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ABSTRACT

This meta-analysis focuses on parent training programs for ethnic minority families
and reports on (i) the adaptation of program content and (ii) the process that informs
these adaptations. Relevant studies are reviewed to determine the adaptations made
and the impact of the adaptations on parenting and child outcomes.

Studies were eligible for inclusion if they enrolled predominantly ethnic minority
parents with children aged 0-12 years, used a randomized controlled trial design
with post-intervention assessments, focused on group-based parent training
programs and on prevention of parenting problems, and reported parenting behavior
outcomes. A total of 18 studies were included in the analysis.

The results show that parent training programs targeting ethnic minority parents
have a small but significant effect on improving parenting behaviour (k = 18, Cohen’s
d = 0.30), child outcomes (k = 16, Cohen’s d = 0.13), and parental perspectives (k
= 8, Cohen ’s d = 0.19). Most of the programs made adaptations related to surface
and deep structure sensitivity. Programs with cultural adaptations, especially
deep structure sensitivity (k = 7, Cohen’s d = 0.54), are more effective in improving
parenting behavior.

Because only a third of the included studies provided details on the processes that
guided the adaptations made, additional studies are needed to provide information
on the process of adaptation; this will enable others to learn from the procedures
that can be undertaken to culturally adapt interventions



INTRODUCTION

Several studies have tested the efficacy of parent training programs to prevent
parenting problems in varying subgroups, and, generally, such programs have
a positive influence on parenting skills and child behavior (e.g.,: Bakermans-
Kranenburg, van lJzendoorn, & Juffer, 2003; Kaminski, Valle, Filene, & Boyle, 2008).
However, the effectiveness of parent training programs varies based on participants’
characteristics and features of the parent training programs (Lundahl, Risser, &
Lovejoy, 2006). Former studies indicate that an ethnic minority status is associated
with poorer outcomes (Griner & Smith, 2006; Lundahl et al., 2006). Researchers
warn of the dangers of disseminating evidence-based interventions among diverse
populations if such programs were originally developed according to European-
American cultural norms and expectations (Cardona et al., 2012) and emphasize the
relevance of cultural sensitivity and ecological validity for treatment and outcomes
(Bernal, Jiménez-Chafey, & Domenech Rodriguez, 2009).

With increased knowledge on evidence-based interventions, attempts have been
made to adapt and develop parent training programs for ethnic minority groups
(Baumann et al., 2015). Earlier meta-analysis indicates that by integrating factors
such as language, cultural beliefs and explanatory models into the intervention,
culture-sensitive programs may improve the target population’s acceptance and the
effectiveness of the intervention (Griner & Smith, 2006; Smith, Domenech Rodriguez,
& Bernal, 2011). However, there is a lack of evidence to guide practitioners on how
best to culturally adapt interventions (Sidhu, Gale, Gill, Marshall, & Jolly, 2015).
The aim of the present meta-analysis was twofold. First, the included studies were
reviewed to determine (a) the type of adaptations made to the parent training
programs and (b) the extent to which the process that informed the adaptations
is described. Second, we examined the influence of the adaptations on program
effectiveness, i.e., the extent to which parenting problems were prevented in ethnic
minority families.

Cultural adaptation frameworks

There is no single correct way to culturally adapt parent training programs and no
rule stating that every evidence-based intervention should be adapted (Baumann
et al,, 2015; Domenech Rodriguez, Baumann, & Schwartz, 2011). When considering
cultural adaptations, frameworks providing guidance may inform the adaptation of



either the program content, or the process of adaptation (Ferrer-Wreder, Snudell,
& Mansoory, 2012). One such framework focusing on the content of the adaptation
(in other words, on what to adapt) is the cultural sensitivity model (Resnicow,
Baranowski, Ahluwalia, & Braithwaite, 1999). This distinguishes between surface
and deep structure adaptations. Surface structure sensitivity involves matching
program materials and messages to the characteristics of the target population (e.g.,
language, locations, and people). Deep structure sensitivity refers to incorporating
elements that influence the behavior of the target group (e.g., cultural, social, and
environmental factors). Frameworks directed at the process of adaptations guide
decisions about when and how to adapt and which stakeholders to involve in
the process. These models generally recommend to incorporate the expertise of
stakeholders to inform the adaptations, the use of formative research, and to perform
evaluation studies of the adapted intervention (Baumann et al., 2015; Domenech
Rodriguez et al., 2011). The present study combines a qualitative synthesis regarding
the process and content of cultural adaptations, with a meta-analysis examining
how adaptations impact the outcomes and effectiveness. We assess whether
studies that provide information on the process of adaptation are more effective
than those that do not describe the process of adaptation. This is based on the
assumption that researchers that report the process of adaptations make better-
informed choices resulting in improved outcomes in the target population. We also
assess how the type of adaptations influences program effectiveness. It is reported
that studies with more cultural adaptations are more effective than studies with
fewer cultural adaptations (Smith et al., 2011). Based on the cultural sensitivity
model of Resnicow et al. (1999) we assume that the impact is a result of the type of
adaptations rather than the number of adaptations. Therefore, we compare programs
with deep structure adaptations, surface structure adaptations, and no adaptations.
Our hypothesis is that programs with deep structure adaptations will have enhanced
effectiveness.



METHODS

Study selection

The parenting programs that are the focus of this meta-analysis are group-based
interventions aimed at improving the quality of the parent-child relationship by
changing parenting practices, aspects of parental functioning, and the child’s
emotional and behavioral adjustment. The following seven criteria were applied
for study inclusion: (1) the study sample consisted of predominantly (=50%) ethnic
minorities (i.e., a group of people who share a common culture, religion, language,
or nationality (Hughes et al., 2006); we focus on ethnic groups that are minority
groups in the country in which the intervention was delivered); (2) the intervention
participants had a child aged 0-12 years (preschool to elementary school); (3)
the intervention focused on the prevention of parenting problems (i.e., universal,
selective, or indicated preventive interventions); (4) the intervention was group
based; (5) the study reported a measure of parenting skills or behavior; (6) the
study reported immediate post-intervention assessments; and (7) the study was
a randomized controlled trial. Having a post-intervention assessment was chosen
as an inclusion criterion because, with a preventive sample, long term effects are
generally more difficult to demonstrate because different processes and outcomes
may be involved (Sandler, Schoenfelder, Wolchik, & MacKinnon, 2011). Recently, the
number of preventive parenting programs has increased exponentially and policy
makers emphasize the need for systematic development and evaluation of these
programs (Bakermans-Kranenburg et al., 2003). Therefore, the present study focused
on preventive parent training programs. Programs were excluded when they were
intended for children or parents who displayed clinically apparent or diagnosed with
mental health problems or problem behaviour (i.e., above a clinical cut off point) and
when parenting skills and behavior outcomes were only related to lifestyle behavior
(e.g., physical activity, diet, and substance use) or literacy behavior. Individual
programs (home-visiting programs and programs with an individual format) were
also excluded. Since these programs are generally tailored to the individual needs
of parents, cultural adaptations differ between parents. This makes it difficult to
categorize these adaptations and compare them with the inbuilt or systematically
planned adaptations in group programs (i.e., brief structured programs with a specific
focus on parenting). A computer search was made in Psycinfo, PubMed, Medline,
Embase, Web of Science, Cochrane/Central, and Cinhal/Academic Search Premier
for all studies published up to August 2015. The search was performed using the



following terms in varying combinations: parent program, minority group, ethnic,
low income, disadvantaged community, and randomized controlled trial. Initially, this
strategy identified 1327 studies. Preliminary study selection was based on scrutiny
of the abstracts, which were reviewed by KM and MC, to determine whether they
met the inclusion criteria. The preliminary screening resulted in 167 studies, each
of which was assessed by reading the full article. Any disagreements were resolved
by consensus, and a third reviewer (MW) was consulted in case of uncertainty about
inclusion. When studies did not report immediate post-intervention data or the data
were incomplete, the authors were contacted to provide additional data. Finally,
18 studies were included in the meta-analysis. The supplementary data (Appendix
1) describes the selection of the studies; Table 1 lists and provides details on the
included studies.

