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Abstract: Positive parenting programs are a key strategy to promote the development of parental
competence. We designed a pilot study based on parental self-efficacy to promote healthy lifestyles
in their children aged between 2 to 5 years old. In this pilot study, we aimed to assess the effects
of a parenting program on parental self-efficacy and parenting styles. Twenty-five parents were
allocated into intervention (N = 15) and control group (N = 10). Parents from the intervention group
received four group sessions (120 mi per session) to develop a positive parenting, parenting styles and
parenting skills regarding to children’s diet, exercise, and screen time, and two additional sessions
about child development and family games. Parents from the control group received these two latter
sessions. Parental self-efficacy, parenting styles, and meal-related parenting practices were measured
before and after the intervention and at 3-month follow-up. Acceptability and feasibility of the
program was also measured. Quantitative data were analyzed using the repeat measures ANOVA
and ANCOVA tests and the effect size calculation. Content analysis was used to analyse open
questions. Positive trends were found regarding parental self-efficacy and the use of authoritative
parenting style. Parents also reported a great acceptability of the program getting high satisfaction.
According to the feasibility barriers and facilitators aspects were identified. The positive trends
founded in this study support the development of parenting programs to promote healthy lifestyle
in children.

Keywords: positive parenting; parental self-efficacy; healthy lifestyles; health promotion

1. Introduction

Childhood is a period in which speedy physical and psychological development
occurs [1]. It is the time for children to attend school, to play and to grow strong and
confident with the love and encouragement from their family and an extended community.
It is also widely considered to be the right moment to promote the adoption of healthy
lifestyles [2,3].

Presently, the social environment we live in, family structures, and way of life are
modulating the adoption and maintenance of lifestyles related to diet, exercise, and screen
time [4]. This latter issue is of special concern among young people [5]. Physical activity
is an important lifestyle aspect throughout childhood as it influences their health and
maintenance of a healthy weight [6]. Children are especially sensitive to lack of physical
activity due to advances in technology and transportation that have decreased the need for
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physical exercise in activities of daily living [7]. It is well known that inadequate diet and
sedentary lifestyle contribute to health problems in childhood, and therefore pose a public
health concern [8,9].

Parents have a significant influence on their children’s healthy lifestyle behaviors
through, for example, the provision of healthy food and drink at home, encouraging their
children to practice physical activity and by supporting the development of healthy habits
or the family meals structure [10,11]. However, the relevance of parents in modulating chil-
dren’s health behaviors is not limited to that. This vital role comes in the form of providing
their children a positive context as well as resources to ensure a healthy development [12].
Several authors have highlighted the importance of developing positive parenting inter-
ventions aimed at increasing the competence of preschool parents to promote healthy
lifestyles [1,8,9].

Some consolidated studies such as Triple p [13] or Incredible Years [14] showed an
impact on aspects related to parenting. These strategies have dealt with resolving parental
psychosocial adjustment, behavioral problems and have had a special focus on populations
with low socioeconomic status [1]. However, there is a lack of parenting studies with the
aim of promoting healthy lifestyles in children through parental competence that have
adopted a universal approach [15]. In doing so, there is a need to develop a rigorous
theoretical framework [1].

PUEDES Infancy program is a parenting intervention aimed at improving parental
competence to promote healthy lifestyles in children. It set out to contribute both empiri-
cally and theoretically to the area of positive parenting in children’s lifestyles, and more
specifically relating to parental self-efficacy. Parental self-efficacy has important implica-
tions for the healthy development of children [16,17]. As Montigny and Lecharité [18]
pointed out, terms such as parental competence or parental self-efficacy have been used in-
terchangeably, adding confusion. Parental self-efficacy is defined as parents’ belief in their
ability to perform the parenting role successfully [18] and it is a key element in parental
competence [19]. Parental self-efficacy plays an important role in raising children, since
high levels of self-efficacy have been related to positive behaviors and better life habits that
protect children’s health [20]. Parental self-efficacy is a key construct, acting as a mediator
between different parenting skills [1,20,21].

According to Bandura’s theory, there are four sources of information for the devel-
opment of self-efficacy [22,23]: mastery experience that means to become aware of the
achievements achieved, vicarious experience related to learn from experience of others,
verbal persuasion which means to influence people to believe they have the capabilities to
achieve what they seek and psychology states that are people’s perception of their state of
anxiety, humor, their emotional or physical states that affect the interpretation of their own
experiences and capacities.

The articulation of the Bandura’s four sources of information into activities to achieve
parental self-efficacy is the main construct in the theoretical framework of PUEDES program.
Along with this, the framework includes parenting styles (authoritarian, authoritative,
permissive, and negligent styles), which are the strategies that parents use in raising their
children [24,25] and contribute to the developing of positive or negative family’s healthy
lifestyles [26–28]. Finally, it integrates the REC recommendations of the Committee of
European Ministers [29] for positive parenting.

Therefore, we hypothesized that PUEDES, a positive parenting program that pro-
motes parental self-efficacy for the development of healthy lifestyles in 2 to 5 year old
children, would provide positive effects on parental self-efficacy, parenting styles, and
family habits around.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants and Screening

The study took place in Northern Spain. Participants were recruited from community
associations, representing a variety of socioeconomic as well as cultural circumstances.
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Posters, ads, and WhatsApp were used. Recruitment took place from February to May
2017. The inclusion criteria for participants were that they were (1) parents (biological
or not) of children between 2 and 5 years old; (2) be older than 18; (3) having signed the
informed consent and (4) able to communicate in Spanish.

Figure 1 illustrates the flowchart of participants according to CONSORT diagram [30].
Of the 31 parents who were registered into the program, six of them were excluded,
as they did not attend the introductory session. Finally, 25 were eligible for the study
(15 allocated to the intervention group and 10 to the control group). Baseline characteristics
of the participants are shown in Table 1. There was no difference in the sociodemographic
variables between the groups. The mean age of parents was 39.23 (SD 5.76) years in the
intervention group and 37.43 (SD 4.83) years in the control group. According to national
statistics, in Spain most women have children at 35 years of age. Taking into account that
our study chose fathers and mothers of children between 2 and 5 years old, the age of the
participants is in line with national standards [31]. In both groups, most of the participants
were female (N = 11, 84.6% Intervention group; N = 6, 60% Control group). In a parenting
intervention systematic review indicated that female representation was over 90% in all the
studies, so our results included more fathers that usual [15]. In both groups, participants
were mostly married or lived as a couple. In addition, the participants generally had a
high level of education since approximately half had a university degree. Most of the
participants from the intervention group were Spanish (N = 7, 53.8%), the rest were from a
variety of countries. On the contrary, in the control group there were more participants
of foreign origin than national ones, being 40% (n = 4) Spanish, 40% (n = 4) African and
20% (n = 2) South American. According to the census of the territory where the study was
carried out, 10.7% of the population has a migrant origin.

2.2. Design and Setting

This was a pilot and feasibility study with two treatment groups (intervention and con-
trol) and three measurement points (baseline, post-intervention, and follow-up). This study
is registered at ClinicalTrials.gov (Identifier: NCT03698110), was carried out between April
and June 2017. According to the complex nature of the intervention the Medical Research
Council (MRC) methodological framework for complex interventions was used [32,33].
This paper reports the main results of the pilot regarding its efficacy and effect size, feasi-
bility and acceptability that are an essential part before the definitive trial. Based on the
MRC and in line with other similar papers on this stage [34,35], conventional sample size
calculation did not apply [32,36].

