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ABSTRACT 

In two-parent families, the ability of parents to negotiate their roles as parents, 

reaching agreement in childrearing, and being cooperative in sharing parenting (i.e. 

coparenting), leads to positive family climate, which in turn, impacts positively on 

children social competence. Studies have shown these variables to be relevant for 

European-American parents. The role of parent’s cultural values has received scarce 

attention in predicting coparental and familial functioning.  Additionally, couple’s 

similarity has been found to help explain coparental and familial functioning; however 

further exploration is needed. Using series of hierarchical multiple regressions as an 

exploratory form of path analysis, this study tested the connections among the cultural 

values of familism/respeto, and simpatia, with parental agreement in childrearing and 

cooperative coparenting (i.e. coparental functioning), and family climate (i.e. familial 

functioning) in explaining children social competence in a sample of Mexican immigrant 

parents.  

Analyses found that the cultural values of familism/respeto and simpatia impact 

positively coparental functioning within this ethnic group; although the impact is 

different for mothers and fathers. While simpatia predicted cooperative coparenting for 

mothers; familism/respeto predicted parental agreement for fathers at the trend level. 

Whereas parental agreement did predict coparenting for mothers, it was not predictive for 

fathers. Couples’ similarity in culture values proved to have a minimal impact over 

coparental and familial functioning with a small, trend level effect from similarity in 

simpatia to cooperative coparenting. Regression analysis for mothers, fathers, and 

couples failed to predict children social competence. 
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Mexican values of familism/respeto and simpatia play a role in explaining 

coparental functioning with Mexicans, albeit a different role for mothers and fathers. For 

mothers, endorsement of harmony and avoidance of conflict (i.e. simpatia) influences 

coparenting, over and above the effect of agreement on coparenting. Mothers’ agreement 

leads to reports of cooperative coparenting. For fathers, it is endorsement of values 

proscribing to the value of familism/respeto that impacts fathers’ parental agreement. But 

for fathers, reaching agreement does not necessarily lead to cooperative coparenting. 

These findings suggest interplay between values endorsement and parental roles.  There 

is also evidence that the shared an endorsement of the value of simpatia leads to 

coparenting. 
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CHAPTER I 

                                                        INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Issue 

 The quality of parenting and family life children experience strongly impacts their 

social competence. In two-parent families, such quality is related with parents’ ability to 

negotiate their relationship as coparents, or their coparental alliance. In the last two 

decades, research has explored a set of variables and the connections among them and 

has provided some evidence explaining how the coparental relationship may influence 

family functioning and children behavior.   

Nevertheless, this research has some limitations.  Different cultural groups may 

call for different variables to be examined. For instance, cultural values may be an 

important predictor especially in Mexican groups. The purpose of this study is to examine 

the influence of the cultural values of familism/respeto and simpatia on the relationship 

among parental agreement in childrearing, cooperative coparenting, family climate and 

children social competence in a group of primarily Mexican immigrant families with a 

preschool –aged child.  Cultural values, such as familism/respeto and simpatia, are 

known to be important for Mexicans. By adding a culture-sensitive piece in the 

exploration of coparental and familial functioning, this study attempts to contribute to the 

understanding of how coparental and family functioning influence children social 

competence in Mexican immigrant families.  

Coparental and Familial Functioning with European-American Parents 

With middle-to-upper class European Americans, there is evidence that parents 

reaching agreement in childrearing issues will likely be supportive or cooperative of each 
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other around parenting efforts. Such cooperative coparenting, in turn, is associated with a 

positive family climate characterized as warm, cohesive (Lindhal, 1998), with 

authoritative parenting (Block, Block, & Morrison, 1981; Deal, Halverson, & Wampler, 

1989; 1999).  This, in turn, results in fewer behavior problems in young children. 

Coparental functioning has been defined in varied ways across studies (Feinbert, 

2002; Gable et al., 1992; Gable et al., 1994; McHale, 1995; McHale et al., 1999: McHale, 

2000; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2004; Van Egeran, 2004). For the sake of clarity, within 

this study coparental functioning is defined as integrated by two indicators or variables: 

parental agreement in childrearing and cooperative coparenting. The former captures 

levels of agreement/disagreement between spouses around childrearing (Snyder, 1981), 

and the second captures explicitly spouses’ shared involvement in childrearing tasks 

(Ahrons & Wallisch, 1987).  By the other hand, familial functioning has been also 

conceptualized in varied ways (Kerig, 1995; Lindhal et al., 1998; Lindhal, 1999). Within 

this study family functioning referred specifically to the variable family climate which is 

an indicator of family-level emotion expressiveness within the family (Halberstadt, 

1991). 

The relevance of studying coparental functioning in early childhood is rooted in 

the fact that during preschool years children develop the ability to interact socially, 

resulting from their experiences in social contacts with parents, peers, teachers, and other 

adults. These previous family experiences, along with concurrent developmental 

accomplishment and verbal skills, help children to learn to regulate their emotions and 

interpret more accurately other’s intention, leading children to exhibit social competence 

and adequate behavior in their social interaction (Garner, Jones, & Miner; 1994). 
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Researchers have shown that parents are the primary source of social experiences 

for young children (Dumas & Lafreniere, 1995). Therefore, research has focused on the 

qualities that help parents to be a positive influence in their children’s developmental 

accomplishments. Evidence of such enterprise is exposed by the empirical studies 

covering the research in coparental and familial functioning (Gable, Belsky, & Crnic, 

1992; Gable, Crnic, & Belsky, 1994; Belsky, Putnam, & Crnic, 1996; McHale, Kuersten, 

& Lauretti, 1996) that will be presented in next chapter.   

These studies evidence that despite the amount of available information; the 

knowledge about what makes possible well functioning coparental and familial alliances 

that foster socially competent children, is still, insufficient. That is the main purpose of 

this study, to contribute to the understanding of coparental and familial functioning 

within a group of Mexican immigrant parents. 

Among all the possible factors determining the quality of parental and familial 

relationships; scholars have proposed that parental characteristics occupy a special place 

(Belsky, 1984). One parental characteristic that has received limited attention in the 

coparental and familial functioning research has been parental consensus or parental 

similarity.     

   Couple’s Similarity 

Spouses’ consensus has been an important predictor of marital adjustment since 

early studies of marital relationship quality. Spanier (1976) found that happy couples 

show a consensus style characterized by higher perceptions of spousal agreement as 

compared with a consensus style characterized by higher perception of disagreement, 

which distinguished unhappy couples. 



 

 

15 

 

Not surprisingly, childrearing agreement was included in the Marital Adjustment 

Scale (DAS, Spanier, 1976; Pasley, Ihinger-Tallman, & Coleman, 1984) as an important 

domain upon which well-adjusted spouses were to agree. Later, studies on parental 

consensus about childrearing issues also provided support for the hypothesis of similarity. 

Parents’ consistency or consensus on views regarding basic elements of effective care 

and preferred strategies of socializing children have been found to predict positive 

coparental alliances, family environment, and children’s outcomes (Block, Block, & 

Morrison, 1981; Deal, Halverson, & Wampler, 1989; 1999). 

Symbolic interactionism, a theoretical framework that emphasizes shared views 

among family members (LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993) may help in explaining why spousal 

consensus or couples’ similarity becomes an important predictor in coparental 

functioning. Consensus or shared views between parents may be the building block 

through which parents produce a stable and predictable environment for their children 

(Block et al., 1981; Kenny & Acitelli, 1994); fostering the context for the children to 

grow up, internalize rules of comportment, achieve self-regulation, and progress through 

stages of moral development (McHale, Khazan, Erera, Rotman, DeCourcey, & 

McConnell; 2002). Thus, couples’ similarity became a tenable hypothesis to explain 

coparental and familial functioning in need of more research evidence.  

The similarity hypothesis has received some support. Lindsey and Mize (2001) 

explored the role that couples’ similarity played over and above individual parenting 

practices. The study used an adapted version of the Block Q-Sort (1972 as referred in 

Lindsey et al. 2001) that tapped beliefs about parental control and parent’s perception of 

child’s characteristics (i.e. temperament), as well as parental childrearing orientations. 
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When analyzed at the individual level (i.e. mothers and fathers separately) results 

indicated that both mothers and fathers’ beliefs about control failed to predict child 

competence as rated by peers. When the analysis was done at couple level by computing 

dyadic similarity scores, couples’ similarity in childrearing orientations predicted child 

competence, as rated by peers and teachers. 

Despite such findings, couples’ similarity has not been fully explored in 

coparental and familial functioning research and gaps remains.  For instance, Belsky, 

Crnic, and Gable (1995) explored couples’ similarity in parental personality traits (i.e. 

extroversion-introversion, interpersonal affect, and closeness) and childrearing beliefs 

(i.e. specifically on spoiling practices). Contrary to their expectations, couples’ similarity 

in childrearing beliefs did not predict cooperative coparenting, but couples’ similarity in 

personality traits (i.e. extroversion-introversion) did predict coparenting. Thus, couples’ 

similarity is important, and there is a need to explore the relevant variables on which 

couples’ similarity impacts coparental and familial functioning. 

In summary, research evidenced that parents reaching agreement in childrearing, 

being cooperative in sharing parenting tasks, and facilitating a warm and cohesive family 

climate have well adjusted children. The aspects explaining how parents achieve these 

parental and familial characteristics are still in need of deeper exploration. Couples’ 

similarity has been mentioned as one predictor of positive coparental and familial 

functioning. But there is a lacuna in the literature that claims for studies showing the 

relevant variables in which couples’ similarity makes a difference. 

Cultural Values 



 

 

17 

 

In addition to the need for further study in the role of couples’ similarity in 

explaining coparental and familial functioning, there is an overall dearth of information 

about parental agreement and cooperative coparenting experiences with non-European-

American parents. Whether these variables keep their ability to predict family and 

children’s outcomes with diverse ethnic families has not been established. Even more 

essential, it is uncertain whether a construct such as cooperative coparenting has the same 

relevance in cultures where the basic family milieu is different from that of European-

American families (McHale, Khazan, Erera, Rotman, DeCourcey, & McConnell, 2002; 

McHale, Kuersten-Hogan, & Rao, 2004). It has been observed, for instance, that Latino 

families are typically more extended groups than are the nuclear family that identifies 

European-American families. Family organization may differ under that family structure, 

as will parent’s roles given the interplay of a different set of cultural values (Harkness & 

Super, 2002).   

Implicit in the applicability issue is that research has missed careful consideration 

on how parents’ cultural values associated with family and children’s socialization 

practices may impact parental functioning. Different cultural niches with diverse sets of 

values help determine varying parental socialization practices across cultures (Grusec, 

2002). The lack of previous studies exploring the role of cultural values in the web of 

suspected associations among coparental, familial functioning, and children social 

competence lead me to speculate about how these associations would be if applied to a 

Mexican sample that endorses cultural values that emphasize interpersonal harmony and 

family interdependency.  
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Namely, it is well known that Mexicans differ from European-Americans in some 

aspects of family life. Among them is a stronger orientation toward interdependence 

within groups as opposed to individual independence within social group (Harkness & 

Super, 2002). This, in turn, is related to the high importance Mexicans attribute to values 

such as family solidarity (i.e. familism), respect for people based on a hierarchical order 

(i.e. respeto), and interpersonal harmony and avoidance of confrontation (i.e. simpatia) 

(Diaz-Guerrero, 1992;  1994, 6
th

 ed.; 2003;  Sabogal, Marin, Otero-Sabogal &  Marin, 

1987;  Triandis, Marin, Lisansky, & Betancourt, 1984; Zinn, 1982).  

Research has already established the influence of this set of values over diverse 

parental and familial practices with Mexican families, such as the emphasis posit on 

children obedience toward parents as a desired goal of socialization (Arcia & Johnson, 

1998); or the increasing father involvement in child care of Mexican fathers resulting 

from a strong endorsement of familism value (Adams, Coltrane, & Parke, 2007); and the 

proneness of Mexicans to please other’s desires avoiding confrontation at all cost (Diaz 

Guerrero,1994, 6
th

 ed.). Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that cultural values are 

important for understanding how parental agreement in childrearing and cooperative 

coparenting influence family climate and children social competence in a sample of 

Mexican parents. 

Nevertheless, coparental and familial experiences for Mexican parents may also 

be different for mothers and fathers, as some researchers have observed with European-

American parents (Van Egeran, 2004). Symbolic interactionism theory may, again, help 

in explaining these differences. The theory proposes that not all experiences are equally 

shared between family members. The differential roles that mothers and fathers assume, 
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may result in differential experiences of coparental and familial functioning (Turner, 

1970). That possibility makes imperative to consider, also, the hypothesis that the 

associations among parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate may 

be different for mothers and fathers. 

Specifically, I would expect that Mexican parents do reach parental agreement in 

childrearing, thus reducing conflict, based on the endorsement of values that prescribe 

solidarity and harmony in family context.  Nevertheless, the link from parental agreement 

toward cooperative coparenting may not be as relevant for Mexicans as it is for 

European-American parents. This diminished relevance of coparenting may be due to the 

emphasis that Mexicans put on clear family roles. In other words it is possible that within 

Mexican families, their belief in familism/respeto and simpatia in relationships increases 

the likelihood of parental agreement; but at the same time, viewing parenting as mother’s 

role may decrease the expectancy for cooperative coparenting between spouses. 

I support this idea based on research evidence showing that despite the broader 

trend toward egalitarianism, a characteristic of Mexican parents still is their endorsement 

for traditional views of parental roles (Diaz Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 ed.; 2003; Esteinou, 2007; 

Miranda, Estrada, & Firpo-Jimenez; 2000; Toth & Hu, 1999). In other words, cooperative 

coparenting, as it has been conceptualized, implies shared involvement in the parenting 

task. European-American parents’ egalitarian view of parental roles is consistent with 

sharing the responsibilities of childrearing. This may help explain the link between 

parental agreement and cooperative coparenting with European-American parents, but 

may make the link less relevant for their Mexican counterparts.  
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Also given the collectivistic orientation of Mexican culture, the idea is appealing 

that parental agreement in childrearing with Mexican parents would predict children’s 

outcomes through its direct impact on positive family climate rather than by its indirect 

effect through cooperative coparenting. Coparental functioning, namely parental 

agreement and cooperative coparenting, is unexplored topic with Mexican families; 

therefore there are no previous findings that may inform this link. There was only one 

study reporting qualitative findings regarding the validity of coparenting as a construct in 

a group of Latino couples (Caldera et al., 2002). Although the study suggested that 

coparenting is a common practice for Latinos, lack of control for acculturation lead me to 

take cautiously this finding. 

On the other hand, studies on family climate focusing on cohesiveness with 

Latino and Mexican populations have suggested more consistently the role of this 

familial orientation in explaining children outcomes. For instance, there is evidence of the 

negative impact of family’s lack of cohesiveness over boy’s externalizing behavior 

(Lindhal & Malik, 1999) and emotion competence (Loukas & Roalson, 2006). In both 

studies, such negative impact was stronger for Latino than for European-American 

children, although the studies did not look at cultural values, ethnic moderation was 

found. Given the documented weak relevance that coparenting practices has with 

Mexicans, and the more clear evidence highlighting the role of family climate, I assume 

that family climate should play a important part in linking coparental functioning and 

child social competence with Mexican parents. 

In summary, while parent’s cultural values may be important in understanding 

coparenting and family outcomes; couples’ similarity on cultural values may also be 
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important and should be explored more extensively in the field of coparental and familial 

functioning; as well as the potential differences between mothers and fathers’ coparental 

experiences. Couples’ similarity has proved to explain coparental (Belsky et al. 1995), 

familial (Block et al., 1981), and children outcomes (Lindsey & Mize, 2001); however, 

we do not know similarity on what parental aspects are relevant.  

Objective of the Study 

For all the rationale already described, the main objective of this study involves 

estimating the relevance of a set of variables in explaining children social competence 

within a sample of Mexican immigrant parents. 

Specifically, I will estimate the associations among the set of variables in a pre-

specified sequential order.  Specifically, I will use a cascade model exploring the 

following sequence of variables:  the culture value of familism/respeto predicting 

simpatia; the value of simpatia predicting parental agreement in childrearing, which in 

turn is the predictor of cooperative coparenting and cooperative coparenting predicting 

family climate, which ends the sequence predicting children social competence. 

The sequence of linked effects over the children’s outcomes will be tested three 

times to estimate the relevance of such set of variables to explain mothers, fathers, and 

couples’ outcomes. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The theory and conceptual framework supporting the study will be described in 

this section. In the first part, concepts from symbolic interactionism theory, and Berger 

and Kellner’s (1964) view of marriage are addressed. From here, I draw the core of the 

similarity hypothesis: the utility of parental similarity in culture values in predicting 

coparental, and familial functioning, and child social competence. The second part, 

addresses substantive empirical evidence on coparental and familial functioning that has 

been generated during the last couple of decades. This evidence serves as a conceptual 

frame to test parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate as a set of 

variables that explain child social competence in Mexican immigrant families. 

Symbolic Interactionism Theory 

Shared Meanings 

 Symbolic interactionism is a theoretical framework for understanding how people 

create symbolic worlds or shared meanings through daily interaction and how these 

socially constructed worlds shape persons’ behaviors (LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993; Stryker 

& Vryan, 2006). Families are conceptualized as social groups and as set of interacting 

selves. Symbolic interactionism is interested in the process by which family members 

arrive at a more or less shared sense of the world, with a shared set of goals, values, 

beliefs, etc. 

 Among the main components of the framework is the concept of meaning. 

Meanings are conceptualizations that begin with the social act of at least two people 

talking and communicating ideas. Over time and as a result of continuous social 
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interaction, gestures appear. Gestures implying the same future behavior to those 

emitting and those perceiving gestures are significant symbols. Once symbolized, any 

thing, idea, and relationship between them becomes part or an object of people’s 

experiences. To interact with others in a coherent, organized way, meanings need to be at 

least tentatively assigned to the situations in which people find themselves.  

 Symbolic interactionism proposes that individuals are given by their society 

certain decisive cornerstones for their everyday experience and conduct during early 

stages of socialization; nevertheless, these cornerstones are in need of continued 

validation.  The more valued validation is what comes from significant others. Berger & 

Kellner (1964) propose that marriage is the vehicle to such validation.   

The Berger and Kellner idea of marriage in accordance with the symbolic 

interactionist view proposes that the marriage process is one that constructs, maintains, 

and modifies a consistent reality that can be meaningfully experienced by individuals.  

This view of marriage as a process of reality validation between spouses may help 

explaining what researchers have called interdependence in cognitions, feelings, attitudes, 

and behaviors, between the participants of close relationships; as married partners (Reiss, 

Collins, & Berscheid, 2000). 