Outcome measures

Preventive parent training programs generally operate under the premise that
changes in parenting behaviour will also affect child outcomes. Therefore,
dependent measures in studies most often include some combination of child and
parent outcomes. In the present study, as a primary outcome, changes in parenting
behavior were examined. As a secondary outcome, we investigated changes in
parental perceptions and in child (psychosocial) behavior.

Primary outcome Effect sizes were computed from measures of parenting behavior
based on parental self-reported and observed measures. Most studies used only
self-reported measures, whereas some combined both self-reported measures and
observations of parent/child interactions. A diverse range of scales, subscales, and
revised scales was reported by the studies (see the supplementary data: Appendix
2). Self-reported measures generally included broadband instruments, such as the
Parenting Scale (PS: Arnold, O’Leary, Wolff, & Acker, 1993). Observational methods
included (among others) the Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive Coding System-Revised
(DPICS: Robinson & Eyberg, 1978).

Secondary outcomes Measures of parental perceptions of parenting were derived from
self-reported instruments, such as the Parenting Stress Index (PSI: Abidin, 2015). The
included child outcomes were related to child psychosocial development. Measures
of child psychosocial behavior generally involved parent-reported measurements,
whereas some studies combined self-reported measures and observations of parent/



child interactions. The Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI: Eyberg & Robinson,
1983) was often reported as a measure of child psychosocial behavior. Examples
of observational methods used by researchers included the Dyadic Parent-Child
Interactive Coding System (DPICS: Robinson & Eyberg, 1978)

Effect sizes

Cohen’s d was used as a measure of the effect size, which represents the difference
between the treatment and control groups expressed in standard deviation units
(Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). The effect sizes and the 95% confidence intervals (Cl)
around the point estimates of the effect sizes were calculated using the software
program CMA (Borenstein, Rothstein, & Cohen, 2000). Three meta-analytical data
files were constructed, one for each outcome measure (i.e., parenting behavior,
child behavior, and parental perspectives). Studies frequently reported results on
multiple outcome measures and, incidentally, on multiple treatment conditions.
To avoid overrepresentation of any study with multiple effect sizes or multiple
treatment conditions, we aggregated the effect sizes within one study (Lipsey
& Wilson, 2001). In the case of more than one outcome measure for parenting
behavior, child behavior, or parental perspective, the effect sizes were computed
separately for each outcome and then aggregated. When studies included two or
more intervention arms (e.g., a parent group, a child group, and a teacher group),
effect sizes were calculated for the effects of the treatment conditions with the
parent group component compared to the control condition.



Table 1. Characteristics of included studies

Study Intervention Participants
Number of
Program name sessions Country Target group
Bjerknes et al. Parent Management 18 Norway Muslim immigrant mothers
2013 Training - Oregon from Somalia and Pakistan,
Model (PMTO) who described their child’s
behavior as a conduct
problem
Brotman et al. ParentCorps 13 USA Parents of children enrolled
2011 in prekindergarten in
schools in large urban
school districts
Coard et al. 2007 Black Parenting 12 USA Low-income caregivers who
Strengths and Strate- self-identified as African
gies (BPSS) American
Day et al. 2012 Empowering Parents, 8 UK Socially disadvantaged
Empowering Commu- families who identified
nities difficulties in managing the
child’s behavior
Fagan et al. 2002 Men as Teachers 6 USA African American fathers
of children enrolled in
services for low-income
families
Ghosh Ippen (no name) 9 USA Low-income caregivers who
1998 self-identified as Latino
Gottfredson et al. Strengthening Wash- 14 USA Parent’s living in high-risk
2006 ington DC Families neighborhoods
Project
Gross et al. 2003  Incredible Years Par- 12 USA Parents of children enrolled
enting Program in day care centers that
serve low-income families
Gross et al. 2009  Chicago Parent 12 USA Parents of children enrolled
Program in day care centers that
serve low-income families
Kim et al. 2008 Incredible Years Par- 12 USA First generation Korean
enting Program American mothers
Kim et al. 2014 Korean Parent Train- 12 USA First generation Korean
ing Program (KPTP) American mothers
Lau et al. 2011 Incredible Years Par- 14 USA Chinese American parents

enting Program

with concerns about
parenting or child behavior
problems



Moderators

Effect sizes

Methodological Parenting

Parental

Child’sage  Adaptations®  rigor? behavior Child behavior ~ perspectives
3-9 D/D/B 0/0/0 0.24 0.30 -

4 D/L/E 0/0/0 0.44 - .
5-6 D/D/E 0/0/1 1.22 0.54 -
2-11 S/L/B 0/0/0 0.57 0.30 0.16
5.9 (mean) D/L/B 1/0/1 0.43 - 0.31
8-11 S/L/E 1/1/1 0.29 0.08 -
0-12 B/ L/E 1/1/0 0.00 -0.04 -
2-3 S/L/E 0/1/0 0.50 0.12 0.42
2-4 S/D/E 0/0/0 -0.07 -0.02 -0.04
3-8 S/L/B 0/0/1 0.10 0.01 -
3-8 D/D/B 0/0/1 0.76 0.51 0.51
5-12 D/L/E 0/0/1 0.84 0.76 0.40



Table 1. Continued

Study

Intervention

Participants

Program name

Number of
sessions

Country

Target group

Leijten et al.
2015

Matsumoto et al.
2007

Taylor et al. 1997

Turner et al. 2007

Webster-Stratton
1998

Webster-Stratton
et al. 2001

Overall effect
size

Incredible Years Par-
enting Program

Triple P Positive Par-
enting Program

Group Well Child Care

Triple P Positive Par-
enting Program

PARTNERS

Incredible Years Par-
enting Program

12to 18?

8to9

12

The Netherlands

Australia

USA

Australia

USA

USA

Mothers experiencing
parenting difficulties due to
disruptive child behavior,
recruited from outpatient
clinics for child and ado-
lescent psychiatry and in
deprived neighborhoods

Japanese Australian care-
givers

Mothers with one or more
risk factors: poverty, single
marital status at deliv-

ery, less than high school
education, age less than 20
years at delivery, previous
substance abuse or history
of abuse as a child.

Australian indigenous
families with concerns
about the child’s behavior
or parenting skills

Mothers of children en-
rolled in day care centers
for low-income families

Mothers of children en-
rolled in day care centers
for low-income families

1 Moderators: cultural sensitivity (B=basic, S=surface structure, D=deep structure), process of adapta-
tion (L= no to little information, D= detailed information), program delivery (B=basic, E=enhanced).

2 Moderators: type of comparison condition (O=no intervention, 1=alternate intervention), interven-
tion condition (O=parent group alone, 1= parent group plus additional intervention), sample size (0 =

more than 35 per condition, 1 = 35 or less per condition).

3 During the study, the number of sessions for the program was extended by the developer.



Moderators  Effect sizes
Methodological Parenting Parental
Child'sage  Adaptations® rigor? behavior Child behavior perspectives
3-8 S/L/E 0/0/0 0.32 0.34 0.07
2-10 S/L/B 0/0/1 0.25 0.38 0.47
0 B/L/B 1/0/0 0.16 0.11 -
1-13 D/L/B 0/0/1 0.56 0.15 -
4 S/L/B 1/0/0 0.33 0.10 -
4 S/L/B 1/0/0 0.04 0.14 -
0.30 0.13 0.18




