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ABSTRACT

Martinez, Nydia E., Parenting Strategies as Predictors of Cognitivedpereht Among

Children.Master of Arts (MA), December 2011, 44 pp., 6 Tables, 3 Figures, 40 references, 21
titles, 3 appendices.

The present study investigated relationships among parenting strasegieeconomic
status, and theory of mind development in 88 (43 girls and 45 boys) predominantly H&panic
to 7-year old children. Vocabulary and ToM reasoning (via one true and onedid$dask)
levels were assessdehrents completed demographic surveys and a disciplinary questionnaire,
which presented the parents with hypothetical corrective behaviatisns.Contrary to
expectations there were no significant relations between ToM, parenatepss, and
socioeconomic status in the overall sample. However, examining children teEteglish and
children tested in Spanish separately yielded some significant resulte. panish-speaking
sample, theory of mind and parenting strategies were significardabedel = .40) and children’s
picture vocabulary scores significantly related to age.64). Among English speakers,
children’s picture vocabulary scores significantly related to theoryired n = .30).

Implications will be discussed.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Children begin to acquire a theory of mind between the ages 3 and 5 years €Jaught
Dennis & Pritchard, 2002). Theory of mind (ToM) is the ability to predict and ex{iiai
behavior and feelings of others based on reference to mental states lseliéfe,sdesire and
perceptions (Astington, 1993; Wellman, 1990). Several factors have been linked to the
development of ToM, which include demographic characteristics such as numitéingé s
parenting styles, parent’s education, and socioeconomic status (Cuttiogr& 999; Jenkins
& Astington, 1996; Ruffman, Perner, & Parkin, 1999).

The primary purpose of this study is to examine how parenting stratéfgietsiaM
development. The knowledge gained from this study could contribute to parents’ undegstandi
about the importance of disciplinary strategies in children’s soetaditive development. This
knowledge might encourage parents to acquire a new form of discipline with theiectauch
as discussing situations and the feelings of others, as opposed to physical purosts®eding
the child to a room without discussing the situation. In addition, this study will prm&igt on
how socioeconomic factors affect ToM development. Most research on ToM devetdase
focused on children from middle to upper-middle-class groups (Lilliard, 1998). Children from
the Rio Grande Valley come primarily from families with incomes thage from low to upper

middle-class (U.S. Census, 2010). Although, children from low-income fanréest greater



risk of developing difficulties in emotional and social development (BolgeerBatt,
Thompson & Kupersmidt, 1995), there is less known about how income affects social cognitive
development, this study aims to provide such insight.
Theory of Mind Development

An important aspect of early cognitive development in children is ToM. Theory of Mind
involves the ability attribute mental states (such as beliefs, desicesjtantions) to oneself and
to other people, as a way of making sense of and predicting behavior (Prem amdguft/
1978). False belief (FB) tasks are the most commonly used tasks to mégsvea’s ToM.
Children’s development of such a ‘theory of mind’ has been studied over the past 30 years
(Flavell, 1999). Early research has revealed an understanding of simpéeasegiired at about
2 years of age (Wellman & Woolley, 1990) and belief at 3 to 4 years of aden@ieCross, &
Watson, 2001; Wimmer & Perner, 1983).

Recent work has begun to address various factors that affect individual dé&renc
ToM and how this type of knowledge is developed. Relations have been found between ToM and
language (Astington & Jenkins, 1991), parental variables, such as parent-childsabomnsr
(Brown, Donelan-McCall & Dunn, 1996; Dunn, Brown, & Beardsall, 1991a), parenting style
(Vinden, 2001), parental approaches to discipline (Hughes, Deater-Deckard, & Ci868g¢
Ruffman, Perner & Parkin, 1999), and also demographic variables, such as parentareducat
socioeconomic status, and number of siblings (Cutting & Dunn, 1999; Perner, Ruffman, &

Leekam, 1994).



Family Talk and Theory of Mind

Studies of emotion understanding have suggested that talk between children and famil
members might facilitate social cognitive development, particuldKyrtaolving emotions. For
example, there are findings that parental interactions with siblingg affédren’s emotion
understanding differently (Dunn, Brown, Slomkowski, & Youngblade, 1991b). This study
indicates that a mother’s efforts to control the behavior of the child’s olalargscorrelate with
the child’s belief understanding.

Parenting and Theory of Mind

Clark and Symons (2000) found that children who have emotionally warm, sensitive and
responsive parents are more likely to develop positive beliefs about themselvasiand t
relationships, compared to children with cold and unresponsive parents who may dew&op
negative views of themselves that enable feelings of low self-wintir results suggest that
positive parenting leads to positive cognitive outcomes in children. Sensitive [Etentsto
and appropriately reflect on their children’s mental states, in turn; providing oppiesuar
children to learn mental perspectives.

Vinden (2001) found that parents who use controlling techniques do not provide
opportunities for children to learn about others’ perspectives. These results sgigesgative
parenting leads to negative ToM outcomes in children. There is also evidence that power
assertion discipline (including physical punishment, yelling and direct cadsh&ads to
adverse consequences for children, including poor ToM performance (Hess &McD984).
In addition, Vinden (1997) found that authoritarian parenting style (characteyizdadb

punishment and poor communication) was associated with reduced levels of success on ToM



tasks that included a false belief test. Whereas, discussion and communicatimactina
children about other’s mental states, are essential between mother aridrchlttess on ToM
tasks.

