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ABSTRACT

Purpose: To translate and culturally adapt the Home Literacy Practices 
Questionnaire to Brazilian Portuguese, contributing to the collection of 
information about the home literacy environment and the reading and writing 
experiences of brazilian children in their households. Methods: A methodological 
approach structured in three phases: (1) translation of the questionnaire by a 
bilingual translator, ensuring initial linguistic equivalence, (2) back-translation 
performed by another bilingual translator without access to the original version, 
allowing for the assessment of translation fidelity, and (3) blind content 
analysis by four bilingual professionals, followed by an in-person meeting 
of the expert committee to establish the semantic, idiomatic, experiential, 
and conceptual equivalence of the instrument.  Results: A high level of 
agreement was observed between the translation and the back-translation. 
The necessary adjustments were made during the joint review stage, 
ensuring the cultural adaptation of the questionnaire to the Brazilian context. 
Conclusion: The instrument has been translated and culturally adapted and 
is now ready for the validation stage, which will assess its applicability, 
benefits, and limitations in Brazil.

Keywords: Surveys and questionnaires; Translation, reading and writing; 
Child; Family

RESUMO

Objetivo: traduzir e adaptar culturalmente o instrumento Home Literacy 
Practices Questionnaire para o português brasileiro, contribuindo para 
a coleta de informações sobre o ambiente de literacia familiar e as 
experiências de leitura e escrita vivenciadas por crianças brasileiras em 
suas residências. Métodos: abordagem metodológica estruturada em três 
fases: (1) tradução do questionário por um tradutor bilíngue, garantindo a 
equivalência linguística inicial; (2) retrotradução realizada por um segundo 
tradutor bilíngue sem acesso à versão original, permitindo a avaliação da 
fidelidade da tradução; (3) análise cega do conteúdo por quatro profissionais 
bilíngues, seguida de uma reunião presencial do comitê de especialistas 
para estabelecer a equivalência semântica, idiomática, experiencial e 
conceitual do instrumento. Resultados: foi constatada alta concordância 
entre a tradução e a retrotradução. Os ajustes necessários foram realizados 
na etapa de revisão conjunta, garantindo a adaptação cultural adequada do 
questionário ao contexto brasileiro. Conclusão: o instrumento foi traduzido 
e adaptado culturalmente, estando agora apto para a etapa de validação, 
que permitirá avaliar sua aplicabilidade, benefícios e limitações no Brasil. 

Palavras-chave: Inquéritos e questionários; Tradução, leitura e escrita; 
Criança; Família

Study carried out at Faculdade de Odontologia de Bauru, Universidade de São Paulo – FOB-USP – Bauru (SP), Brasil.
1	Departamento de Fonoaudiologia, Faculdade de Odontologia de Bauru, Universidade de São Paulo – FOB-USP – Bauru (SP), Brasil.
2	Programa de Pós-Graduação em Fonoaudiologia (Doutorado), Faculdade de Odontologia de Bauru, Universidade de São Paulo – FOB-USP – Bauru (SP), Brasil.
Conflict of interests: No. 
Authors’ contribution: ARAC participated in the design of the study, data collection, data analysis, and manuscript writing; HASC contributed to data analysis, text 
editing, and critical review; JBR participated in data collection and manuscript writing; RTSJ contributed to the study design, data analysis, and manuscript writing.
Data Availability Statement: Research data is available in the body of the article.
Funding: None.
Corresponding author: Aline Roberta Aceituno da Costa. E-mail: alineroberta@usp.br
Received: April 25, 2025; Accepted: September 09, 2025
Editor-in-Chief: Maria Cecilia Martinelli Iorio.
Associate Editor: Stela Maris Aguiar Lemos.

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6450-4839
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4617-3516
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-1921-6402
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6375-1384


Audiol Commun Res. 2025;30:e30552 | 7

Costa ARA, Carvalho HAS, Raimundo JB, Jacob RTS

INTRODUCTION

The development of oral and written language in childhood is 
strongly related to the interactions established in the environments 
in which the child grows up, especially in the family nucleus 
and at school, which represent the first contexts of contact with 
language and literate culture (1-3).

