as responsive caregiving and high-quality early 

education, can moderate the negative influence of risk factors (Condly, 2006; Pratt, McClelland, 

Swanson, & Lipscomb, 2016). School readiness refers to the social, emotional, and cognitive 
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abilities that allow children to successfully participate and learn at school (Duncan et al., 2007). 

The risk and protective factors children are exposed to during the early years of life can have a 

marked impact on school readiness. Exposure to certain child and family risk factors impedes 

healthy development, and contributes to disparities in children’s school readiness and academic 

outcomes. Furthermore, the presence of multiple risk factors compounds the detrimental effects 

of individual risk factors (Lengua, Honorado, & Bush, 2007). 

  This critical early relationship also has implications for social development. Multiple 

studies suggest that the quality of early parent-child interactions has significant implications for 

children’s future relationships in both childhood and adulthood (Cassidy, Kirsh, Scolton, & 

Parke,1996; Moss, Rousseau, Parent, St-Laurant, & Saintonge, 1998). Greenberg and colleagues 

(1983) found that children with strong early attachments to their caregivers exhibited more 

prosocial behaviors and were more often rated as popular by peers than children with insecure 

attachments in infancy (Greenberg et al., 1983). These findings have been confirmed by more 

recent research (Lieberman, Doyle, & Markiewicz, 1999). 

The parent-child relationship is also associated with externalizing symptoms in children. 

For example, aggressive, anti-social, and delinquent behaviors have been consistently associated 

with the quality of parent-child relationship (Gardner, Sonuga-Barke & Sayal, 1999; Greenberg, 

Siegel, & Leitch, 1983; Kilgore, Snyder & Lentz, 2000; O’Connor & Scott, 2007). O’Connor & 

Scott (2007) suggest this is “one of the most widely reported findings in the literature” (pg. 9). 

The parent-child relationship has also been found to influence children’s classroom behavior. 

Strayhorn and Weidman (1991) examined the relationship between parent-child interactions and 

children’s behavior issues at school over time and found that, as the quality of parent-child 

interactions improved, teachers reported fewer behavior problems in the classroom.  
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The connection between parent-child relationship quality and children’s internalizing 

symptoms, (e.g., anxiety, depression, social withdrawal) is nearly as conclusive as findings 

regarding externalizing problems, and equally robust (O’Connor & Scott, 2007). Low-quality 

parent-child relationships have been associated with mental health issues and poor adjustment in 

children (Dadds, Barrett, Rapee, & Ryan, 1996; O’Connor & Scott, 2007; Wood, McLeod, 

Sigman, Hwang & Chu, 2003). Another study found that, compared to securely attached infants 

(indicative of strong parent-child bond), infants who were insecurely attached to their primary 

caregiver had significantly more internalizing symptoms throughout childhood (Goldberg, 

Gotowiec, & Simmons, 1995; Pierrehumbert, Miljkovitch, Plancherel, Halfon, & Anserment, 

2000).  

Assessing Parent-Child Interactions 

 Understanding how parents interact with their young children allows practitioners to 

identify areas of strength and need in caregiving skills, and tailor services to best meet the needs 

of each family. While there are many methods for studying parenting and parent-child 

relationships, studies suggest that self-report measures may be prone to bias, such as social 

desirability (Locke & Prinz, 2002; Morsbach & Prinz, 2006; Schwartz, Vollmer, & Lee, 1999). 

Research suggests that what parents say about their parenting behaviors on self-report measures 

correlates very little with objective assessments of parenting behaviors (Herbers, Garcia, & 

Obradovic, 2017; Lovejoy, Weis, O’hare, & Rubin, 1999). Gardner (2000) suggests that self-

report measures are most suitable for use in research focused on parent values and attitudes, 

rather than behaviors, and that observational measures are more reliable for studying parenting 

behaviors.   



 11 

Observational measures are not subject to the same source of bias as self-report measures 

and are considered to have better predictive and criterion validity (Aspland & Gardner, 2003; 

Morsbach & Prinz, 2006; Scott, Briskman, & Dadds, 2011; Zaslow et al., 2006), and result in a 

more accurate portrayal of parent-child interactions (Gardner, 2000). Naturalistic observations, 

in which parents and children are observed in their natural environment without any restrictions, 

may produce inconsistent findings due to the lack of a standardized context in which parenting 

behaviors are observed (Zaslow et al., 2006). Structured observations, which examine parent-

child interactions under specific conditions such as playtime and clean-up, use precise coding 

schemes and assess parenting against specific criteria (Herbers et al., 2017). Having a standard 

context for observing parent-child interactions reduces variability in the circumstances under 

which observation takes place, making structured observation superior to naturalistic observation 

in many cases (Zaslow et al., 2006). 

Parents play a vital role in child development. Early parent-child interactions shape a 

child’s developing brain and lay the groundwork for future development. The quality of the 

parent-child relationship during the first five years of a child’s life can have a profound and 

lasting impact on the health and wellbeing of the child. There have been a number of theories 

which examine ways parents interact with their children and how certain practices shape child 

development. A brief overview of attachment theory and parenting dimensions follows.  

Attachment Theory 

Perhaps one of the most extensively studied and applied theories of parent-child 

relationships is attachment theory. Attachment theory grew out of the work of John Bowlby and 

Mary Ainsworth (Ainsworth & Bowlby, 1991). John Bowlby was a British psychoanalyst whose 

work began in the 1940s. Bowlby set out to describe why the relationship between young 
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children and their parents have such enduring and ubiquitous influence on child development. 

Through his collaboration with developmental psychologist, Mary Ainsworth, one of the most 

widely researched theories of child development was born, attachment theory. Bowlby and 

Ainsworth take an ethological-evolutionary approach to understanding attachment between 

parents and children. 

 Attachment behavioral system: A primary attachment strategy. 

A key concept of attachment theory is the attachment behavioral system (Bowlby, 1988), 

a concept borrowed from ethology, which is an innate and biologically-driven process that drives 

behavior in a way that increases one’s chance for survival (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Security 

(or felt security) is the central goal of the attachment behavioral system, and the attachment 

system is activated when a child feels threatened or fearful. There are other behavioral systems 

(exploratory, affiliative, and sexual), each of which has its own functional processes that are 

critical to healthy development. When there is no threat, it is beneficial to explore and engage in 

other activities so that learning and growth can occur. However, these other systems are 

deactivated when the attachment system is activated and only become activated again once a 

sense of security is attained and the attachment system is deactivated (Mikulincer & Shaver, 

2007). Thus, a child whose attachment system is constantly activated misses out on opportunities 

for exploration which will ultimately influence the child’s development. 

When activated, the attachment system’s innate and primary strategy is to seek out the 

comfort and security of an attachment figure. This process is referred to as proximity seeking. 

When a child feels threatened or distressed, she uses proximity-seeking behaviors, such as 

crying, reaching, or crawling towards, to attain or maintain closeness to an attachment figure, 

typically the child’s primary caregiver. Such proximity-seeking or attachment behaviors continue 



 13 

until security is attained. When the attachment figure is accessible and responsive to the child’s 

distress signals, the attachment system has achieved its set-goal of security and is deactivated, 

the child feels safe enough to explore and follow the urges of other behavioral systems 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). When the attachment figure is consistently responsive, the child 

knows that she will be comforted when distressed, and consequentially has more confidence to 

explore her surroundings. In this case, her attachment figure is considered to be a “secure base” 

from which the child can explore her surroundings until the next time she needs comfort 

(Ainsworth, 1940). 

“Familial security in the early stages is of a dependent type and forms a basis from which 

the individual can work out gradually, forming new skills and interests in other fields. 

Where familial security is lacking, the individual is handicapped by the lack of what 

might be called a secure base from which to work” (Ainsworth, 1940, p. 45). 

 

Hence, the attachment process comes full circle and the child now feels safe to get out 

and explore her surroundings once again (see Figure 1). This cycle serves as a sort of prototype 

for both effective emotion regulation as well as a model for secure interpersonal relationships. 

Proximity-seeking behaviors are largely innate during infancy (e.g., crying, reaching out) but 

become more skillful and flexible as children grow (e.g., verbal requests for support). Thus, a 

child whose attachment figure is consistently responsive is likely to develop more adaptive, 

context-specific skills and will therefore be more likely to have her needs met in the future. 

When a child knows that she can effectively deal with or evade a threat, she has a model for 

regulating emotions and maintaining relationship bonds while still developing autonomy 

(Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Thus, a secure attachment to a primary caregiver in early 

childhood promotes self-regulation and enables a child to regulate his or her emotions, 

eventually, without the comfort provided by the attachment figure.  
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Figure 1. Attachment cycle leading to secure attachment. From: Attachment & Trauma Network, 

Inc. 

 

 Secondary attachment strategies. 

When the attachment figure is inaccessible, insensitive to the child’s needs, or is 

inconsistently accessible, the goal of the attachment system (i.e., security) is not achieved and 

therefore remains activated. The child does not experience relief. On the contrary, her feelings of 

distress are intensified by uncertainty and doubts about attaining security in times of need and 

she is preoccupied as the attachment system functions in a state of continuous arousal, 

preventing her other behavioral systems from functioning appropriately (see Figure 2). The child 

may conclude that her primary attachment strategies are ineffective (or inconsistently effective) 

and she may resort to secondary attachment strategies. There are two types of secondary 

attachment strategies: deactivation of the attachment system or hyperactivation of the attachment 

system (Main, 1990; cited by Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Deactivation of the attachment 

system can be compared to a flight response, in which the attachment system is deactivated in 

order to avoid the distress caused by the attachment figure’s unavailability. This is also referred 
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to as avoidant attachment, and this strategy is typically used in response to an attachment figure 

who is consistently unresponsive, rejecting, or unavailable. Conversely, hyperactivation of the 

attachment system, or anxious attachment, can be likened to a fight response, in which the child 

may act out in protest in order to get the attachment figure’s attention. This type of response is 

typical when the attachment figure is inconsistently available (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Main, 

1990).  

 

Figure 2. Attachment cycle leading to insecure attachment. From: Attachment & Trauma 

Network, Inc.  

 

 Attachment styles. 

Mary Ainsworth was a developmental psychologist who studied infants’ emotional 

attachment to their caregivers (e.g., Ainsworth, 1979) whose work contributed greatly to the 

development of attachment theory. Ainsworth’s work centered around observations of 

interactions between infants and their primary caregivers in which she made an empirical 

connection between maternal sensitivity and various patterns of attachment in infants. Ainsworth 

created the Strange Situation procedure because opportunities to “observe the balance of 
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attachment and exploratory behaviors under conditions of novelty and alarm” were scarce in 

home environments (Ainsworth & Bell, 1970, p. 53). The Strange Situation setup allowed her to 

observe the child’s attachment behaviors when the mother was not present, when she returned, 

and in the presence of a stranger (a perceived threat). These observations led to the 

conceptualization of what are now referred to as attachment styles, which are based on infants’ 

reactions to being separated and reunified with their mothers in the Strange Situation (Ainsworth 

& Bell, 1970; cited by Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007).  

 Ainsworth noted three primary patterns of infant behavior: secure, avoidant, and anxious. 

A fourth attachment style, disorganized or fearfully avoidant, was later added by Main and 

Solomon (1990). Securely attached infants were distressed in their mother’s absence, and 

immediately signaled to her for comfort when she returned. Avoidant attachment was indicated 

by children who, though distressed, did not reach out or signal to their mother for help when she 

returned. These children tended to be raised by caregivers who rejected the child’s bids for 

attention. Anxiously attached infants signaled to their mothers for comfort when she returned, 

but became angry or frustrated when she attempted to comfort the child. These children were 

likely to be raised by caregivers who were inconsistently responsive to their bids for closeness. 

Children categorized as disorganized/fearfully avoidant responded with a mixture of anxiety and 

avoidance and appeared frightened or confused when reunited with their mothers. These children 

were most likely raised by mothers whose response to the child’s bids were unpredictable (Main 

& Solomon, 1990; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007; Seedall, & Lachmar, 2017).  

 Attachment and child outcomes. 

Research linking attachment style to child outcomes is extensive. Secure attachment in 

infancy has been found to predict emotion regulation (Contreras, Kerns, Weimer, Gentzler, & 
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Tomich, 2000; cited by Hart, Newell, & Olson, 2003) and confidence in social interactions 

(Rubin, Burgess, & Hastings, 2002). Strong infant-caregiver bonds are associated with high self-

esteem, adaptive coping strategies, and lower rates of depression and distress in adulthood 

(Maselko, Kubzansky, Lipsitt, & Buka, 2010; Matheson, Kelly, Cole, Tannenbaum, Dodd, & 

Anisman, 2005). Attachment quality has been found to predict the quality of future relationships, 

including those with peers (Cassidy et al., 1996; Moss et al., 1998; Sroufe, Carlson, Levy, & 

Egeland, 1999), adult partners (Carlson & Egeland, 2004; Conger, Cui, Bryant, & Elder, 2000), 

and future parent-child relationships (Lyons-Ruth, Dutra, Schuder, & Bianchi, 2006). This may 

be due to what Bowlby (1973) referred to as “internal working models”. These models influence 

infants’ sense of self-worth and their expectations about future relationships: 

“Infants who have experienced sensitive and dependable care (responsiveness to 

cues of its needs and condition) will not only expect that the caregiver will be the 

source of their safety, but also that they can bring the caregiver to them or achieve 

security by going to the caregiver. As a result, the infant will be secure in the 

attachment relationship” (Shaw & Bell, 1993, pg. 501).  

 

Insecure attachment has been consistently associated with poor outcomes in children and 

adults. Sometimes described as “hidden trauma”, insecure attachment disrupts the stress response 

system and precludes children’s ability to regulate fear—a common symptom of trauma (Lyons-

Ruth et al., 2006). Insecure attachment is associated with psychological issues and the inability 

form close relationships (Brumariu & Kerns, 2008; Brumariu, Kerns, & Seibert, 2012). It is also 

associated with developmental delays, poor social functioning, and deviant behavior (Lyons-

Ruth et al., 2006; Allen, Moore, Kuperminc, & Bell, 1998).  