Parenting also has been found to directly relate to ToM development and emotion
understanding, a related social cognitive ability (Guajardo, Snyder, 8&sBet&009). They
assessed the relationship among parental stress, parental behaviors, amdschiltremes.
More specifically, they examined whether parental stress relates tagdaesponsivity and
discipline styles, and whether these in turn predict children’s ToM and emotiontanderg.
They also examined whether ToM and emotion understanding then related to children’
internalizing and externalizing behaviors. The sample included 83 parents, 65 mathE8s an
fathers, along with their three to five-year-old children. Parentplsted the Parenting Scale
(Arnold, O’Leary, Wolff, & Acker, 1993), a 30-item scale that assessestpaygesponses to
child misbehavior. For each item, parents answered on a Likert scale ashafhie following
two responses was more like them. For exanwghen my child misbehaveshey chose
between ‘I do something right away’ or ‘| do something about it later’. Theseator$
encompass overreactivity (When | am stressed or upset | am picky onldiy lsack) and
laxness (I threaten to do things | know | will not actually do). They also coedpie¢ Child
Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 1991) that yields two broad measures of xirgrizehavior
and internalizing behavior. Parents also completed the Parenting Stres§Abidix, 1995) to
assess the effect of stress on parent-child interactions, and also a décagyregey. Children

were tested in ToM and emotion understanding. Receptive language was asedsse



addition each parent and child participated in three consecutive 10 minutes behdogs:ana
free-play, parent-busy, and cleanup tasks.

Findings indicated that lax parenting (i.e., inconsistent, uninvolved) predicted poorer
performance on ToM tasks; however neither overreactivity nor lax parenting acttamte
unique variance in children’s emotion understanding. | was stated, “Lax/ ineon&istengaged
parenting may affect these changes by significantly alteringdfeztory of children’s cognitive
development, via delayed development” (p. 55). Lax parenting and stress predicted ToM
performance, whereas parental imitation during play was negatively foredi€ children’s
emotion understanding. Neither externalizing nor internalizing behaviors veshietive of ToM
development, yet externalizing behavior was related to emotion understandingaOnly |
parenting predicted poorer performance on ToM tasks.

Ruffman, Perner and Parkin (1999) investigated how different kinds of parentirgy style
might affect children’s understanding of false belief. Their sample ced$t64 children from
lower and middle class nurseries. The children’s receptive vocabulatgsted by using the
British Picture Vocabulary Scale. Children were given one out of two falsd# sigries. Parent
responses in each situation were coded into four categories. How Fe@ndtR¢rs asked the
child, ‘how would you feel if he did that to you?’), General Discussion (GD) (in disitua
where the child purposely damaged something that was not theirs, for exangabel’'a foy,
one mother said ‘ | explained that it was wrong and why they shouldn’t takend’Reprimand
(REP) (mother often said they would send the child to their room, get mad at the childhenake

child give something back or apologize), a small proportion of responses were amligjtmus



whether they were REP or GD and so they were termed ambiguous (AMB) (Mségthey
would discuss the situation with the child and explain it was wrong).

Mothers who responded to a child’s transgressions by asking the child to refleet on t
victim’s feelings (HF) had children with more advanced belief understandingrdasult is
consistent with findings from FitzGerald and White (1995) who found that parents’ aibsese/e
of ‘victim-centered discipline’, which encouraged children to imagine what ano¢ngon
thought or felt about their actions, was positively associated with performancespaqgie-
taking tasks. Ruffman and colleagues explained that parents have aaigrigndency to use
HF responses mainly with younger children.

Mothers give HF responses to younger children who have a more impoverished
understanding of mental states such as belief, and refrain from givinddrader children who
clearly do understand belief. Other researchers have also explained that mayhels
particularly important in discussing mental states with younger chiligeause mothers might
feel such responses are within the child’s ‘zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978).

Par enting, Socioeconomic Status, and Theory of Mind

There are many confounding variables that complicate investigations ofipgamd
ToM. There is evidence that parental strategies might differentialfféeted by stress
(Guajardo et al., 2009). Parenting stress is one of many factors relatedritpparental
approaches and effectiveness. Parents that experience high levelssppsaitesilarly from
economic difficulties, typically are less responsive and affectioni#tteteir children and are
more likely to use power-assertive techniques, as compared with parents wittfostress

(McLoyd, 1990). Parents with low socioeconomic status might have to work two or three



different jobs in order to support their family and in turn have high levels of steegng in

poor parenting practices. With respect to family income and family steydtaving higher
income and two parents present in the home may give parents a chance to Kittariidat
children about feelings and other matters such as perspective taking or emotictanddeg. In
contrast, single parent households do not share the same resources than a two pahatd;hous
having one parent may lead to fewer discussions about feelings and emotioranddegst

A number of recent studies have examined associations among demographlesjaria
parenting strategies, and ToM tasks. In Pears and Moses (2003) fareiiggamng parents
with low education and SES. The sample included 142 children ranging from 36 to 62 months.
Parenting questionnaires included the Parent Daily Report (Chamberlaid&1R87), which
asked whether a series of negative and positive child behaviors occurred in the past 2ddhours a
how the parent responded to these. Parent responses included: power asserthpamnsssre
(physically and verbally negative responses such as spanking and yegkingjal instructional
responses (talking to the child about how dangerous the behavior was), and fepbnges
(responses involving explanations of how the behaviors affected others’ feedingsgsponses
that involved giving consequences; consequence responses (time-out, withdravilegesyi
removing a toy).

Theory of mind (ToM) tasks included a visual perspective taking, desire reasottigfy, be
reasoning, emotion recognition, and affective perspective taking. Maternatiedwupeared to
be the strongest predictor of ToM (mother’'s who are more highly educated malynspee time
with their children and therefore spend more time explaining causes of goemimena to

children than less educated mothers), correlating moderately with pencelgsire, and



