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Background/Objective: The aim of this study was to explore the psychometric
properties of the Spanish version of the Parenting Interactions with Children: Checklist
of Observations Linked to Outcomes (PICCOLO; Roggman et al., 2013a). This
observational measure is composed of 29 items that assess the quality of four domains
of parenting interactions that promote child development: affection, responsiveness,
encouragement, and teaching.

Methods: The sample included 203 mother-child dyads who had been video-recorded
playing together. Fifty-six percent of the children were male, and 44% were female, aged
from 10 to 47 months. Video-recorded observations were rated using PICCOLO items.

Results: Confirmatory factor analysis supported that the instrument has four first-
order factors corresponding to the hypothesized domains of parenting behaviors, and a
second-order factor corresponding to a general factor of positive parenting. Construct
validation evidence was compiled by examining the relationship between PICCOLO
scores and child age. As expected, teaching domain and total PICCOLO scores
were positively correlated with child age. The Spanish PICCOLO also demonstrated
good inter-rater reliability (ranging from 0.69 to 0.84) and internal consistency reliability
(ranging from 0.59 to 0.88) for the four domain scores and the total parenting score.
Concurrent criterion-related validity was examined via correlations between parenting
scores and child cognitive, language and motor skills outcomes, measured using the
Bayley Scales of Infant Development.

Conclusion: The Spanish version of the PICCOLO meets the criteria for a reliable
and valid observational measurement of parenting interactions with children. The
psychometric properties of the instrument make it appropriate for general research
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purposes, but also for program evaluation of Early Intervention and other parenting-
support interventions. This measure, focused on parent strengths, could be used to
facilitate family-centered practices in early intervention and other programs that have
parenting as an outcome.

Keywords: PICCOLO, Spanish version, parenting interactions, observational scale, psychometric properties

INTRODUCTION

Early positive parent-child interactions are important for a child’s
positive development in both normally developing children (Love
et al., 2005; Blair et al., 2014; Vargas-Rubilar and Arán-Filippetti,
2014) and those with developmental delay and disabilities (Spiker
et al., 2002; Innocenti et al., 2013). Early positive parenting
interactions promote child development, and specific parenting
behaviors that lead to better developmental outcomes have
been identified (Bradley and Corwyn, 2002; Mahoney, 2009;
Warren et al., 2010). Those parental behaviors that promote child
development, primarily studied in mothers but also in fathers
in some cases (Anderson et al., 2013; Cabrera et al., 2017), are
labeled parenting or positive parenting. Although we use the term
parenting, this refers to the child’s caregiver, which may or may
not be the parent.

Specific aspects of early parenting have been related to
different developmental outcomes in children. On the one hand,
parents’ emotional warmth and affection have been related to
the child’s social emotional development and secure attachment
(Laible et al., 2000; Zhou et al., 2002; Caspi et al., 2004;
Sanders et al., 2004). On the other hand, responsive behaviors
have also been linked to children’s developmental outcomes.
Parental responsive behaviors are quick and contingent responses
to the child, adjusted to his/her initiative and interests.
Responsiveness has been linked to emotional, social, cognitive
and linguistic development (Landry et al., 2001, 2006; Crouter
and Head, 2002; Davidov and Grusec, 2006; Hirsh-Pasek and
Burchinal, 2006; Bernier et al., 2010; Roseberry et al., 2013;
Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2001, 2014). Further, parental behaviors
that promote some degree of autonomy, on the part of
the child, and that are adjusted to the child’s competencies,
setting limits and demanding maturity according to age, have
been associated with social and cognitive development and
readiness for school (Hubbs-Tait et al., 2002; Joussemet et al.,
2005; Bernier et al., 2010, 2012; Graziano et al., 2011; Fay-
Stammbach et al., 2014). Finally, cognitive and linguistic
stimulation (e.g., explanations, asking the child questions,
promoting the child’s participation in adult-child joint activities
and conversation) have also been related to children’s cognitive,
linguistic, and social emotional development as well as to
their emergent literacy skills (Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2001;
Hubbs-Tait et al., 2002; Kim-Cohen et al., 2004; Bingham,
2007; Farah et al., 2008).

Different tools have been used to measure the quality of
parent-child interactions or positive parenting, most relying
on parent reports. Typically, parent reports address parental
abilities or competences in a broad sense, and parents respond
to different items in terms of their consciousness about

their own most frequent behaviors and attitudes about their
child’s rearing and education. Good examples of this kind of
instrument are the Alabama Parenting Questionnaire (Essau
et al., 2006), the Baby Care Questionnaire (Winstanley and
Gattis, 2013), and those developed by Gómez and Muñoz (2014)
in Chile, and by Vázquez et al. (2016) in Spain. Although
these tools can be useful for gaining knowledge about parental
competences, they have some limitations that are common to
all measures based on self-reporting, which include limitations
on validity. When filling out self-report questionnaires, different
parents can interpret items differently, not remember well,
want to give a good image of themselves. . . And, even
though well-administered questionnaires can offer valuable
and useful information, the direct observation of interaction
processes between parents and children offers relevant and
complementary information.

Some authors have pointed out that direct observation
of parental interactions by qualified coders can provide
more accurate data about parenting in face-to-face daily
interactions (Roggman et al., 2013b). The HOME (Home
Measure of the Environment; Caldwell and Bradley, 2003),
probably the most broadly used instrument for assessing
the quality of family as a developmental context, includes
some direct observations of parent-child interactions but is
primarily conducted through interview. In Spain, Trenado
and Cerezo (2007) developed a sequential coding system of
early caregiver-child interaction in real time (CITMI-R). This
coding system provides microanalytic measurements of the
early dyadic interaction in a free play situation and has
adequate reliability in Spanish and English samples (Trenado
et al., 2014). Also, in Spain, Velasco et al. (2014) developed
another family context assessment instrument (Etxadi-Gangoiti
scale), which also includes some items of direct observation
of parenting interactions. Although these direct observation
measures tend to have good reliability and validity they
are time intensive to code and few have been used cross-
culturally. For more information about these tools see the review
by Alcantud et al. (2015).

Parenting interaction characteristics depend on both personal
and cultural factors. Parenting practices are diverse among
cultures and reflect cultural child rearing expectations as well
as cultural beliefs and values about child development. This
does not mean that parenting is intergenerationally transmitted
in an automatic way. Every parent conducts his/her parenting
behaviors according to personal characteristics and beliefs,
individual experience, cultural background and contextual
demands. Although cross-cultural studies have been conducted
(e.g., Jackson-Newsom et al., 2008; Burchinal et al., 2010;
Bornstein, 2013; Lansford et al., 2014), these studies do not
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typically use a common measure across cultural groups. To better
understand the global context of parenting, we need a single
tool that could be used among different countries and cultural
populations. A tool that is based on direct observation and has
potential for cross-cultural use is the PICCOLO (Roggman et al.,
2013b). PICCOLO was developed following an in-depth review of
previous literature about parental behaviors related to children’s
developmental outcomes and the authors’ own studies, and it
is composed of 29 items in four behavioral domains. These
domains are called affection, responsiveness, encouragement
and teaching (Roggman et al., 2013a). As mentioned above,
emotional warmth and affection (affection), responsiveness or
responsivity (responsiveness), parental control and promotion
of autonomy (encouragement), and cognitive and linguistic
stimulation (teaching) are the main dimensions of parental
behaviors during parent-child interactions that literature has
related to the optimization of child development. Each domain
identifies specific kinds of developmentally supportive parenting
practices that predict children’s outcomes (Innocenti et al., 2013;
Roggman et al., 2013a).