The study took place in two different institutions: in the Association Core, and the
University of Navarra. The former is a non-profit organization whose purpose is to wel-
come and integrate immigrant families at social exclusion risk. Annually it helps about
400 immigrant families. The association is located in a neighborhood whose population
density is 25,756 and has a total of 3178 foreign population. The University, located
in a different neighborhood than the association, is a private university with approxi-
mately 669 employees. In this neighborhood population density is 23,305 inhabitants, of
which 2290 are foreign population. The study took place in those two scenarios. Inter-
vention and control participants were present in both, and participants were not mixed
between institutions.

Participants were assigned to treatment groups by simple randomization. One re-
searcher from the team who was not involved in the treatment, generated a random
sequence using Research Randomizer© software tool available online. Participants were
coded in order of attendance to the information session. The sequence generated was
applied to the list of participants coded. In one of the centers, randomization was not
feasible due to difficulties in assistance to the information session. Analysis of the differ-
ences between the groups regarding its sociodemographic data showed that there were no
statistically significant differences between them.
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Age, Mean years (SD) 39.23 (5.76) 37.43 (4.83) 0.491 a (−3.6 to 7.2) 
Female, n (%) 11 (84.6%) 6 (60%) 0.341 c  

Marital Status, n (%)   

0.156 c  

Single 0 0 
Married 11 (84.6%) 8 (80%) 

Separated 2 (15.4%) 0 
Divorced 0 0 

Live as a couple 0 2 (20%) 
Studies, n (%)   

0.473 c  
Elementary 1 (7.7%) 4 (40%) 
High School 2 (15.4%) 1 (10%) 

Professional Studies 2 (15.4%) 0 

Figure 1. Study participation flow. * Reason for losses.

2.3. Implementing PUEDES Program

The intervention consisted of six 2-h group sessions held once a week. The sessions
were led by a Registered Nurse trained in leading small groups and parenting. The sessions
were conducted in small groups of 8–10 participants. Each session involved three different
phases given the theoretical grounding of the study based on Bandura’s theory of self-
efficacy [22,23], positive parenting following the Recommendation Rec of the European
Committee of Ministers [29] and parenting styles [24,25]. The program focused on building
parental self-efficacy through experiential activities related to child development, lifestyles
(diet, exercise, and screen view) and family games. The nurse had a guiding role in each
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session where parents expressed their experiences in parenting and developed skills to
promote healthy lifestyles.

Table 1. Participants socio-demographic characteristics.

Variables Intervention Group (n = 13) Control Group (n = 10) p Value 95% CI

Age, Mean years (SD) 39.23 (5.76) 37.43 (4.83) 0.491 a (−3.6 to 7.2)

Female, n (%) 11 (84.6%) 6 (60%) 0.341 c

Marital Status, n (%)

0.156 c

Single 0 0
Married 11 (84.6%) 8 (80%)

Separated 2 (15.4%) 0
Divorced 0 0

Live as a couple 0 2 (20%)

Studies, n (%)

0.473 c

Elementary 1 (7.7%) 4 (40%)
High School 2 (15.4%) 1 (10%)

Professional Studies 2 (15.4%) 0
University 3 (23.1%) 3 (30%)

Master/PhD 5 (38.5%) 2 (20%)

Country, n (%)
0.309 cSpain 7 (53.8%) 4 (40%)

Other 6 (46.2%) 6 (60%)

Work activity, n (%)

0.402 cEmployed 9 (69.2%) 4 (40%)
Retired 3 (23.1%) 5 (50%)
Other 1 (7.7%) 1 (10%)

N◦ hours of work weekly

0.106 c<20 h 4 (44.4%) 0
20–40 h 5 (55.6%) 3 (75%)
>40 h 0 1 (25%)

Annual family income
(31.384 euros), n (%)

0.530 cLower 5 (38.5%) 4 (50%)
Similar 4 (30.8%) 2 (25%)
Higher 4 (30.8%) 2 (25%)

People living at home, median 4 (1.5–3) 4 (4–5) 0.372 c (−1.28 to 1.48)

Children, median 2 (1.5–3) 2 (2–3) 0.326 c (−1.18 to 1.46)

Experience with children aged 2 to 5
years old, n (%)

0.222 c
First experience 9 (69.2%) 4 (40%)

Second experience 4 (30.8%) 6 (60%)

Time expended with their children
during a week, median hours 6 (3.5–7.5) 5 (4.5–12.5) 0.634 b (−12 to 3)

Time expended with their children
during the weekend, median hours 12 (12–21.5) 12 (7–24) 0.920 b (−12 to 8)

a = student t-test with Levene homogeneity of variance test; b = Mann-Whitney test; c = Fisher exact test.

As can be seen in Figure 2 the entire intervention has three different phases. The first
phase includes an introductory session where parents received information about child
development, specifically in the period comprehending between 2 to 5 years old. The
second phase contains four sessions and is divided into two blocks: A and B. Block A
includes two sessions on children´s development between 2 to 5 years, while block B is
focused on parenting styles and how those affect the adoption of healthy lifestyles with
parents from the intervention group.
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The four sessions of the PUEDES program had different activities as follows:

1. First session: participants presented themselves. They played with images cards of
everyday life situations were viewed to identify the skills they needed to promote
healthy lifestyles in their children. They analyzed videos of family behaviors and
identified right aspects for child development. The facilitator recommends healthy
family games as cooking together or practice a sport.

2. Second session: parents debate about the family games. Then, they watched series
sketches and discussed how to deal with complicated parenting situations.

3. Third session: parents watched parts of films and images with scenes representing
different parenting styles. During the debate, the nurse guided them toward strategies
that they could adopt to promote healthy lifestyles in a positive and authoritative
parenting style.

4. Fourth session: parents practiced role-playing and debate about their improvements
and skills earned.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 4794 7 of 17

At the end, parents summoned to a last session when they played family games. These
was based on quizzes and rewards that families, as teams, had to achieve. At the end of the
day, children received a gift.

The material used throughout was flexible in response to the adaptability needed for
the intervention context. A booklet for parents was designed so that participants were able
to follow the sessions. The booklet included activities with photos and links to videos, space
for annotations and links to websites of interest. It also includes guidance as to how parents
can play family games related to the topics covered in the sessions, such as cooking in
family, practicing active games, relaxing or socioemotional games, and practicing parental
abilities. The aim was that parents, based on this example, were able to share some quality
time with their children through playing with them while implementing the abilities they
worked during the sessions. Besides, the booklet also included blank spaces where children
could draw regarding the best moments experienced in their family play moments.

2.4. Assessments

Both groups were assessed at baseline (T1), at post-intervention (T2), and three months
after the program was finished (T3). The outcome measurements included scales, abilities-
based tasks, and open questions. The main informant for the evaluation were parents, but
researchers notes in the field diary were also used.

2.4.1. Parental Self-Efficacy (TOPSE)

Tool to Measure Parental Self-efficacy (TOPSE) [37] has been used in parenting programs
with different cultural, social, and educational backgrounds. Its Spanish version includes
eight subscales about emotion and affection, play and enjoyment, empathy and understand-
ing, control, discipline and boundaries, external pressures on parenting, self-acceptance
and learning and knowledge. It follows the Likert scale of 0 to 10 points, where 0 corre-
sponds to completely disagree and 10 completely agree. Internal reliability coefficients for
the subscales ranged from 0.80 to 0.89, and the overall scale reliability was 0.94. [37].