emotion understanding. Income was significantly correlated with perceptiomentice
understanding. Power assertive discipline techniques were negativel\atsatiwith belief
understanding. The use of consequences (such as time out or removal of privilsges) wa
negatively associated with emotion understanding in both correlational and icegeesdyses.
Although the use of consequences may well be effective in modifying childrdvésibe it
does little by itself to teach children about other’s feelings. Instru¢tiesponses were
positively associated with both perception and desire understanding in thatooretlanalyses.
Hughes, Deater-Deckard and Cutting (1999) focused on exploring relationgbetwe
young children’s understanding of mind and parental emotional expression and disciplinary
style, along with SES and gender differences. The sample included 125 samvargedrs.
Batteries of ToM tasks were administered to each child (ten ToM tasksfagghbelief stories
and two deception stories) in addition two verbal subtests (Vocabulary and comprehenmsion)
the Stanford Binet Intelligence Scales. Child was filmed individually Gomihutes, interacting
with the primary caregiver. The caregiver was also interviewed alsmiplihary strategies.
This interview was audio taped. Socioeconomic status was also gathered frots. ddre
parent child relationship was measured via two independent observer ratingee pegiécts of
the parent-child relationship (These were divided into four categories: pos$iéue eloseness,
parental knowledge of the children; and enjoyment of the parenting role) amdlgerental
negativity (how much the parent raised his/her voice at the children). M7 goaile was used to
code the parent-child control of child, interactions for positive control (praisardsw
explanation) and negative control (criticism or physical). Discipline wagipely associated

with understanding of mind, but specific negative control was negatively asdo8#teng



correlations were found between family SES, parenting measures, and child@exbd ToM
score. Regression analyses showed that parental behaviors were signiéidenons of
children’s ToM performance, even when gender, verbal 1Q and family SESakereihto
account.

Weimer and Guajardo (2005) investigated relationships among false beliefhyremot
understanding, and social skills with children from Head Start and Non-Head &ttetsC The
Head Start program is a national program administered by the statbéishet in 1965 to
promote school readiness for young children from low-income familiesligneing the social
and cognitive development of at risk children through the provision of educational, health,
nutritional, social and other services to enrolled children and families (NHSA,.200@)s
found that Head Start children who had parents with less education and income pEeléssne
well on ToM tasks but equally well on emotion tasks in comparison to children from middle-
class serving preschool.

Purpose

Collectively past research has begun to address various factors thainaifeduial
differences in ToM, including socioeconomic status, parenting stylesh@sugg al., 1999),
disciplinary strategies, and siblings (Ruffman et al., 1999). Family talk andsgions with
younger children about their feelings and others is the greatest predictuviafevelopment.

The goal of this study was to examine how parental strategies and sociogciawbons
affect ToM development in children. The two variables explored included parsititegies

and socioeconomic status. It was expected that:



1) Positive parenting strategies would positively relate to childresi$ nderstanding,

regardless of the family’s socioeconomic status, and,

2) Children from low socioeconomic status households would perform less well on ToM

tasks than children from higher socioeconomic statuses regardless of pgveantinges.
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CHAPTER
METHODOLOGY
Participants
There were 99 children originally included in this study; however 11 partisipgre
excluded: six were missing parenting questionnaire data; two lackedentffenguage
proficiency, and three children failed ToM control questions. Participartssistudy consisted
of 88 children 3 to 7 years of agd € 5.24,SD = 13.65). There were 43 girlsi(age = 5.16SD
=14.18) and 45 boyd age = 5.325D=13.22). Participants were recruited from three childcare
centers (22), two public schools (59), two Head Start Centers (5), and by word of raouthdr
community (2). Children were from lower and middle class families in a predothy Hispanic
area of the Rio Grande Valley, Texas. Children’s parents were predomidateanic
(Hispanic- 133, Caucasian- 14, African American- 2, Filipino- 2). This studydeddata from
85 mothersNl age = 30 year§D = 5.67) and 75 fatherd/(age= 33 yearsSD = 6.98).
Demographic data was collected on the children’s parents’ education levetanddome of
the household; there was some data missing from parents. For Parentabed288&ti of
mothers and 21% of fathers held a bachelor’'s and/or a higher degree. The aleacdite of
the household was slightly above average=(40,000-50,000) for the area in which they were
sampled, which averages about $30,000 according to the U.S. Census in 2010.
Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 1 for the following vasabllean and

standard deviations for participant’s age by gender, younger and older siblirggabpar

11



education, total household income, ToM reasoning scores, picture vocabulary scores, and
parental strategies.

Tablel

Means and Standard Deviations of Children’s Age by Gender, Younger and Older

Siblings, Parental Education and Total Household Income, ToM, Picture Vocabulary
Scores, and Parenting Strateqies for Total Sample

Measure N Min Max Mean SD
Female Age (Months) 43 38 91 61.88 14.18
Male Age (Months) 45 38 89 63.87 13.22
No. of younger siblings 88 0 5 .67 91
No. of older siblings 88 0 4 1.02 1.06
Mother’s Education 81 1 7 3.05 1.76
Father’s Education 74 1 7 3.08 1.68
Total Income 83 1 11 4.17 3.29
ToM Reasoning 88 1 3 1.47 .73
Vocabulary 88 a7 131 94.80 15.26
Vocabulary (English) 56 47 131 97.68 16.73
Vocabulary (Spanish) 32 59 112 90.69 11.77
Parenting Strategies 88 1 3 2.22 .65

12



Figurel

Fathers Ethnicity

Causasian African
. 37% American/
=/ Filipino

= . 1%

Figure2
Mother's Ethnicity
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Procedure

The research team visited Day Care Centers, Head Start Centers, andghddlis in
the Rio Grande Valley to acquire written permission from the directorettez granted
permission for the research team to perform the study at the center. Aftesgden was granted
from directors, a packet was given to the head teacher to distribute to pinisrgarket
included informed consent for the child, demographic survey, and a parenting strategie
guestionnaire of disciplinary situations. All written forms were traedléd Spanish. The
translation process was taken from Bullinger et al., (1998), which involved fomaasdations
of the original U.S.-English questionnaire into the language of the targetycbyrdt least two
translators who were native speakers of the language into which the form beaganslated. In
this case it was translated to Spanish.