The essential skills for the development of emergent literacy, 
understood as the set of knowledge, attitudes, and abilities that 
precede formal literacy, and emergent writing and reading, 
which refer to the skills directly related to the understanding and 
use of the alphabetic system, include phonological awareness, 
vocabulary, alphabetic knowledge, and the notion of writing. 
All of these skills develop during this period and depend, to 
a large extent, on the linguistic opportunities offered by the 
home environment(1,4-6).

Studies on family writing and reading demonstrate that 
everyday practices, such as shared reading, exposure to 
books, and participation in language activities, favor the 
development of linguistic skills and predict literacy (2,5-8). 
Evidence suggests that shared reading contributes significantly 
to vocabulary expansion and textual comprehension, while 
direct instruction from caregivers strengthens letter recognition 
and emergent writing(5).

In Brazil, the National Literacy Policy (NLP)(7), established 
by Decree No. 9.765/2019, reinforced the importance of 
active family participation in the process of acquiring written 
language, highlighting actions such as reading stories, handling 
written materials, and early encouragement of writing(9). 
This approach highlights the need to better understand the 
role of Brazilian caregivers and develop strategies that 
support their practices in encouraging emerging writing and 
reading skills.

Despite the advances, there is a gap in the availability of 
culturally adapted instruments for the Brazilian context that 
deeply assess the dimensions of family writing and reading(10,11), 
especially concerning phonological awareness — one of 
the metaphonological skills most associated with success in 
literacy(6,8,12). The author(12) highlights, for example, that early 
exposure to written words in the environment and metalinguistic 
experiences are decisive in this process, although they may vary 
according to the sociocultural context.

Aiming to investigate this dimension, a questionnaire(13) 
for parents, which covers both the spontaneous behaviors of 
children and parental actions aimed at stimulating phonological 
skills, was developed. Subsequently, other authors(14) expanded 
this instrument, adapting it for families of children with 
hearing impairments, and observed correlations between 
deficits in vocabulary, phonological awareness, and less 
engagement during reading, when compared to children 
with typical development.

Given the relevance of this evidence and the scarcity of 
instruments focusing on family practices related to emergent 
literacy available in Brazilian Portuguese, this study aimed 
to translate and culturally adapt the Home Literacy Practices 
Questionnaire, in the version used in a previous publication(14), 
contributing to its future validation and application in Brazilian 
families.

METHODS

As determined by Resolution 466/2012 of the National Health 
Council, this study did not require submission to the institution’s 
Research Ethics Committee, as there was no direct collection 
of human personal data, information, or biological materials.

The structuring of this study involved a methodological 
approach based on the translation and cultural adaptation of the 
Home Literacy Practices Questionnaire, using a methodology 
already consolidated in previous studies to ensure the 
equivalence of the instrument in the new linguistic and cultural 
context(15-19). The translation of the instrument was performed 
by a bilingual professional, a native Portuguese speaker and 
fluent English speaker, with a degree in Portuguese–English 
language. The back-translation was conducted by another 
professional with the same profile, without prior knowledge 
of the instrument. Although international guidelines(17) 
indicate, as common practice, that the back-translator be a 
native speaker of the instrument’s source language, national 
studies recognize that this is not a unanimous requirement. 
According to a study(19), back-translation can be carried out by 
bilingual professionals, fluent in the source language, as long 
as they are not familiar with the original content, maintaining 
the reliability of the meaning. This step was complemented 
by a careful analysis, carried out by a committee of experts, 
composed of two translators and two bilingual speech-language 
pathology and audiology therapists with clinical and academic 
experience in child language and educational speech-language 
pathology and audiology. All committee members had in-depth 
technical knowledge regarding child development, reading, 
and education, as well as training and fluency in the English 
language, which ensured rigorous conduct of the process of 
analyzing conceptual, semantic, and idiomatic equivalences, 
even in a non-multidisciplinary composition.

