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Familias: Preparando la Nueva Generación:
A Randomized Control Trial Testing the
Effects on Positive Parenting Practices
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Abstract
Objectives: This article reports the effects of a culturally grounded parenting intervention to strengthen positive parenting
practices. Method: The intervention was designed and tested with primarily Mexican origin parents in a large urban setting of the
southwestern United States using an ecodevelopmental approach. Parents (N ¼ 393) were randomly assigned three treatment
conditions: (1) a parenting and youth intervention, (2) a youth only intervention, or (3) a control group. A measurement model for
positive parenting was first evaluated using confirmatory factor analysis, followed by structural equation modeling to estimate the
effects of the intervention on positive parenting (i.e., baseline to follow-up). Results: As hypothesized, parents in the intervention
group reported higher rates of positive parenting compared to parents in youth-only condition. Conclusion: The results are
promising and add to growing evidence that interventions tailored to the cultural characteristics and environments of parents and
their children can strengthen positive parenting.
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Introduction

Ecodevelopmental framework posits that youth are influenced by

multiple aspects of their ecological system (i.e., family, peer,

culture) as they move through developmental tasks (Coatsworth,

Pantin, & Szapocznik, 2002). This framework suggests that

addressing the family system in the context of the larger social

structure including culture is crucial to promoting positive youth

development and decreasing rates of problem behaviors (Hemo-

vich, Lac, & Crano, 2011). The use of parenting interventions

may be especially important among Latinos due to the central role

of the family across the life span (German, Gonzales, & Dumka,

2009), and the impact of acculturation on family functioning

(Coatsworth et al., 2002). More specifically, a relationship has

been established between the use of positive parenting practices

in Latino families and lower levels of substance use among youth

(Prado et al., 2007). This article examines the impact of participat-

ing in Familias: Preparando la Nueva Generación (Families:

Preparing the New Generation; FPNG), a companion parenting

intervention to the culturally grounded youth substance abuse pre-

vention model program, keepin’ it REAL (kiR), on strengthening

positive parenting strategies.

Positive Parenting as a Protective Factor

Family plays a critical role in mediating the risks youth may expe-

rience in other domains of their life (e.g., in their neighborhood, at

school, with peers; Fletcher, Glen, & Mekos, 2000). Starting in

the 1960s, parenting training became recognized as an integral

component of treatment for childhood behavioral issues

(Webster-Stratton & Hooven, 1998), and more recently, parent-

ing programs are being incorporated into the repertoire of preven-

tion programming. The majority of parenting programs are based

on behavioral and social learning theories that hypothesize that

parents are the primary socializing agent of their youth and that

youth behaviors are attained and maintained through feedback

mechanisms (Bandura, 1977). Youth learn behaviors that meet

their needs for belonging, attention, power, and love. When

positive behaviors do not garner these results maladaptive beha-

viors, such as substance use or delinquency, arise and are main-

tained as an alternative strategy. Within this conceptualization,

both positive and negative behavior change occurs when desired

feedback loops are interrupted and a new behavior learned.
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Based on this theory, positive parenting techniques are taught

to reinforce desired behavior, by offering praise, reward, affec-

tion, or privileges, and a system of consequences and withdrawal

are demonstrated to deter negative behavior (Chu, Farruggia,

Sanders, & Ralph, 2012). An authoritative parenting style, char-

acterized by high levels of monitoring and supervision coupled

with warmth, acceptance, and nurturance, is associated with bet-

ter youth outcomes across a wide range of factors including sub-

stance use (Moore, Rothwell, & Segrott, 2010). Although most

studies have included both items in a single construct, it has been

argued that aspects of authoritative parenting should be tested

separately to better understand their independent effects on

youth outcomes (Gray & Steinberg, 1999). Williams and Stein-

berg (2011) demonstrated the distinct effect of these two aspects

of authoritative parenting in a longitudinal study that controlled

for bidirectional effects (34% urban Latino youth) and found that

positive parenting predicted positive outcomes among youth

whereas parental monitoring did not.