 Parents’ communicating through the use of their own created and assumed 

meanings represents the symbolic interaction view. Parents are able to interact with each 

other given the meanings or symbols that they have developed and assigned to their 

practices during daily routines. Symbolic interactionism provides a frame to understand 

how parents understand and contact to one another in their roles as parents by means of 

facilitating an explanation based on shared understanding. This consensual way to 
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understand parental roles is the foundation for parental consistency in childrearing. 

Consistency in childrearing means consensus upon basic elements of effective care and 

preferred strategies of socializing children, which in turn, are facilitated by sharing 

culturally condoned scripts for interpersonal interaction (Stryker & Vryan, 2006). 

Another main idea taken from symbolic interactionism is that social reality is 

collectively constructed. From this perspective, every society has its specific way of 

defining and perceiving reality: its world, its universe, its overarching organization of 

symbols which is already given in the language that forms the symbolic base of the 

society. This is an explanation about how members of the same cultural context may 

develop and share a common worldview that may be different from another culture’s 

view. The relevance of this macro-level concept of shared meanings for the purpose of 

this study is that it serves to clarify why I assume that what has been proved to be 

relevant for European-American parents may not be as relevant for Mexican parents.  

(Berger & Kellner, 1964; Stryker & Vryan, 2006).  

Nevertheless, as expressed by symbolic interactionism, families are also sets of 

interacting selves and not all experiences are similarly shared for the two members of the 

parental dyad (LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993). Each couple of parent may reach a differential 

level of shared meaning, leaving space for individuality within the dyad.  

As suggested by Kantor and Lehr (1975) each person within an interpersonal 

relationship leads a kind of double life: one as member and the other as self. These two 

elements are experienced simultaneously, meaning that members of couple share a 

collective responsibility for developing and maintaining their relationship; yet each 

individual also has a responsibility to act in accordance with his or her own self-interests, 
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meanings, and desires. This simultaneous existence of the shared and the non-shared 

parts within interpersonal relations enhances the richness in the study of interpersonal 

relationships. 

 One of the most meaningful distinctions and sources of private realities in 

marriage is parental roles.  Roles are shared norms applied to the occupants of social 

positions. They are systems of meanings that enable role occupants and others with 

whom they interact to anticipate future behaviors and to maintain regularity in their social 

interactions. Roles can be understood only in relation to complementary or counter-roles 

(Turner, 1970). A clear example of role occupancy is when, once parents, women and 

men tend to relate and do different things with and for their children. For instance, 

regardless of children’s age, mothers have been found to be more involved in daily care 

of their children, whereas fathers have been found, in first place, to be the breadwinners. 

Gender as phenomena of study is usually conceptualized in a more complex and 

intricate matter than my use of the term here; gender in families includes structural 

constraints and opportunities across several domains of life; such as beliefs, activities, 

meanings that results in family experience being different for women than for men 

(Thompson & Walker, 1989). Although my study is much more modest with regard to 

gender, as I do not directly measure gender role’s attitudes or beliefs neither parent’s 

actual arrangements or activities.  Still, my study implicitly involves a discussion about 

gender. Gender is implicit in the current study as I analyze parent’s perception of their 

coparental and familial functioning as being potentially different for mothers and fathers 

given their differing parental roles.  

Summary 
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Early marital well-being researchers found that well-adjusted marriages were 

those who shared a consensus style characterized by high perception of agreement (Booth 

& Welch, 1978; Pasley, Ihinger-Tallman, & Coleman, 1984; Spanier, 1976). Later, 

researchers found that parental agreement in childrearing was associated with functional 

parental alliances and positive family climate (Block et al. 1981; Deal, et al.1989; 1999).  

The operative element of parental consistency in childrearing, as stated before, 

requires consensus upon basic elements of effective care and preferred and culturally 

condoned strategies of socializing children (McHale et al., 2002). Symbolic 

interactionism and Berger and Kellner’s  (1964) view of marriage help by providing a 

frame within which such consensus is explained as resulting from a process of co-

constructed reality between parents; consensus that provide meaning to their parenting 

practices.  

Such consensus or shared views between parents may be understood as the 

building block through which parents produce a stable and predictable environment for 

their children (Block et al., 1981; Kenny & Acitelli, 1994); fostering the context for the 

children to grow up, internalize rules of comportment, achieve self-regulation, and 

progress through stages of moral development (McHale et al., 2002). Therefore, partners’ 

similarity in culture values, as social scripts that help in providing direction for 

socialization practices in family (i.e. familism/respeto and simpatia for Mexicans) 

becomes an important hypothesis in explaining coparental and familial functioning within 

this ethnic group.  

Nevertheless, as it has also been suggested, the differential roles that mothers and 

fathers assume, may result in differential experiences of coparental and familial 
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functioning based on parent gender (Van Egeran, 2004). As marriage partners, parents go 

through the same process of construction when negotiating their roles as coparents. Just 

as marriage partners seek validation of their identities as spouses, parents also seek 

validation in their roles as parents (Berger & Kellner, 1964; Turner, 1970) 

That possibility makes imperative to consider the hypothesis that associations among the 

set of may be different for mothers and fathers. 

In a different vein, theoretically, the varied meanings across culture groups about 

parenting and family relationships might explain the existence of alternative ways in 

which family members interact. By having its own socially validated representations of 

how parenting and family life should happen, parents and families from different cultures 

may behave in ways that are socially expected and accepted in their own culture, but 

which not necessarily resembles the ways of other culture’s view (Grusec, 2002; 

Harwood, Leyendecker, Carlson, Asencio, & Miller, 2002; Stryker & Vryan, 2006).  

In other words, what is validated and functional for a culture group may not be the 

same for another group. Accordingly to symbolic interactionism, it is reasonable to 

presuppose, thus, that the set of variables and their links describing how coparental, and 

familial functioning impact children socio-behavioral with European American families, 

may not explain the same processes with Mexican families.  

Empirical Generalization of Coparental and Familial Functioning 

This part addresses substantive empirical evidence on coparental and familial 

functioning which has been generated during the last couple of decades. This body of 

research and the knowledge it provides resembles what has been called empirical 

generalization.  
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Empirical generalizations represent theory in the sense that the research findings 

are linked to other research findings and to some general ideas about the research topic; 

although they are not discussed in terms of an overarching theoretical scheme (Doherty, 

Boss, LaRossa, Schumm, & Steinmetz, 1993).  Empirical generalizations, like the one 

central to this paper, are useful conceptual tools that identify variables and suggest 

relations among them to help in guiding future research. The evidence generated by 

coparenting researchers serves as a conceptual frame for the purpose of this study: to test 

the set of variables of parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate, as 

well as the relations among them, in predicting child social competence with a sample of 

Mexican-origin parents.  

Parental Agreement in Childrearing  

There is an overwhelming consensus that familial conflict is one of the more 

salient aspects of family life impacting children behavior (Davis & Cummings, 1994; 

Erel & Burman, 1995; Gottman & Notorius, 2002). Marital conflict specifically about 

child-related issues has been mentioned as being even more pervasive than non-child 

related conflicts for children’s behavior problems (Grych & Fincham, 1990). Among the 

possible ways of linking parental childrearing conflict and children outcomes is an 

indirect path that passes through the quality of the coparenting or spouses’ ability to share 

parenting responsibility (Gable, Belsky, & Crnic, 1992; McHale, 1995). 

Research  evidenced that marital conflict was associated with emotional and 

behavioral problems in children, who were found to exhibit behaviors such as anxiety, 

distress, and anger responses (Grych & Fincham, 1990; Mahoney, Jouriles, & Scavone, 

1997; McHale, Freitag, Crouter, & Bartko, 1991); as well as aggression, defiance, and 
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oppositional behavior (Lindahl, 1998; Lindahl & Malik, 1999; Schoppe, Mangelsdorf, & 

Frosch, 2001).  Consistent with Belsky’s (1984) early formulations, researchers 

suggested that the indirect mechanism to explain how parental conflict about childrearing 

spills their negative effects over children’s behavior was quality of the coparental 

alliance. The idea is that parents experiencing discord have a less supportive or 

cooperative parental alliance and consequently provide less consistent parenting (Block, 

Block, & Morrison, 1981; Erel & Burman, 1995; Kitzmann, 2000).  

Parental conflict or agreement/disagreement in childrearing has been 

operationalized in two main forms: as an overall level of conflict on broad childrearing 

issues (Snyder, 1981); or as disagreement about more specific domains of parenting such 

as preferred goals of socialization or styles for example Baumrind’s authoritative, 

authoritarian, permissive styles (Baumrind, 1971).  

Overall, evidence supports the idea that agreement in childrearing, whether 

measured broadly, or in a context-specific way; impacts positively children’s outcomes as 

demonstrated in the following studies. Mahoney, Jouriles and Scavone (1997) analyzed 

mothers and fathers’ perception of disagreement and found that parental disagreement 

makes a unique contribution to children behavior problems for both mothers and fathers, 

once controlled by overall marital discord. Similarly, exploring differences in children’s 

behavior problems as explained by marital satisfaction with spouse’s childrearing, 

McHale, Freitag, Crouter and Bartko (1991) found that boys whose mothers and fathers 

reported lower level of satisfaction with their spouses’ childrearing rated their own 

conduct more poorly than did other children; with an interaction effect of parent’s 
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gender: fathers who were less satisfied with their spouses’ childrearing reported more 

conduct problems in their children. 

Other studies explored parental agreement in specific contexts of childrearing (i.e. 

control, discipline, affection). These studies simultaneously explored the impact that 

parental similarity on these childrearing orientations have over coparental, familial, and 

children outcomes. Block et al. (1981) found that similarity in childrearing orientations 

regarding expression of affect, encouraging openness to experience, and rational 

guidance was associated positively with ego or impulse control in boys (i.e. task oriented, 

autonomous, more controlling of impulse, appropriate in expression of affect), but 

negatively associated with the same outcomes for girls. Researchers concluded that 

parents highly similar in their childrearing orientations were associated with a congenial 

home environment where consideration of others was evidenced and valued. Contrarily, 

parents low in similarity reflected higher family discord, a constricted atmosphere, and 

less positive expression of affect (i.e. cheerless). Later, studies by Deal et al. (1989; 

1999) replicated these findings. 

Lindsey & Mize (2001) used an adapted version of Block Q-Sort that tapped into 

beliefs about control and perception of the child. At an individual level of analysis both 

mothers and fathers’ beliefs about control failed to predict child competence as rated by 

peers, but mothers’ beliefs on control did negatively predict teacher ratings. When the 

analysis was done at a dyadic level by computing an index of parents’ similarity in 

childrearing beliefs, similarity predicted child competence as reported by both peers and 

teachers. 
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Thus, studies defining parental agreement as levels of conflict in childrearing 

issues found that parent’s reports of agreement predicted positive children outcomes 

(Mahoney et al., 1997; McHale et al., 1991). By the other hand, parental agreement in 

specific context of childrearing, whether analyzed at individual (i.e. mothers and fathers 

separately), or at dyadic (i.e. similarity indexes) levels, have also suggested the relevance 

of parental agreement in childrearing orientations (Block et al., 1981; Lindsey & Mize, 

2001).  

Although studies have defined coparenting as a wide concept that includes 

conflict and cooperation in parenting (McHale, 1995); the current study defines and 

measures parental agreement in childrearing as levels of conflict regarding child-related 

issues (Snyder, 1981), as separate from cooperative coparenting or involvement in shared 

parenting; as other studies have done (Kolak & Volling, 2007) given that these are 

essentially two different, although related, constructs. 

Cooperative Coparenting  

Given the evidence that coparental alliances were the link between conflict and 

children outcomes, researchers focused efforts on studying parents’ negotiation of their 

coparental roles. Cooperative childrearing or coparenting was defined as the ways and the 

extent to which husbands and wives, in their roles as mothers and fathers, behave, 

perceive, think, or feel that they are working together in sharing, supporting, and 

coordinating childrearing tasks with each other (Feinbert, 2002; Gable, Belsky, & Crnic, 

1992; Gable, Crnic, & Belsky, 1994;  McHale, 1995; McHale & Fivaz-Depeursinge, 

1999; McHale, Kuersten-Hogan, Lauretti, & Rasmussen, 2000; Schoppe-Sullivan, 

Mangelsdorf, Frosh, & McHale, 2004; Van Egeran, 2004).  
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Early studies by Belsky, Putnam and Crnic (1996) and McHale and Rasmussen 

(1998) isolated the effects that coparenting practices had over children’s behaviors. The 

former study found that cooperative parenting explained a portion of variance of toddlers’ 

behavior inhibition  above and beyond individual parenting .Similarly, McHale et al. 

(1998) found that cooperative parenting accounted for a portion of the variance in 

children’s family representations (later associated with peer competence), beyond the 

influence of parenting behavior  

Studies have also addressed the associations between parental agreement in 

childrearing orientations and coparenting. Overall findings have generally supported the 

connection established by Block et al. (1981), and Deal et al. (1989; 1999). Nevertheless, 

there have been some inconsistent findings. Lindsey, Caldera and Colwell (2005) using 

Block’s (1965-Revised) assessment tested the associations between parental similarity in 

childrearing orientations and coparenting. They found that for mothers, the model 

explained 21% of the variance in coparenting. No significant effects were found in the 

case of fathers. Similarly, Belsky, Crnic and Gable (1995) found that discrepancy in 

childrearing orientation, specifically spoiling, discipline, and control, failed to predict 

unsupportive coparenting. Parents in this study did differ, but such differences were not 

related to their coparenting practices. 

In summary, parental agreement and cooperative coparenting are important for 

explaining coparental functioning and children outcomes. Parental agreement and 

coparenting have proved to make unique contributions in the explanation of children 

behavior, independently of factors such as marital quality and individual parenting. 

However, results remain inconsistent with regard to the association between the two 



 

 

33 

 

constructs. One interesting finding is that supporting the hypothesis of differential 

experiences of coparental alliance, suggesting that the association between parental 

agreement and coparenting may be different for mothers and fathers (Van Egeran, 2004). 

An additional issue demanding attention is exploring agreement and coparenting not only 

at individual levels (i.e. mothers and fathers separately) but at couple or dyad level given 

findings suggesting the importance of parents’ shared experience or spouses consensus 

explaining children’s behavior. 

Family Climate  

Parental conflict not only leads to negative children’s outcomes by means of a 

hostile and non-cooperative coparenting but also by means of disrupting family-level 

processes (Kerig, 1995; Kitzmann, 2000; Lindhal, 1998). Family-level processes are 

defined as exchanges or relationships among all family members, parents, siblings, and 

other family members; while coparenting, as defined in this study, focuses on the 

relationship between spouses or parental figures specifically in their roles as parents 

without focus on children and other family members (Schoope, Mangelsdorf, & Frosch, 

2001). The quality of relationships among family members creates a climate or 

environment that identifies the intimate context of each family (Moos & Moos, 1981), 

which in turn, influences children’s adjustment. 

Family emotional climate is operationalized in this study as defined by 

Halberstadt, Cassidy, Stifter, Parke and Fox “a persistent pattern or style of exhibiting 

nonverbal and verbal expressions that often, but not always, appear to be emotion-

related” (1995, pp. 93). Halberstadt et al. distinguished between positive expressiveness, 

characterized by openness and sensitivity to family members (e.g. being appreciative, 
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empathic, loving, and concerned), and negative expressiveness marked by anger and 

contempt.  

Family climate has been linked to children’s developmental outcome; also it is 

associated to coparenting (Kolak & Volling, 2007; Schoppe, Mangelsdorf, & Frosch, 

2001). The importance of family climate in explaining children’s behavioral outcomes 

found support in studies by Garner (1995) who found family climate influencing children 

emotional competence.  Similarly, Lindhal et al. (1999) found externalizing behaviors to 

be associated with a family climate characterized by lack of warmness and cohesiveness 

not only for European-American but also for Latino children (Lindhal & Malik, 1999). 

 Moreover, family climate play an important role in explaining the links between 

coparental functioning and children outcomes. In their study, Schoppe et al. looked at the 

associations between coparenting and family affective processes (i.e. warmth/hostility) 

and found that supportive coparenting (i.e. shared and coordinated) was related to less 

children’s externalizing behavior; whereas undermining coparenting (i.e. competitive) 

was found to associate with more negative family affect and more externalizing 

problems.  

Given the previous evidence I support the assumption in this study that family 

climate is an important piece within the chain of links from coparental functioning to 

child social competence. 

Mothers and Fathers Differences in the Study of Cooperative Coparenting 

Although, overall, studies have not explicitly addressed the differences in 

coparental experiences, some studies have found that predictors of coparenting may be 

different for mothers and fathers. 
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Lindsey et al. (2005) found high self-esteem related with lower intrusive 

coparenting behavior in the case of the mothers; and high supportive coparenting 

behavior in the case of fathers. Similarly, the study found maternal higher perception of 

social support to impact positively supportive maternal coparenting. The results failed to 

reach significance of social support explaining father supportive coparenting.  

Since a developmental approach Van Egeran (2004) suggested that links between 

parents’ feelings about coparenting and the ways they actually behave together are 

different for mothers and fathers. For mothers, coparenting experiences could be 

associated with aspects of her relationship with the father (i.e. division of labor); whereas 

for fathers coparenting experiences seemed to be associated with their own degree of 

involvement in family play. 

Aspects such spouses’ perceptions of power in marriage, albeit scarcely explored, 

promise to contribute to the explanation of coparenting. Hughes et al. (2004) explored 

parental perception of own and partner’s power in the marriage. The analysis showed 

crossed associations among husband and wife’s own reports of power over partner’s 

perception of quality in parenting alliance. 

Additional findings highlight the role of parent gender in explaining coparenting 

functioning. There is evidence that the association between child’s temperament and 

coparenting depend upon parent gender. Child temperament (as reported by mothers) was 

found to make an independent contribution to intrusive coparenting behavior but only for 

fathers; with no independent contribution either for paternal or maternal supportive 

coparenting (Lindsey, Caldera, & Colwell, 2005). In clear agreement, Van Egeran (2004) 

found that infant temperament was associated with coparenting experiences only for 
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fathers; those fathers who perceived their babies as more difficult tended to experience 

poorer coparenting relationships overall. 

Thus, although the evidence has suggested that predictors of coparenting 

functioning may be different based on parent gender; until now, studies not necessarily 

have considered such distinction in their exploration. One of the most meaningful 

distinctions and sources of private realities in marriage is parental roles, and they may 

help in explaining the differential experience of coparenting between mothers and fathers 

(Turner, 1970). Therefore, this study attempts to contribute to current understanding of 

the mother and father differences in explaining coparenting and family functioning in its 

impact over children’s outcomes. 

Summary 

Taken together, the reviewed literature presents evidence that parental agreement 

in childrearing, cooperative coparenting, and family climate impact children’s outcomes. 