Presentation of the intended material at the end of 
the study

The instrument adapted in this study, the Home Literacy 
Practices Questionnaire, is intended for application to parents 
or guardians of children in early childhood education. The 
application must be carried out through a structured interview, 
conducted by a qualified professional or researcher, to favor the 
standardization of responses and understanding of the items. 
Responses are recorded on a dichotomous scale, with “yes” or 
“no” options corresponding, respectively, to the values 1 and 0. 
This coding allows data quantification and future statistical 
analysis, as per the original proposal of the instrument.

Material preparation

Initially, the original English version of the instrument, the 
focus of this study, the Home Literacy Practices Questionnaire, 
was inserted into the online text editor Google Docs and divided 
into seven tables, corresponding to the categories of emergent 
writing and reading knowledge proposed by the instrument: 
Orientation Toward Literacy, Writing, Interaction with Books, 
Environmental Print, Phonological Awareness, Alphabet 
Knowledge, Facilitation of Literacy.



Audiol Commun Res. 2025;30:e3055 3 | 7

Home Literacy Practices: translation

Additionally, three columns were added to the document: 
category name, category description, and questions to be 
applied to families.

During this step, a content analysis, which identified a 
repetition of the question “Does your child ask you to read 
to him/her?” in the Writing and Orientation Toward Literacy 
categories, was conducted. To avoid redundancy, the question 
was removed from the Writing category.

Authorization for translation and adaptation

To guarantee the ethical and legal use of the instrument, 
formal authorization was requested for the translation and 
adaptation of the questionnaire. Both the original author of 
the instrument and the researchers of the expanded instrument, 
who used a version of the questionnaire in their study on family 
literacy of children with hearing loss, granted permission for this 
study. Thus, the adaptation process respected the researchers’ 
copyright, ensuring that the Brazilian version of the instrument 
followed the applicable ethical principles.

Step 1: Translation

The questionnaire was translated by a bilingual translator 
with a degree in Portuguese-English language, whose native 
language was Brazilian Portuguese (T1). The translator worked 
in both languages and produced the first Portuguese version 
of the questionnaire.

Step 2: Back-translation

Then, the second bilingual translator (RT1), also a native 
speaker of Brazilian Portuguese and a graduate Portuguese-
English language, carried out the back-translation into English. 
The objective of this step was to verify the semantic and 
conceptual equivalence of the translated version in relation to 
the original instrument.

Step 3: Equivalence criteria and committee of experts

The cultural adaptation process considered the four levels 
of equivalence recommended in the literature for translating 
psychometric instruments: semantic, conceptual, idiomatic, 
and experiential.

Semantic equivalence concerns the assessment of the fidelity 
of the sentence structure, colloquial or idiomatic expressions, 
and verification of the maintenance of the original meaning. 
Conceptual equivalence investigates whether the concepts 
measured in the original instrument are culturally applicable in 
the new context. Idiomatic equivalence is the identification of 
the relevance and cultural acceptability of questions in Brazil. 
Experiential equivalence verifies the similarity of format and 
instructions between the original and translated versions.

The review was conducted by a committee of experts, 
comprising a translator (T1), a back-translator (RT1), and two 
bilingual speech-language pathologists and audiologists with 
experience in the areas of child language and educational 
speech-language pathology and audiology.

Before the meeting, each committee member received an 
evaluation form containing three scoring categories, namely: (+1), 
which corresponded to an equivalent item; (0), which corresponded 
to a partially equivalent item; and (−1), which corresponded to 
a non-equivalent item. In cases where items received a score 
of 0 or −1, experts indicated which type of equivalence was 
not achieved (semantic, idiomatic, conceptual, or experiential).

The committee meeting aimed to review the disagreeing 
items and define the final version of the questionnaire, ensuring 
that the adaptation remained faithful to the original instrument, 
while considering the cultural specificities of Brazil.

RESULTS

The translation analysis revealed high agreement between 
experts and translators, reaching up to 100% agreement on 
most items, which ensured that the instrument maintained the 
intended semantic, idiomatic, experiential, and conceptual 
equivalences. The categories and questions for which there 
was disagreement are presented in Table 1. After the committee 
discussions, specific modifications were made, resulting in the 
final version of the questionnaire (Table 2).