Positive parenting is associated with a decrease in adolescent

problem behaviors as well as increases in psychosocial maturity

and academic orientation (Barber, Stolz, Olsen, Collins, &

Burchinal, 2005; Smetana, Campinone-Barr, & Metzger, 2006;

Williams & Steinberg, 2011). More specifically, warmth, sup-

port, and expression of positive emotions in the parent–child

relationship are related to lower levels of externalizing behaviors

(Caspi et al., 2004; Chronis et al., 2007; Eisenberg et al., 2005)

and abstinence from alcohol and other drugs (Coombs & Land-

sverk, 1988; Hawkins, Catalano, & Miller, 1992). Some have

argued that positive parenting creates an environment where

social skills can be practiced, increasing student’s academic

achievement and competence with peers (Davidson & Cardemil,

2009; Leidy, Guerra, & Toro, 2010).

These relationships appear to hold true for Latino youth.

Among a sample of Latino immigrant youth, positive parenting

practices were related to higher reported self-esteem, social

problem solving, and social self-efficacy (Leidy et al., 2010).

In a study testing the treatment effects of a parenting program

among Latinos in Miami, increases in positive parenting

mediated the relationship found between participating in the

program and decreases in substance use (Prado et al., 2007).

Family Risk Factors for Negative Outcomes Among Latino
Youth

In the United States, Latino families face a variety of stressors that

may impact positive parenting practices. Levels of acculturation

and immigration affect family dynamics and parenting styles in

unique ways. Acculturation is an individual’s process of incorpor-

ating the norms and values of the dominate culture into his or her

existing cultural frame; typically traditional cultural norms and

values of his or her country of origin (Sam & Berry, 2010). A mis-

match in rates of acculturation between Latino youth and their

parents creates stressors and interrupts healthy communication

patterns in the family (Martinez, 2006; Santisteban et al., 1997;

Szapocznik & Kurtines, 1993). Immigrant youth acculturate

faster than their parents for two reasons: (1) their developmental

stage is more adaptable and (2) the school environment facilitates

the acculturation process (De la Rosa, Vega, & Radisch, 2000).

Although the parent may maintain authority in the home, the

child’s ability to more efficiently navigate life outside of the

home, through increased mastery of both languages and cultures,

may challenge the parent’s role as the more competent guide

(Szapocznik, Robbins, Mitrani, Santisteban, & Williams, 2002).

As youth begin to adopt American norms that emphasize the

importance of individualism, such as freedom and choice, they

may experience increased conflict with their parents whose val-

ues typically continue to emphasize collective responsibility. In

these situations, parents frequently believe that youth are reject-

ing their native culture, and youth may see their parents as dom-

ineering and controlling (Coatsworth et al., 2002). These

dynamics highlight an area of risk unique to the Latino population

that may be addressed in parenting interventions.

Although these factors indicate risks of poor parenting and

negative outcomes for Latino youth, the presence of positive

parenting may protect Latino youth from demonstrating nega-

tive outcomes (Masten et al., 1988). Latino culture’s central

value of familismo, which includes loyalty, reciprocity, and a

strong commitment to family, may be particularly important

when fostering resilience among Latino youth (Davidson &

Cardemil, 2009; Leidy et al., 2010). In Latino families specif-

ically, family cohesion, a key concept within familismo, has

been linked to better adjustment in youth, decreased interaction

with deviant peers, and subsequently, decreased problem beha-

viors (Leidy et al., 2010; Padilla-Walker, Bean, & Hsieh,

2011); conversely, the deterioration of cultural norms like

familismo, increases youths’ risk of initiating risky behaviors

such as substance use (Castro, Stein, & Bentler, 2009). Teach-

ing parenting skills within the context of familismo enhances

cultural norms that function as protective factors and foster

resiliency among Latino youth (Leidy et al., 2010).

Adding a Parenting Component to kiR

One prominent example of a culturally grounded parenting inter-

vention is Familias Unidas (Pantin et al., 2003). This prevention

intervention was designed for Latino families with children

between the ages of 12 and 17, and focuses on increasing effec-

tive parenting skills though participatory exercises and group

discussion. Familias Unidas exposes parents to their child’s life

outside of the home (e.g., peers, school), addresses factors that

disrupt the relationship between parents and youth, and increases

support among parents in Latino communities. Brief strategic

family therapy (Santisteban et al., 2003; Santisteban et al.,

1997) was developed to prevent, reduce, and treat, a wide variety

of problem behaviors among Latino youth. Founded on family

systems theory, this intervention is administered one on one with

families to improve overall family functioning (Dishion &

Andrews, 1995; Santisteban & Szapocznik, 1994). Although

both of these interventions have been designed and tested with

Latino families and target adolescent behaviors, neither includes

separate but parallel manualized substance abuse prevention pro-

grams for both parents and youth in a school setting.
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To address this gap, FPNG was designed as a complimentary

intervention to be implemented in addition to kiR, a culturally

grounded school-based substance use prevention intervention.

