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ABSTRACT 

 

 Education is one of the most influential and important factors of a child’s life. One 

approach to helping children academically succeed is to increase parental involvement in 

student’s education. The purpose of this study is to examine the relationship between parental 

involvement and student academic achievement. The study also looks at the influence of family 

structure, socioeconomic status, and student’s sex and race on academic achievement. Secondary 

data from the Educational Longitudinal Study (ELS) of 2002 is utilized for analysis. When 

looking at the total variance, the SES model segment had the greatest impact on student 

achievement, while the parental involvement model segment had the second greatest impact. 

However, when investigating unique variance, the SES segment accounted for 41%, while the 

parental involvement model segment accounted for 43% of the unique variance in standardized 

test composite scores. In conclusion, SES and parental involvement are important factors that 

influence student academic achievement. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Education is one of the most influential and important factors of an adolescent’s life. 

Academic success can lead to receiving further education through attending college, which could 

then lead to future employment and a higher opportunity for occupational success (Ma, 2009; 

Nelson & Lee, 2009). Academic failure, on the other hand, may lead to negative outcomes such 

as unwanted pregnancy, poor mental health, substance abuse, delinquency, incarceration, 

unemployment, and increased rates of mortality (Oullette & Wilkerson, 2008). Mortality rates 

are two and a half times higher for adults with less than twelve years of education compared to 

adults with thirteen or more years of education (Oullette & Wilkerson, 2008). Also, research has 

found that adolescents who are low academic achievers are twice as likely to become pregnant 

by their senior year of high school compared to adolescents with high academic success (Oullette 

& Wilkerson, 2008).  

 One preventative solution to this issue is to increase parental involvement in student’s 

education. Parental involvement is an influential source that can encourage student’s natural 

talents, improve student’s behavior, increase classroom attendance, promote classroom 

compliance, and increase adolescent achievement (Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007). Research has 

found that parents will become more involved with the child’s education when they believe their 

involvement is expected and effective (Lee et al, 2007). For these reasons, it is important to fully 

understand the impact of parental involvement on student academic success in order to prevent 

student academic failure.  
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 However, parents may face different challenges that could prevent them from being 

proactively involved with their children’s schooling. Regardless of how much parents may want 

to be involved, parents may not have the time, energy, or money to be fully involved. This may 

be for a variety of reasons such as a low income family who is unable to provide extra 

educational resources, or a single mother who must work fulltime as the head of the household 

and then does not have the extra time to help her child with homework. Nevertheless, no matter 

how challenging it may be for parents, it may be necessary for parents to become more involved 

in order to solve educational problems with their children. Therefore, we need to know more 

about the relationship between parental involvement and academic outcomes.  

 The purpose of this thesis, then, is to examine the relationship between parental 

involvement and student academic success. I will examine if parental involvement in students’ 

academic activities affects student academic success. Parental involvement in this case may 

include helping the student with their homework and keeping track of the student’s grades. I also 

wish to inspect the effect of parental involvement with the students’ school on the student’s 

academic success. Parental involvement in this context may include volunteering to help with 

school events or extracurricular activities and attending Parent-Teacher Association meetings 

through the school. Finally, I hope to observe if parental involvement in the student’s social life 

affects student academic success. In this case, parental involvement may include communication 

with the student on such topics as the student’s daily activities and school.  

 I expect that the more the parent is involved in the student’s academic progress, the more 

the student will succeed academically and aspire to further their education. I also expect that the 

more the parent is involved with the student’s school, the more likely the student will succeed 

academically. Finally, I believe that the more the parent is involved with communicating with the 
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student, the more the student will succeed academically. I will be incorporating Epstein’s theory 

of family-school connections (Epstein, 2001; Epstein, Sanders, Simon, Salinas, Jansorn, & Van 

Voorhis, 2002; Epstein, Sanders, Sheldon, Simon, Salinas, Jansorn, Van Voorhis, Martin, 

Thomas, Greenfeld, Hutchins, & Williams, 2009 ). This is a model of six types of involvement 

consisting of parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and 

collaborating with the community.  