2.4.2. Parenting Style (4Er)

Parenting styles (authoritative, authoritarian, permissive, or negligent) [24,25] were
assessed by means of the scale Escala de Evaluación de Estilos Educativos (4Er). This tool
includes 20 items on a Likert scale from 1 to 5, the attitude of parents in the traditional
dimensions of educational styles: Affection and communication, demands and control
(e.g., “In order to not overwhelm my son, I try not to demand much from him”) [38,39].
The scale reliability coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha is 0.73 [40].

2.4.3. Meals in Our Household (MOH)

MOH [41] measures six domains related to families’ mealtimes. We include those re-
lated to the structure of family meals, behavioral problems of children during the mealtime,
the use of food as reward, parental concern about child diet, and influence of child’s food
preferences on what other family members eat. The reliability coefficient of Cronbach’s
alpha of the scale is 0.77.

2.4.4. Comprehensive Feeding Practice Questionnaire (CFPQ)

Two subscales of the CFPQ [42] related to children involvement in meal planning
and preparation and parental role model regarding diet were used. The original reliability
coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha of the subscales ranges from 0.56 to 0.93.

To use these last tools, they were subjected to a translation and piloting process for
use in Spanish.
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2.4.5. Quality of the Program (Evaluation System of Positive Parenting Programs)

The Evaluation System of Positive Parenting Programs evaluates positive parenting
interventions [43], according to the general assessment, objectives, materials, assessment,
or ethical aspects of the program through 17 indicators based on a Likert scale, from 1 to 6.

2.4.6. Feasibility an Acceptability

Feasibility and acceptability were measured through parental satisfaction. At the end
of the program, parents from the intervention group answered a Likert scale ranging from
0 to 10, where 0 was nothing and 10 was completely regarding their opinion about its need
and adequacy, and whether they recommend it to friends or family. Parents also answered
some open questions about their opinion on the materials, the facilitator of the sessions
and any suggestions for improvement or recommendations on the program. Field notes
were also used to identify the barriers and facilitators of the implementation process.

2.5. Data Analysis

Quantitative data analysis was completed using the SPSS Version 15 (IBM Corp.,
Armonk, NY, USA). Normality of the outcome data was examined by the Kolmogorov–
Smirnov test. Accordingly, Student t-test, Mann-Whitney U, chi-square and Fisher’s exact
were used as appropriate. To compare the mean difference between groups over the time,
repeat measures ANOVA test was used. ANCOVA test was used to compare groups after
controlling the basal variability.

Acceptability and feasibility were analyzed through content analysis, which is a
technique for interpreting the participant´s answer with a systematic, objective, replicable
and valid nature. Following to Myring [44], the responses to the open questions were
analyzed identifying those codes of each question (category) that were repeated more
frequently in the responses of the participants. The inductive method was used in the
analysis process, which favored the generation of codes in order to understand the data in
a holistic way.

2.6. Ethical Approval

Ethical approval was obtained from the University of Navarra Research Ethics Com-
mittee (Code: 2017.025). This study is registered at ClinicalTrials.gov (NCT03698110).
Participants were given detailed information about study procedures and written consent
was obtained. Confidentiality on participants’ personal data was safeguarded. All personal
data of participants were separated from the study data. Only the principal investigator
was able to connect these two data sources and only the main researcher was authorized to
have contact with the data.

3. Results

All data were cleaned and all variables were assessed to determine the assumptions
of analyses of variance prior to conducting analyses. Of the 25 parents who entered the
study, some dropouts were observed in the post-treatment and in follow-up, especially in
the control group as it can be seen in Figure 1. The analyses were based on 22 participants.

A repeated measures ANOVA was performed, with a statistical significance set at
p < 0.05, to examine the statistical significance of the change between groups (intervention
and control) over time (T1, T2 and T3). The analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with a
statistical significance set at p < 0.05 was used to compare groups after controlling the basal
variability was also used.

3.1. Intervention Effects on Parental Self-Efficacy

The effect of the intervention on parental self-efficacy over time showed a moderate
effect size (ηp2 = 0.095), although it did not achieve statistical significance (F (2.32) = 1.69;
p = 0.209). The intervention group experienced an increase in their scores at T2; however,
they were not maintained at follow-up (T3). As shown in Table 2, both groups set out
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at high levels of parental self-efficacy (scale from 0 to 60). After adjusting for baseline
variability, there were no significant differences between the groups at T2. However, a
large effect size (d = 1.846; 95% CI −1.1 to 4.8) was obtained in the difference between the
groups at T3 in favor of the control, which could be caused by the decrease of scores of the
intervention group, although it did not achieve statistical significance (p = 0.197).

The analysis of repeated measures in the parental acceptance dimension indicated
a statistical significance interaction over time between groups with a large effect size
(F(2.36) = 3.61; p = 0.037; ηp2 = 0.167). These results indicated effects of the intervention on
parental acceptance; however, as can be seen in Table 2, despite the fact that the parents of
the intervention group increased their scores, these were not maintained at T3.

The effect of the intervention on the Learning and Knowledge dimension was sta-
tistically significant between groups (F(2.38) = 3.61; p = 0.037) with a large effect size
(ηp2 = 0.167) over time. As can be seen in Table 2, the levels of learning and knowledge
of the intervention group increased to T2. Once the program was completed, the scores
of this group decreased at T3. Meanwhile, the control group had a more unstable pattern.
Analysis of means after adjustment for baseline variability (T1) suggested large effect sizes
for differences between groups at T2 (d = 1.817; 95% CI −1.4 to 5) and at T3 (d = 2.271;
95% CI −1.1 to 5.6). However, these differences did not achieve statistical significance.

Results did not show any clear statistical impact of the intervention on other dimen-
sions of parental self-efficacy. However, some of them deserve mention. This is the case
for perceived pressure by parents in their parenting. The levels in the intervention group
had a progressive decrease, whereas in the control group increased their scores, reflecting
that they perceived having more pressure throughout the measurements. In the analysis of
repeated measures, it was observed that the interaction between the groups had a large
effect size (ηp2 = 0.140), nearing statistical significance (F(2.36) = 2.93, p = 0.066). In the
mean comparison analysis, after adjusting for baseline variability, it was observed that the
difference between the groups in T3 had a large effect size (d = 3.501), which indicated that
parents of the group intervention considered to have less pressures for their environment
in parenting than the control group. These results did not reach statistical significance.

Although the analysis after adjusting for baseline variability did not find statistically
significant differences, it should be noted that large effect sizes were identified in all
dimensions and in the total score. This indicated differential trends between T2 and T3
between groups for parental self-efficacy and all its dimensions.

3.2. Intervention Effects on Parenting Style

Parenting styles were measured through their dimensions: Affection and communica-
tion, demands and control. In the first two dimensions a very similar pattern was observed.
The intervention group increased the levels of both dimensions at T2 and were maintained
in the follow-up. On the other hand, the control group in the affection and communication
dimension showed an increase between T2 and T3 and in the requirements dimension, a
slight increase in T2 and subsequently their levels decreased at the follow-up.

Results showed that in the control dimension, the effect of the intervention was statis-
tically significant over time (F(2.34) = 3.55; p = 0.040) with a large effect size (ηp2 = 0.173).
In the repeated measures analysis, it was observed that the effect of the intervention on
the dimension of affect and communication between the groups had a moderate effect size
(ηp2 = 0.134), although it did not achieve statistical significance (F (2.34) = 2.63; p = 0.087).
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Table 2. Changes in TOPSE, 4Er, MOH and CFPQ scores from pre-intervention, post-intervention, and follow-up.

