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Supplemental Information
Example Session Plan for
Parent Workshops

Parts 3 and 4: Children Brought
Into the Room

Note: During the beginning and end
of each session, only parents are
present in the workshop while child
care is provided in an adjacent room.
Children come in to participate in
parts 3 and 4.

1. The facilitator asks for a volunteer
parent to be observed reading
with his or her child (10–15
minutes):

Parts 1 and 2: Parents Present
Only
1. A group discussion is held
with parents regarding their
experiences reading aloud at
home (10 minutes) and the
following open-ended questions
are posed by the facilitator:

⚬⚬ Who was able to read with their
child?

⚬⚬ What did you notice when you
read aloud with your child?

⚬⚬ What did you like?

⚬⚬ What did your child like?

⚬⚬ What would you have wanted to
do differently?

⚬⚬ What seemed challenging?
⚬⚬ Were you able to use the

strategies that we talked about
last time?

2. The facilitator introduces 2 new
tips for reading aloud and models
specific skills (10 minutes).
Examples (2 of these are discussed
each week):

⚬⚬ Follow the child’s lead. For

example, when the child shows
interest in a picture, talk about
that picture .

⚬⚬ When the child says a word,

repeat, define, or expand on that
word.
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⚬⚬ The volunteer parent is asked to
describe the strategies he or she
wants to use while reading with
his or her child (the facilitator
helps as needed).

⚬⚬ The volunteer parent reads and/
or shares a book with his or her
child while the rest of the group
watches.

⚬⚬ The volunteer parent is asked

open-ended questions about his
or her experience reading aloud;
discussion is opened up to the
group to answer the following
questions:

◾◾ What did you notice when you
read aloud with your child?

◾◾ What did you like?

◾◾ What did your child like?

◾◾ What would you have wanted
to do differently?

◾◾ What seemed challenging?

⚬⚬ The facilitator provides

additional thoughts, focusing
on positive aspects of the
book-sharing interaction and
identifying opportunities to
integrate additional strategies.

2. All parents are given a chance
to practice skills by reading
aloud with their children while
the facilitator observes (10–15
minutes):

⚬⚬ Parents read individually with
their children; the facilitator
walks around the room
observing.

⚬⚬ The facilitator asks parents

about what happened when they
read aloud with their children by
using open-ended questions, as
above:

◾◾ What did you notice when you
read aloud with your child?

◾◾ What did you like?

◾◾ What did your child like?

◾◾ What would you have wanted
to do differently?

◾◾ What seemed challenging?

⚬⚬ The facilitator adds observations
of specific reading interactions
from around the group,
emphasizing positive aspects
of the interaction and making
suggestions regarding additional
opportunities for integrating
additional strategies.

⚬⚬ Children go back to the child
room.

Parts 5 and 6: Parents Present
Only
1. A discussion of challenges and
solutions is conducted (10
minutes):

⚬⚬ Parents break out into groups

to discuss potential challenges
to reading with their child
and brainstorm solutions. The
facilitator provides prompts
for discussion. Examples of
challenges to discuss include the
following:

◾◾ The child does not seem

interested, has a tantrum, is
squirmy, or walks away;

◾◾ the child has his or her own

agenda for the book or is not
interested in parent reading;
and
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◾◾ two children of different ages

are competing for the parent’s
attention.

⚬⚬ Breakout groups share highlights
from their discussion with the
whole group.

⚬⚬ The facilitator guides discussion

with entire group and provides
additional thoughts, highlighting
solutions and strategies that the
parents came up with.

2. Wrap-up (5 minutes):

⚬⚬ The facilitator asks families if

they have any further questions
or thoughts.
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SUPPLEMENTAL TABLE 4 Number of Participants Nested Within Centers Nested Within Clusters at
Enrollment and Follow-up in Intervention and Control Groups

Intervention group
Cluster 1
  Center 1
Cluster 4
  Center 4
  Center 5
Cluster 6
  Center 8
  Center 9
Cluster 10
  Center 17
  Center 18
Cluster 11
  Center 19
  Center 20
Cluster 12
  Center 21
  Center 22
Control group
Cluster 2
  Center 2
Cluster 3
  Center 3
Cluster 5
  Center 6
  Center 7
Cluster 7
  Center 10
  Center 11
Cluster 8
  Center 12
  Center 13
  Center 14
Cluster 9
  Center 15
  Center 16

Parent-Child Dyads Enrolled

Parent-Child Dyads at
Follow-up

279
29
29
48
25
23
53
26
27
51
27
24
48
26
22
50
25
25
287
29
29
26
26
51
23
28
51
27
24
76
23
27
26
54
27
27

232
24
24
43
22
21
44
23
21
39
21
18
39
22
17
43
23
20
252
24
24
24
24
43
20
23
45
23
22
72
22
27
23
44
20
24
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SUPPLEMENTAL TABLE 5 Outcome Measures
Construct

Measure

Description

Psychometric Propertiesa
In US populations: good internal
consistency (Cronbach’s α = 0.88),
test-retest reliability (ICC = 0.93);
correlated with the Home Observation
for Measurement of the Environment
Inventory (r = 0.5–0.6). Not previously
validated in Brazil. Test-retest reliabilities
among control families in this sample
were r = 0.45 for StimQ Total, r = 0.32
for READ, r = 0.45 for PVR, and r = 35 for
PIDA; all P <.001.
In US populations: good internal
consistency (α ≥ 0.8). Not previously
validated in Brazil. IRR was calculated
by using a 2-way mixed, consistency,
single-measures intraclass correlation
coefficient (ICC).56
ICC adult scores = 0.64
ICC child scores = 0.47

Parenting outcomes
Cognitive stimulation

StimQ33

Parent interview including 3 subscales:
(1) READ is used to assess frequency
and quality of reading interactions, (2)
PVR is used to assess caregiver-child
verbal interactions, and (3) PIDA is
used to assess caregiver teaching and
play activities. Adapted to Brazilian
Portuguese by study authors. Scores:
total, 0–37; READ, 0–13; PVR, 0–14; PIDA,
0–10.