Overall, parental agreement in child-related issues seems to predict positive or 

cooperative coparenting, which in turn is associated with a positive family climate that 

results in children social competence. Interesting is evidence suggesting that the 

associations among these variables may be different for mothers and fathers; and that 

there may be unique contribution of dyad or couple’s characteristics in explaining such 

associations . In this study I will explore the associations between the coparental and 

familial variables at both individual and dyadic levels of analysis trying to best 

understand this process. Namely, by estimating mother, father, and dyadic effects, I will 

be in the position of differentiate the expected associations among variables based on 
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gender (i.e. when contrasting mothers and fathers estimations), and on level of analysis 

(i.e. when contrasting individual estimations against the dyadic analysis).  

Despite the evidence that coparental and familial functioning research has 

accumulated to date, there is no enough studies that account for Mexican predictors that 

may be important for understanding outcomes in this group. 

Studies with Mexican-origin Families 

 The study of coparental functioning within ethnic-minority parents is a relatively 

new topic within family research; therefore, there is limited information. Even the basic 

question regarding the validity of a construct like cooperative coparenting, as it has been 

conceptualized here based on studies with European-American families (McHale et al., 

1999), is waiting for exploration. Although previous studies included parents from 

diverse ethnic backgrounds in their samples, exploring the impact of ethnicity and culture 

values have not been part of the agenda for these studies. 

The Role of Cultural Values 

Ethnicity refers to members of a group who have shared a geographic region and 

a history and, thereby, have developed a shared identity (Roosa et al., 2000) and endorsed 

common cultural values. Ethnicity is part of our self-concept, our intuitive definition of 

ourselves (Dilworth-Anderson, Burton, & Boulin Johnson, 1993 cited by Roosa, Morgan-

Lopez, Cree, & Specter, 2000).  

Cultural values are perceptions of what is desirable or undesirable, good or bad, 

that guides much of decision making and behavior. Groups of people who share 

ecological niches and historical experiences hold similar values. These value systems 

grow out of repeated successful experiences in meeting the challenges posed by the 



 

 

38 

 

ecological niche and taking advantage of opportunities the ecological niche offers. Over 

generations, parents choose or learn socialization strategies that are guided, at least in 

part, by these cultural values and a desire to instill these values in their children (Grusek, 

2002; Williams & Albert, 1990, cited by Roosa et al., 2000).  

 Within Mexican populations, three core values have been consistently identified: 

familism, respeto and simpatia. Familism has been defined as a “cultural value that 

involves individuals’ strong identification with and attachment to their nuclear and 

extended families, and strong feelings of loyalty, reciprocity, and solidarity among 

members of the same family” (Marin et al., pp. 13). Familism can have various forms or 

manifestations: attitudinal, behavioral (Marin, 1993; Sabogal, Marin, Otero-Sabogal, & 

Marin, 1987), and structural (Valenzuela & Dornbush, 1994).  

Attitudinal familism is a term that denotes the normative commitment of family 

members to the family and to family relationships defined by feelings of loyalty, 

solidarity, and reciprocity which supersedes attention to the individual. Behavioral 

familism concerns specific behaviors that might be based on those attitudes and feelings 

about family, such as helping monetarily, or with child care, as well as visiting or calling 

extended family members. Structural, also called demographic familism, has been 

identified by families’ boundaries, size, and intactness, and measured by asking about the 

presence or absence of nuclear and extended family within the household, as well as the 

distance between family members’ homes.   The current study focuses in attitudinal 

familism given that it approximates more closely the nature of a culture value, than the 

behavioral or structural manifestations of familism. 
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  Like familism, respeto (respect) is a core value of Latinos that dictates deferential 

behavior toward others based on age, gender, and authority (Diaz-Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 Ed., 

2003). As research has found, respeto is associated with being obedient for Mexican 

mothers of toddlers (Arcia & Johnson, 1998), and with youth’s acceptance of parental 

authority as legitimate, along with feelings of obligation toward parents (Alvarez, 2007; 

Freeberg & Stein, 1996).  

 Although these are formally two constructs representing two cultural values; at 

conceptual level, the meaning of familism for Mexicans is inexorable linked with the idea 

of respeto and obedience toward parental figures (Diaz Guerrero, 2003). Also, 

researchers have traditionally combined them within a scale probably due to the high 

correlations between them. Thus, this study assesses attitudinal familism with a scale that 

integrates both concepts: familism and respeto (Sabogal, Marin, Otero-Sabogal, & Marin, 

1987, see Method section for description of the scale).  

The third core value for Mexicans has been called simpatia. It is defined as “a 

permanent personal quality where an individual is perceived as likable, attractive, fun to 

be with, and easy going” (Triandis, Marin, Lisansky, & Betancourt, 1984, pp. 1363). The 

term simpatia, which has no equivalent in English, refers then to the personal quality 

where the individual shows certain levels of conformity, an ability to share in other’s 

feelings, behaves with dignity and respect toward others, and strives for harmony in 

interpersonal relations by avoiding interpersonal conflict. 

  Mexican-origin families are usually addressed in studies of Latino or Hispanic 

populations within the United States. Although Latinos are a heterogeneous group based 

on country of origin, reasons for immigration, generational status, etc.; researchers have 
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found a good amount of commonality within them with regard to the cultural values 

already presented (Harkness & Super, 2002; Marin & Marin, 1991). Therefore, studies 

exploring parental functioning and children’s outcomes within Latinos are useful for 

illuminating similar processes with Mexican families The next section is a review of the 

few studies of coparental functioning and family level processes that included Latino 

populations. 

Coparental Functioning  

Virtually, there are no published studies exploring coparenting with Mexican 

populations. Probably, Caldera et al. (2002) study is among the first sources of 

information there will be found regarding this topic. In a direct response to McHale et al. 

(2004) questioning about the validity of coparenting as a construct applicable across 

families from diverse culture groups, Caldera et al. (2002), present evidence that 

coparenting as a construct has the same meaning for Latino as for European-American 

parents. In their qualitative, focus group-based study, Caldera et al. found that Latino 

parents defined joint decision making, support for each other, agreement/disagreement, 

and coordination in parenting tasks as the core features of a co-parental alliance (Caldera, 

Fitzpatrick, & Wampler, 2002).  

These findings, although promising for cross-cultural studies concerned with 

construct equivalence, should be taken cautiously. The very nature of the study prevents 

the use of control for confounding variables, such as acculturation. This limitation could 

obscure subtle distinctions in the ways the construct is understood across Latinos with 

different levels of acculturation. On the other hand, the study of family-level processes 

with Latino population has been much more studied. 
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Familial Functioning  

This body of research has found some ethnic differences in familial functioning 

across ethnic groups.  Miranda, Estrada, and Firpo-Jimenez (2000) found that families 

lower in acculturation were higher in family cohesiveness. This finding is consistent with 

Latino’s traditional values of emotional bonding among family members.  

Schumm et al. (1988) exploring differences on satisfaction with family life 

between European-American and Mexican-American families (i.e. parents and adolescent 

children), found that overall Hispanic family members reported higher satisfaction in 

family, marital, parent-child, and sibling relationships, than their European-American 

counterparts (Schumm, McCollum, Bugaighis, Jurish, & Bollman, 1988). 

In similar vain, evidence has supported the idea that negative family environment 

negatively impacts minority children outcomes, as is also true for European-American 

children (Lindahl, 1998; Schoppe, Mangelsdorf, & Frosch, 2001). Moreover, studies have 

found that cultural values moderate the relationship between family processes and child 

outcomes. Loukas and Roalson (2006) explored family environment as associated with 

children’s effortful control (i.e. the ability to shift and focus attention and actively control 

emotional and attentional responses), and adjustment problems among European 

American and Latino early adolescents. Results showed that negative family relations and 

effortful control were associated with conduct problems and that effortful control 

moderated the association between the two variables only for European American 

adolescents. European American youths, scoring lower in effortful control, were 

vulnerable to the influence of negative family relations increasing the risk of conduct 

problems. The absence of moderation for the Latino adolescents suggested that negative 
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relations within families, contravening the traditional familial orientation of Latinos, 

contribute to adolescent conduct problems irrespective of their levels of effortful control.  

 In their study, Lindahl and Malik (1999) sampled children from Hispanic 

American, European-American, and biethnic families (i.e. one parent from each of these 

two groups), and found consistency across ethnic groups in the negative associations 

between marital conflict, dysfunctional coalitions, and boys’ externalizing problems. 

However there was a moderation effect of ethnicity in the relation between cohesiveness 

and boys’ externalizing behavior. Although lack of family connectedness and 

engagement was related to boys’ externalizing for all families, this relation was 

significantly stronger for Hispanic-American families. 

In summary, this previous sections provides with support for the hypothesis that 

culture values may play a role in explaining coparental and familial functioning. 

Evidence is scarce to predict the relevance of cooperative coparenting within the current 

study’s sample, but much more evidence that cultural values traditionally endorsed by 

Latinos play a role in explaining the links between familial functioning and children 

outcomes.  

Parental Roles in Mexican Families  

In the 1960’s, influential writings summarized what seemed to be the foundation 

of the Mexican family in the following ideas: the unquestionable supremacy of the father 

and the necessary and absolute self-sacrificing of the mother (Diaz Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 

ed.). Without doubt, this characterization of Mexican family has been controversial. For 

example, Mirande (1985) stated that although formally the father has been accorded 

much deference and respect, he has not been the master of the household who dominated 
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all aspects of family life. Mirande argues that the father may officially be the ultimate 

authority, but frequently he has been aloof or uninvolved in family matters.  

The expectation of women, on the other hand, has been one of almost total 

devotion to the family. Ministering mothers are respected, revered, and recognized as 

important figures despite their alleged low status in the family. Mothers play a critical 

part in the lives of children, whereas fathers are seen as somewhat distant. Thus, while 

the woman does not have the formal prestige or status of the man, she has great informal 

influence in the home and extreme importance in intrafamilial relationships (Mirande, 

1985).  

The relevance of highlighting these seemingly paradoxical family relations within 

Mexican parents laid in the complex interplay that core values of Mexicans may have 

with parental roles. In other words, although values such as familism/respeto and 

simpatia should produce higher levels of agreement, and a positive family emotional 

climate, the role of coparenting within these links is more uncertain with this ethnic 

group. 

For one side, shared parenting should be unlikely, regardless parent’s strong family 

orientation, given parental roles traditionally assumed to portray Mexican parents. 

However, research has started to show a changing trend in the last decades when large 

number of women entered to the labor force. This has recreated a father role as one more 

involved in their household and children’s lives in a progressively more egalitarian 

fashion (Parke, Coltrane, Duffy, Buriel, Dennis, Powers et al. 2004). This leaves it less 

clear as how parental endorsement of the cultural values familism/respeto and simpatia 

will influence coparenting practices.  
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A Note about Acculturation 

Research has shown that when minority groups are the target population, 

generational status and acculturation have a strong impact in producing within group 

variability (Marin & Marin, 1991). Acculturation is defined as the process through which 

immigrants and their offspring acquire the values, behavioral norms, and attitudes of the 

host society (Harwood, Leyendecker, Carlson, Asencio, & Miller, 2002).   

Acculturation has been mentioned as an important factor when studying minority 

groups given the evidence showing that acculturation impacts, among others, parenting 

outcomes (Buriel, 1993). Consequently, studies on coparental functioning within ethnic-

minorities families should take into account this important aspect for a better 

understanding of the variables of interest as some studies already described have done 

(Miranda et al., 2000; Schumm et al.,1988). When acculturation is not taken into 

consideration, there is a confounding component that may bias the findings by leaving 

out an important influence of parental and familial practices, especially when these 

practices are suspected to be closely related with a cultural value system. 

In their study, Caldera et al. (2002) did not consider level of acculturation in 

exploring the meanings of coparenting with a sample in which two thirds of the 

participants were Mexican parents born in the U.S. There was the likelihood of subtle 

distinctions in the meanings associated with coparenting of those Mexican immigrants 

who have been less exposed to a mainstream value system than their Mexican-American 

counterparts who were born and grew up within the mainstream culture. As stated by 

Phinney and Flores (2002) when immigrants from Latin American countries come to the 

United States, they are exposed to sex role attitudes that are more egalitarian than those to 
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which they are accustomed. This caution is especially relevant in this study given the 

implicit idea of egalitarianism in shared parenting between parents. 

The implicit assumption when studying ethnic minorities is that those less 

acculturated parents are expected to reflect more closely the typical values and practices 

of the culture of origin. Given that the sample of parents in the current study are low 

acculturated, therefore, assumed to be more close with original practices and belies, 

studies of coparental and familial practices of Mexicans in Mexico could be informative, 

but at this point, these studies are scarce; Esteinou’s (2007) did find that low economic 

status families were more cohesive than emerging middle-class, two earner families. This 

finding, seemingly in tone with that of Miranda et al. (2000) showing low acculturated 

Latino families as being more cohesive than high acculturated families; might be 

supporting the links between cohesiveness and lees exposure to a different values system. 

Given these links of acculturation with family climate, in this study I control for 

acculturation by means of residualizing its effects over every of the variables included in 

the analysis (see details in Method section).  

Current Study: A Culture-Sensitive Approach 

As stated by McHale, Kuersten-Hogan, and Rao (2004) developing concepts in 

majority cultures and applying them indiscriminately across different cultural groups 

without thorough knowledge of family adaptation within such groups is not a good 

practice. Undocumented assumptions have misled before our understanding of minority 

families functioning (e.g. the “macho” myth, and social deficit model see Cromwell & 

Ruiz, 1979; Mirande, 1985) and encouraged non-sensitive readings of family practices by 
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leaving out of the picture a deeper understanding of the cultural context that provides 

meaning to that practices. 

Researchers have suggested that cross-cultural studies have followed diverse 

strategies when it comes to including culture variables in their design. Those which 

directly measure the cultural variables to estimate their impact on the target variables are 

thought to provide more deep and accurate information, and better suited to claim 

culture-sensitivity (Phinney & Landin, 1998) 

Previously research have inferred the impact of those values based on findings 

showing significant differences across ethnic groups and moderation effects in samples of 

European-American and Mexican-origin parents without actually testing the role of such 

values (Lindahl & Malik, 1999; Miranda, 2006; Loukas & Roalson, 2006; Schumm et al., 

1988). This study, not only measure parental culture values known to impact Latino and 

Mexican parent’s practices, but also, it does it with a sample of recent Mexican 

immigrant parents, an understudied group of Mexican-origin families; which enhances 

even more the merit of this analysis.   

Additionally, using as a conceptual frame the empirical body of evidence 

described before, and by the addition of culture values as key piece in the exploration of 

coparental and familial functioning; this study take care of suggestions made for scholars 

suggesting the need for culture-sensitive approaches in the study of families (Phinney & 

Landin, 1998).  Acculturation, as stated previously, is controlled for given the importance 

of acculturation for understanding immigrant parents’ beliefs, values, and practices.  As 

shown in Figure 1 my main research question is elaborated by hypothesizing such a set of 

variables as sequentially ordered (see details in Methodological Approach section). The 
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inclusion of every variable in this study has been supported by the empirical evidence 

presented in the literature review. Nevertheless, the sequential order among the variables 

can be considered the overall hypothesis of this analysis; such that this study may be 

considered an exploratory analysis of the connections among the variables. This main 

research question is broken into specific questions that have, as underlying rationale, a 

brief restatement of the evidence that is explicitly included immediately each question is 

set. 

Also this study embraces the possibility that this sequence of effects might be 

different for mothers, fathers, and couples. That is why analyses are performed separately 

for mothers, fathers, and couples. The main idea behind differential effects for mothers 

and fathers is the suspected interplay between Mexican culture values and parental roles. 

First, research questions and hypothesis for mothers and fathers are integrated in the first 

set of questions.  The second set of questions addresses couples or dyads, with 

hypotheses  supported using symbolic interaction theory.
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Figure 1. The hypothetical Sequential Order of the Variables 

 

SIMPATIA 

PARENTAL 

AGREEMENT 

COOPERATIVE 

COPARENTING 

CHILDREN  

SOCIAL 

COMPETENCE 

FAMILY 

CLIMATE 



 

 

49 

 

Research Questions 

First Set of Research Questions: Mothers and Fathers 

 1. Does familism/respeto predict simpatia? 

Previous studies have identified familism as the core culture value for Mexicans 

(Marin, 1993; Sabogal, Marin, Otero-Sabogal, & Marin, 1987). Thus familism/respeto is 

the value on which other values build.  In other words, from the cornerstone value of 

familism, it is intuitive that the endorsement of simpatia (i.e. interpersonal’ harmony, 

agreeableness, and conflict avoidance) should follow. 

2. Does simpatia predict parental agreement? 

The value of hierarchy in the Mexican families leads parents to be viewed as the 

primary authority in family and that well-adjusted families comes from well functioning 

authority figures. Additionally, although less explored and highlighted as familism, 

pioneers in the study of the psychology of the Mexicans identified simpatia, also named 

obediencia afiliativa (Diaz-Guerrero, 1992) with no known English translation, as a 

characteristic of Mexicans. That cultural feature describes Mexicans as privileging warm 

and nice interpersonal contact even if, in order to reach that goal, the person needs to 

subordinate their own point of view for the sake of the relationship’s wellbeing. 

Therefore I expect that for both mothers and fathers, the endorsement of this value of 

harmony and positive interpersonal interaction will predict parent’s perceptions of 

parental agreement. 

3. Does parental agreement predict cooperative coparenting? 

There is conflicting research in this area for Mexican-origin families. Several 

studies still find a strong endorsement for traditional views of gender roles within 
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Mexicans (Diaz Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 Ed.; Esteinou, 2007; Miranda, Estrada, & Firpo-

Jimenez; 2000; Toth & Hu, 1999); which focuses on the value of respeto and family’s 

hierarchy. This assumption would predict that mothers do not demand their partner’s 

involvement in childrearing given the role distinction. However, this assumption is 

clearly in opposition to studies showing a trend toward changing gender-role orientation 

within new generations of Mexicans where fathers have been found to be more involved 

in parenting.  Researchers have suggested that their strong endorsement of familism has 

helped lead toward this change (Adams, Coltrane & Parke, 2007; Williams, 1990).  

Given the controversial state of affairs at this regard, I expect to find, at best, a weak 

effect from agreement over cooparenting in the case of mothers; and no effect in the case 

of fathers. 

4. Does cooperative coparenting predict family climate? 

Research has found that cooperative coparenting is associated with a positive 

family climate. It is reasonable to assume that the quality of parenting relationship will 

determine the family climate. 

5. Does family climate predict children’s social competence? 

There is evidence suggesting that group orientation and importance of family 

functioning is the centerpiece for individuals within Latino and Mexican culture 

(Harkness, & Super, 2002). Moreover, research has found a stronger association between 

family cohesiveness and children’s social competence for Latino children (Lindhal & 

Malik, 1999; Loukas & Roalson, 2006) than for Euro-American children. Thus I expect 

to find a positive effect of family climate over children socio-behavioral adjustment.  

Second Set of Research Questions: Couples 
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 Given the research suggesting the unique contribution of couple-level variables on 

coparental functioning (Belsky et al., 1994), and children’s outcomes (Lindsey & Mize, 

2001), I will examine the following question.  