In a famous series of experiments conducted in the 1950s, Harry Harlow sought to 

determine how maternal separation affected infant rhesus monkeys’ social and emotional 

development (Seay & Harlow, 1965). Just hours after birth, baby rhesus monkeys were separated 
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from their mothers and placed in a cage with two types of “surrogate mothers”: a wire mother 

that provided milk and a soft cloth mother that did not provide milk (Figure 3a; Harlow, 1958). 

The baby monkeys would spend 17-18 hours per day clinging to the soft mother, and only visited 

the wire mother when they were hungry. In other experiments, monkeys were completely 

isolated for up to one year. When they were placed in a new environment, they did not explore 

their surroundings, but curled up in a little ball and rocked and cried, much like a child who has 

been severely traumatized (Figure 3b; Harlow, 1958). These experiences show how the lack of 

secure attachment caused behavioral and emotional dysregulation in the rhesus monkeys and 

demonstrate the importance of early relationships for development.  

 

Figures 3a & 3b: Rhesus infant raised with a cloth surrogate mother (a) displaying fear in 

absence of surrogate mother (b). Source: Harlow, H. F. (1958). The nature of love. American 

psychologist, 13(12), 673. Copyright (1958) by the American Psychological Association. 

 

To summarize, the quality of a young child’s attachment to his or her primary caregiver 

has a profound impact on child development. Specifically, secure attachment, characterized by 

the caregiver’s consistent availability and responsiveness to a child’s needs, leads to better child 

outcomes across the board. Conversely, when the primary caregiver is unavailable or 

inconsistently available, the child develops an insecure attachment, which results in higher rates 

of internalizing and externalizing behaviors and an inability to develop secure relationships in 
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the future. We now examine a framework for categorizing parenting styles based on dimensions 

of parenting behavior. 

Parenting Typologies: A Dimensional View of Parenting 

There are numerous ways to assess and categorize parenting. One of the most influential 

typologies of parenting style is based on the work of developmental psychologist, Diana 

Baumrind (1967). Baumrind noted a particularly strong relationship between certain child and 

parent behaviors, specifically in relation to the amount of control and responsiveness caregivers 

showed towards their infants. Through extensive observations of parent-child interactions and 

analysis of child outcomes, Baumrind (1967) came up with three parenting typologies based on 

two independent dimensions: demandingness (or control) and responsiveness (or sensitivity). 

 Demandingness and responsiveness.  

 Demandingness refers to the expectations parents have of their children and the behaviors 

parents engage in to ensure children conform to those expectations, and includes maturity 

demands, supervision, and discipline techniques (Baumrind, 1991). Demandingness involves two 

key components: monitoring and control. Monitoring involves parents’ awareness of a child’s 

whereabouts and activities and provides consistency and predictability for the child. Control 

involves parental shaping of the child’s actions, which may include restraining the child from 

engaging in dangerous, maladaptive, or disobedient behaviors (Baumrind, 2013). Baumrind 

(1991) defines responsiveness as, “the extent to which parents intentionally foster individuality, 

self-regulation, and self-assertion by being attuned, supportive, and acquiescent to children’s 

special needs and demands” (pg. 62). (Cited by Darling, 1999). 

 Caregiver responsiveness, or sensitivity to the child’s needs, may be the cornerstone of 

healthy child development, and has been consistently linked to positive developmental outcomes 
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in early childhood (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Clarke-Stewart, Vandell, Burchinal, 

O’Brien, & McCartney, 2002; Jamison et al., 2014). Responsive parenting is also an important 

ingredient for developing a secure attachment (Barnett, Kidwell, & Leung, 1998; Hart et al., 

2003), and is associated with cognitive development (Lewis & Goldberg, 1969), long-term 

positive social development, and low rates of internalizing and externalizing problems (Hart et 

al., 2003). Children who are securely attached are more likely to develop healthy strategies for 

emotion regulation and strong social and communication skills (Maselko et al., 2010; Raikes & 

Edwards, 2009).  

 Parenting styles.  

 Parenting characteristics, such as those listed above, are known to affect child outcomes, 

but it may be the specific combination of these qualities that is particularly influential for child 

development (Baumrind, 1991; Darling and Steinberg, 1993; Steinberg, 2001). Using these two 

dimensions, demandingness and responsiveness, Baumrind (1967) identified three broad 

parenting typologies: authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive (Figure 4). Authoritative 

parents are characterized as being high in both demandingness and responsiveness; they have 

high expectations of their children, but are also supportive and encourage autonomy. 

Authoritarian parents are high in control and low in responsiveness. They demand obedience 

from their children without providing the warmth and supportiveness of authoritative parents. 

Finally, permissive parents are low in demandingness and high in responsiveness; they are 

democratic and unconditionally supportive of their children’s behaviors (Baumrind, 1967). 
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Figure 4. Parenting styles based on dimensions of responsiveness and demandingness. From: 

Positive-Parenting-Ally.com 

 

 Confrontive and coercive control. 

Authoritarian and authoritative parents are both high in control. What differentiates them 

is not the amount of power assertion used, but rather the type of power assertion (Figure 5). 

Baumrind (2012) distinguishes between control that is confrontive and control that is coercive. 

Confrontive control is functional, or goal-directed, and typically regards the immediate or future 

wellbeing of the child or the promotion of prosocial behavior; behavioral expectations are 

expressed clearly and directly. Coercive control, on the other hand, is punitive, indirect, 

restrictive, and inflexible.  
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Figure 5. Control in authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles. From: Positive-Parenting-

Ally.com.  

 

 Baumrind’s description of confrontive and coercive control agrees with Barber’s (1996) 

depiction of behavioral control and psychological control. “Behavioral control is direct, overt, 

and aimed at inducing compliance with parental directives through the use of limit setting, 

maturity demands, and monitoring, whereas psychological control is indirect, covert, intrusive, 

and aimed at manipulating the child’s psychological world and personal identity through the use 

of withdrawal of affection and guilt induction” (Baumrind, 2013, pp. 26-27). Psychological 

control always has a negative effect on children’s sense of self and autonomy, and has been 

associated with aggressive behavior, and internalizing and externalizing symptoms in children 

(Hart, Nelson, Robinson, 1998; Olson, Bates, Sandy, & Schilling, 2002). Thus, the impact of 

parental control on children’s competence and wellbeing depends on whether it is coercive or 

confrontive in nature. (Barber, Olsen, & Shagle, 1994; Barber & Harmon, 2002; Baumrind, 

2013). 
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 Use of control in authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles.  

Authoritative parents use confrontive control just as often as authoritarian parents, but 

rarely, if ever, use coercive control (Baumrind, Larzelere, & Owens, 2010). These parents 

exercise control in order to influence behavior and achieve behavioral compliance, and explain 

the reasoning behind their commands. Authoritative parents require their children to abide by 

their expectations, but also encourage autonomy in and self-expression in decision making. 

These parents set clear standards for their children, while at the same time acknowledging and 

affirming the child’s perspective and needs at the time (Baumrind, 1968). When appropriate, 

authoritative parents are willing to negotiate with their children and encourage a back-and-forth 

dialogue that supports the child’s self-assertion and sense of autonomy. This reasoning-oriented 

approach is associated with empathy, prosocial behaviors, positive peer relationships, and 

healthy social views in children (Hart, DeWolf, & Burts, 1992). Thus, authoritative parents take 

a balanced approach in their use of reason, authority, and responsiveness (Baumrind, 1968). This 

combination of caregiver responsiveness and directiveness has a positive effect on child 

development (Kelly & Barnard, 2000).  

Conversely, authoritarian parents are disproportionately demanding; communication is 

one-sided and ineffective, with no give-and-take. Their use of control is non-functional and 

coercive (Baumrind, 1967). These parents provide no explanations for their commands, but 

demand a disposition of compliance in the child. Dispositional compliance discourages reflective 

thought and results in children who lack agency or self-assertion. Such children may also 

become defiant, as they perceive this control as threatening to their autonomy and sense of self 

(Baumrind, 1996). Parenting that is characterized as rejecting and hostile can lead to child 

behavior that is hostile and aggressive toward peers and siblings (Hart et al., 2003; MacKinnon-
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Lewis, Starnes, Volling, & Johnson, 1997). Authoritarian parenting has generally been 

associated with poor social adjustment and behavior problems (Heller, Baker, Henker, & 

Hinshaw, 1996; Jewell & Stark, 2003).  

 Permissive and neglectful parenting.  

Permissive parenting is characterized by low demandingness and high responsiveness. 

These parents view control as something that will erode child’s sense of self and autonomy. They 

have few rules, rarely make demands, and show unconditional acceptance of their children’s 

behaviors. The disciplinary style of permissive parents is sometimes referred to as indulgent. 

Maccoby and Martin (1983) expanded Baumrind’s model by further dividing permissive 

parenting to include neglectful parenting, which is characterized by low demandingness and low 

responsiveness. While these parents may meet their children’s physical needs (e.g., food, 

shelter), they are uninvolved, detached, and emotionally distant. This four-type categorization is 

one of the most commonly used classifications of parenting today.  

Despite the abundance of literature regarding parenting styles and child outcomes, there 

is relatively limited research using this framework with minority populations. Furthermore, these 

parenting styles and associations with child outcomes were based on research with European 

American families. Therefore, we must consider the applicability of this view of parenting with 

minority populations. Is this framework culturally relevant for the Latino families of today? Are 

the associations between parenting style and child outcomes the same for Latino children?  The 

following section provides an overview of cultural norms and values of Latino families and also 

discusses how the acculturation process impacts such cultural values and family practices. 
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Parenting in a Cultural Context 

“Ethnicity shapes what parents do, what children have, how children and adults spend 

their time, and the types of exchanges between family members. For even basic caregiving 

activities, such as soothing a baby, there are characteristic differences in the strategies used in 

different ethnic groups" (Bradley, Corwyn, McAdoo, & Garcia Coll, 2001, p. 1846). 

 

Cultural values in Latino families. 

Whether working with first- or fourth-generation Latinos, it is important to be mindful of 

culture. Being immersed in a new culture brings many changes, but there is strong evidence that 

one’s core cultural values persist and are handed down from generation to generation. These 

shared values are seen in Latino families living in the U.S. and those living in their homeland, 

and include constructs such as familismo, respeto, machismo, and marianismo, among others 

(Arcia, Reyes-Blanes, & Vasques-Montilla, 2000; Barker, Cook, & Borrego, 2010; Calzada, 

Fernandez, & Cortes, 2010; Calzada & Eyberg, 2002; Rodriguez-Jenkins, 2014).  

A notable difference in Latino families compared to European American families is their 

emphasis on collectivism and interdependence, as opposed to the European American ideals of 

autonomy and individualism (Barker et al., 2010).  Differences in collectivist or individualist 

orientation are clearly reflected in family life and parenting (Rodriguez-JenKins, 2014). The 

strong sense of integration and cohesion seen in collectivist cultures is perhaps most strongly 

captured by the Latino value of familismo, which refers to the importance of familial closeness 

and unity and reflect one’s obligation to family (Calzada & Eyeberg, 2002). In this context, 

‘family’ includes immediate and extended family members, and close neighbors or friends who 

share a strong bond with the family (Andres-Hyman, Ortiz, Anez, Paris, & Davidson, 2006; 

Cited by Barker et al., 2010). Familismo implies a sense of reciprocity, obedience, and loyalty to 

one’s family (Barker et al., 2010). This construct places value on family members supporting 

each other emotionally and financially, as well as the expectation that family members will 
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prioritize and participate in family activities, and place family obligations above personal needs 

(Gonzalez-Ramos, Zayas, & Cohen, 1998; Fung, 2015). Children are expected to fulfill 

household responsibilities including helping with housework and caring for younger siblings 

(Fung, 2015; Santiago-Rivera, 2003). Even after children grow and start their own families, they 

remain closely connected to the family and are expected to continue supporting the family 

(Santiago-Rivera, Arrendondo, & Gallardo-Cooper, 2002; Fung, 2015). Familismo has been 

associated with both parenting practices and child outcomes (Barker et al., 2010). For example, 

Romero & Ruiz (2007) found that measures of familismo were positively correlated with 

consistent discipline and higher levels of parental monitoring. The level of familismo has been 

found to influence parents’ views regarding the appropriateness of certain parental discipline 

practices, such as using rewards or punishment (Pemberton and Borrego, 2007). These findings 

suggest that cultural values are important aspects of both parenting practices and how those 

practices influence child outcomes.  

 The construct respeto emphasizes the importance of children respecting adults, including 

parents and grandparents as well as peers and strangers. Children in Latino cultures are expected 

to treat adults with courtesy, obedience, and respect (Arica & Johnson, 1998; Barker et al., 

2010). They are expected to never interrupt or argue with adults (Delgado-Gaitan, 1994; Fung, 

2015) and are expected to behave appropriately in public (Barker et al., 2010). Calzada and 

colleagues (2010) found that Mexican and Dominican families with children in the U.S. were 

more likely to encourage respect and obedience in their children compared to Western values 

such as assertiveness and autonomy.  

Latino families also have shared values regarding gender roles. The terms machismo and 

marianismo are constructs referring to gender roles in the family. Machismo refers to the father’s 
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role in making family decisions and status as head of household, and is characterized by qualities 

such as independence, courage, and character (Andres-Hyman et al., 2006; Barker et al., 2010). 

Marianismo refers to women’s role in the family and is conceptually complementary to 

machismo. Women are expected to assume the role of the primary caregiver in the household 

(Rocha-Sanchez & Diaz-Loving, 2005) and to put the needs of family above their own (Castillo 

& Cano, 2007; Cited by Barker et al., 2010 and Fung, 2015).   

 Thus, it is important to consider these variables when conducting research or working 

with Latino families; a basic awareness of these cultural values enriches our understanding of the 

parenting practices of Latino families. These cultural values shape the preferences, ideals, and 

standards of conduct in Latino families (Calzada & Eyeberg, 2002). Furthermore, they determine 

the qualities parents value and hope to instill in their children, which in turn shapes parenting 

behaviors (Rodriguez-JenKins, 2014). However, there is extreme heterogeneity in the extent to 

which these constructs apply to different families, and the extent to which these values are 

reflected in parenting and other familial interactions (Barker et al., 2010). This variation is 

attributed, in part, to generational status and acculturation level, which are discussed in the 

following section.      

 Generational status. 