Teachers collected these packets from parents and returned them todtah resen.
The research team also visited children from private families at their, lpaments were given
the same packet to complete. Inclusion of children in this study depended oretpeatec
informed consent forms from parents. All children were also required torbenatlly proficient
in ether English or Spanish, as measured by the Woodcock-Munoz Language SauisegR
(WMLS-R; Woodcock, Munoz-Sandoval, Ruef & Alvarado, 2005). All children were
administered the picture vocabulary subtest prior to receiving any ToM tagkssure that each
understood either English or Spanish well enough to perform the tasks (i.e., ttieg teee
understand at least 6 words).

In each session the experimenter and child spoke only English or Spanish depending on

the child’s primary language. The session lasted approximately 20 minbteke@ were taken

14



to a quiet room in the center. The measures were administered in the followind-ardgiage
assessment (WMLS-R), ToM task (false belief or true belief), Theplaion Resistance
Paradigm (not analyzed in the present study), and another ToM task (fat$@belie belief).
The Temptation Resistance Paradigm was purposely set in between the timaioiy tasks to
ensure reliability and so the child would be less likely to remember the prewstysitece they
are so similar. Children received an age-appropriate book for their participatimmend of the
session.
Measures

Demographics

A demographic questionnaire was administered to parents along with the consent for
Parents were asked to provide information about the following: annual income of the household,
parental education level and current employment status, number of older and gilbiiTggs of
the child, number of adults living in the household, and child’s dominant language (see
Appendix A). Parents were asked to indicate the highest education level cahfipidieth
parents from the following seven categories: grade school, high school/GED,
vocational/technical school, associate’s degree, bachelor's degree smagt@fessional
degree, and doctorate degree. Scores ranged from 1-7. Parents were also asketketthieidic
yearly total household income, ranging from less than $10,000 to over $100,000. Scores ranged
from 1-11.
L anguage Assessment

Woodcock-Munoz Language Survey-Revised (Woodcock et al., 2005). The children

were administered the vocabulary subtest of the Woodcock-Munoz Language-Survey
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Revised. Scoring was completed according to standardized proceduressK msdb/ed
asking the child to identify pictured objects. The assessment had 59 picturethaémsreased
with difficulty. Each item was scored in a binary manner, 1= pass, 0= fail, foeatjagbtraw
score of 6 to 59. The raw scores were converted to scale scores with a mean of 100 and a
standard deviation of 15. To determine which language to test children (English ohgghais
children’s parent(s) were asked about the child’s level of language compreheassos P
provided responses for two different language questions. The first question vied:l&Wfuage
does your child currently understand better?” and “What language can yalcwiéntly speak
better? Before beginning the assessment, children also were askgdspake English or
Spanish. Testing took place in the language that the parent indicated, and if hilmtuzl
child’s preferred language.
Theory of Mind

Theory of mind reasoning was assessed using two tasks which have been previously
established as valid in past research (Fabricius, Boyer, Weimer, & Ca@0). In the first
task, children’s understanding of True Beliefs (TB) was measured. In theskBha child was
shown a box of cookies and revealed that some other object was inside (i.e., a marker). The
actual cookies belonging to the box replaced the marker; this was done in plaof gighthild
approximately one foot from the researcher. The child was then introduced to rddaskad if
the doll would know the contents of the box without looking inside the box. A justification
guestion followed which asked, “Why would he/she think that?”(See Appendix C).

In the second task, children’s understanding of False Beliefs (FB) was pudiseitask

included showing a child a box of crayons then asking the child what they thought the box
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contained. After the child’s response, the experimenter revealed the contiet®ox; which
was some other object (i.e., a penny). The other object was returned to the boxcaild thas
introduced to a doll, and asked if the doll would know the contents of the box without looking
inside the box. A justification question followed which asked the child “Why would htiste
that?” (See Appendix B)

ToM tasks included control questions; they served as a control for children’s
comprehension of the story, only the pass/fail rates were recorded. Thalsskcluded
inference and belief questions, followed by justification questions, whipledelassify the
children into three categories of ToM reasoning levels: RealitydReas (RR), Belief
Reasoning (BR), and Perceptual Access Reasoning (B&R)er Fabricius and colleagues
(2010), children using the Belief Reasoning (BR) approach should reason that thpectbar
will think that the container holds crayons because it is a crayon box. Children esReatlity
Reasoning (RR) should infer that the other person will think that the container holusyaape
opposed to crayons because there is actually a penny inside. Perceptual Aasesing (PAR)
has two defining rules: (1) seeing, or perceptual access, leads to knowing)etisiéeing leads
to not knowing, and (2) knowing results in acting correctly, and not knowing resultsng acti
incorrectly. Children who reasoned with the perceptual access approach shoutthird@other
person will not see the contents and therefore will not know that crayons are indids,a
result will be mistaken and say the container holds a penny. If the child does rotrgbp®nse
to the justification question or if the answer is completely out of context, itla@s@ded under

PAR.

17



As per Fabricius and Colleagues (20&0)jdren who use reality reasoning (RR) should
pass the true belief task and fail the false belief task. Children who use paleeptss
reasoning (PAR) should fail the true belief task and pass the falsetaskefhose who use
belief reasoning (BR) should pass hdivent though, this method does not require classifying
justifications, it does presuppose consistency of strategy use across trasamelief tasks.
Both, children’s passing/failing scores and justifications for responseswged to code ToM
reasoning level in the present study.

