


i 
 

Acknowledgements 
 To my committee members, Professor Judy Temple and Professor Arthur Reynolds: I would like to thank 

you for your keen advice in constructing this project and paper. Your feedback and comments were so 

helpful in transforming this paper from an idea into reality.  

 

To Professor Deborah Levison:  I would like thank you for facilitating the working group of Humphrey 

students writing professional papers in spring 2011. You guided us through a challenging process with 

support, humor, and perhaps most importantly, intermittent deadlines. ☺ 

 

To members of my working group, Erica Duin McDougall, Crystal Lewis, Emily Mowchan, Nate Otto, José 

Pacas, Joe Svec, and Akillah Wali: Thank you for the weeks of feedback and helpful edits you provided on 

this paper. You and your work provided me with a great deal of inspiration this semester. Best of luck to 

all of you in the future! 

 

To my parents: Thank you for giving me a working space on your farm so that I had a distraction-free 

zone to write the substantive portion of this paper.  

 

To my husband, Mark: I would like to thank you for your ideas during brainstorming sessions and your 

patience during what must have seemed like neurotic obsession with this project. You also acted as my 

chauffeur when I needed to ride to the lab, my barista when I needed coffee, and my chef when I was 

too busy to make myself a decent meal. Thank you! 

  



ii 
 

Abstract 
There is widespread concern about the state of student achievement in America’s schools. The United 

States ranks low in test scores among comparable countries, too few minority youth graduate from high 

school, and disparities in test scores and graduation rates exist between white students and students of 

color. One of the most frequently cited solutions to these problems is to increase parental involvement 

in schools. Using a sample of urban children from low-income families from the Chicago Longitudinal 

Study, this paper analyzes the effects of early parental involvement in school activities on long-term 

educational outcomes and finds that having average or above level of parental involvement in the early 

years of elementary school was associated with on-time graduation from high school, high school 

completion by age 23, and whether a student was ever grade-retained through grade 8.  Results for 

whether or not a student ever received special education were sensitive in changes to the specification 

of the parental involvement variable and control variables. This paper also analyzes the effect of socio-

economic risk as a moderator of these results. As specified in this paper, high levels of socio-economic 

risk do not moderate the relationship between parental involvement and the long-term outcomes.  Both 

low-risk and high-risk children benefit from parental involvement. Finally, this paper looks at the effect 

of one intervention, the Chicago Child-Parent Centers, for its effectiveness in increasing parental 

involvement in school. Policy implications are provided in the context of the results.
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 “It’s family that first instills the love of learning in a child.  Only parents can make sure the TV is turned 

off and homework gets done.  We need to teach our kids that it’s not just the winner of the Super Bowl 

who deserves to be celebrated, but the winner of the science fair. We need to teach them that success is 

not a function of fame or PR, but of hard work and discipline”  

                – President Obama, State of the Union speech
1
, January 25, 2011. 

1. Introduction 

Despite many attempts to increase educational achievement, too many children are still not 

obtaining the basic educational skills needed for success in the American economy. This is a problem for 

the United States on a global level, but also for local communities and individuals. According to the 

Digest of Education Statistics 2010 (U.S. Department of Education, 2011), the U.S. ranks 14th in reading, 

17th in science, and 25th in math among comparable countries2. While the national high school 

graduation rate is high (only 8 percent of young adults ages 16-24 were not enrolled in high school or 

had not earned a diploma or GED) ( U.S. Department of Education report, 2010c), African-American 

youth complete high school at a much lower rate. A recent paper by Heckman and LaFontaine (2010) 

found that the high school completion rate for black students is only about 65 percent.  

In addition to high dropout rates, other indicators of academic problems have been persistent 

through the years. The Condition of Education report (U.S. Department of Education, 2010d), an annual 

report on the status of American schools, states that the percentage of children receiving special 

education services has increased every year from 1975 (the enactment of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act) until 2005 (p. v). As of the 2007-08 school year, 13 percent of public school 

students received some kind of special education services.  Similarly, many students continue to 

experience grade retention (e.g. being “held back”) in elementary and middle school. In 2007-08, 9.8 

                                                           
1
 http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2011/01/25/remarks-president-state-union-address 

2
 Countries in the ranking are member states of the Organization for Economic and Cooperative Development 

(OECD). In 2011, there were 34 member states. www.oecd.org.  
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percent of students had experienced grade retention sometime during their educational career (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2009, p. 176), most occurring in Kindergarten or first grade.  

Several studies have documented the costs of educational problems.  The investigations include 

both public costs (e.g. reliance on public assistance, crime costs, and lost tax revenue) and private costs 

(e.g. lost productivity and wages, poorer health, and more). Table 1 summarizes the public costs of 

selected educational problems. A review of these cost studies shows that about 13 million students are 

affected each year by high school dropout, special education placement and grade retention, costing 

society upwards of $220,000 per child for their lifetime.  

Table 1: Cost estimates of high school dropout, special education, and grade retention 

Cost category Total students 

affected 

Total Cost Cost per student 

Discounted lifetime costs 

High school dropout 

 

3.2 milliona 

 

$669 billionb 

 

$209,100c 

Annual public expenditures 

Special education 

 

6.6 milliond  

 

$11.5 billione 

 

$1,700 special ed 

costsf +  per pupil 

costs 

Grade retention 3.2 milliong  

 

$32.2 billionh $10,000i 

Total 13 million $712.7 billion $220,800 

Sources:  
a U.S. Department of Education (2010c), p. 205 

b Calculated by multiplying the 3.2 million students by cost per student. Figure reflects present value at age 20.  

c Levin (2009), p. 15.  

d U.S. Department of Education (2010a, Table 50).  

e U.S. Department of Education (2011). Federal expenditures only.  

f Calculated by dividing the $11.5 billion by the 6.6 million students.  

g Calculated by taking 9.8% of students (U.S. Department of Education, 2009) enrolled in K-8 in 2007 (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2010a, Table 37).  

h Calculated by multiplying the 3.2 million students by the cost of $10,072 per year.  

i U.S. Department of Education (2010a, Table 182). Per pupil expenditure annually.  

 

The problem of low academic achievement is not a new one—the United States has been 

reforming schools since their formation to improve student achievement (see Kliebard, 2004; Ravitch, 

1985; Tyack & Cuban, 1995; and Zilversmit, 1993 for a comprehensive review). Past reforms have 

included racial integration, federal investment in low-income children (Title I and Head Start), reduction 



3 
 

in class sizes, improvements in teacher standards, and more. One often-proposed solution to academic 

failure is an increase in parental involvement. Lack of parental involvement is considered a serious 

problem by teachers.  Public elementary school teachers indicate that lack of parental involvement is 

the second most serious problem in their school, second only to poverty (U.S. Department of Education, 

2010a, Table 71). Those same teachers indicate that only two-thirds of parents show support for their 

work as teachers (U.S. Department of Education, 2010a, Table 72).  

As part of the latest educational reform effort, Congress passed the No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB) in 2001. NCLB introduced many new accountability mechanisms including a mandate that school 

districts receiving funding through Title I3 (the segment of the law providing extra funding for schools in 

serving low-income students) must develop a written parental involvement plan in concert with parents 

in the school (U.S. Department of Education, 2005). This is just one example of parental involvement 

programs being targeted toward children at-risk for educational problems. In addition to many local 

school districts trying to increase parental involvement, early childhood programs have insisted on 

parental involvement as an essential element of successful programs since the age of the Great Society 

programs in the mid-1960s. Early childhood programs like Head Start are predicated on the ecological 

systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) which posits human development within a larger environmental 

system. His ecological systems theory states that a child’s development cannot be separated or 

understood without understanding the surrounding environments including family and community4.  

With such broad support as a solution to increasing academic achievement, one would think 

that parental involvement has a unanimous body of literature. Curiously, it does not. This leads to the 

question: does parental involvement really matter for a child’s educational outcomes? If so, does it 

                                                           
3
 In 2007-08, 62 percent of elementary and secondary schools received Title I funds (U.S. Department of Education, 

2010b, Table 2).  
4
 Alternatively, human capital theory (Becker, 1964) can be used to understand the importance of parental 

involvement. In this framework, educational production functions show how various school and home inputs (i.e. 

family resources, parental quality and quantity time) can be combined to produce cognitive and non-cognitive 

skills.  
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matter for every child? If parental involvement is important, how can we get more parents involved? 

This paper seeks to answer these questions.  

This paper uses data from the Chicago Longitudinal Study, a longitudinal follow-up of low-

income children and families who participated in the Chicago Child-Parent Centers (CPC) in the mid-

1980s.  Through descriptive and regression analysis, this investigation will answer the following 

questions:   

1. Does having average or above parental involvement in early elementary school affect 

long-term educational outcomes of a) on-time high school graduation, b) high school 

completion by age 23, c) ever receiving special education (grades 1-12) , and d) ever 

experiencing grade retention (grades K-8)?  

2. Does having average or above involvement in early elementary school have the same 

effect on children from low and high socio-economic risk environments?  

3. Does the CPC preschool program have an effect on parental involvement in early 

elementary school?  

2. Literature Review 

2.1 What is parental involvement? 

One of the challenges in understanding the parental involvement literature is the inconsistent 

operational definition of parental involvement (Fan & Chen, 2001). Researchers broadly define parental 

involvement and do not specify the activities it entails. Epstein’s (1995) typologies of parental 

involvement are a helpful way to define the concept of parental involvement. She breaks down parental 

involvement activities into six types which occur at school or at home:  1) improving parenting skills, 2) 

communicating, 3) volunteering, 4) learning at home, 5) decision making, and 6) collaborating with 

community. Figure 1 below provides examples of each type of parental involvement.  