Interactive reading

ACIRI34

Physical punishment

Socolar discipline survey35

Observation of parent-child dyads sharing
a children’s book, rated by blind coders
on 12 literacy behaviors related to the
following: (1) enhancing attention to
text, (2) promoting interactive reading
and/or supporting comprehension, and
(3) using literacy strategies. Coders
were trained to reliability by study
author A.S.L. After study completion,
5% of the videotapes were recoded by
A.S.L to establish a gold standard for
interrater reliability. Raw scores: 0–36.
Physical punishment scores were based
on the physical punishment subscale
of the Socolar Discipline Survey, which
includes 2 questions regarding the
frequency of spanking and of slapping
the child’s hand. Questions translated
by study authors. Raw scores: 2–12

Child outcomes
Receptive vocabulary

Expressive vocabulary

TVIP36

TIMT38
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Brazilian adaptation of the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test.37 A score of
1 is given for each item in which the
child correctly identifies the labeled
picture (out of 4). Testing stops after 6
incorrect responses in an 8-item block.
Total score: 0–125. Standard scores
only available for 3 y and older; raw
scores were used.
Brazilian adaptation of the Boston Naming
Test.39 An item is scored as correct if
child verbally labels picture; 1 point is
given for each correct response. Total
score: 0–60. Standard scores only
available for 3 y and older; raw scores
were used.

In US populations: good internal
consistency (α ≥ 0.5–0.8). Not previously
validated in Brazil. Test-retest reliability
among control families in this sample
was r = 0.27, P < .001.

High internal consistency (α = 0.89; splithalf reliability = 0.41). Concurrent validity
with the Language Development Survey57
(r = 0.36).

High internal consistency (α = 0.97; splithalf reliability = 0.96). Concurrent validity
with child receptive vocabulary (r =
0.73).
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TABLE 5 Continued
Construct
IQ

Measure
SON-R40

Working memory

TIMT42

Phonological short-term memory

Word/nonword repetition43

Socioemotional competence

ITSEA44

Behavior problems

CBCL45,46

Description
Two subscales (categories, situations)
from the Brazilian adaptation of the
SON-R were used. Categories: child has
to match pictures to create categories
(eg, place all the flowers together).
Situations: child sees an incomplete
picture and has to fill in the missing
part (eg, place the head that belongs
to each animal). One point is given for
each correct response; testing stops
after 2 incorrect responses. Subscales
are summed to obtain a reasoning
score. Standard scores (mean = 100,
SD = 15) are available for children 2.5
y and older.
Test developed by Brazilian investigators.
Item scored as correct if child points to
and/or names objects in the presented
order. One point is given for each
correct response; testing stops after 2
consecutive incorrect responses. Total
score: 0–48.
Adapted from English by Brazilian
investigators; includes 20 word items
and 20 nonword items. Item scored
as correct if child repeats a series
of words/nonwords in the presented
order. Difficulty increases with list
length. One point is given for each
correct response; testing stops after 2
consecutive incorrect responses. Total
score: 0–40.
Competence domain of the ITSEA
comprising 6 subscales: compliance,
attention, mastery motivation,
imitation/play, empathy, and prosocial
peer relations. Questions translated
by study authors and administered via
parent interview. Standard scores not
available for Brazil. Raw score: 0–72.
Externalizing problems subscale from
Portuguese version of the CBCL–parent
report (11/2–5). Used externalizing
scale and 2 syndromes: attention
problems and aggressive behavior.
Administered via parent interview.
Standard scores not available for
Brazil. Raw scores: 0–50.

Psychometric Propertiesa
High concurrent validity with the WPPSI-III58
(r = 0.78) and the Columbia Mental
Maturity Scales59 (r = 0.56).

Concurrent validity with forward (r = 0.54)
and backward digit span tasks
(r = 0.55), and with forward (r = 0.65)
and backward Corsi block-tapping tasks
(r = 0.61).

High internal consistency (α = 0.83; splithalf = 0.83); test-retest reliability (r =
0.73). Concurrent validity with tests of
auditory (r = 0.60) and visual working
memory (r = 0.49).

Not previously validated in Brazil. Testretest reliability among control families
in this sample was r = 0.48, P < .001.

Good concurrent and predictive validity
in Brazilian children, with externalizing
problems at age 4 predicting behavioral
problems in preadolescence (r = 0.42).

ICC, intraclass correlation coefficient; PIDA, parental involvement in developmental advancement; PVR, parental verbal responsivity; WPPSI, Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of
Intelligence.
a Psychometric properties from validation studies in Brazilian populations are reported when available; when not available, we report test-retest reliability between baseline and follow-up
among control families in the current sample.
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