Par enting Questionnaire

Disciplinary Situations Questionnaire (Ruffman et al., 1999). Parents completed a set
of questions of situations in whigitesented the parents with hypothetical corrective behavioral
situations One of the situations stated, “The child purposely damaged something that wasn’t
theirs, for example a friend’s toy” followed by, “What did you (would you) sajoato the
child?” Parent responses in each situation were coded into three catetjpHew Feel (HF), in
which parents asked the child, “How would you feel if he did that to you?” In this respons
parents ask the child to reflect on the victim’s feelings and how he/she woalufdfieevictim
did the same to him/ her, or also, asking the child to put himself in the other child’s shoes; 2)
General Discussion (GD), in which the parent(s) had a discussion with the childrebout
situation, which they explained that it was wrong and why they shouldn’t takehiguait
mentioning the other person’s feelings at all; 3) Reprimand (REP), in whiehtpgunished the
child in some way by sending the child to their room, getting mad at the child, mia&iokild
give something back or apologize. Out of the three codes How Feel (HF) ifatiagsithe

“best” discipline strategy following Discussion (GD), then Reprimand {REMs ranking order
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was not analyzed as part of this study but gathered from previous research. Twacockst all
protocols; coders agreed on 97% of situations of which the disagreements centerethenavhe
response merited a REP or a GD for four responses and GD or HF for two optiresess for

all cases disagreement was resolved by discussion. Reliabilitysasalgre conducted to

examine the consistency across all five disciplinary questions, rdsutignstrated low internal
consistency Cronbachts= .69. Additionally, correlational analyses indicated that there were no

significant correlations among the different transgressions.
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CHAPTER IlI

RESULTS
Preliminary Analyses

Descriptive statistics are reported in Table 2 for the followingblesiaChildren’s age by
gender, ToM performance, picture vocabulary (English and Spanish) scores,anédlpar
responses to disciplinary situations. Correlational analyses were caohfiputemographic
variables. Mother’s and father’s education levels were positively ctadeta= .60,p <. 01, thus
a new variable was created to average the means of mother’s and tadlhegtonal level, it
was named parental education. This was used in subsequent analysis. A MANGVA wa
conducted to examine whether ToM, total household income, and parental stratedferes®
by gender, or language of testing. This analysis revealed that ther@evsignificant
differences between boys and girls on these four variables, however, thé ovatak for
group differences by language of testing was signifidafd, 76)= 3.37,p < .05. Children
tested in Spanish were significantly lower in picture vocabatly, 79) = 3.97p < .05 and
total household incomé, (1, 79) = 10.08p < .05, compared to children tested in English. The

groups did not differ in ToM reasoning or parenting. Results are summarized énZlabl
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Table?2

Means and Standard Deviations for ToM, Parenting, Income
Vocabulary across Language Child Tested In English and Spanish

Language Child N Mean SD Std. Error Mean
Tested In
ToM English 56 151 .78 .10
Reasoning Spanish 32 1.37 .60 .10
Par enting English 56 2.16 .62 .08
Spanish 32 2.31 .69 A2
Picture English 56 97.14**  16.58 2.21
Vocabulary  Spanish 32 90.68 11.77 2.08
Total English 53 5.00** 3.39 46
Household Spanish 30 2.70 2.53 46

| ncome

**Significantly lower than children tested in Spanisipat .05
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Figure3
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Descriptive statistics were conductedthe language questisron the demograph
forms. To “What language dogsur child currently spei better?” @rents reported th52%
spoke English, 3% spoke Spanish ar5% spoke both languageko the second questi, “What
langua@ can your child currently understa better?” parents reported ti#i% understood
English better, 29% understo&gpanish bette9% understoothoth English aniSpanish better.
Of the total sample&g3% of the children were tested in English and 28%e children wer:
tested in Spanish.
Parenting

As shown on Figure 87% of parents practiced positive parenting strategiels thieir
children whereas reflecting on the victim’s feelings witle child (HF) or discussing tl

situation with them (GD)Out of 44Qsituations, which the parents respondeditey claimed
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that 219 had actually arisen and 215 had not arisen, there were 6 situations missing résponses
unique finding in this study was the importance and significance of respentgarcluded in
their disciplinary discussion with their child; 31 out of 88 parents stated tlkeyl tabout respect
in at least one out of the five disciplinary questions.
Critical Analyses

Hypothesis 1

Correlational analyses were conducted to examine relations amongieisildge, picture
vocabulary scores, ToM reasoning, parental strategies, and household inconiéisvel
addressed Hypothesis 1: whether authoritative parenting strategies wsitilepy relate with
ToM development, such that parents who used more verbal strategies (HF wo@®have
children with higher ToM scores compared to children of parents that practioee
authoritarian parenting strategy and rarely discuss any situationheitihiild (REP) above and
beyond total household income differences. Parenting strategies were natasiggitorrelated
with ToM. Furthermore, no single disciplinary item (e.g., the child purposelygkoma
something that wasn’t theirs) correlated with ToM. After controllingdtal household income,
ToM and positive parenting strategies were not significantly related)7,ns, either; however,
ToM and picture vocabulary were significantly related.30,p < .01 as well as ToM and age,

=.41,p <. 01. These results are shown in Table 3 below.
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Table3

Correlation between Children’s Age, Vocabulary Scores, ToM, and Parenting
Strategies by Total Household Income

Variables Age in Picture ToM Parenting
Months Vocabulary Reasoning Strategies
Total
Household
Income
Age in
Months 1.00 22 R A2
Picture
Vocabulary 1.00 .30** .04
ToM
Reasoning 1.00 .07
Parenting
Strategies 1.00

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed)

Given that there were some differences in critical variables betwddrea tested in
English and Spanish, analyses were conducted to examine relations among varedias i
language group. ToM and age were positively significantly related in batipgyr(Englishy =
.35,p < .01, Spanish = .47,p <.01); however, ToM and vocabulary were related only in
English,r = .30,p < .01). Also, vocabulary with age £ .54,p < .01) and parenting with ToM
(r = .40, p < .01) were only related in Spanish. These correlation coefficientoane Table 4

below.