 Literature indicates that there are other factors that could possibly affect student academic 

success. Therefore, I will also investigate the influence of socioeconomic status and family 

structure on student academic achievement. Family structure is the arrangement of family 

members within a household and the organization of the relationships between those members. 

Previous research indicates that family structure has a direct influence on the life of a child 

(Heard, 2007; Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007) and is one of the greatest predictors of student 

academic achievement (Heuveline, Yang, & Timberlake, 2010; Lee et al, 2007). I will be 

incorporating Glen Elder’s life course perspective (Heard, 2007; Hutchinson, 2008), which 

provides a theoretical framework that considers family structure history and the effects on 

children.  

 Socioeconomic status or social class is based on the amount of resources or capital that 

people possess and that amount places people within social locations that they hold in life 

(Henslin, 2006; Perrucci & Wysong, 2008). Literature indicates family resources are a strong 

indicator of social class and socioeconomic status is one of the major structural factors that can 

predict parenting styles and their children’s academic outcomes (Chen, 2009; Lee et al, 2007). I 

will discuss Perrucci and Wysong’s new class theory (Perrucci & Wysong, 2008) and Annette 
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Lareau’s parenting techniques of “concerted cultivation” and “accomplishment of natural 

growth” (Lareau, 2011). 

 Children’s educational attainment is important because it results in later occupation, 

income, and social and economic success. However, research has discovered that there are many 

factors within a child’s life that can affect their academic outcome, such as parental involvement, 

family structure, and socioeconomic status. It is important to fully examine the relationship 

between these factors and student academic outcomes in order to provide our children with the 

high quality education they deserve to better succeed in life.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Parental Involvement 

 Symbolic interactionism studies how people use symbols to develop their views of 

society and how to interact with one another (Charon, 1989). These symbols tell us how we are 

related to others and how we should act toward them. Without symbols, we could not coordinate 

our actions and behaviors with others. As we interact with others, we constantly change our 

views and actions based on how we interpret the reactions of others (Charon, 1989). Symbolic 

interactionists examine how our behaviors depend on the ways we define ourselves and others 

(Charon, 1989). As symbols change, so do people’s ideas and behavior. For example, ideas of 

parenting have changed drastically over many years. Before, parents held little responsibility for 

their children beyond providing basic needs, such as food, clothing, and shelter. Now, parents are 

depended upon for much more beyond providing simple basic needs, such as financial and 

emotional support. These changing ideas or symbols place more accountability and pressure on 

parents to accept more responsibility and become more proactive in raising their children.  

 The interactions between parents and their children are the most common connections 

held during a child’s early years. The relationship formed from these relations is a major force 

that influences overall development and a child’s outcomes, such as academic achievement 

(Chen, 2009; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012). Parent involvement in children’s education has become 

an important factor for building these parent-child relationships and improving children’s path to 

educational success. Educational policies and organizations, such as the No Child Left Behind 

Act of 2001, the Parent Teacher Association, and the National Coalition for Parental 
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Involvement in Education, have taken the issue further by promoting parental involvement in 

children’s education (Domina, 2009; Pomerantz, Moorman, & Litwack, 2007).  

 This aim of increasing parental involvement is based on the growing amount of research 

that suggests involvement from parents is beneficial for children and greatly influences 

children’s academic success (Dauber & Epstein, 1993; Dumont, Trautwein, Ludtke, Neumann, 

Niggli & Schnyder, 2012; Epstein, 1982; Epstein, 1991; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Ouellette & 