The PICCOLO has been shown to have strong reliability
and validity in multiple ethnic groups in the United States
(788 European American, 792 African American, and 468
Latino American families) and appears applicable across the
developmental spectrum from 10 to 47 months. The PICCOLO
has been translated into many languages using a process that
includes back translation while working with the authors to
ensure content validity (Innocenti and Roggman, 2018). This
procedure has been used for translations into Spanish for use
in Chile and Spain, and into German, Chinese, Italian, Turkish,
Brazilian-Portuguese and Dutch (personal communication with
the PICCOLO authors). However, only two studies have analyzed
psychometric properties of PICCOLO adaptations to other
cultures: The Turkish validation of the PICCOLO with a sample
of 130 mother-child dyads (Bayoğlu et al., 2013), and the
Brazilian-Portuguese validation with a sample of 156 mother-
child (18-month-old) dyads (Schneider, 2018).

In Spain, a tool for assessing parenting both for research
purposes (e.g., to gain general knowledge about parent-child
interactions and their association with developmental outcomes,
or to conduct intercultural comparisons about parenting) and
for applied purposes in early intervention programs (e.g.,
to identify parenting strengths as part of an intervention)
is needed. It should be an easy-to-administer and easy-to-
score observational tool that can provide accurate data about
parent-child interactions, be sensitive to changes in response to
intervention, and be useful for practitioners who aim to improve
parental interactions and thus child development (Gardner,
2000; Aspland and Gardner, 2003; Roggman et al., 2013b;
Zaslow et al., 2006). The Spanish validation of the PICCOLO
is a contribution in this regard, as the PICCOLO appears
to meet these requirements. Unlike other tools mentioned
above, the PICCOLO requires little administration time (10 min
of audiovisual recording and 20–30 min of coding), and its
international use in different ethnic backgrounds opens the
way to sharing results between researchers and carrying out
intercultural studies.

The purpose of this study was to test the psychometric
properties of the PICCOLO in a large sample of Spanish mothers
and children aged from 10 to 47 months, in order to validate
the tool for use in the Spanish population, for research or
applied purposes.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Instruments
The Parenting Interactions with Children: Checklist of
Observations Linked to Outcomes (PICCOLO; Roggman et al.,
2013a) is a checklist of 29 observable behaviors used to assess
parenting interactions with children in four domains: affection,
responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching. This instrument
is a reliable and valid measure of parent-child interactions for
parents with children between the ages of 10 and 47 months.
The PICCOLO was developed in the United States based on a
sample of over 2,048 low-income families from diverse ethnic
groups with at least one child between 10 and 47 months of age,
from the archive of the Early Head Start Research and Evaluation
Project (Roggman et al., 2013a). Parent-child dyads were
observed during 10 min of free play using three bags containing,
respectively, a book, toys for pretend play and manipulative
toys (Fuligni and Brooks-Gunn, 2013). The 29 items reflect
parent interaction behaviors and are scored according to their
frequency as 0 (absent, no behavior observed), 1 (barely, minor
or emerging behavior) and 2 (clearly, definitive, strong and
frequent behavior). They are grouped into four dimensions:
(a) Affection (seven items), which involves physical and verbal
expression of affection, positive emotions, positive evaluation
and positive regard; (b) Responsiveness (seven items), which
includes reacting sensitively to a child’s cues and expressions of
needs or interests and reacting positively to the child’s behavior;
(c) Encouragement (seven items), which considers parents’
support of children’s efforts, exploration, independence, play,
choices, creativity, and initiative; and (d) Teaching (eight items),
which includes cognitive stimulation, explanations, conversation,
joint attention, and shared play. The instrument generates a
score for each dimension between 0 and 14 (and 0 to 16 for
teaching dimension) and a total score between 0 and 58 (by
summing all the items).

The original PICCOLO reliability is good, with an average of
0.77 inter-rater reliability correlations between pairs of observers
for total score (0.80 for affection, 0.76 for responsiveness, 0.73
for encouragement and 0.69 for teaching). The correlation of
total score between observers of different ethnicities averaged
0.80 (0.78 for affection, 0.68 for responsiveness, 0.66 for
encouragement and 0.75 for teaching). The analysis of Cronbach’s
Alpha for the total instrument was 0.91 (0.78 for affection, 0.75
for responsiveness, 0.77 for encouragement and 0.80 for teaching)
and the instrument had good results for construct and predictive
validity (Roggman et al., 2013a). The PICCOLO has also been
used to observe parents interacting with children with a disability,
showing both reliability and validity (Innocenti et al., 2013).

Child development was assessed using the Spanish version
of the Bayley Scales of Infant Development - III (BSID-III;

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 3 March 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 680

https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-10-00680 March 27, 2019 Time: 17:42 # 4

Vilaseca et al. Spanish Validation of the PICCOLO

Bayley, 2015). BSID-III scales are widely used to assess
development between 1 and 42 months of age. Cognitive,
Expressive Language, Receptive Language, Fine Motor, and
Gross Motor Subscales were applied. While not used in the
present study, the BSID-III also includes a Social-Emotional
Scale and Adaptive Behavior Scale, which are questionnaires
for caregivers. Cognitive, motor and linguistic percentiles were
calculated. The Bayley Scales are standardized and have good
inter-rater reliability and are valid for predicting current and
future development.

Translation and Adaptation
Consent was obtained from the authors of the original PICCOLO
(Roggman et al., 2013a) and publisher (Brookes Publishing) to
develop the Spanish version. Two native speakers of Spanish,
both experts in Developmental Psychology, translated the
original scale from English into Spanish. An English native
speaker back-translated it into English. The back-translated form
was evaluated by two of the PICCOLO authors (Roggman
and Innocenti), who provided suggestions for refinements. The
final adapted Spanish version was produced after incorporating
their suggestions.

Participants
Participants were recruited from pediatric centers, nurseries and
Community Family Centers. The following criteria were used
for inclusion of children in the study: (a) child’s age between
10 and 47 months; (b) child’s birth weight of 2.5 kg (5 pounds
8 ounces) or more; (c) not having complications in childbirth;
and (d) no hospitalizations prior to enrollment in the study.
Written informed consent was obtained from the participants
of this study and from the parents/legal guardians of all non-
adult participants.

The Spanish sample included 203 mother-child dyads who
had been video recorded playing together. Fifty-six percent of
the children were male, and 44% were female, aged from 10 to
47 months (M = 27.1, SD = 9.8). Three percent of children were
less than 1 year old (10 to 11 months), 38% were 1 year old (12
to 23 months), 36% were 2 years old (24 to 35 months), and
23% were 3 years old (36 to 47 months). The mothers were aged
between 22 and 47 years (M = 34.6, SD = 4.3). The majority of
mothers were married or living with a partner (95.1%). Most
of them (69.1%) had a university degree, 24.1% had completed
high school, and 6.8% had received only elementary schooling.
They were either full (59.5%) or partially employed (27.2%), or
cared for their children and were fully responsible for housework
(13.3%). Almost a third of the sample (29%) had a monthly family
net income between €1,313 and €2,451, considered an average
income in Spain. The monthly income was lower than €1,313 for
6% of the families, and higher than €2,451 for the rest (65%).

Training of the Raters
A university research group scored the Spanish version of the
PICCOLO. All scorers were psychologists and specialists in child
development. The first author, who was trained by the authors of
the original PICCOLO, trained the raters for this study. Observer
trainees read about the content and purpose of the measure

(during a 3-h session) and watched and discussed four video
recordings (3 h). At the end of the training sessions, the observers
watched and coded four to six additional video-recorded
interactions to establish reliability (3–6 h). The observers were
considered to have completed their training satisfactorily when
the percentage inter-rater agreement was equal to or above 80%.