While the overall goal of the larger study was to test if adding

a parenting intervention, FPNG, would strengthen or boost the

effects of the already efficacious kiR, this study, specifically,

tests the hypothesis that parents who participate in FPNG will

report greater increase in their use of positive parenting practices

when compared to parents who did not participate in the parent-

ing intervention but whose youth receive kiR.

Method

Interventions

The FPNG curriculum is a new culturally grounded parenting

intervention developed and tested by researchers in the south-

west in close partnership with Mexican origin parents.

Community-based participatory research methodology was used

to develop the FPNG curriculum (see Parsai, Castro, Marsiglia,

Harthun, & Valdez, 2011). The intervention, guided by ecodeve-

lopmental framework, (Coatsworth et al., 2002; Pantin,

Schwartz, Sullivan, Prado, & Szapocznik, 2004; Szapocznik &

Coatsworth, 1999), supports strengthening family functioning

as a means to preventing adolescent substance use (Coatsworth

et al., 2002; Perrino, Gonzalez-Soldevilla, Pantin, & Szapocznik,

2000; Szapocznik & Coatsworth, 1999). The ecodevelopmental

framework informed the selection of the family as a site of inter-

vention, the curriculum’s emphasis on the parent–child relation-

ship (the microsystem), the use of parent-to-parent support (the

mesosystem), as well as the incorporation of Latino cultural

norms and values (macrosystem). The overall goals of the FPNG

curriculum are 3-fold: (1) to empower parents to assist their ado-

lescent in using the Refuse, Explain, Avoid, and Leave (REAL)

strategies to resist drugs and alcohol; (2) to build and strengthen

family functioning in order to promote prosocial youth behavior,

particularly through positive parenting practices; and (3) to

increase the family’s problem solving and communication skills.

FPNG was delivered over an 8-week period (one lesson per

week) to parents at the school their youth attended. Trained

bilingual facilitators delivered the manualized curriculum in

either English-only or Spanish-only groups. Because this curri-

culum was designed for Latino parents, the majority of groups

occurred in Spanish only. Typically, groups occurred in the early

evening or on the weekend and had an average attendance of six

of the eight lessons. The 2.5-hr long sessions covered: (1) the

role of parents; (2) the adolescent’s world; (3) techniques for

effective communication; (4) effective management of a child’s

behavior; and (5) talking to teens about risky behavior (Parsai

et al., 2011). While several dimensions of parenting were tar-

geted and measured, this article addresses the impact of FPNG,

the parent component designed to supplement the Substance

Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration model

program, kiR, on strengthening positive parenting practices.

kiR is a culturally based, evidence-based substance use pre-

vention program for youth designed to (a) increase drug resistance

skills; (b) promote antisubstance use norms and attitudes; and (c)

develop effective decision making and communication skills for

resisting drugs and alcohol (Marsiglia & Hecht, 2005). Delivered

in regular school classrooms by teachers, the curriculum teaches

drug resistance strategies through the acronym REAL—Refuse,

Explain, Avoid, and Leave—through a 10-lesson, 10-week man-

ualized curriculum that includes lessons on Options and Choices

(Lesson 1), Risks (Lesson 2), Values (Lesson 8), Feelings (Lesson

9), and Support Networks (Lesson 10; see Gosin, Marsiglia, &

Hecht, 2003). In addition, kiR aims to build personal and cultural

strengths and communication and life skills. The curriculum

(Marsiglia & Hecht, 2005) is also designed to provide youth

opportunities to participate in culturally relevant activities that

allow them to discuss how and why their cultural values are

important to them. kiR was originally developed and tested by the

same researchers. It is publicly available and can be purchased

through ETR Associates, http://www.etr.org/home.