Wilkerson, 2008; Pomerantz et al, 2007). More than 25 years of research has convincingly 

shown that parental involvement and encouragement is important for children’s learning, 

attitudes toward school, educational aspirations, personal development, and academic 

development and achievement (Dauber & Epstein, 1993; Epstein, 1982; Epstein, 1991). Most 

forms of parental involvement, such as parents’ educational aspirations for their children, 

parental competence, parental support, and parent-child communication about school, have been 

found to be positively related to educational outcomes including academic achievement, 

academic self-concept, student self-concept, homework self-efficacy, and increased performance 

(Dumont et al, 2012; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Neuenschwander, Vida, Garrett, & Eccles, 

2007). Parental involvement in children’s schooling has also been said to enhance children’s 

mental health, emotional functioning, and social functioning (Pomerantz et al, 2007). 

 Parental involvement can be defined as parents’ participation in children’s schooling by 

providing resources to children within a given domain, more specifically in the academic domain 

of children’s lives (Dumont et al, 2012; Lee et al, 2007; Pomerantz et al, 2007). Various types of 

measures can be applied when looking at the term parental involvement such as parents’ 

educational aspirations for their children, helping with homework, encouraging good study 

habits, parents’ participation in school activities, teaching appropriate behavior for academic 
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success, and communication between home and school (Dumont et al, 2012; Lee et al, 2007). 

Due to all these various forms, parental involvement should be treated as a multidimensional 

concept because the relationship between parental participation and children’s education and 

development cannot be fully understood by only examining one type of contribution (Dumont et 

al, 2012; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012).  

 The two most influential settings in which children learn and develop occur at home with 

their parents and also at school with their teachers (Galindo & Sheldon, 2012). Sociologist Joyce 

L. Epstein believes that the home and school create “overlapping spheres of influence” on 

children’s development and academic achievement and the collaboration between these two 

spheres can greatly influence the educational outcome of children (Domina, 2009; Epstein, 2001; 

Epstein et al, 2002; Epstein et al, 2009; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012). Epstein’s theory argues that 

the collaboration between schools and families increases the overlap between these two 

influential spheres and, as a result, parental involvement can help both families and schools more 

effectively advance shared goals that they may hold regarding children’s development and 

educational attainment (Domina, 2009). This theory consists of a framework of six major types 

of involvement that include parenting, communication, volunteering, learning at home, decision 

making, and collaborating with the community (Domina, 2009; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012). This 

framework provides various examples of practices, challenges for success, redefinitions for 

future improvements, and results obtained when the framework is incorporated by families and 

schools (Epstein, 2001; Epstein et al, 2002; Epstein et al, 2009).  

 Research shows that partnerships between schools and families can improve school 

programs and settings, provide families needed support, advance parents’ skills, and connect 

families with others in the community (Epstein, 2001). Most importantly, these partnerships can 
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create a supportive network that surrounds students and helps them succeed in school and in later 

life (Epstein, 2001; Epstein et al, 2002; Epstein et al, 2009). This growing research suggests that 

parental involvement at home and also the collaboration with school personnel results in children 

behaving better and enhances children’s achievement in school (Izzo, Weissberg, Kasprow, & 

Fendrich, 1999; Pomerantz et al, 2007). Therefore, parental involvement is frequently broken 

down into two categories that focus on the locale of parenting styles: school-based involvement 

and home-based involvement.  

 School-based involvement represents practices of the parent that encompass participation 

and contact with schools (Pomerantz et al, 2007). These practices may include attending school 

meetings, talking with teachers, attending school events, and volunteering at the school 

(Pomerantz et al, 2007). The most common forms of parental school-based involvement are 

parents attending school meetings, such as PTA meetings, and parent-teacher conferences, which 

according to national surveys are attended by two thirds of parents in the United States 

(Pomerantz et al, 2007). Parents may also become involved with schools at a higher level, which 

can include becoming a member of the school board and attending school board meetings. This 

type of involvement is considered a higher level because parents place themselves within 

positions of governance that can enable them to have more influence in decision making 

processes at the school (Epstein, 1990; Pomerantz et al, 2007). However, in the majority of 

research, this involvement is not commonly focused on because only a small proportion of 

parents participate in this higher level of involvement (Pomerantz et al, 2007). 