 

Figure 1: Epstein's six types of parental i

 

 

The focus of this paper will be on parental involvement in school activities (i.e. a combination of 

the volunteering and parenting types in Epstein’s framework). A parent can be involved in school by 

volunteering in the classroom or around the school, by a

by attending parent education classes 

2.2. Why should parental involvement have an 

Parental involvement is thought to have an 

way parents interact with their children (Bronfenbrenner, 1975; Seitz, 1990).  

their child’s education, then parents will learn more about what their child needs to be successful in 

school.  Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995) 

successful parental involvement acts as a mechanism of modeling and 

instruction. Children learn from their parents

knowledge and skills directly from their parents. 

school success (other pathways are cognitive advantage, social adjustment, motivational advantage, and 

school support; see Reynolds, Ou and Topitzes, 2004). 

Parenting skills
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Source: Adapted Epstein (1995) Table 1, p. 704.

5 

types of parental involvement

The focus of this paper will be on parental involvement in school activities (i.e. a combination of 

types in Epstein’s framework). A parent can be involved in school by 

volunteering in the classroom or around the school, by attending school events and celebrations, 
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Why should parental involvement have an effect?  

Parental involvement is thought to have an effect on children because it positively 

way parents interact with their children (Bronfenbrenner, 1975; Seitz, 1990).  If parents are engaged in 
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Dempsey and Sandler (1995) extend this theory to the student to suggest that 
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supported by empirical findings in both home and center-based programs (Seitz, Rosenbaum, & Apfel, 

1985; Barnett et al., 1998; Andrews, Lally, Mangione, Honig, &Wittner, 1982; Wasik, Ramey, Bryant, & 

Sparling, 1990; Seitz, 1990).  

2.3. What does prior research say? 

2.3.1. Overall parental involvement measures 

In the past decade, several meta-analyses have been undertaken to synthesize what is known 

about parental involvement on academic outcomes. Fan and Chen (2001) analyzed 25 studies of 

parental involvement on student outcomes. Outcome measures varied from global measures such as 

student GPA to subject specific tests and subjective teacher ratings. Fan and Chen found that parental 

involvement was more strongly associated with the global measure of achievement than with the 

subject-specific or subjective measures. They also found that different types of parental involvement 

had differing effects on these outcomes. Home supervision (i.e. checking of homework, monitoring) had 

the lowest relationship with achievement while parent expectations had the highest.  

In contrast, Mattingly, Prislin, McKenzie, Rodriguez, and Kayzar (2002) found that parental 

involvement had no effect on student outcomes. They analyzed 41 evaluations of parental involvement 

programs with outcomes such as student attendance, studying habits, self-esteem, attitude, classroom 

behavior and communication. They found no statistical evidence of the programs’ effectiveness, but 

they state that poor research design and lack of statistical sophistication were a serious problem in 

these studies. Thus, they concluded that parental involvement programs may be effective but their 

effectiveness cannot be proven with current evidence.  

 Jeynes (2005) also conducted a meta-analysis of parental involvement for its effects on student 

outcomes. Jeynes narrowed his focus to studies on urban elementary school students (similar to the 

sample being examined in this paper). Outcomes in the Jeynes review included standardized tests, 

subject tests, student communication, and homework patterns. Jeynes found that overall parental 
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involvement had a large effect on student outcomes. Effectiveness of various types of parental 

involvement was quite varied. Parent expectations and parenting style had the largest effect; 

attendance at school activities had only a small effect. Parents checking on students’ homework had no 

effect on student outcomes.  

Studies have also shown that parental involvement can have an effect on alternative measures 

of academic success such as placement in special education and incidence of grade retention (Seitz et al, 

1985, Lalley et al., 1988, Marcon, 1998). In a previous study using the CLS sample, Meidel and Reynolds 

(1999) found positive effects of parental involvement on both years of special education and ever 

experiencing grade retention. In hypothesizing why these effects exist, Meidel and Reynolds suggest 

that because involved parents are more aware of their child’s performance (Seitz, 1985) and are more 

likely to question special education placement (Olmstead, 1991), perhaps involved parents are likely to 

intervene before  special education placement or grade retention become necessary adjustments for 

their child (p. 382).  

2.3.2 Parental involvement in school activities 

Several studies have examined the effects parental involvement in school activities.  Stevenson 

and Baker (1987) found that parental involvement in school activities as rated by teachers was related 

to school performance. This study has external validity due to its use of a nationally representative data 

set (the Time Use Longitudinal Panel Study) but did not differentiate its analysis by age group. This 

makes it difficult to say if early parental involvement has a greater effect compared to later involvement. 

Also, the outcomes measures were subjective reports by teachers of how well child was doing in school 

and to what extent the child was performing at his/her ability (p. 1351). These measures are not as 

rigorous as standardized measures. In a more advanced study, Ho Sui-Chu and Willms (1996) used the 

National Education Longitudinal Study (NELS-88) to investigate the effects of different constructs of 

parental involvement on standardized reading and math achievement. Ho Sui-Chu and Willms found 
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that participation in school activities had a small but significant and positive effect on reading and math 

achievement. This study had the advantage of a large sample size (nearly 25,000) and used standardized 

measures of educational outcomes, making more generalizable. In a prior study of parental involvement 

using the CLS sample, Reynolds (1992) found that while the various sources of parental involvement 

ratings (i.e. teachers, parents) have low correlation, all were significant predictors of early reading and 

math achievement in grades 2 and 3. Reynolds found that teacher ratings of parental involvement were 

the strongest predictors of achievement.  

2.4. What is risk?  

Rolf and Johnson (1990) define risk factors as measurements that “have proven or presumed 

effects that can directly increase the likelihood of a maladaptive outcome” (p. 397). This terminology 

comes from epidemiology and is also used by psychologists to explain the effects of socio-economic and 

other risk factors on children’s development.  It is widely acknowledged that the academic success of 

children is a result, in part, of their socio-economic status (White, 1982). Some risk factors have 

consistently been associated with poor academic outcomes. These include maternal education, family 

income, occupational status, single parent status, having a large number of children in household, and 

neighborhood characteristics (McLloyd, 1990, 1998; Furstenberg, Brooks-Gunn, & Morgan, 1987; 

Haveman & Wolfe, 1991; McLananhan & Sandefur, 1994; Werner, 1985; Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, 

Klebanow, & Sealand, 1993; Duncan, 1994).  

2.5. What is cumulative risk and why should it matter?  

Cumulative risk occurs when multiple risk factors occur in the same individual (Masten and 

Coatsworth, 1998; Garmezy, 1993). The idea behind cumulative risk is that multiple risk factors together 

have a stronger effect than simply one risk factor: they add up, or accumulate. Many children in low-

income communities experience multiple risk factors that can have an effect on their educational 
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outcomes. Despite having multiple risk factors, however, many children do well in school. Psychologists 

study positive attributes, also called protective factors, of these children’s family and environment to 

understand how these positive attributes might mitigate the observed risk factors. Masten and 

Coatsworth (1998) find that two of the most consistent protective factors in at-risk children are having a 

relationship with a caring adult and high intellectual capacity (p. 212). Since parental involvement in 

school could potentially strengthen relationships between children and their parents, parental 

involvement could be a protective factor for at-risk children.  

3. Methodology  

3.1. What’s New?  

Many investigations of parental involvement using the CLS sample have already been 

undertaken. Early research by Reynolds and others have found parental involvement to be an important 

aspect of a child’s academic success (Reynolds, 1989, 1992; Reynolds, Mavrogenes, Bezruczko & 

Hagemann, 1996; Reynolds & Temple, 1998; Reynolds, 2000; Reynolds, Ou & Topitzes, 2004).  

Reynolds, Ou  and Topitzes (2004) conducted a LISREL analysis to test the mediation of family 

support (parental involvement), cognitive advantage, social adjustment, motivational advantage, and 

school support on the long-term effects of CPC participation. They found that parental involvement in 

elementary school was a significant mediator of the relationship between CPC program participation 

and juvenile delinquency and high school completion by age 20. Children involved in CPC were less likely 

to school moves which were associated with juvenile arrest. Children in CPC were more likely to have 

involved parents  and less likely to be victims of child maltreatment which led to high school completion.  

The present study builds specifically on research by Meidel and Reynolds (1999) and Meidel 

(2004). Meidel and Reynolds studied the effects of parental involvement in preschool and kindergarten 

on kindergarten and 8th grade reading scores, as well as special education placement and grade 
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retention by age 14. They found that even after controlling for background characteristics, the number 

of parent involvement activities in which parents participated was associated with both kindergarten 

and 8th grade reading, and the number of years in special education (though not whether or not a child 

was placed in special education). Meidel (2004) examined parental involvement in grades 1-6 for its 

effects on school dropout, high school completion by age 20, and highest grade completed by age 20. 

Comparing parent reports and teacher reports of involvement, Meidel found that teacher reports were 

consistently associated with all of the outcomes while parent reports were never significantly associated 

with the outcomes. The differences in parent ratings and teacher ratings were supported by findings in 

Reynolds (1992).  

This paper adds uniquely to this existing literature by (a) focusing in on highly valid measure of 

parental involvement in schools, (b) looking at longer-term effects of school involvement, and (c) 

determining if the effects of parental involvement differ by socio-economic risk groups.  

3.2. Sample and Design  

The sample for the present study is taken from the Chicago Longitudinal Study, an ongoing 

investigation of low-income children from high-poverty neighborhoods of Chicago. The original study 

sample of 1,539 low-income children (989 CPC participants, 550 comparison group5) were born in 1979 

or 1980 and participated in government funded kindergarten programs in 1985-86.   