Study Design

The data used to examine positive parenting practices come

from a longitudinal study of two cohorts of parents and youth

followed over 2 years and is in compliance with institutional

review board requirements (HS # 0707001990), and partici-

pants were informed about possible deleterious effects includ-

ing emotional discomfort. It should also be noted that there

were no reports made to the researchers or the institutional

review board of any unintended effects or harms resulting from

the intervention. The methodology for this study is described in

detail below and illustrated in Figure 1. Because kiR is deliv-

ered in classrooms by teachers, the study was randomized at the

school level. All schools agreed to participate in the study prior

to being assigned to a treatment or control condition. Using an

a of .05 and a projected sample size of 406, a power analysis

revealed that nine schools (three per condition) were needed

to detect small-to-moderate effect sizes (ESs) across the three

conditions with 80% power; therefore, nine schools were asked

to participate. Block randomization was used due to possible

variations in school size and ethnic composition on study out-

comes. Using a three-block randomization procedure, the

inclusion criteria for schools was based on the percentage of

Latino students in the school (all schools had to have a Latino

population greater than 70% during the 2007–2008 school

year). Schools were assigned into three equal blocks, with

Block 1 having the schools with the highest percentage Latino

and Block 3 having the lowest percentage Latino. Within each

block, (a) schools were ranked in numerical order according to

the random number assignment using Statistical Package for

the Social Sciences (SPSS) and (b) schools in each block were

assigned into one of the three conditions: (1) the parent and

youth condition—(PY)—in which parents received FPNG and

their youth received kiR; (2) the youth-only condition—(Y)—

in which youth received kiR, but parents did not receive FPNG;

and (3) the control condition—(C)—in which neither parents

nor youth received any curriculum.
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Once schools were block randomized, an unconditional

model in Mplus was conducted to examine the intraclass corre-

lations (ICCs) within schools. The unconditional model indi-

cated nonsignificant ICCs demonstrating that individuals

within schools were not more related to each other than they

were to individual in other schools. Descriptive characteristics

(gender, age, Mexican heritage, free or reduced lunch) were

assessed for youth across schools and conditions, age emerged

as the only significant difference (see Table 1). Additionally,

analyses of variance (ANOVAs) and t-tests were performed on

youth substance use at baseline. Of the seven outcomes tested,

the only significant difference was in 30-day cigarette use

between youth in the Y condition and youth in the C condition.

Consenting Procedures

The eligible sample, all seventh-grade students and their par-

ent/parents, was drawn from two cohorts of parents and youth

during either the 2009–2010 or 2010–2011 school years. The

only exclusion criterion was that parents must have a child in

seventh grade in a participating school. The recruitment period

for both cohorts occurred at the beginning of the fall semester

during August and September. The interventions typically

began in October of the school year and ran for 8 weeks. It

should be noted that while all parent groups completed the

eight sessions, due to school holidays or federal holidays (such

as Thanksgiving), some groups completed the eight sessions in

as many as 10 weeks rather than the desired 8 weeks.

Informed parental consent was obtained by trained study

personnel. Parents could choose one of three options: (1) to

consent both parent and youth; (2) to consent only youth; and

(3) to not consent either parent or youth. Because this rando-

mized control trial (RCT) is randomized at the school level and

not the individual level, parents were advised of their treatment

condition before informed consent was obtained and could

choose not to participate in the study. However, all participat-

ing individuals remained in their randomized condition, and

throughout the course of the study, all schools remained faith-

ful to their randomized condition. Thus, if parents chose to con-

sent both the parent and the youth, they both received their

randomized treatment according to the school that the youth

attended. In the case of schools randomized into the PY condi-

tion, consenting parents received FPNG and consenting youth

receive kiR; however, for schools randomized into the Y con-

dition, consenting parents simply completed surveys, while the

consenting youth received kiR. In those schools randomized

into the C condition, consenting parents and consenting youth

simply completed surveys. Because participation was volun-

tary, there were differing consenting rates. For youth, the over-

all consent rate was 76%, but varied slightly by condition: (a)

PY condition ¼ 77%; (b) Y condition ¼ 78%; (c) C condition

¼ 74%. For parents, the overall consent rate was 79% and also

varied by condition: (a) PY condition ¼ 75%; (b) Y condition

¼ 81%; (c) C condition ¼ 79%.

Attrition

This study uses parent data from W1-baseling and W2-

immediate post from both cohorts. The attrition rates for par-

ents between W1 and W2 vary between conditions (see Figure

1) with the PY condition having the highest attrition (23%).