 When families immigrate to the United States, they become immersed in a new and 

different culture. First generation immigrants are individuals who come to the U.S. as adults. 

Their children are often referred to as 1.5 generation, because although they have roots in their 

country of origin, they spend their most formative years in the U.S. and are most strongly 

influenced by American culture (Portes & Rumbaut, 2008; Schwartz, Unger, Zamboanga, & 

Szapocznik, 2010; Buriel, 2012). Compared to immigrants who come to the U.S. during 
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adolescence or adulthood, individuals in the 1.5 generation often have more in common with 

second generation immigrants who were born in the U.S. to immigrant parents. This may be due 

to the fact that individuals who immigrate as adults have more memories of the values and 

traditions of their homeland, whereas young children may not have these memories. 

Furthermore, adult migrants may have a harder time or be more reluctant to embrace the values 

and practices of the new culture (Schwartz et al., 2010).  

 Second generation Latinos are born in the U.S. to first generation immigrants. These 

individuals have no direct experience living in their homeland, but are influenced by their 

parents’ cultural ties and values. By the third and subsequent generation, some Latinos in the 

U.S. may be entirely removed from their culture of origin, as both they and their parents are U.S. 

born. However, in predominantly Latino neighborhoods, sometimes referred to as barrios, the 

culture and heritage is more often kept alive across generations. Thus, when third and subsequent 

generations live in areas such as these they are more likely to maintain stronger cultural 

affiliations (Schwartz, Pantin, Sullivan, Prado, & Szapocznik, 2006).  

Acculturation and cultural values. 

Acculturation is the process of adapting to a new culture (Barker et al., 2010).  During the 

acculturation process, individuals and families gradually merge their attitudes, values, and 

practices to some extent, with those of the new culture (Garrison et al., 1999). Acculturation is 

sometimes conceptualized as assimilation and accommodation. Assimilation occurs when an 

immigrant’s cultural heritage and values are replaced by those of the new culture. In the case of 

Hispanic and Latino immigrants, assimilation means they essentially become “less Latino” and 

“more American”. Accommodation, on the other hand, involves the blending of the two cultures 

(Padilla & Perez, 2003). The extent to which families and/or individuals assimilate or 
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accommodate their values with those of the host culture has implications for family life and 

parenting.  

Acculturation level is typically measured by two conditions: length of time in the host 

country (Gfroerer & Tan, 2003) and “nativity”- whether the individual was foreign born or born 

in the host culture (Schwartz et al., 2006). These factors are related to how much a family’s 

culture-of-origin practices are preserved. Being born in the “host culture” has been associated 

with lower retention of cultural traditions (Calzada & Eyberg, 2002; Phinney & Flores, 2002). 

For example, Rogler and Cooney (1984) found that when second-generation children (who were 

born in the U.S.) became adults, they exhibited less familismo, or family cohesion, in their 

families compared to their first-generation parents. Similarly, as the number of generations or 

time spent in the host country increased, the preservation of culture-of-origin values decreased 

(Phinney & Flores, 2002). Again, familismo, for example, has been shown to decrease the longer 

a family is in the new culture and the more they become acculturated to the receiving culture 

(Barker et al., 2010; Rogler & Cooney, 1984). Similarly, Cuellar, Arnold, and Gonzalez (1995) 

found that Mexican-Americans who were more acculturated to the American culture exhibited 

lower levels of machoism and familismo than individuals who were less acculturated. 

This diminishing adherence to culture-of-origin practices may also be due to the fact that 

close family ties and a sense of cohesion are harder to maintain as immigrant families are 

separated from their extended family and cultural networks back home. Furthermore, due to the 

high number of hours spent working, Latino families may spend less time together as a family 

once they are in the U.S. (Bacallao & Smokowski, 2005). An exception to these trends may 

occur when families live in “cultural enclaves” (i.e., areas densely populated by individuals and 

families with shared cultural backgrounds), as these areas tend to be rich in cultural heritage and 
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the practices and customs of their homeland are more frequently practiced and endorsed 

(Schwartz et al., 2006).  

Acculturation further impacts Latino families through its influence on parenting practices 

(Delgado-Gaitan, 1993; Buriel, Mercado, Rodriquez, & Chaves, 1991; Barker et al., 2010), 

which may be adopted to accommodate the new sociocultural environment (Rodriguez-Jenkins, 

2014). Varela and colleagues (2004) found that, compared to Mexican parents in Mexico, 

Mexican-Americans and Mexicans who immigrated to America exhibited higher levels of 

authoritarian parenting once they were in the United States (Varela, Vernberg, Sanchez-Sosa, 

Riveros, Mitchell, & Mashunkashey, 2004). This suggests that the families that came to America 

increased their levels of strictness and control in response to their unfamiliarity with the 

American culture and the lack of traditional support systems back home.  

 Acculturation-discrepancy.  

 The acculturation process and experiences of families immigrating to the U.S. vary 

within and across generations (Portes & Rumbaut 2001; Unger, Ritt-Olson, Wagner, Soto, & 

Baezconde-Garbanti, 2009). Children typically adjust to the new culture more quickly than 

parents, including faster acquisition of language and understanding of the values and customs of 

the new culture (Schwartz et al., 2010). This is sometimes referred to as the parent-child 

acculturation discrepancy and can influence the roles traditionally held by family members, 

including parent-child relationships (Garrison et al., 1999; Bacallao & Smokowski, 2005). For 

example, because children acculturate more quickly than parents, they are often put in positions 

where they have a role as a mediator for navigating and understanding the new culture, or 

parents may rely on them to interpret conversations with health professionals and others 

(Garrison et al., 1999; Bacallao & Smokowski, 2005). This reliance upon children can 
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destabilize the family structure and detract from parents’ authority, leading to family conflict, 

decreased cohesion, and inconsistencies in parental supervision and discipline (Portes & 

Rumbaut, 2001; Unger et al., 2009). Another source of tension caused by the acculturation 

discrepancy is that children being raised in the U.S. may not consider the values and traditions of 

their parents to be relevant to their lives in the U.S., or they may even be embarrassed by them. 

This can cause communication problems and decreased social support from generation to 

generation (Unger et al., 2009).  

To summarize, cultural values in Latino families include loyalty to family, emphasis on 

family cohesion, and the obligation to serve the needs of the family above one’s own needs. 

Children are expected to be obedient, well-behaved (especially in public), and show respect for 

elders. Adherence to these values is influenced by acculturation, which is the process of 

adjusting to a new culture. Factors influencing acculturation include age at the time of 

immigration, nativity status, and time spent in the host-culture. The level of acculturation 

influences family roles, parenting practices, and adherence to the cultural practices of the 

country-of-origin. It is important to consider these factors when conducting research with 

Latinos and for developing and delivering culturally appropriate interventions and services. The 

next section gives an overview of research about parenting and ethnicity.  

 Similarities and differences in parenting across ethnic groups. 

 Findings regarding ethnic similarities and differences in parenting behaviors are mixed 

(Rodriguez-JenKins, 2014). Some studies suggest there are significant variations in parenting 

across ethnic groups (Berlin, Brady-Smith, & Brooks-Gunn, 2002; Dyer, Owen, & Caughy, 

2014; Iruka, 2009), whereas others suggest parenting practices do not vary significantly between 

ethnic groups (Barnett, Shanahan, Deng, Haskett, & Cox, 2010; Whiteside-Mansell, Bradley, 
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Owen, Randolph, & Cauce, 2003). Bae and colleagues (2014) examined differences in parenting 

behaviors of various racial/ethnic groups and found no significant ethnic differences on measures 

of parental support and engagement or hostility/coercion. The only difference they found was 

that European parents engaged in more scaffolding behaviors (i.e., providing structure and 

support while children learn new skills) with their children than Hispanic and African American 

parents (Bae, Hopkins, Gouze, & Lavigne, 2014).  Other studies have suggested that Latino 

parents are more authoritarian than non-Latino parents (Varela et al., 2004; Calzada & Eyeberg, 

2002). For example, Latino parents have been found to exhibit higher levels of control and use 

more physical discipline than non-Latino parents (Gutierrez, Sameroff, & Karrer, 1988; 

Fracasso, Busch-Rossnagel, & Fisher, 1994). 

Bradley and colleagues (2001) examined the home environments of children by ethnicity 

(European Americans, African Americans, Asian Americans, and Hispanic Americans) and 

poverty status (poor or nonpoor). They found few ethnic differences in parental responsiveness 

(e.g., how often parents answered children’s questions verbally and displayed physical affection) 

physical restriction, and monitoring. There were some ethnic differences in that Hispanic parents 

were less likely than other races to teach the alphabet or shapes and sizes to their young children. 

Hispanic families were also most likely to report that children see their father daily and have 

meals with both parents together at least one day a week. Hispanic parents were significantly 

more likely to report never spanking their child than other groups, which is contrary to research 

suggesting Latino parents use harsher, more physical discipline. However, when poverty status 

was accounted for there were more differences by poverty status than ethnicity and those 

differences were proportional across all ethnic/racial groups. Thus, home environment 

characteristics, such as engagement in enriching experiences and learning stimulation (e.g., 
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going to museums, reading books, access to books), parental responsiveness, safety of 

environment, and some forms of parental teaching, were more strongly associated with 

socioeconomic status than ethnicity. These results suggest that, although ethnicity does 

contribute to differences in young children’s experiences, socioeconomic status may have an 

even more profound influence. Income and ethnicity are clearly confounded and it is important 

to consider income-level when assessing ethnic differences in caregiving and the home 

environment (Bradley et al., 2001).  

 Variations in the influence of parenting practices on child outcomes. 

Just as findings are mixed regarding ethnic variations in parenting, findings are also 

mixed concerning the relationship between parenting style and child outcomes across different 

ethnic groups (Pinquart, 2017; Sorkhabi, 2005). The parenting literature generally suggests that 

authoritative parenting, characterized by high levels of warmth and responsiveness along with 

high levels of control and monitoring, is the optimal parenting style and is associated with the 

best child outcomes, including academic achievement and fewer internalizing and externalizing 

problems. Authoritarian parenting, characterized by high levels of control and low warmth, has 

generally been associated with lower academic outcomes and higher levels of internalizing and 

externalizing problems (Pinquart, 2016; Steinberg, 2001). However, these findings are largely 

based on predominantly White, European American samples (Pinquart, 2017), so we must 

question the applicability of these views to Latino families. Is the authoritative parenting style 

the most optimal parenting style for Latino children? Does the authoritarian style necessarily 

negatively affect Latino children, as has been found with European American children?  

Some research suggests the relationship between parenting and child outcomes does not 

vary by ethnicity. Pinquart & Kauser (2017) conducted a meta-analysis that reviewed 
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associations between parenting styles and child outcomes (internalizing behaviors, externalizing 

behaviors, and academic outcomes) across different ethnic groups (African, Asian, Hispanic, and 

White) and regions. Overall, they found more similarities than differences between groups. 

Authoritative parenting was associated with fewer internalizing and externalizing problems and 

higher academic achievement for all ethnic groups. This finding is consistent with the dominant 

view about authoritative parenting. The authoritarian parenting style was associated with higher 

levels of internalizing and externalizing problems across all four ethnic groups, and poorer 

academic outcomes for all groups except Hispanic children. In their analysis by region, 

permissive parenting was positively associated with internalizing symptoms in North America, 

but negatively associated with internalizing symptoms in Latin America. Finally, the neglectful 

parenting style was associated with poorer outcomes for all ethnic groups. Although there were 

minor differences, the authors determined there was little variation between ethnic groups in the 

associations of parenting and child outcomes (Pinquart & Kauser, 2017).  

Based on the findings of several observational studies, Mesman and colleagues (2012) 

reported that ethnic minority parents displayed less sensitive parenting compared to European 

American parents, but that parental sensitivity had an equally positive impact on children across 

ethnic backgrounds (Mesman, van IJzendoorn, & Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2012; cited by 

Marquis & Baker, 2014). Similar results were found in validation studies for the Parenting 

Interactions with Children: Checklist of Observations Linked to Outcomes (PICCOLO) 

(Roggman, Cook, Innocenti, Norman, & Christiansen, 2013). The PICCOLO is a valid and 

reliable observational parenting assessment that focuses on caregivers’ interactions with their 

young children. Validation studies were done with low-income European American, African 

American, and Latino American families with a total of 920 observations with Latino families. 



 35 

Each of the four parenting domains assessed by the PICCOLO (affection, responsiveness, 

encouragement, and teaching) was able to significantly predict child outcomes at 3 and 5 years 

old. Despite differences in the amount or way in which caregivers expressed certain parenting 

behaviors, the relationship of PICCOLO scores to children’s cognitive, social-emotional, and 

language outcomes was more-or-less the same across different ethnic groups. That is, although 

there were some differences in parenting behaviors, overall domain scores were able to 

consistently predict children’s developmental outcomes across all three racial/ethnic groups 

(Roggman et al., 2013). So, while these studies found slight differences in parenting, they 

indicate little variability in how parenting behaviors influence child outcomes. 

Other studies suggest that parenting behaviors influence children from different ethnic 

backgrounds differently (Deater-Deckard, Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 1996; Hill, Bush, & Roosa, 

2003). For example, Bae and colleagues (2014) found that parents’ use of hostility and coercion 

was negatively related to academic outcomes for European American children, but not for Latino 

children. Multiple studies have found the relationship between academic success and 

authoritative parenting to be stronger for non-Latino White children than other for ethnicities 

(Chao, 2001; Mesman et al., 2012; Marquis & Baker, 2014). Carlson and Harwood (2003) 

looked at the relationship between maternal control and attachment in infants. They found that 

high levels of maternal control were associated with insecure-avoidant attachment in European 

American children, but were associated with secure attachment among Puerto Rican children. 

Compared to authoritative parenting, permissive parenting has been associated with adjustment 

problems and lower academic performance in European American children (Steinberg, Lamborn, 

Darling, Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994). However, in a study of parenting in Latin American 

countries, researchers did not find authoritative parenting to be associated with more positive 
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outcomes than permissive parenting. In fact, the permissive style was associated with even 

healthier psychological adjustment than authoritative parenting in some cases (Gracia, Garcia, & 

Lila, 2008). 