Parental Self-Efficacy
Pre-Intervention (T1)

Mean (SD)
Post-Intervention (T2)

Mean (SD)
Follow-Up (T3)

Mean (SD)

n I n C n I n C n I n C

Total TOPSE 12 47.73 (2.6) 9 49.01 (3.9) 11 49.26 (3.6) 8 50.03 (5.2) † 12 47.40 (3.4) 8 51.13 (4.1) ƒ
Emotion and affection 13 53.23 (3.3) 10 51.90 (5.0) 12 55.08 (3.5) 9 55.44 (2.4) † 13 54.54 (3.5) 8 53.38 (6.0) ƒ
Play and enjoyment 13 49.15 (5.3) 9 50.67 (4.9) 13 49.15 (5.3) 9 50.67 (5.0) † 13 50.15 (3.4) 8 50.25 (8.4) ƒ

Empathy and understanding 13 47.54 (5.1) 10 49.20 (2.9) 13 51.23 (6.6) 9 45.33 (7.1) † 13 49.85 (5.8) 8 45.75 (6.4) ƒ
Control 13 42.92 (5.2) 10 41.90 (6.0) 13 43.46 (6.1) 9 45.33 (7.1) † 13 41.23 (7.4) 8 45.75 (6.4) ƒ

Discipline and boundaries 13 44.00 (5.1) 10 46.50 (5.6) 13 46.62 (7.3) 9 48.22 (6.9) ‡ 13 44.15 (7.4) 8 51.25 (4.5) ƒ
External pressures on parenting 13 49.08 (7.1) 10 44.70 (12.5) 13 46.92 (9.0) 8 45.88 (10.7) ‡ 13 46.08 (8.4) 8 50.75 (8.0) ƒ

Self-acceptance 12 48.42 (3.3) 10 51.10 (6.0) 12 51.17 (3.7) * 9 53.67 (5.4) ‡ 12 48.75 (6.9) 8 52.63 (3.5) ƒ
Learning and knowledge 13 50.15 (5.0) 10 50.90 (5.2) 13 52.62 (5.1) * 9 48.89 (7.9) ‡ 13 48.23 (6.1) 8 52.25 (5.3) ƒ

4Er
Affection and communication 13 4.34 (0.5) 9 4.44 (0.8) 12 4.51 (0.4) 9 4.30 (0.5) † 13 4.45 (0.5) 8 4.62 (0.4) §

Demands 13 3.98 (0.4) 9 4.00 (0.6) 13 4.15 (0.5) 9 4.10 (0.5) 13 4.15 (0.6) 8 3.82 (0.8) §
Control 13 3.60 (0.6) 9 3.63 (0.6) 13 4.00 (0.6) 9 3.92 (0.7) ‡ 13 3.57 (0.6) 6 3.70 (0.7)

MOH & CFPQ
Structure meals a 12 2.27 (0.3) 10 2.35 (0.1) 11 2.27 (0.4) 9 2.34 (0.2) 12 2.20 (0.3) 8 2.40 (0.4)

Negative behavior b 13 1.32 (0.6) 9 0.91 (0.6) 13 1.14 (0.8) 8 0.89 (0.7) † 13 1.17 (0.7) 8 0.67 (0.4)
Problem behavior c 13 0.80 (0.4) 8 0.55 (0.8) 11 0.66 (0.5) 6 0.50 (0.8) 12 0.74 (0.5) 9 0.60 (0.6)

Food reward a 13 0.90 (0.9) 10 1.19 (1.0) 13 0.81 (0.7) 9 1.04 (0.9) † 13 0.68 (0.5) 9 0.93 (0.7)
Concern d 10 2.01 (0.9) 8 1.42 (0.3) 9 1.76 (0.9) 8 1.66 (0.6) ‡ 12 1.38 (0.3) 8 1.59 (0.5) §
Influence d 13 1.25 (0.7) 10 0.96 (0.9) 13 1.12 (0.8) 9 1.23 (0.7) 12 1.10 (0.7) 9 0.96 (0.4) §
Involve e 13 3.64 (0.8) 10 3.33 (0.7) 13 3.62 (0.8) 9 3.52 (0.7) † 13 3.18 (0.8) 9 3.48 (0.9) ƒ

Role model e 13 4.27 (0.7) 10 3.92 (1.0) 13 4.35 (0.7) 9 4.06 (0.7) 13 4.37 (0.7) 9 3.92 (0.6) §

I = Intervention Group; C = Control Group. TOPSE: Tool to Measure Parental Self-Efficacy. Scores can range from 0 to 60, a high score shows a high level of parental self-efficacy. 4Er: Parenting Style. Scores can
range from 0 to 5, a high score shows a high level of parenting styles. MOH: Meals in Our Household; CFPQ: Comprehensive Feeding Practice Questionnaire. a Scores can range from 0 to 4, a high score shows a
high level of structure meals and food reward; b Scores can range from 0 to 4, a less score shows a less level of negative behavior; c Scores can range from 0 to 3, a less score shows a less level of behavior problems;
d Scores can range from 0 to 5, a less score shows a less level of concern and influence; e Scores can range from 0 to 5, a high score shows a high level of involve and role model. * p < 0.05 from de ANOVA analysis;
† ANOVA Moderate effect size; ‡ ANOVA Large effect size; ƒ ANCOVA Large effect size; § ANCOVA Medium effect size.
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3.3. Intervention Effects on Parental Practice

Scores obtained from the practice regarding meal parent report showed no important
changes over time in either group. Likewise, analysis of the different dimensions (meals
structure, behavior, problem behavior, food reward, concern, influence, involvement, and
role model) did not show any important differences between groups over time. However,
in the dimension concern, a large effect size was found (F(2.26) = 2.49; p = 0.103; ηp2 = 0.161)
since, as can be seen in Table 2, the intervention group had a decrease in their scores over
time, while the control group varied. In the analysis after adjusting for baseline variability,
a large effect size was found in the involvement dimension (d = 0.855).

3.4. Feasibility and Acceptability

Parents experienced high satisfaction with the PUEDES program. According to the re-
sults, it was very likely that they recommended the program to family or friends, (obtained
an average of 9 points out of 10). Participants (see Table 3) highlighted equipment, videos
and the booklet developed. They also identified the kindergarten as a key factor to partici-
pate in the program. Parents also mentioned the role of the facilitator when conducting
the program sessions. Finally, some parents identified changes and improvements in their
families after completing the program.

Table 3. Content analysis results.

Topic Example of Parental Answered

Equipment “Both the materials and the resources have been very useful for me” (Participant 1)
“They have seemed very suitable, entertaining and fun” (Participant 15)

Booklet “I found it interesting to have this support material, both in the classroom activity and for those at home. I think I can
continue using it in the future and it will be a reference in possible family situations.” (Participant 4)

Videos “The videos are very accurate with each topic that was discussed” (Participant 7)

Nursery “The nursery has been indispensable to be able to attend” (Participant 9)

Nurse role

“I really liked it a lot. It has made me reflect on my family and my parenting style. Rethink things that I had never
stopped to think.” (Participant 15)

“She gave us an excellent attention, communication, she guided us a lot and helped us to develop ourselves in each
session.” (Participant 19)

Improvements “Perhaps it could be a website to complete the information and a meeting with some periodicity on topics of interest to
parents.” (Participant 18)

Changes “I have attended several parent groups, several sessions and I think this program has made me think more than any other.”
(Participant 15)

Some of the barriers during the implementation process are those regarding the
difficulties on the recruitment. This includes a degree of lack of commitment of parents
who did not attend the introductory session despite with signed the informed consent.
Also, the lack of time that parents have to do activities with their children it seen as a
barrier. On the other hand, some activities must be adjusted to the age of children. Also,
some technology problems as the use of adequate internet and spaces could be barriers of
the process.