Parent attrition was mostly due to the inability to locate the par-

ent at the time of the immediate post. School liaisons informed

the research team this was through parents’ movement between

the United States and Mexico as well as movement outside of

the southwestern city to other U.S. cities having potentially

Praise
x1

Praise
x5

Positive
Parenting

Positive
Parenting

Affection
x2

.66 [.06]***

Affection
x6

(Baseline) (Follow-Up)

Parenting
I t ti

Reward
x3

Reward
x7

Intervention
(vs. Youth Only)

Privilege
x4

Privilege
x8

Control
(vs. Youth Only)

Figure 1. Structural equation model of the parenting intervention (vs. youth only) and the control condition (vs. youth only) on positive
parenting (standardized coefficients; N ¼ 393).
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more jobs and more relaxed immigration policies. In addition,

and particularly for the PY parents, due to strict immigration

legislation passed during implementation of the curriculum,

parents had to show valid identification to gain entrance into

the school where FPNG was held. Parents also reported due

to this legislation being fearful of participating in any orga-

nized group. This directly impacted parents’ willingness to

attend the remainder of the FPNG curriculum. To determine

if those lost to attrition potentially biased the results, Little’s

Missing Completely at Random (MCAR) test (1988) using

SPSS v. 18 was performed on those who completed the FPNG

intervention versus those lost to attrition. The most parsimo-

nious MCAR test is presented and only examines positive

parenting practices at Time 1 and Time 2. This MCAR test

resulted in a w2 ¼ 51.81 (df ¼ 44; p ¼ .20). These nonsignifi-

cant results indicate that the data are missing at random (e.g.,

no significant pattern exists to the missing data in those lost

to attrition at Time 2).

Surveys

In the present study, we examine changes in positive parenting

practices as influenced by the FPNG curriculum. Therefore, the

analytic sample includes only parent data. While parenting

groups occurred at different times, all parents received their

baseline survey at the beginning of Lesson 1 (Week 1)—before

the intervention, and received the immediate post at the end of

Lesson 8 (Week 8). All surveys, available in English or Span-

ish, were administered by trained research staff. The vast

majority of parents, 93%, completed the surveys in Spanish.

The parent surveys included questions on parenting practices,

parenting self-efficacy, parent–child communication, and

sociodemographic characteristics. At the completion of each

survey, parents received an incentive of US$30 for each survey

packet completed.

Sample

The analytic sample size for this study includes 393 parents with

an attrition rate between baseline and the posttest assessment of

only 8%. The parent sample was, on average, 38.5 years old,

female (82.8%), had completed some high school but did not

have a diploma (34.7%), and either married (57.7%) or cohabi-

tating (18.7%). Predominantly of Latino ethnicity, (64.8% Mex-

ican or Mexican American; 25.2% another Latino ethnicity),

over half of the respondents spoke only Spanish (53.5%) com-

pared to only 3.5% who spoke only English.

Measures

Positive Parenting. Positive parenting was measured at both Wave 1

and Wave 2. Four distinct questions derived from the Tolan,

Gorman-Smith, and Henry (2000) positive parenting practices

scale were used to develop the latent construct positive parenting

practices for this study: ‘‘When your child(ren) has done something

that you like or approve of, do you . . . ’’ (1) Say something nice

about it; praise or give approval? (2) Give him or her a hug, pat

on the back, or a kiss for it? (3) Give him or her some reward for

it, like a present, extra money, or something special to eat? and

(4) Give him or her a special privilege such as staying up late, or

doing some special activity? All questions were measured on a

3-point Likert-type scale ranging from (1) almost never to (3) often

(see Table 2).

Treatment Conditions. There were three randomly assigned treat-

ment conditions in this study: (1) PY; (2) Y; and (3) C. In the

PY group, parents received the parenting curriculum, FPNG,

and youth received the youth-centered substance use preven-

tion program, kiR. In the Y group, youth received kiR, while

parents did not receive any curriculum. In the C group, neither

parents nor youth received any curriculum. For this study, the

Y group serves as the comparison (reference) group in order

to test the effectiveness of the parent component above and

beyond the effectiveness of the youth intervention.

Plan of Analysis

Prior to data collection, a power analysis was conducted using a

small-to-medium ES for our targeted outcome variables. We used

single contrasts between two intervention conditions to estimate

the total and final size required of the parent sample. An assump-

tion of 5% attrition at each successive posttest observation was

made. We then calculated power for an effective sample size that

adjusted for school clustering effects with an assumed modest

ICC of .02, as previously found in the kiR school-based youth

intervention. Using an estimated final sample size of 406 patents

after attrition (an average of 135 parents per condition, 45 parents

per school), we estimated power for a repeated measures ANOVA

with two observations across time for tests of a three-group

design. Assuming clustering effects, a ¼ .05, and an ES ¼ .24

(a small-to-moderate ES using Cohen’s conventional criteria;

Cohen, 1988), our estimated final parent sample size of 271

resulted in 80% power to detect an Intervention � Time effect.