In the “Orientation Toward Literacy” category, the title showed 
50% equivalence between translation and back-translation, leading 
to the replacement of the term previously classified as partially 
equivalent (0). Of the five questions analyzed, two (3 - “Does 
your child show interest in reading materials?” and 5 - “Does 
your child ask you to write for him/her?”) were classified as 
partially equivalent (0) in 25% of the evaluations, but did not 
require changes, after review by the committee of experts.

In the “Writing” category, the judges identified 50% of non-
equivalent items (−1) in the category description (Ability and 
Interest in Writing Letters). However, it was decided to maintain 
the original content. Of the four questions, the first (“Does your 
child write letters?”) received semantic questions from two 
judges, but remained unchanged after committee discussion.

For the category “Interaction with Books”, the description 
obtained 75% equivalence, while questions 1, 3, and 5 were 
classified as not equivalent (−1) or partially equivalent (0). 
Question 1, which presented 25% non-equivalence (−1) and 50% 
partial equivalence (0), was reformulated to: “Does your child 
point to or talk about pictures in an independent way when you 
read stories?”. Question 5, with 50% partial equivalence (0), 
was adjusted to “Does your child complete words or phrases in 
familiar stories when you read together?”. Question 3 remained 
unchanged, with the initial non-equivalence of 25%.

The description of the category “Elements Related to Writing 
in the Environment” presented 75% of non-equivalent items 
(−1), requiring modification to “Reaction to Elements Related 
to Writing Printed in the Environment”. In the questions, 
question 2 was reformulated to “Does your child recognize some 
words by their shape?”, while question 1 was maintained after 
discussion in the committee, despite having been classified as 
50% non-equivalent (−1).

In the “Alphabet Knowledge” category, the pre-final 
description was considered inadequate by 50% of the evaluators 
and adjusted. Among the questions, question 2, which received 
75% non-equivalence (−1), was reformulated to “Does your 
child try to assign sounds to the letters of the alphabet?”, while 
question 3 was changed to “Can your child identify some letters 
of the alphabet?”.
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Table 1. Discrepancies found in the translation process and final expressions after consensus

CATEGORY
TRANSLATION THAT GAVE RISE TO 

DISCREPANCY
NUMBER AND TYPE OF 

DIVERGENCE
CHANGE AFTER CONSENSUS 

MEETING
Orientation Toward Literacy A. Title: Disposition for Literacy A. 50% (0) SemanticI diomatic A. Change “orientation to” to 

“disposition to”
B. Question 3: Does your child show interest in 
reading materials?

B. 25% (0) Semantic B. No change (doubt about keeping the 
word “materials”, used in English)

C. Question 5: Does your child ask you to write for 
him/her?

C. 25% (0) Semantic Conceptual C. No change 
(use of the word requests or asks)

Writing A. Description: Ability and Interest in Writing Letters A. 50% (−1) Semantic A. A. No change (doubt about whether 
the term letters would refer to “alphabet 
letters” or “letters”)

B. Question 1: Does your child write letters? B. 50% (0) Semantic B. A. No change (doubt about 
whether the term letters would refer to 
“alphabet letters” or “letters”)

Interaction with Books A. Description: Engagement with books while reading A. 25% Semantic A. No change
B. Question 1: Does your child point to or talk about 
pictures in an independent way when you read stories?

B. 25% (0); 75% (−1) Semantic B Change “independently” to 
“in an independent way”

C. Question 3: Does your child pretend to read the 
story in the book?

C. 25% (−1) Semantic Idiomatic C. No change (doubt between 
“Pretend to read” and “pretend that read”

D. Question 5: Does your child complete words or 
phrases in familiar stories when you read together?

D. 50% (0) Semantic D. Change “complement” to “complete”

Elements Related to Writing in 
the Environment

A. Description: Reaction to Elements Related to 
Writing Printed in the Environment

A. 75% (−1) Semantic Experiential A. Change “writing elements” to: 
“elements related to writing in the environment”

B. Question 1: Does your child identify words in the 
environment?

B. 50% (−1) Semantic B. No change (doubt between the use 
of “observes” and “identifies””

C. Question 2: Does your child recognize some 
words by their shape?

C. 50% (−1) Semantic C. Change “discovers” to “recognizes”

Alphabet Knowledge and 
Phonological Skills

A. Description: Skills to identify letters/sounds A. 50% (−1) Semantic A. Change “perceive” with “identify”
B. Question 2: Does your child try to assign sounds 
to the letters of the alphabet?