Participants in the CPC program attended one of 20 centers; children in the comparison group 

attended one of seven all-day kindergarten programs in the Chicago Public Schools system. The 

descriptive statistics in Table 2 indicate that the groups are well matched on important characteristics 

such as race/ethnicity, gender, and family characteristics. One characteristic, mother did not complete 

high school, was statistically different between the two groups with the comparison group having more 

                                                           
5
 The comparison group participated in an alternative government funded kindergarten program in Chicago Public 

Schools. Sixty percent of the comparison group attended kindergarten all day, 40 percent attended half-day 

programs.  
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mothers without high school degrees. In both groups, however, the proportion of mothers without high 

school diplomas was greater than 50 percent. For this paper, a student needed to have data available 

for at least two of the four outcomes to be included in the study sample. Table 2 describes the sample 

for this paper. 

Table 2: Original sample description    

 Original sample Study sample 

Descriptor 
Total  

N=1,539 

CPC  

N=989 

Non-CPC  

N=550 

Total 

N=1,446 

CPC  

N=882 

Non-CPC  

N=479 

Child Characteristics    

Females 50.2% 51.8% 47.1% 51.0% 52.5%* 47.0% 

Males 49.8% 48.2% 52.9% 49.0% 47.5% 53.0% 

African-American 93.0% 92.7% 93.5% 93.0% 93.3% 93.0% 

Hispanic 7.0% 7.3% 6.5% 7.0% 6.7% 7.0% 

Family and Household Characteristics (age 0-3)     

Single mother  76.5% 76.7% 76.0% 77.0% 77.3% 75.5% 

Teen mother 16.2% 15.6% 17.3% 16.0% 16.1% 17.0% 

Mother did not complete HS 54.3% 51.0%** 60.2% 54.0% 50.7%** 58.9% 

4 or more children in the HH 16.6% 16.0% 17.8% 17.0% 16.0% 18.2% 

Welfare participation 62.8% 63.1% 62.2% 62.0% 63.1% 61.3% 

Mother not employed 66.3% 67.3% 64.5% 66.0% 67.6% 63.4% 

Eligible for free lunch 83.8% 84.2% 82.9% 84.0% 84.3% 83.0% 

60% or greater poverty in school 

attendance area 

74.1% 77.7% 72.9% 76.0% 78.0%* 73.0% 

Average # of early risk factors  4.52 4.52 4.54 4.52 4.53 4.50 

Any child welfare history 3.8% 3.1% 4.9% 4.0% 3.1% 4.7% 

Note: X
2 

test
6
 was significant at *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001    

 

An important methodological issue in any longitudinal study is selection bias arising from non-

random attrition.  Selection bias “occurs when the selection of the sample systematically excludes or 

underrepresents certain groups” (Studenmund, 2006, p. 549). Since the objective of a sampling 

procedure is to match the population, the group of interest, any issue with sample attrition can bias 

results and limit the researcher’s ability to infer results back to the population. Selection bias has 

received a great deal of attention within CLS (Ou, 2003; Reynolds & Temple, 1995, 1998; Temple, 

Arteaga & Reynolds, forthcoming), and prior investigations into this issue have found no evidence of 

                                                           
6
 The X

2
 (chi-square) test is a test of statistical significance (of differences) between two or more groups. The 

differences between the groups are calculated then compared to a critical value to check for significance. If the X2 

value exceeds the critical value, the groups are statistically different from one another. 



12 
 

selection bias arising from attrition. A second source of selection bias may exist, however. Since parental 

involvement was not randomly assigned in this experiment, the estimated effects of parental 

involvement could be biased if the involvement variable is correlated with some observable 

characteristic of the child, their family, or their school. This potential bias should be taken into account 

when interpreting the results.  

3.3 Chicago Child-Parent Centers   

With funding from Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the Child-

Parent Center (CPC) program began operation in high-poverty areas of Chicago starting in 1967 and are 

still in operation today. The program focuses on children’s language and literacy skills while promoting 

parental involvement, and providing a comprehensive suite of services.  Parental involvement is a key 

component of the CPC program. Each CPC location has a designated parent room where parents can 

gather with each other, interact with their children, and attend skill building classes. Each center has a 

full-time staff person dedicated to parent resources. Parents can also serve on school advisory councils, 

and volunteer in the classroom. When research on the program began, CPC required at least one-half 

day of parental involvement per week7. The underlying program theory was that the combination of 

high-quality early intervention for children with direct parent participation would increase children’s 

readiness for school (Reynolds, 2000).  

3.4. Measures  

3.4.1. Program Participation 

The CPC program offered children up to two years of preschool plus up to an additional four 

years of a school-age program.  For this study, children were coded as CPC preschool participants if they 

                                                           
7
 This requirement has been loosened in recent years. Currently, parents are required to participate in classroom 

activities or in the parent room at least twice per month. 

http://www.cps.edu/Schools/Preschools/Pages/Childparentcenter.aspx.  
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participated in one or two years of CPC preschool. Similarly, children were coded as CPC school-age  

participants if they participated in one to four years of the extended CPC program.    

3.4.2. Key outcomes 

The first outcome investigated in this study is on-time high school graduation (i.e. the student 

was continuously promoted from K-12 to complete their high school degree). These data were gathered 

from administrative records supplied by the children’s school, and some were additionally verified by an 

interview with a family member. Data for the second outcome, completed high school by age 23, was 

gathered in a similar fashion. This outcome includes graduating from high school or earning an 

alternative certificate (e.g. GED).  

The outcomes ever received special education in grades 1-12 and ever grade-retained in grades 

kindergarten-8
th

 grade were collected from school administrative records.   

Table 3: Rates of Outcomes in Study Sample and Nationally 

Outcome Study Sample 

Average 

National 

Average 

On-time high school graduation 40% 74%a 

High school completion by age 23 66% 89%b 

Ever received special education, grades 1-12 17% 13%c 

Ever grade retained, grades K-8 28% 9.8%d 

Notes: a – U.S Dept. Education, 2010d, p. 66 

b – U.S Dept. Education, 2010d, p. 74, represents at least high school attainment by 25-29 year-olds 

c – U.S Dept. Education, 2010d, p. 34, represents age 3-21 special education enrollment;  

d – U.S. Dept. Education, 2009, p. 176, represents retention K-8 in 2007 

 

3.4.3. Key Independent Variable  

The key independent variable in this study is average or above parental involvement in school 

from grades 1-3. By constructing the involvement variable as average or above/below average, this tests 

whether or not parents have to be involved above a certain threshold for their involvement to have an 

effect. In addition, it controls for any “halo effect” that might be occurring when teachers rate parents 

of children doing well in school. In other words, by setting a conservative standard of average or above, 
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one can be more certain the results are not driven by this halo effect of children who are already doing 

well in school. To measure this outcome, teachers were asked to rate the parent’s participation in school 

activities (1 = poor/not at all, 2 = below average/some, 3 =average/satisfactory, 4 = above average/good, 

5 = excellent/much) in first, second, and third grade. These ratings were averaged across the three 

grades to create one rating for each student. If there were missing data for one year, the average for the 

two available years was computed. Similarly, if two years of data were missing, the rating for the 

available year was used. Cases where all three years of teacher ratings are missing were excluded from 

the analysis with the exception of 10 cases where the 4th grade teacher rating was imputed. The average 

rating across the three time periods was dummy coded for whether or not the across-time rating was 

equal to or greater than 3.00. A rating of 3.00 was considered average involvement. Table A-2 in the 

appendix provides more information about the construction of this variable.  

3.4.4. Control variables 

Several covariates were also included in the model as control variables. These include:  

• Gender: boys were coded as 1; girls as 0.  

• Race: Black was coded as 1; Hispanic as 0.  

• Early risk index (age birth-3):  Eight dichotomous indicators were summed to make a composite 

family risk measure at different child age periods: 60% or greater poverty in school attendance 

area (kindergarten), single parent-mother, mother less than 18 years of age at participant’s 

birth, mother did not complete high school, 4 or more children in the household, AFDC 

participation, Free Lunch participation, and mother not employed full or part time. These 

measures of family risk are the most recent created from administrative data sources finalized 

around May of 2005 and missing values were supplemented with parent and student reports. 

The actual range of this variable is 1-7.  
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• Low birth weight: Birth weight data was collected from birth records provided by the state of 

Illinois. A baby is considered to be at a low birth weight if they weighed less than 2500 grams at 

birth.  

• History of child welfare involvement (age birth-3): Administrative records of substantiated 

reports of child maltreatment were collected from the Illinois Department of Family and Social 

Service. If a child had a history of a substantiated report of child maltreatment from this source, 

they were coded as 1. All others were coded as 0.  

• Home environment index (age birth-5): At age 22, participants were asked about certain 

conditions of their home environment when they were growing up. This index includes frequent 

family conflict, family financial problems, and problems with substance abuse of a parent. If the 

participant indicated any of these conditions present at age birth-5, this variable was coded as 1.  

• Any CPC preschool: Children participating in one or two years of CPC preschool were coded as 1; 

otherwise as 0.  

• Any CPC school-age  program: Children participating at least one year of CPC school-age  

program were coded as 1; otherwise as 0.  

• Kindergarten word analysis score:  Study participants took the Iowa Test of Basic Skills at the 

beginning of Kindergarten. The reading scores are based on the 1978 nationally normed scores 

for word analysis. The actual range of this variable is 19-97. N = 1176 with a mean of 59.6.  

 

3.5. Hypotheses 

Based on the theory that parental involvement increases positive parent-child interactions 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Seitz, 1990), and that those positive interactions lead to increased knowledge 

about how to achieve school success for parents and children (Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1995), I 

hypothesize that having a high level of parental involvement will increase rates of on-time high school 
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graduation and  high school completion.  I expect that rates of grade retention and special education 

placement will decrease for the same reasons. Because academic success is closely linked with socio-

economic status (White, 1982), I hypothesize that children with multiple risk factors will benefit more 

from parental involvement. Lastly, I hypothesize that participation in the CPC program will have a 

positive effect on parents’ participation in school activities in early elementary school. Because a main 

component of CPC is parental involvement, it is logical to believe that establishing an early pattern of 

involvement in the preschool years will carry over into elementary school.  