Analyses were conducted using Mplus (Muthén & Muthén,

1998–2010) with full information maximum likelihood (FIML)

parameter estimates with standard errors and a mean-adjusted

chi-square (w2) test statistic that are robust to nonnormality.

FIML allows for incomplete data across the variables. That

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Four Indicator Variables for Pos-
itive Parenting at Wave 1 and Wave 2.

Indicator
Variables M SD

X1 Say something nice: W1 2.81 .41
X2 Affection: W1 2.77 .47
X3 Reward: W1 2.37 .59
X4 Special privilege: W1 2.25 .62
X5 Say something nice: W2 2.81 .40
X6 Affection: W2 2.81 .41
X7 Reward: W2 2.31 .60
X8 Special privilege: W2 2.30 .61
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is, Mplus estimates each parameter directly using the data that are

available in one step. Also, unlike other programs, no cases are

deleted due to missingness. In the present study, all 393 observa-

tions were retained. A measurement model for positive parenting

was first evaluated to establish a simple measurement structure

using confirmatory factor analysis. Then, we used structural equa-

tion modeling (SEM) to estimate the effects of the intervention on

positive parenting (i.e., from W1 to W2). Manifest items at W1

were allowed to correlate with the same item at W2. Correlation

matrices of the observed variables are presented in Table 3.

Results

There is a potential for misprecision in our results if we do not

account for the nonindependence of observations. Our sampling

design was structured such that families were nested within

schools. However, after calculating the ICC (.0003) and the

design effect (1.0071) for positive parenting and for condition

(s2¼ 0), we felt confident in proceeding with traditional statisti-

cal analyses without accounting for clustering or the nonindepen-

dence of observations. After conducting simulation studies,

Muthén and Satorra (1995) recommended that standard

approaches be applied when there is a design effect of less than

2.0. In addition, the stability over time of nontargeted family prac-

tices was examined to ensure that any changes were the effect of

receiving FPNG. Using paired t-tests by treatment condition,

three variables were examined for stability over time—(1) My

family does not let me be myself; (2) It is very easy for me to

express all my true feelings to my child; and (3) Do you talk with

your child about how he or she is doing at school? Paired t-tests by

treatment condition indicate no significant changes over time

from baseline to immediate post for the PY group, Y group, or

C group (results available upon request). These t-tests point

toward the confidence of the results of the study.

Several model fit tests were used to evaluate the statistical

significance of the measurement and structural models: the

model w2, the comparative fix index (CFI), the Tucker–Lewis

index (TLI), and the root mean square error of approximation

(RMSEA). The w2 tests the null hypothesis that the model fits

the analyzed covariance matrix, therefore a poor-fitting model

is indicated by a significant w2(p < .05). CFI and TLI model

estimates greater than .90 indicate a good fit (Bentler, 1990;

Bentler & Bonnett, 1980; Julian, McKenry, Gavazzi, & Law,

1999), estimates greater than .96 indicate a very good fit

(Yu, 2002). RMSEA model estimates less than .05 indicate a

good fit (Browne & Cudek, 1993; Yu, 2002).

Using the four indicator variables (i.e., praise, affection,

reward, and privilege), the model fit indices for the measure-

ment model were acceptable according to these criteria, w2(1)

¼ .81, p ¼ .37, model fit: RMSEA ¼ .00, CFI ¼ 1.00, TLI

¼ 1.01. We then used SEM to estimate the effects of the inter-

vention on positive parenting (i.e., baseline to follow-up). As

hypothesized, we found that parents in the PY group reported

higher rates of positive parenting at the follow-up (W2) com-

pared to parents in the Y group, b ¼ .13, p < .05 (see Figure 1

and Table 4 for complete results), controlling for positive

parenting at baseline (W1). Parents in the C group were not sig-

nificantly different than parents in the Y group at follow-up

(W2), b ¼ .07, p > .05, controlling for positive parenting at

baseline (W1). Practical significance was assessed by the pro-

portion of variance the model accounted for in positive parent-

ing at follow-up. The full model accounted for 44.3% of the

variance, the model without intervention effects accounted for

41.8% of the variance (SE ¼ .08), resulting in an intervention

effect that is consistent with a small effect (2.5%).