1. Does couples’ similarity on cultural values, couple’s mean levels on parental 

agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate explain more variance than the 

mothers and fathers analysis? 

  Symbolic interactionism proposes that family’s members construct a common 

reality that provides meanings to family day-to-day interactions (LaRossa & Reitzes, 

1993). Marriage partners shared views should provide consistency in their parenting 

efforts (Kellner & Berger, 1964). It has also been suggested that parents within a family 

are interdependent individuals (Reiss, Collins, & Berscheid, 2000), and one expression of 

such interdependency is parental consensus or couples’ similarity (Kenny & Acitelli, 

1994). Moreover, studies have suggested that such parental consensus or similarity 

between spouses impacts positively their coparental functioning which in turn influences 

positively family emotional climate fostering positive children behavior (Block, et al., 

1981; Deal et al. 1989; 1999).  

 For all these reasons, overall I expect that couples’ similarity and mean scores at 

every step of the sequence should have a high, significant, and positive effect in the next 

variable in the sequence. In other words, I believe that regardless of the differences in the 

models for mothers and fathers and the direction of these differences, couple-level 

variables should predict more strongly the sequence of associations. Without denying the 

difference, I think that the shared component will be more relevant in explaining child 
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social competence by means of producing high parental consistency (Block, et al., 1981; 

Deal et al., 1989, Deal et al., 1999).  
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

 Sixty-one couples of Mexican-origin participated in the present study. 

Demographic characteristics of the sample are reported in Table 1. The mean age of 

mothers was 29.6 years (SD = 6.1), and the mean age of the fathers was 32.8 years (SD = 

7.1). Seventy-four percent of the couples were married, while the remaining 26% were in 

cohabiting relationships. The mean length of marriage and cohabiting relationships was 

8.08 years (SD = 4.1).  

 The majority of the participants in the study indicated that they were first 

generation immigrants, with over 90% of mothers and fathers born in Mexico. The 

average length of years they had spent in the United States was 10.4 years for mothers 

(SD =8.2), with a range from 1 year to 30 years; and 12.1 years for fathers (SD = 9.1), 

with a range from 1 year to 49 years.  Regarding educational status, over 50% of the 

mothers reported having no high school degree or general education degree (GED), and 

over 60% of the fathers reported having no high school degree or general education 

degree (GED). In terms of employment status the majority of the mothers reported 

homemaker (71%) with 24.2% reported to be employed. The majority of fathers reported 

to be full time employees (87.1%), with the remaining having part time employment, or 

other status (9.6%).  

     Procedure 

 Data were collected as part of the Parenting and Children’s Emotion (PACE) 

project. The PACE project is a longitudinal study of the socialization of emotion  



 

 

54 

 

Table 1 

 

Summary of Demographic Variables (N = 61 couples) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

     Mothers   Fathers 

Variable   Mean (SD)  %  Mean (SD)          % 

 

Age    29.6 (6.05)      32.8 (7.09) 

 

Length in USA  10.4 (8.15)    12.1 (9.12)  

 

Length Cohabitation     8.1 (4.1)        -        -   

      

Marital Status    

Married     72.6         74.2 

Cohabiting     25.8         25.8 

 

Generation 

 First      90.2           90.2 

 Second          4.9              8.2

 Third and Other        4.9               1.6 

 

Employment Status 

 Employed Full Time    17.7         87.1 

 Employed Part Time          6.5             3.2 

 Homemaker     71.0             3.2 

 Other          4.8             3.2 

 

Educational Level 

 No Degree     52.5         61.0 

 High School Degree    25.4         18.6 

 GED            3.4            3.4 

 Some College           5.1          15.3 

 BA/BS Degree          1.7              - 

 Vocational Training         11.9            1.6 
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competence in children. Hispanic and non-Hispanic White, two-parent families with a 3-

4 year old child enrolled in the home-based Head Start program were eligible to 

participate in the study. Families completed in-home, face-to-face, structured and semi-

structured interviews administered by trained research assistants over six-data collection 

points. This study uses mothers’ and fathers’ data, specifically on portions of a structured 

interview collected during the first wave of data collection of the larger study. This study 

also uses teacher data gathered as part of the second wave of data collection, gathered 

approximately six months after the first wave when teachers of school-base Head Start 

program were asked to report on children’s behavioral outcomes. For the current study, 

the sample was further restricted to families in which both parents were of Mexican 

origin and were biological parents of the target child. Target children mean age was 3.7 

years old (SD = 4.4 mo.), with 54% being female. 

 The interviews were conducted in either Spanish or English, whichever was the 

preferred language of the family members. All survey measures were translated and back 

translated by bilingual speakers to ensure equivalence between the English and Spanish 

versions of the survey. Additionally, to ensure meaningfulness of the interviews, several 

questionnaires were pilot-tested. About 91% of the mothers and 89% of the fathers in the 

current study completed their interview in Spanish. 

Measures 

 The mean, standard deviation, and alpha values of mothers and fathers on all the 

continuous study measures of assessment are detailed in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

 

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables (N = 61 couples) 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Variables   Mothers    Fathers     Teachers 

   M SD Range      α  M SD Range α____  M SD Range α______ 

 

Acculturation  .88 .76 0 – 4      .90  1.07 .66 0 – 4 .88 

 

Familism/Respeto 2.05 .32 0 – 3      .82  2.12 .32 0 – 3 .77 

 

Simpatia  2.73 .52 0 – 4       .81  2.67 .49 0 – 4  .78 

 

Agreement in  3.09 .72 0 – 4       .74  3.31 .59 0 – 4 .72  

Childrearing 

 

Cooperative  3.29 .72 0 – 4      .90  3.25 .64 0 – 4  .84 

Coparenting 

 

Family Climate 3.17 .41 0 – 4       .71  3.02 .46 0 – 4  .75 

 

Children Social            4.50 .56 0 – 6  

Competence ¹ 

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

¹Teacher Reports 
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Acculturation 

Acculturation was measured using a 12-item, five-point scale (Sabogal, Marin, 

Otero-Sabogal, & Marin, 1987). Parents were asked to answer questions revolving 

around language usage, media usage and preferences, as well as ethnic social relations. 

Item example is In general, what language(s) do you read or speak? The scale ranges 

from “Only Spanish/All Hispanics” (0) to “Only English/All Non-Hispanics” (4), with 

higher scores represent higher level of acculturation. The mean scores were .87 and 1.09 

for mothers and fathers respectively. Scale alphas were .90 and .88 for mothers and 

fathers respectively. 

Familism/Respeto 

  Previous studies have identified familism as a broad construct that may be 

analyzed as attitudes, behavior, and structural domains (Marin, 1993; Sabogal, Marin, 

Otero-Sabogal, & Mari, 1987). This study measured attitudinal familism with a scale that 

integrates both concepts: familism and respeto given the conceptual link as well as the 

high correlations between them as stated in previous section (Diaz-Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 

ed.).  The measure is a modified version of the Family Relational Values Q-sort of 

Wozniak, Sung, Crump, Edgar-Smith, and Litzinger (1996) which is a twelve-item scale 

that assesses parents’ values around familism (8 items) and respeto (4 items). Item 

examples are Children should never express anger towards their parents and Family 

members should be there in times of need.  Respondents indicated their extent of 

agreement or disagreement with the statement on a four-point scale that ranged from 

“Strongly Disagree” (0) to “Strongly Agree” (3); with higher scores reflective of higher 
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levels of endorsement to those values. The mean score for mothers was 2.06, whereas for 

fathers was 2.12. Scale alphas were .82 and .77 for mothers and fathers respectively. 

Simpatia 

 Parents’ values of simpatia were assessed using a modified version of The 

Simpatia Scale developed by Griffith, Joe, Chatham, and Simpson (1998), a 10-item 

scale. A item example is To be able to openly share your feelings. Respondents are asked 

to indicate how important each item is to them on a five-point scale that ranges from “Not 

important” (0) to “Extremely Important” (4), with higher scores reflective higher 

importance also. The mean score for mothers was 2.73, whereas for fathers was 2.69. 

Scale alphas were .81 and .78 for mothers and fathers respectively. 

Parental Agreement about Childrearing  

 Parents’ levels of agreement/disagreement was assessed using a 10-item version 

of the Parental Agreement about Childrearing questionnaire (Snyder, 1981) that is part of 

the larger Marital Satisfaction Inventory, Revised. Respondents are asked about the 

extent to which they and their partners agree about issues related to parenting. Item 

example is My partner and I don’t argue about our child. Parents indicate how true or 

untrue each listed item is to them on a five-point scale that ranges from “Not al all true 

for us” (0) to “Very true for us” (4), with higher scores reflective of higher parental 

agreement about childrearing. The mean scores were 3.09 and 3.32 for mothers and 

fathers respectively. Scale alphas were .74 and .72 for mothers and fathers respectively. 

Cooparenting Coparenting 

 Parents’ cooperative coparenting was assessed with a 10-items scale (Ahrons & 

Wallisch, 1987) with questions revolving around how often parents share their child’s 
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experiences and parenting responsibilities. Item example is Making day-to-day decisions 

regarding your child’s life. Parents were asked to rated on a 5-point scale that ranges 

from “Never” (0) to “Always” (4) the frequency in which they discuss what rules set for 

the child, and so on. The mean scores were 3.28 and 3.26 for mothers and fathers 

respectively. Scale alphas were .90 and .84 for mothers and fathers respectively.  

Family Climate 

 Family climate was measured using a 12-item scale (Halberstandt, 1986) that 

assessed the frequency of the family’s emotional expressiveness in home as reported by 

the parent. Twelve affective scenarios were presented, in relation to which parents rated 

the frequency of their family expressiveness. Items cover a range of positive and negative 

emotions in a variety of settings typical of many families. Item example is Praising 

someone for good work. It uses a five-point scale that ranges from “Never” (0) to 

“Always” (4) with higher scores reflective of higher levels of positive emotion 

expressiveness (i.e. reverse coded for negative items). The mean scores were 3.16 and 

3.02 for mothers and fathers respectively. Scale alphas were .71 and .75 for mothers and 

fathers respectively. 

Children Social Competence 

 Children social competence was measured using the Social Competence and 

Behavior Evaluation-Preschool Edition (SCBE; LaFreniere & Dumas, 1995). The 

instrument is an 80-item scale designed to assess mental health strengths and 

vulnerabilities in children aged 30 to 78 months in school settings. The SCBE offers 3 

basic scales and four summary scales. Item examples are Easily frustrated, Remains 

apart, isolated from the group; Defiant when reprimanded, and Persisting in solving 
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problems. Across the scale teachers are asked to rate the behavior of the target children 

using a 6-point scale (1) “Never” to (6) “Always” with higher scores reflective of higher 

levels of child social competence (i.e. reverse coded for negative items). Mean level was 

4.50 and alpha of .96.  

Data Preparation 

 

This study will involve testing the set of variables and the relations among them 

analyzed at two levels: individual and couples. Couples’ analysis requests the creation of 

new data from the original raw data (i.e. individual mothers and fathers scores). In the 

following part I describe the process of data preparation as well as the rationale for their 

use. 

Studies exploring relationships qualities that analyses the responses each 

individual provides independently from each other (e.g. mothers’ responses separately 

from fathers’ responses), talks about the individual proprieties of the relationships.  

Couples’ approaches consider the dyad of parents as unit of analysis, and assume that 

relational characteristics are beyond individual proprieties of the relationship (Thompson 

& Walker, 1982).  

From this couples’ perspective, those studies identifying associations between 

properties of the individual, although useful, are limited in value because relationships 

are initiated, changed, and maintained by two individuals. Moreover, the responses each 

member of the couple provides are assumed to be non-independent from each other 

(Kenny, Kashi, & Cook, 2006; Russell & Russell, 1994).  

In this study, the two approaches are as follows. Mothers and fathers responses 

are analyzed independently to answer the first two set of research questions; and, by 
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creating couple-level variables, the third set of research questions are answered. Thus, 

this study attempts to contribute to the understanding of the phenomena under study by 

testing the relevance of the two components of parents’ experiences as partners: their 

individual perceptions, and the shared experience. 

Finally, using the language of couple researchers, this part of the procedure is 

considered a standardized dyadic design, as participants are members of only one and the 

same couple or dyad. It is also a reciprocal design given that for all the study variables 

(with exception of children data) there are two data points for each couple (i.e. mother’s 

and father’s score). An index of profile similarity uses these two raw scores to create the 

new data (Kenny, Kashi, & Cook, 2006). In this study, couples’ similarity was assessed 

in two different ways depending in the feature of interest in the specific variables as 

follow: 

Couples´ Indexes of Similarity 

A dyadic index for each value scale assessed culture values’ endorsement 

similarity.  A similarity index is a measure of the similarity in profiles between two sets 

of responses; in this case, mother and father’s scale items responses. It is an idiographic 

approach in the sense that a score is generated for each couple or dyad; the set of created 

couples’ scores may be used as raw data in any kind of analysis, like in this study, to 

perform the serial of hierarchical multiple regressions for couples using the created 

dyadic scores. An index of similarity is generated by computing bivariate correlation at 

item level where mother’s responses are correlated with father’s responses on the same 

set of items. The resulting correlations coefficients are interpreted as usual. Ranging from 

-1 (i.e. negative correlation) that indicate perfect dissimilarity in profiles between the 
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members of the couple or dyad, and 1 (i.e. positive correlation) indicate perfect similarity 

in profiles; a score of 0.0 indicates no association between members’ scores. Appendix B 

shows the created dyadic scores for the group of couples in the sample. 

I chose this approach to assess couples’ similarity in culture values (i.e. 

familism/respeto and simpatia), because the index provides a deeper look into the 

sameness of endorsement in every mother-father dyad because each couple or dyad score 

reflects how much one parent’s profile of responses resembles that of his/her partner 

across the set of items.  If averaging mothers and fathers means at scale level, as it is 

done with the other variables in this study, differences in endorsement across the distinct 

sentences (i.e. items in the culture values scales) are lost. 

 Couples´ Mean Level Scores 

Acculturation, parental agreement on childrearing, cooperative coparenting, and 

family climate was assessed by averaging means at scale level of mother and father 

within couples or dyads. This couple’s mean score represents the average of each couple 

in these variables. Unlike culture values measures, that are sets of statements with an 

ideological component of interest by itself; these variables (i.e. acculturation, parental 

agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate) captures different features of the 

relationship quality. Here, what matter, is the overall level of functioning reported by 

each couple. Such that averaging mothers and fathers scores provide a good indicator of 

couple’s functioning without the need to compute couples’ similarity in profiles of their 

perceptions at item level.   

Methodological Approach 

Series of Hierarchical Multiple Regressions or “Cascade” Model 
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This study is a within-group, cross-sectional design that estimates, concurrently, 

relationships among variables. The analysis will estimate the direct effects among a set of 

variables: familism/respeto, simpatia, parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, 

family climate, and children social competence within a sample of Mexican-origin 

families.  

The fact that a set of criterion variables are intercorrelated in the real world makes 

incomplete and misleading results when regression analysis are used, which strategy, 

although estimating the impact of those variables thought of as predictors over the 

criterion variable, ignores the potential effects that the outcome or criterion variable 

receives from the other intercorrelated outcome variables that have been left out of the 

regression model. Intercorrelated outcomes variables demand using a multivariate 

statistical strategy like structural equation modeling (SEM) or confirmatory path analysis 

in which the hypothesized causal network between outcomes can be fully specified, 

estimated, and tested (Bentler, 1989) . 

Some restrictions prevent the use of SEM in this case. Without strong theoretical 

support guiding the causal order hypothesized in this analysis, the study can be 

considered as exploratory; structural equation modeling should be use for theory 

confirmation not exploration (Figueredo & Gorsuch, 2007).  Not only the exploratory 

nature of this study does not warrant the use of SEM as strategy, but also the issue of a 

limited statistical power associated with a small sample size; limited statistical power 

prevents the ability to find significant relationships of small size even in the case of real 

association among variables in the population (Cohen & Cohen, 1983),  
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Consequently, an alternative strategy was followed. A series of hierarchical 

multiple regressions were used to estimate direct effects from predictor over outcome 

variables. Each successive dependent variable is predicted from an initial predictor 

variable, each time entering the immediately preceding dependent variable hierarchically 

as the first predictor, then entering the predictors from the previous regression equation. 

Thus, each successive regression entered all of the preceding dependent variables in 

reverse causal order to statistically control for any indirect effects that might be 

transmitted through them. Within this analytical scheme, the estimated effect of each 

predictor was limited to its direct effect on each of the successive dependent variables.  

The general format for these hierarchical multiple regressions, often referred to as 

a “cascade” model (Demetriou, Christou, Spanoudis, & Platsidou, 2002), was, therefore, 

as follows: 

 

Y1 =   X1 + X2 + X3 

Y2 = Y1 +  X1 + X2 + X3 

Y3 = Y2 +Y1 +  X1 + X2 + X3 

This analytic strategy involves a multivariate analysis of the data in that the 

variance is partitioned hierarchically. The order of such a sequence is determined by 

hypothesized causal priority of each predictor, while controlling for the effect of any 

previously included outcome variables. In doing so, the effect of each variable is partial 

zing so as to identify its contribution over and above the effect of all the other variables 

in the equation (Figueredo & Gorsuch, 2007). 
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The proportion of variance produced with each regression essentially represents 

effect sizes for each predictor; thereby isolating and identifying the impact of any 

variables believed to influence the outcome variable. As such, the coefficient of 

determination (i.e. also denoted as R²) for each predictor provides a measure of the 

strength of the relationship between a given predictor and the dependent variable, holding 

constant all other variables in the regression (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Therefore, by 

laying on the regression (i.e. ß) and determination (i.e. R²) coefficients produced in the 

series of hierarchical regressions this strategy estimate the relevance of each variable in 

the sequence. 

Plan of Analysis 

This study did not control statistically for demographic variables given the sample 

is a highly homogeneous group of Mexican families drawn from a population of Head 

Start Programs defined as  having low socio-economic status; thus family income, 

parental education and occupational statuses are considered constants. The current study 

analyses were using two software packages, SPSS version 15.0 for all preliminary 

analysis and the creation of indexes of similarity. All hierarchical multiple regression 

analyses were done using SAS version 8.2 (SAS Institute, 1999) General Linear Models 

Procedure (PROC GLM) using Type I Sums of Squares (SS1) for hierarchical 

partitioning of variance. 

In order to perform the series of hierarchical multiple regressions I controlled for 

acculturation by residualizing the variance. Each variable included in the sequence or 

“cascade” model was residualized in order to remove the amount of variance which is 

explained by their association with acculturation (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). The new, 
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residualized variables (i.e. familism/respeto, simpatia, agreement in childrearing, 

cooperative coparenting, family climate) were then used as raw data for the regression 

analysis.  