24



Table4

Correlations among Children’s Age, Vocabulary, ToM, Parenting, and Total Household
Income Separated by Language Tested (Ns= 56 in English and 32 in Spanish)

Variables Age in Picture ToM Parenting Total
Months Vocabulary  Reasoning Strategies Income

Agein Months

English .10 35** -.01 -.00
Spanish 54** AT 22 -.15
Picture Vocabulary
English .30* .04 15
Spanish 24 23 -.23
ToM Reasoning
English -.13 14
Spanish 40* 16
Par enting Strategies
English -.09
Spanish 24
Total Income
English
Spanish

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Even though there was no significant correlation between ToM and parentiegissa
in the overall sample, patterns within the data suggest that children who had moreddwvic
understanding had parents who used more verbal parenting strategies. Table diftdrans
patterns of parenting strategies and ToM reasoning scores. Ten out ofdhitdven
categorized as Belief reasoners had parents who used HF and GDesdramegpmparison to the
two who had parents who used REP as a parenting strategy. This finding shows that 83% of

children who exceeded the ToM tasks had parent(s) that used “authoritatitegjiega

Table5b

Theory of Mind Reasoning and Parenting Strategies

ToM Reasoning

PAR Reality Belief Total

REP 7 2 2 11

Parenting GD 34 7 6 47
HF 18 8 4 30
Total 59 17 12 88

Hypothesis 2

Even though income level was not significantly related to ToM reasoning, further
analyses were conducted to examine Hypothesis 2: whether children from loecsocmic
status households would perform less well on ToM tasks than children from higher
socioeconomic statuses above and beyond parenting strategies. Speafickitjependertt

test was conducted to examine the differences between children from mwmeimouseholds
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and middle income households on ToM reasoning, parenting strategies, total houseinaodg inc
and picture vocabulary. A comparison of the two income groups revealed no significant
differences on ToM reasoning, age, vocabulary and parental strategies. Haheeewas a
significant difference in total income household across the gro(s,07) = -12.22p < .05.

(Given that the assumption of equal variances across the groups was not assumed appropriat

statistics were reported.) Means are shown in Table 6 below.

Table6

Means and Standard DeviationsToM, Parenting, Total Household Income, Vocabulary
Across Lower and Middle Income Househ

N Mean SD Std. Error Mean

ToM Reasoning Low 40 1.43 .64 10

Middle 43 1.56 .83 13
Parenting Strategies Low 40 2.25 .63 10

Middle 43 2.16 .65 10
Total Income Low 40 1.48** 51 .08

Middle 43 6.67 2.74 42
Picture Vocabulary Low 40 92.25 13.18 2.08

Middle 43 97.51 17.02 2.60

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

Previous findings on parental discipline strategies and ToM development are sbmewha
unclear. Teaching children about the effects of their behaviors on other’s feebngsemafound
to positively relate to ToM, but few studies have examined this issue difElettystudy
investigated ToM development in young children in the Rio Grande Valley with smpita
parenting strategies and socioeconomic status by comparing childreroWwasundioeconomic
status households to children from middle socioeconomic status households. These twesvariabl
have important implications for the development of ToM in children. Specificaigs
expected that children from authoritative parents would obtain higher scores onskshhtan
children from authoritarian parents, regardless of household income. Second$/eitpeated
that children from lower income households would obtain low scores on ToM tasks compared to
children from higher income households regardless of parenting practices.

Theory of Mind, Age, and L anguage

Research has revealed children’s understanding of simple desicpiiged at about 2
years of age (Wellman & Woolley, 1990) and belief at 3 to 4 years of age (Wellnass, &
Watson, 2001; Wimmer & Perner, 1983). As children get older their ToM development
broadens. As expected, ToM and age were positively related in both language ¢jnodps)

tested in English or Spanisis with age, language understanding also has been found to relate
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to ToM development. According to Cutting and Dunn (1999) language ability is important in
ToM performance. Past research has demonstrated that children with a higilagyca
understanding have greater ToM understanding. This study confirms findings froreseasch,
finding that even after controlling for household income, age and language abilityghps
relate with ToM. In addition, vocabulary and age were positively relatedrm@8ganish
speakers

Results showed a significant difference in picture vocabulary scores beathitlren’s
language: the English speaker’s mean score was 97.14; whereasrtish Spaaker’'s mean
score was 90.68. This may have been related to economic or other factors thataaisd c
across the groups.

Theory of Mind and Parenting

In contrast to what was hypothesized, overall no significant differencesfetend
between ToM reasoning and positive parenting strategies. Howevernaxguahildren tested in
English and children tested in Spanish separately yielded some signifgalig.rim the
Spanish-speaking sample, ToM and parenting strategies was signifredatdd. This finding
also may be due to variables that differed across the groups. In particular i& tay thildren
tested in Spanish came from families who were more enculturated in comparieddranc
tested in English, who were more highly acculturated. Future research on ToM artohgare
should include measures of cultural values. For example, @opeenechRodriguez,
Donovick, and Crowley (200930me researchers have concluded that an authoritative parenting
style is a predictor of overall positive child outcomes in Latino familiesreaseother

researchers have suggested that authoritative parenting stylegppeditive child outcomes
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White children onlythe association is not evident in Latino families (Lindahl & Malik, 1999;
Park & Bauer, 2002)This gives insight to this study’s results that children who had more
advanced ToM understanding had parents who used more verbal parenting strategieslbut ove
there was no significant correlation between ToM and parenting stratéfiether parenting
and cultural behaviors could be explored, perhaps relations between ToM and disciplinary
strategies would be clearer. Of note, research has stated that Spaaising parents lean
towards a more authoritarian parenting strateddesling & Steinberg, 1993; Hammer &
Turner, 1990)but those results were not confirmed in this study: 87% of parents’ prhctice
authoritative parenting!

Previously mentioned findings consisted of children with a high passing ra@\bn T
tasks, whereas this sample included children with very low passing rates.ayhierdue to the
lower income and predominant ethnicity of this sample. Previous studies includeddugtei
children in their samples as well as mixed ethnicities.

Theory of mind and Income Differences

In contrast to previous findings, no significant differences were found among ToM
reasoning across low and middle household incomes. Results showed a signffesaamodi in
income between children’s’ language; English speakers ($40,000-$50,000ightyg kigh
above average, whereas Spanish speakers ($10,000- $20,000) was below average aato our ar
sample.