Procedure
Initially, ethical approval was obtained from the University of
Barcelona’s Bioethics Commission (CBUB), according to the
International Ethical Guidelines for Health-related Research
Involving Humans prepared by the Council for International
Organizations of Medical Sciences (CIOMS) in collaboration
with the World Health Organization (WHO), and the WMA
Declaration of Helsinki - Ethical Principles for Medical Research
Involving Human Subjects.

Later on, pediatric centers, nurseries and Community Family
Centers were contacted by letter and telephone and informed
of the study. We contacted the coordinators of the centers
to request their collaboration in recruiting families for the
study. Families were informed that their participation would
be entirely voluntary and anonymous. Families were mailed
questionnaire packages containing a newsletter with information
about the study and a brief guide about how to video record
at home, an informed consent to sign, and a demographic
questionnaire to complete. Mothers were asked to record a video
of an approximately 10-minute (between 8 and 10 min) play
session with their child at home, with the following instruction:
“Interact and play with your children as you typically do.”
Mothers recorded themselves and then they sent the video
tape to us by mail or we collected them. The videos used
in this research were those in which the parent followed the
directions of the researchers. The most frequent toys that mothers
and children used to play together were books, toy animals,
kitchens, little dolls, building blocks. . . So, the selected toys
were very similar to those used by Roggman et al. (2013b)
in their original study. Twelve video recordings had to be
excluded, either because only the child appeared on the tape, or
the audio was not clear enough or because they were shorter
than 8 min. The PICCOLO was then used to score parent-
child interactions from these approximately 10-minute-long
video recordings.

To test criterion-related validity, a subsample of 64 children
were randomly selected and were assessed using the cognitive,
motor and linguistic subscales of the Bayley Scales of Infant
Development (BSID-III; Bayley, 2015). The smaller number
of participants for this subsample was due to the high cost
of applying the Bayley Scales to the children. The PICCOLO
domain scores for each observation were correlated with
the Bayley scores.

Data Analysis
According to the original version of the PICCOLO, video
observations rated independently by two coders (N = 61) were
used to estimate inter-rater reliability via percentage observer
agreement for each item, and intraclass correlation coefficients
(ICCs) for each domain and total scores.
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Video observations rated by one of the two coders (N = 203)
were used to analyze the different psychometric properties of the
instrument. Cronbach’s α coefficient was estimated to determine
the internal consistency reliability of the instrument. For element
analyses, we calculated Cronbach’s alpha if an item was deleted,
and discrimination indexes, obtained as the corrected correlation
of the item score with that of the corresponding domain.

Dimensionality of the instrument was examined through
confirmatory factor analysis. Since items were rated on a 3-point
ordinal scale, diagonally weighted least squares (DWLS) were
used to estimate the model parameters. DWLS is considered a
robust estimator for ordinal data and small samples and in cases
of violations of normality (Forero et al., 2009). Goodness of fit of
the model was evaluated according to the following criteria: (a)
relative chi-square (χ2/df): a good fit is indicated by a value lower
than 2; (b) comparative fit index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis index
(TLI): a ≥ 0.90 value indicates an acceptable fit, while a ≥ 0.95
value is an indicator of a good fit; and (c) root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA): a value of ≤ 0.08 RMSEA is
indicative of an acceptable fit, while a value of ≤ 0.05 RMSEA is
indicative of a good fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999).

Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient was used
to analyze the relationship between age (in months) and
PICCOLO scores. For independent samples, the Student’s t
test was used to compare mean Spanish PICCOLO scores
according to child gender. Discriminant validity was analyzed
by obtaining the Pearson correlation coefficients among different
PICCOLO domains.

Finally, concurrent criterion-related validity was examined
(for a subsample of 64 participants) via Pearson’s correlations
between mothers’ PICCOLO scores and children’s scores on the
Bayley scales of infant development. Using a two-sided test, with
5% significance and a power of 80%, the required sample size to
detect a correlation ≥ 0.32 is approximately 74.

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed using lavaan,
an R package for Structural Equation Modeling, version 0.5–12
(Rossel, 2012). The rest of the statistical analyses were carried out
using IBM SPSS Statistics, version 24.0.

RESULTS

Reliability
Video observations rated independently by two coders (N = 61,
30,05%) were used to estimate inter-rater reliability. Item-level
observer agreement ranged from 54 to 95%. Only item 5 in
the encouragement domain (Verbally encourages child’s efforts)
showed a low inter-rater agreement (<60%). Averaging across
items, agreement was 83% for the affection domain, 83% for
the responsiveness domain, 78% for the encouragement domain,
77% for the teaching domain, and 80% for all the items of the
Spanish PICCOLO. Inter-rater reliability was also estimated via
ICCs for each domain and total scores. ICCs were 0.83 for the
affection domain, 0.69 for the responsiveness domain, 0.81 for the
encouragement domain, 0.80 for the teaching domain, and 0.84
for the total Spanish PICCOLO score. These results demonstrate
that there was high agreement between the scores given to each

item by the two observers and, consequently, domain and total
scores also showed high inter-rater reliability.

Video observations rated by one of the two coders (N = 203)
were used to analyze the scale’s internal consistency reliability.
Internal consistency of the scale was indicated by a Cronbach’s
α coefficient of 0.59 for the affection domain, 0.75 for the
responsiveness domain, 0.79 for the encouragement domain, 0.68
for the teaching domain, and 0.88 for the total Spanish PICCOLO
score. All domain and total scores showed a satisfactory alpha
coefficient exceeding an acceptable minimum of 0.65 (DeVellis,
2016), except the alpha coefficient for the affection domain.
While a value of 0.65 is generally agreed to be an acceptable
value, some researchers (e.g., Cho and Kim, 2015) caution against
applying any arbitrary or automatic cutoff criteria. Rather, it
is suggested than any minimum value should be determined
on an individual basis based on the purpose of the research,
the number of items in the scale, and/or the stage of research
(i.e., exploratory, basic, or applied). The alpha coefficient for
the affection domain was very close to 0.60, which may be
considered as acceptable given that the score is composed of
only seven items. For item analyses, we calculated Cronbach’s
alpha if an item was deleted, and discrimination indexes, obtained
as the corrected correlation of the item score with that of the
corresponding domain (Table 1). Except for two items, the
alpha coefficient of each domain decreased if any of the items
was deleted, indicating that all of them contribute to increasing
the domain’s internal consistency. In addition, all items (except
two) showed discrimination indexes above the recommended
minimum of 0.30 (DeVellis, 2016). Item 5 in the affection domain
(Uses positive expressions with child), and item 6 in the teaching
domain (Does activities in a sequence of steps) did not contribute
to the α scale, and their discrimination index was below the
recommended minimum of 0.30. Indeed, as shown in Table 1,
if item 5 was deleted from the affection domain, the alpha
coefficient would be 0.65 instead of 0.59, and if item 6 was deleted
from the teaching domain, the alpha coefficient would be 0.71
instead of 0.68.

Factor Analysis
Because the Spanish PICCOLO was developed using a model
based on the original PICCOLO domains (Roggman et al.,
2013a), the dimensionality of the instrument was examined using
confirmatory factor analysis. We tested a model with four first-
order factors corresponding to the four hypothesized domains of
parenting behaviors (affection, responsiveness, encouragement,
and teaching), and a second-order factor corresponding to a
general factor of positive parenting interactions with children.
Figure 1 shows the path diagram of the confirmatory factor
analysis with items loading on one of the four domains, and
domains loading on the general factor.