Table 4: Summary of hypotheses 

Research Question Hypothesis 

Q1. Does having a high level of parental involvement in 

early elementary school effect long-term educational 

outcomes of a) on-time high school graduation, b) 

completing high school, c) ever receiving special 

education, and d) ever experiencing grade retention?  

H1. Having a high level of parental involvement will 

increase rates of on-time graduation and high school 

completion and decrease rates of special education and 

grade retention.  

Q2. Does having average or above involvement in early 

elementary school have the same effect on children 

from low and high socio-economic risk backgrounds?  

H2. Having average or above involvement will not have 

the same effect on children from different risk groups. 

The greater the risk, the more likely the child is to 

benefit from high parental involvement.  

Q3. Does the CPC preschool program have an effect on 

parental involvement in early elementary school?  

H3. Participation in CPC program will have a positive 

effect on the measure of early elementary school 

involvement.  

4. Analysis and Results 

4.1. Question 1: Does having a high level of parental involvement in early elementary school effect 

long-term educational outcomes of (a) on-time high school graduation, (b) completing high school by 

age 23, (c) ever receiving special education, and (d) ever experiencing grade retention? 

 

To begin, I used simple bivariate correlations8 to see if there was a basic association between 

the parental involvement and educational outcome variables.  Results from correlations show that 

having average or above involvement was significantly and positively associated with on-time high 

                                                           
8
 Bivariate correlation coefficients explain to what extent two variables are correlated or proportional to one 

another. Coefficients can be between -1 (perfect negative correlation), 0 (no correlation), and 1 (perfect 

correlation).   
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school graduation and high school completion (r=.242** and r = .184**) and significantly and negatively 

associated with ever receiving special education and ever being grade retained (r= -.128** and  

r= -.248**, respectively). As a next step, I analyzed the rates of the outcomes and used a chi-square test 

for differences between the average or above involvement group and the below average group. 

Children with average or above involvement graduated on-time and completed high school at a higher 

rate than children with below average involvement. Rates of special education receipt and grade 

retention were significantly less for children whose parents were more involved.   

Table 5: Rates of educational outcomes by average or above involvement , X2 test 

 Average or above 

involvement  

Below average 

involvement  

Outcome  % (N)
 

% (N)
 

Graduated on time   55.1*** (301) 30.9 (245) 

Did not graduate on time 44.9 (245) 69.1 (548) 

Completed high school by age 23 76.5*** (400) 58.7 (454) 

Did not complete high school by age 23 23.5  (123) 41.3 (319) 

Received special education, gr 1-12 11.1*** (61) 20.9 (170) 

Did not receive special education, gr 1-12 88.9 (487) 79.1 (643) 

Grade retained, K-8 14.3*** (77) 37.0 (295) 

Not grade retained, K-8 85.7 (461) 63.0 (503) 

Note: Total N = 1,446. X
2 

test was statistically significant at *p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001    

  

Figure 2: Rates of educational outcomse by average or above involvement 
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Correlation and significant differences between groups is not enough information to establish a 

cause-effect relationship between levels of parental involvement and the educational outcomes.  To get 

closer to that cause-effect association, I performed a series of logistic regressions9 to determine the 

probability of the outcomes based on the key independent variable, average or above involvement as 

well as a set of control variables. Model 1 includes simply the average or above involvement variable on 

the outcome, Model 2 adds child characteristics, and Model 3 adds family characteristics and 

kindergarten word score, and Model 4 adds a measure of parent reported home involvement.  By 

controlling for home involvement, we can see if involvement in school has an added value over simply 

involvement at home. In the primary analyses, model 3 is reported two ways. The first (Model 3a) 

controls for early achievement with the kindergarten word analysis score and the second (Model 3b) 

substitutes early achievement with CPC participation. Model 3b tests the sensitivity of the results since 

early achievement as measured by the kindergarten word analysis score is affected by CPC participation. 

While it was found that in general Models 3a and 3b produced similar (exceptions are discussed below), 

Model 3a had the higher pseudo - R2 and is the best model according to the R2  criteria; results in the 

main body of this paper are from Model 3a unless otherwise noted. Full results are shown in the 

appendices.  Note that while logistic regressions help control for selection on observable characteristics, 

there may be a bias in the estimates due to unobservable characteristics in this non-random sample.  

4.1.1. On-Time Graduation 

Results from each of the models in the logistic regression (Table 6 below, or more detailed Table 

B-1) show that having average or above involvement in early elementary school increased the likelihood 

of graduating on-time. Other significant factors predicting on-time graduation were gender (females 

                                                           
9
 Logistic regression coefficients are presented as the marginal effects of the independent variables on the 

dependent variable. These marginal effects are interpreted as the changes in probability of the outcome with a 

one unit change in the independent variable at the mean.   
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were more likely to graduate on-time than males), the early risk index (each additional risk factor 

decreased the probability of on-time graduation), and kindergarten word analysis score.   

4.1.2. High School Completion by age 23 

 Results for high school completion were similar to on-time graduation. The parental 

involvement variable was significantly associated with high school completion in each of the four models 

(Table B-2). Again, the child being male and the early risk index were also significant predictors of high 

school completion.  

Table 6: Marginal effects of average or above involvement on long-term educational outcomes 

4.1.3. Special Education  

Having average or above involvement was significant in Model 3b which controlled for 

participation in CPC, but not in Model 3a which controlled for early achievement.  Significant 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES On-time 

graduation 

High school 

completion 

Ever special 

education 

Ever grade 

retention 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of teacher ratings, gr 1-3) 

0.184*** 0.115*** -0.030 -0.152*** 

(0.037) (0.033) (0.026) (0.024) 

Child is male -0.218*** -0.183*** 0.111*** 0.155*** 

 (0.031) (0.026) (0.014) (0.027) 

Child is black -0.041 -0.135 0.029 -0.008 

 (0.059) (0.103) (0.030) (0.017) 

Low birth weight -0.002 0.026 -0.002 0.059 

(1=<2500 grams) (0.055) (0.036) (0.027) (0.033) 

Early risk index -0.055*** -0.055*** 0.001 0.020 

 (0.012) (0.010) (0.006) (0.012) 

Early risk index missing data 0.002 -0.029 -0.051 -0.072 

 (0.065) (0.047) (0.044) (0.059) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3 -0.116 -0.078 0.059 0.065 

(1=substantiated case) (0.079) (0.081) (0.039) (0.081) 

Home environment index, age 0-5   -0.040 -0.062 -0.021 0.002 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
(0.041) (0.043) (0.037) (0.048) 

Kindergarten word analysis score 0.005*** 0.005*** -0.005*** -0.010*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

n = 1,276 1,236 1,295 1,274 

Chi
2 

 =  319.36*** 303.21*** 281.18*** 385.63*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .1146 .1047 .1001 .1653 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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explanatory variables were being male, and the early achievement score. Sensitivity analysis show that 

results of this regression are sensitive to the specification of the parental involvement variable.  

4.1.4. Grade Retention 

Having average or above involvement was significantly associated with a lower probability of 

being ever experiencing grade retention in grades kindergarten – 8. This result was evident in each of 

the models specifications. Similar to the completion and graduation measures, being male, the risk 

index, were also significantly associated with grade retention. In Model 3b (see appendix), being born at 

a low birth weight10 and participation in the CPC school-age program were significant.  The CPC school-

age program, as mentioned above, was offered from grades K-3 in elementary school. 

4.2. Question 2: Does having average or above involvement in early elementary school have the same 

effect on educational outcomes for children from low and high socio-economic risk?  

In social science intervention research, the investigator rarely assumes that the general effect of 

the independent variable will be the same across all subjects in the investigation. These scientists 

typically assume that an intervention may have different effects (or heterogeneous effects) for the 

individuals in the experiment based on certain characteristics. This so called “heterogeneity of effects” is 

central to this research question. I hypothesize that the effects of having average or above involvement 

will be different depending on the level of early childhood risk experienced by the individual.  

For this analysis, the risk index was reduced to two categories: low risk (0-4 risks) and high risk 

(5 or more risks). While the larger literature suggests that the tipping point of risk accumulation is at 4 or 

more risks, this cut point yielded uneven groups. Even at 5 or more risks, the low-risk group was only 

about 25 to 30 percent of the study sample. Nonetheless, in order to more closely match prior literature 

and still have enough cases in each group, the cut point for high-risk was set at 5 or more risks.  