On the other side, some of the positive aspects of the process are the marketing and
resources used to enroll parents, the good hosting that the associations made to the project,
their implication, the flexibility of the program to adapt some activities according to the
participants, the active and participation of parents, the enthusiasm of the facilitator and
the low cost of the materials.

3.5. Program Quality

Quality was assessed along the study using the Evaluation system of positive par-
enting programs [43]. The PUEDES program showed high quality as it can be seen in
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Table 4. Aspects that deserve improvement are those regarding the costs, the adaptation of
the program to several languages, the use of a website and the lack of relationship with
school context.

Table 4. Quality of the program.

INDICATORS TOTAL %

Implementation
Institutional management 13/36 36.1%

Cost 4/24 16.7%
Publicity 31/36 86.1%

Community support NA
Total 48/96 50%

Methodology
Overall rating 30/30 100%

Material 29/30 96.7%
Learning methodology 35/36 97.2%

Mixed format 4/18 22.2%
Evaluation 58/66 87.9%

Professional profile of responsible 16/24 66.7%
Ethics aspects 30/30 100%

Total 202/234 86.3%
Content

Aims 36/36 100%
Contents 32/36 88.9%

Scientific foundations 22/24 91.7%
Linguistic offer 14/24 58.3%

Adjustment of the COPP * 27/30 90%
Family School Coeducation 6/36 16.7%

Total 137/186 73.7%
Final score 387/516 75%

NA: Not Applicable; * COPP: Optimal Curriculum of Positive Parenting.

4. Discussion

The aim of this study was to evaluate the effects, feasibility, acceptability and quality
of the pilot PUEDES program. The program showed some benefits in parental self-efficacy
as suggested by the moderate effect size (ηp2 = 0.095) over time. Furthermore, some dimen-
sions such as emotion and affection, empathy and understanding, discipline and boundary
setting, pressures, self-acceptance and learning and knowledge appeared to suggest some
effects. However, those effects were not maintained at the follow-up measures. The same
trend was found regarding parenting styles. Besides, measurements regarding the parental
practices related to diet did not show a significant improvement. These findings are con-
sistent with previous studies which evaluated similar topics of parental self-efficacy after
implementation of a parenting program [45–49].

The baseline scores of total parental self-efficacy were high, which suggested that
parents had a high degree of self-efficacy at the beginning of the study. In fact, this data
showed higher values compared with other research [50]. These results may have been
increased due to social desirability, the tendency to give higher scores in relation to socially
adequate responses in questions of parenthood [51,52]. In this line, the lack of parental
concern has been identified as another factor that could influence the high parental self-
efficacy scores [53]. Some aspects such as culture, socioeconomic status or marital status can
influence parental self-efficacy [21]. Parents with few resources may have lower parental
self-efficacy [54]. These aspects should be analyzed in greater depth in future studies.

Regarding the differential tendency observed in the groups, both the exposure to the
intervention and the tools themselves have been able to contribute to a greater awareness
of the parents about their own role [55]. The intervention group worked on their parenting
during sessions, so that judgments about their role may have been more adjusted to the
reality after the intervention as it occurred in other studies [56].
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The lack of continuity of the scores achieved in the follow-up could be suggesting
the need for additional activities that favor the maintenance of the levels reached. These
results are shared by other studies such as the meta-analysis by Barlow, Smailagic, Huband,
Roloff, & Bennett [57]. On the other hand, health promotion interventions in childhood and
parenting are not immediate, but their benefits are seen in the long term [9]. It is possible
that three months of follow-up are not enough to achieve changes, so the measurement of
the follow-up should consider more long-term in future studies.

According to the dimensions that measure parenting styles, the intervention group ex-
perienced an increase in their levels of affection and communication in the post-intervention
measure. Differences were found in the interaction over time for the control dimension.
These results could be related to the sessions in which the development of tasks adapted to
children’s age was fostered and control and discipline skills were worked on. Negotiation
was one of the important points that favored the adjustment toward an authoritative par-
enting style [58,59]. The family household could have an impact on the lack of statistical
significance in parenting styles since all of the participants were in two family household.
This is an important issue because children in two-parent homes are influenced by the
combined practices of both parents, but parenting styles can be different between mother
and father [60].

According to other authors [61], the importance of developing this type of programs
in parents of children at an early age to promote attitudes must be taken into account. In
addition, it is considered relevant in the development of the authoritative parental style,
the adaptation of the attitudes and demands of parents to the age of their children to
promote their development [62]. In this sense, the program has been able to bring some
improvements, making attitudes toward their children more communicative and reasoned,
where they were able to share responsibilities with their children allowing them to solve
their daily problems, favoring the development of their learning, autonomy and personal
initiative according to their level of development [63]. Although the results in family
communication are promising, one aspect that should be improved in future studies is
the evaluation of the quality of the hours that parents spend with their children and its
association with parenting styles. Some studies affirm that parents who are more involved
in caring and who spend more quality time with their children tend to use an authoritative
style [64].

There were certain domains of parenting practice in which the changes were close
to significance with a moderate effect size as is the case of those related to problematic
behaviors of children, the use of food as a reward or the level of parental concern about
behaviors and habits dietetics of their children. These results gave clues that the activities
carried out during the sessions in relation to the parental practices that promote adequate
eating habits such as watching videos to identify positive and negative strategies, or games
where parents expressed their experiences, could have an influence.

The lack of statistical difference in the results could be related to the small sample
size. However, the nature of the study involves investigating the preliminary effects of the
intervention in order to know the underlying mechanisms according to the methodological
framework [33]. In this sense, the effect size identified permits identifying tendencies that
inform about important clinical differences, which should be confirmed in future studies
with a higher statistical power [65].

Parental satisfaction with the program was very high. Both in their general satisfaction
and in their perception of the need and its recommendation, the average values were very
high. These data are in line with recent studies such as those by Ramos et al. [66] in a very
similar context. Some aspects of the acceptability regarding the parental satisfaction as the
perceived impact are very enriching to achieve a tighter evaluation [67,68]. In that sense,
the good ratings regarding their opinion about the nurse and the characteristics of the
program could have an impact on the attendance and participation in the sessions. In our
study, almost 80% of the participants attended all the sessions contrasting with studies that
affirm the difficulty in maintaining face-to-face throughout the program [69]. Our positive
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results may be related to the design of the program since the strategy followed was to
provide support to parents through their experiences. A study of what parents expect from
intervention programs identified that parents wanted strategies and support to deal with
the frustrations of raising their children in healthy habits [70].

The study has certain limitations. Although the participant data were analyzed and
compared, the data generalization could be limited by possible selection bias. On the other
hand, although the study was carried out some time ago, the results are still valid today as
positive parenting programs are currently on the rise. Governments and municipalities
increasingly focus on parenting in public provision and policy and schools have increased
their provision and also their work with parents [71].

Our study has several strengths. First, this feasibility study demonstrated that a par-
enting program that promote parental competence in healthy lifestyles, provides promising
outcomes for improved parental self-efficacy and parenting styles. The identification of
potential barriers and facilitators are key to the implementation in a full-scale study [72].
Second, the MRC is a very useful framework to deal with feasibility studies, when physi-
cal, psychological, and environmental aspects, education activities are combined [73–75].
Finally, the PUEDES program has a strong theoretical foundation based on literature and
theories that are key in the development of this kind of programs as it is in line with other
authors [1].