Discussion and Applications to Practice

The findings support the study’s main hypothesis that a culturally

specific parenting intervention can produce the desired effect of

strengthening positive parenting practices. The results support

previous research regarding parenting programs in general

(Webster-Stratton & Hooven, 1998) and contribute new knowl-

edge about Latino parents, the majority of which were Mexican

origin, parenting. One of the innovative contributions of this study

is that it took place in a large urban setting of the southwest United

States, was designed in partnership with parents and followed an

ecodevelopmental approach including lessons about the youth’s

world in addition to parenting practices (Coatsworth et al.,

2002). Context or place plays a prominent role in the intervention

Table 3. A Correlation Matrix of the Four Indicator Variables for Positive Parenting at Wave 1 and Wave 2 and the Two Treatment Condition
Variables (PY vs. Y and C vs. Y).

X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6 X7 X8

X1 Say something nice: W1
X2 Affection: W1 .38***
X3 Reward: W1 .17** .27***
X4 Special privilege: W1 .20*** .17** .37***
X5 Say something nice: W2 .41*** .36*** .11* .10þ

X6 Affection: W2 .26*** .52*** .17** .07 .50***
X7 Reward: W2 .23*** .22*** .32*** .27*** .29*** .25***
X8 Special privilege: W2 .19*** .21*** .29*** .42*** .15** .18** .49***
PY Parent þ Youth Condition �.02 �.08 �.03 .02 �.01 .00 .02 .06
C Control Condition �.01 .04 �.05 �.05 .00 �.04 .03 �.06

*p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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model as well with parents bringing their experiences to the inter-

vention design process as well as the group content as it was being

delivered. The results indicate that parenting interventions

designed to take into account the environment of the families,

including culture of origin and its cultural assets, can lead to a sig-

nificant strengthening of positive parenting practices. Because the

findings come from a longitudinal study with a large sample in an

RCT, the positive results reported by the parents in the experi-

mental group can be interpreted with a certain level of confidence.

The results are promising and add to the growing evidence that

interventions tailored to the cultural characteristics and environ-

ments of families can strengthen positive parenting (Davidson

& Cardemil, 2009) which in turn can have important effects on the

substance use attitudes and behaviors of their children (Leidy

et al., 2010).

These results shine additional light on possible intervention

pathways to address the unique stressors that immigrant parents

and children experience as part of their acculturation trajectories

(Garcia-Coll, Meyer, & Brillon, 1995; Leidy et al., 2010; Mar-

tinez, 2006; Pantin et al., 2003; Straus, 2010). More specifically,

these findings highlight the importance of applying bicultural/

bilingual approaches when implementing interventions with

and for immigrant parents and their children (Nagoshi, Marsi-

glia, Parsai, & Castro, 2011). The FPNG intervention demon-

strates that teaching positive parenting skills is most beneficial

when it is the result of a balanced synthesis of pre- and postim-

migration positive parenting skills. The findings indicated that

participating parents arrived to the first FPNG session with a

knapsack already filled with positive parenting skills with

41.8% of Wave 2 positive parenting being accounted for at

Wave 1. The intervention appears to have provided the appropri-

ate nonjudgmental environment for existing parenting skills to

be validated, recalibrated, and shared with other parents so that

they could be effectively applied in the new environment at the

same time that new skills are acquired and rehearsed.