All factor loadings exceeded the desired threshold of 0.40,
and were statistically significant (p < 0.001), except item 5
loading on the affection domain, and item 6 loading on the
teaching domain. The model’s overall goodness of fit indices
were as follows: χ2 = 617.65 (df = 373, N = 203); relative
chi-square (χ2/df) = 1.66; CFI = 0.970; TLI = 0.967; and
RMSEA = 0.057 (90% CI:0.049 −0.065). These results suggest
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TABLE 1 | Item analysis of the Spanish version of the PICCOLO (N = 203) (both in English and Spanish).

Domains and Items M SD Corrected item Cronbach’s α if

total correlation deleted item

Affection (domain scale α) (0.59)

1. Habla con un tono de voz cariñoso
[Speaks in a warm tone of voice]

1.87 0.34 0.38 0.54

2. Sonríe al niño/a
[Smiles at child]

1.58 0.58 0.37 0.52

3. Elogia al niño/a
[Praises child]

1.59 0.65 0.34 0.54

4. Está físicamente cerca del niño/a
[Is physically close to child]

1.93 0.26 0.36 0.56

5. Utiliza expresiones positivas con el niño/a
[Uses positive expressions with child]

0.73 0.85 0.18 0.65

6. Se implica plenamente con el niño/a en la interacción
[Is engaged in interacting with child]

1.90 0.32 0.30 0.56

7. Muestra calidez emocional
[Shows emotional warmth]

1.70 0.51 0.50 0.48

Responsiveness (domain scale α) (0.75)

1. Presta atención a lo que hace el niño/a
[Pays attention to what child is doing]

1.89 0.33 0.43 0.73

2. Cambia el ritmo o la actividad para ajustarse a los intereses o las
necesidades del niño/a
[Changes pace or activity to meet child’s interests or needs]

1.62 0.60 0.51 0.71

3. Es flexible ante el cambio de actividades o intereses del niño/a
[Is flexible about child’s change of activities or interests]

1.63 0.62 0.50 0.72

4. Sigue de cerca lo que el niño/a intenta hacer
[Follows what child is trying to do]

1.82 0.42 0.56 0.71

5. Reacciona ante las emociones del niño/a
[Responds to child’s emotions]

1.67 0.54 0.49 0.71

6. Mira al niño/a cuando éste habla o emite sonidos
[Looks at child when child talks or makes sounds]

1.79 0.45 0.42 0.73

7. Responde a las palabras o los sonidos del niño/a
[Replies to child’s words or sounds]

1.72 0.56 0.43 0.73

Encouragement (domain scale α) (0.79)

1. Espera la respuesta del niño/a tras hacer una sugerencia
[Waits for child’s response after making a suggestion]

1.59 0.60 0.52 0.75

2. Anima al niño/a a manipular juguetes
[Encourages child to handle toys]

1.82 0.43 0.52 0.76

3. Apoya al niño/a para que tome la iniciativa
[Supports child in making choices]

1.55 0.63 0.51 0.75

4. Apoya al niño/a cuando hace cosas por sí mismo
[Supports child in doing things on his/her own]

1.56 0.57 0.59 0.74

5. Anima verbalmente los esfuerzos del niño/a
[Verbally encourages child’s efforts]

1.33 0.75 0.51 0.76

6. Ofrece sugerencias para ayudar al niño/a
[Offers suggestions to help child]

1.44 0.66 0.48 0.76

7. Muestra entusiasmo acerca de lo que está haciendo el niño/a
[Shows enthusiasm about what child is doing]

1.67 0.53 0.48 0.76

Teaching (domain scale α) (0.68)

1. Explica al niño/a las razones acerca de algo
[Explains reasons for something to child]

1.00 0.87 0.54 0.60

2. Sugiere actividades para ampliar lo que el niño/a está haciendo
[Suggests activities to extend what child is doing]

1.58 0.64 0.48 0.62

3. Repite o expande las palabras o los sonidos del niño/a
[Repeats or expands child’s words or sounds]

1.62 0.67 0.43 0.63

4. Da nombre a objetos o acciones
[Labels objects or actions for child]

1.76 0.51 0.41 0.64

(Continued)
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TABLE 1 | Continued

Domains and Items M SD Corrected item Cronbach’s α if

total correlation deleted item

5. Participa en el juego simbólico o de ficción del niño/a
[Engages in pretend play with child]

1.14 0.91 0.30 0.67

6. Realiza las actividades en una secuencia de pasos
[Does activities in a sequence of steps]

1.21 0.90 0.14 0.71

7. Habla al niño/a acerca de las características de los objetos
[Talks to child about characteristics of objects]

1.32 0.78 0.42 0.63

8. Pide información al niño/a
[Asks child for information]

1.65 0.61 0.37 0.65

FIGURE 1 | Path diagram of the confirmatory factor analysis. Aff, Affection domain; Resp, Responsiveness domain; Enc, Encouragement domain; Teach, Teaching
domain. Affl indicates Item 1 in the affection domain; this shorthand is used throughout. Error terms are omitted.

a good (χ2/df < 2, CFI > 0.95 and TLI > 0.95) or, at least,
acceptable (RMSEA < 0.08) fit of the model.

Spanish PICCOLO Scores by Child Age
and Gender
Table 2 shows the mean and standard deviation for the Spanish
PICCOLO scores according to age of the child. Pearson’s

correlation coefficients between child age (in months) and
Spanish PICCOLO scores were computed. Statistically significant
correlations were found between child age and scores for the
teaching domain (r = 0.28; p < 0.001) and, to a lesser extent,
between child age and total PICCOLO scores (r = 0.15, p = 0.033),
indicating that teaching and positive parenting interactions
were higher with older children, as also found in the original
PICCOLO sample (Roggman et al., 2013b) and in a Turkish
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TABLE 2 | Spanish PICCOLO scores by child age.

Aff Resp Enc Teach Total

(6 items) (7 items) (6 items) (7 items) (26 items)

Child age N M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

1 year 77 11.51 1.86 12.11 2.32 10.85 2.63 10.53 3.34 45.09 8.40

2 years 74 11.10 2.41 12.21 2.44 11.12 3.07 11.79 3.27 46.24 9.27

3 years 46 11.10 1.72 12.19 2.00 11.08 2.62 12.06 3.08 46.45 7.01

Aff, Affection domain; Resp, Responsiveness domain; Enc, Encouragement domain; Teach, eaching domain; Total, otal score on the Spanish PICCOLO.

sample (Bayoğlu et al., 2013). In the Turkish sample, a statistically
significant negative correlation was also found between child age
and scores for the affection domain (r =−0.32, p < 0.001), which
means that affection was higher with younger children. However,
in the Spanish sample, the obtained negative correlation between
those variables was not significant (r =−0.06, p = 0.431).

With respect to child gender, the Student’s t test for
independent samples found no statistically significant differences
between boys (n = 114) and girls (n = 89) either for each
domain or for the mean total PICCOLO scores. This result
shows that, as expected based on previous studies (Bayoğlu
et al., 2013; Roggman et al., 2013b), the positive parenting
interactions observed in the Spanish mothers were not associated
with child gender.

Correlations Among PICCOLO Domains
Pearson’s correlation coefficients among Spanish PICCOLO
domains were obtained. As shown in Table 3, the lowest
correlation coefficient was found between the affection and
teaching domains (r = 0.30), and the highest between
responsiveness and encouragement (r = 0.66). Therefore, the
PICCOLO domains were moderately to highly correlated with
one another, although not at a level that would suggest
that they measure the same construct. Indeed, all of the
correlation coefficients between two different domains met
the recommended criterion for discriminant validity, which
requires a correlation between two constructs of less than 0.85
(Kline, 2015).