                                                           
10

 Temple, Reynolds, and Arteaga (2010) found that low birth weight was associated with grade retention in the 

CLS sample, and contrary to research in the larger field was not associated with special education placement.  
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Figure 3: Rates of educational outcomes by low-risk or high-risk status 
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Table 7: High risk as moderator of average or above involvement effects, marginal effects (logit) 
         

VARIABLES On-time graduation High school completion Ever special education Ever grade retention 

 Low Risk High Risk Low Risk High Risk Low Risk High Risk Low Risk High Risk 

Avg or above involvement 0.190*** 0.176*** 0.096* 0.115** -0.037 -0.035 -0.139*** -0.156*** 

(teacher reported) (0.052) (0.044) (0.043) (0.037) (0.037) (0.030) (0.036) (0.033) 

Child is male -0.204*** -0.212*** -0.129* -0.195*** 0.062 0.135*** 0.140** 0.163*** 

 (0.060) (0.036) (0.054) (0.030) (0.039) (0.020) (0.054) (0.031) 

Child is black 0.018 -0.068 -0.102 -0.146 0.030 0.019 0.000 -0.013 

 (0.093) (0.052) (0.109) (0.107) (0.039) (0.042) (0.036) (0.035) 

Low birth weight  -0.136 0.012 -0.043 0.041 0.013 -0.005 0.003 0.073 

(1=<2500 grams) (0.160) (0.054) (0.082) (0.044) (0.075) (0.030) (0.081) (0.038) 

Early risk index -0.047 -0.070*** -0.015 -0.087*** -0.006 -0.023 0.035 0.007 

 (0.040) (0.017) (0.033) (0.016) (0.020) (0.013) (0.024) (0.019) 

Early risk index missing data 0.151 -0.019 -0.061 -0.036 omitted -0.046 -0.113 -0.080 

 (0.168) (0.063) (0.097) (0.057)  (0.047) (0.126) (0.066) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3  omitted -0.045 -0.042 -0.085 0.010 0.072 0.072 0.067 

(1=substantiated case)  (0.084) (0.206) (0.087) (0.100) (0.042) (0.161) (0.091) 

Home environment index, age 0-5   

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 

-0.198* 0.005 -0.005 -0.085 0.035 -0.047 0.042 -0.017 

 (0.097) (0.049) (0.066) (0.046) (0.058) (0.039) (0.070) (0.054) 

Kindergarten word analysis score 0.009** 0.003** 0.006*** 0.005** -0.002 -0.006*** -0.005*** -0.011*** 

 (0.003) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

n = 338 932 326 910 339 947 336 938 

Chi
2 

 =  88.39*** 188.56*** 86.17*** 163.35*** 32.37** 195.17*** 288.10*** 291.38*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .1249 .0993 .0981 .0956 .0401 .1296 .1753 .1568 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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4.3. Question 3: Does the CPC program have an effect on parental involvement in early elementary 

school? 

Bivariate correlations were examined to see the level of association between the dependent and 

independent variables. The average or above involvement variable was significantly and positively 

correlated with CPC preschool and school-age participation (r = .153** and r = .124**).   

Additionally, I analyzed the means of parental involvement for each CPC preschool and non-CPC 

preschool groups using chi-square test (Table 6).  Parents who participated in the CPC preschool 

intervention had higher rates of average or better involvement than the comparison group.  

Table 8: Rates of average or above involvement in grades 1-3; X2 

 CPC 

preschool 

Non-CPC 

preschool 

 

Variable   % (N) % (N)   

Average or above involvement 45.8*** (404) 30.1  (144)   

Below average involvement  54.2*** (478) 69.9  (335)   

Note: N=1,361  X
2 

= 31.95*** 

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 

 

Finally, I ran a logistic regression to estimate the marginal effects of having average or above 

involvement based on participation in CPC preschool and controlling for early risk, child welfare 

involvement, sex, race, and word analysis score in Kindergarten. Results from the logistic regression are 

presented in Table 9. Model 1 has the early risk index whereas Model 2 controls for each risk factor 

individually. CPC preschool, in both models, was a significant predictor of having average or above 

parental involvement in early elementary school.  Individual risk factors of mother not completing high 

school and use of AFDC were significant in Model 2.  
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Table 9: Effects of CPC participation on parental involvement in school activities , grades 1-3 
 Average or above involvement 

(Marginal effects, logit) 

Overtime Involvement 

(β, OLS) 

Outcome: Average or above involvement  Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 

CPC preschool participation 0.100* 0.096* 0.193* 0.183* 

 (0.040) (0.039) (0.082) (0.081) 

CPC school-age  program 0.051 0.051 0.200 0.197 

 (0.056) (0.056) (0.098) (0.099) 

Early risk index (age 0-3) -0.047***  -0.108***  

 (0.013)  (0.020)  

Free lunch eligible  -0.070  -0.046 

  (0.048)  (0.074) 

School attendance area >= 60% poverty  -0.046  -0.098 

  (0.055)  (0.119) 

Teen mother  -0.012  -0.034 

  (0.037)  (0.065) 

Mother unemployed  0.008  0.002 

  (0.041)  (0.088) 

Mother did not complete H.S.  -0.099**  -0.231*** 

  (0.030)  (0.060) 

AFDC/TANF Use  -0.082*  -0.195** 

  (0.039)  (0.070) 

Single parent  -0.020  -0.095 

  (0.037)  (0.076) 

4+ children in household  0.020  -0.047 

  (0.033)  (0.056) 

Child welfare involvement (age 0-3)  0.024 0.026 -0.079 -0.064 

 (0.043) (0.083) (0.146) (0.149) 

Home environment (age 0-5) 0.022 0.053 0.038 0.044 

 (0.081) (0.045) (0.081) (0.078) 

Child is Male 0.051 -0.089*** -0.199*** -0.193*** 

 (0.045) (0.027) (0.040) (0.040) 

Child is Black  -0.091*** -0.049 -0.001 -0.036 

 (0.026) (0.034) (0.079) (0.090) 

Kindergarten word analysis score -0.029 0.008*** 0.017*** 0.017*** 

 (0.033) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) 

n = 1,357 1,357 1,357 1,357 

Chi
2 

 =  124.73*** 246.54*** 30.43*** 31.73*** 

Pseudo R-squared/R-squared = .0825 .0864 0.157 0.162 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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4.4. Sensitivity Analysis 

 In order to test the robustness of these findings, I tested a number of alternative specifications 

of the parental involvement variable. The first alternative variable was a combined teacher and parent 

rating: the number of years parental involvement in school activities was rated above average in grades 

1-6 by either a teacher or parent. The parental involvement variable was significant for on-time 

graduation, high school completion and grade retention. This specification of the parental involvement 

variables was not significant for special education when controlling for child and family characteristics 

(see tables C1-C4 in Appendix C).  

The second alternative variable was similar to the primary involvement measure used in this 

paper, but simply on a continuous scale rather than a dichotomous “average or above” or “below 

average”. Similar results were seen for on-time graduation (table C-5), high school completion (table C-

6), and ever grade retained (table C-8). Interestingly, this continuous version of the parental 

involvement variable was significant in the model also controlling for early achievement (table C-7). 

These results suggest that they may not be a threshold effect for school involvement. Any increase in 

involvement can be beneficial to the child’s long-term educational outcomes; parents do not have to be 

involved above average to have an effect.  

The third alternative specification looked at parent reports of the frequency of their 

involvement in school activities from grades 2-6. Significant results were seen only for the grade 

retention outcome (table C-12). Parent reports of their involvement were significant for on-time 

graduation (table C-9) only in the first model which did not contain any other control variables. After 

child and family characteristics were added, the parental involvement variable was no long significant. 

Parent-reported involvement was not significant in models predicting high school completion or special 

education placement.   
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I also ran a sensitivity analysis on the risk index (table C-13). The alternative specification was to 

have each risk factor in the model separately to see which were significant. Children with mothers who 

did not complete high school were significantly less likely to graduate on-time, complete high school, 

and significantly more likely to experience grade retention. Parents participating in AFDC (welfare) has 

negative effects on on-time graduation and high school completion. One unusual finding is that having a 

teen mother was associated with a lower probability of receiving special education. It is not clear why 

this would be. Perhaps young mothers are more likely to receive very early intervention services that 

decrease the probability of their children receiving special education services, but we cannot know from 

this analysis.  

In conclusion, the results of parental involvement on the educational outcomes were robust to 

variations in the parental involvement variable. The exception was when parents were the reporters of 

their own involvement in school. This is consistent with results found by Reynolds (1992) and Meidel 

(2004). It is possible that parents are over-reporting or under-reporting their involvement or simply have 

different definitions of involvement than do teachers.  

5. Discussion 

5.1. Effects of Average or above Involvement on Educational Outcomes 

 Results from this study indicate that having average or above involvement in early elementary 

school can have long-lasting effects on later educational outcomes. Children with parents who have 

average or above involvement in school were more likely to graduate from high school on-time, more 

likely to complete high school, less likely to be grade-retained through 8th grade, and in some 

specifications less likely to be placed in special education in grades 1-12. One interesting finding is that 

the parent reports of involvement at home in elementary school were almost never significant when 

included in the model with school involvement. This finding could be the results of a lower sample size, 
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or that home involvement does not have an added value over school involvement. Results from these 

analyses do not point to a clear answer. Future research is needed to determine the effect of home 

involvement.  

5.2. Effect of Cumulative Risk on Educational Outcomes  

The effects of socio-economic risk are well documented in the social science literature (White, 

1982). Further the accumulation of risk has been shown to have a negative effect on many child 

outcomes including educational attainment (Masten and Coatsworth, 1998). Surprisingly, the results of 

the risk subgroup analysis show that there is not a clearly higher benefit of parental involvement for the 

high risk group. Both low-risk and high-risk groups benefited from average or above involvement in 

school activities. This finding should be encouraging to parents and schools that are trying to increase 

their involvement: even an incremental increase in school involvement can affect the probabilities of 

long-term educational outcomes.   

5.3. Effects of CPC on Parental Involvement 

A major goal of the Child-Parent Center program is to increase parental involvement.  As was 

mentioned in the introduction section of this paper, the CPC preschool intervention required a minimum 

level of parental involvement of one-half day per week. Results from logistic regression indicate that 

those parents who participated in the CPC program when their children were in preschool were more 

likely to have average or above involvement in grades 1-3. This result makes sense given the resources 

dedicated to parental involvement during the CPC preschool program. A next step in this analysis would 

be to see if the result is robust after controlling for preschool or kindergarten involvement.  

5.4. Limitations 

There are two key limitations to this study. First, the sample used in this study was nearly all 

African-American, urban, low-income children. While this population is of interest for the outcomes 
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examined in this study, it is not representative of the larger U.S. population so findings are limited in 

their generalizability. Second, because of the observational aspect of this study, biased estimates may 

result if omitted variables exist that correlated with both parental involvement and the outcomes of 

interest. For example, if teachers were more likely to complete the parental involvement survey items if 

parents were more involved, then estimates would be biased upwards because the parents who are not 

not as involved would not be represented in the data.  The use of regression analysis helps the selection 

issue, but only insofar as it controls for differences in observable characteristics. Unlike other studies 

(e.g. Fan and Chen, 2001), this analysis controls for achievement at school entry.  