Limitations
This study only included children in the Rio Grande Valley, which consistsspiHic

predominantly. The results do not generalize to the majority or other minaritpgmaking
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this a non-random sample. | was unable to include children from high-incomesfarttik
sample only consists of low and middle-income households. Also, parents who allowed the
child to participate in this study may have been particularly more involved ircthikeiren’s
cognitive development and may practice “better” parenting stratégiagparents who did not
choose to enroll their child in the study, making this a bias sample. In addition, tipdrdasgi
guestionnaire that was used in this study was all self-reported by pdieafsarenting
strategies questionnaire leaves room for parents to report “good” parandtegies and not the
real parental practices they follow. Lastly, English-speasinsdardized language scores did not
significantly relate to ToM as previous studies have found.
Future Research

Future research in this area will need to focus on obtaining a bettdedetsponse on
general discussion (GD) responses. This will allow a better understaidhegactual parent-
child discussion, in turn, simplifying the coding for parental responses. In awladitare
disciplinary questions should be added in order to have a more concrete disciplipangees
from parent(s). As pdbomenechRodriguez et al., (2009any studieswith the inclusion of
this one, have gathered information on parental practices by using only suasyese which
have obscured or confused results; future studies should observe parental praciaiésrinta
parental surveys in order to have a more concrete measure. Also, futarelresseshould
include more than two ToM tasks in their study to assess the children’s cognitalepheent.

Conclusion
In this study participants came from predominantly Hispanic familiesnditig research

on ToM and parental strategies to include the Hispanic population. Previous studies have
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supported that children’s language abilities are essential as a sounfgroftion that helps
define mental state terms. Given that there were some differencecel variables between
children tested in English and Spanish in this study, analyses were conductahittzee
relations among variables in each language group. ToM and age were posijiviigasitly
related in both groups; however, ToM and vocabulary were related only in Englikk. |
Spanish group, vocabulary positively related with age and parenting wasglpseiated with
ToM. This form of grouping by language tested provides a foundation for futuegaiesm

culture and ToM.

32



REFERENCES

Abidin, R. R. (1995)Parenting stress index (PSI) manyaid ed.). Odessa, FL: Psychological
Assessment Resources, Inc.
About NHSA (2010). Retrieved April 7, 2010 from National Head Start Association:

http://www.nhsa.org/about nhsa

Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the child behavior checklist and 1991 profile.
Burlington, VT: Department of psychiatry, University of Vermont.

Arnold, D. S., O'Leary, S. G., Wolff, L. S., & Acker, M. M. (1993). The parenting scale:
A measure of dysfunctional parenting in discipline situatiBisgchological Assessment,
5, 137-144.

Astington, J. (1993). The child’'s discovery of the mind. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uryersi
Press.

Astington, J. W., & Jenkins, J. M. (1991). A longitudinal study of the relation between
Language and theory of mind developm®&uyvelopmental Psychology, ,36131-1320.

Bolger, K. E., Patterson, C. J., Thompson, W. W., & Kupersmidt, J. B. (1995).
Psychosocial adjustment among children experiencing persistent andtietgrfamily
economic hardshigZhild Development, 68107-1129.

Brown, J. R., Donelan-MCCall, N., & Dunn, J. (1996). Why talk about mental states.
The significance of children’s conversations with friends, siblings, and nsother

Child Developments7, 836-84.

33



Bullinger M., Alonso, J., Apolone, Gl eplege, A., Sullivan, MWood-Dauphinee, S., Gandek
B., Wagner, A.Aaronson, N.Bech, P., Fukuhara, S. Kaasa, S. Ware, 199§).
Translating health status questionnaires and evaluating their quial@yQOLA project
approachJournal of Clinical Epidemiql51, 913-923.

Chamberlain, P. & Reid J. (1987). Parent observation and report of child symp&irasioral
Assessmean9, 97-109.

Clark, S. E., & Symons, D. K. (2000). A longitudinal study of Q-sort attachment security
And self-processes at ageldfant and Child Development, 91-104.

Cutting, A., & Dunn, J. (1999). Theory of mind, emotion understanding, language, and
Family background: Individual differences and interrelati@tsld Development, 70,
853-863.

Domenech Rodriguez, M. M., Donovick, M. R., & Crowley, S. L. (2009). Parenting styles in a

cultural context: Observations of “protective parenting” in first-generalatinos,

Family ProcessVol 48, 2, 195-210.

Dunn, J., Brown, J., & Beardsall, L. (1991). Family talk about emotions, and children’s
Later understanding of others’ emotioBgvelopmental Psycholog®7, 448
455,

Dunn, J., Brown, J., Slomkowski, C. T., & Youngblade, L. (1991). Young children’s
understanding of other people’s feelings and beliefs: Individual differencebeind t
antecedent<Child Development, 62,352-1366.

Fabricius, W.V., Boyer, T.W., Weimer, A.A., & Carroll, K. (2010). True or false: Do 5

year olds understand belidb2velopmental Psychology, 46(6)%02-1416.

34



FitzGerald, D. P., & White, K. J. (199B)nking children’s social worlds: The
relationship of perspective taking to parent-child and peer context. Paper
presented at the Society for Research in Child Development, Indianapolis, IN.

Flavell, J. H. (1999). Cognitive development: Children’s knowledge about the mind.
Annual Review of Psychology, 50, 21-45.

Guajardo, N. R., Snyder, G., & Petersen R. (2009). Relationships among parenting
practices, parental stress, child behavior, and children’s social cogietreébopment.
Infant and Child Developmerit8, 37-60.

Hess, R. D., & McDeuvitt, T. M. (1984). Some cognitive consequences of maternal
Intervention techniques: A longitudinal stu@hild Development, 52017- 2030.

Hughes, C., Deater-Deckard, K., & Cutting, A. L. (1999). ‘Speak roughly to ydar litt
boy?’ Sex differences in the relations between parenting and preschoolers’
understanding of mindocial Development, 843-160.