Concurrent Validity
For a subsample of 64 participants, Spanish PICCOLO domain
and total scores were examined in relation to child cognitive,
language and motor skills outcomes, measured using the Bayley

TABLE 3 | Pearson’s correlation coefficients among Spanish PICCOLO domains
(N = 203).

Domain Affection Responsive
ness

Encourage
ment

Teaching

Affection 1.0

Responsiveness 0.53∗∗ 1.0

Encouragement 0.50∗∗ 0.66∗∗ 1.0

Teaching 0.30∗∗ 0.55∗∗ 0.56∗∗ 1.00

∗p < 0.01.

scales of infant development (BSID-III). For this analysis,
Pearson’s correlations between mothers’ PICCOLO scores and
children’s BSID-III scores were computed.

As shown in Table 4, some significant positive correlations
(p < 0.05) were found between PICCOLO scores and some
Bayley subscale scores. In particular, child cognitive Bayley
scores were positively associated with mothers’ PICCOLO
encouragement scores. These results indicated that the more a
mother demonstrates encouragement behaviors with her child,
the higher the child’s cognitive level.

Child language Bayley scores were also positively associated
with mothers’ PICCOLO responsiveness, encouragement,
teaching, and total scores. That is, the higher a mother’s
parenting scores (except for the affection domain), the higher the
child’s language level. However, children’s motor skills were not
associated with any of the mothers’ positive parenting domains.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to test the psychometric properties
of the PICCOLO, an observational measure of parenting
interactions with children that was developed in the United States
(Roggman et al., 2013a), for use in practice and research on the
Spanish population. The reliability and validity of the instrument
was explored using a large sample of Spanish mothers and
children aged from 10 to 47 months. The mean scores in all
domains were similar between 1, 2 and 3 years of age, as
shown in Table 2, with Responsiveness being the most constant
dimension among ages. Affection decreased slightly from 1 to
2 years, and Encouragement showed a slight increase between
the same ages. Teaching was the most variable dimension,
increasing from 1 to 2 years and from 2 to 3. This could be
interpreted as showing a mother’s tendency to adjust to the
child’s interests and needs at all ages, a slight tendency to show
more affection to younger children and to promote autonomy in
older children, and a progressive increase in teaching behaviors
with child’s age.

The analyses of the 29 original PICCOLO items showed
that two items should be eliminated due to discrimination
indices below the recommended limits. However, in item analysis
it is important to keep in mind the main purpose of the
instrument. The PICCOLO was designed as a useful parenting
measure that predicts positive child outcomes. Indeed, the
items contained in the PICCOLO were selected because they
represented positive parenting interactions that research and
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TABLE 4 | Pearson’s correlations between PICCOLO scores and children’s BSID-III scores (N = 64).

BSID-III outcome

Cognitive Language Motor skill

PICCOLO score r (p) r (p) r (p)

Affection 0.028 (0.826) 0.149 (0.239) 0.047 (0.747)

Responsiveness 0.225 (0.076) 0.320 (0.010)∗ 0.152 (0.293)

Encouragement 0.276 (0.030)∗ 0.294 (0.019)∗ 0.016 (0.913)

Teaching −0.035 (0.784) 0.281 (0.024)∗ −0.070 (0.628)

Total 0.146 (0.259) 0.325 (0.009)∗ −0.035 (0.812)

∗p < 0.05, ∗p < 0.01.

theory suggested were related to children’s development (i.e., the
items are causal indicators of children’s outcomes). As Bradley
(2015) pointed out, using procedures that are standard practice
in constructing scales (e.g., dropping items with low item-to-
total correlations or weak factor loadings) can be a mistake for
measures composed of causal indicators. Accordingly, we decided
to include all of the original PICCOLO items for the Spanish
version in order to maximize content validity and potential
criterion-related validity, at the expense of a lower reliability
of the measures.

Our findings showed good inter-rater reliability and internal
consistency reliability of the Spanish PICCOLO domain and total
scores, with similar values to those found in samples from Turkey
(Bayoğlu et al., 2013) and the United States (Roggman et al.,
2013a). Other observational measures of parenting that require
complex coding or rating scales often require substantial training
time for observers to accurately use the measures (Fuligni and
Brooks-Gunn, 2013). In contrast, PICCOLO is a checklist of
observable behaviors that can be learned relatively quickly to
achieve accurate ratings of parenting interactions with children.

In relation to the dimensionality of the instrument, the
results of the confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated that the
instrument has a four-factor structure of first order domains that
collapses into a single, second-order factor of parenting. The
four first-order factors corresponded to the theoretical constructs
(affection, responsiveness, encouragement, and teaching), which
the original authors hypothesized in developing the instrument
(Roggman et al., 2013a). Indeed, the original authors recommend
scoring all four domains of the PICCOLO with families “in
order to be (a) Positive: Most parents have strengths in more
than one of the four domains, (b) Practical: Practitioners can
see more parenting strengths if they are watching for all four
domains, (c) Culturally sensitive: Different cultures emphasize
different domains, and (d) Sensible: Using all four domains helps
practitioners see the whole picture” (Roggman et al., 2013a,
p. 23). Furthermore, the fact that these four domains collapse
into a general second-order factor also justifies the use of a
total score of positive parenting interactions in the evaluation.
The fit of the model, for the confirmatory factor analysis, was
acceptable, which implies construct validation evidence for the
Spanish version of the PICCOLO.

Further construct validation evidence was compiled by
examining the association between the PICCOLO scores

and expected parenting-related constructs, such as child age
and child gender. In this study, teaching domain and total
PICCOLO scores were positively correlated with child age,
as also found in the original PICCOLO sample (Roggman
et al., 2013b) and the Turkish sample (Bayoğlu et al., 2013).
In the Turkish sample, a statistically significant negative
correlation was also found between child age and scores
for the affection domain, which means that affection was
higher with younger children. However, in the Spanish sample,
the correlation between those variables was not significant.
These differences may reflect different cultural values about
parenting or about the parents’ goals for their children’s
developmental outcomes (Tuttle et al., 2012). With respect to
the relationship between positive parenting interactions and
child gender, our results showed no statistically significant
differences between boys and girls for the mean PICCOLO
scores, as expected based on previous studies (Bayoğlu et al.,
2013; Roggman et al., 2013a).

Concurrent validity between the PICCOLO and the Bayley
scales, assessed using a subsample of 64 participants from
the general validation sample, showed that children’s cognitive
development was positively associated with mothers’ PICCOLO
score in encouragement. These results are consistent with
those of Hubbs-Tait et al. (2002); Bernier et al. (2010, 2012),
and Fay-Stammbach et al. (2014). On the other hand, the
children’s language Bayley scores were positively associated
with the mothers’ PICCOLO responsiveness, encouragement,
teaching, and the total scores. Our results are consistent
with those of Hirsh-Pasek and Burchinal (2006) and Tamis-
LeMonda et al. (2001, 2014). As expected, most of the
very clear relations established in previous studies were
found: linguistic development was strongly associated with
responsiveness and teaching, and also encouragement; cognitive
development was associated with encouragement, but not
teaching, as expected. As also expected, parenting, as assessed
using the PICCOLO, was not associated with motor skills.
The literature about the parental behaviors assessed using
the PICCOLO during play situations, such as book-reading,
symbolic play, block constructions and so on, does not report
any associations between these kinds of parental behaviors
and motor skills.