Moderators

Moderator analyses were used to provide a more specific assessment of the
effects based on the study characteristics expected to influence outcomes. Two
characteristics of adaptations made to parent training programs were coded to
assess their potential role as moderating variables: (1) cultural sensitivity and (2)
process of adaptation. Cultural sensitivity was coded as “basic”, “surface structure
sensitivity”, or “deep structure sensitivity”. Parent training programs were coded
“basic” if studies did not report adaptations related to the participant group. The
code “surface structure sensitivity” was given when programs adapted program
materials and messages to characteristics of the target population (e.g., Language,
people, location). The code “deep structure sensitivity” was given when programs
incorporated elements that influence the parenting behavior of the target group
(e.g., content related to cultural, social, and environmental factors). Programs were
coded to include detailed information on the process of adaptation and whether the
study described the way in which stakeholders’ expertise, data from qualitative or
quantitative research, or formal evaluation of the program, informed the adaptations
made. See the supplementary data (Appendix 3) for more information on the coding
of the above mentioned moderators. Three characteristics of methodological
rigor were coded as indicators of internal validity: (i) type of comparison group,
(if) intervention condition, and (iii) sample size. Based on the study of Lipsey
and Wilson (2001), who analyzed a large amount of meta-analyses and provided
information on study indicators related to methodological rigor, two moderators
were created. The type of comparison group in each study was coded as “control
group received no intervention” (including waitlist control group) or “control group
received an alternate intervention”. The precise intervention condition was coded as
“parent group alone” if the parent training program was evaluated as a stand-alone
program, or as “parent group plus additional interventions” if the parent training
program was evaluated as a part of a wider array of interventions (Table 2). The
third moderator related to methodological rigor was the number of participants in
the intervention and control condition. Fewer than 35 participants in a condition
was considered a small sample size because studies with small sample sizes are
known to be positively biased, thereby risking overestimation of the magnitude of
effect sizes (Hertzog, 2008). The moderators were tested for homogeneity using the
within-class goodness-of-fit statistic (Johnson, 1993). A significant Qwithin statistic
suggests heterogeneity within a set of studies and the need for a moderator analysis.
The influence of moderators was calculated using the Qstatistic for between group



differences. The Qbetween statistic indicates significant differences between the
subgroups of a moderator.

Reliability

The first author (KM) coded all studies. A trained graduate student coded a random
sample of nine of the 18 studies. Cohen’s kappa values were computed for the two
categories of moderators, i.e., adaptations and methodological rigor. This resulted in
kappa values of 0.55 and 1.00, respectively. These kappa values can be interpreted
as a moderate to very good agreement (Viera & Garrett, 2005). Disagreements were
resolved by discussions among the coders and, when necessary, were discussed with
a third researcher (MC) until consensus was reached.

Publication bias

To address possible publication bias, funnel plots and the failsafe N were examined
(Rosenthal, 1979). A funnel plot is a plot of each study based on its effect size and
standard error. The plot is expected to show a funnel shape with a symmetrical
distribution on the right and left sides of the mean if there is no publication bias.
The fail-safe N represents the number of studies required to nullify the intervention
effect, i.e., the number of additional studies in which the intervention effect was
zero that is needed to increase the p value for the meta-analysis above 0.05.



Table 2. Coding system for moderators

Variable

Coding description

Adaptations

Cultural sensitivity

Process of adaptation

Program delivery

B = basic parent training program

S = surface structure sensitivity (i.e. matching materials and
messages)

D = deep structure sensitivity (i.e. content adaptations)
L =no to little information

D = detailed information (i.e. description how process of adaptations
was informed)

B = basic program delivery

E = enhanced program delivery (i.e. one or more measures to
overcome practical barriers)

Methodological rigor

Type of comparison group

Intervention condition

0 = control group received no intervention
1 = control group received an alternate intervention
0 = parent group alone

1 = parent group plus additional intervention

Sample size 0 =more than 35 participants per intervention condition
1 =35 or less participants per intervention condition
Study descriptives

Table 1 provides an overview of the characteristics of the parent training programs.
Overall, there was a high percentage of ethnic minorities (range 60-100%) in the
study samples. This was the result of the intentional recruitment of parents from
ethnic groups (Bjerknes & Manger, 2013; Coard, Foy-Watson, Zimmer, & Wallace,
2007; Fagan & Stevenson, 2002; Ghosh Ippen, 1999; Kim, Cain, & Webster-Stratton,
2008; Lau, Fung, Ho, Liu, & Gudino, 2011; Matsumoto, Sofronoff, & Sanders, 2007;
Turner, Richards, & Sanders, 2007) or (for studies targeting parents from deprived
neighborhoods) the multi-ethnic composition of these neighborhoods (Brotman et
al., 2011; Day, Michelson, Thomson, Penney, & Draper, 2012; Gottfredson et al.,
2006; Gross et al., 2003; Gross et al., 2009; Leijten, Raaijmakers, Orobio de Castro,
van den Ban, & Matthys, 2015; Taylor, Davis, & Kemper, 1997; Webster-Stratton,
1998; Webster-Stratton, Reid, & Hammond, 2001).



Cultural sensitivity

Of the 18 studies, 16 made adaptations of an existing intervention or created a
new culturally tailored program specifically for ethnic minority families (Bjerknes
& Manger, 2013; Brotman et al., 2011; Coard et al., 2007; Day et al., 2012; Fagan &
Stevenson, 2002; Ghosh Ippen, 1999; Gross et al., 2003; Gross et al., 2009; Kim et al.,
2014; Kim et al., 2008; Lau et al., 2011; Leijten et al., 2015; Matsumoto et al., 2007;
Turner et al., 2007; Webster-Stratton, 1998; Webster-Stratton et al., 2001). Below,
we first describe what adaptations were made: categorized as surface structure
sensitivity and deep structure sensitivity. Second, we describe what information
was provided regarding the process of adaptation.

Surface structure adaptations Adaptations in language were made in eight studies
(Bjerknes & Manger, 2013; Ghosh Ippen, 1999; Kim et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2008;
Lau et al., 2011; Leijten et al., 2015; Matsumoto et al., 2007; Webster-Stratton et al.,
2001). These adaptations mainly consisted of the translation of program materials.
Interpreters or bilingual group leaders were used, and adaptations were made
with regard to proverbs and language expression in a minority of studies (Bjerknes
& Manger, 2013; Coard et al., 2007; Leijten et al., 2015). Adaptations in persons
were made in 12 studies. Matching of group leaders with the characteristics of
the participants was reported in seven studies, based on ethnicity (Coard et al.,
2007; Gross et al., 2003; Gross et al., 2009; Turner et al., 2007) or with the use
of local parents as peer facilitators (Day et al., 2012; Fagan & Stevenson, 2002;
Webster-Stratton, 1998). The use of bicultural group leaders who could function
as cultural brokers was explicitly mentioned in three studies (Bjerknes & Manger,
2013; Kim et al., 2014; Matsumoto et al., 2007). Three studies paid attention to the
homogenization of gender. In two studies, the program was provided to mother-only
groups to meet the cultural norms of Muslim women (Bjerknes & Manger, 2013;
Leijten et al., 2015), and the third used only male staff in a program provided to
fathers (Fagan & Stevenson, 2002). Changes in program materials were mentioned
in the seven studies (Bjorknes & Manger, 2013; Brotman et al., 2011; Gross et al.,
2009; Leijten et al., 2015; Turner et al., 2007; Webster-Stratton, 1998; Webster-
Stratton et al., 2001). Adaptations were made to manuals and video segments to
portray familiar and relevant situations for parents, e.g., images in workbooks and
video segments depicting families from a variety of ethnic backgrounds (Brotman
et al., 2011; Gross et al., 2009; Turner et al., 2007; Webster-Stratton, 1998; Webster-
Stratton et al., 2001). To overcome language barriers, pictures were added to the



homework assignments (Leijten et al., 2015) and role-playing was added to the
sessions (Bjerknes & Manger, 2013).

Deep structure adaptations Deep structure adaptations were made in seven studies,
in addition to surface structure adaptations (Bjerknes & Manger, 2013; Brotman
et al.,, 2011; Coard et al., 2007; Fagan & Stevenson, 2002; Kim et al., 2014; Lau et
al., 2011; Turner et al., 2007). Deep structure sensitivity included sessions with
specific content, which paid attention to large sibling groups, emotion control, racial
socialization, cultural and contextual influences on parenting, and communication
training (Bjerknes & Manger, 2013; Brotman et al.,, 2011; Coard et al., 2007; Fagan
& Stevenson, 2002; Lau et al., 2011). More time was allowed to discuss cultural and
contextual (e.g., social, political) influences on parenting in two studies (Brotman
et al., 2011; Turner et al., 2007). One study reported making the overall program
culturally sensitive, by incorporating cultural and religious elements and parenting
norms (Kim et al., 2014).