5. Conclusions

The PUEDES program showed some benefits in aspects of parental self-efficacy and
parenting styles. Furthermore, some dimensions such as emotion and affection, empathy
and understanding, discipline and boundary setting, pressures, self-acceptance and learn-
ing and knowledge appeared to show clues to some effects. However, those effects were
not maintained at the follow-up. The same trend was been found regarding parenting
styles. Besides, measurements regarding the parental practices related to the diet did not
show a significant improvement.

Regarding acceptability and feasibility of the program, parents expressed high satis-
faction with the program and they highlighted the materials, resources, and the role of the
facilitator. According to the feasibility, barriers and facilitators were identified throughout
the development of the study.

The findings from this pilot and feasibility study found some support for the mecha-
nisms predicted to act as mediating factors in parental competencies that promote healthy
lifestyles in children. These findings need to be replicated in other studies with bigger
population. Also it is important to continue with the implementation of this study in
different settings in order to address the universality of the intervention. Following the
structure of the MRC for complex interventions, it is necessary to find out parallel results
in a full-scale final randomized controlled trial.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, methodology, software, validation, formal analysis, inves-
tigation, resources and data curation, C.R.-Z., I.S.-M. and A.M; writing—original draft preparation,
writing—review and editing, visualization, C.R.-Z., A.M.; supervision and project administration,
C.R.-Z., I.S.-M., A.M., O.L.-D., M.J.P.-M., A.I. and E.B.-M. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted according to the guidelines of
the Declaration of Helsinki, and approved by University of Navarra Research Ethics Committee
(Code: 2017.025).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study is available upon request to the
corresponding author.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 4794 15 of 17

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to acknowledge and thank all the students who partici-
pated in the study and to the Asociación de Amigos de la Universidad de Navarra for their support.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Wittkowski, A.; Dowling, H.; Smith, D.M. Does engaging in a group-based intervention increase parental self-efficacy in parents

of preschool children? A systematic review of the current literature. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2016, 25, 3173–3191. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Institute of Medicine. Children’s Health, the Nation’s Wealth: Assessing and Improving Child Health; National Academies Press:

Washington, DC, USA, 2004. [CrossRef]
3. Bröder, J.; Okan, O.; Bauer, U.; Schlupp, S.; Pinheiro, P. Advancing perspectives on health literacy in childhood and youth. Health

Promot. Int. 2020, 35, 575–585. [CrossRef]
4. Mollborn, S.; Lawrence, E. Family, peer, and school influences on children’s developing health lifestyles. JHSB 2018, 59, 133–150.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Stamatakis, E.; Coombs, N.; Jago, R.; Gama, A.; Mourão, I.; Nogueira, H.; Rosado, V.; Padez, C. Associations between indicators

of screen time and adiposity indices in Portuguese children. Prev. Med. 2013, 56, 299–303. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Lemelin, L.; Gallagher, F.; Haggerty, J. Supporting parents of preschool children in adopting a healthy lifestyle. BMC Nurs. 2012,

11, 12–23. [CrossRef]
7. Mielgo-Ayuso, J.; Aparicio-Ugarriza, R.; Castillo, A.; Ruiz, E.; Avila, J.M.; Aranceta-Bartrina, J.; González-Gross, M. Sedentary

behavior among Spanish children and adolescents: Findings from the ANIBES study. BMC Public Health 2017, 17, 1–9. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

8. Lamboglia, C.M.; Silva, V.T.; Vasconcelos, J.; Pinheiro, M.H.; Munguba, M.C.; Silva, F.; de Paula, F.A.R.; da Silva, C.A.B.
Exergaming as a strategic tool in the fight against childhood obesity: A systematic review. J. Obes. 2013, 8. [CrossRef]

9. Stamatakis, E.; Ekelund, U.; Ding, D.; Hamer, M.; Bauman, A.E.; Lee, I.M. Is the time right for quantitative public health guidelines
on sitting? A narrative review of sedentary behaviour research paradigms and findings. Br. J. Sports Med. 2019, 53, 377–382.
[CrossRef]

10. Rhodes, R.E.; Guerrero, M.D.; Vanderloo, L.M.; Barbeau, K.; Birken, C.S.; Chaput, J.P.; Tremblay, M.S. Development of a consensus
statement on the role of the family in the physical activity, sedentary, and sleep behaviours of children and youth. IJBNPA 2020,
17, 1–31. [CrossRef]

11. Christensen, P. The health-promoting family: A conceptual framework for future research. Soc. Sci. Med. 2004, 59, 377–387.
[CrossRef]

12. Scaglioni, S.; De Cosmi, V.; Ciappolino, V.; Parazzini, F.; Brambilla, P.; Agostoni, C. Factors influencing children’s eating
behaviours. Nutrients 2018, 10, 706. [CrossRef]

13. Sanders, M.R. Development, evaluation, and multinational dissemination of the Triple P-Positive Parenting Program. Annu. Rev.
Clin. Psicol. 2012, 8, 345–379. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Webster-Stratton, C. The Incredible Years Parents, Teachers, and Children’s Training Series: Program Content, Methods, Research and
Diseemination 1980–2011; Seattle Incredible Years: Seattle, WA, USA, 2012.

15. Ruiz-Zaldibar, C.; Serrano-Monzó, I.; Mujika, A. Parental competence programs to promote positive parenting and healthy
lifestyles in children: A systematic review. J. Pediatr. 2018, 94, 238–250. [CrossRef]

16. Bloomfield, L.; Kendall, S.; Applin, L.; Dearnley, K.; Edwards, L.; Hinshelwood, L.; Newcombe, T. A qualitative study exploring
the experiences and views of mothers, health visitors and family support centre workers on the challenges and difficulties of
parenting. Health Soc. Care Community 2005, 13, 46–55. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Carson, V.; Janssen, I. Associations between factors within the home setting and screen time among children aged 0–5 years: A
cross-sectional study. BMC Public Health 2012, 12, 539–547. [CrossRef]

18. Montigny, F.; Lacharité, C. Perceived parental efficacy: Concept analysis. JAN 2005, 49, 387–396. [CrossRef]
19. Grossklaus, H.; Marvicsin, D. Parenting efficacy and its relationship to the prevention of childhood obesity. Pediatr. Nurs. 2014,

40, 69–86. [CrossRef]
20. Coleman, P.K.; Karraker, K.H. Parenting self-efficacy among mothers of school-age children: Conceptualization, measurement,

and correlates. Fam. Relat. 2000, 49, 13–24. [CrossRef]
21. Jones, T.L.; Prinz, R.J. Potential roles of parental self-efficacy in parent and child adjustment: A review. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 2005, 25,

341–363. [CrossRef]
22. Bandura, A. Social Learning Theory; General Learning Press: New York, NY, USA, 1977. [CrossRef]
23. Bandura, A. Self-Efficacy in Changing Societies; Cambridge University Press: New York, NY, USA, 1995. [CrossRef]
24. Maccoby, E.E.; Martin, J.A. Socialization in the context of the family: Parent child interaction. In Handbook of Child Psychology: Vol.

4. Socialization, Personality and Social Development; Mussen, P.H., Hetherington, E.M., Eds.; Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 1983; pp.
1–101.