Affection was not associated with any Bayley measure. This
was not a totally expected result because, although the literature
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reports more conclusive data about the relationships between
affection and social emotional development (Laible et al., 2000;
Zhou et al., 2002; Caspi et al., 2004; Sanders et al., 2004), affection
is especially relevant for the development of a secure attachment,
and this in turn constitutes a good basis for general development
(Mikulincer and Shaver, 2007; Thompson, 2008). Nevertheless, a
larger sample of participants is needed to confirm these results.

It would also be interesting to explore predictive validity,
correlating parenting measures with later measures of
child development at time 2, as done by Roggman et al.
(2013a,b). The authors found, among other results, that
PICCOLO total and domain scores at ages 1 and 2 years were
significantly associated with children’s cognitive development
measured using the Bayley scales at age 3 years, and with
linguistic development assessed at ages 3 and 5 using the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III (Dunn and Dunn,
1997). In future studies, this aspect will be analyzed in a
sample of about 100 normally developing children aged
between 18 and 30 months, evaluating parenting at time
1 and relating this variable to developmental outcomes,
assessed using the Bayley Scales, as already done in a small
sample (Rivero et al., 2017).

This study has some limitations. First, our participants were
all mothers; thus, our results might not be generalizable to other
caregivers such as fathers or grandparents. In future studies the
PICCOLO should be validated in other populations since gender
differences in parental behaviors have been established (Cabrera
et al., 2017). Secondly, our results come from observing mother-
child interactions at home, so other settings where teacher
interactions with young children take place should be tested as
well (Jump Norman and Christiansen, 2013).

Furthermore, this study was conducted in families mostly
belonging to the middle and upper middle classes, with a
monthly family income and study level both higher than
the average of the Spanish population. In comparison with
the other published studies on validation of the PICCOLO
-the original study from the United States and one from
Turkey- our Spanish sample scored higher in all dimensions
and at all ages, with the only exception of Affection in
Turkey when children were 1 and 2 years of age. This
could be explained by the higher level of maternal education
in our sample, compared to the United States (Roggman
et al., 2013b) and Turkey (Bayoğlu et al., 2013). A higher
maternal educational level has been associated with parental
practices, as mothers with a higher educational level show more
parental behaviors that promote their children’s development
(Bornstein et al., 2007; Brophy-Herb et al., 2012). Having a
low income or limited education may certainly affect parenting
behaviors (Roubinov and Boyce, 2017). The Brazilian-Portuguese
validation is not comparable, since the sample included only
children aged 18 months old.

Finally, although this study specifically concerned validation
of the scale within a sample from Spain, replication of the
validation and reliability procedures in other Spanish-speaking
samples could extend the utility of this scale. We expect that
the Spanish PICCOLO would be useful in other countries with
substantial Spanish speaking populations.

CONCLUSION

For infants and toddlers, a responsive home environment that
includes good parenting and positive parent-child interactions
is important for child development. The Spanish version
of the PICCOLO, an observational measure of parent-child
interactions for infants and toddlers, meets the criteria for
a reliable and valid measurement instrument of mothers’
parenting interactions with children aged from 10 to
47 months. The psychometric properties of the Spanish
version of the PICCOLO make it appropriate for general
research purposes but also for program evaluation of
home-visiting and other parenting-support interventions
in Spain. For early intervention professionals in Spain, an
observational measure such as the PICCOLO may be very
useful and can help to better establish and expand a family-
centered approach in Early Interventions programs (Mas
et al., 2016; Vilaseca et al., 2017). Following a collaborative
model of working together with parents, it is possible to
identify what parents are already doing well to support
their children’s development through their daily routines
(McWilliam, 2010, 2016) and practitioners can build on
those strengths by helping parents to increase support for
children’s development at home, both in those children
at-risk for environmental reasons or in children with
established disabilities.
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Bayoğlu, B., Unal, Ö, Elibol, F., Karabulut, E., and Innocenti, M. S. (2013). Turkish
validation of the PICCOLO (Parenting interactions with children: checklist of
observations linked to outcomes). Child Adolesc. Ment. Health 34, 330–338.
doi: 10.1002/imhj.21393

Bernier, A., Carlson, S. M., Deschênes, M., and Matte-Gagne, C. (2012). Social
factors in the development of early executive functioning: a closer look at the
caregiving environment. Dev. Sci. 15, 12–24. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.
01093.x

Bernier, A., Carlson, S. M., and Whipple, N. (2010). From external regulation to
self-regulation: early parenting precursors of young children’s executive
functioning. Child Dev. 81, 326–339. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.
01397.x

Bingham, G. E. (2007). Maternal literacy beliefs and the quality of mother-
child book-reading interactions: associations with children’s early literacy
development. Early Educ. Dev. 18, 23–49. doi: 10.1080/10409280701
274428

Blair, C., Raver, C. C., and Berry, D. J. (2014). Two approaches to estimating the
effect of parenting on the development of executive function in early childhood.
Dev. Psychol. 50, 554–565. doi: 10.1037/a0033647

Bornstein, M., Hendricks, C., Haynes, O. M., and Painter, K. (2007). Maternal
sensitivity and child responsiveness: associations with social context, maternal
characteristics, and child characteristics in a multivariate analysis. Infancy 12,
189–223. doi: 10.1111/j.1532-7078.2007.tb00240.x

Bornstein, M. H. (2013). Parenting and child mental health: a cross-cultural
perspective. World Psychiatry 12, 258–265. doi: 10.1002/wps.20071

Bradley, R. H. (2015). Constructing and adapting causal and formative measures
of family settings: the home inventory as illustration. J. Fam. Theory Rev. 7,
381–414. doi: 10.1111/jftr.12108

Bradley, R. H., and Corwyn, R. F. (2002). Socioeconomic status and child
development. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 53, 371–399. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.53.
100901.135233

Brophy-Herb, H., Stansbury, K., Bocknek, E., and Horodynski, M. (2012).
Modeling maternal emotion-related socialization behaviors in a low-income
sample: relations with toddlers’ self-regulation. Early Child Res. Q. 27, 352–364.
doi: 10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.11.005

Burchinal, M., Skinner, D., and Reznick, J. S. (2010). European american
and african american mothers’ beliefs about parenting and disciplining
infants: a mixed-method analysis. Parent. Sci. Pract. 10, 79–96. doi: 10.1080/
15295190903212604

Cabrera, J. N., Karberg, E., Malin, J. L., and Aldoney, D. (2017). The magic of play:
low income mothers’ and fathers’ playfulness and children’s emotion regulation
and vocabulary skills. Infant Ment. Health J. 38, 757–771. doi: 10.1002/imhj.
21682

Caldwell, B. M., and Bradley, R. H. (2003). Home Observation for Measurement
of the Environment: Administration Manual. Little Rock, AR: University of
Arkansas.

Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., Morgan, J., Rutter, M., Taylor, A., Arseneault, L., et al.
(2004). Maternal expressed emotion predicts children’s antisocial behavior
problems: using monozygotic-twin differences to identify environmental effects
on behavioral development. Dev. Psychol. 40, 149–161. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.
40.2.149

Cho, E., and Kim, S. (2015). Cronbach’s coefficient alpha: well known but poorly
understood. Organ. Res. Methods 18, 207–230. doi: 10.1177/1094428114555994

Crouter, A. C., and Head, M. R. (2002). “Parental monitoring and knowledge of
children,” in Handbook of Parenting 3: Being and Becoming a Parent, ed. M. H.
Bornstein (New Jersey, NY: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers), 461–483.

Davidov, M., and Grusec, J. E. (2006). Untangling the links of parental
responsiveness to distress and warmth to child outcomes. Child Dev. 77, 44–58.
doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00855.x

DeVellis, R. F. (2016). Scale Development: Theory and Applications, 4th Edn.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dunn, L. M., and Dunn, L. M. (1997). Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (3rd
Edition) (PPVT-III). Circle Pines, MN: American Guidance Service.