Authoritarian parenting is also typically associated with poor child outcomes. However, 

Dearing (2004) did not find this association with Latino children and suggest that authoritarian 

parenting behaviors may not have such detrimental effects on ethnic minority children. Harwood 

and colleagues (1999) suggested that highly controlling/authoritarian behaviors might be 

normative with regards to child socialization in Latino culture, which might explain why it does 

not appear to have a negative effect on Latino children, as it does on White children (Harwood, 

Schoelmerich, Schulze, & Gonzalez, 1999). Similarly, other studies have indicated that 

authoritarian parenting may not be as detrimental in cultures characterized by high 

interdependence, such as Latino culture (Dwairy & Achoui, 2010; Rudy & Grusec, 2006). These 

findings have been explained using the cultural inconsistency hypothesis, which suggests the 

relationship between parenting practices and child outcomes may be moderated by how 

consistent those practices are with sociocultural norms and expectations (Dwairy, 2008). 

According to this hypothesis, parenting practices should be associated with more positive 

outcomes if they are normative for one’s culture. Thus, in cultures that value autonomy and 

individualism, authoritative parenting should relate to the best child outcomes, whereas 

authoritarian parenting would have a negative impact on children. On the other hand, in 

collectivist cultures, where integration, loyalty, and family cohesion are valued above individual 

needs, authoritarian parenting may not have a negative influence on children because this type of 

parenting is normative and behaviors are consistent with the culture’s values and socialization 

goals for children (Dwairy, 2008; Pinquart, 2017; Rudy and Grusec, 2001).  
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Thus, the findings of previous research are mixed regarding the similarities and 

differences of parenting and child outcomes among Latino and non-Latino families. While there 

appear to be many similarities, there are also notable differences and findings vary from study to 

study. We cannot assume that the most optimal parenting practices for one culture are always the 

most optimal for other cultures.  It is therefore important to look at parenting behaviors and 

related child outcomes within their cultural context. In order to do this, we must first have a clear 

understanding of cultural and ethnic similarities and differences in parenting practices.  

Need for the Present Study 

 While there is evidence of cultural and ethnic differences in parenting, there are notable 

deficits in parenting research with Latino families. First, the majority of measures of parenting 

behavior have been created and normed based on White families (Buriel, 2012). Furthermore, the 

standard for what is considered healthy family functioning is based predominantly on White, 

middle-class families, so the dominant frameworks for understanding parent-child interactions 

may not be appropriate for minority populations (Buriel, 2012; McGoldrick, Giordano, & 

Garcia-Preto, 2005). Scholars, including Baumrind herself, have questioned the applicability of 

Baumrind’s classical parenting styles in Latino families precisely because her research was based 

on the customs and values of middle-class European Americans (Domenech Rodriguez, 

Donovick, & Crowley, 2009). However, others suggest that Baumrind’s (2012) more recent 

theory, which distinguishes between confrontive and coercive control, may be more relevant to 

Latino families (Rodriguez-JenKins, 2014). Parent education and home visiting programs have 

shown promising results for improving parenting behaviors, but the majority of these programs 

are generic and not geared toward Latino families. Furthermore, there is insufficient research 

about how Latino parents view common interventions used with parents and children (Borrego, 
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Ibanez, Spendlove, & Pemberton, 2007). Interventions that align with one’s cultural values have 

increased retention, higher levels of satisfaction, and better outcomes than interventions that are 

not aligned with one’s culture (Griner & Smith, 2006). It is imperative to know if the measures 

used to assess parenting are sensitive to ethnic differences and to know if and how Latino 

parenting behaviors differ from non-Hispanic parenting so we can tailor future programs and 

interventions to them to ensure most optimal outcomes. 

Background for Study 

 Beginning in 2014, the Kansas Children’s Cabinet and Trust Fund (KCCTF) provided 

Early Childhood Block Grant (ECBG) funding to early childhood programs serving at-risk 

children aged 0-5 across Kansas. The ultimate goal of the ECBG was to improve school 

readiness. Wichita State University’s Center for Applied Research and Evaluation (CARE) 

served as the external evaluator to analyze and report grantee outcomes to the KCCTF to ensure 

quality and inform funding decisions. CARE was responsible for helping EGBG grantees get 

started with the new data collection methods and techniques and providing feedback to grantees 

concerning their data collection and outcomes. Data included in this study are from the first three 

years of the project (2014-2017). In order to receive ECBG funding, programs were required to 

serve children and families who had one or more of following risk factors: 

• Parents were teenagers at the time of child’s birth 

• Low family income  

• Caregiver(s) or child speaks a primary language other than English 

• Limited access to health care/no health insurance 

• Children at risk for developmental delay (as measured by developmental screening) 

• Children with an established developmental delay (measured by qualification for 

IEP/IFSP, Part B, and Part C) 

• Parent(s) did not complete high school  
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The Keys to Interactive Parenting Scale (KIPS) is the outcome measure used to assess 

outcomes relating to ECBG home visiting and parent education programs. Previous research 

using the KIPS suggests there are no significant racial or ethnic differences in the quality of 

parenting behaviors (Comfort & Gordon, 2006; Comfort, Gordon, & Naples, 2011). However, 

those findings were based on mean KIPS scores and did not examine whether there were ethnic 

or racial differences in specific parenting behaviors. Furthermore, Latinos only made up a small 

proportion of the sample in those studies (ranging from 9% to 12%) (Comfort & Gordon, 2006; 

Comfort et al., 2011). The present study seeks to determine if there are significant differences 

between Latino and non-Latino caregivers in the 12 key parenting behaviors assessed by the 

KIPS. This is the first study, to this author’s knowledge, to examine the specific 12 parenting 

behaviors in interactions with children ages 0-5 with a large Latino sample. This study provides a 

preliminary examination of specific observed parenting behaviors known to impact child 

development and seeks to determine if there are significant differences between the way Latino 

and non-Latino caregivers interact with their preschool-aged children. The goal of this 

exploratory study was to address the following research questions: 

Research Questions: 

1. Are there differences in the 12 key parenting behaviors assessed by the KIPS between 

Latino and non-Latino caregivers?  

2. What are the highest and lowest quality parenting behaviors for Latino and non-Latino 

caregivers? 

3. If differences exist, will these differences persist after accounting for demographic and risk 

variables, such as income and parent education? What factors other than ethnicity contribute 

to differences in parenting behaviors? 
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Because the literature regarding similarities and differences in parenting across ethnic 

groups is so mixed, there are no specific hypotheses for how these questions might be answered. 

These findings will extend the current knowledge base concerning similarities and differences in 

parenting practices of Latino and non-Latino caregivers. Because of the focus on specific 

behaviors, findings will enhance our knowledge of the nuances of Latino parenting in order to 

contribute to a more culturally informed awareness of parenting practices in Latino families.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

Procedure  

 Data used in this study were from 15 early childhood education providers across the state 

of Kansas as part of a larger project of the Center for Applied Research and Evaluation (CARE). 

The project was exempted by Wichita State University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) 

because data were de-identified before they were given to CARE for analysis, and because the 

purpose of the project was program evaluation in which CARE had no contact with participants. 

CARE provided consent forms to programs as a courtesy, but it was program staff (not CARE 

staff) who obtained consent from parents to participate in the study at the time parents signed up 

for services. Data were collected through observational assessments conducted by program staff 

across the various early childhood sites. CARE served as the external evaluator for programs 

funded through a competitive block grant issued by the Kansas Children’s Cabinet and Trust 

Fund that uses tobacco settlement payments made to the state of Kansas.  

Participants 

This study is based on data from parent-child dyads who met the following inclusion criteria: 

• Met risk criteria for participation in ECBG-funded programs; 

• Were enrolled in ECBG-funded Home Visiting, Parent Education, Case Management, 

and/or Mental and Behavioral Health Services; 

• Completed an initial KIPS observation while participating in program; 

• Had at least nine of the 12 behaviors observed during KIPS assessment; 

• Had matching caregiver and child profiles with demographics information. 
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 The final sample meeting the criteria for this study included 1,474 child-caregiver dyads.  

Fifty percent of children were female. Fifty-three percent of children were Latino and 47% were 

non-Latino. Thirty-eight percent of children spoke a language other than English at home. The 

average age of children was 34 months (SD = 19.84), and ranged from one month to 82 months. 

The majority of children (76%) were reported as White or Caucasian, with “Other” being the 

second largest reported racial category (13%). 

 The average age of caregivers was 29.9 years (SD = 6.47). The average age of caregivers 

at the time of their child’s birth was 27.1 years (SD = 6.20); 12% of caregivers were teenagers 

at the time of their child’s birth. High school was highest level of education for 28% of 

caregivers and 32% of caregivers had less than a high school education. Approximately 54% of 

caregivers were married or cohabitating. Income data were missing for 5% of participants. Of 

those with complete income information, the median yearly household income was between 

$20,000 - $30,000. Sixty-three percent of households had incomes of less than $30,000 per year 

and 23% of families made less than $10,000 annually. The average number of people per 

household was 4.5. See Tables 1and 2 for complete demographics.  

Table 1 

Descriptives: Means and Standard Deviations by Ethnic Group and Combined 

  
Non-Latino 

(N = 692) 

Latino 

(N = 782) 

Total Sample 

(N = 1474) 

  M SD M SD M SD 

Child Age in Months 36.60 19.92 32.16 19.55 34.23 19.84 

Number in Household 4.30 1.61 4.69 1.65 4.50 1.64 

CG Age 29.96 6.36 29.90 6.57 29.90 6.47 

CG Age at Birth 26.90 6.00 27.20 6.36 27.10 6.20 
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Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics: Frequencies by Ethnic Group and Combined 

 
Non-Latino 

(N = 692) 

Latino 

(N = 782) 

Total  

(N = 1474) 

 N % N % N % 

Child Sex        

 Female 343 50%  391 50%  734 50%  

 Male 349 50% 391 50% 740 50% 

Primary Language        

 English 672 97% 232 30% 904 61% 

 Non-English 20 3% 550 70% 570 39% 

CG Marital Status        

 Married or Cohabitating 364 52%  432 55%  796 54%  

 Single  328 47% 350 45% 678 46% 

CG Teen Birth  70 10% 107 14% 177 12% 

CG Education        

 Less than High School 113 16% 376 48% 489 32% 

 High School Diploma/GED 192 28% 221 28% 413 28% 

 Some College / Technical Training 286 41% 164 21% 450 31% 

 Bachelor’s Degree or Higher 101 15% 21 3% 122 8% 

Child Race        

 American Indian/ Alaska Native 13 2% 4 1% 17 1% 

 Asian 5 1% 0 0% 5 0% 

 Black or African American 51 7% 4 1% 55 4% 

 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1 0% 0 0% 1 0% 

 Other 21 3% 164 21% 185 13% 

 Two or More Races 55 8% 30 4% 85 6% 

 White or Caucasian 546 79% 580 74% 1126 76% 

Income Range        

 < $10,000 175 25% 159 20% 334 23% 

 $10,000-$19,999 123 18% 156 20% 279 19% 

 $20,000-$29,999 119 17% 196 25% 315 21% 

 $30,000-$39,999 77 11% 122 16% 199 14% 

 $40,000-$49,999 45 7% 62 8% 107 7% 

 $50,000-$59,999 43 6% 17 2% 60 4% 

 $60,000-$69,999 29 4% 16 2% 45 3% 

 $70,000-$79,999 16 2% 5 <1% 21 1% 

 $80,000-$89,999 14 2% 1 <1% 15 1% 

 $90,000-$99,999 4 <1% 2 <1% 6 <1% 

 $100,000+ 9 1% 3 <1% 12 1% 

 Missing 38 6% 43 6% 81 6% 
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Measure: Keys to Interactive Parenting Scale  

The Keys to Interactive Parenting Scale (KIPS) is a strengths-based structured 

observational tool designed to assess the quality of parent-child interactions during unstructured 

play (Comfort & Gordon, 2006).  The KIPS is designed to be used with children 2 - 71 months 

old and assesses 12 key parenting behaviors that have been shown to be important for healthy 

child development. See Table 3 for a description of the 12 KIPS behaviors.  

Table 3  

Description of 12 KIPS Behaviors  

Behavior Description 

1.  
Sensitivity of 

Responses 

Focuses on the caregiver’s ability to read the child’s cues and assesses the 

appropriateness of caregiver responses and respect for the child.  

2.  

Supportive 

Response to 

Emotions1 

Assesses the caregiver’s modeling of appropriate emotional responses, 

respect for the child’s feelings, and ability to console or celebrate with the 

child according to the child’s emotional state at the time.  

3.  
Physical 

Interaction 

Involves the caregiver’s ability to make eye contact and move in sync with 

the child during play, and focuses on physical proximity and touch. 

4.  
Involvement in 

Child’s Activities 

Focuses on the caregiver’s involvement in the child’s activities and assesses 

the level of engagement or participation in the child’s talk and play. Does the 

caregiver take turns in play with the child, or talk about the child’s play with 

the child? 

5.  
Open to Child’s 

Agenda 

Looks at caregiver’s ability to follow the lead of and support the child’s 

choices during play. For example, does the caregiver offer new ways of 

playing with a toy of the child’s choosing? 

6.  

Engagement in 

Language 

Experiences 

Assesses the caregiver’s verbal engagements with the child, such as 

elaborating on the child’s speech, using complete sentences, and responding 

verbally to the child.  

7.  
Reasonable 

Expectations 

Focuses on the appropriateness of the caregiver’s expectations given the 

developmental abilities of the child. Does the caregiver match requests to the 

child’s abilities and offer appropriate challenges? Or does the caregiver rush 

timing or complexity beyond the child’s developmental capabilities?  

8.  

Adapts Strategies 

to Child’s Interests 

& Behaviors2 

Examines the caregiver’s adaptiveness to the interests and chosen activities 

of the child and how the parent positions the child to promote healthy play.  

Does the caregiver seek to extend play or engage the child in different ways 

during play? 
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Table 3 (continued) 

Behavior Description 

9.  

Appropriateness of 

Limits & 

Consequences3 

Assesses the suitability of the caregiver’s limits and consequences during 

play. For example, does the caregiver present clear limits and follow through 

in a firm manner? Does the caregiver provide reasonable consequences and 

use methods that help the child learn appropriate behavior? 