 In a study surveying teacher’s perceptions of parental involvement, most teachers 

concluded that when parents spent time at school they then made a greater effort to help their 

children learn at home (Epstein & Becker, 1982). When parents are involved with schools and 
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teachers they may gain a better understanding of what their children are learning in school and 

what is expected of their children. Parents can observe how their teachers instruct their children 

and, in turn, may be more knowledgeable and feel more confident of how to teach their children 

at home in order to further enhance the children’s education (Dauber & Epstein, 1993; Izzo et al, 

1999; Pomerantz et al, 2007). Along with learning techniques of how to educate their children at 

home, parents may become aware of their children’s abilities and strengths which can aid parents 

with how to properly assist them at a level that it is conducive to their abilities (Pomerantz et al, 

2007). Finally, collaboration between parents and schools can instill valuable messages of the 

importance of education consistently viewed in both overlapping spheres of influence, which can 

positively influence learning and social development in students (Izzo et al, 1999; Pomerantz et 

al, 2007).  

 Studies have shown that parent involvement at school can have a positive influence on 

children’s development and academic achievement. Parents who were more involved at their 

children’s school had children with higher literacy performance, better overall grades, and these 

children tended to outperform their peers who did not have the same involvement from their 

parents. (Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Pomerantz et al, 2007). Longitudinal research also indicates 

parental school-based involvement predicts children’s later achievement and increased grades 

(Pomerantz et al, 2007). Other studies have shown that the close relationship between parents 

and teachers are important for student success because it can result in higher levels of student 

attendance, lower levels of chronic absenteeism, and lower levels of student behavior problems 

(Galindo & Sheldon, 2012). 

  Home-based involvement represents the practices of parents that are school related but 

take place outside of the classroom, which are most commonly in the home. Parental 
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involvement at home can be particularly helpful for parents who are unable to participate in 

school-based involvement, but can engage in other beneficial practices with their children at 

home (Izzo et al, 1999). These types of practices can include creating a safe environment for 

learning, helping with homework, discussing grades, helping the child study, and discussing 

academic endeavors and issues such as the importance of school, daily activities, and student 

progress (Pomerantz et al, 2007). Out of these various types of home-based involvement, the 

most common type of involvement examined is parents assisting their children with homework.  

 In national surveys conducted in the United States, it has been found that about 70% of 

parents assist their children with homework at least once a week (Pomerantz et al, 2007). 

Research has also found that parent’s participation in educational activities at home (such as 

assisting with homework) was more strongly related to improved academic achievement than 

any other parent involvement variable examined (Izzo et al, 1999). For example, students who 

receive assistance and feedback from parents on homework assignments master math skills more 

than students who did not receive the same support (Epstein, 1987). Epstein (1987) reports 

positive effects on student attitudes and behaviors when they have assignments that encourage 

parent interactions and are able to recognize parental awareness, support, and involvement. 

Homework can create an opportunity for parents and children to exchange information, facts, 

attitudes toward school, and communicate seriously about learning (Epstein, 1987). Parental 

involvement with homework can also aid the parent in observing the child’s learning abilities 

and progress through witnessing how the child completes assignments (Epstein, 1987).  

 There is conflicting research, however, that argues that studies examining parental 

involvement with homework are not entirely clear and consistent. Research varies from some 

suggesting that students benefit from parental help with homework, while others have found no 
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effect of parental help on student academic achievement. Several have actually reported negative 

relationships between parental involvement in homework and academic success (Dumont et al, 

2012; Pomerantz et al, 2007). It is believed by some researchers that these mixed results arise 

from studies that focus on the quantity rather than the quality of parental involvement that goes 

into assisting children with homework (Pomerantz et al, 2007). 