Process of adaptation

Detailed information on the process that guided the adaptations was given in
five studies, of which three had surface and deep structure sensitivity (Bjerknes
& Manger, 2013; Coard et al., 2007; Kim et al., 2014), and one study had surface
structure sensitivity (Gross et al., 2009). Two studies referred to recent literature
and described how this influenced the program development (Coard et al., 2007;
Kim et al., 2014), one study used information from a former pilot study to adapt the
parent training program (Bjerknes & Manger, 2013), and another study provided
details on the involvement of an advisory board and how this influenced the program
development (Gross et al., 2009). Twelve studies with surface or deep structure
sensitivity did not offer detailed information on the process of adaptation. Three
studies reported collaboration with local stakeholders and information from a pilot
study, without providing details on how this guided the process of adaptation of
the program (Brotman et al., 2011; Fagan & Stevenson, 2002; Turner et al., 2007).
Other studies provided no information on the process of adaptation (Day et al., 2012;
Ghosh Ippen, 1999; Gross et al., 2003; Kim et al., 2008; Lau et al., 2011; Leijten et al.,
2015; Matsumoto et al., 2007; Webster-Stratton, 1998; Webster-Stratton et al., 2001).



Effect sizes and moderator analysis

Effect sizes regarding the parenting behavior construct, child behavior construct,
and parental perspective construct were calculated for 18 studies, 16 studies, and
8 studies, respectively. Table 1 provides an overview of effect sizes per study and
the overall effect per outcome construct.

Primary and secondary outcomes

Effect sizes for parenting behaviour ranged from -0.07 to 1.22, with an overall effect
size of 0.30 (95% Cl 0.17 - 0.44). This reflects a small but significant difference
between the intervention and comparison groups at immediate post-intervention.
The parenting behavior construct contained significant heterogeneity (Qwithin =
34.79, p < 0.05), which implies the relevance for moderator analysis. Effect sizes for
child behavior ranged from -0.04 to 0.76, with an overall effect size of 0.13 (95% Cl
0.05 - 0.22). Effect sizes for parental perspectives ranged from-0.04 to 0.47, with
an overall effect size of 0.19 (95% ClI 0.04 - 0.35). This reflected a small difference
between the intervention groups, favoring the intervention group. Homogeneity
was tested and was found to be nonsignificant for child behavior (Qwithin = 15.72,
p > 0.05) and parental perspectives (Qwithin = 7.80, p > 0.05), indicating no marked
variability in reported effect sizes across studies. Therefore, Table 3 presents the
results of the moderator analysis for the primary outcome, whereas results of the
moderator analysis for the secondary outcomes are described only in the text.

Moderator analysis

Cultural sensitivity was significantly related to effect size (Qbetween = 8.61, p <
0.05). The highest effect size was found for studies with deep structure sensitivity
(d = 0.54), indicating that the parenting behavior of parents in programs with deep
structure sensitivity improved the most. An exploratory moderator analysis indicated
that a significant effect was also found for the child behavior construct (Qbetween =
8.13, p < 0.05). Contrary to our expectation, process of adaptation had no significant
influence on parenting outcomes. The second set of moderators examined indicators
of methodological rigor to ascertain the extent to which effect sizes reflect the
impact of the parent training program, rather than the methodological influences
or biases. One of the three rigor moderators predicted significant differences in
effect sizes for parenting behavior. Studies with a sample size of <35 per condition
had a significantly higher effect for the parenting behavior construct (Qbetween =
4.62, p < 0.05).



Publication bias

A funnel plot was examined for the parenting behavior construct, which was
asymmetrical, with a gap in the bottom left hand corner. This indicates that the
true effect might be smaller than that found, due to unpublished studies with
nonsignificant findings. A calculation of the fail-safe N revealed that 180 unpublished
studies with non-significant results would have to exist to reduce the level of
significance of the effect size for parenting behavior to a p value = 0.05.

Table 3. Moderators associated with parenting behavior outcomes

Parenting behavior

Adaptations d k Q,,thin Qetween
Cultural sensitivity 8.05*
Basic 0.10 3 2.59
Surface structure 0.24 10 13.90
Deep structure 0.54 7 6.59
Process of adaptation 0.07
No to little information 0.29 15 21.13
Detailed information 0.35 5 13.19**
Program delivery 0.00
Basic 0.28 11 9.32
Enhanced 0.32 9 24.58™
Methodological rigor d k Q,itnin Qpetween
True 'no’ treatment control group 2.56
Yes 0.39 13 23.03"
No 0.17 7 791
Parent training program evaluated as 0.38
stand-alone program
Yes 0.31 16 26.10"
No 0.23 4 6.95*
Sample size smaller than 35 per condition 5.04*
Yes 0.52 8 744
No 0.22 12 20.00"
d = effect size k= number of studies C.I. = confidence interval Q. = within-class goodness-of fit
Q = between-group goodness-of fit

=between

*p <0.05 ** p <0.01



DISCUSSION

This study includes a wide variety of preventive parent training programs delivered
to ethnic minority families. The aim was to (i) describe the type of cultural
adaptations made and (ii) the process that informed the adaptations. In addition, the
influence of the adaptations on program effectiveness was examined. The current
meta-analysis shows the effectiveness of parent training programs for parenting
behavior and, to a lesser extent, for parental perspectives and child behavior. The
majority of studies made adaptations to the program, consisting of surface structure
adaptations (related to language, persons, and program materials) and deep
structure adaptations (related to specific content and cultural/contextual influences
and norms). As expected, there was a significant positive effect supporting the
relevance of making parent training programs culturally sensitive. Programs with
cultural sensitivity were more successful in improving parenting behavior compared
with interventions without cultural sensitivity. These findings are in line with earlier
studies showing that culturally adapted treatments were more effective than non-
adapted treatments (Griner & Smith, 2006; Smith et al., 2011). Our study reveals
that cultural sensitivity can be achieved in different ways, and it was found that, in
particular, deep structure sensitivity resulted in a program effect. These findings
may provide a different perspective on former studies indicating that the most
effective treatments were those with more adaptations (Griner & Smith, 2006;
Smith et al., 2011). Analyses were done on a study level, which implies that cultural
sensitivity may not be an integral element of the original parent training program,
but rather a one-time adjustment or aspect of program implementation. Also, the
topic is subject to report bias, implying that adaptations were only coded when
specifically mentioned in the included studies. Only a third of the studies with
cultural sensitivity provided information on the process that guided the adaptations
made. This is in line with Baumann et al. (2015), who found that few studies
provided information on how choices were made regarding adaptations and which
stakeholders were involved. Although the process of adaptation was not found
to influence program effectiveness, we agree with others in the field of cultural
adaptation that it is important to document this process. Detailed information
on the process of adaptations enables researchers and professionals to identify
the range of adaptations that can be made and provides insight into the relevant
procedures that could be undertaken in any process of cultural adaptation (Cardona
et al., 2012; Ferrer-Wreder et al., 2012; Griner & Smith, 2006). A requirement for



publication should be that information is provided about the process that guided the
adaptations. Transparency is important because adaptations are sometimes based
on perceptions of what ethnic minority parents want and a need to be politically
correct, as opposed to based on empirical evidence (Morawska et al., 2011).

Strengths and limitations

A limitation of the present study is that a multivariable approach was not possible
due to higher number of studies required to perform this approach. Our moderator
analysis indicated that programs with cultural sensitivity were more effective;
however, the presence of (confounding) study or sample characteristics might
account for the differences found. Therefore, further research is required on this
topic. Another limitation is the heterogeneity of outcomes in the parent training
programs. The studies used a variety of validated and not validated instruments,
as well as different outcome constructs for parenting and child behavior. We
advocate the use of more standardized and validated instruments and specifically
discourage the construction of outcomes by using elements of existing instruments
and scales. This not only makes study outcomes less transparent, but it also hinders
the comparability between studies. The present study analyzed the impact of
methodological rigor. Sample size was found to be a moderator for effect, with
stronger effect sizes in studies with small sample sizes. This might be the result of
publication bias, because studies with non-significant results are less likely to be
published. Based on the fill and trim method, potential publication bias does not
appear to be a substantial threat to the results obtained in our meta-analysis. Griner
and Smith (2006) mention inadequate funding for the larger-scale studies that are
required to provide solid empirical evidence, as a hindrance to further development
in the field of cultural adaptation.