10.  
Supportive 

Directions 

Focuses on how the caregiver provides the child with choices and helps the 

child think through options during play. Do the caregiver’s techniques match 

the pace of the child? Does the caregiver make suggestions or demands of the 

child during play? 

11.  
Encouraging 

Words & Actions4 

Assesses the extent to which the caregiver shows interest in what the child 

says and does. Does the caregiver use positive words and motivate the child 

through praise or gestures? 

12.  

Promotes 

Exploration & 

Curiosity 

Looks at the caregiver’s ability to promote problem solving and exploration 

during the child’s play. For example, does the caregiver ask questions and 

model inquisitiveness during play?  

Abbreviated from here forward: 
1Supports Emotions 
2Adapts Strategies to Child 
3Limits & Consequences 
4Encouragement 

 

Validity.  

 The KIPS has been shown to have high face validity with a variety of practitioners and 

providers (Comfort & Gordon, 2006). KIPS mean scores were significantly correlated with 

scores on the Parent/Caregiver Involvement Scale (P/CIS), a valid and reliable observation 

measure that has been used extensively by researchers. When compared to other validated 

observational parenting measures, the KIPS has been found to have good criterion and construct 

validity (Comfort, et al., 2011). Furthermore, KIPS scores did not correlate with self-report 

measures of parenting efficacy or with self-report measures of parenting skills, knowledge, and 

confidence, further demonstrating the value of observational methods of assessing parenting 

(Comfort & Gordon, 2006).  
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 Reliability.  

 KIPS scores are considered to be in agreement when they are within one point of expert 

ratings. Expert rater agreement during the initial psychometrics study was 96.9% across 95 

videos of parent-child interactions (Pearson correlation r = .90, p<.001). To further demonstrate 

reliability, two non-expert coders were trained and provided scoring for 28 randomly selected 

videos (30% of the 95 videos rated by experts). The non-expert coders averaged 90% and 96% 

agreement with the expert coders (Comfort & Gordon, 2006). To further assess reliability and 

practicality of use in the field, Comfort and Gordon (2006) compare KIPS scoring across 

different professions and providers. There was high agreement (within 1 point on each item) 

between field service providers (for Early Head Start and Parents as Teachers) and experts. 

Furthermore, there was equivalent reliability between individuals with and without college 

degrees, suggesting the KIPS is a reliable measure that can effectively be used by service 

providers and experts alike. The study also indicated high internal consistency within four 

different samples (recovering mothers, Head Start fathers, and two community samples), with 

coefficient alphas of 0.89 (Comfort & Gordon, 2006). A more recent study by Comfort and 

colleagues (2011) has shown even higher internal consistency (alpha = 0.95). The KIPS has been 

shown to be sensitive to changes in parenting behaviors over time (Comfort & Gordon, English, 

Hacker, Hembree, Knight, & Miller, 2010).   

 KIPS scores have been found to correlate with caregiver demographics but not child 

demographics (e.g., gender, age). Caregivers who are 18 years or older, employed, have ever 

been married, and have any amount of college experience have been found to have significantly 

higher KIPS scores than younger, single, less educated caregivers (Comfort et al., 2011).  
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Administration.  

KIPS observations were conducted at the beginning and end of services. The data for the 

present study includes initial KIPS assessments only. Observations took place in the participants’ 

home and lasted approximately 20 minutes (15 minutes for play and 5 minutes for clean-up). 

During observations, caregivers were instructed to play as they would normally do, and were free 

to use toys or books during the interaction as they chose. Assessors were instructed not to 

interact with the caregiver or child during observations; talking or other forms of interaction 

invalidate the observation.  If the child was too tired or fussy to engage in play, the observation 

was discontinued and rescheduled, as the interactions during play provide the context for 

assessment. 

Scoring. 

 Behaviors were rated on a scale of 1 to 5. A score of 1 indicates a poor quality parenting 

behavior and a score of 5 represents high quality behaviors. Behavioral anchors are provided for 

ratings 1, 3, and 5 to assist in consistent scoring (see Figure 6). Each anchor provides several 

examples describing the quality of parent behavior. For example, behaviors that would receive a 

score of 1 for How sensitive are the Caregiver’s responses to the Child’s cues, actions or words? 

include: In reaction to Child, CG: ignores, or is sarcastic, or is harsh. CG often misses or 

misinterprets C’s cues. A score of 3 for the same behavior is described as: In reaction to Child, 

CG sometimes: Misses cues, or misinterprets, cues, or hesitates, or seems routine. Finally, 

characteristics which would receive a score of 5 include: In reaction to Child, CG consistently: 

reads cues, and understands C’s point of view, and responds appropriately, attempting to meet 

C’s needs. Observers are encouraged to underline or circle key terms in the behavioral 

descriptors to guide their ratings. When terms or behaviors are circled in more than one category, 
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for example, 1 and 3, the observer is to give the behavior a midpoint score, in this case 2. See 

sample scoring form for Open to Child’s Agenda in Figure 6.  

 

Figure 6. Sample KIPS Scoring Form - Open to Child’s Agenda (Comfort et al., 2011) 

 

 Sometimes not all 12 behaviors are observed during an assessment. When this is the case, 

the evaluator marks the NOB (No Observed Behavior) checkbox on the score sheet for behaviors 

that are not observed. However, behaviors 11 and 12, Encourages and Promotes, respectively, 

are required to have scores and NOB is not an option. Once individual behaviors have been 

scored, a mean score is calculated by summing the scores of each observed behavior and then 

dividing by the number of behaviors observed (i.e., excluding behaviors marked NOB). Scores 

between 1.0 - 2.9 are considered low quality, between 3.0 - 3.9 are moderate, and scores of 4.0 - 

5.0 are considered high quality (Comfort & Gordon, 2009).  

 Training.  

 KIPS observations were conducted by program staff from the 15 ECBG-funded early 

childhood programs whose data was used in this study. Observers were trained on the KIPS via 

an interactive online training that totaled approximately 10 hours. Trainings began with an 

overview of parenting research and an introduction to the KIPS and observational methods of 

assessment. Videos of parent-child interactions were shown and scoring instructions were 



 49 

demonstrated for each of the 12 behaviors; at least two examples were given for each behavior. 

Participants practiced scoring behaviors one-at-a-time and received immediate feedback, then 

progressed to scoring all 12 behaviors concurrently. To become certified, participants had to 

demonstrate competence by scoring all 12 items on a certification exam. A minimum of 80% 

agreement with experts was required for certification. To ensure reliability in scoring, users must 

be recertified annually via an online process. Web-based support, including a library of videos 

and scoring demonstrations, were also provided so users could refresh their scoring abilities at 

any time.  

Plan of Analysis 

 This is an exploratory study that examines the relationship between parenting behaviors 

and ethnicity, specifically Latino and non-Latino. Data were cleaned and organized in Python, 

and analyzed in SPSS. Cases with missing data on outcome variables (i.e, KIPS scores) were 

included in the analysis because not all behaviors are required to be observed for the assessment 

to be valid. However, observations with more than three NOBs were not considered valid for the 

present study, as they did not provide a clear enough picture of the parent-child interactions. 

Eighty-one cases had missing income data but were still included in the analysis because the 

missing data appeared to be random and it made up only 5.5% of the sample. Thirteen cases with 

missing caregiver age data were also included. The following variables had complete data as 

they were required for program participation: ethnicity, child age, child gender, child race, 

caregiver marital status, and caregiver education, and child primary language. The final sample 

included 1,474 child-caregiver dyads. Cronbach’s alpha for the 12 parenting behaviors that make 

up the KIPS was .940 for this sample.  
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Preliminary Analyses 

 A preliminary exploratory factor analysis (EFA) using principle axis factoring as the 

method of extraction was conducted on scores from the 12 KIPS parenting behaviors to inform 

data analysis strategies. Sample size for each behavior ranged from 827 to 1472. Pairwise 

deletion was used because listwise deletion would result in a loss of nearly 50% of the sample 

(all 12 behaviors are not required to be observed in KIPS observations). The appropriateness of 

EFA was assessed prior to analysis. Inspection of the correlation matrix showed that variables 

had correlation coefficients ranging from .391 to .70. The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 

of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) was .952, surpassing the minimum recommended value of .6 

(Kaiser, 1970). Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p < .001), suggesting the 

factorability of the correlation matrix. Results of the EFA revealed only one factor with an 

eigenvalue greater than one, and this factor explained 58.74% of the total variance. All items 

loaded heavily on the one factor (.632 to .821). Visual inspection of the scree plot confirmed the 

one-factor solution. That only one factor was extracted indicates that all KIPS items fit onto a 

single theoretical construct. Because results indicate the KIPS is a one-dimensional scale, there 

was no need for rotation.  

Two more exploratory factor analyses were conducted using KIPS data from the non-

Latino group and the Latino group separately. Results were nearly the same as the combined 

EFA for both groups. For Latinos (n = 376 to 782), variables had correlation coefficients ranging 

from .34 to .66. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin was .936, and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p 

< .001). Only one factor was extracted, which accounted for 55.89% of variance. All items 

loaded heavily on this one factor (.605 to .811). For non-Latinos (n = 451 to 692), correlations 

between variables ranged from .411 to .727, KMO = .955, and Barlett’s was significant (p < 
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.001). Again, only one factor was extracted, accounting for 61.42% of variance. All variables 

loaded highly on this factor, and ranged from .636 to .831. Again, because only one factor was 

extracted, there was no need for rotation. See Table 4 for factor loadings and communalities. 

Taken together, results of the EFA suggest that the 12 KIPS behaviors all fit under a single 

construct and that there are no substantial differences in how they factor across the combined, 

Latino, and non-Latino groups.  

Table 4 

Factor Loadings and Communalities based on Factor Analysis for 12 KIPS items by Group  

 Combined Sample Non-Latino Latino 

 

Factor 

Loading 

Commu

nality 

Factor 

Loading 

Commu

nality 

Factor 

Loading 

Commu

nality 

Adapts Strategies to Child .821 .674 .821 .690 .811 .658 

Encouragement .755 .570 .755 .600 .739 .546 

Engagement in Language Experiences .740 .547 .740 .570 .733 .537 

Involvement in Child's Activities .764 .584 .764 .567 .787 .620 

Open to Child's Agenda .632 .399 .632 .404 .626 .392 

Physical Interaction .699 .489 .699 .523 .673 .452 

Promotes Exploration & Curiosity .756 .572 .756 .610 .728 .529 

Reasonable Expectations .769 .591 .769 .607 .758 .575 

Sensitivity of Responses .776 .602 .776 .636 .754 .568 

Sets Limits and Consequences .658 .433 .658 .476 .605 .365 

Supportive Directions .779 .606 .779 .676 .714 .510 

Supports Emotions .736 .541 .736 .599 .696 .484 

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring 

a. 1 component extracted 

 

The following analyses were conducted for each research question. Independent samples 

t-tests were used to answer research question 1) Are there differences in the 12 key parenting 

behaviors assessed by the KIPS between Latino and non-Latino caregivers? Ethnicity was the 

categorical independent variable of focus and was coded as 0 = Latino or 1 = non-Latino. 

Participants’ scores on the 12 KIPS behaviors were the continuous dependent variables (a total of 

12 scores per caregiver-child dyad). The KIPS assesses the quality of specific parenting 
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behaviors, with high scores reflecting high quality behaviors and low scores indicating lower 

quality. Thus, mean scores for the 12 KIPS behaviors were used to answer research question 2) 

What are the highest and lowest quality parenting behaviors for Latino and non-Latino parents? 

Research has documented a relationship between minority status and parenting (Brooks-

Gunn & Markman, 2005) and also between SES and parenting (Bradley, Whiteside-Mansell, 

Brisby, & Caldwell, 1997; Duncan & Brooks-Gunn, 1997). Since minority groups are more 

likely to have lower SES than non-minorities, it is important to control for SES to avoid a 

confounded relationship (Burchinal &Willoughby, 2013). Other variables shown to influence 

parent-child interaction include caregiver age at time of child’s birth (Berlin et al., 2002; Culp, 

Applebaum, Osofsky and Levy, 1998), caregiver education level (Brooks-Gunn, 2005; 

Hosokawa & Katsura, 2017), and single-parent status (Astone & McLanahan, 1991; Thomson, 

Hanson, & McLanahan, 1994). Treating family income, caregiver age at time of child’s birth, 

marital status, caregiver education level, and primary language as covariates, a multivariate 

analysis of variance (MANOVA) followed by a discriminant analysis (DA) was used to answer 

research question 3) If differences in parenting behaviors exist, will these differences persist 

after accounting for demographic and risk variables? What factors other than ethnicity 

influence differences in parenting behaviors? Caregiver age variables were approximated to the 

nearest year. Correlational analyses were also used to further understand the relationship 

between parenting outcomes and relevant demographic and risk factors.  
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 

 

Independent-Samples T Tests 

 To answer research question #1: Are there differences in the 12 key parenting behaviors 

assessed by the KIPS between Latino and non-Latino caregivers? a series of independent-

samples t tests was conducted to assess whether mean scores differ significantly for each of the 

parenting behaviors. Because this was an exploratory study, and the independent-samples t tests 

were being conducted as a preliminary approach to inform decisions regarding which parenting 

behaviors to investigate more closely, corrections for multiple comparisons were not made. The 

author considered the increased risk of making a Type I error (i.e., finding a difference when 

there really isn’t one) to be preferable to the alternative, which is to overcorrect for multiple 

comparisons and increase the risk of making a Type II error (i.e., concluding there are no 

differences, when in fact there are). This author decided that, at this preliminary point in the 

study, it would be better risk finding differences that are not there than it would be to potentially 

miss differences that are actually there. Sinclair, Taylor, and Hobbs (2013) suggest that, 

“researchers should not be punished [by missing potentially meaningful findings] for presenting 

a more complete picture of their study through the inclusion of more variables” (pg. 19). 

Therefore, results of these preliminary tests should be interpreted in light of the multiple 

comparisons and increased chance of making a Type I Familywise error. As Roberts and Russo 

(1999) put it in their discussion of Type I and Type II error rates, “statistics involve 

compromise” (p. 7). 