In this study, three sets of hierarchical multiple regressions or additive models 

were performed to answer the research questions. The first set of hierarchical regressions 

will address the set of questions for mothers. In other words, they will test the 

hypothesized sequential causal priority of the set of variables for mothers. 

In the second serial of hierarchical regressions I will test the hypothesized 

sequential causal priority of the set of variables for fathers.  The third set of regressions 

will respond the couples’ questions.  Namely, it will explore the hypothesized sequential 

causal priority of the set of variables when using the created couple’s similarity scores. 

Next, after describing mothers and fathers findings, the results from mothers will 

be compared against fathers’ results, to discuss if there are differences in predictor 

variables across models. Later, after describing dyad model findings, these results will be 

compared against mothers and fathers results to discuss the predictive power of couples’ 

similarity as opposed to individual level variables in explaining the links among 

familism/respeto and simpatia values, parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, 

family climate, and children social competence. 
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CHAPTER IV 

    RESULTS 

        Descriptive Analysis 

Table 2 shows mothers and fathers mean levels on the study variables.  Level of 

acculturation was low for both parents, with mothers being less acculturated (M = .88) 

than fathers (M = 1.07).   Regarding endorsement of culture values, parent means were 

moderately high for familism/respeto, with a mean level above 2.0 (M = 2.05 for 

mothers; M = 2.12 for fathers) within a range from 0 to 3.  Parent’s ratings reflect a 

moderate endorsement for simpatia, with mean values below 3.0 (M = 2.73 for mothers; 

M = 2.67 for fathers) with a possible range from 0 to 4.   Overall, both mothers and 

fathers reported moderately high levels of parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, 

and family climate, with means above 3.0 with a range from 0 to 4. The highest mean 

levels were reported for cooperative coparenting (M = 3.29) for mothers and parental 

agreement (M = 3.31) for fathers.  

Paired t-test inform if the difference between two observed scores are 

significantly different from zero (Cohen et al., 1983). Table 3 shows that the group of 

parents overall do not differ in their mean levels of cultural value endorsement, parental 

agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate variables. The only observed 

significant difference was acculturation (t = -2.419; p =.019), with mothers reporting 

lower levels of acculturation. 

These findings suggest that mothers and fathers are similar in mean level with the 

exception of acculturation in their endorsement for culture values and reports of their 

coparental and familial functioning. Regarding children social competence, mean levels  
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based on teachers’ ratings inform that this group of children exhibit good social 

competence based on a mean of 4.50, with a range of 0 to a maximum to 6, with higher 

scores reflecting higher social competence. 

 

Table 3 

 

Paired Sample T-test for Study Variables (N = 61 couples) 

__________________________________________________________________  

    Mothers Fathers 

    M  SD M SD      t            df     p  

 

Acculturation   .88 .76 1.07 .66 -2.419          60 .019 

  

Familism/Respeto  2.05 .32 2.12 .32 -1.137          60 .260 

 

Simpatia   2.73 .52 2.67 .49 .692          60 .491 

 

Parental   3.09 .72 3.31 .59 -1.887           60 .064 

Agreement 

 

Cooperative   3.29 .72 3.25 .64  .332             60 .741 

Coparenting 

 

Family Climate   3.17 .41 3.02 .46 1.976          60 .053 

 

___________________________________________________________________  

 

   Correlational Analysis 

Mothers and Fathers 

Table 4 reports the bivariate correlations among study variables.  The values 

below the diagonal in the Table 4 show mothers’ positive and significant r coefficients 

within the range of .34 to .53 among parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and 

family climate. Thus, these three variables are moderate-to high correlated for mothers.  

By the other hand, albeit fathers exhibit less significant correlations among these same set 

of variables as evidenced by the values above the diagonal in Table 4, a large correlation 
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between cooperative coparenting and family climate (r= .48, p < .01), reveals an 

important link for fathers. Additionally, there are few significant associations among 

familism/respeto and simpatia with parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and 

family climate for both mothers and fathers.  
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Table 4 

 

Pearson’s Correlations for Study Variables (N = 61 couples, Mothers below diagonal, Fathers above diagonal)                                                                                                                                                                        

                                                                                         

Variables   1  2  3  4  5  6  7  

 

1  Acculturation  .639**  .208  .046  -.254*  -.139  -.122  .185   

  

2 Familism/Respeto  .217  .070  .493**  .146  .191  .147  .181 

 

3  Simpatia   -.054  .399**  .187  -.004  .069  -.050  .024  

 

4  Agreement in Childrearing -.040  .060  .194  .061  .177  .129  -.174  

 

5  Cooperative Coparenting -.032  .041  .342**  .524*** .102  .478**  .065  

  

6  Family Climate  .040  -.083  .222  .371**  .526*** .097  .002  

  

7  Child Social Competence¹ .062  -.004  .117  .004  .111  -.004      - 

                                                           

 * p < .05 ;  ** p < .01;  ***p < .001     

¹ Teacher Report 

   Note: Mothers and fathers Interclass Correlation of the variables on Diagonal in Bold. 
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Couples 

The values on the diagonal in Table 4 shows Pearson’ correlation coefficients 

between mothers and fathers scores in the variables of the study, these correlation 

coefficients did not reached statistical significance; exception made for level of 

acculturation (r  = .64; p < .01). This finding may be understood as reveling lack of 

interdependency between mothers and fathers responses about their levels of 

endorsement for culture values, as well as, in their reports of parental agreement, 

cooperative coparenting, and family climate. Interclass Pearson’s correlation is a measure 

of linear association between two sets of observations. This analysis correlated mothers 

and fathers mean scores of the variables at scale level. This finding, thus, suggest that not 

necessarily the more mothers endorse one value, the more fathers do. Only for 

acculturation such interdependency does exist: the more acculturated the fathers, the 

more acculturated the mothers.  

Nevertheless paired t-test informed that the group of couples is similar in mean 

levels. As exhibit in Table 3, the group of couples, overall, does not differ in their mean 

levels of values’ endorsement and reports of coparental and familial variables.  

Interested in exploring more deeply couples’ similarity in culture value 

endorsement, I created couples’ or dyadic indexes of similarity. A dyadic index is a 

measure of the similarity in profiles between two sets of responses (Kenny et al., 2006), 

in this case, mother and father’s scores, but at item level.  An index of similarity is 

generated by computing bivariate correlation at item level. The resulting r coefficients, 

one for each couple or dyad, and for each culture value scales, reflect the similarity 

between the members of the couple or dyad in responding to the items within the scale. 
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Table 5-top part, exhibits means, standard deviations, and quartile distributions, of the 

similarity scores in familism/respeto, and simpatia.   

At first glance, it is clear that couples in this sample exhibit an important 

variability in similarity in culture values.  Familism/respeto r coefficients ranges from  

-.410 to 1.000, with a mean r = .32; whereas simpatia ranges from -.220 to 1.000, with a 

mean  r = .43. These findings suggest that within this sample, there is more dissimilarity 

in couples’ profiles in their endorsement of familism/respeto value as compared with 

couples’ endorsement of simpatia. Looking at its distribution, half of the sample is below 

r = .35 in familism/respeto; compared with a moderately higher coincidence in simpatia 

of these same dyads (r = .45). 

Overall, couples exhibit moderately high mean levels in parental agreement (M = 

3.20), cooperative coparenting (M = 3.27), and family climate (M = 3.10) within a range 

from 1 to 4; table 5-botton part, exhibits descriptive of these variables.  

In summary, couples or dyadic indexes analysis presents a group of couples 

characterized by their low-to-moderate levels of consensus (i.e. in the form of similarity 

in profiles) on culture values, especially in familism/respeto; with slightly higher levels 

of consensus (i.e. in the form of mean levels) with regard to their perceptions of parental 

agreement, cooperative coparenting, and familial climate.  
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Table 5. 

 

Descriptive Statistics of Couple-Level Variables (N = 61 couples) 

________________________________________________________________________       

                            Quartiles 

Variables    M SD  Min Max   1
st
. 2

nd
.  3

rd
.    

 

Index of Similarity¹   .326 .300  -.410 1.000   .000 .380 .552 

Familism/Respeto    

 

Index of Similarity¹   .430 .276  -.220 1.000   .120 .450 .662 

Simpatia     

 

Mean Level of Acculturation ² .977 .645  .08 3.42   

   

Mean Level in Parental  3.20 .481  1.55 4.00 

Agreement ²      

 

Mean Level in Cooperative  3.27 .509  2.00 4.00 

Coparenting ²       

 

Mean Level in Family Climate² 3.10 .322  2.12 3.67  

                  

¹Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients 

²Arithmetic Mean 
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Series of Hierarchical Multiple Regression or “Cascade” Model 

As stated previously, in order to perform the series of hierarchical multiple 

regressions, acculturation was controlled for by residualizing procedures (Cohen et al., 

1983); thus, all variance shared between acculturation and the rest of predictor variables 

was removed previous to perform the regression analysis.  

Figure 1 depicts the hypothesized sequential causal order among variables under 

exploration. This sequence as well as its underlying rationale has been stated in the 

research questions section. The results shall be presented separately for mothers, fathers, 

and couples.  Findings shall be described for each research question which represents 

each regression within the serial. The order of presentation follows the hypothesized 

sequential order among the dependent variables being predicted. Size effects (β) and 

amount of explained variance (R²) are presented, for the overall model, or by each 

individual predictor variable, in the respective tables of mothers, fathers, and couples; 

and in the text when appropriate. 

Results for Mothers 

1. Does familism/respeto predict simpatia? 

The first regression shows that familism/respeto endorsement had a positive 

signigicant effect (F(1,60) = 12.76, p = .0007) on mothers’ endorsement of simpatia. 

Familism/respeto accounted for 18.0% of mothers’ variance for simpatia as indicated in 

Table 6. This result is consistent with the prediction of the relevance of endorsing 

familism/respeto in predicting simpatia. 

2. Does simpatia predicts parental agreement? 

There was no direct significant effect from mothers’ endorsement of simpatia 
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on reports of parental agreement. Similarly, familism/respeto did not have an effect over 

parental agreement. Supported in the importance of hierarchy in Mexican families, I 

expected that endorsement of the culture value of harmony and positive interpersonal 

interaction, would strong predict parental agreement. This finding did not support the 

hypothesis. 

3. Does parental agreement predicts cooperative coparenting ? 

Two significant predictors of coparenting were found for mothers as shown in 

Table 6. A direct effect of parental agreement (F(1,60) = 23.77, p = .0001) which tended 

to increase (+.48) their cooperative coparenting; and a direct effect of simpatia (F(1,60) = 

5.22, p = .026) which found to increase (+.30) cooperative coparenting, over and above 

the effect of parental agreement. Simpatia accounted for 18% out of 34% of model 

explained variance in cooperative coparenting . Supported by the idea of clearly defined 

parental roles within Mexican families that leads to an acceptance of non- shared 

parenting, that is, mothers’ lower demand of partner involvement in parenting, I expected 

at best weak effect from mothers’ agreement over their own cooperative coparenting 

report. The finding did not support the hypothesis.  

4. Does cooperative coparenting predict family climate? 

The forth step in the serial of regressions showed a significant direct effect 

(F(1,60) = 22.93, p = .000) of cooperative coparenting which tended to increase (+.41) 

mothers’ report on family climate, effect that accounted for 28.0% out of 32.0% 

explained variance of the whole model. This finding supports the hypothesis of positive 

association between cooperative coparenting and family climate. Although the “cascade” 

model approach, as an exploratory form of path analysis within the frame of multiple 
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regression (Figueredo et al., 2007), prevent us from claiming indirect effect in the 

analysis; it allow us to speculate the existence of an indirect effect when two or more 

sequentially consecutive links reaches significance from one regression to the next in the 

serial. That is the case of the indirect effect from agreement to family climate through 

cooperative coparenting (β = .207), not exhibit in Table 6. The size of such indirect effect 

is the result of multiplying the regression coefficients of the two paths in question (.48 

times .41).  

5. Is there a connection between family climate and children social competence? 

There were no direct effects over children social competence from family climate, 

and from any other predictor of the model. Based on the evidence suggesting that within 

Latino and Mexican families, the quality of family relationships is highly relevant in 

explaining children’s outcomes, my expectation was a strong and positive influence of 

family climate over children social competence. Findings did not support the hypothesis. 

 In summary, overall results from the series of multiple regressions for mothers 

revealed some moderate-to-high significant effects at .001 or .05 alpha level, as 

demonstrated by the standardized regression coefficients (β) found in the associations 

between parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate. Although 

simpatia was found to predict cooperative coparenting, no other effects of simpatia were 

found in any of the remaining regressions in the serial. Familism/respeto value did not 

contribute to explain any of the variables in the sequence. There were found no predictors 

for children social competence. Figure 2 shows a summary of all the significant effects in 

each step of the serial of regressions for mothers.    
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Table 6 

 

Summary of Serial of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Mothers 

 

1
st
. Dependent Variable: Simpatia 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

FAMILISM/RESP. 2.87964  1 2.87964  .421 12.76 .000                

Model   2.87964  1 2.87964   12.76 .000 .178 

Error   13.31622 59 0.22569                                                           

Total   16.19586 60 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

2
nd

. Dependent Variable: Agreement in Childrearing 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

SIMPATIA  1.15246  1 1.15246  .197 2.22 .142 .036  

FAMILISM/RESP. 0.00402  1 0.00402  -.012 0.01 .930 .000  

Model   1.15648  2 0.57824   1.11 .335 .037 

Error   30.10151 58 0.51899       

Total   31.25800 60   

________________________________________________________________________  

 

 

3
rd

. Dependent Variable: Cooperative Coparenting 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

AGREEMENT  8.67366  1 8.67366  .474 23.77 .000 .273  

SIMPATIA  1.90579  1 1.90579  .296 5.22 .026 .060 

FAMILISM/RESP. 0.30733  1 0.30733  -.108 0.84 .362 .009  

Model   10.88680 3 3.62893   8.95 .000 .343  

Error   20.79645 57 0.36485       

Total   31.68325 60    

______________________________________________________________________________            
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Table 6 Continued 

 

4
th
. Dependent Variable: Family Climate 

 

   Type I 

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²  

 

COPARENTING 2.82858  1 2.82858  .418 22.93 .000 .278 

AGREEMENT  0.13165  1 0.13165  .142 1.07 .306 .012 

SIMPATIA  0.02086  1 0.02086  .130 0.17 .682 .002 

FAMILISM/RESP. 0.26680  1 0.26680  -.180 2.16 .147 .026  

Model   3.24790  4 0.81197   6.58 .000 .320 

Error   6.90873  56 0.12337       

Total   10.15664 60   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
5

th
. Dependent Variable: Children’s Social Competence 

 

   Type I 

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²         

 

FAMILY CLIM. 0.00073  1 0.00073  -.107 0.00 .962  .000 

COPARENTING 0.34770  1 0.34770  .154 1.07 .305 .018 

AGREEMENT  0.04870  1 0.04870  -.054 0.15 .700 .002 

SIMPATIA  0.15663  1 0.15663  .140 0.48 .490 .000 

FAMILISM/RESP. 0.11927  1 0.11927               -.090 0.37 .547 .006  

Model   0.67313  5 0.13462   0.41 .837 .036 

Error   17.90715 55 0.32558       

Total   18.58029 60    

______________________________________________________________________________  
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FAMILISM/ 

RESPETO 

 

Figure 2. Mothers Model 

* p < .05; *** p < .001 

 

SIMPATIA 

PARENTAL 

AGREEMENT 

COOPERATIVE 

COPARENTING 

CHILDREN  

SOCIAL 

COMPETENCE 

FAMILY 

CLIMATE 

.42*** 

.20 

.47*** 

.42*** 

-.11 

.30* 
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Results for Fathers 

1. Does familism/respeto predict simpatia? 

Finding supported the hypothesis; a positive effect of fathers endorsement for 

familism/respeto (F(1,60) = 19.08, p = .0001) was found, which tended to increase (+.49) 

fathers levels of endorsement for simpatia value, that accounted for 24% of model 

explained variance, as exhibited in Table 7.  

2. Does simpatia predicts parental agreement? 

There was no direct significant effect of simpatia over parental agreement in the 

sequence for fathers. Surprisingly, familism/respeto had a direct effect (F (1,60) = 3.48), 

albeit al trend level (p = .067), which tended to increase (+.28) fathers’ reports of parental 

agreement. This effect of familism/respeto accounts for all explained variance of the 

model (6%) of fathers’ parental agreement. Although it is a small amount of variance, it 

represents the whole variance for the model, suggesting that simpatia value has no 

contribution at all.  

3. Does parental agreement predicts cooperative coparenting? 

There was no effect from parental agreement over cooperative coparenting for 

fathers within this sample, and from any of the predictor variables in the model. This 

finding supported the hypothesis of no effect from parental agreement to cooperative 

coparenting for fathers. 

4. Does cooperative coparenting predict family climate? 

Table 7 shows that in the forth step in the serial of regressions, there was a 

significant direct effect (F(1,60) = 16.25, p = .0002) of cooperative coparenting which 
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tended to increase (+.45) father’s reports of family climate, and explained 22% out of the 

24% total variance of the model.  

5. Is there a connection between family climate and children social competence? 

There were no effects from family climate and any other predictor variables in 

fathers’ model over children social competence; contradicting the expectation of a direct, 

large, and positive effect. 

Overall, findings revealed scarce moderate-to-high significant effects at .001 or 

.05 alpha level, as demonstrated by the standardized regression coefficients (β). Parental 

agreement was not associated with cooperative coparenting; but, albeit at trend level, 

parental agreement was predicted for familism/respeto endorsement.  In the final 

regression no significant effect were found to predict children social competence. Figure 

3 shows a summary of all significant effects found within this model. 
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Table 7 

  

Summary of Serial of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Fathers 

 

1
st
. Dependent Variable: Simpatia 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

FAMILISM/RESP. 3.58087  1 3.58087  .494 19.08 .000                

Model   3.58087  1 3.58087   19.08 .000 .244 

Error   11.07435 59 0.18770                                                          

Total   14.65523 60 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

2
nd

. Dependent Variable: Agreement in Childrearing 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

SIMPATIA  0.00112  1 0.00112  -.127 0.00 .953 .000  

FAMILISM/RESP. 1.12210  1 1.12210  .273 3.48 .067 .056  

Model   1.12322  2 0.56161   1.74 .184 .056 

Error   18.71313 58 0.32264       

Total   19.83636 60  

________________________________________________________________________  
 

 

3
rd

. Dependent Variable: Cooperative Coparenting 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²          

 

AGREEMENT  0.53803  1 0.53803  .102 1.34 .251 .022  

SIMPATIA  0.13815  1 0.13815  -.034 0.34 .559 .005 

FAMILISM/RESP. 0.85707  1 0.85707  .222 2.14 .149 .035  

Model   1.53326  3 0.51108   1.27 .291 .062  

Error   22.86424 57 0.40112       

Total   24.39750 60    

______________________________________________________________________________               
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Table 7 Continued 

 

4
th
. Dependent Variable: Family Climate 

 

   Type I 

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

COPARENTING 2.71791  1 2.71791  .445 16.25 .000  .219 

AGREEMENT  0.01337  1 0.01337  .005 0.08 .778 .001 

SIMPATIA  0.07948  1 0.07948  -.153 0.48 .493 .006 

FAMILISM/RESP. 0.19567  1 0.19567  .151 1.17 .284 .015  

Model   3.00644  4 0.75161   4.49 .003 .328 

Error   9.36894  56 0.16730       

Total   12.37539 60   

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
5

th
. Dependent Variable: Children’s Social Competence  

 

   Type I 

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²        . 