 Pomerantz et al. (2007) argues that in order to fully understand the impact of parental 

involvement and maximize benefits for children we must consider how parents are becoming 

involved and why they are doing so. Studies that use this method of examining the quality of 

parental involvement (or the how and why) have yielded more consistent results. When parents’ 

help with homework is autonomy supportive, well structured, organized, characterized by 

positive affect, include positive beliefs about children’s potential, and emotionally supportive it 

produces positive relationships between parental involvement and student outcomes (Dumont et 

al, 2012; Pomerantz et al, 2007). Conversely, when parents’ homework help is inappropriate, 

confusing, inconsistent with teacher expectations, controlling, unwanted by the child, or includes 

negative parental emotions it produces negative relationships between parental involvement and 

student academic success (Dumont et al, 2012; Pomerantz et al, 2007). Examining how the 

quality of parental involvement controls the effects of homework involvement on children’s 

academic achievement could provide insight into the inconsistencies found in research and 

potentially provide ways to measure parental involvement variables more effectively. 

 Another factor that should be considered when examining parental homework 

involvement is why parents are becoming involved with student homework. Dauber & Epstein 

(1993) explains that parents tend to be more involved in their children’s education if the child is 

already a successful student. Children who perform well or are improving in school regardless of 
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parental influence may receive increased involvement from their parents in order to continue 

their children’s success (Epstein, 1993). Pomerantz et al. (2007) also adds to this by suggesting 

that results may be skewed if parents are responding to children’s poor performance in school 

with increased assistance. If the student’s prior achievement is not taken into account, then 

studies may be producing false results of parental involvement improving student academic 

success. In reality the cause for this improvement may have been due to the fact that children 

were performing poorly and parents reacted with increased assistance in order to improve the 

child’s performance (Pomerantz et al, 2007). Therefore, prior student achievement and the 

reasons for parents becoming involved with student homework should be considered when 

investigating the relationship between parent involvement and student outcomes. However, a 

limitation for this study is information about prior student achievement and the reasons for 

parents becoming involved with homework are not available for analysis in the secondary data 

being used.  

2.2 Family Structure 

 Along with parental involvement, research and theoretical perspectives suggest that 

family structure can also shape children’s educational outcomes. Within the last half-century, 

family structures have dramatically changed as marriage rates have declined, while nonmarital 

fertility, cohabitation, and divorce rates have increased (Martin, 2012). According to the United 

States Census Bureau (2011), 65% of households contained two married parents, 3.9% contained 

two unmarried parents, 23.6% contained single mothers, 3.5% contained single fathers, and 3.9% 

contained no parents from a total sample of 74,630 households. Family structures may widely 

vary with children being raised by single-parents, stepparents, cohabitating parents, homosexual 

couples, grandparents, and adopted or foster parents. Changes in family demographics have a 
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direct influence on the life of children involved (Heard, 2007; Lee et al, 2007), and can be 

particularly disruptive. These transitions may be stressful due to changes in family statuses and 

roles, family routines, differing expectations, and altered relationships with parents (Heard, 

2007). One important area of a child’s life that is impacted by this is education. Previous 

research indicates that one of the greatest predictors of academic achievement is family structure 

(Heuveline et al, 2010; Lee et al, 2007) and for this reason it should be taken into consideration 

when examining children’s educational success. 

 Sociologist Glen Elder was one of the first authors to write about the life course 

perspective, which provides a theoretical framework that considers family structure history and 

the effects (Elder, 1998; Heard, 2007; Hutchinson, 2008). The life course perspective examines 

the relationship between time and human behavior, which looks at how age, relationships, life 

transitions, personal characteristics, the environment, and social change mold people’s lives 

(Elder, 1998; Hutchinson, 2008). Central to this framework is the concept of trajectories which 

are links of social states that follow long-term patterns of stability and change over the life span, 

and this framework views family structure as a trajectory that occurs from birth to adulthood 

(Elder, 1998; Heard, 2007; Hutchinson, 2008). These trajectories are made up of life transitions, 

which are movements between social states that involve changes in roles and statuses (Elder, 

1998; Heard, 2007; Hutchinson, 2008). Many of these transitions can be related to changes 

within a family structure and changes in the quality of family relationships can be a leading 

factor in affecting the quality of family life (Chen, 2009). 