 Results of the independent-samples t tests (see Table 5) indicated statistically significant 

differences between non-Latino and Latino caregivers for the following six behaviors: Sensitivity 



 54 

of Responses t(1, 1389) = -2.076, p = .030, Cohen’s d = .114 (Latinos scoring higher); Physical 

Interaction, t(1, 1354) = -2.123, p = .034, Cohen’s d = .117 (Latinos scoring higher); 

Involvement in Child’s Activities, t(1, 1468) = 2.398, p = .017, Cohen’s d = .133 (non-Latinos 

scoring higher); Engagement in Language Experiences t(1, 1433) = 2.834, p = .005, Cohen’s d = 

.149 (non-Latinos scoring higher);  Supportive Directions t(1, 1148) = -2.152, p = .032, Cohen’s 

d = .127 (Latinos scoring higher); Encouragement t(1, 1472) = 2.244, p = .025, Cohen’s d = .119 

(non-Latinos scoring higher).  

Table 5 

Results of Independent-Samples T Tests for 12 KIPS Behaviors  

 t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Cohen

’s d 
Mean Dif. 

Std. 

Err. 

Dif. 

95% CI 

Lower Upper 

Sensitivity of Responses -2.076 1389 .038* .114 -.095 (L) .046 -.185 -.005 

Supports Emotions -1.304 1443 .193  -.064 (L) .049 -.161  .032 

Physical Interaction -2.123 1354 .034* .117 -.105 (L) .049 -.202 -.008 

Involvement in Child's 

Activities 
  2.398 1468 .017* .133  .122 .051  .022  .222 

Open to Child's Agenda -1.128 1383 .26  -.059 (L) .052 -.161  .044 

Engagement in Language 

Experiences 
 2.834 1433 .005** .149  .149 .053  .046  .252 

Reasonable Expectations    .788 1362 .431   .04 .05 -.059  .138 

Adapts Strategies to Child -1.683 1263 .093  -.097 (L) .057 -.210  .016 

Sets Limits and 

Consequences 
   .104 820 .917   .008 .073 -.136  .151 

Supportive Directions -2.152 1148 .032* .127 -.119 (L) .055 -.227 -.011 

Encouragement  2.244 1472 .025* .119  .108 .048  .014  .202 

Promotes Exploration & 

Curiosity 
-1.359 1415 .174  -.072 (L) .053 -.175  .032 

*p < .05 

**p < .01 

(L) = Latinos scored higher 

 

Means for each behavior were used to answer research question #2: What are the highest 

and lowest quality parenting behaviors for Latino and non-Latino parents? Scores ranged from 1 

to 5 and were slightly negatively skewed for all KIPS behaviors for both groups. The highest 
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quality behaviors for non-Latino caregivers were Encouragement (M = 3.77), Physical 

Interaction (M = 3.76), Sensitivity of Responses (M = 3.63), and Involvement in Child’s 

Activities (M = 3.62). The lowest quality behaviors for non-Latino caregivers were Adapts 

Strategies to Child's Interests and Behaviors (M = 3.15), Sets Limits and Consequences (M = 

3.18), and Promotes Exploration and Curiosity (M = 3.18). For Latino caregivers, the highest 

quality behaviors were Physical Interaction (M = 3.87), Sensitivity of Responses (M = 3.73), 

Encouragement (M = 3.66), and Supports Emotions (M = 3.66). The lowest quality behaviors for 

Latino caregivers were Sets Limits and Consequences (M = 3.17), Adapts Strategies to Child's 

Interests and Behaviors (M = 3.24), and Engagement in Language Experiences (M = 3.26). See 

Table 6. 

Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for 12 KIPS Parenting Behaviors by Ethnicity 

 Non-Latino Latino 

 N M SD N M SD 

Sensitivity of Responses 689 3.63 0.92 780 3.73 0.82 

Supports Emotions 680 3.60 0.95 765 3.66 0.92 

Physical Interaction 692 3.76 1.02 779 3.87 0.85 

Involvement in Child's Activities 691 3.62 1.00 779 3.49 0.95 

Open to Child's Agenda 683 3.35 1.04 775 3.41 0.94 

Engagement in Language Experiences 692 3.41 1.03 780 3.26 0.99 

Reasonable Expectations 673 3.40 0.98 739 3.36 0.90 

Adapts Strategies to Child's Interests and Behaviors 635 3.15 1.13 723 3.24 0.98 

Sets Limits and Consequences 451 3.18 1.11 376 3.17 1.00 

Supportive Directions 586 3.42 1.01 583 3.54 0.88 

Encouragement 692 3.77 0.94 782 3.66 0.90 

Promotes Exploration & Curiosity 692 3.31 1.05 782 3.38 0.97 

Mean Score 692 3.48 0.79 782 3.49 0.69 
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Pearson Correlation Analysis 

Correlation coefficients were computed for Latino and non-Latino caregivers using the 

six parenting behaviors that indicated a significant difference between groups, as well as 

caregiver age at child’s birth, child age, caregiver marital status, income, and caregiver education 

level to assess the relationship between demographic variables and parenting behaviors. The 

continuous demographic variables included in the analysis were caregiver age at child’s birth, 

child age in months, and annual income. Categorical demographic variables included child’s 

primary language (0 = English, 1 = non-English), caregiver marital status (0 = married, 1 = not 

married), and caregiver education, which was dummy coded into dichotomous variables: less 

than high school (No High School), high school diploma or GED (High School Diploma/GED), 

some college/technical training (Some College), and bachelor’s degree or higher (College Plus). 

Among non-Latino caregivers, income was significantly positively associated with all six 

parenting behaviors (r = .113 to .246, p < .01), such that higher income was associated with 

higher scores for each behavior. The strongest association, while modest, was for Engagement in 

Learning Experiences (r = .246, p < .01). Caregiver education also correlated significantly and 

positively with all parenting behaviors (r = .107 to .234, p < .01) for non-Latino caregivers. 

Again, the strongest correlation was between education and Engagement in Language 

Experiences (r = .234, p < .01). Caregiver age at child’s birth and child age were significantly 

positively associated with several parenting behaviors, such higher scores increased with 

caregiver and child age (see Table 7). Being married or cohabitating was significantly associated 

with higher scores for several parenting behaviors (see Table 7). For Latino caregivers, 

significant associations were all weak (r < .20). Income was not significantly associated with any 

of the parenting behaviors. Caregiver education had a weak but significant positive relationship 
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with Engagement in Learning Experiences (r = .130, p < .01) and Encouragement (r = .081, p < 

.05). Child age and caregiver marital status had the strongest relationship with parenting 

behaviors for the Latino sample, such that parenting scores were higher when caregivers were 

married or cohabitating and increased with the child’s age (see Table 8). 

 The different relationship between demographic variables and parenting behaviors for 

Latino and non-Latino caregivers is reasonable given the sample is made up of natural groupings 

instead of randomly assigned groups. In general, demographic variables were more strongly 

related to outcome variables for the non-Latino sample. For example, among non-Latino 

caregivers, income was significantly (p < .01) positively related to all parenting behaviors but 

had no significant relationship with parenting behaviors for Latino caregivers. Additionally, 

caregiver education had a significant positive relationship with all parenting behaviors in the 

non-Latino sample, but education only correlated significantly with two behaviors for Latino 

caregivers (Engagement in Language Experiences and Encouragement), and the correlations 

were weaker than for non-Latino caregivers. These results suggest a potential interaction 

between ethnicity, demographic variables, and parenting behaviors.  
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Table 7 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Demographic Variables & Parenting Behaviors for Non-Latino Caregivers 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Income -          

2. CG Age at Birth  .322** -         

3. Child Age  .147**   .052 -        

4. CG Marital Statusa -.441** -.215** -.157** -       

5. CG Education  .513**  .273**  .158** -.335** -      

6. Sensitivity of Responses  .218**  .086* -.080* -.153** .185** -     

7. Physical Interaction  .128**  .019 -.124** -.078* .107** .656** -    

8. Engagement in Lang. 

Experiences 
 .246**  .114**  .117** -.189** .234** .571** .527** -   

9. Involvement in Child's 

Activities 
 .201**  .085*  .015 -.146** .150** .631** .655** .573** -  

10. Encouragement  .113**  .074 -.053 -.048 .167** .664** .621** .600** .618** - 

11. Supportive Directions  .205**  .110**  .022 -.120** .170** .643** .555** .586** .575** .643** 

a Marital Status coded as 0 = married, 1 = single 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 8 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Demographic Variables & Parenting Behaviors for Latino Caregivers 

 1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Income -          

2. CG Age at Birth  .056 -         

3. Child Age  .002 -.004 -        

4. CG Marital Statusa -.341** -.323** -.048 -       

5. CG Education  .431** -.07 -.006 -.077* -      

6. Sensitivity of Responses  .065  .055 -.024 -.133**  .046 -     

7. Physical Interaction -.004  .115**  .017 -.121** -.03 .576** -    

8. Engagement in Language 

Experiences 
 .071  .146** .176** -.106** .130** .528** .475** -   

9. Involvement in Child's 

Activities 
 .023  .015 .131** -.084* .045 .583** .598** .574** -  

10. Encouragement  .044  .059 .154** -.088* .081* .535** .539** .539** .590** - 

11. Supportive Directions -.005  .047 .132** -.076 .007 .506** .442** .545** .521** .581** 

a Marital Status coded as 0 = married, 1 = single 

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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To simplify interpretability of associations between demographic variables and parenting 

quality, correlation coefficients were computed between demographic variables and overall mean 

KIPS scores (i.e., cumulative mean of all 12 behaviors) for Latino and non-Latino caregivers 

(see Table 8). Among non-Latino caregivers, all demographic variables except child age were 

significantly (p < .01) associated with mean KIPS scores. Income had the strongest association 

with average KIPS scores (r = .264, p < .01), followed by caregiver education (r = .225, p < .01), 

marital status (r = -.177, p < .01) and caregiver age at time of child’s birth (r = .102, p < .01). See 

Table 9. For Latino caregivers, there were significant associations between mean KIPS scores 

and child age (r = .154, p < .01), marital status (r = -.131, p < .01), and caregiver age at child’s 

birth (r = .087, p < .05). See Table 10. Associations were in the same direction as for non-Latino 

caregivers, although they were notably weaker. These results indicate different patterns in the 

relationship between demographic variables and parenting scores. 

 

Table 9 

 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Demographic Variables & Mean KIPS Scores for Non-

Latino Caregivers 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Child Age -     

2. Income  .147** -    

3. CG Age at Birth  .052  .322** -   

4. CG Marital Status -.157** -.441** -.215** -  

5. CG Education  .158**  .513**  .273** -.335** - 

6. KIPS Mean Score  .008  .264**  .102** -.177** .225** 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 10 

 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Demographic Variables & Mean KIPS Scores for Latino 

Caregivers 

 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Child Age -     

2. Income  .002 -    

3. CG Age at Birth -.004  .056 -   

4. CG Marital Status -.048 -.341** -.323** -  

5. CG Education -.006  .431** -.07 -.077* - 

6. KIPS Mean Score  .154**  .038  .087* -.131** 0.065 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) 

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) using the all 12 KIPS parenting 

behaviors was conducted to test for multivariate effects between groups. Because the dependent 

variables are analyzed as a single unit in MANOVA, it is necessary that all cases have a score on 

each DV. In this sample, 305 cases (nearly 30% of entire sample) did not have a score for 

Supportive Directions and 647 did not have scores for Sets Limits and Consequences 

(approximately 44% of sample), so these behaviors were not included in the analysis. Thus, a 

one-way MANOVA was conducted with ethnicity as the independent variable and the following 

10 behaviors for the dependent variables: Sensitivity of Responses, Supports Emotions, Physical 

Interaction, Involvement in Child’s Activities, Engagement in Language Experiences, Open to 

Child’s Agenda, Encouragement, Reasonable Expectations, Adapts Strategies to Child, and 

Promotes Exploration and Curiosity.  

Examination of boxplots indicated scores of one (lowest score) as univariate outliers on 

all dependent variables except for Physical Interaction. Outliers were proportionally distributed 

across groups for all behaviors, with the exception of Supportive Directions, for which there 

were 23 outliers for non-Latino caregivers and just six for Latino caregivers. However, these 
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scores are meaningful and important for this study and were therefore included in the study 

without transformation. Mahalanobis Distance (MD) was used to identify multivariate outliers 

using a critical values table with an alpha level of .001 to determine cut-off values. Eighteen 

cases were identified as multivariate outliers by MD above the critical value of 29.59. There was 

no evidence of data entry errors after examination of the identified cases. Because MANOVA is 

fairly robust to multivariate outliers if the sample size is large (Laerd Statistics, 2015), 

multivariate outliers were not deleted. However, because the presence of multivariate outliers 

may have an unknown influence on the results, analyses were run with and without them to see if 

results varied significantly. No substantial differences were found, so results presented here 

include the multivariate outliers indicated by MD.   

Shapiro-Wilk test for normality was significant indicating the DVs were not normally 

distributed. However, with sample sizes larger than 50, this test can give significant results for 

even minor variations from normal (Laerd Statistics, 2015). Therefore, assessment of normality 

was based on skewness statistics and visual inspection of the data. Histograms revealed roughly-

normal distributions for each of the KIPS behaviors for both groups (Latino and non-Latino). 

Distributions were similar for both groups and had a slightly negative skew. Given that skewness 

statistics were well within the range of -1.0 and 1.0 and that all DVs were similarly skewed, no 

transformations were done and data were considered to meet the assumption of normality. 

Examination of Q-Q Plots further confirmed the nearly-normal distribution of DVs.  

The assumption of homogeneity of variances was assessed by Levene's test for equality 

of variances. Levene’s test was non-significant for Involvement in Child’s Activities, Open to 

Child’s Agenda, Engagement in Learning Experiences, and Encouragement (p > =.05) indicating 

homogeneity of variances. The assumption was violated for Sensitivity of Responses, Supports 
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Emotions, Physical Interaction, Reasonable Expectations, Adapts Strategies to Child, and 

Promotes Exploration and Curiosity, (p < .05), indicating that error variances for these behaviors 

were not equal across groups. Again, because MANOVA is a fairly robust test and this is a large 

sample size with similarly sized groups, this is not a major concern and no transformations were 

done (Laerd Statistics, 2015). Multicollinearity was assessed with Pearson correlations using 

listwise deletion to test associations between the DVs. There was no evidence of 

multicollinearity, as Pearson correlations between DVs ranged from r = .492 to .70, p < .001, 

indicating strong associations for all combinations of behaviors (see Table 8). Linearity was 

assessed by examination of a scatterplot matrix which indicated a linear relationship between 

dependent variables for each group. The homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices 

assumption was violated, as assessed by Box's test of equality of covariance matrices (p < .001), 

so Pillai’s Trace was used instead of Wilks’ Lambda to test for statistically significant 

differences between groups because it is more robust to violations of this assumption.  