B. 75% (−1) Semantic B. Change “associate” to 
“assign sounds to”

C. Question 3: Does your child identify some letters 
of the alphabet?

C. 25% (−1) Semantic Idiomatic C. Change “detect” with “identify”

Literacy Facilitators A. Question 2: Do you try to teach the names or 
sounds of the letters of the alphabet when you read?

A. 75% (−1) Semantic A. Change “when reading” to 
“when you read””

Subtitle: % = percentage

Table 2. Translation and final adaptation of the Home Literacy Practice Questionnaire into Brazilian Portuguese - Questionário de Práticas Familiar 
de Letramento

CATEGORIA E DESCRIÇÃO QUESTÕES
Categoria Disposição para alfabetização Questões (5)

Descrição: Interesse em livros/leitura 1.O seu filho/a pede para você ler para ele/ela?
2.Como você avaliaria o interesse do seu filho/a pelos livros?
3.O seu filho/a demonstra interesse em ler?
4.O seu filho/a pede ajuda para ler as palavras?
5.O seu filho/a pede para você escrever para ele/ela?

Categoria – Escrita Questões (4)
Descrição: Habilidade e interesse em escrever letras 1.O seu filho/a escreve letras?

2.O seu filho/a desenha?
3.O seu filho/a pergunta para você como soletrar palavras?
4.O seu filho/a escreve palavras?

Categoria - Consciência Fonológica Questões (3)
Descrição: Percebendo e produzindo rima 1.O seu filho/a tenta brincar com jogos de rima com você ou com outros?

2.O seu filho/a produz rima sem ajuda?
3.O seu filho/a percebe e fala quando escuta palavras que rimam?

Categoria - Interação com livros Questões (5)
Descrição: Envolvimento com livros durante a leitura 1. O seu filho/a aponta ou fala sobre figuras, de maneira independente, quando você lê histórias?

2.O seu filho/a faz perguntas sobre os personagens ou cenários durante a leitura das histórias?
3.O seu filho/a finge ler a história no livro?
4.O seu filho/a inventa histórias e as conta?
5.O seu filho/a completa palavras ou frases de histórias familiares quando vocês leem juntos?

Categoria - Elementos relacionados à escrita no ambiente Questões (2)
Descrição: Reação aos elementos relacionados à escrita 

impressos no ambiente
1.O seu filho/a identifica palavras no ambiente?
2.O seu filho/a reconhece algumas palavras pelo formato?

Categoria - Conhecimento do alfabeto Questões (3)
Descrição: Habilidades para identificar letras/sons 1.O seu filho/a nomeia as letras do alfabeto?

2.O seu filho/a tenta atribuir sons para as letras do alfabeto?
3.O seu filho/a consegue identificar algumas letras do alfabeto?

Categoria - Facilitadores da alfabetização Questões (4)
Descrição: Ações dos pais para promover a alfabetização 1.Com qual frequência você lê para o seu filho/a?

2.Você tenta ensinar os nomes ou sons das letras do alfabeto quando você lê?
3.Você aponta para placas ou palavras, como nome de restaurantes ou placas de rua, para o seu filho/a?
4.Você brinca de jogos de rima com o seu filho/a?
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Finally, in the “Literacy Facilitators” category, the only 
adjustment needed was in question 2, due to 75% non-equivalence 
(−1). The final formulation adopted was “Do you try to teach the 
names or sounds of the letters of the alphabet when you read?”