25. Baumrind, D. Rearing competent children. In The Jossey-Bass Social and Behavioral Science Series. Child Development Today and
Tomorrow; Damon, W., Ed.; Jossey-Bass: San Francisco, CA, USA, 1989; pp. 349–378. [CrossRef]

26. Hughes, A.R.; Farewell, K.; Harris, D.; Reilly, J.J. Quality of life in a clinical sample of obese children. IJO 2007, 31, 39–44.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-016-0464-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27795657
http://doi.org/10.17226/10886
http://doi.org/10.1093/heapro/daz041
http://doi.org/10.1177/0022146517750637
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29298103
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2013.02.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23435406
http://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6955-11-12
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-017-4026-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28103843
http://doi.org/10.1155/2013/438364
http://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2018-099131
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-020-00973-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2003.10.021
http://doi.org/10.3390/nu10060706
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-clinpsy-032511-143104
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22149480
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jped.2017.07.019
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2524.2005.00527.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15717906
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-539
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2004.03302.x
http://doi.org/10.1089/chi.2014.0098
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2000.00013.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2004.12.004
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1428-6_1257
http://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511527692
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-79061-9_293
http://doi.org/10.1038/sj.ijo.0803410


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 4794 16 of 17

27. Hoerr, S.L.; Hughes, S.O.; Fisher, J.O.; Nicklas, T.A.; Liu, Y.; Shewchuk, R.M. Associations among parental feeding styles and
children’s food intake in families with limited incomes. IJBNPA 2009, 6, 55–62. [CrossRef]

28. Zahra, J.; Ford, T.; Jodrell, D. Cross-sectional survey of daily junk food consumption, irregular eating, mental and physical health
and parenting style of British secondary school children. Child Care Health Dev. 2014, 40, 481–491. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Committee of European Ministers. Recommendations Rec (2006) 19 of the Committee of Ministers to the Member States on
Policies to Support the Positive Exercise of Parentality. 2006. Available online: https://archive.crin.org/en/library/legal-
database/council-europe-recommendation-rec200619-policy-support-positive-parenting.html (accessed on 2 February 2020).

30. Schulz, K.F.; Altman, D.G.; Moher, D. CONSORT 2010 statement: Updated guidelines for reporting parallel group randomised
trials. BMC Med. 2010, 8, 18. [CrossRef]

31. INE. Encuesta de Fecundidad. Año 2018. Datos Definitivos. 2018. Available online: https://www.ine.es/prensa/ef_2018_d.pdf
(accessed on 12 April 2021).

32. Campbell, M.; Fitzpatrick, R.; Haines, A.; Kinmonth, A.L.; Sandercock, P.; Spiegelhalter, D.; Tyrer, P. Framework for design and
evaluation of complex interventions to improve health. BMJ 2000, 321, 694. [CrossRef]

33. Craig, P.; Dieppe, P.; Macintyre, S.; Michie, S.; Nazareth, I.; Petticrew, M. Developing and evaluating complex interventions: The
new Medical Research Council guidance. BMJ 2008, 337, a1655. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Mujika, A.; Forbes, A.; Canga, N.; De Irala, J.; Serrano, I.; Gascó, P.; Edwards, M. Motivational interviewing as a smoking cessation
strategy with nurses: An exploratory randomised controlled trial. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 2014, 51, 1074–1082. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Bermejo-Martins, E.; López-Dicastillo, O.; Mujika, A. An exploratory trial of a health education programme to promote healthy
lifestyles through the social and emotional competence in young children: Study protocol. JAN 2018, 74, 211–222. [CrossRef]

36. Lovell, K.; Bower, P.; Richards, D.; Barkham, M.; Sibbald, B.; Roberts, C.; Hennessy, S. Developing guided self-help for depression
using the Medical Research Council complex interventions framework: A description of the modelling phase and results of an
exploratory randomised controlled trial. BMC Psychiatry 2008, 8, 91. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Kendall, S.; Bloomfield, L. Developing and validating a tool to measure parenting self-efficacy. JAN 2005, 51, 174–181. [CrossRef]
38. Palacios, J.; Sánchez-Sandoval, Y. Escala Revisada de Evaluación de Estilos Educativos (4er); University of Seville: Seville, Spain, 2000.
39. Sánchez-Sandoval, Y.; Palacios, J. La escala revisada de evaluación de estilos educativos (4er): Análisis psicométrico tras su

aplicación en un grupo de familias adoptivas. In Proceedings of the VII European Conference on Psychological Assessment,
Málaga, Spain, 1–4 April 2004.

40. Sánchez-Sandoval, Y.; León, E.; Román, M. Adaptación familiar de niños y niñas adoptados internacionalmente. An. Psicol. 2012,
28, 558–566. [CrossRef]

41. Anderson, S.E.; Must, A.; Curtin, C.; Bandini, L.G. Meals in Our Household: Reliability and initial validation of a questionnaire
to assess child mealtime behaviors and family mealtime environments. J. Acad. Nutr. Diet. 2012, 112, 276–284. [CrossRef]

42. Musher-Eizenman, D.; Holub, S. Comprehensive Feeding Practices Questionnaire: Validation of a new measure of parental
feeding practices. J. Pediatr. Psychol. 2007, 32, 960–972. [CrossRef]

43. Manzano, A.; Martín, J.L.; Sánchez, M.; Rekagorri, J.; Cruz, N.; Olbarrieta, F.; Arranz, E.; Sistema de Indicadores Para la
Evaluación de Programas de Parentalidad Positiva. Departamento de Empleo y Políticas Sociales. Gobierno Vasco. 2012. Avail-
able online: https://www.euskadi.eus/contenidos/informacion/gura_programa/es_programa/adjuntos/sistema-indicadores-
programas-parentalidad-positiva.pdf (accessed on 2 February 2020).

44. Mayring, P. Qualitative content analysis. Forum. Qual. Soc. Res. 2000, 1, 20. [CrossRef]
45. Haines, J.; Rifas-Shiman, S.L.; Gross, D.; McDonald, J.; Kleinman, K.; Gillman, M.W. Randomized trial of a prevention intervention

that embeds weight related messages within a general parenting program. Obesity 2016, 24, 191–199. [CrossRef]
46. Enebrink, P.; Danneman, M.; Mattsson, V.B.; Ulfsdotter, M.; Jalling, C.; Lindberg, L. ABC for parents: Pilot study of a universal

4-session program shows increased parenting skills, self-efficacy and child well-being. J. Child. Fam. Stud. 2015, 24, 1917–1931.
[CrossRef]

47. Willis, T.A.; George, J.; Hunt, C.; Roberts, K.P.J.; Evans, C.E.L.; Brown, R.E.; Rudolf, M.C.J. Combating child obesity: Impact of
HENRY on parenting and family lifestyle. Pediatr. Obes. 2014, 9, 339–350. [CrossRef]

48. Kennett, D.J.; Chislett, G. The benefits of an enhanced Nobody’s Perfect Parenting Program for child welfare clients including
non-custodial parents. Child. Youth Serv. Rev. 2012, 34, 2081–2087. [CrossRef]

49. Bloomfield, L.; Kendall, S. Testing a parenting programme evaluation tool as a pre-and post-course measure of parenting
self-efficacy. JAN 2007, 60, 487–493. [CrossRef]

50. Bloomfield, L.; Kendall, S. Parenting self-efficacy, parenting stress and child behavior before and after a parenting program. Prim.
Health Care Res. Dev. 2012, 13, 364–372. [CrossRef]

51. Riquelme, E.; Rojas, A.; Jiménez Figueroa, A. Equilibrio trabajo-familia, apoyo familiar, autoeficacia parental y funcionamiento
familiar percibidos por funcionarios públicos de Chile. TyS 2012, 16, 203–215.