Implications

Although the present study focuses on programs that target predominantly ethnic
minority populations, the study samples often consisted of populations with both
an ethnic minority status and a low socioeconomic status (SES). When implementing
a parent training program in multi-ethnic deprived neighborhoods, one needs to be
sensitive to the diversity of the target group. Ethnic minority and a low SES often
coincide (Costello, Keeler, & Angold, 2001), which argues for adaptations that are
sensitive across cultures. An alternative to adaptations (i.e., inbuilt changes to an
intervention) is to focus on sensitivity in which interventions have an explicit inbuilt



flexibility to allow professionals and parents to adjust the program elements to
their specific values and norms (Mejia, Leijten, Lachman, & Parra-Cardona, 2017).

Our findings show that the preventive effect of parent training programs on
outcomes is small but positive. It is important to note that higher initial levels of
behavioral problems generally predict greater improvement, due to a larger scope for
improvement and more motivation to change (Leijten, Raaijmakers, Orobio de Castro,
& Matthys, 2013). Caulkins et al. (2004) showed that, in preventive interventions,
even a small effect size can lead to important savings for society when large groups
are reached. It is reported that ethnic minorities and disadvantaged families are
more difficult to recruit and retain (Furlong et al., 2012). Therefore, it is a challenging
task for policymakers and providers of support to recruit ethnic minority families
in the most optimal way. Although the present study does not provide information
on how cultural adaptations are related to attendance rates, this is an interesting
topic for future reviews.

CONCLUSIONS

The majority of programs included in this meta-analysis made adaptations. Detailed
information was provided on the type of adaptations and how this was related to
program effect. The findings confirm the effectiveness of cultural sensitivity in
parent training programs, with deep structure sensitivity resulting in the highest
impact on parenting behavior. Only a few studies described the process that guided
the adaptations made, which is a barrier to learning from relevant procedures that
could be undertaken in the process of cultural adaptation.
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APPENDIX 1

1327 records identified through
database searching

1160 records excluded based on

abstract
167 full-text articles assessed for A 149 full text articles excluded
eligibility v No group programme (n=47)

No parenting behavior outcome (n=32)
No preventive programme (n=17)

Not the target group (n=14)

No post-intervention assessment (n=10)
A Incomplete data (n=7)

18 articles included Other (n=22)

Figure i. Flow chart of inclusion



APPENDIX 2

Table i. Assessment instruments of included studies

Bjorknes et al. (2013)

OQutcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument! Reported
name by
Parenting Discipline style: harsh (harsh (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
behavior discipline scale, Positive Practices
Interview, PPI)
Discipline style: harsh for age (harsh  (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
for age scale, Positive Practices
Interview, PPI)
Discipline style: appropriate disci- (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
pline (appropriate discipline scale,
Positive Practices Interview, PPI)
Positive parenting (positive par- (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
enting scale, Positive Practices
Interview, PPI)
Child behavior Problem behavior: conduct problems Constructed variable, based on Parent
Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry intensity scale (ECBI) (Eyberg
& Pincus, 1999) and Parent
Daily Report (PDR) (Chamber-
lain & Reid, 1987)
Problem behavior (problem scale, (Eyberg & Pincus, 1999) Parent
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)
Parental
perspectives
tReferences are cited such as reported in the studies
Brotman et al. (2011)
Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Discipline style (appropriate disci- (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
behavior pline and clear expectations scale,
Parenting Practices Interview, PPI)
Parenting practices: Effective behav-  (Calzada & Brotman, 2002) Parent
ior management practices (Effective
Parenting Test, EPT)
Parent-child interactions: Parenting (Brotman et al., 2005; Brot- Observer

effectiveness and scaffolding of
child behavior (Global Impressions
of Parent Child Interactions-Revised,
GIPCI-R)

man et al., 2007)



Table i. Continued

Brotman et al. (2011)

Outcome
name

Assessment instrument

Information about instrument Reported
by

Child behavior

Parental
perspectives

Coard et al. (2007)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Parenting practices: monitoring (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
behavior (monitoring scale, Parenting Practices
Interview, PPI)
Positive parenting (positive parenting (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
scale, Parenting Practices Interview,
PPI)
Discipline style: harsh (harsh dis- (Webster-Stratton, 1998a) Parent
cipline scale, Parenting Practices
Interview, PPI)
Racial socialization (Parenting Experi- (Stevenson, 1994) Parent
ence of Racial Socialization, PERS)
Child behavior Problem behavior: conduct problems  (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1992, Parent
(conduct problems scale, Behavioral ~ 2002)
Assessment System of Children-Par-
ent, BASC-P)
Social skills: responsibility (respon- (Gresham & Elliot, 1990) Parent
sibility scale, Social Skills Rating
Scale-Parent, SSRS-P)
Social skills: cooperation (cooperation (Gresham & Elliot, 1990) Parent
scale, Social Skills Rating Scale-Par-
ent, SSRS-P)
Social skills: self-control (self-control  (Gresham & Elliot, 1990) Parent

Parental
perspectives

scale, Social Skills Rating Scale-Par-
ent, SSRS-P)




Table i. Continued

Day et al. (2012)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Parenting practices (laxness scale, (Arnold, O’Leary, Wolff, & Parent
behavior overreactivity scale and verbosity Acker, 1993)
scale, Arnold O’Leary parenting scale)
Child behavior Problem behavior (problem scale, (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) Parent
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)
Problem behavior: intensity (intensity (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) Parent
scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry, ECBI)
Problem behavior (total score, (Goodman, 1997) Parent
Strengths and Difficulties Question-
naire, SDQ)
Problem behavior: conduct problems  (Goodman, 1997) Parent

(conduct score, Strengths and Diffi-
culties Questionnaire, SDQ)

SDQ: hyperactivity/inattention (Goodman, 1997) Parent
(hyperactivity/inattention score,
Strengths and Difficulties Question-

naire, SDQ)
Concerns about the child (Concerns (Scott, Spender, Doolan, Parent
about my child measure) Jacobs, & Aspland, 2001)

Parental Parenting stress (Parenting Stress (Abidin, 1995) Parent

perspectives  Index - short form)

Fagan et al. (2002)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Racial socialization (racial oppression (Stevenson, 1997) Parent
behavior scale, Racial socialization - Parent

version)

Child behavior

Parental Satisfaction with parental role (satis- (MacPhee, Benson, & Bullock, Parent
perspectives  faction scale, Self-perceptions of the  1986)
Parental Role)




Table i. Continued

Gottfredson et al. (2006)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Parenting practices Constructed variable: based on family Parent
behavior cohesion scale, organization scale and
conflict scale, Moos Family Environment
Scale, FES (Moos & Moos, 1986), confi-
dence in parenting based on measures
used in Kumpfer’s evaluations of SFP (no
reference was made to an article) and
consistency in discipline scale (mod-
elled after Oregon youth Study, cited
in Gottfredson, Harmon, Gottfredson,
Jones, & Celestin, 1996)
Child behavior Problem behavior Constructed variable, based on hyper- Parent
activity/impulsivity scale and antisocial
behavior scale of the Parent Observation
of Children’s Activities, POCA-R (Kellam,
1990) and Social Skills Rating System,
SSRS (Gresham & Elliot, 1990)
Child positive adjustment  Constructed variable, based on social Parent
skills scale, school progress scale and
sociability scale of the Parent Obser-
vation of Children’s Activities, POCA-R
(Kellam, 1990) and Social Skills Rating
System, SSRS (Gresham & Elliot, 1990)
Parental
perspectives
Gross et al (2003)
Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instru-  Reported
name ment by
Parenting Discipline style (coercive discipline strate-  (Arnold et al., 1993) Parent
behavior gies scale, Parenting Scale)
Parent-child interactions: total commands  (Webster-Stratton, 1985b, Observer
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive Coding 1998b)
System-Revised, DPICS-R)
Parent-child interactions: positive parent- (Webster-Stratton, 1985b,  Observer
ing (Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive Coding 1998b)
System-Revised, DPICS-R)
Child behav-  Problem behavior (problem scale, Eyberg (Robinson, Eyberg, & Ross, Parent
ior Child Behavior Inventory, ECBI) 1980)
Problem behavior: intensity (intensity scale, (Robinson et al., 1980) Parent

Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory, ECBI)



Table i. Continued

Gross et al (2003)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instru- Reported

name ment by
Problem behavior: oppositional (opposition- (Robinson et al., 1980) Parent

al factor of the intensity scale, Eyberg Child
Behavior Inventory, ECBI)

Problem behavior: inattentive (inattentive  (Robinson et al., 1980) Parent
factor of the intensity scale, Eyberg Child
Behavior Inventory, ECBI)

Problem behavior: conduct (conduct factor  (Robinson et al., 1980) Parent
of the intensity scale, Eyberg Child Behav-
ior Inventory, ECBI)

Parent-child interactions: problem behavior (Webster-Stratton, 1998b) Observer
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive Coding
System-Revised, DPICS-R)

Parental Parenting self-efficacy (parent’s self-effica- (Gross, Conrad, Fogg, Parent
perspectives cy scale, Toddler Care Questionnaire, TCQ)  Willis, & Garvey, 1995;
Gross & Rocissano, 1988)

Gross et al. (2009)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instru-  Reported
name ment by
Parenting Discipline style: following through on Adapted version of the Parent
behavior discipline (subscale following through on  Parenting Questionnaire,

discipline, adapted version of the Parent- PQ (McCabe, Clark, &

ing Questionnaire, PQ) Barnett, 1999)

Parenting practices: warmth (subscale Adapted version of the Parent

warmth, adapted version of the Parenting Parenting Questionnaire,

Questionnaire, PQ) PQ (McCabe et al., 1999)

Discipline style: corporal punishment Adapted version of the Parent

(subscale corporal punishment, adapted Parenting Questionnaire,
version of the Parenting Questionnaire, PO (McCabe et al., 1999)
PQ)

Parent-child interactions: positive (Webster-Stratton, 1998b)  Observer
parenting (during play session, Dyadic

Parent-Child Interactive Coding System,

DPICS-R)



Table i. Continued

Gross et al. (2009)

Outcome
name

Assessment instrument

Information about instru-
ment

Reported
by

Child behav-
ior

Parental

perspectives

Parent-child interactions: positive par-
enting (during clean-up session, Dyadic
Parent-Child Interactive Coding System,
DPICS-R)

Parent-child interactions: total com-
mands (during clean-up session, Dyadic
Parent-Child Interactive Coding System,
DPICS-R)

Parent-child interactions: total com-
mands (during clean-up session, Dyadic
Parent-Child Interactive Coding System,
DPICS-R)

Problem behavior (problem scale, Eyberg
Child Behavior Inventory, ECBI)

Problem behavior: intensity (intensity
scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)

Parent-child interactions: aversive
behavior (during play session, Dyadic
Parent-Child Interactive Coding System,
DPICS-R)

Parent-child interactions: aversive be-
havior (during clean-up session, Dyadic
Parent-Child Interactive Coding System,
DPICS-R)

Parenting self-efficacy (Toddler Care
Questionnaire, TCQ)

(Webster-Stratton, 1998b)

(Webster-Stratton, 1998b)

(Webster-Stratton, 1998b)

(Eyberg & Pincus, 1999)

(Eyberg & Pincus, 1999)

(Webster-Stratton, 1998b)

(Webster-Stratton, 1998b)

(Gross & Rocissano, 1988)

Observer

Observer

Observer

Parent

Parent

Observer

Observer

Parent



Table i. Continued

Ghosh Ippen (1998)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Discipline style: nonaggressive pun-  Scale developed for study Parent
behavior ishment (Discipline Styles Question-
naire, DSQ)
Discipline style: coercive punishment Scale developed for study Parent
(Discipline Styles Questionnaire, DSQ)
Child behavior Problem behavior (problem scale, (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) Parent
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)
Problem behavior: intensity (intensity (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) Parent
scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry, ECBI)
Number of conflicts (Issues Checklist, (Prinz, Foster, Kent, & Parent
1C) O’Leary, 1979)
Frequency of conflict (Issues Check- (Prinz et al., 1979) Parent
list, 1C)
Parental
perspectives
Kim et al. (2008)
Outcome name Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
by
Parenting Discipline style: positive discipline (Webster-Stratton, 2007a) Person
behavior (positive discipline scale, Parenting
Practices Interview, PPI)
Discipline style: appropriate (appro-  (Webster-Stratton, 2007a) Person
priate discipline scale, Parenting
Practices Interview, PPI)
Discipline style: harsh (harsh dis- (Webster-Stratton, 2007a) Person
cipline scale, Parenting Practices
Interview, PPI)
Child behavior Problem behavior (problem scale, (Robinson et al., 1980) Person
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)
Problem behavior (intensity scale, (Robinson et al., 1980) Person
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)
Social skills: social competence (Webster-Stratton, 2007b) Person

Parental
perspectives

(Social Competence Scale)




Table i. Continued

Kim et al. (2014)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Discipline style: harsh (harsh disci- (Kim, Guo, Koh, & Cain, 2010) Parent
behavior pline scale, Korean Parent Discipline

Interview, KPDI)

Discipline style: positive discipline (Kim et al., 2010) Parent
(positive discipline scale, Korean
Parent Discipline Interview, KPDI)

Discipline style: Appropriate (appro-  (Kim et al., 2010) Parent
priate discipline scale, Korean Parent
Discipline Interview, KPDI)

Parenting practices: emotion coach-  (Gottman, Declaire, & Gole- Parent
ing (Emotion Coaching Parenting man, 1998)

Style)

Parenting practices: parental rejec- (Rohner, 1991) Parent

tion (rejection scale, Parental Accep-
tance-Rejection Questionnaire, PARQ)

Parenting practices: parental warmth  (Rohner, 1991) Parent
(warmth scale, Parental Accep-
tance-Rejection Questionnaire, PARQ)

Parent-child interactions: positive (Eyberg & Robinson, 2000) Observer
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction
Coding System, DPIC)

Parent-child interactions: negative (Eyberg & Robinson, 2000) Observer
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction
Coding System, DPIC)
Parent-child interactions: praises
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction
Coding System, DPIC)
Parenting practices: emotion coach-  (Gottman et al., 1998)
ing (Emotion Coaching Parenting
Style)
Child behavior Problem behavior (Pediatric Symp- (Jellinek & Murphy, 1990) Parent
toms Checklist)

Parental Parenting self-efficacy (Parenting (Choe & Chung, 2010)Choe & Parent
perspectives  Self-Efficacy Scale) Chung 2010




Table i. Continued

Lau et al. (2011)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Parenting practices: positive involve-  (Shelton, Frick, & Wootten, Parent
behavior ment (positive involvement scale, 1996)

Alabama Parenting Questionnaire,

APQ)

Discipline style: negative discipline (Shelton et al., 1996) Parent

(negative discipline scale, Alabama
Parenting Questionnaire, APQ)

Child behavior Problem behavior: internalizing (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001) Parent
problems (internalizing scale, Child
Behavior CheckList, CBCL)

Problem behavior: internalizing (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001) Parent
problems (externalizing scale, Child
Behavior CheckList, CBCL)

Parental Parenting stress (Parenting Stress (Abidin, 1995) Parent
perspectives  Index - short form, PSI-SF)

Leijten et al. (2015)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Discipline style: appropriate discipline (Webster-Stratton, 1998b; Parent
behavior (Parenting Practices Interview, PPI) Webster-Stratton, Reid, &
Hammond, 2004)
Discipline style: harsh and inconsis- (Webster-Stratton, 1998b; Parent
tent (Parenting Practices Interview, Webster-Stratton et al., 2004)
PPI)
Discipline style: physical punishment  (Webster-Stratton, 1998b; Parent
(Parenting Practices Interview, PPI) Webster-Stratton et al., 2004)
Discipline style: praise and incentives (Webster-Stratton, 1998b; Parent
(Parenting Practices Interview, PPI) Webster-Stratton et al., 2004)
Discipline style: clear expectations (Webster-Stratton, 1998b; Parent
(Parenting Practices Interview, PPI) Webster-Stratton et al., 2004)
Child behavior Problem behavior (Problem scale, (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) Parent
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)
Problem behavior: intensity (Intensity (Eyberg & Ross, 1978) Parent

scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry, ECBI)