These modifications guaranteed the linguistic and cultural 
adequacy of the questionnaire for the Brazilian context, ensuring 
that the proposed equivalences were respected in the cultural 
adaptation process.

DISCUSSION

The cultural adaptation of the Home Literacy Practices 
Questionnaire revealed the need for semantic, idiomatic, 
conceptual, and experiential adjustments in several categories 
of the instrument. The modifications made ensured that the 
translated questionnaire reflected the cultural and linguistic 
reality of Brazil, ensuring its equivalence with the original 
version. The results indicated that, although the general structure 
of the instrument was preserved, specific terms and concepts 
required adjustments to ensure clarity and applicability in the 
Brazilian context.

Regarding linguistic modifications and equivalences, 
there was a need for semantic and idiomatic modifications, 
in agreement with previous studies on cultural adaptation of 
psychological and educational instruments(17,18). According to these 
authors, one of the main challenges in translating instruments 
is to ensure not only literal equivalence, but also conceptual 
adequacy, so that the instrument maintains its validity in the 
new sociocultural context.

In the Orientation Toward Literacy category, for example, 
it was decided to replace the original term for “Disposition 
for Literacy” to use a more precise terminology aligned with 
the meaning of the construct evaluated. Studies indicate that 
children’s involvement in reading and writing practices in the 
family environment is a strong predictor of academic success(3,20). 
Therefore, the adaptation of this term aimed to preserve the 
original meaning of the questionnaire and, at the same time, 
ensure its understanding by Brazilian respondents.

Furthermore, the reformulation of items in the “Interaction 
with Books” category, such as modifying the question “Does 
your child complement words or phrases from familiar stories 
when you read together?” to “Does your child complete 
words or phrases in familiar stories when you read together?”, 
exemplifies an adjustment that maintains the essence of the 
original question, but with greater clarity for Brazilian parents. 
The child’s active participation in shared reading contributes 
significantly to the development of vocabulary and phonological 
awareness(5,8,12), reinforcing the importance of preserving this 
item in the adapted questionnaire.

Concerning elements related to the literacy environment, 
changes in the category “Elements Related to Writing in 
the Environment” reflected the need to consider the cultural 
specificities of exposure to written language in Brazil. The 
modification of the original term to “Reaction to Elements 
Related to Writing Printed in the Environment” followed 
guidelines outlined in a study(12), which argues that a child’s 
frequent contact with written words in the environment is one of 
the first factors that influence emergent literacy. In Brazil, this 
contact can vary significantly depending on the socioeconomic 
context, reinforcing the importance of using a term that more 
comprehensively represents this experience.

As for the item “Alphabet Knowledge and Phonological 
Skills”, it can be pointed out as relevant the need to modify 
the question “Does your child associate sounds to letters?” 
to “Does your child try to assign sounds to the letters of the 
alphabet?”. Studies highlight that the association between 
letters and sounds is one of the most important components 
of the literacy process(21-24). Thus, the adaptation of this item 
sought to ensure that parents correctly understand the issue, 
facilitating the identification of behaviors that are precursors 
to literacy in the child.

The presence of similar adjustments in instruments adapted 
to different languages has been documented in the literature. 
Authors(3) highlight, for example, that, in family literacy 
contexts, parents’ perception of the child’s knowledge of 
letters and sounds can be influenced by the way the question 
is formulated. Thus, rewriting this question in the translated 
questionnaire contributes to a more accurate assessment of 
emerging alphabetic knowledge.

The last category analyzed, “Literacy Facilitators in the Family 
Environment,” showed the least need for adjustments. The only 
significant change was the reformulation of the question “Do 
you try to teach your child the names or sounds of the letters?” 
to “Do you try to teach the names or sounds of the letters of the 
alphabet when you read?”. The quality of interaction between 
parents and children during shared reading is more decisive 
for the development of literacy than the simple presence of 
reading materials in the home environment(25). In this sense, 
this change in wording aimed to emphasize the relationship 
between explicit literacy teaching and joint reading, ensuring 
that the question more accurately captures this behavior in the 
Brazilian context.