 

FAMILY CLIM. 0.01162  1 0.01162  -.046 0.04 .848 .000 

COPARENTING 0.15291  1 0.15201  .098 0.48 .490 .008 

AGREEMENT  0.39543  1 0.39543  -.186 1.25 .268 .021 

SIMPATIA  0.00084  1 0.00084  -.101 0.00 .958 .000 

FAMILISM/RESP. 0.60784  1 0.60784               .220 1.92 .171 .032 

Model   1.16867  5 0.23373   0.74 .598 .062 

Error   17.4116  55 0.31657       

Total   18.5802  60    

______________________________________________________________________________         
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FAMILISM/ 

RESPETO 

 

Figure 3. Fathers Model 

t p = .067; *** p < .001 
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Mothers and Fathers Models Comparison  

 In the first regression of the sequence, there was a consistent finding: parent’s 

endorsement for familism/respeto has a direct positive effect over parent’s endorsement 

simpatia value for both mothers and fathers. The cultural scripts are, as suspected, linked 

by positive and large effect (i.e. β = .42 mothers; β= .49 fathers) in the two models.  

In the second step in the serial of hierarchical regression, the failure of simpatia in 

predicting parental agreement was consistent across models. Regardless the expectation, 

endorsement of simpatia did not predict agreement neither for mothers nor fathers. 

Nevertheless, an interesting finding was found. In fathers’ model, familism/respeto had 

an effect, albeit at trend level (p = .06), in explaining parental agreement.  This finding 

suggests a difference in the impact of familism/respeto over parental functioning, in this 

case reaching parental agreement, which is exclusive for father. 

The third regression explored the predictive power of parental agreement over 

cooperative coparenting. Findings within this step showed partial support for the 

hypothesis. I expected, at best, a weak effect from parental agreement over cooperative 

coparenting for mothers; contrarily, the effect was positive, large, and significant ( β 

.474; p < .001). In the case of fathers’ model, the hypothesis received total support; there 

was no effect from parental agreement over cooperative coparenting. Additionally, there 

was other difference in this step of the serial between mothers and fathers models. 

Opposed to mothers’ model, fathers’ simpatia did not contribute to cooperative 

coparenting. These findings, along with those from previous step, are consistent with 

studies showing differences in the experiences of coparental functioning for mothers and 

fathers (Van Egeran, 2004). 
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Findings of four step showed consistency across mothers and fathers model and 

did support the hypothesis. I did expect cooperative coparenting predicting positive 

family climate. Large, positive, and significant regression coefficients in both model 

confirmed the expectation.  

In the last step of the sequence, findings were consistent across models. There 

was no support for the hypothesis of family climate predicting children social 

competence, neither for mothers, nor fathers.  

In summary, there was an inconsistent pattern of association among some 

variables when comparing mothers and fathers models. Culture values seem to predict 

coparental functioning differently for mothers and fathers. Simpatia plays a role in 

predicting mothers’ coparenting, whereas familism/respeto does in predicting fathers’ 

parental agreement. Compared against mothers’ model; fathers’ model found lesser 

significant associations. There was no predictive power of any of the variables over 

children social competence in both mothers and fathers models.  

Results for Couples 

 As in the previous section, couples model’s results shall be presented in the same 

sequential order step by step; in the second part a comparison between couples’ results 

against mothers and fathers results is presented.  

1. Does couple’s similarity in the endorsement of familism/respeto predict 

couple’s similarity in the endorsement of simpatia ? 

Surprisingly, there was no direct effect from similarity in familism/respeto over 

similarity in simpatia. This finding did not support the idea of shared views between 

spouses regarding familism/respeto to predict similarity in simpatia. This finding could 
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be related with the overall low level of couples’ similarity in familism/respeto 

endorsement as exhibited by the dyadic indexes scores (see Table 5-top for details). 

2. Does couple’s similarity in simpatia predict couple’s mean score on parental  

agreement?    

Unexpectedly, couples’ similarity in simpatia endorsement did not predict 

couples’ means scores of parental agreement, providing no support for the hypothesis. 

Similarity in simpatia failed to predict couples’ parental agreement in childrearing, 

regardless that in average, parents seemed to be more similar in simpatia than 

familism/respeto scores. 

3. Does couple’s mean scores in parental agreement predict their mean score in  

cooperative coparenting?  

Couple’s mean score in parental agreement in childrearing did predict Couple’s 

mean score in cooperative coparenting, providing support for the similarity hypothesis at 

this step of the sequence.  Couple mean in parental agreement had a significant, direct, 

and positive effect  over couple mean in cooperative coparenting  (β = .55 ; F (1,60) = 

26.99; p < .001) that accounts for 31% out of 35% total explained variance in the model, 

as presented in Table 8. Interestingly, a direct effect of couples’ similarity in simpatia’s 

endorsement over couple’s cooperative coparenting (β = .20; F (1,60) = 3.57; p = .06) was 

found. Although at trend level, this effect was found to predict couple’s cooperative 

coparenting, over and above the effect of couple’s parental agreement; and it accounted 

for 6% of the explained variance of the model.  

4.  Does couple’s mean score of cooperative coparenting predict the mean  

score in family climate?  
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 As in the previous step in the sequence, couple’s mean of coparenting was found 

to have a direct and positive effect (β = .57; F (1,60) = 36.30, p < .001), which tended to 

increase couple’s means of family climate; and accounted for 38% out of the 41% total of 

explained variance of the model (see Table 8), as well as  provided total support for the 

hypothesis. 

5. Does couple’s mean score of family climate predict children social  

competence? 

 Unexpectedly, and contrary to previously describe evidence of the high 

importance that well family functioning predicts Latino children positive outcomes; 

couple’s means of family climate had no effect over children social competence. 

Actually, no effect from any of the couple-level variables in the sequence was found to 

predict children outcomes. 

 In summary, overall results from couples model revealed few significant effects at 

the .05 alpha level. The links among parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and 

family climate exhibited large regression coefficients. These findings supported the 

hypothesis of couple-level variables as being relevant to explain coparental and familial 

functioning. However, the hypothesis of couples’ similarity in endorsement in culture 

values did not receive support as predictor of agreement, coparenting, family climate, 

with exception of couples’ similarity in simpatia predicting mean of coparenting at trend 

level.  No couple effect, neither from similarity in culture values, nor mean levels on 

parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate predicted children social 

competence. 
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Table 8 

 

 Summary of Serial of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Couples 

 

1
st
.Dependent Variable: Similarity in Simpatia 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

SIMILAR. FAM/RESP. 0.04687  1 0.04687  .10 0.61 .437   

Model   0.04687  1 0.04687   0.61 .437 .010 

Error   4.51485  59 0.07652                                                           

Total   4.56172  60 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

2
nd

. Dependent Variable: Mean of Parental Agreement in Childrearing 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²           

 

SIMILAR. SIMPATIA 0.00043  1 0.00043  .005 0.00 .965 .000  

SIMILAR. FAM/RESP 0.16968  1 0.16968  -.111 0.72 .398 .012  

Model   0.17011  2 0.08505   0.36 .697 .012 

Error   13.59174 58 0.23434       

Total   13.76186 60 

________________________________________________________________________  

 

 

3
rd

  Dependent Variable: Mean of Cooperative Coparenting 

 

   Type I  

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²        . 

 

MEAN AGREE. 4.78098  1 4.78098  .554 26.99 .000 .308 

SIMILAR. SIMPATIA 0.63184  1 0.63184  .203 3.57 .064 .040 

SIMILAR. FAM/RESP 0.00218  1 0.00218  -.012 0.01 .911 .000  

Model   5.41500  3 1.80500   10.19 .000 .349  

Error   10.0963  57 10.0963       

Total   15.5113  60   

______________________________________________________________________________                
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Table 8 Continued 

 

4
th
 Dependent Variable: Mean of Family Climate 

 

   Type I 

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²          

 

MEAN COPA.  2.35579  1 2.35579  .571 36.30 .000 .380 

MEAN AGREE. 0.00030  1 0.00030  .010 0.00 .945 .000 

SIMILAR. SIMPATIA 0.15728  1 0.15728  .173 2.42 .125 .025 

SIMILAR. FAM/RESP 0.04642  1 0.04642  -.087 0.72 .401 .000  

Model   2.55980  4 0.63995   9.86 .000 .413 

Error   3.63404  56 0.06489       

Total   6.19384  60   

______________________________________________________________________________  

 

 

5
th
 Dependent Variable: Children’s Social Competence 

 

   Type I 

Source   Sum of Squares df Mean Square ß F p R²        . 

 

MEAN F.CLIM. 0.00177  1. 0.00177  -.107 0.01 .940 .000 

MEAN   COPA. 0.45604  1 0.45604  .344 1.45 .233 .024 

MEAN  AGREE. 0.71632  1 0.71632  -.253 2.28 .136 .038 

SIMILAR. SIMPATIA 0.07434  1 0.07434  -.058 0.24 .628 .004 

SIMILAR. FAM/RESP 0.06779  1 0.06779               -.061 0.22 .644 .003  

Model   1.31628  5 0.26325   0.84 .528 .070 

Error   17.2640  55 0.31389       

Total   18.5802  60    

______________________________________________________________________________     
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SIMILARITY 

FAMILISM/ 

RESPETO 

 

Figure 4. Couples Model 
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SIMILARITY 

SIMPATIA 

MEAN  

PARENTAL 

AGREEMENT 

MEAN  

COOPERATIVE 

COPARENTING 

CHILDREN  

SOCIAL 

COMPETENCE 

MEAN  

FAMILY 

CLIMATE 

.10 

.01 

.56*** 

.57*** 

-.11 

.20t 



 

 

92 

 

Couples and Individual Models Comparison 

Comparing mother, father, and couples models, it is clear that in the first step, 

results were inconsistent between couples and individual models findings. Whereas 

couples model found no association between similar familism/respeto and similar 

simpatia; this link showed to be significant and positive for both mothers and fathers 

models. These findings provided support, at the individual level, for the hypothesis of 

familism/respeto as cornerstone from which a value as simpatia should build, but did not 

provided support at couple-level of analysis.  

In the second regression, the hypothesis was not supported. Simpatia did not 

predict parental agreement at either the couple or individual level. Thus, this was a 

consistent finding across the three models. 

When predicting couple’s mean on cooperative coparenting as explained by 

couple’s mean in parental agreement, the similarity hypothesis found support. This 

couple result is consistent with the same step in the sequence for mothers; but it is not for 

fathers, which found no association between parental agreement and cooperative 

coparenting. Additionally, an interesting finding within this regression was couples’ 

similarity in simpatia predicting couples’ mean in cooperative coparenting, although at 

trend level. This finding is also consistent with mothers’ model; mothers’ endorsement 

for simpatia predicts mothers cooperative coparenting; but it is not consistent with 

fathers’ model. 

Results from the four regressions in the sequence, showed that couple’s mean in 

cooperative coparenting was a strong predictor of couple’s means of family climate. 

These findings were consistent across mothers, fathers, and couples models. 
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The last step in the sequence yields the same findings across the three models. No 

predictive effect of family climate over children social competence was found at the 

individual and couple-level. Comparing the amount of explained variance from mothers, 

fathers, and couples models at every step, or regression in the sequence, findings suggest 

that the couples’ model does not consistently explain more variance than the variance 

explained by the individual mothers and fathers’ models at every step of the sequence 

(see Table 9).  Nevertheless, there are some interesting findings at this regard. While 

individual (i.e. mothers and fathers) models are much efficient in explaining variance in 

the first two steps, or in those regression models where familism/respeto and simpatia are 

the predictors variables; the couples’ model explains slightly more variance in the rest of 

the steps or regressions.  

As exhibited in Table 9, the differences in explained variance could be considered 

negligible for mothers, specifically in the third regression (i.e predicting cooperative 

coparenting), where the difference between models is only 1% favor of the couples 

model. The same is true for the fifth regression (i.e. predicting children’s social 

competence), with a 3% difference favoring the couples’ model; and in the forth 

regression (i.e. predicting family climate) with 9% difference favoring the couples’ 

model. However, differences between couples and fathers models are larger, favoring the 

couples’ model in the third regression (29% difference) and in the fourth regression (17% 

difference).  

 In summary, results from this study showed that culture values predict moderately 

coparental functioning in a slightly different form for mothers and fathers. Endorsement 

of simpatia predicts cooperative coparenting in the case of mothers; whereas endorsement 
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of familism/respeto predicts parental agreement in the case of fathers. Parental 

agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate variables within Mexican 

families, evidenced to follow, moderately, the patterns of association as those found in 

studies with European-American parents. The weakest link of the sequence is that linking 

family climate to children outcomes, which did not reach statistical significance in any of 

the three models.  The hypothesis of couples’ similarity predicting coparental, familial, 

and children outcomes received partial support. Couples’ similarity in culture values did 

not predict shared experiences in parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family 

climate. But shared experience in parental agreement did predict cooperartive 

coparenting, which in turn, predicted family climate. An extended discussion of these 

findings is provided in next section. 
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Table 9 

 

Summary of Percentage of Explained Variance Across Models (N = 61 Couples)  

       ______________________________________________________ 

        Mothers  Fathers   Couples 

Regression           %                   %       %   

 

1
st
 Predicting  Simpatia     18%   24%   1% 

 

2
nd

 Predicting Parental Agreement    4%   6%   1%  

 

3
rd

 Predicting Cooperative Coparenting   34%   6%   35% 

 

4
th

 Predicting Family Climate     32%   24%   41% 

 

5
th

 Predicting Children Social Competence    4%   6%   7% 
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     CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction 

This chapter starts with the discussion about the role of culture values in 

predicting coparental and familial functioning within Mexican parents. Next, the utility of 

parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate in explaining child 

social competence is discussed. I end this section by discussing findings regarding the 

relevance of couples’ similarity in explaining the associations among culture values of 

familism/respeto and simpatia and parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and 

family climate. Conclusion of this research will be presented, followed by limitations, 

strengths and future research directions. 

Do Culture Values Matter? 

Overview  

 Exploring the role that the culture values of Mexicans play in explaining 

coparental and familial functioning was an important purpose of this study. As argued, 

within this study, coparental functioning is defined by two indicators: parental agreement 

in childrearing and cooperative coparenting.  Familial functioning in this study is 

measured by only one indicator: family climate. 

Overall, I expected that traditional Mexican culture values would influence 

coparental functioning by means of predicting parental agreement, therefore minimizing 

conflict. This is because of the strong orientation toward familism and harmony in 

relationships of Latinos in general, and Mexicans in specific (Marin & Marin, 1991; 

Triandis et al., 1984). I also expected that culture values should have no effect on 
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cooperative coparenting, supported in the notion that cooperative or shared parenting may 

be a parental practice more consistent with egalitarian views of parental roles of 

European-American families than with traditionally-oriented Mexican parents (Diaz-

Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 ed.; Esteinou, 2007; Miranda, Estrada, & Firpo-Jimenez, 2000; Toth 

& Hu, 1999). These hypotheses were made for both mothers and fathers given the lack of 

studies showing differential patterns of culture values’ endorsement of Mexican parents 

based on gender. 

Findings 

Although the overall predictive power of culture values within the set of explored 

variables was low; familism/respeto and simpatia proved to play a role in explaining 

coparental functioning with this group of Mexican immigrant parents. Results indicated 

that culture values mattered for both mothers and fathers, although not necessarily in the 

same way. While for mothers, it is endorsement for simpatia that influences their 

coparenting practices; it is endorsement for familism/respeto that influences fathers’ 

agreement in childrearing.  

This finding could be interpreted as a positive effect of Mexican culture values 

over coparental functioning.  This is consistent with Parke et al. (2004) who found the 

strong endorsement of familism by fathers predicted fathers’ involvement in parenting. 

This finding also provides evidence for the suggested differential experiences of 

coparental functioning across genders (Van Egeran, 2004) given that familism/respeto 

was the predictor in the case of fathers, and it was simpatia in the case of mothers. The 

concept of parental roles (Turner, 1970) could help us explaining such differential or 

cross pattern of effects. 
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Literature is controversial on this point. Early studies defined as the main social-

historical premises of Mexican family, “the unquestionable supremacy of the father and 

the necessary and absolute self-sacrificing of the mother” (Diaz Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 ed.; 

pp. 35). More current studies, however, present contradicting evidence showing that, on 

one hand, there is a trend toward egalitarian forms of family roles (Coltrane, 2000; Parke 

et al., 2004).   On the other hand, other studies have still found Mexican parents as 

traditionally-oriented in their parental roles (Esteinou, 2007; Miranda, Estrada, & Firpo-

Jimenez; 2000; Toth & Hu, 1999).  These later studies suggest that observations of 

Mexican families made during 1960’s (Diaz Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 Ed.) may be still valid. 

Simpatia, also called abnegacion with an unknown English translation, is the 

culturally-condoned disposition of an individual to be agreeable, to not contradict other’s 

ideas, and to strive for harmony in interpersonal relationships. This value resembles the 

traditional mother’ role as described by pioneers in the study of Mexican family 

functioning (Avendano et al., 1992; Diaz Guerrero et al.1994, 6
th

 ed.; 2000; Vigano et al, 

1990).  Descriptive analysis showed that mothers endorsed more strongly simpatia than 

familism/respeto (see Table 2). Although this mean difference was not statistically 

significant, the limited statistical power associated with the small sample would alert us 

to interpret non-significant coefficients with caution. 

In other words, whereas agreeableness is a feature of mother’s role in typical 

portrayals of Mexican families; leadership toward family’s unity is a feature of father’s 

role in these families. Familism/respeto, as defined and measured in this study, taps in to 

a social script for family functioning where duty toward family and respect for 

hierarchies is reinforced.  This value, thus, could be seen as resembling more the 



 

 

99 

 

expected practices within the father role as expressed by Diaz-Guerrero (1994, 6
th

 ed.). 

Fathers showed a slightly higher mean level endorsement for familism/respeto than for 

simpatia (see Table 2).  