Table i. Continued

Leijten et al. (2015)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Problem behavior (Total difficulties Parent
scale, Strengths and Difficulties (Goodman, 1997; van Wid-
Questionnaire, SDQ) enfelt, Goedhart, Treffers, &
Goodman, 2003)
Problem behavior: conduct problems  (Goodman, 1997; van Widen-  Parent
(Conduct problems scale, Strengths felt et al., 2003)
and Difficulties Questionnaire, SDQ)
Problem behavior: hyperactivity (Goodman, 1997; van Widen-  Parent
and inattention (Hyperactivity and felt et al., 2003)
inattention scale, Strengths and Diffi-
culties Questionnaire, SDQ)
Problem behavior: aggressive behav- Parent
ior (adapted version, Teacher Rating ~ (Dodge & Coie, 1987; Hen-
of Aggression) drickx, Crombez, Roeyers, &
Orobio de Castro, 2003)
Parental Parenting stress (Parenting Stress (Abidin, 1983; De Brock, Ver-  Parent
perspectives  Index) mulst, Gerris, & Abidin, 1992)
Matsumoto et al. (2007)
Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Parenting practices: laxness (laxness  (Arnold et al., 1993) Parent
behavior scale, Parenting Scale, PS)
Parenting practices: overreactivity (Arnold et al., 1993) Parent
(overreactivity scale, Parenting Scale,
PS)
Parenting practices: verbosity (ver- (Arnold et al., 1993) Parent
bosity scale, Parenting Scale, PS)
Child behavior Problem behavior (problem scale, (Eyberg & Pincus, 1999) Parent
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)
Problem behavior: intensity (intensity (Eyberg & Pincus, 1999)
scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry, ECBI)
Parental Parental confidence (Problem Set- (Sanders & Woolley, 2005) Parent

perspectives

tings and Behavior Checklist, PSBC)




Table i. Continued

Taylor et al. (1997)

Outcome
name

Assessment instrument

Information about instrument

Reported
by

Parenting
behavior

Child behavior

Parental
perspectives

Parent-child interactions (sensitivi-
ty to cues scale, response to infant
distress scale, social-emotional
growth fostering scale, clarity of cues
scale, responsiveness of the child to
the parent scale, The Nursing Child
Assessment Teaching Scale, NCATS)

Environment to stimulate cognitive
development (emotional and verbal
responsibility scale, avoidance of
restriction and punishment scale,
provision of appropriate play materi-
als scale, opportunities for variety of
daily stimulation scale, HOME)

Mental development (mental devel-
opment index, Bayley Scales of Infant
Development)

Psychomotor development (psycho-
motor development index, Bayley
Scales of Infant Development)

(Barnard, Hammond, Booth,
Bee, & Spieker, 1989)

(Bradley & Caldwell, 1976;
van Doorninck, Caldwell,
Wright, & Frankenburg, 1981)

No reference cited in article

No reference cited in article

Observer

Observer

Observer

Observer

Turner et al. (2007)

Outcome
name

Assessment instrument

Information about validation

Reported
by

Parenting
behavior

Child behavior

Parenting practices: laxness (laxness
scale, Parenting Scale, PS)

Parenting practices: overreactivity
(overreactivity scale, Parenting Scale,
PS)

Parenting practices: verbosity (ver-
bosity, Parenting Scale, PS)

Problem behavior (problem scale,
Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory,
ECBI)

Problem behavior: intensity (intensity
scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry, ECBI)

(Arnold et al., 1993)

(Arnold et al., 1993)

(Arnold et al., 1993)

(Eyberg & Pincus, 1999)

(Eyberg & Pincus, 1999)

Parent

Parent

Parent

Parent

Parent



Table i. Continued

Turner et al. (2007)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about validation Reported
name by
Problem behavior (total difficulties, (Goodman, 1999; Moos & Parent
Strengths and Difficulties Question- Moos, 1986)
naire - extended version, SDQ)
Problem behavior: total impact (total (Goodman, 1999; Moos & Parent
impact scale, Strengths and Difficul-  Moos, 1986)
ties Questionnaire - extended version,
SDQ)
Parental
perspectives
Webster-Stratton (1998)
Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parenting Discipline style: harsh (Oregon Social Adaptation of OSLC Discipline Parent
behavior Learning Centers Discipline Question- Questionnaire, revised for
naire, OSLC) preschoolers to include disci-
pline style and techniques (no
reference cited in article)
Discipline style: consistent (Oregon No reference cited in article Parent
Social Learning Centers Discipline
Questionnaire, OSLC)
Discipline style: positive (Oregon No reference cited in article Parent
Social Learning Centers Discipline
Questionnaire, OSLC)
Discipline style: appropriate limit set- (Webster-Stratton & Spitzer,  Observer
ting (Daily Discipline Interview, DDI)  1991)
Discipline style: physical negative (Webster-Stratton & Spitzer,  Observer
discipline techniques (Daily Discipline 1991)
Interview, DDI)
Discipline style: verbal negative (Webster-Stratton & Spitzer,  Observer
discipline techniques (Daily Discipline 1991)
Interview, DDI)
Parent-child interactions: positive (Webster-Stratton & Spitzer,  Observer
parenting (Dyadic Parent-Child 1991)
Interactive Coding System Revised,
DPICS-R)
Parent-child interactions: total critical (Webster-Stratton, 1985a) Observer

statements (Dyadic Parent-Child
Interactive Coding System Revised,
DPICS-R)



Table i. Continued

Webster-Stratton (1998)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parent-child interactions: total com-  (Webster-Stratton, 1985a) Observer
mands (Dyadic Parent-Child Interac-
tive Coding System Revised, DPICS-R)
Parent-child interactions: valence (Webster-Stratton, 1985a) Observer
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive
Coding System Revised, DPICS-R)
Parent-child interactions: nurturing Adaptation of OSLC Impres- Observer
or supportive (Coder Impression sion Inventory (no reference
Inventory, Cll) cited in article)
Parent-child interactions: harsh or No reference cited in article Observer
critical (Coder Impression Inventory,
Cll)
Parent-child interactions: discipline No reference cited in article Observer
condemnation (Coder Impression
Inventory, Cll)
Child behavior Social skills: positive social behavior ~ Conduct Problem Prevention  Parent
(Social Competence Scale) Research Group (no reference
cited in article)
Problem behavior (Child Behavior (Achenbach & Edelbrock, Parent
Checklist, CBCL) 1991)
Problem behavior (total problem (Robinson et al., 1980) Parent
scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry, ECBI)
Parent-child interactions: deviance (Webster-Stratton, 1985a) Observer
and noncompliance (Dyadic Par-
ent-Child Interactive Coding System
Revised, DPICS-R)
Parent-child interactions: total (Webster-Stratton, 1985a) Observer
positive affect and prosocial behavior
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive
Coding System Revised, DPICS-R)
Parent-child interactions: valence (Webster-Stratton, 1985a) Observer
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive
Coding System Revised, DPICS-R)
Parent-child interactions: misbehavior Adaptation of OSLC Impres- Observer
and negative affect (Coder Impression sion Inventory (no reference
Inventory, Cll) cited in article)
Parent-child interactions: positive No reference cited in article Observer

affect and prosocial behavior (Coder
Impression Inventory, Cll)