The aforementioned question, along with seven others that 
directly address aspects related to phonological awareness, 
represents one of the main differences in this study. This set of 
items is especially relevant given the scarcity, in the national 
scientific literature, of validated instruments that investigate 
family literacy practices with a focus on this fundamental 
component of literacy.

A relevant national study(26) proposed the construction of a 
questionnaire aimed at investigating family literacy practices 
in Brazil, including, among other aspects, a question directly 
related to phonological awareness skills: “Have you ever shown 
your son/daughter what the sounds of words and letters are 
like?”. The presence of this question highlights the recognition 
of the importance of this construct in the context of emerging 
literacy in Brazil.

This scenario reinforces the relevance of the present 
study, by introducing a tool culturally adapted to the Brazilian 
context, which expands the investigation on family stimulation 
of phonological awareness skills. This adaptation therefore 
contributes to expanding the repertoire of tools available in the 
country, with potential for future intercultural comparisons and 
clinical, educational, and research uses, in addition to providing 
support for public policies aimed at promoting family literacy. 
The scarcity of instruments with this specific focus in the national 
literature justifies the need for studies like this.

The findings also highlighted the importance of conducting 
the cultural adaptation steps with methodological rigor, 
respecting conceptual, semantic, and contextual nuances. 
The adjustments made in this study reiterate the need for a 
cultural adaptation process that goes beyond simple literal 
translation.
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It is in this sense that the reflection emerges on the fact 
that, although the committee of experts was composed of 
two speech-language pathology and audiology therapists 
with clinical and academic experience in child language and 
educational speech-language pathology and audiology therapy, 
which proved to be relevant for the cultural adaptation step, 
it is recognized that a multidisciplinary composition could 
broaden the perspectives in the analysis of equivalences. 
It is suggested that this limitation be addressed in future 
studies by presenting the questionnaire for content analysis 
and validation by a committee of professionals from various 
areas: speech-language pathology and audiology therapists, 
psychologists, pediatricians, and early childhood teachers.

All these analyses are important because, as pointed out in a 
study(18), instruments originally developed in one language can 
present significant challenges when applied to new populations, 
requiring refinements to ensure conceptual equivalence and 
content validity, which confirms the methodology of this study.

Subsequent proposals could investigate the criterion validity 
of the instrument by comparing the results of parental responses 
with direct measures of children’s emergent literacy skills. 
Furthermore, future applications of the questionnaire could 
assess how different socioeconomic profiles influence parental 
responses, providing a more in-depth analysis of family literacy 
practices in Brazil.

Thus, this study represents only the first step in validating 
the instrument.. Further research is essential to test its statistical 
reliability and criterion validity, especially by applying the 
questionnaire to representative samples of the Brazilian 
population. Conducting psychometric analyses will help to 
verify the stability and accuracy of the instrument over time. 
Furthermore, studies should explore methods of scoring and 
standardizing questionnaire responses to establish reference 
values ​​that allow for the classification of children’s family 
literacy and identify whether they correspond to what is expected 
for an environment conducive to the development of reading 
and writing.

Finally, it is recommended that subsequent studies investigate 
how socioeconomic and cultural factors, the presence of 
neurodevelopmental disorders and different types of disabilities 
influence family literacy practices, allowing the results obtained 
with the questionnaire to support educational interventions 
and public policies aimed at promoting literacy in childhood. 
With these complementary steps, it is hoped that the “Home 
Literacy Practices Questionnaire” can become a widely used 
tool in research and programs to encourage reading and writing 
in the family environment in Brazil.

CONCLUSION

The Home Literacy Practices Questionnaire was translated 
into Brazilian Portuguese and adapted to the cultural and linguistic 
specificities of Brazil, following methodological criteria to avoid 
mere literal translation and ensure the semantic, idiomatic, 
conceptual, and experiential equivalence of the instrument.

The translated and adapted questionnaire, which received 
the equivalent name of Questionário de Práticas Familiares de 
Letramento, preserves its function of investigating the child’s 
involvement with reading and writing practices in the home 
environment, being a relevant resource for studies on emergent 
literacy and children’s language development.
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