Furthermore, when sample sizes are relatively similar across groups, violating this assumption 

does not significantly impact MANOVA results (Laerd Statistics, 2015), so no transformations 

were done.  

Table 11 

 

Pearson Correlations Between Dependent Variables in Multivariate Analysis of Variance 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

1. Sensitivity of 
Responses 

-         

2. Supports Emotions .700** -        

3. Physical Interaction .642** .569** -       

4. Involvement in 

Child's Activities 
.616** .560** .624** -      

5. Open to Child's 

Agenda 

 

.492** .425** .441** .533** -     
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Table 11 (continued) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

6. Engagement in 

Language 

Experiences 

.539** .569** .510** .587** .477** -    

7. Reasonable 

Expectations 
.558** .549** .485** .580** .575** .608** -   

8. Adapts Strategies 

to Child's Interests 

and Behaviors 

.615** .591** .564** .629** .599** .615** .671** -  

9. Encouragement .602** .609** .578** .617** .475** .578** .559** .555** - 

10. Promotes 

Exploration & 

Curiosity 

.517** .502** .509** .563** .587** .610** .607** .647** .578** 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Listwise N = 1264 

 

The final sample included in the analysis (N = 1264) was 53% Latino (N = 664) and 47% 

non-Latino (N = 600). There was a statistically significant difference between the Latino and 

non-Latino caregivers on the combined dependent variables, although the effect size was small: 

F(10, 1253) = 8.655, p < .0001; Pillai’s Trace = .065; partial η2 = .065. Follow-up for the 

statistically significant result included a univariate one-way ANOVA for each dependent 

variable. There were statistically significant effects for four behaviors, although effect sizes for 

all differences were negligible. After applying a Bonferroni correction to adjust for multiple 

comparisons (.05/10), the adjusted alpha level for significance was .005; only one behavior, 

Engagement in Language Experiences, reached statistical significance. However, the Bonferroni 

correction may be too conservative, especially when applied to tests that are positively correlated 

(Laerd Statistics, 2015), which is the case with the KIPS behaviors. Therefore, unadjusted results 

are presented, but should be interpreted with caution. Statistically significant differences were 

found for the following behaviors:   

• Sensitivity of Responses F(1, 1262) = 6.501, p = .011; partial η2 = .005. 

• Involvement in Child’s Activities F(1, 1262) = 4.458, p = .035; partial η2 = .004. 

• Engagement in Language Experiences F(1, 1262) = 8.487, p = .004; partial η2 = .007. 

• Encouragement F(1, 1262) = 3.939 p = .047; partial η2 = .003. 



 65 

Discriminant Analysis 

A discriminant analysis was conducted to further investigate the significant multivariate 

effect indicated by the MANOVA using the 10 KIPS behaviors and demographic variables as 

independent variables and to determine if they could predict ethnic group membership (non-

Latino or Latino). Demographic variables were included as predictor variables in addition to the 

KIPS parenting behaviors (minus Limits and Consequences and Supportive Directions) because 

of the extremely small effect of ethnicity alone for parenting difference (indicated by t tests and 

ANOVAs). Furthermore, the inclusion of demographic variables helps answer research question 

#3, If differences in parenting behaviors exist, will these differences persist after accounting for 

demographic and risk variables, such as income and parent education? What factors other than 

ethnicity contribute to differences in parenting behaviors?  

Independent variables were entered together resulting in a final sample size of N = 1190 

(Non-Latino N = 566, Latino N = 624), as 284 cases had at least one discriminating variable 

missing. The College_Plus variable was excluded from the analysis because it failed the 

minimum tolerance test. Results revealed one discriminant function that explained 100% of the 

variance, canonical R2 = .54. This discriminant function significantly discriminated between 

ethnic groups, Wilks = .464, x2(18) = 905.722, p < .001, indicating that the predictors 

significantly differentiated between groups. Correlations between the discriminant function and 

the discriminating variables revealed that Child Primary Language had the strongest loading on 

the discriminant function (r = .91). After Child Primary Language, there was a substantial drop in 

the strength of loadings. The variables with the next highest loadings were No High School (r = 

.313), College Plus (r = -.244), and Some College (r = -.189), and Child Age (r = -.104). All 

other variables had loadings below .10. This set of predictor variables was able to correctly 
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classify 83.3% of cases in the sample. Because the Child Primary Language loaded substantially 

higher than the others, this function was named language. However, given that language was the 

most important variable for discriminating between groups, and none of the other variables 

contributed substantially to the discriminating function, these results do not reveal much about 

the importance of other variables for discriminating between groups. It seems obvious that 

language would be a clear discriminating variable for ethnic groups and the inclusion of Child 

Primary Language fails to tell us anything new about the relationship between these variables 

and groups. Therefore, the discriminant analysis was run again without Child Primary Language 

in order to determine if the other variables were able to discriminate between groups.  

Results of the discriminant analysis without the inclusion of Primary Language revealed 

one discriminant function, which explained 100% of the variance, canonical R2 = .219. This 

discriminant function significantly discriminated between ethnic groups, Wilks Lambda = .781, 

x2(17) = 291.22, p < .001, indicating that the predictors significantly differentiated between 

groups. Within group correlations between the predictors and the discriminant functions as well 

as the standardized weights are presented in Table 12.  
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Table 12 

Standardized Coefficients and Correlations of Predictor Variables with the Discriminant 

Function 

Predictors 

Correlation Coefficients 

with Discriminant 

Function 

Standardized 

Coefficients for 

Discriminant 

Function 

No High School .635 1.601 

College Plus -.495 *Excluded 

Some College -.383 .765 

Child Age in Months -.212 -.139 

Engagement in Language Experiences -.193 -.209 

Annual Income -.162 .239 

Involvement in Child's Activities -.139 -.325 

Encouragement -.126 -.221 

Sensitivity of Responses .123 .251 

Supports Emotions .077 .248 

Reasonable Expectations -.071 -.186 

Open to Child's Agenda .064 .263 

Adapts Strategies to Child .061 .084 

Physical Interaction .061 .046 

High School Degree/GED  .056 1.203 

CG Age at Child’s Birth .047 .087 

CG Marital Status -.038 -.146 

Promotes Exploration & Curiosity .037 .196 

 

Correlations between the discriminant function and the discriminating variables revealed 

that No High School had the strongest loading on the discriminant function (r = .635), followed 

by College Plus (r = -.495), Some College (r = -.383), and Child Age (r = -.212). There was a 

notable drop in strength of loading between Some College and Child Age. The KIPS behaviors 

did not load strongly on the discriminant function (the highest was Engagement in Language 

Experiences (r = -.193)). Income also did not load strongly (r = -.162). Because the first three 

variables (No High School, College Plus, and Some College) loaded substantially higher than the 

others, they were used to name the discriminant function Education. This set of predictor 
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variables was able to correctly classify 69.2% of cases in the sample. To assess how well the 

classification procedure would predict in a new sample, the percentage of cases accurately 

classified was estimated using the leave-one-out technique and correctly classified 67.9% of the 

cases. Thus, education level and child age were able to distinguish between Latino and non-

Latino groups better than the KIPS parenting behaviors, as Latino caregivers tended to be less 

educated and had older children than non-Latinos. That parenting behavior scores did not 

differentiate between groups suggests there may be more similarities than differences in the 

parenting behaviors of Latino and non-Latino caregivers.     
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

The purpose of this exploratory study was to investigate parenting practices of Latino and 

non-Latino caregivers in interactions with their young children (0-5) to determine if there are 

differences in key parenting behaviors between ethnic groups. This is an important topic, 

because the majority of research done with Latinos, and other minority populations, involves 

theories, interventions, and measures that are based on predominantly White, middle-class 

samples and values, and therefore may not be optimal for use with Latinos. Latinos represent the 

fastest growing population in the United States, and Latino children account for approximately a 

quarter of the population under age 19 (Buriel, 2012). There are significant economic, 

educational, occupational, and health disparities among Latinos in the U.S. High quality 

parenting acts as a buffer against the effects of these socioeconomic disparities.  Strengthening 

parenting practices among Latino caregivers may be an effective way to ameliorate or altogether 

eliminate these disparities.  

Thus, it is imperative that parenting education and similar programs are culturally 

appropriate and sensitive to the values and needs of Latino families. The overall body of 

literature has had mixed and sometimes inconclusive findings regarding early childhood 

parenting practices among Latino families. This study contributes to the literature because it 

provides an in-depth examination of key parenting behaviors among a large sample of Latino and 

non-Latino caregivers. This study helps to clarify the mixed findings in the existing literature 

regarding parenting similarities and differences between Latino and non-Latino caregivers. The 

more we know about the parenting practices of Latino caregivers, and whether they differ from 
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non-Latino parenting practices, the better equipped we will be to make informed decisions 

regarding best practices for developing culturally sensitive parenting interventions.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

Key Findings 

Three preliminary exploratory factor analyses were conducted on the 12 KIPS behaviors 

for the combined, Latino, and non-Latino groups to see if there were any underlying constructs 

that could inform data analysis decisions and to see if there were differences in variable patterns 

between the groups. The results indicated a single factor for all three groups, which suggests a 

single underlying structure.  These results are consistent with preliminary results found during 

the creation of the KIPS, in which 13 items from the Parent/Child Involvement Scale (P/CIS), a 

widely-used, valid and reliable observational measure, were used as the starting point for the first 

KIPS prototype. Exploratory principal axis factoring was conducted on the 13 P/CIS behaviors 

and, like the results of this study, a single factor was extracted (Comfort & Gordon, 2006). 

Results of the factor analyses also revealed, with few exceptions, little variation in the patterns of 

behaviors for Latino and non-Latino caregivers. For example, for both Latinos and non-Latinos, 

Adapts Strategies to Child had the strongest loadings (.821 and .811, respectively), whereas 

Open to Child’s Agenda (.632 and .626, respectively) and Sets Limits and Consequences (.658 

and .605, respectively) had the lowest loadings. Factor loadings were higher for non-Latinos on 

all behaviors except Involvement in Child’s Activities, but the overall pattern was similar. These 

results suggest the KIPS behaviors for this sample are best understood as a single factor and not 

as independent dimensions and that patterns of parenting behaviors are very similar between 

groups. These findings also suggest that the KIPS is an appropriate instrument to use with this 

sample. 
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 Research Question #1: Are there differences in 12 key parenting behaviors of Latino 

and non-Latino caregivers? 

The first research question sought to determine if there were differences in 12 key 

parenting behaviors of Latino and non-Latino caregivers. Results indicated significant 

differences in the following six behaviors:  

1. Sensitivity of Responses  

2. Physical Interaction  

3. Engagement in Language Experiences  

4. Involvement in Child’s Activities 

5. Supportive Directions 

6.  Encouragement  

 

 However, corrections were not made for multiple comparisons and effect sizes for the 

differences were small, increasing the chance of finding a significant difference that does not 

actually exist. Therefore, these behaviors were used as a starting point for subsequent analyses 

and readers should be mindful of these caveats when interpreting results. Interpretation of these 

findings should be used with caution. 

 Research Question #2: What are the highest and lowest quality parenting behaviors 

for Latino and non-Latino caregivers? 

The second research question sought to determine the highest and lowest quality 

parenting behaviors for both groups. Three of the four highest quality behaviors were the same 

for both Latino and non-Latino caregivers: Encouragement, Physical Interaction, and Sensitivity 

of Responses. Supports Emotions was also one of the highest quality behaviors for Latino 

caregivers, whereas Involvement in Child’s Activities was a top-quality behavior for non-Latino 

caregivers. Results were similar for the lowest quality behaviors, although it should be noted that 

even the lowest quality behaviors for both groups were within the moderate quality range 
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according to the KIPS (3 – 3.9). Both groups had Sets Limits and Consequences and Adapts 

Strategies to Child as two of their three lowest quality behaviors. Interestingly, in addition to 

being one of the lowest quality behaviors for both groups, Limits and Consequences had the 

lowest factor loadings in the factor analyses, which may be due to the large number of cases 

without a score for this behavior (44% of the sample had NOB for this behavior). There are a 

couple of reasons why this might be. First, it is understandable that caregivers might be reluctant 

to discipline a child during a structured observation for fear that they would appear harsh or 

punitive. Additionally, because observations were conducted during playtime, there may be 

fewer reasons for the caregiver to limit the child’s actions or to give consequences. Setting limits 

and consequences might be more likely to occur during activities such as meal time or getting 

ready for bed, when the child is required to do things he or she may not feel like doing at the 

time.  

Scores for Promotes Exploration and Curiosity were also among the lowest for non-

Latino caregivers, whereas Engagement in Language Experiences was the lowest for Latino 

caregivers. Engagement in Language Experiences was also the behavior indicating the most 

significant difference between Latino and non-Latino caregivers. This difference in language 

development behaviors may relate to a family’s cultural orientation of individualism and 

collectivism, which are reflected in the way children are socialized in the Latino community 

(Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Latin American societies typically place more emphasis on 

developing interdependence, whereas European-American societies place more emphasis on 

independence and autonomy. Individual achievement, especially in education, is highly valued in 

individualist societies, and education is a primary route to independence. Thus, the fact that non-

Latino families in this study engaged in more language-building experiences likely reflects these 
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values. Another possibility is that the differences found for Engagement in Language 

Experiences reflect genuine cultural variation in caregiver-child communication patterns. Levine 

and colleagues (1994) found that mothers in Africa used less direct eye contact and praise, and 

typically spoke to their children (i.e., encouraged more one-way communication), whereas 

European and American caregivers displayed an abundance of praise and spoke with their 

children (i.e., encouraged more reciprocal communication). The authors suggested that such 

caregiving behaviors are directed by socialization goals parents have for their children, which 

vary from one culture to another. Thus, for cultures in which obedience and collectivity are 

valued, the communication style of the African mothers would be deemed most appropriate. 