52. Marvicsin, D.; Danford, C.A. Parenting efficacy related to childhood obesity: Comparison of parent and child perceptions. J.
Pediatric Nurs. 2013, 28, 422–429. [CrossRef]

53. Shelton, D.; Le Gros, K.; Norton, L.; Stanton-Cook, S.; Morgan, J.; Masterman, P. Randomised controlled trial: A parent- based
group education programme for overweight children. J. Paediatr. Child Health 2007, 43, 799–805. [CrossRef]

54. Ardelt, M.; Eccles, J.S. Effects of mothers’ parental efficacy beliefs and promotive parenting strategies on inner-city youth. J. Fam.
Issues 2001, 22, 944–972. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1186/1479-5868-6-55
http://doi.org/10.1111/cch.12068
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23594136
https://archive.crin.org/en/library/legal-database/council-europe-recommendation-rec200619-policy-support-positive-parenting.html
https://archive.crin.org/en/library/legal-database/council-europe-recommendation-rec200619-policy-support-positive-parenting.html
http://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-8-18
https://www.ine.es/prensa/ef_2018_d.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.321.7262.694
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.a1655
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18824488
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2013.12.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24433609
http://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13402
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-8-91
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19025646
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2005.03479.x
http://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.28.2.128711
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jada.2011.08.035
http://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/jsm037
https://www.euskadi.eus/contenidos/informacion/gura_programa/es_programa/adjuntos/sistema-indicadores-programas-parentalidad-positiva.pdf
https://www.euskadi.eus/contenidos/informacion/gura_programa/es_programa/adjuntos/sistema-indicadores-programas-parentalidad-positiva.pdf
http://doi.org/10.17169/fqs-1.2.1089
http://doi.org/10.1002/oby.21314
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-014-9992-6
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2047-6310.2013.00183.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2012.07.001
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04420.x
http://doi.org/10.1017/S1463423612000060
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pedn.2012.11.004
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1754.2007.01150.x
http://doi.org/10.1177/019251301022008001


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 4794 17 of 17

55. Máiquez, M.L.; Rodrigo, J.; Capote, C.; Vermaes, I. Aprender en la Vida Cotidiana. Un Programa Experiencial Para Padres. Aprendizaje;
Visor: Madrid, Spain, 2000.

56. López, S.T.; Calvo, J.V.P.; Menéndez, M.D.C.R.; García, C.M.F.; Martín, S.M. Hacia la corresponsabilidad familiar: “Construir lo
cotidiano. Un programa de educación parental”. Educatio Siglo XXI 2010, 28, 85–108.

57. Barlow, J.; Smailagic, N.; Huband, N.; Roloff, V.; Bennett, C. Group-based parent training programmes for improving parental
psychosocial health. CDSR 2012, 6, 14651858. [CrossRef]

58. Torío, S.; Peña, J.; Inda, M. Estilos de educación familiar. Psicothema 2008, 20, 62–70.
59. Alvarado, K. Empatía y clima familiar en niños y niñas costarricenses de edad escolar. Rev. Actual. Investig. Educ. 2012, 12, 1–27.

[CrossRef]
60. Kuppens, S.; Ceulemans, E. Parenting styles: A closer look at a well-known concept. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2019, 28, 168–181.

[CrossRef]
61. Shoemark, H.; Dahlstrøm, M.; Bedford, O.; Stewart, L. The Effect of a Voice-Centered Psycho-Educational Program on Maternal

Self-Efficacy: A Feasibility Study. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2021, 18, 2537. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
62. Henao, G.C.; Ramírez, C.; Ramírez, L.A. Las prácticas educativas familiares como facilitadoras del proceso de desarrollo en el

niño y niña. El Agora USB 2007, 7, 233–240. [CrossRef]
63. Izzedin, R.; Pachajoa, A. Pautas, prácticas y creencias acerca de crianza... ayer y hoy. Liberabit 2009, 15, 109–115.
64. Monteiro, L.; Fernandes, M.; Torres, N.; Santos, C. Father’s involvement and parenting styles in Portuguese families. The role of

education and working hours. Anál. Psicol. 2017, 35, 513–528. [CrossRef]
65. Moore, G.F.; Audrey, S.; Barker, M.; Bond, L.; Bonell, C.; Hardeman, W.; Baird, J. Process evaluation of complex interventions:

Medical Research Council guidance. BMJ 2015, 350, h1258. [CrossRef]
66. Ramos, P.; Vázquez, N.; Pasarín, M.I.; Artazcoz, L. Evaluación de un programa piloto promotor de habilidades parentales desde

una perspectiva de salud pública. Gac. Sanit. 2016, 30, 37–42. [CrossRef]
67. Datta, J.; Petticrew, M. Challenges to evaluating complex interventions: A content analysis of published papers. BMC Public

Health 2013, 13, 568. [CrossRef]
68. Sandler, I.N.; Schoenfelder, E.N.; Wolchik, S.A.; MacKinnon, D.P. Longterm impact of prevention programs to promote effective

parenting: Lasting effects but uncertain processes. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2011, 62, 299–329. [CrossRef]
69. Mytton, J.; Ingram, J.; Manns, S.; Thomas, J. Facilitators and barriers to engagement in parenting programs: A qualitative

systematic review. Health Educ. Behav. 2014, 41, 127–137. [CrossRef]
70. Fuller, A.B.; Byrne, R.A.; Golley, R.K.; Trost, S.G. Supporting healthy lifestyle behaviours in families attending community

playgroups: Parents’ perceptions of facilitators and barriers. BMC Public Health 2019, 19, 1–11. [CrossRef]
71. Ulferts, H. Why Parenting Matters for Children in the 21st Century: An Evidence-Based Framework for Understanding Parenting and Its

Impact on Child Development; OECD Education Working Papers; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2020; p. 222. [CrossRef]
72. Lendrum, A.; Humphrey, N. The importance of studying the implementation of interventions in school settings. Oxf. Rev. Educ.

2012, 38, 635–652. [CrossRef]
73. Möhler, R.; Bartoszek, G.; Köpke, S.; Meyer, G. Proposed criteria for reporting the development and evaluation of complex

interventions in healthcare (CReDECI): Guideline development. Int. J. Nurs. Stud. 2012, 49, 40–46. [CrossRef]
74. Hawe, P.; Shiell, A.; Riley, T. Complex interventions: How “out of control” can a randomised controlled trial be? BMJ 2004, 328,

1561–1563. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
75. Richards, D.A.; Borglin, G. Complex interventions and nursing: Looking through a new lens at nursing research. Int. J. Nurs.

Stud. 2011, 48, 531–533. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.4073/CSR.2012.15
http://doi.org/10.15517/aie.v12i3.10290
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1242-x
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18052537
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33806372
http://doi.org/10.21500/16578031.1646
http://doi.org/10.14417/ap.1451
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h1258
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2015.08.008
http://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-13-568
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.121208.131619
http://doi.org/10.1177/1090198113485755
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12889-019-8041-1
http://doi.org/10.1787/19939019
http://doi.org/10.1080/03054985.2012.734800
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2011.08.003
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.328.7455.1561
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15217878
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijnurstu.2011.02.013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21376318

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants and Screening 
	Design and Setting 
	Implementing PUEDES Program 
	Assessments 
	Parental Self-Efficacy (TOPSE) 
	Parenting Style (4Er) 
	Meals in Our Household (MOH) 
	Comprehensive Feeding Practice Questionnaire (CFPQ) 
	Quality of the Program (Evaluation System of Positive Parenting Programs) 
	Feasibility an Acceptability 

	Data Analysis 
	Ethical Approval 

	Results 
	Intervention Effects on Parental Self-Efficacy 
	Intervention Effects on Parenting Style 
	Intervention Effects on Parental Practice 
	Feasibility and Acceptability 
	Program Quality 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