5.5. Future Research 

The field of parental involvement research would benefit highly from a consistent, valid, and 

reliable instrument of parental involvement. The work of the recent meta-analyses (Fan and Chen, 2001; 

Jenyes, 2005) in this area of research have highlighted the fact that few researchers have a consistent 

operational definition of parental involvement. This makes comparing studies difficult. Further, the lack 

of a consistent definition could be one source of the inconsistent findings in the field of parental 

involvement research. An assessment instrument of parental involvement should be distinguish the 

between the quality of and quantity of parental involvement as this is another area of the field that 

requires further study. The instrument should also assess the settings of parental involvement (home, 

school, community), and aspects of timing (early or later in childhood) and dosage/intensity.  

5.6. Policy Implications  

The results of this study support the hypothesis that having average or above involvement early 

in a child’s educational career can have long-term effects on their academic success. Table 10 below 

summarizes the estimated effect size of parental involvement by the various specifications of the 

variable. These effect sizes represent the effect of the “treatment” (e.g. average or above involvement) 
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in terms of the standard deviation of the outcome. The effect sizes for average or above involvement 

can be interpreted as the increase in the outcome when going from below average to average or above 

involvement. For the overtime average, these are the effects of a two-unit change in the independent 

variable (i.e. going from a rating of 2 (“some/below average”) to a rating of 4 (“good/above average”) on 

the 1-5 scale). The number of years and frequency of activities can be interpreted in a similar fashion: 

the effect size is the effect of a two-unit increase in the parental involvement variable. The effect of 

number of years above average can be interpreted as the increase in the standard deviation of the 

outcome with an additional two years of above average involvement. A two-unit increase in the 

frequency of activities (i.e. going from a rating of 3 = monthly to a rating of 5 = weekly) will have an 

effect of -.28 standard deviations of ever grade retained. These effect sizes are large relative to other 

educational interventions.  

Table 10: Effect size of parental involvement in school activities, Cohen’s d  

 On-Time 

Graduation 

High School 

Completion 

Ever Special 

Education  

Ever Grade 

Retention  

Average or above, gr 1-3 .43 .28 -.11, n.s. -.41 

Overtime average, gr 1-3 .52 .45 -.21 -.47 

Number of years above average,  gr 2-6 .48 .39 -.05, n.s. -.34 

Frequency of activities, parent-rated, gr 2-6 .11, n.s. .04, n.s. -.07, n.s. -.28 

Notes: Effect sizes were calculated using methods in Lipsey and Wilson (2001) and using the effect size calculator 

at the Campbell Collaboration: http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/resources/effect_size_input.php. Effect 

sizes represent the change in the standard deviation of the outcome with a two-unit change in the continuous 

parental involvement variable.  

n.s. = not significant at the .05 level.  

 

 The Chicago Child-Parent Centers dedicate significant resources (e.g. a full-time parent 

coordinator and an in-school parent resource room) to increase parent’s involvement in school 

activities. For this cohort of children, their participation in CPC had a positive effect on their parent’s 

involvement. It is not clear from this study exactly how much a school needs to dedicate to improve 

parental involvement. However, results give us a clue that when parent resources are built into the 

school culture, the programs can be successful at increasing parental involvement even after children 

transitioned into elementary school.  
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As was noted in the introduction, CPC required parents to be involved at least one-half day per 

week. We know from parent reports that this was not implemented perfectly. If programs wish to 

require parent involvement in school, there are several considerations that should be taken. Firstly, 

prior research has shown that there are many aspects of the school environment or a parents past 

experience that keeps them away from school. These include few opportunities for participation 

(Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, and Brissie, 1987), teacher’s use of educational jargon (Moles, 1993; Rich, 

1987), language barriers and cultural differences (Arronson, 1996; Chavkin, 1989), and differences in 

values between teachers and families (Gordan, 1968). Additionally, significant policy changes to the 

welfare system (i.e. focus on work programs) have been made since this cohort of children and families 

participated in the CPC program. Work requirements associated with welfare receipt could limit parents’ 

ability to be at involved during the school day. Schools need to address these concerns and actively 

engage parents in the planning process to ensure that parents participate in a meaningful way while still 

being able to provide economically for their family.  

Other policies could also increase parental involvement in school. For example, some states 

including Minnesota, California, Vermont, and Illinois (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2008) 

require employers to provide additional family leave for parents to attend their child’s school or 

educational activities. Additional leave safeguards against retribution from employers for taking time-off 

for school involvement.  

A focus on neighborhood schools could also have an effect on school involvement. Since parents 

live close to neighborhood schools than to a magnet school, for example, they may be more likely to 

increase their involvement because the associated costs of travel time are lower. Results of this paper 

(see Table 7) suggest that increasing parent’s own education level to at least high school completion 

would increase involvement. Programs that effectively assist parents to finish high school, either a 



31 
 

traditional diploma or a GED program, would be appropriate solutions to the problem of low 

involvement in school.  

Another factor that affected involvement in these analyses was if the parent was receiving 

welfare support. McLoyd (1990) found that low employment and lack of financial resources affected 

parents’ ability to be consistently involved with their children. In this case, policies and programs that 

provide parents with adequate financial resources should also increase levels of involvement. 

 Finally, while the effects of parental involvement in school activities may be meaningful, these 

effects still do not fully close the gap in educational outcomes for these students. Multiple points of 

intervention for children, their families, and their communities are needed to fully address this problem.  
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Appendix A – Detailed Variable Descriptions 
 

 

Table A-1: Descriptive statistics of key variables by average or above involvement, grades 1-3, t-

test 

 Average or above 

involvement (N=548) 

Below average involvement 

(N=813) 

Variable Mean or 

% 

S.D.  Range Mean or 

% 

S.D.  Range 

CPC preschool participation 74.4%*** .437 0-1 60.4% .486 0-1 

CPC school-age  program 66.2%*** .474 0-1 53.7% .449 0-1 

Early risk index (age 0-3) 4.28 1.70 0-7 4.84 1.57 0-7 

Free lunch eligible 78.5%*** .411 0-1 87.2% .334 0-1 

School attendance area >= 60% poverty 72.6%* .466 0-1 77.5% .418 0-1 

Teen mother 13.5%** .342 0-1 18.8% .391 0-1 

Mother unemployed 60.8%*** .489 0-1 70.2% .458 0-1 

Mother did not complete H.S. 44.3%*** .497 0-1 60.8% .489 0-1 

AFDC/TANF Use 55.1%*** .498 0-1 68.1% .466 0-1 

Single parent 74.3%* .438 0-1 79.3% .405 0-1 

4+ children in household 17.2% .377 0-1 16.6% .372 0-1 

Child welfare involvement (age 0-3)  4.0% .18 0-1 4.0% .18 0-1 

Home environment index, dummy coded 14.8% .355 0-1 12.1% .326 0-1 

Child is Male 44.1%** .497 0-1 51.3% .50 0-1 

Child is Black  93.1%* .254 0-1 94.6% .226 0-1 

Kindergarten reading score 63.84 13.05 23-97 56.9 13.41 21-97 

Notes: t-tests were conducted for statistical difference between groups.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 

   

 

 

Table A-2: Construction of primary parental involvement variable 

 

Variable N Mean  S.D.  Range 

Teacher rating, grade 1 891 2.62 1.27 1-5 

Teacher rating, grade 2 756 2.60 1.20 1-5 

Teacher rating, grade 3 930 2.60 1.22 1-5 

Combined teacher ratings, grades 1-3 1,351 2.57 1.02 1-5 

Cases with 0 years of missing data 508 2.65 0.89 1-5 

Cases with 1 years of missing data 446 2.47 1.04 1-5 

Cases with 2 years of missing data 165 2.53 1.19 1-5 

Cases with 3 years of missing data then 

 imputed with 4
th 

grade teacher ratings 

10 1.91 1.04 1-5 

Total count 1,361 2.57 1.02 1-5 

 

  



35 
 

Appendix B – Regression Tables 
 
Table B-1: Marginal effects (logit) of average or above involvement on on-time graduation 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3a 
Early 

achievement 

Model 3b 
CPC 

participation 

Model 4 

 

Avg or above involvement 0.243*** 0.242*** 0.184*** 0.199*** 0.208*** 

(teacher reported) (0.028) (0.033) (0.037) (0.036) (0.048) 

Child is male  -0.206*** -0.218*** -0.224*** -0.223*** 

  (0.028) (0.031) (0.030) (0.036) 

Child is black  -0.056 -0.041 -0.032 -0.010 

  (0.060) (0.059) (0.051) (0.074) 

Low birth weight  -0.048 -0.002 -0.018 -0.069 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.055) (0.055) (0.058) (0.061) 

Early risk index   -0.055*** -0.060*** -0.068*** 

   (0.012) (0.013) (0.016) 

Early risk index missing data   0.002 -0.002 -0.075 

   (0.065) (0.063) (0.088) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3    -0.116 -0.123 -0.080 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.079) (0.077) (0.093) 

Home environment index, age 0-5   

(1=frequent family conflict, family 

financial problems, or parent 

substance abuse) 

  -0.040 -0.039 -0.062 

  (0.041) (0.042) (0.050) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.005***  0.005** 

   (0.001)  (0.002) 

Any CPC preschool    0.036  

    (0.025)  

Any CPC school-age program    0.080**  

    (0.031)  

Home involvement, gr 2-6      0.023 

(parent reported)     (0.036) 

n = 1,339 1,280 1,276 1,280 864 

Chi
2 

 =  76.86*** 143.03*** 319.36*** 285.27*** 233.15*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0435 .0770 .1146 .1109 .1241 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table B-2: Marginal effects (logit) of average or above involvement on high school completion by age 23 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3a 
Early 

achievement 

Model 3b 
CPC 

participation 

Model 4 

 