Conversely, in cultures that value autonomy and individual achievement, the communication 

patterns of the European and American caregivers would be deemed most appropriate (Levine et 

al., 1994; cited by Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Consistent, back-and-forth dialog is a required 

element for obtaining the highest quality rating on the KIPS Engagement in Language 

Experiences behavior. Therefore, the KIPS might be biased against individuals from cultures 

where it is normative for parents talk to rather than with their children, which may be more 

common in societies with collectivist values, such as Latino cultures tend to be (Greenfield 1989; 

LeVine et al., 1994- Cited by Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000).  

Overall, there were not many differences in the highest and lowest quality parenting 

behaviors, indicating a similar pattern in parent-child interactions between groups. These results 

are consistent with exploratory factor analysis results which indicated a similar pattern in 

parenting behaviors across both groups. 
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Relevance to Previous Research 

These findings can be interpreted in light of research on parenting styles and infant 

attachment. Latino caregivers had a higher mean score for Sensitivity of Responses, Physical 

Interaction, and Supportive Directions, whereas non-Latino caregivers, on average, scored 

higher on Engagement in Language Experiences and Encouragement. These findings are both 

consistent and inconsistent with previous research. Caregiver responsiveness is critical for 

developing secure child-caregiver attachment and is also a core dimension of the authoritative 

parenting style (characterized by high support/responsiveness and high control). The fact that 

Latino caregivers demonstrated higher levels of sensitive responses and physical interaction with 

their children signifies highly sensitive, responsive caregiving, and is contrary to research 

suggesting that Latino caregivers exhibit less warmth and sensitivity, and are more authoritarian 

(low responsiveness, high control) than non-Latino White caregivers (e.g., Mesman, et al., 2012). 

 Latinos also scored higher on Supportive Directions. A high score on this behavior 

reflects the caregiver guides the child in a gentle, suggestive way that supports the child in 

making his or her own decisions and encourages the child to think about things in different ways 

without being pushy or coercive. The caregiver’s directions to the child are supportive and given 

as suggestions rather than commands. Again, that Latino caregivers scored higher than non-

Latino caregivers on this behavior seems to contradict research that suggests Latino caregivers 

are more authoritarian. Conversely, this finding does not necessarily imply that Latino caregivers 

were indulgent or permissive, which has been indicated by previous research (De Von Figueroa-

Moseley, Ramey, Keltner, & Lanzi, 2006), because caregivers were highly engaged in their 

child’s activities at the time of play.  
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Engagement in Language Experiences indicated the largest between-group differences, 

with non-Latino caregivers scoring higher than Latino caregivers. This behavior refers to how 

the caregiver listens and talks with the child, labels objects or actions, asks questions, builds 

upon the child’s words or sounds, and encourages a back-and-forth conversation with the child. 

There are a few possible explanations for this. First, there may be true differences in the context 

and extent to which caregivers engage in language experiences with their children, and these 

differences may be being detected by the KIPS. Another possibility is that, although observers 

were matched for observations based on language (i.e., Spanish-speaking observers assessed 

primarily Spanish-speaking families), we do not know if the observer was fluent in Spanish or if 

it was his or her native language. An observer’s ability and confidence in speaking Spanish could 

influence the observer’s capacity to accurately perceive and interpret the interactions between 

caregiver and child. Speaking dual languages might also have something to do with this finding. 

Furthermore, the level of language engagement among Spanish-speaking caregivers may be 

influenced by their perception of the observer’s language abilities (e.g., caregivers may have 

been more reserved in their verbal expressions because they perceive the observer does not have 

strong Spanish-speaking skills). Finally, there could be a discrepancy in how the KIPS assesses 

this behavior. While it seems obvious that language itself is different between the groups, it does 

not make sense intuitively that there would be different patterns of language-based engagement. 

Engagement in Language Experiences is a parenting behavior that promotes learning. When 

viewed this way, these results are consistent with previous research that found Latino households 

had fewer learning materials (e.g., books) and engaged in fewer learning behaviors compared to 

non-Latino households (Bradley et al., 2001).  
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Non-Latino caregivers also scored higher on Encouragement compared to Latino 

caregivers. This behavior refers to the extent to which the caregiver supports the child’s 

autonomy and confidence and motivates the child to seek novel ways to learn through play. This 

finding is consistent with research examining differences between individualist and collectivist 

cultures. Typically, America is considered an individualist society where autonomy, 

independence, and self-worth are highly valued, whereas Latino culture values family and 

community above the individual (e.g., Barker et al., 2010; Rodriguez-JenKins, 2014). Thus, 

highly encouraging actions may be more in line with the values of an individualist orientation. 

Taken together, it is important for researchers to take these cultural differences into consideration 

when observing Latino parents with their children and when interpreting KIPS scores for certain 

behaviors, particularly Encouragement and Engagement in Language Experiences, as these 

behaviors may differ as a result of cultural variations.  

 Research Question #3: If differences exist, will these differences persist after 

accounting for demographic and risk variables, such as income and parent education? 

What factors other than ethnicity contribute to differences in parenting behaviors? 

The final research question sought to determine if there were still differences in parenting 

behaviors after accounting for demographic and risk variables. Results of the multivariate 

analysis of variance indicated there was a significant difference between Latino and non-Latino 

caregivers on the combined parenting behaviors. The MANOVA was followed by a discriminant 

analysis, which included demographic variables (caregiver age at child’s birth, child age, 

income, and caregiver education) in addition to KIPS behaviors. Results from the discriminant 

analysis indicated that groups were better distinguished by the caregivers’ level of education than 

by parenting scores, which did not discriminate strongly between groups. These results suggest 
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that parenting behaviors of Latinos and non-Latinos in this sample are more similar than 

different, which is consistent with previous research (Pinquart & Kauser, 2017).  

Correlation analyses were conducted to further investigate the relationship between 

demographic and risk variables (income, caregiver age at child’s birth, marital status, caregiver 

education, child age) and parenting outcomes (KIPS scores) for both groups. Results revealed 

some unanticipated findings: risk factors, such as low caregiver education, low income, and 

single caregiver status, were more strongly associated with parenting behaviors for non-Latinos 

than for Latinos. The different relationships between the demographic variables and the outcome 

variables between groups is interesting and is worthy of further investigation. Whatever is 

underlying these differences may hold the key to understanding parenting practices in Latino 

families. Low parent education, low income, young parent age, and single status are well 

documented risk factors for a host of outcomes, including suboptimal parenting (Kelly & 

Barnard, 2000). However, results of this study indicated a more potent relationship between 

these factors and parenting behaviors for non-Latino caregivers than Latino caregivers. For 

example, among non-Latino caregivers, income was significantly (p < .01) positively related to 

all parenting behaviors but had no significant relationship with parenting behaviors for Latino 

caregivers. Additionally, caregiver education had a significant positive relationship with all 

parenting behaviors in the non-Latino sample, but education only correlated significantly with 

two behaviors for Latino caregivers (Engagement in Language Experiences and 

Encouragement), and the correlations were weaker than for non-Latino caregivers. Perhaps 

having access to resources (via higher income and education) and more social support (via 

marriage) are mediating factors for parenting quality among non-Latino caregivers but not Latino 

caregivers. 
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  These findings seem to suggest there is something acting as a protective factor for Latino 

families; that is, something may be buffering the negative influence of the risk factors among 

Latino families in this sample. This requires us to again consider the cultural familial values that 

are common in Latino families, especially familismo and respeto. These values demonstrate the 

importance of family cohesion, obedience, and loyalty to family above all else. Perhaps it is this 

commitment to family that somehow enables Latino caregivers to maintain high quality 

parenting despite the presence of such pervasive risk factors typical to Latino families in the U.S.  

 Another possible explanation for why these risk factors were not as strongly associated 

with parenting practices in Latino families may have to do with the differences in cultural 

orientation to individualist and collectivist values. This perspective posits that Latinos value 

interdependence and commitment to family above individual achievement and independence, 

which is most valued by European Americans (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). In individualist 

societies “success” may be a function of education, income, and employment. Individuals with 

such achievements feel secure and empowered whereas those who do not feel the strain of unmet 

needs and desires and may feel they are “less than” the high achievers. However, such 

achievements do not equate to “success” in collectivist societies, where family unity and 

community are most highly valued. Perhaps Latino caregivers in the U.S. feel as if they have 

already achieved what is most valuable to them and therefore may not be as negatively 

influenced by risk factors such as unemployment, poverty, or low educational attainment. In a 

study with a predominantly European American sample, Conger and colleagues (1992) found 

that the relationship between economic hardship and adolescent adjustment and behavior 

problems was mediated by parenting quality and postulated that economic stressors led to poorer 

parenting which then led to increased problem behaviors (Conger, Conger, Elder, Lorenz, 
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Simons, & Whitbeck, 1992). According to the family stress model (Conger & Elder, 1994), 

family stressors impact caregivers directly and influence children indirectly via parenting. Future 

research should investigate whether economic stressors influence parenting practices in 

collectivist and individualist societies in the same way.  

 Like other studies examining parenting similarities and differences between ethnic 

groups, the results of this study led to more questions than answers. Are there more pronounced 

differences among caregivers exhibiting low-, or high-quality parenting? How does acculturation 

and country of origin influence caregiving behaviors? Does generation status make a difference? 

Why are risk factors like income and caregiver education more strongly related with parenting in 

non-Latino caregivers compared to Latino caregivers? What explains the apparent differences in 

some behaviors but not others? These are all questions that could not be answered by the present 

study, and should be considered in future research.  

Implications  

By the year 2030, it is predicted that European American children will make up less than 

50% of children under the age of five, while minority populations will continue to increase in 

number. As the population becomes more and more diverse, we must consider the cultural 

appropriateness of the theoretical frameworks and interventions used with Latino families. In 

order to ensure maximum effectiveness, we must learn as much as we can about how parenting 

practices vary compared to the majority population. Results of this study suggest there are both 

similarities and differences in the parenting behaviors of Latino and non-Latino caregivers. This 

study found similar patterns in parenting behaviors between Latino and non-Latino caregivers; 

the highest- and lowest-quality behaviors for both groups were nearly identical. The most notable 

difference was how parents engaged their children in language experiences, with non-Latino 
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caregivers displaying higher-quality in Engagement in Language Experiences. However, results 

were unable to determine if this was a genuine difference or if the KIPS is biased towards 

primary English speakers for this behavior. Thus, researchers and early childhood programs 

using the KIPS should consider the dynamics of culture and language when working with 

families that speak a primary language other than English. They should also be mindful that the 

expectations required for a high score on this behavior might impose values that are not 

congruent with the socialization goals of Latino caregivers.  

The familial structure of Latino culture, in which there are often multiple individuals 

assuming the role of caregiver, should be considered when using the KIPS to assess caregiver-

child interactions. Perhaps it would be beneficial to conduct multiple observations for such 

families in order to assess the relationship dynamics between the child and the various 

caregivers. Although this would be more resource-intensive, multiple observations with different 

caregivers would provide a more complete picture of the child’s interactional experiences in the 

home.   

Strengths and Limitations  

The strengths of this study include the large sample size, natural occurrence of nearly 

equal group sizes, and the use of observational methods of data collection. There are also several 

limitations that should be mentioned. First, this study lacked information regarding Latino 

participants’ country of origin, generation status, and level of acculturation. These are all factors 

likely to contribute to variation in parenting behaviors. Furthermore, treating Latinos as a 

homogeneous group is problematic because it does not account for intracultural variation in 

parenting (De Von Figueroa-Moseley et al., Ramey, 2006). Although observational parenting 

assessments tend to be more accurate than self-report measures (Gardner, 2000), social 
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desirability is always a potential limitation and the negatively skewed distribution of parenting 

scores in this study may reflect this.  Another limitation is that this study did not include 

information about the observers or type of program using the KIPS. Although the KIPS uses 

training protocols to ensure reliability, inconsistencies in scoring undoubtedly occur. Having 

information on who the observers were, or at least the program(s) they represented, would allow 

for a more accurate estimation of measurement error. Finally, this was an exploratory study 

based on data from naturally-occurring groups. Without random assignment or the use of a 

control group, this study was only able to determine associations among variables and could not 

determine causality. Results should be interpreted in light of these limitations. 

Future Research 

Assessing group differences based on mean scores can potentially conceal important 

variability within the sample. For example, perhaps there were notable ethnic differences among 

parents demonstrating poor-quality parenting, but not for those with scores indicating moderate- 

or high-quality parenting. Such differences would not have been detected because a relatively 

small proportion of caregivers had low scores and these would be obscured by the higher scores 

of other participants. Therefore, future research should consider grouping participants into score-

based categories, such as low-, moderate-, and high-quality, to gain a more detailed 

understanding of variability in parenting practices across different levels of quality. A more 

qualitative approach is needed to supplement and clarify the mixed, and often inconclusive, 

findings of quantitative research. Because the majority of parenting research has been conducted 

with mothers, it would be beneficial for future research to focus on interactions between fathers 

(or male caregivers) and children. Future research should also assess whether there are 

differences in parenting behaviors based on country of origin, acculturation level, and 
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generational status. And finally, future research should explore potential reasons why the 

relationship between demographic variables and parenting scores was stronger among non-

Latino caregivers than Latino caregivers. Whatever is moderating this relationship would be 

considered a protective factor, which could be leveraged by parenting interventions to buffer the 

negative effects risk factors for inadequate parenting.  

Conclusion 

It is important to have early childhood parenting tools that can be used effectively with 

caregivers of different backgrounds. It appears the KIPS is a tool that can be used successfully 

with Latino families. In the present study, the KIPS was able to identify positive parenting 

behaviors and detect nuanced differences between the two groups that likely reflect their cultural 

backgrounds. Given this, the KIPS can be used at regular intervals to identify progress over time 

with families participating in early childhood parenting programs. Key stakeholders can use this 

information to inform funding decisions and determine if early childhood programs are having 

the intended effects in the lives of children who are most at risk of falling behind in school. Like 

the addition of a stepping stone to a long and convoluted path, the present study contributes 

incrementally to our understanding of the nuances of parenting within a cultural context. 
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