Table i. Continued

Webster-Stratton (1998)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about instrument Reported
name by
Parent-child interactions: overall poor No reference cited in article ~ Observer
conduct (Coder Impression Inventory,
Cll
Parental
perspectives
Webster-Stratton (2001)
Outcome Assessment instrument Information about validation Reported
name by
Parenting Negative parenting
behavior
Parent-child interactions: harsh (vari- Adaptation of Oregon Social  Parent
able harsh style, Parenting Practices  Learning Center’s discipline
Inventory, PPI) questionnaire, revised for
young children (no reference
cited in article)
Parent-child interactions: negative/ Adaptation from the Oregon ~ Observer
critical (Coder Impressions Inventory, social Learning Center
Cln) Impression Inventory (no
reference cited in article)
Parent- child interactions: total crit-  (Webster-Stratton, 1989) Observer
ical statements (Dyadic Parent-Child
Interactive Coding System-Revised,
DPICS-R)
Positive parenting
Parenting practices: positive par- Adaptation of Oregon Social ~ Parent
enting (one variable from the LIFT Learning Center’s discipline
parenting practices interview) questionnaire, revised for
young children (no reference
cited in article)
Parenting practices: monitoring (one  No reference cited in article Parent
variable from the LIFT parenting
practices interview)
Parenting practices: frequency of ac-  Scale derived from the Parent
tivities with child (one variable from  Oregon Social Learning
the Parent Involvement Question- Center questionnaire (no
naire, INVOLVE-P) reference cited in article)
Parent-child interactions: emotional ~ Adaptation from the Oregon  Observer

and cognitive stimulation (Coder
Impressions Inventory, Cll)

social Learning Center
Impression Inventory (no
reference cited in article)



Table i. Continued

Webster-Stratton (2001)

Outcome Assessment instrument Information about validation Reported
name by
Parent-child interactions: positive (Webster-Stratton, 1989) Observer
affect, praise and physical warmth
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive
Coding System-Revised, DPICS-R)
Child behavior Conduct problems
Problem behavior: intensity (intensity (Robinson et al., 1980) Parent
scale, Eyberg Child Behavior Invento-
ry, ECBI)
Problem behavior (Child Behavior (Achenbach & Edelbrock, Parent
Checklist, CBCL) 1991)
Parent-child interactions: percent Adaptation from the Oregon  Observer
time child acts inappropriate (Coder  social Learning Center
Impressions Inventory, Cll) Impression Inventory (no
reference cited in article)
Parent-child interactions: deviance, (Webster-Stratton, 1989) Observer

Parental
perspectives

noncompliance, no opportunity
(Dyadic Parent-Child Interactive
Coding System-Revised, DPICS-R)
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APPENDIX 3

Table ii. Details of the coding for the moderator adaptations

Study Cultural sensitivity Process of adaptation Program delivery
Bjorknes et Deep (and surface) structure sensi- Detailed information Basic program
al. 2013 tivity - The study reports delivery
- Sessions directly translated what adaptations
into Somali/Urdu by bilingual were made to the
assistants parent training pro-
- Somali/Urdu versions of parent gram, and referred
material to a pilot study for
- Mother-only groups more information
- Extensive use of role play in
Somali/Urdu versions of parent
material
- Specialized content: expanded
focus on large sibling groups
and emotion control.
Brotman et Deep (and surface) structure sensi- No to little information  Enhanced program
al. 2011 tivity - The study reports delivery

A well-known male African
American television personality
is the narrator of video seg-
ments

Specialized content: two ses-
sions that focus on cultural and
contextual influences on parent-
ing and child development
Culture was explicitly discussed
in each group

a combination of
activities regard-
ing adaptations

of the program
(e.g. informed by
prevention science,
developmental

literature, input and

collaboration from
community stake-
holders, parents
and teachers), but
no specific details
were given on how
this resulted in the
adaptations made

- Meals during/
after sessions
- Free childcare
for young chil-
dren, creative
art groups for
older children



Table ii. Continued

Study Cultural sensitivity Process of adaptation Program delivery
Coard et al. Deep (and surface) structure sensi- Detailed information Enhanced program
2007 tivity - Study refers to delivery
- Use of African American recent literature on - Meals during/
language expression, common parenting chal- after sessions
language lenges of African - Free childcare
- Emphasis on African Ameri- American families
can values about collective and details were
responsibility, cooperation, and given on the specific
interdependence content added to
- Use of African proverbs, sayings an empirically
and affirmations, poems, quotes, supported standard
symbols and pledges program
- Use of prayer, role-playing,
storytelling, extended family
participation, and humor
- Use of a setting and motif repre-
sentative of the population
- Group leaders are African Ameri-
can
- Specialized content: racial
socialization
Day et al. Surface structure sensitivity No to little information ~ Basic program
2012 - Local parents as peer facilita- delivery
tors
Fagan etal. Deep (and surface) structure sensi- No to little information  Basic program
2002 tivity - The study reports delivery
- All male staff, training of fathers a combination of
to become facilitators activities regarding
- Specialized content: racism adaptations of the
in society, negative images of program (e.g. litera-
African American men, racial ture, empowerment
socialization, and the effect of practice approach),
racism on fathering but no specific
details were given
on how this resulted
in the adaptations
made
Ghosh Surface structure sensitivity No to little information ~ Enhanced program
Ippen 1998 - Program was led in Spanish and delivery

English
Program materials translated in
Spanish

- Meals during/
after sessions
- Free childcare



Table ii. Continued

Study

Cultural sensitivity

Process of adaptation

Program delivery

Gottfredson Basic sensitivity

et al. 2006

Gross et al.
2003

Gross et al.
2009

Kim et al.
2008

Kim et al.
2014

Surface structure sensitivity

- At least one group leader was
from the same ethnic back-
ground as the majority of
parents in the group

Surface structure sensitivity

- At least one group leader was
from the same ethnic back-
ground as the majority of
parents in the group

- Videotaped scenes in parents’
homes and public spaces to
portray situations that are fa-
miliar relevant and stressful for
parents; multi-ethnic display of
ethnicities in videos

Surface structure sensitivity

- Program materials translated to
Korean

- Program delivered in Korean

Deep (and surface) structure sensi-

tivity

- English and Korean program
materials

- Group leaders are bilingual and
bicultural

- Specialized content: cultur-
al elements and parenting
practices that parents perceive
to be effective (e.g. a common
physical punishment method
used by Korean parents, biblical
principles, Korean parenting
virtues)

No to little information

No to little information

Detailed information

Information on the
development of

the parent training
program in collabo-
ration with a parent
advisory group. The
authors reported
what advise was
given by the advi-
sory group and how
this was incorporat-
ed in the program
to make it culturally
and contextually
relevant for ethnic
minority and low-in-
come parents.

No to little information

Detailed information

Multiple theories
were used to bring
together cultur-

al elements and
parenting practices
that were rele-
vant for the target
population, and
examples are given
on how this resulted
in adaptations

Enhanced program
delivery

- Food vouchers
- Free childcare

Enhanced program
delivery
- Free childcare

Enhanced program
delivery
- Free childcare

Basic program
delivery

Basic program
delivery



Table ii. Continued

Study Cultural sensitivity Process of adaptation Program delivery
Lau et al. Surface structure sensitivity No to little information ~ Enhanced program
2011 - Program delivered in Mandarin delivery
and Cantonese - Meals during/
- Specialized content was encom- after sessions
passed in five sessions: cognitive - Free childcare

restructuring, communication
training, positive proactive
parental involvement

Leijten et  Surface structure sensitivity No to little information ~ Enhanced program
al. 2015 - Interpreters were present during delivery
intervention sessions - Free childcare
- Mother-only groups - Program
- Pictures added to homework delivered in
assignments to make it easier families own
to understand for mothers with neighbor-
limited language skills hoods
- Sessions de-

livered during
school hours

Matsumoto Surface structure sensitivity No to little information  Basic program
etal. 2007 -  Translated materials delivery
- Japanese group leaders
Taylor et al. Basic sensitivity No to little information ~ Basic program
199 delivery
Turner et Surface structure sensitivity No to little information ~ Basic program
al. 2007 - Each group was co-facilitated by - Study reports that  delivery
one indigenous health worker adaptations were

made with exten-
sive community
consultation, but
no specific details
were given on how
this resulted in the
adaptations made

Web- Surface structure sensitivity No to little information ~ Basic program
ster-Strat- - Four parents were trained as delivery
ton 1998 group leaders

- Families shown on videotapes
came from a variety of ethnic
and socioeconomic background



Table ii. Continued

Study Cultural sensitivity Process of adaptation Program delivery
Web- Surface structure sensitivity No to little information ~ Basic program
ster-Strat- - Program translated in Vietnam- delivery

ton et al. ese and Spanish

2001 - Program delivered by trained

leaders in Vietnamese and Span-
ish

Families shown on videotapes
came from a variety of ethnic
and socioeconomic backgrounds
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