Avg or above involvement 0.184*** 0.178*** 0.115*** 0.132*** 0.080* 

(teacher reported) (0.028) (0.028) (0.033) (0.033) (0.032) 

Child is male  -0.182*** -0.183*** -0.192*** -0.172*** 

  (0.023) (0.026) (0.026) (0.029) 

Child is black  -0.162 -0.135 -0.133 -0.045 

  (0.103) (0.103) (0.091) (0.116) 

Low birth weight  -0.022 0.026 0.011 -0.052 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.037) (0.036) (0.037) (0.029) 

Early risk index   -0.055*** -0.060*** -0.046*** 

   (0.010) (0.010) (0.011) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.029 -0.031 -0.092 

   (0.047) (0.045) (0.051) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3    -0.078 -0.082 0.013 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.081) (0.079) (0.078) 

Home environment index, age 0-5   

(1=frequent family conflict, family 

financial problems, or parent 

substance abuse) 

  -0.062 -0.061 -0.030 

  (0.043) (0.044) (0.049) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.005***  0.005*** 

   (0.001)  (0.001) 

Any CPC preschool    0.073*  

    (0.030)  

Any CPC school-age program    0.033  

    (0.030)  

Home involvement, gr 2-6      0.015 

(parent reported)     (0.024) 

n = 1,296 1,240 1,236 1,240 841 

Chi
2 

 =  43.77*** 118.82*** 303.21*** 283.30*** 270.28*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0270 .0602 .1047 .0985 .0981 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table B-3: Marginal effects (logit) of average or above involvement on ever received special education, gr 1-12 

 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3a 
Early 

achievement 

Model 3b 
CPC 

participation 

Model 4 

 

Avg or above involvement -0.102*** -0.078*** -0.030 -0.062** -0.028 

(teacher reported) (0.023) (0.022) (0.026) (0.024) (0.030) 

Child is male  0.127*** 0.111*** 0.128*** 0.094*** 

  (0.016) (0.014) (0.015) (0.017) 

Child is black  0.024 0.029 0.025 0.057 

  (0.027) (0.030) (0.036) (0.055) 

Low birth weight  0.015 -0.002 0.011 0.005 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.030) (0.027) (0.029) (0.031) 

Early risk index   0.001 0.006 -0.006 

   (0.006) (0.006) (0.008) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.051 -0.052 -0.028 

   (0.044) (0.046) (0.053) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-

3  

  0.059 0.069 0.085* 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.039) (0.036) (0.041) 

Home environment index, age 0-5   

(1=frequent family conflict, family 

financial problems, or parent 

substance abuse) 

  -0.021 -0.027 0.013 

  (0.037) (0.038) (0.038) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.005***  -0.005*** 

   (0.001)  (0.001) 

Any CPC preschool    -0.043  

    (0.022)  

Any CPC school-age program    -0.024  

    (0.022)  

Home involvement, gr 2-6      -0.016 

(parent reported)     (0.016) 

n = 1,361 1,299 1,295 1,299 873 

Chi
2 

 =  19.79*** 97.90*** 281.18*** 184.49*** 176.11*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0187 .0504 .1001 .0626 .0918 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school 

unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table B-4: Marginal effects (logit) average or above involvement on ever grade retained, K-8 

 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3a 
Early 

achievement 

Model 3b 
CPC 

participation 

Model 4 

 

Avg or above involvement -0.242*** -0.230*** -0.152*** -0.200*** -0.160*** 

(teacher reported) (0.024) (0.022) (0.024) (0.022) (0.028) 

Child is male  0.168*** 0.155*** 0.175*** 0.140*** 

  (0.023) (0.027) (0.026) (0.023) 

Child is black  -0.012 -0.008 -0.027 0.002 

  (0.025) (0.017) (0.021) (0.022) 

Low birth weight  0.088* 0.059 0.079* 0.061 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.034) (0.033) (0.034) (0.036) 

Early risk index   0.020 0.028* 0.021 

   (0.012) (0.011) (0.011) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.072 -0.062 -0.084 

   (0.059) (0.057) (0.061) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-

3  

  0.065 0.059 -0.016 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.081) (0.073) (0.078) 

Home environment index, age 0-

5   

(1=frequent family conflict, 

family financial problems, or 

parent substance abuse) 

  0.002 -0.002 0.027 

  (0.048) (0.044) (0.055) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.010***  -0.008*** 

   (0.001)  (0.001) 

Any CPC preschool    -0.012  

    (0.026)  

Any CPC school-age program    -0.088***  

    (0.027)  

Home involvement, gr 2-6      -0.044* 

(parent reported)     (0.020) 

n = 1,336 1,278 1,274 1,278 873 

Chi
2 

 =  106.21*** 331.83*** 385.63*** 396.97*** 182.00*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0552 .0990 .1653 .1090 .1774 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Appendix C – Sensitivity Analysis Tables 
 

Table C-1: Marginal effects (logit) of number of years above average parent involvement on on-time 

graduation 
INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Number of years above average  

(gr 1-6, parents or teachers) 

0.084*** 0.081*** 0.076*** 0.071*** 

(0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.017) 

Child is male  -0.202*** -0.218*** -0.220*** 

  (0.028) (0.030) (0.035) 

Child is black  -0.027 -0.017 0.021 

  (0.054) (0.056) (0.070) 

Low birth weight  -0.031 0.013 -0.052 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.050) (0.049) (0.057) 

Early risk index   -0.060*** -0.069*** 

   (0.010) (0.015) 

Early risk index missing data   0.105* -0.043 

   (0.048) (0.083) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   -0.127 -0.072 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.082) (0.095) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.025 -0.049 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.036) (0.050) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.006*** 0.005** 

   (0.002) (0.002) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     0.008 

(parent reported)    (0.036) 

n = 1,420 1,358 1,352 873 

Chi
2 

 =  39.13*** 94.33*** 148.37*** 176.70*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0400 .0711 .1234 .1216 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-2: Marginal effects (logit) of number of years above average parental involvement on high school 

completion by age 23 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Number of years above average  

(gr 1-6, parents or teachers) 

0.089*** 0.083*** 0.071*** 0.049*** 

(0.013) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) 

Child is male  -0.179*** -0.182*** -0.168*** 

  (0.025) (0.027) (0.029) 

Child is black  -0.128 -0.106 -0.029 

  (0.095) (0.097) (0.117) 

Low birth weight  -0.009 0.038 -0.050 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.036) (0.036) (0.028) 

Early risk index   -0.057*** -0.046*** 

   (0.009) (0.011) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.003 -0.075 

   (0.045) (0.049) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   -0.082 0.009 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.080) (0.077) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.048 -0.023 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.042) (0.045) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.005*** 0.005*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     0.008 

(parent reported)    (0.023) 

n = 1,346 1,287 1,283 850 

Chi
2 

 =  44.51*** 101.46*** 257.65*** 292.00*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0458 .0750 .1250 .1082 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-3: Marginal effects (logit) of number of years above average parental involvement on ever received 

special education, gr 1-12 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Number of years above average  

(gr 1-6, parents or teachers) 

-0.023* -0.015 -0.007 -0.005 

(0.009) (0.009) (0.009) (0.011) 

Child is male  0.127*** 0.108*** 0.094*** 

  (0.014) (0.013) (0.017) 

Child is black  0.035 0.036 0.059 

  (0.027) (0.030) (0.056) 

Low birth weight  0.010 -0.007 0.002 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.028) (0.025) (0.030) 

Early risk index   0.002 -0.005 

   (0.006) (0.007) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.067 -0.031 

   (0.041) (0.054) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   0.062 0.083* 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.039) (0.042) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.021 0.015 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.034) (0.038) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.006*** -0.005*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     -0.014 

(parent reported)    (0.015) 

n = 1,445 1,380 1,374 882 

Chi
2 

 =  6.20* 88.38*** 276.39*** 129.71*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0074 .0414 .1105 .0974 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-4: Marginal effects (logit) of number of years above average parental involvement on ever grade 

retained, K-8 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Number of years above average  

(gr 1-6, parents or teachers) 

-0.086*** -0.080*** -0.061*** -0.047*** 

(0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Child is male  0.163*** 0.150*** 0.146*** 

  (0.021) (0.025) (0.023) 

Child is black  -0.037 -0.031 -0.030 

  (0.026) (0.017) (0.029) 

Low birth weight  0.076* 0.047 0.058 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.032) (0.030) (0.032) 

Early risk index   0.023* 0.025* 

   (0.011) (0.012) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.090 -0.101 

   (0.064) (0.065) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   0.076 -0.019 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.076) (0.079) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.003 0.019 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.046) (0.054) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.010*** -0.009*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     -0.036 

(parent reported)    (0.020) 

n = 1,367 1,307 1,302 882 

Chi
2 

 =  96.71*** 178.99*** 470.69*** 155.76*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0516 .0827 .1676 .1645 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-5: Marginal effects (logit) of parental involvement on on-time graduation 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of teacher ratings, gr 1-3) 

0.150*** 0.146*** 0.114*** 0.125*** 

(0.017) (0.019) (0.020) (0.026) 

Child is male  -0.201*** -0.213*** -0.219*** 

  (0.027) (0.030) (0.035) 

Child is black  -0.061 -0.045 -0.015 

  (0.055) (0.056) (0.070) 

Low birth weight  -0.049 -0.008 -0.071 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.058) (0.057) (0.064) 

Early risk index   -0.051*** -0.065*** 

   (0.012) (0.016) 

Early risk index missing data   0.009 -0.066 

   (0.064) (0.087) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   -0.100 -0.058 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.078) (0.089) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.039 -0.061 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.040) (0.049) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.004** 0.004* 