Essau, C. A., Sasagawa, S., and Frick, P. J. (2006). Psychometric properties of
the alabama parenting questionnaire. J. Child Fam. Stud. 15, 595–614. doi:
10.1007/s10826-006-9036-y

Farah, M. J., Betancourt, L., Shera, D. M., Savage, J. H., Giannetta, J. M., Brodsky,
N. L., et al. (2008). Environmental stimulation, parental nurturance and
cognitive development in humans. Dev. Sci. 11, 793–801. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
7687.2008.00688.x

Fay-Stammbach, T., Hawes, D. J., and Meredith, P. (2014). Parenting influences on
executive function in early childhood: a review. Child Dev. Perspect. 8, 258–264.
doi: 10.1111/cdep.12095

Forero, C. G., Maydeu-Olivares, A., and Gallardo-Pujol, D. (2009). Factor analysis
with ordinal indicators: a monte carlo study comparing DWLS and ULS
estimation. Struct. Equ. Model. 16, 625–641. doi: 10.1080/10705510903203573

Fuligni, A. S., and Brooks-Gunn, J. (2013). Mother-child interactions in early head
start: age and ethnic differences in low-income dyads. Parent. Sci. Pract. 13,
1–26. doi: 10.1080/15295192.2013.732422

Gardner, F. (2000). Methodological issues in the direct observation of parent-
child interaction: do observational findings reflect the natural behavior of
participants? Clin. Child Fam. Psychol. Rev. 3, 185–198. doi: 10.1023/A:
1009503409699

Gómez, E., and Muñoz, M. M. (2014). Manual de la Escala de Parentalidad Positiva.
Santiago de Chile: Fundación Ideas para la Infancia.

Graziano, P. A., Calkins, S. D., and Keane, S. P. (2011). Sustained attention
development during the toddlerhood to preschool period: associations with
toddlers’ emotion regulation strategies and maternal behaviour. Infant Child
Dev. 20, 389–408. doi: 10.1002/icd.731

Hirsh-Pasek, K., and Burchinal, M. (2006). Mother and caregiver sensitivity over
time: predicting language and academic outcomes with variable and person-
centered approaches. Merrill Palmer Q. 52, 449–485. doi: 10.1353/mpq.2006.
0027

Hu, L., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ.
Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

Hubbs-Tait, L., Culp, A. M., Culp, R. E., and Miller, C. E. (2002). Relation
of maternal cognitive stimulation, emotional support, and intrusive behavior
during head start to children’s kindergarten cognitive abilities. Child Dev. 73,
110–131. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00395

Innocenti, M. S., and Roggman, L. A. (2018). Understanding parent-child
interaction globally: a model using the PICCOLO assessment tool. Zero Three
38, 60–63.

Innocenti, M. S., Roggman, L. A., and Cook, G. A. (2013). Using the PICCOLO
with parents of children with a disability. Infant Ment. Health J. 34, 307–318.
doi: 10.1002/imhj.21394

Jackson-Newsom, J., Buchanan, C. M., and McDonald, R. M. (2008). Parenting
and perceived maternal warmth in european american and african american
adolescents. J. Marriage Fam. Couns. 70, 62–75. doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.
00461

Joussemet, M., Koestner, R., Lekes, N., and Landry, R. (2005). A longitudinal study
of the relationship of maternal autonomy support to children’s adjustment and
achievement in school. J. Pers. 73, 1215–1236. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.
00347.x

Jump Norman, V., and Christiansen, K. (2013). Validity of the PICCOLO tool in
child care settings: can it assess caregiver interaction behaviors? Infant Ment.
Health J. 34, 319–329. doi: 10.1002/imhj.21391

Kim-Cohen, J., Moffitt, T. E., Caspi, A., and Taylor, A. (2004). Genetic and
environmental processes in young children’s resilience and vulnerability to
socioeconomic deprivation. Child Dev. 75, 651–668. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.
2004.00699.x

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 11 March 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 680

https://doi.org/10.5569/2340-5104.03.02.01
https://doi.org/10.5569/2340-5104.03.02.01
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21390
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21390
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-3588.00061
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21393
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01093.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01093.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01397.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01397.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409280701274428
https://doi.org/10.1080/10409280701274428
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033647
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7078.2007.tb00240.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/wps.20071
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12108
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135233
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.53.100901.135233
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903212604
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903212604
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21682
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21682
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.2.149
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.40.2.149
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428114555994
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00855.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9036-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-006-9036-y
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2008.00688.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2008.00688.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12095
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510903203573
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2013.732422
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009503409699
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009503409699
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.731
https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2006.0027
https://doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2006.0027
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00395
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21394
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00461
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00461
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00347.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2005.00347.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21391
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00699.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00699.x
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles


fpsyg-10-00680 March 27, 2019 Time: 17:42 # 12

Vilaseca et al. Spanish Validation of the PICCOLO

Kline, R. B. (2015). Principles and Practice of Estructural Equation Modeling, 4th
Edn. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Laible, D. J., Carlo, G., and Raffaelli, M. (2000). The differential relations of parent
and peer attachment to adolescent adjustment. J. Youth Adolesc. 29, 45–59.
doi: 10.1023/A:1005169004882

Landry, S. H., Smith, K. E., and Swank, P. R. (2006). Responsive parenting:
establishing early foundations for social, communication, and independent
problem-solving skills. Dev. Psychol. 42, 627–642. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.42.
4.627

Landry, S. H., Swank, P. R., Assel, M. A., Smith, K. E., and Vellet, S. (2001). Does
early responsive parenting have a special importance for children’s development
or is consistency across early childhood necessary? Dev. Psychol. 37, 387–404.
doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.37.3.387

Lansford, J. E., Sharma, C., Malone, P. S., Woodlief, D., Dodge, K. A., Oburu, P.,
et al. (2014). Corporal punishment, maternal warmth, and child adjustment:
a longitudinal study in eight countries. J. Clin. Child Adolesc. Psychol. 43,
670–685. doi: 10.1080/15374416.2014.893518

Love, J. M., Kisker, E. E., Ross, C., Raikes, H., Constantine, J., Boller, K., et al. (2005).
The effectiveness of early head start for 3-year-old children and their parents:
lessons for policy and programs. Dev. Psychol. 41, 885–901. doi: 10.1037/0012-
1649.41.6.885

Mahoney, G. (2009). Relationship focused intervention (RFI): enhancing the role
of parents in children’s developmental Intervention. Int. J. Early Child. Spec.
Educ. 1, 79–94.

Mas, J., Giné, C., and McWilliams, R. (2016). The adaptation process of families
with children with intellectual disabilities in Catalonia. Infants Young Child 29,
335–351. doi: 10.1097/IYC.0000000000000077

McWilliam, R. A. (2010). Routines-Based Early Intervention. Baltimore, MD:
Brookes Publishing.

McWilliam, R. A. (2016). “Birth to three early intervention,” in Handbook of Early
Childhood Special Education, eds B. Reichow, B. Boyd, E. Barton, and S. Odom
(New York, NY: Springer), 75–88.

Mikulincer, M., and Shaver, P. R. (2007). Boosting attachment security to promote
mental health, prosocial values and inter-group tolerance. Psychol. Inq. 18,
139–156. doi: 10.1080/10478400701512646

Rivero, M., Vilaseca, R., Bersabé, R. M., Cantero López, M. J., Navarro-Pardo, E.,
Valls-Vidal, C., et al. (2017). “Relations between parenting (PICCOLO)
an developmental outcomes,” in Proceedings of the International Meeting:
PICCOLO Across Cultures & Languages, Barcelona.