Turner (1970) states that parental roles are an important source in explaining 

differential experiences of family life as reported for mothers and fathers. Thus, this 

unexpected cross effect of values on coparental functioning for mothers and fathers may 

suggest a gender specific role of familism/respeto and simpatia by gender. Namely, it 

may be that males do not have to practice simpatia in the way in which women do. Men 

do not have to search for harmony in relationships or subordinate their point of view 

when discussing family issues with their spouses because Mexican males are more likely 

to set family rules. This explanation is consistent with the idea of male supremacy within 

family and the self-sacrificing of the mother found by pioneers in the study of Mexican 

families (Diaz-Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 ed.; 2003).  

The previous idea faces the challenge that there is no measure of parental gender 

role within this study.  Therefore, I assume that this group of parents is traditionally 

oriented in their parental roles given some of their characteristics. The majority are 

Mexican parents with low levels of education where above 60% of fathers have no high 

school degree and over 70% of mothers are homemakers. Studies have evidenced that 

traditional roles are found to be more prominent within this kind of families (Hoff, 

Laursen, & Tardif, 2002). 

Are Parental Agreement, Coparenting, and Family Climate Associated within 

Mexican Families?  

Overview 
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Based on studies with European-American parents suggesting that parental 

agreement in childrearing is associated with supportive or cooperative coparenting, which 

in turn, is associated positively with family climate (Block et al., 1981; Deal et al., 1989; 

1999; Kolak and Volling, 2007; Schoope, Mangelsdorf, & Frosch, 2001); I expected to 

find similar links, at least in part, in Mexican parents.  I expected to find that parental 

agreement should have a weak effect over cooperative coparenting.  I supported this idea 

by studies, previously described, showing that Mexican parents still endorse traditional 

parental roles, which would not lead to shared parenting, a culturally relevant parental 

practice for European-American parents but lesser relevant for Mexican parents (Diaz-

Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 ed.; Esteinou, 2007; Miranda, Estrada, & Firpo-Jimenez; 2000; Toth 

& Hu, 1999).   

I also expected to find that parental agreement should play an important role in 

influencing a positive family climate. This assumption was informed by Belsky’s (1984) 

view of the primary position of parents in predicting family functioning; consistent also 

with studies showing that within Mexican families, well functioning parental roles, as 

authority figures, influence positively family functioning (Alvarez, 2007; Diaz-Guerrero, 

2003; Freeberg & Stein, 1996).  

Findings 

The findings showed that mothers’ parental agreement did predict their 

cooperative coparenting reports; mothers’ coparenting, in turn, predicted mothers’ reports 

of family climate. In addition, fathers’ parental agreement did not predicted their 

cooperative coparenting reports, but fathers’ coparenting, in turn, did predict family 

climate. 
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It is noteworthy that are few previous studies to contextualize these findings 

within Mexican samples, especially in regard to the role of coparenting. Nevertheless, 

some evidence is available. McHale et al. (2002; 2004) questioned the validity of the 

construct of coparenting to explain parental alliances in non-European American 

families. Caldera et al. (2002) provided evidence that within Latino couples, the construct 

seemed to have similar meaning with that of European-American parents.  Findings of 

the current study seem to be consistent with Caldera’s finding of coparenting as a 

relevant parental practice for this group of parents. Coparenting seems to be relevant, 

especially for Mexican mothers both by its direct effect over family climate and as a link 

between parental agreement and family climate. 

A difference between Caldera’s and the current study is that the group of parents 

in the former study was Mexican-Americans and that the study did not control for 

acculturation. The current study is primarily composed of Mexican immigrants, and it 

controlled for acculturation. Regardless, results seem to be consistent across the studies. 

A possible explanation for the reports of cooperative coparenting in this sample of recent 

immigrants (i.e. average 10 years living in U.S), are reflecting that these mothers do not 

have members of their extended families in close distance from their homes, leaving them 

without the support that grandparents, aunts, and other family members as would be 

common in Mexican culture. Also, these are young families.  The target child is the 

oldest children in more than 50% of the families leaving little possibility for share the 

duties of parenting with older siblings. In such circumstances, it seems reasonable to 

expect an increased father involvement in sharing parenting. 
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In regards to fathers, the results were more consistent with my expectations. The 

lack of predictive power of agreement over coparenting for fathers supported the 

hypothesis of coparenting not being as relevant of a practice for Mexican fathers as it 

seems to be for European-American fathers. As stated before, this is supported by the 

studies mentioning the typical traditional parental roles within Mexicans (Diaz-Guerrero, 

1994, 6
th

 ed.; Esteinou, 2007; Miranda, Estrada, & Firpo-Jimenez; 2000; Toth & Hu, 

1999); which seem to be present within this sample of low income Mexican immigrant 

fathers. In other words, fathers may agree with their spouses about childrearing issues 

without this leading to being more actively involved in sharing parenting.  

With regard to the link between coparenting and family climate, the expectation 

received partial suupport.  Fathers and mothers did not show evidence of a direct link 

between parental agreement over family climate.  However, there was an indirect link 

showing such an impact in the mothers’ analysis. The referred indirect effect must be 

taken only as inferred effect given the exploratory nature of the “cascade” approach. 

Posterior confirmatory path analysis could determine the validity of this finding. 

The next link under exploration was between coparenting and family climate. In 

the case of mothers, the link was clear and consistent, keeping the sequence of the 

hypothesized causal order for mothers (i.e. agreement – coparenting – family climate). 

Unexpectedly, fathers’ coparenting did strongly predict fathers’ reports of family climate. 

It is an unexpected finding given my assumption that Mexican fathers would not need to 

be actively involved in sharing parenting tasks with their spouses to report a positive 

family climate. This finding clearly did not support my assumption. 
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Overall, the positive links among parental agreement, coparenting, and family 

climate suggested by studies made with European-American samples seem to be partially 

supported in this sample of Mexican families. Where the links are weak or inconsistent 

between mothers and fathers, the explanation may be the role that parental understanding 

of mother and father roles have within Mexican families. As suggested by symbolic 

interactionist, parental roles (Turner, 1970) may help to explain the differences in 

coparental experiences between mothers and fathers (Van Egeran, 2004). 

Do Parental Agreement, Coparenting, and Family Climate Predict Child 

Social Competence? 

Overview 

The literature review presented studies that evidenced associations between 

children behavioral outcomes; such as, anxiety, distress, anger responses, aggression, 

defiance, and oppositional behavior; with parental agreement (Mahoney, Jouriles, & 

Scavone, 1997; McHale, Freitag, Crouter, & Bartko, 1991); cooperative coparenting 

(Belsky, Putnam, & Crnic, 1996; McHale & Rasmussen, 1998); and family climate 

(Lindsey, 1998); in European-American families. Overall, I expected that parental 

agreement and family climate should have a direct effect over child social competence 

within Mexican families; with lesser or no effect from cooperative coparenting. 

It was hypothesized that family climate should influence children social 

competence directly, as a new route, a family-level route that coparenting researchers 

recognized as important to reach positive child outcomes (Halberstadt, 1991). This link is 

also supported in previous studies informing about the relevance of well functioning, 
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positive family climate in impacting children outcomes, especially with Latino 

populations (Lindhal & Malik, 1998; Loukas & Roalson, 2006).  

The role of family climate as linking parental agreement and children outcomes 

was suggested by studies like Schoope, Mangelsdorf, and Frosch (2001) who found an 

indirect influence of coparenting over children’s externalizing behaviors by means of a 

hostile family climate. Given that I hypothesized that coparenting, in general, would not 

be as important for this sample of parents, I expected parental agreement being the 

coparental functioning indicator that would influence child social competence though 

family climate instead of cooperative coparenting.  

Findings 

Findings did not support these associations within this sample of Mexican 

immigrant parents. There were no significant effects from any of the predictor variables 

over child social competence. Despite the appealing evidence showing how a positive 

family climate was a strong predictor of child outcomes, especially with Latino children, 

the link was not significant for either mothers or fathers. 

 Some possible explanations for this finding can be related to the reduced 

statistical power associated with the small sample size. A reduced statistical power could 

hide some effects that may be real in the population (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Aside from 

the statistical power issue, another possible reason behind this lack of association could 

be the use of self-reports instead of more observational approaches. 

 McHale et al., (2000) in their study reported that only five out of eighteen 

correlations between self-reported and observed coparenting behaviors (i.e. being 

supportive or antagonist with partner’s efforts) persisted once marital quality was taken 
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into account.  This finding led the researchers to conclude that parental reports of 

coparenting processes may not be very potent indicator.  

The potential lack of correspondence between self-reports and behaviors may 

explain the well extended practice of the use of observational methods in research within 

the coparental field (Belsky et al., 1995; 1996; Gable et al., 1992; 1994); which are 

dominated by samples of parents of toddler children, as is also true in the current study. 

Toddlerhood as the chosen child age for study is an important factor because it sets 

parents in an early developmental stage to be observed in their process of getting along as 

coparents.  During this early time, parents are probably less consistent, with more 

fluctuation in their parenting, therefore, producing a lack of congruency between parents’ 

reports and observed coparenting behaviors.  

Additionally, it seems logical to assume that for young children to exhibit the 

consequences of their parental and familial exposure, these exposures should be through 

real practices. If there is a gap between the parents’ reported and the observed coparental 

and familial practices, the children are left without the kind of experiences that at this 

early time they would need to exhibit behavioral consequences associated with them. 

In summary, although evidence of this study seems to support the hypothesis 

linking parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, and family climate, unexpectedly, 

none of these variables were found to impact child social competence. Family climate, 

expected to be the direct more important causal link with children’s outcomes given the 

cultural context of Mexican family, also failed to reach significance.  

The Role of Couples’ Similarity 

Overview 
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Informed by an symbolic interactionist perspective of family members sharing 

relevant understanding and meanings that facilitates consistency in familial and parental 

functioning (LaRossa & Reitzes, 1993; Berger and Kellner, 1964), this study tested the 

hypothesis that couple-level measures (i.e. couples’ similarity in culture values 

endorsement, and couple’s mean scores in parental agreement, cooperative coparenting, 

and family climate) would better explain variance in each step of the series of regression, 

as well as, in explaining child social competence.  This theory suggests that couple’s 

shared understanding is a powerful characteristic in predicting coparental, familial, and 

children’s outcomes. 

Finding  

I started by exploring the patterns of similarity in culture value endorsement 

between mothers and fathers. Results evidenced that surprisingly couples were not 

interdependent in their levels of endorsement for culture values as measured by the rank 

order or linear relationship (i.e interclass correlation) as exhibited in Table 3.  T-test of 

mean differences showed, on the other hand, that parents are not significantly different in 

their levels of endorsement for culture values (see Table 4). That is, parents are similar in 

levels of endorsement but there is no linear association between mothers and fathers’ 

endorsement of culture values; these two interdependence measures were performed with 

parent’s scores at scale level. Additionally, indexes of profile similarity were created and 

used as raw data for the third regression analysis or “cascade” model for couples. When 

similarity within this sample is observed by looking at each couple’s score (i.e. index of 

profile similarity at item level; see Appendix B); it is clear that the variability that exists 

in the group of couples. Although, couples are more similar in their levels of endorsement 
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for simpatia than for familism/respeto, still, the couple group’s means in similarity are 

not as large as I expected. 

After the couple-level analysis was performed, results from this couple “cascade” 

model evidenced that similarity in culture values did not explain coparental, familial, and 

child outcomes. The exception was that couples’ similarity in simpatia was found to 

predict couples’ mean in cooperative coparenting, although at a trend level. Specifically, 

couples’ similarity in familism/respeto did not reach significance in any step of the series 

of regressions. Although the effect from similarity in simpatia over couple’s mean in 

cooperative coparenting is a trend level,  I suspect this effect,  given a large sample size, 

could reach statistical significance providing some support to the similarity hypothesis. 

This previous finding, which must be taken with caution, still is inspiring. It is 

inspiring because couple’s similarity seems to simplify the complexity of the differential 

cross effect observed in the mothers and fathers models by substituting the two routes 

(i.e. one for mothers, another for fathers) to just one for couples.  

In other words, in the individual “cascade” models, there was a differential cross 

effect from culture values to coparental functioning. Whereas familism/respeto predicted 

agreement in fathers, simpatia predicted coparenting in mothers. The potential 

explanation I found for this interplay was based on the idea that parent’s understandings 

of their parental roles may be playing an important role combined with their differential 

levels of endorsement for culture values. This interplay help to explain why predictors of 

coparental functioning differ between mothers and fathers. 

 The effect that similarity in simpatia seems to have over coparenting suggests that 

the shared endorsement for simpatia help couples reach consensus in reports of their 
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coparenting experience. This may suggest that when parents share their endorsement for 

harmony in relationships and avoidance of confrontation (i.e. simpatia), the clear limit 

between father and mother’s roles, traditionally assumed within Mexican families, seems 

to fade away. It seems that when parents share the value of simpatia, the possibility of 

sharing childrearing is higher. However, this interpretation faces a challenge to 

overcome.  

The issue is that couples’ similarity scores reflect profile of similarity in 

endorsement on culture values, but not level of endorsement. That is, couples may be 

similar in low endorsement for simpatia value. My interpretation assumes that couples 

within this sample are similarly high endorsing simpatia value given that the group of 

couples is primarily of recent immigrants; who also happen to have a low socio-economic 

status. Studies have shown that within low acculturated, low SES status Mexican 

populations, traditional cultural values are stronger than in more acculturated and high 

status populations (Buriel, 1993; Hoff, Laursen, & Tardif, 2002;).  

Nevertheless, the couple’s similarity scores do not tell the level of endorsement, thus, it is 

possible that it is couples’ similarity in lower levels of endorsement for simpatia value 

what is observed within this sample, 

Aside from the weak impact of culture values on coparental, familial, and child 

outcomes; the dyad model showed moderate size effects with couple’s agreement 

parental predicting couple’s cooperative coparenting and couple’s coparenting predicting 

couple’s family climate. These findings support the symbolic interactionist hypothesis 

about the relevance of the shared understanding between spouses to coparental 

functioning.  
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As in the case of similarity in simpatia predicting couple’s coparenting, these two 

significant findings seems to synthesize in one route, the couple’s route, the differences 

found in the mothers and fathers’ models. It means that mothers model’s positive effects 

from agreement to coparenting and to family climate, and the fathers model’s showing no 

effect from agreement to coparenting and a positive effect to family climate, seems to be 

synthesized in one: couple’s agreement to couple’s coparenting and to couples’ family 

climate. 

Using the amount of variance explained by each step in the “cascade” models as a 

means for contrasting the models (Table 9); it seems that couples’ model is better for 

explaining variance, especially compared with the fathers’ model.  Specifically in the 

third and fourth steps in the series of regression, parental agreement, cooperative 

coparenting, and family climate are responsible for the larger percentage of explained 

variance within the sequence. 

Possible explanation for the lack of significant effects of couples’ similarity in 

culture values on explaining children outcomes could be the initial observation that 

parents within this sample exhibited low-to-moderate levels of similarity. Studies 

exploring similarity between parents have shown inconsistent evidence supporting the 

appealing assumption that parents should be highly similar across domains of their 

marital and parental life. This has been documented by research on childrearing 

preschoolers.  For instance, Lindsey and Mize (2001) found in their study that mothers 

and fathers were similar in self-reports of childrearing beliefs on control, but these same 

mothers and fathers were uncorrelated in their observed patterns of parent-child 

responsiveness.   
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Russell and Russell (1994) explored mothers and fathers interdependence in four 

domains of parent-child relationship (i.e. childrearing values, involvement, style of 

interaction, and content-type of interaction). The study’s conclusion was that although 

similarity is the most common form of interdependency in their data, it was not always 

found across all the domains, suggesting that similarity is not a trait that extended across 

the parenting domains (Russell & Russell, 1994), not even within the same couple.  

In a similar study, Gamble, Ramakumar, & Diaz (2007) explored interdependence 

between mothers and fathers observed and self-reported parenting styles, beliefs, and 

practices when parenting preschoolers. The results indicated limited evidence for 

parenting styles, with interdependence for authoritative style but no evidence in 

authoritarian or permissive styles.  Even less consistent interdependence was found 

among mothers and fathers’ beliefs around emotion with this study sample of Mexican-

origin parents. Thus, these studies seem to suggest that similarity between parents, 

although possible, is not necessarily a consistent characteristic of couples.  

Apart of the issue of similarity being a consistent characteristic or not between 

parents, some of these studies’ results, nevertheless, contradicted this study’s findings. 

My expectation was that couple-level measures should predict children’s outcomes. In 

the study by Lindsey et al. (2001), they found that parents’ similar childrearing about 

control predicted child social competence. Block et al. (1981) found parental similarity to 

result in boy’s ego control and resilience over two different measurement times; although 

a negative association or no association at all was found for girls. This study did not find 

an association among couples’ similarity in culture values, couple’s means of parental 

agreement, cooperative coparenting, family climate, and children social competence.  
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Unfortunately given the scarcity of this approach, other studies, although focusing 

in parental similarity, did not measure any child outcome variables (Russell et al., 1994; 

Gamble et al., 2007). Moreover, no studies on parental similarity specific to culture 

values endorsement were found that may serve to contextualize my findings.    

Finally, as mentioned before, the potential lack of correspondence between 

parents’ self-reports and behaviors may explain the lack of effects over child social 

competence (McHale et al., 2000).  Parents may report they agree, cooperate, and have a 

positive family climate, but their real behavior or practices may not be there strong 

enough to produce children behavioral consequences of such exposure that may be 

captured by teachers, as outside observers, gathering the data in a school setting different 

from that of the children home.  

       A Brief Conclusion 

Research has focused more in familism (Marin et al., 1991; Sabogal et al., 1987; 

Valenzuela et al., 1994) as a culture value of Latino and Mexican populations than the 

attention that simpatia (Diaz-Guerrero, 1994; Triandis et al., 1984) value has received. 

This study offers evidence about the importance of the study of simpatia more deeply.  

There is not much previous evidence that may contextualize these current study 

findings, specifically about the role of culture values in coparental functioning. The 

crossed effect that values’ endorsement evidenced with agreement and coparenting for 

mothers and fathers with this ethnic group may be suggesting a gender specific role of 

familism/respeeto and simpatia that is not documented in the research. 

Regarding the hypothesis that cooperative coparenting, parental agreement, and 

family climate should predict children social competence as it has been shown with 
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European-American parents (Belsky et al., 1996; Block et al., 1981; Gable et al., 1992; 

1994; McHale, 1995), such prediction found no support with this sample of Mexican 

parents. Although the three predictor variables were associated among them, specifically 

for mothers and couples, there was no prediction of children social competence.  

Symbolic interactionism’s proposal about the relevance of shared meanings 

among family members in explaining well-functioning families (Berger et al., 1964; 

LaRossa et al., 1983) was weakly supported when couples’ similarity in culture values 

were the predictors of interest. Notably, when analyzed individually (i.e. mothers and 

fathers separately) familism/respeto had effect only over fathers’ parental agreement, and 

simpatia explained cooperative coparenting but only for mothers. When analyzed at 

couple level, it was simpatia which generates an effect over cooperative coparenting, 

although a trend level effect.  