   (0.001) (0.002) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     0.023 

(parent reported)    (0.036) 

n = 1,339 1,280 1,276 864 

Chi
2 

 =  80.23*** 149.61*** 370.79*** 224.33*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0665 .0961 .1256 .1345 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-6: Marginal effects (logit) of parental involvement on high school completion by age 23 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of teacher ratings, gr 1-3) 

0.127*** 0.121*** 0.087*** 0.071*** 

(0.014) (0.014) (0.017) (0.017) 

Child is male  -0.176*** -0.177*** -0.167*** 

  (0.024) (0.027) (0.029) 

Child is black  -0.173 -0.143 -0.048 

  (0.104) (0.103) (0.114) 

Low birth weight  -0.018 0.026 -0.050 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.039) (0.039) (0.031) 

Early risk index   -0.051*** -0.042*** 

   (0.010) (0.010) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.030 -0.090 

   (0.049) (0.052) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   -0.068 0.027 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.079) (0.073) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.064 -0.034 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.043) (0.048) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.004** 0.004** 

   (0.002) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     0.014 

(parent reported)    (0.023) 

n = 1,296 1,240 1,236 841 

Chi
2 

 =  82.67*** 154.78*** 356.29*** 292.96*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0529 .0823 .1169 .1100 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-7: Marginal effects (logit) of parental involvement on ever receiving special education, gr 1-12 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of teacher ratings, gr 1-3) 

-0.066*** -0.053*** -0.027* -0.025 

(0.010) (0.010) (0.012) (0.015) 

Child is male  0.122*** 0.109*** 0.092*** 

  (0.015) (0.014) (0.016) 

Child is black  0.026 0.032 0.058 

  (0.028) (0.031) (0.056) 

Low birth weight  0.015 -0.002 0.004 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.029) (0.027) (0.031) 

Early risk index   -0.001 -0.007 

   (0.006) (0.008) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.052 -0.030 

   (0.045) (0.052) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   0.057 0.080* 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.038) (0.040) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.021 0.013 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.036) (0.036) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.005*** -0.004*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     -0.015 

(parent reported)    (0.016) 

n = 1,361 1,299 1,295 873 

Chi
2 

 =  46.11*** 123.43*** 307.98*** 156.14*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0343 .0625 .1046 .0961 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-8: Marginal effects (logit) of parental involvement on ever grade retained, K-8 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of teacher ratings, gr 1-3) 

-0.139*** -0.130*** -0.087*** -0.084*** 

(0.010) (0.011) (0.014) (0.016) 

Child is male  0.162*** 0.151*** 0.140*** 

  (0.022) (0.026) (0.023) 

Child is black  -0.009 -0.004 0.009 

  (0.023) (0.018) (0.026) 

Low birth weight  0.088* 0.061 0.060 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.035) (0.034) (0.038) 

Early risk index   0.017 0.019 

   (0.011) (0.011) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.073 -0.083 

   (0.058) (0.062) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   0.056 -0.031 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.082) (0.082) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.000 0.024 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.047) (0.055) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.009*** -0.008*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     -0.042* 

(parent reported)    (0.019) 

n = 1,336 1,278 1,274 873 

Chi
2 

 =  190.95*** 231.46*** 506.01*** 339.36*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0779 .1091 .1723 .1814 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-9: Marginal effects (logit) of parent involvement on on-time graduation, parent-reports 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of parent ratings, gr 2-6) 

0.031* 0.030 0.026 0.024 

(0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) 

Child is male  -0.220*** -0.230*** -0.228*** 

  (0.033) (0.035) (0.035) 

Child is black  -0.006 0.000 -0.002 

  (0.068) (0.072) (0.073) 

Low birth weight  -0.125* -0.064 -0.062 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.062) (0.055) (0.055) 

Early risk index   -0.073*** -0.073*** 

   (0.016) (0.016) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.070 -0.069 

   (0.087) (0.086) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   -0.067 -0.069 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.092) (0.092) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.044 -0.039 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.048) (0.049) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.006*** 0.006*** 

   (0.002) (0.002) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     0.021 

(parent reported)    (0.034) 

n = 910 877 875 873 

Chi
2 

 =  3.87* 49.03*** 192.93*** 187.63*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0038 .0412 .1015 .1011 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-10: Marginal effects (logit) of parental involvement on high school completion by age 23, parent-reports 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of parent ratings, gr 2-6) 

0.012 0.013 0.008 0.007 

(0.019) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

Child is male  -0.184*** -0.177*** -0.175*** 

  (0.027) (0.029) (0.029) 

Child is black  -0.050 -0.041 -0.044 

  (0.117) (0.116) (0.117) 

Low birth weight  -0.107*** -0.056* -0.056* 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.032) (0.028) (0.028) 

Early risk index   -0.050*** -0.049*** 

   (0.011) (0.011) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.095 -0.095 

   (0.053) (0.052) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   0.011 0.010 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.080) (0.079) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     -0.027 -0.020 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.042) (0.043) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   0.005*** 0.006*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     0.018 

(parent reported)    (0.024) 

n = 884 854 852 850 

Chi
2 

 =  0.39 51.03*** 287.00*** 276.44*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0007 .0401 .0926 .0921 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-11: Marginal effects (logit) of parental involvement on ever received special education, gr 1-12, parent-

reports 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of parent ratings, gr 2-6) 

0.001 0.006 0.008 0.009 

(0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Child is male  0.125*** 0.097*** 0.095*** 

  (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) 

Child is black  0.044 0.065 0.068 

  (0.054) (0.056) (0.056) 

Low birth weight  0.026 -0.000 0.001 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.040) (0.030) (0.030) 

Early risk index   -0.004 -0.005 

   (0.007) (0.008) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.028 -0.027 

   (0.054) (0.053) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   0.082 0.084* 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.042) (0.042) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     0.024 0.016 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.039) (0.039) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.005*** -0.005*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     -0.017 

(parent reported)    (0.016) 

n = 920 886 884 882 

Chi
2 

 =  0.01 73.35*** 145.66*** 144.64*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0000 .0377 .0963 .0981 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-12: Marginal effects (logit) of parental involvement on ever grade retained, K-8, parent-reports 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

Parental involvement in school activities 

(average of parent ratings, gr 2-6) 

-0.045** -0.045** -0.039** -0.036** 

(0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) 

Child is male  0.173*** 0.154*** 0.154*** 

  (0.022) (0.024) (0.024) 

Child is black  -0.042 -0.035 -0.030 

  (0.033) (0.023) (0.024) 

Low birth weight  0.102** 0.069* 0.068* 

(1=<2500 grams)  (0.039) (0.032) (0.032) 

Early risk index   0.026* 0.027* 

   (0.012) (0.012) 

Early risk index missing data   -0.084 -0.086 

   (0.065) (0.064) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3   -0.016 -0.018 

(1=substantiated case)   (0.078) (0.077) 

Home environment index, age 0-5     0.014 0.011 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
  (0.051) (0.051) 

Kindergarten word analysis score   -0.009*** -0.009*** 

   (0.001) (0.001) 

Home involvement, gr 2-6     -0.040* 

(parent reported)    (0.020) 

n = 919 886 884 882 

Chi
2 

 =  9.64** 103.23*** 132.93*** 152.52*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .0110 .0529 .1485 .1524 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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Table C-13: Marginal effects (logit) average or above involvement on educational outcomes, decomposed risk 

index 

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES On-time 

graduation 

High school 

completion 

Ever special 

education 

Ever grade 

retention 

Avg or above involvement 0.181*** 0.112*** -0.029 -0.149*** 

(teacher reported) (0.037) (0.033) (0.025) (0.023) 

Child is male -0.218*** -0.184*** 0.111*** 0.153*** 

 (0.030) (0.026) (0.014) (0.027) 

Child is black -0.054 -0.145 0.039 0.013 

 (0.040) (0.099) (0.030) (0.020) 

Low birth weight 0.011 0.026 -0.001 0.060 

(1=<2500 grams) (0.052) (0.035) (0.026) (0.033) 

Free lunch eligible -0.003 -0.026 -0.019 0.032 

 (0.036) (0.035) (0.038) (0.035) 

School attendance area >= 60% poverty 0.036 -0.023 0.009 -0.033 

 (0.036) (0.045) (0.018) (0.026) 

Teen mother (<19 years old) 0.054 -0.024 -0.062** -0.033 

 (0.036) (0.034) (0.022) (0.032) 

Mother unemployed 0.013 -0.003 0.053 0.048 

 (0.046) (0.038) (0.029) (0.042) 

Mother did not complete H.S. -0.125*** -0.091** 0.026 0.074* 

 (0.032) (0.032) (0.024) (0.031) 

AFDC/TANF Use -0.182*** -0.136** -0.024 -0.007 

 (0.053) (0.044) (0.026) (0.048) 

Single parent -0.048 -0.021 -0.018 0.015 

 (0.041) (0.033) (0.022) (0.037) 

4+ children in household -0.034 -0.075 -0.018 -0.017 

 (0.043) (0.041) (0.028) (0.036) 

Child welfare involvement, age 0-3 -0.109 -0.077 0.060 0.056 

(1=substantiated case) (0.080) (0.081) (0.038) (0.083) 

Home environment index, age 0-5   -0.029 -0.060 -0.021 -0.006 

(1=frequent family conflict, family financial 

problems, or parent substance abuse) 
(0.044) (0.045) (0.034) (0.046) 

Kindergarten word analysis score 0.005*** 0.005** -0.005*** -0.009*** 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

n = 1,276 1,236 1,295 1,274 

Chi
2 

 =  893.05*** 997.75*** 451.31*** 676.33*** 

Pseudo R-squared = .1281 .1092 .1077 .1701 

Notes: Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered around the school unit at Kindergarten.  

*p<.05   **p<.01   ***p<.001 
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