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Overview 

n  Background of parenting research in LMIC 

n  Chile as a subsample 

n  Methodology 

n  Results and conclusions 
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Parenting in Low Resource Settings 

n  Parents in LMICs and low resource ace similar parenting 
challenges as those in developed countries but in a context 
of significant stressors: poverty, fewer opportunities, 
educational differences, exposure to violence 

n  The negative impact of poverty on brain development is 
mediated by parenting  

n  Parenting support is needed but little research has been 
conducted in LMIC or low resource settings  



+ Chilean Context 

"   Just became a high income country 
 
"   Population of 17.3 million inhabitants  

"   GDP per capita (adj): USD $15.883 (43°) 
"   HDI: 0,783 (High) but not IHDI 

"   Leads Latin American nations in  
ü Human development,  
ü  Competitiveness,  
ü  Income per capita,  
ü  Globalization,  
ü  State of peace,  
ü  Economic freedom 
ü  Low perception of corruption 
 

"   But high inequality 

4 
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12-month Prevalence of Psychiatric 
Disorders in Chilean children and 
adolescents  

Psychiatric 
disorder + 
impairment 

TOTAL Male Female 4-11 yr 12-18 
yr 

% % % % % 

Anxiety disorders 8.3 5.8 11.0 9.2 7.4 

Affective disorders 5.1 3.2 7.1 3.5 7.0 

Disruptive disorders 14.6 13.5 15.8 20.6 8.0 

Substance use 1.2 1.4 1.1 0 2.6 

Eating disorders 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.4 0.4 

Any disorder 22.5 19.3 25.8 27.8 16.5 
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Research Aims & Hypotheses   

n Aim: Examine the impact of a brief universal seminar 
intervention delivered to parents or caregivers in low 
income schools in Santiago 

n Hypotheses 
n  Compared to the WLC, participants in the intervention 

condition would report improvements in child behavior 
(primary outcome), child adjustment, parental efficacy, 
parenting style, parental & family adjustment, and depressive 
symptoms 

 
n  Parents who received the full dose would report greater 

improvements than those who attended just one seminar 
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Methodology 

n Quasi- experimental two group comparison design 
using pre-post and 6 month follow up 

n Intervention delivered across two schools 
(intervention and comparison control) at different 
times 

n Intervention consisted of 3 Triple P seminars (90 
min each) 
n  The Power of Positive Parenting 
n  Building Confident, Competent Children 
n  Building Resilient Children 
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Participants and Measures 

n  Participants 
n  Mostly mothers (76.9% but more fathers in intervention school) 

n  Mean participant age 37 (range 34-39) 

n  Target child mostly girls (59.7%), mean age 7.8 

n  72% reported financial problems 

n  Measures 
n  Beck Depression Inventory (BDI) 

n  Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) 

n  Child Adjustment and Parental Efficacy Scale (CAPES)  

n  Parent and family adjustment scale (PAFAS) 
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Seminar Series Attendance  

23% 

49% 

16% 

6% 6% 
No Seminar 

1 seminar 

2 seminars 

3 seminars (full 
dose) 

Unknown 
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Results RM ANOVAs 

n  RM ANOVAs and MANOVAs 

n  No case x time effect for  
n  Depression F (1, 217) = .725  p = .395 

n  Parental Confidence F (1,125)  = .095 p = .758 

n  CAPES Intensity F(1, 166) = 2.370 p = .126 

n  SDQ Total F (1, 179) = .183 p = .669 

Construct F Statistic Probability 
Level 

Significance 

Depression .725 p = .395  ✗ 
Parental Confidence .095 p = .758  ✗ 

 
 

Child behaviour (CAPES 
Intensity) 

2.370 p = .758 ✗ 
Child behaviour (SDQ total) 1.83 p = .669 ✗ 

 

No case by time effects; both groups improved 
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RM MANOVAs 

Construct F Probability 
Level 

Significance 

Child Behaviour 
-CAPES emotion, Capes Behav 

2.549 p = .112  ✗ 

Child Behaviour 
-Emotional, conduct, 
hyperactivity, peer problems 

.279 p = .982  ✗ 
 
 

Parenting 
-Consistency, -Coercive 
parenting 
-Post encourage, -Parent-child 
r’ship 
 