Roggman, L. A., Cook, G. A., Innocenti, M. S., Jump Norman, V., Christiansen, K.,
and Anderson, S. (2013a). Parenting Interactions with Children: Checklist of
Observations Linked to Outcomes (PICCOLO) User’s Guide. Baltimore, MD:
Brookes Publishing.

Roggman, L. A., Cook, G. A., Innocenti, M. S., Jump Norman, V.,
and Christiansen, K. (2013b). Parenting interactions with children:
checklist of observations linked to outcomes (PICCOLO) in diverse
ethnic groups. Infant Ment. Health J. 34, 290–306. doi: 10.1002/imhj.
21389

Roseberry, S., Hish-Pasek, K., and Golinkoff, R. M. (2013). Socially contingent
interactions help toddlers learn language. Child Dev. 85, 956–970. doi: 10.1111/
cdev.12166

Rossel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for Structural Equation Modeling
and More. Version 0.5-12 (BETA). Available at: https://users.ugent.be/∼
yrosseel/lavaan/lavaanIntroduction.pdf

Roubinov, D. S., and Boyce, W. T. (2017). Parenting and SES: relative values or
enduring principles? Curr. Opin. Psychol. 15, 162–167. doi: 10.1016/j.copsyc.
2017.03.001

Sanders, M. R., Mazzucchelli, T. G., and Studman, L. J. (2004). Stepping
stones triple P: the theoretical basis and development of an evidence-
based positive parenting program for families with a child who has a
disability. J. Intellect. Dev. Disabil. 29, 265–283. doi: 10.1080/136682504123312
85127

Schneider, A. (2018). Cross-Cultural Adaptation and Validation of Strengths-
Based Parenting Measures in Brazil: PICCOLO and Cognitive Sensitivity Scale.
Doctoral dissertation, University of Toronto, Toronto.

Spiker, D., Boyce, G. C., and Boyce, L. K. (2002). Parent-child interactions when
young children have disabilities. Int. Rev. Res. Ment. Retard. 25, 35–70. doi:
10.1016/S0074-7750(02)80005-2

Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., Bornstein, M. H., and Baumwell, L. (2001). Maternal
responsiveness and children’s achievement of language milestones. Child Dev.
72, 748–767. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00313

Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., Kuchirko, Y., and Song, L. (2014). Why is infant language
learning facilitated by parental responsiveness? Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 23,
121–126. doi: 10.1177/0963721414522813

Thompson, R. A. (2008). “Early attachment and later development: Familiar
questions, new answers,” in Handbook of attachment: Theory, Research and
Clinical Applications, 2nd Edn, eds J. Cassidy and P. R. Shaver (New York, NY:
Guilford Press), 348–365.

Trenado, R. M., and Cerezo, M. A. (2007). Codificación de la Interacción Temprana
Materno Infantil en su versión revisada, CITMI-R. Unpublished document,
Universitat de València, Spain.

Trenado, R. M., Pons-Salvador, G., and Cerezo, M. A. (2014). Interacción
temprana: evaluación de la fiabilidad del sistema observacional CITMI-R,
versión inglesa/early interaction: reliability study of the citmi-r coding system,
english version. Revista Electrónica de Metodología Aplicada 19, 29–42.

Tuttle, A. R., Knudson-Martin, C., and Kim, L. (2012). Parenting as relationship: a
framework for assessment and practice. Fam. Process. 51, 73–89. doi: 10.1111/j.
1545-5300.2012.01383.x

Vargas-Rubilar, J., and Arán-Filippetti, V. (2014). The importance of parenthood
for the child’s cognitive development: a theoretical revision. Revista
Latinoamericana de Ciencias Sociales, Niñez y Juventud 12, 171–186.
doi: 10.11600/1692715x.1219110813

Vázquez, N., Molina, M. C., Ramos, P., and Artazcoz, L. (2016). Validación de
un instrumento en español para medir habilidades parentales promovidas en
una intervención de educación parental. REIRE Revista d’Innovació i Recerca en
Educació 9, 30–47. doi: 10.1344/reire2016.9.2923

Velasco, D., Sánchez de Miguel, M. S., Egurza, M., Arranz, E., Aranbarri, A.,
Fano, E., et al. (2014). Family context assessment in a públic health study. Gac.
Sanit. 28, 356–362. doi: 10.1016/j.gaceta.2014.03.015

Vilaseca, R., Rivero, M., Ferrer, F., Bersabé, R. M., Navarro-Pardo, E., Cantero, M. J.,
et al. (2017). “Using PICCOLO to promote a positive parenting that leads to
better outcomes in children with disabilities and improves the emotional well-
being of families,” in Proceedings of the Eurlyaid (European Association on Early
Childhood Intervention) Conference 2017, Belgrade.

Warren, S. F., Brady, N., Sterling, A., Fleming, K., and Marquis, J. (2010). Maternal
responsivity predicts language development in young children with Fragile
X Syndrome. Am. J. Intell. Dev. Disabil. 115, 54–75. doi: 10.1352/1944-7558-
115.1.54

Winstanley, A., and Gattis, M. (2013). The baby care questionnaire: a measure
of parenting principles and practices during infancy. Infant Behav. Dev. 36,
762–775. doi: 10.1016/j.infbeh.2013.08.004

Zaslow, M., Halle, T., Martin, L., Cabrera, N., Calkins, J., Pitzer, L., et al. (2006).
Child outcome measures in the study of child care quality. Eval. Rev. 30,
577–610. doi: 10.1177/0193841X06291529

Zhou, Q., Eisenberg, N., Losoya, S. H., Fabes, R. A., Reiser, M., Guthrie, I. K.,
et al. (2002). The relations of parental warmth and positive expressiveness to
children’s empathy related responding and social functioning: a longitudinal
study. Child Dev. 73, 893–915. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00446

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was
conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Vilaseca, Rivero, Bersabé, Navarro-Pardo, Cantero, Ferrer,
Valls Vidal, Innocenti and Roggman. This is an open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use,
distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original
author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication
in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use,
distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Psychology | www.frontiersin.org 12 March 2019 | Volume 10 | Article 680

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005169004882
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.4.627
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.4.627
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.37.3.387
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2014.893518
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.6.885
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.6.885
https://doi.org/10.1097/IYC.0000000000000077
https://doi.org/10.1080/10478400701512646
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21389
https://doi.org/10.1002/imhj.21389
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12166
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12166
https://users.ugent.be/~yrosseel/lavaan/lavaanIntroduction.pdf
https://users.ugent.be/~yrosseel/lavaan/lavaanIntroduction.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668250412331285127
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668250412331285127
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0074-7750(02)80005-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0074-7750(02)80005-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00313
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721414522813
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2012.01383.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1545-5300.2012.01383.x
https://doi.org/10.11600/1692715x.1219110813
https://doi.org/10.1344/reire2016.9.2923
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2014.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1352/1944-7558-115.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1352/1944-7558-115.1.54
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2013.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X06291529
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00446
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology/
https://www.frontiersin.org/
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology#articles

	Spanish Validation of the PICCOLO (Parenting Interactions With Children: Checklist of Observations Linked to Outcomes)
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Instruments
	Translation and Adaptation
	Participants
	Training of the Raters
	Procedure
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Reliability
	Factor Analysis
	Spanish PICCOLO Scores by Child Age and Gender
	Correlations Among PICCOLO Domains
	Concurrent Validity

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Data Availability
	Author Contributions
	Funding
	Acknowledgments
	References