Nevertheless, symbolic interactionism perspective of shared views received 

strong support when coparental functioning variables were the predictors of interest. 

Shared experiences in parental agreement predicted shared experiences in coparenting, 

which in turn, predicted shared experiences in family climate.  

Early in the introduction I brought to the discussion the lack of evidence 

informing the relevant variables in which couples’ similarity makes a difference. 

This study’s findings suggest that couples similarity in simpatia’s endorsement is 

relevant. It is promising that shared understanding about simpatia seems to synthesize in 

just one route, the couple route, the observed differences between mothers and fathers’ 

coparental experiences. One of the main ideas underlying this study is what Block et al., 

(1981) found previously.  When parents share meanings, good things happen within the 
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family. It is inspiring that when Mexican parents share their belief in harmony and 

avoidance of confrontation, they seem more prone to share the responsibility and 

enjoyment of parenting.  

Limitations 

 There are some limitations in this study that needs to be taken into consideration 

when evaluating its findings. Sample size is maybe the more important of all. Small 

sample that limit statistical power makes it harder to find significant effects of a small 

size, even if these effects are real in the population (Cohen & Cohen, 1983). Such that, 

the findings of this study should be interpreted with caution, and a good recommendation 

is to keep in mind that a relative small, non-significant effect could be real in the real 

world. On the other hand, the good news of obtaining statistically significant effects 

when analyzing a small sample, is that we can interpret them with more confidence that 

they really exist in the population (A.J. Figueredo, personal communication, May 2008). 

 Another limitation is the lack of a measure of parental gender role attitudes. A 

direct measure of parental gender roles within this sample of Mexican immigrants could 

help inform if these parents are truly traditionally oriented as it was suspected along this 

research, and more importantly, if the parents are similarly oriented in their gender roles. 

It is possible that the suspected interplay between culture values and coparental 

functioning is reflective of a within couples differences in their gender role orientation. 

Gender role attitudes have been shown to play an important role in explaining several 

familial outcomes (Thompson & Walker, 1989).  

 An additional limitation within the current study is that cooperative coparenting 

as measured here may be biased toward Eurocentric views of family. For European-
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American families, partners’ equal involvement in parenting may be the socially 

desirable type of coordination between spouses.  It could be that a better way to explore 

shared parenting within Mexican population is looking at different pattern of spouses’ 

coordination, such complementary roles. Parents may complement each other’s parenting 

efforts. Namely, fathers are not expected to do what mothers do and vice versa.  Mothers 

and fathers assume that each has a specific type and level of involvement in parenting 

tasks. Even with non-equal sharing, a well functioning coparental alliance where children 

get what they need within a low conflict family context can be achieved by means of 

parental coordination based on complementary instead of equality. This complementary 

pattern seems consistent with the idea of embracing clearly defined parental roles as 

researchers have suggested (Diaz Guerrero, 1994, 6
th

 ed.; Esteinou, 2007; Miranda, 

Estrada, & Firpo-Jimenez; 2000; Toth & Hu, 1999). 

Also this study is limited by the lack of a measure of parental status that could 

disentangle the issue evidenced in the literature suggesting that persons that occupy lower 

professional status are prone to show agreement toward social rules, compared with 

people occupying higher levels or status who are less prone to agree and more prone to 

propose actively the rules (Hoff et al., 2002). Over 70% of the fathers in this study had no 

high school degree. These two aspects, gender specificity and social status, may be 

producing the findings observed in this study. Unfortunately, this study’s measures do not 

capture these subtle nuances, leaving without answer these legitimate questions. 

 Another limitation in this study is the use of self-reports on all our measures. 

Several of the studies exploring coparental and familial functioning use observational 

methods (Belsky et al., 1996; Block, et al., 1981; McHale et al., 1998), probably by the 
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lack of correspondence between self-reported and observed parental practices (McHale et 

al., 2000).Thus, the fact that parents reports how much they agree, cooperate, or foster a 

positive family climate may not reflect their real practices.  This may limit the ability of 

the predictor variables to have significant effects over child outcomes. 

Additionally, within a study of coparental functioning and children’s outcomes, 

parenting quality should be taken into consideration. Studies have shown that parent-

child relationship quality is what mediates a well-functioning coparental alliance and 

children outcomes (Erel et al., 1995). 

Regarding the creation of new data, dyadic indexes of similarity may be 

problematic when parents within dyads do not vary enough in their responses. 

Correlation coefficients are not computed if there is a constant response for any of two 

parents across items of the scale. That may increase the problem of missing data, which 

in cases of small samples is not affordable. Kenny, Kashy, and Cook (2006) suggest 

assigning a correlation coefficient of zero when a dyad is in risk of being lost because of 

this lack of variability. Assigning correlation scores of 0.0 in some couples in a small 

sample may attenuate the mean of the indexes in the group of dyads making them look 

dissimilar. 

Finally using an exploratory approach of path analysis, our “cascade” models are 

not a confirmatory path analysis in the traditional definition of that strategy (Loehlin, 

2004). The indirect effects that I mention during the discussion are inferred by the 

sequence of continued effects from one regression to another. Posterior confirmatory 

analysis should inform about the validity of these indirect effects. Additionally, each 

“cascade” model is a set of five hierarchical multiple regression that are ultimately 
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independent from each other. There is not anything in the analytic strategy that can test 

the “goodness of fit” of each “cascade” model as a whole, but the R² that each regression 

report. Neither is there a statistically sound way to compare parameters estimated across 

models. 

Strengths 

 Nevertheless, it is my contention that these limitations do not minimize the 

importance of this research. The study sample is one of the major strengths of the 

research.  The sample is comprised of a minority, low income sample of relatively recent 

Mexican immigrant families, an understudied minority among the minorities. 

The important finding of the current study is that contrarily to studies who 

inferred the role of culture values over familial and children’s outcomes (Lindhal & 

Malik, 1999; Loukas & Roalson, 2006; Miranda et al., 2006; Schumm et al., 1988); this 

study did measure parent’s endorsement in familism/respeto and simpatia.  This is 

characteristic of those studies that use a culture-sensitive approach (Phinney & Landin, 

1998). By including this cultural piece, the study found an interesting difference in the 

impact that Mexican cultural values have over coparental functioning in Mexican 

mothers and fathers. 

Additionally, small samples should not be considered a limitation by default. 

When exploring relations among variables without strong theoretical support; small 

samples can serve as a pilot study to find promising links among variables. Statistically 

significant effects found in small sample, add confidence into a future, large study that 

the variables we have selected are truly associated in the real world. Exploratory 

procedures that inform confirmatory ones make efficient the research process and 
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highlight the usefulness of small samples (A.J. Figueredo, personal communication, May 

2007). 

In this study I am exploring connections, in the form of sequential paths, among a 

set of variables without strong theoretical reasons to presume they follow such sequential 

paths with Mexicans. The use of confirmatory path analysis is not allowed by the amount 

of parameter estimates I would need to do without having enough statistical power. 

Overcoming the sample size issue fosters perseverance when there is need to find the best 

solution to this problem. The “cascade” model approach (Demetriou et al., 2002) in 

previous studies (Figueredo & Gorsuch, 2007; Hunter, Figueredo, Becker, & Malamuth, 

2007) resulted in a relatively original way to answer research questions that required 

more demanding analytic strategies. The “cascade” approach, as an exploratory form of 

path analysis, provided evidence about the associations among variables that seems to 

matter within this population.  

Future Research 

There are several fruitful directions that future research may follow and provide 

with valued information. Exploring a potential gender specific role of culture values is 

one of them.  Exploring the moderation effects of such gender roles in the associations 

between familism/respeto and simpatia with parental agreement and cooperative 

coparenting could tell if the differential effect of a specific value over coparental 

practices depend on the attitudes of the parent. The relevance of including gender role 

within any family and parental functioning study is evidenced by researchers showing 

how wide a spectrum of familial phenomena that gender roles impact (McHale & 

Crouter, 1992; Thompson et al., 1989). Among them, the unavoidable connection of 
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gender and power in marriage (Osmond & Thorne, 1993), as it was evidenced in the 

study of Hughes et al. (2004) that found perception of partner’s power in marriage 

explaining perception of the coparental alliance. 

Another future direction should be to explore coparenting measures if 

complementary roles is the chosen form of coordination in parenting efforts, instead of 

the current approach that tapped parent’s equal involvement in parenting. As stated 

before, complementary roles may be more appropriate for populations like this sample of 

Mexican-origin families.  In the same vein, future research with ethnic minority, low SES 

families should include a measure of parental status that may help in controlling the 

impact of social position when exploring coparental and familial functioning as has been 

evidenced in the impact the choice of practices parents use in their families (Hoff et al., 

2002). 

A more appropriate measure of children’s outcomes would help in future 

research. Regardless of the good psychometric proprieties of the current study’s measure 

of children social competence, additional measures could help in providing a more 

accurate assessment of children outcomes. Observations gathered from mothers and 

fathers who have easy access to observe their children in social interaction with peers and 

others adults are good choices. Parents’ observations usually happen in their natural 

family environment; therefore, they may be more accurate in reflecting daily, familial life 

than those observations made from teachers in a school setting which proscribes a 

specific conduct given the context. 

Regarding sampling issues, future research should considerer a more 

heterogeneous group of parents which would no impose severe restrictions in the 
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variability in social class or status, as is true in this study given its highly homogenous 

sample of low acculturated, low SES, recent immigrant Mexican families.  Lack of 

variability prevents findings’ generalization to other types of Mexican families. 

Why this group of parents was not as similar in their levels of endorsement for 

culture values, regardless its homogeneity provides an interesting future direction. Is this 

lack of strong interdependence an artifact of my measures, specifically, of culture values? 

Or is this lack of strong similarity in culture values a true characteristic of the group of 

parents as evidenced in other studies? (Russell & Russell, 1994). 

Nevertheless, this study group of parents seems to be functional parents based on 

the relatively high score their children reached in teacher reported social competence. 

Thus, responding the early question about on what it is relevant for parents to be similar 

to predict positive children’s outcome still needs much more studies.  

Employing observational measures of coparental and familial practices seem to be 

a good direction to take in the future. Self-reports are always useful and efficient in 

several aspects of the research, but probably when parental and familial quality of 

practices is the main interest, observational methods may be more informative of real 

behaviors. 

In the case of larger samples, it could also be interesting to explore if the 

combination of values’ endorsement itself predict differentially coparental and familial 

practices. In other words, there may be families where mothers are high in simpatia, low 

in familism/respeto or vice versa; same with fathers. Moreover, they may be couples 

highly similar in simpatia but totally dissimilar in familism, or vice versa. As this sample 

of parents showed, there are varied combinations of similarity scores across the two 
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values across the couples (see Appendix B); therefore, the possibility to group dyads 

based on these combination may be informative as to which patterns of endorsement for 

values predicts specific forms of coparental functioning, for instance coordination by 

equal involvement compared with coordination by means of complementary 

involvement. The final result could be to test if some patterns better predict children 

social competence than others.  
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APPENDIX A: STUDY MEASURES 

 

 

          Acculturation 

 

 

 This set of questions asks about the language or 

languages you speak.  Circle the number that 

corresponds to your answer to each question. 
Only 

Spanish 

Spanish 

more 

than 

English 

Both 

equally 

English 

more 

than 

Spanish 

Only 

English 

1. In general, what language(s) do you read or 

speak? 
0 1 2 3 4 

2. What was the language(s) you used as a child? 0 1 2 3 4 

3. What language(s) do you usually speak at home? 0 1 2 3 4 

4. In which language(s) do you usually think? 0 1 2 3 4 

5. What language(s) do you usually speak with 

your friends? 
0 1 2 3 4 

6. In what language(s) are the T.V. programs you 

usually watch? 
0 1 2 3 4 

7. In what language(s) are the radio programs you 

usually listen to? 
0 1 2 3 4 

8. In general, in what language(s) are the movies, 

T.V., and radio programs you prefer to watch 

and listen to? 

0 1 2 3 4 

 

  

 

 This set of questions asks about 

the ethnicity of people you tend to 

associate with.  Circle the number 

that corresponds to your answer 

to each question. 

 

 

All Latinos/ 

Hispanics 

 

More 

Hispanics 

than Non-

Hispanics 

 

 

About 

Half and 

Half 

 

More Non-

Hispanics 

than 

Hispanics 

 

 

 

All Non-

Hispanics 

1. My close friends are: 0 1 2 3 4 

2. I prefer going to social 

gatherings/parties at which the 

people are: 
0 1 2 3 

 

4 

 

3. The people I visit or who visit me 

are: 
0 1 2 3 4 

4. If I could choose my child’s 

friends, I would want them to be: 0 1 2 3 

 

4 
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Familism/Respeto 

 

Please read the following sentences and decide how each sentence describes your feelings 

about how families should get along and act. Please choose a number that represents how 

you feel about that description and whether you agree or not. 

 

In my family, we believe: 

 

 Strongly 

disagree 
Disagree Agree 

Strongly 

agree 

1. Children should never express anger towards 

their parents. 
0 1 2 3 

2. Family members should think of the family 

before they think of themselves. 

0 1 2 3 

3. Family members should be there in times of 

need. 
0 1 2 3 

 

4. 
Family members should keep family harmony. 0 1 2 3 

5. Even if a child believes a parent is wrong, 

he/she should not show disrespect. 
0 1 2 3 

6. 
If a family member is in need, family members 

are expected to help financially or in any way 

they can. 

0 1 2 3 

7. Throughout life, children should obey their 

parents. 
0 1 2 3 

8. Family members should do all they can to keep 

family traditions alive and pass them on. 
0 1 2 3 

9. The family should present a united front to 

others outside of the family. 
0 1 2 3 

10. Family members should be able to rely on one 

another. 
0 1 2 3 

11. 
Adult family members should be respected. 0 1 2 3 

12. Nothing should be more important than the 

family. 
0 1 2 3 
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Simpatia 

 

 

 

Please read the following sentences while thinking of yourself and your personal relationships. Next, rate each 

sentence in terms of how important the issue described is for you in your interactions with other people. Please 

read each sentence very carefully, considering its importance for you.  

 

When interacting with other people, how important is it for you: 

 

 Not 

Important 

A little  

Important 

Somewhat 

Important 

Very 

Important 

Extremely 

Important 

1. To be able to openly share 

your feelings. 
0 1 2 3 4 

2. For you to show respect to 

others. 

0 1 2 3 4 

3. 
To avoid conflict at all 

costs. 
0 1 2 3 4 

4. To control your emotions. 0 1 2 3 4 

5. To show loyalty. 0 1 2 3 4 

6. To obey or fulfill others' 

wishes or requests. 
0 1 2 3 4 

7. To show agreement with 

opinions that are different 

from your own. 

0 1 2 3 4 

8. To show good manners and 

be polite no matter what. 
0 1 2 3 4 

9. 
To make others feel 

comfortable 
0 1 2 3 4 

10. To avoid being rude or 

insulting. 
0 1 2 3 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

124 

 

 

Parental Agreement in Childrearing 

 

We'd like to know more about the extent to which you and your partner agree about 

issues related to parenting.  Read the following sentences and circle a number beside each 

sentence which you think best represents your thinking about how much you agree or 

disagree with your partner. 

 

  
Not at all 

true for us 

Not very 

true for    

us 

Not true 

or untrue 

for us 

Somewhat 

true for us 

Very true 

for us 

1. My partner and I don’t argue about 

our child. 
       0        1       2 3 4 

2. 
My partner doesn't spend enough 

time with our child. 
       0        1       2 3 4 

3. My partner and I agree on when or 

how to discipline our child. 
       0        1       2 3 4 

4. Our child often manages to drive a 

wedge between my partner and me. 
       0        1       2 3 4 

5. My partner doesn't display enough 

affection toward our child. 
       0        1       2 3 4 

6. My partner and I agree on  what 

rules to set for our child. 
       0        1       2 3 4 

7. My partner doesn't assume his or 

her fair share of taking care of our 

child. 

       0        1       2 3 4 

8. 
Our relationship has never been in 

difficulty because of our child. 
       0        1       2 3 4 

9. My partner and I agree on how to 

split our responsibility for rearing 

our child. 

        0        1       2 3 4 

10. My partner and I agree on how to 

respond to our child’s demands for 

things. 

       0        1       2 3 4 
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Cooperative Coparenting 

 

The following statements are about the way you and your partner parent together.  Please 

circle the number of the response that best describes how you and your partner work 

together as parents. 

 

At the present time, how often do you share the following with your partner? 

 

 
Never Rarely 

Some- 

Times 
Often Always 

1. Making major decisions regarding your 

child. 
0 1 2 3 4 

2. Making day-to-day decisions regarding 

your child’s life. 
0 1 2 3 4 

3. 
Discussing medical problems or concerns. 0 1 2 3 4 

4. Discussing other problems your child may 

be experiencing.  
0 1 2 3 4 

5. 
Planning special events in your child’s life. 0 1 2 3 4 

6. Talking about your child’s 

accomplishments. 
0 1 2 3 4 

7. Talking about problems you are having 

raising your child. 
0 1 2 3 4 

8. Discussing what rules to set for your child.

  
0 1 2 3 4 

9. Discussing finances in regards to your 

child. 
0 1 2 3 4 

10. Making decisions about preschool and/or 

daycare.  
0 1 2 3 4 
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Family Climate 

 

 

We'd like to know more about the extent to which your family shows its emotions and 

how often. Read the following sentences and try to think about how often these things 

might happen in your family. Circle the number beside each sentence which represents 

your thinking.  

 

How often do the following things happen in your family? 

 

 
Never Rarely 

Some 

Times 
Often Always 

1. Praising someone for good work. 0 1 2 3 4 

2. Being angry when someone is careless. 0 1 2 3 4 

3. 
Showing admiration or respect when someone 

has done a good job. 
0 1 2 3 4 

4. Saying or showing deep affection or love. 0 1 2 3 4 

5. Blaming another for family troubles or one's 

mistakes. 
0 1 2 3 4 

6. Telling someone how nice they look. 0 1 2 3 4 

7. Putting others down. 0 1 2 3 4 

8. Trying to cheer up someone who is sad. 0 1 2 3 4 

9. 
Quarreling or arguing with a  

family member. 

0 1 2 3 4 

10. Saying I'm sorry when one realizes they were 

wrong. 
0 1 2 3 4 

11. Threatening someone when they don’t do what’s 

expected. 
0 1 2 3 4 

12. 
Showing disappointment over something that did 

not work out. 
0 1 2 3 4 
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Children Social Competence 
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APPENDIX B. DYADIC INDEXES OF COUPLES´ SIMILARITY 

IN FAMILISM/RESPETO AND SIMPATIA 
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APPENDIX B. DYADIC INDEXES OF COUPLES´ SIMILARITY 

IN FAMILISM/RESPETO AND SIMPATIA - Continued 
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APPENDIX C. HUMAN SUBJECT APPROVAL LETTER 
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