The findings of this study have the limitation of being drawn

from a study conducted in one specific urban center in the United

States–Mexico border region; it included families living in pre-

dominantly Mexican and low socioeconomic status neighbor-

hoods of the center city. In the case of Mexican immigrant

communities, more multisite studies are needed in order to sup-

port the development and testing of parenting interventions that

can be national in scope. Qualitative studies are also needed in

order to capture the narratives of the parents and the way in

which they describe positive parenting processes and the chal-

lenges they face as they attempt to apply them in their new envir-

onments. Such information will inform the refinement of

existing parenting interventions and help interventions achieve

higher levels of efficacy. Additionally, the positive effect of the

parenting program may be due to a selection effect rather the

intervention itself. Because the parental control group received

no treatment rather than an alternative parenting group those

who were attracted to and retained in the treatment group may

have been more likely to increase their positive parenting beha-

viors over time regardless of the intervention. This is less likely

due to the low rate of attrition across all the three conditions but

does not eliminate the possibility of a selection effect. It should

also be noted that at the beginning of the study, the researchers

determined that all parents, regardless of language, would be eli-

gible for inclusion in the study. However, due to the exclusion cri-

teria at the school level (all schools had to have a Latino

population >70% during the 2007–2008 school year), the major-

ity of parents preferred to receive FPNG in Spanish. Regardless in

which the language FPNG was delivered, all parents were able to

choose the language of forms and surveys, with 93%, completing

the forms and surveys in Spanish. While FPNG was linguistically

adapted, there are not enough English-speaking parents in this

sample to statistically determine if FPNG is as effective when

delivered in English compared to delivery in Spanish.

Future research should investigate the efficacy of FPNG in an

English-only sample. Another possible limitation is that parents

were advised of their treatment condition before informed con-

sent was obtained and could chose not to participate, possibly

resulting in differing consent rates across conditions. This could

Table 4. Unstandardized, Standardized, and Significance Levels for Positive Parenting Model (N ¼ 393).

Parameter Estimate Indicator Variables Unstandardized B (SE) Standardized b p

Measurement model estimates
Positive parenting baseline (W1)! X1 1.00 .54 (.06) NA

X2 .97 (.17) .46 (.05) .00
X3 1.76 (.29) .66 (.06) .00
X4 1.31 (.26) .47 (.05) .00

Positive parenting follow-up (W2)! X5 1.00 .35 (.06) NA
X6 1.00 (.20) .33 (.06) .00
X7 3.40 (.65) .77 (.05) .00
X8 2.76 (.56) .62 (.05) .00

Structural model
Positive parenting baseline ! follow-up .40 (.10) .66 (.06) .00
Parenting intervention (vs. youth-only) ! follow-up .04 (.02) .13 (.06) .04
Control (vs. youth-only) ! follow-up .02 (.02) .07 (.06) .23
Residual for positive parenting follow-up .01 (.00) .56 (.08) .00

Note. w2(27)¼ 39.51, p¼ .06, model fit: root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)¼ .03, comparative fix index (CFI)¼ .98, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI)¼
.96. R2 ¼ .443 (SE ¼ .08).
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be due to level of interest of parents willing to participate in a

youth-only intervention compared to participating in a parent-

based intervention or receiving nothing and may impact the

results—only motivated parents attended the parenting work-

shops. However, as stated previously, an unconditional model

in Mplus was conducted to examine the ICCs between schools

and indicated nonsignificant ICCs between schools. Finally,

we were limited by parental self-reports behaviors which may

differ from actual parenting behavior. Parents may have learned

to positively respond to changes in behaviors as a result of the

intervention.

Despite the described limitations, the current findings provide

a strong validation for culturally specific family-centered inter-

ventions that can enhance and complement school-based sub-

stance abuse prevention efforts with Mexican American youth.

In line with the ecodevelopmental framework, this study lends

support to the inclusion of parenting components to school-

based prevention efforts in social work practice. This study

presents findings on a promising culturally grounded prevention

intervention, which adds to the professions repertoire of

evidence-based practices (EBP) that have been shown to be

effective with the Latino population. This contribution is signif-

icant because it addresses a need for culturally relevant manu-

laized substance abuse prevention interventions for Latino

youth and their parents, offering a solution to the ongoing strug-

gle between fidelity and fit. Providing social work practitioners

with cultural relevant EBP is crucial to implementing effective

services to diverse populations and insuring the cultural compe-

tent application of the highest standard for evidence.

These findings also have policy implications. They provide

evidence for the implementation of parenting interventions that

integrate positive parenting skills rooted in the families’ culture

of origin. More research is needed in order to identify more

precisely the existing positive parenting skills associated with

specific cultural groups. In order to avoid simplistic generaliza-

tions, more information is needed about the rich array of exist-

ing parenting skills and how parents change and adapt to new

environments and respond to influences such as acculturation.

A combination of qualitative and quantitative methodologies

is needed in order to identify potential emerging parenting

style typologies and the reasons why parents use certain skills

and not others over time and throughout the acculturation con-

tinuum. This type of studies can advance much needed knowl-

edge about which skills work, in what contexts and situations.
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