2.91 p = .023 ✗ 
(after bonferroni 

adjustment) 
Coercive Parenting 

Univariate  

F=  8.46 p =.004  ✔ 
Family Adjustment 
-Parental adjustment, family 
relationships, teamwork 

.454 p = .712 ✗ 
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Coercive Parenting 

Possible range 
0-15 
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High Satisfaction Rate 
Marks (1-7) Seminar 1  

(n = 78) 
Seminar 2 
(n = 33) 

Seminar 3 
(n = 46) 

Quality of presentation 6.1 (5.85-6.44) 6.4 (6.03-6.69) 6.2 (5.96-6.47) 

Opportunity for questions 6.3 (6.01-6.53) 6.6 (6.39-6.88) 6.5 (6.14-6.82) 

Interesting for you? 6.5 (6.31-6.74) 6.6 (6.22-6.99) 6.7 (6.44-6.86) 

Clear and useful examples 6.2 (5.96-6.53) 6.7 (6.51-6.95) 6.3 (6.05-6.60) 

Clear explanations? 6.3 (5.96-6.7) 6.6 (6.39-6.82) 6.3 (6.00-6.56) 

Enough information for practicing advices? 6.5 (6.24-6.71) 6.6 (6.22-6.99) 6.5 (6.27-6.73) 

General content clarification 6.5 (6.32-6.75) 6.6 (6.28-6.87) 6.4 (6.20-6.67) 

Was it useful for your parenting? 6.5 (6.27-6.73) 6.7 (6.32-7.08) 6.7 (6.52-6.87) 

Usefulness of Advice Sheet 6.6 (6.39-6.84) 6.8 (6.58-6.94) 6.7 (6.47-6.88) 

Are you willing to practice what you learned? 6.7 (6.53-6.91) 6.7 (6.28-7.05) 6.8 (6.62-6.90) 
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Qualitative review: Opinions on 
Seminar 1  

n  55 people gave opinions on Seminar 1 (66.3%)  

•  “I loved it. I can help my child and other children around me” 
•  “Thanks for taking the time and dedication to help in the education of 

our children. Hopefully this program existed in most schools. The tips 
are excellent and effective. Thank you.” 

Helpful, feel they 
learned something 
important (n = 28) 

•  Definitely a very useful tool that is getting within reach of many 
parents. For some it will be a useful guide for raising children. For 
others it will be a way to realize that we are on track. We thank the San 
Joaquin College for all these instances and to help forming better 
people. 

Find support for  
current parenting 
strategies (n = 8) 

•  “It was very entertaining, I learned a lot, and I will change some 
aspects that I have erroneous” 

Clear, well planned, 
didactic, got 

entertained (n = 8) 
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Qualitative review: Opinions on 
Seminar 1  

n  55 people gave opinion on Seminar 1 (66.3%)  

• “The seminar is good, but the person who gave it, didn’t understand her, or at 
least I did not understood. You could hear only mumbling. It seems the person 
memorized everything and spoke it. 

Technical or speaker 
problems: didn’t get 
the message (n = 11) 

• The presentation should be more didactic and creative. Examples should be 
more common and not so far-fetched. The presenter must occupy the space 
more and not be always reading what the computer says. 

• Information should be a little more partialized in blocks, is too much at one 
time. 

To much information, 
long, not didactic 

and /or boring (n = 9) 

• “There was good information, but lack interaction with people 
• I wish that the presentation had not been so long, and there was time to talk in 
between the presentation. I got bored to hear all this in “non stop”. 

Suggests changes in 
delivery (n =4 ) 
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Possible Explanations 

n Implementation issues 
n  High drop out, fidelity, required adaptations 

n Research and methodology issues 
n  Hawthorne effect 
n  Floor effects on key outcome variables (means are low) 
n  Insufficient power  
n  Drop out having differential effect? 
n  Different factor structure in Chile? 
n  Quasi-experimental nature of design (both groups 

improved) 
 

n Intervention not effective? 
n  May need more intensive intervention 
n  Not culturally relevant (so strategies not used) 
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Conclusions 

n  Triple P doesn’t always work and it is still reported 

n  Implementation and appropriate research design are key 

n  Parents like Triple P Seminars and see the value in them 

n  More research is needed before Triple P seminars can be 
recommended in Chile 