Jenkins, J. M. & Astington, J. W. (1996). Cognitive factor and family structure as=wci
with theory of mind development in young childr®evelopmental Psycholog$2, 70-
78.

Lillard, A. (1998). Ethnopsychologies: Cultural variations in theories of mind.
Psychological Bulletin, 123, 43-46.

Lindahl, K. M., & Malik, N. M. (1999). Marital conflict, family processes, and boys
externalizing behavior in Hispanic American and European American fandibernal

of Clinical Child Psychology28, 12—-24

35



McLoyd, V. (1990). The impact of economic hardship on black families and children:
Psychological distress, parenting and socioemotional develop@taltt.Development
61, 311-346.

Park, H.S., & Bauer, S. (2002). Parenting practices, ethnicity, socioeconomi@siétus
academic achievement in adolesce8thool Psychology Internation&3, 386—305.

Pears, K.C., & Moses, L. J. (2003). Demographics, parenting, and theory of mind in
Preschool childrerSocial Developmen12, 1-20.

Perner, J., Ruffman, T., & Leekam, S. R. (1994). Theory of mind is contagious: You
catch it from your sib<Child Developmen65, 1228-1238.

Premack, D., & Woodruff, F. (1978). Does the chimpanzee have a theory of mind?
Behavioral and Brain Science$, 515-526.

Ruffman, T., Perner, J., & Parkin, L. (1999) How parenting style affects faled beli
understandingSocial Developmen8, 395-411.

Slaughter, V., Dennis, M. J., Pritchard, M. (2002) Theory of mind and peer acceptance in
preschool childrerBritish Journal of Developmental Psycholo@®, 545-564.

Vinden, P. (1997). The effects of parenting style on theory of mind understanding. Paper
presented at the Biennial Meeting of the Society for Research in Child
Development, April, Washington, D. C.

Vinden, P. G. (2001). Parenting attitudes and children’s understanding of mind: A
comparison of Korean American and Anglo American famil@egnitive
Development, 16, 793-809.

Vygotsky, L. (1978)Mind and societyCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

36



Weimer, A. A., & Guajardo, N. R. (2005). False belief, emotion understanding, and
social skills among head start and non-head start chilBesty, Education &
Developmentl6, 341-366.

Wellman, H. (1990)The child’s theory of mindCambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Wellman, H., Cross, D., & Watson, J. (2001). Meta-analysis of theory of mind
development: The truth about false bel@hild Developmen2, 655-684.

Wellman, H. M. & Woolley, J. D. (1990). From simple desires to ordinary beliefs: The
Early development of everyday psycholo@pagnition 35, 245-275.

Wimmer, H. & Perner, J. (1983). Beliefs about beliefs: Representations and congtrai
function of wrong beliefs in young children’s understanding of deception.
Cognition 13, 103-128.

Woodcock, R.W., Munoz-Sandoval, A. F., Ruef, M. L., & Alvarado, C. G.
(2005).Woodcock Munoz Language Survey-Revised. Itasca, IL: Riverside

Publishing.

37



APPENDIX A

38



APPENDIX A

ID: (Please do not write your name on this form)

Demographic Information Survey

1. How many adults currently live in the child’s household?

Please circle all that apply:
(Step)Mother  (Step)Father  Grandfather  Grandmother Other

2. How many oldesiblings live with your child?

3. How many youngesiblings live with your child?
4.What language does your child currently understand better? English or Spanish

5. What language can your child currently speak better? English or Spanish

(Step)Mother: (Step)Father:

Age Age

Ethnicity Ethnicity

Religious Affiliation Religious Affiliation

Highest Educational Level Completed Highest Educational Levepabea
Grade School Grade School
High School/GED High School/GED
Vocational/Technical School Vocational/Technical School
A.A. Degree A.A. Degree
B.A./B.S. Degree B.A./B.S. Degree
Masters or Professional degree Masters or Professional degree
Ph.D. /M.D./JJ.D. Ph.D. /M.D./J.D.

Currently Employed? Yes  No_ Currently Employed? Yes No

Occupation Occupation

Total Household Income Yearly:

Less than $10,000 60,001-70,000
10,000-20,000 70,001-80,000
20,001-30,000 80,001-90,000
30,001-40,000 90,001-100,000
40,001-50,000 Over 100,000

50,001-60,000
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APPENDIX B
False belief
(Place Crayon box on table)
ResearcherTake a look at this box.

Inference Question: What do you think is in here?

Researcher | am going to show you what is in here. It is a peflRgmove penny and let child touch it.

Put penny on table near box.Now | am going to put the penny back inside the box.

Control Question 1: What kind of box is it?

Control Question 2: What is really inside the box?

[Open box to show penny, close again. NOTE: If child fails control, retell.ktory

Belief Question: What if another child came in who hasn’t seen itisisi®ox.

When he first looks at the box, before he opens it, will he think there is

Crayons or a Penny inside? Penny or Crayons inside?

Child’s Response:

Justification question: Why will the other child think that?

Child’s Response:
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APPENDIX C

True belief

(Place Oreo cookie box on table)

ResearchefiTake a look at this box.

Inference Question: What do you think is in here?

NOTE: If necessary, ask in this order (circle if used): Avoiihgethe child its Oreo cookies.
I. “What does the box look like it will have inside?
II. “Can you guess what will be inside?”
lll. “What kinds of things come in a box like this?
ResearcheMow | am going to show you what is in here. It's a marker. Now | am going to put these

cookies inside the box instead.

Control Question 1: What was inside the box first?

Control Question 2: What is inside the box now?
Researchel: have a friend standing right outside the door. (S)He’s never seen ihsdmok.

Belief Question:

When (s)he first looks at the box, before (s)he opemslit(s)hethink there are

Cookies or a marker inside? A marker or Cookies inside?

Child’s Response:

Justification Question: “Why will my friend think that?”

Child’s Response:
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