 Another important concept of the life course perspective is the cumulation of 

disadvantages, which is the accumulation of events and influences that can have either positive 

or negative effects on people (Elder, 1998; Heard, 2007). In the case of family structure, 
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spending time within a particular family type contributes either positively or negatively to a 

child’s well-being, education, and socialization (Heard, 2007). Cumulative socialization by 

parents can create social competence by instilling certain socially valued attitudes and behaviors 

in children. For example, parent’s educational expectations are related to children’s educational 

attainment (Martin, 2012), so parents who emphasize educational attainment have children with 

higher rates of academic achievement (Heard, 2007). Family structure transitions, then, may alter 

parenting practices and expectations for their children and affect educational mobility (Martin, 

2012). However, socialization requires consistent teaching and role modeling through stable, 

long-term contact. Thus, researchers believe that changes within family structure and extended 

time without both biological parents may reduce the transmission of skills necessary for children 

to succeed in school (Heard, 2007; Monserud & Elder, 2011).   

 Previous literature shows a child growing up without both biological parents is negatively 

related to educational achievement. Children living with both biological parents have higher 

educational outcomes, such as higher grades, test scores, and graduation rates, compared to 

children who do not live with both parents (Chiu, 2007; DeBell, 2008; Heard, 2007; Heuveline et 

al, 2010; Lee et al, 2007; Martin, 2012; Monserud & Elder, 2011). Research on children living 

without both parents show evidence of negative effects on school engagement, achievement, 

grades, school attendance, educational aspirations (Heard, 2007; Heuveline et al, 2010; 

Monserud & Elder, 2011), school completion, social development, and emotional and behavioral 

problems (Lee et al, 2007; Wu, Costigan, Hou, Kampen, & Schimmele, 2010). These findings 

are similarly found across the majority of literature that investigates the relationship between 

family structures and educational achievement, regardless of the type of family being examined.  
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 The reason for this relationship between family structure and children’s educational 

attainment is believed to be linked to the amount of resources that parents can provide for their 

children. Parents are essential because they provide the resources their children need, such as 

attention, time, skills, socialization, and money (DeBell, 2008; Heuveline et al, 2010). Families 

with more parents typically have higher socioeconomic status, more educational resources, and 

more time to spend with their children. Households without both parents, such as single parents, 

generally have fewer resources to devote to a child and face more challenges in caring for a child 

(Chiu, 2007; DeBell, 2008). Also, additional household family members (such as grandparents 

and siblings) who compete for family resources may decrease the available resources for a child, 

which can result in fewer learning opportunities and lower academic achievement (Chiu, 2007).  

 The link or relationship between parents and children may successfully help form 

parental socialization. In the case of single- parent households, children have only the one parent 

to look to as a role model, and the time demands and stress of single parenting may affect the 

parents’ ability to instill certain social norms and values, such as educational values, in their 

children (Heard, 2007). Parents with no additional adult in the home may have less access to 

emotional support, may experience role overload, and have less time and energy to devote to 

their children, which can result in less involved parenting (Monserud & Elder, 2011).  

 Other perspectives hold that fathers and mothers contribute differently to child 

development because of their gender roles. For example, it is assumed that men tend to foster the 

development of children’s cognitive skills, while women more effectively foster the development 

of interpersonal skills (DeBell, 2008). However, if one parent is not present, then the single 

parent may not be able to occupy both gender roles and, in turn, cannot make the same 

contributions to child development and instilling values that two parents are able to (DeBell, 
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2008). For these reasons, certain perspectives believe that consistent and supportive parenting 

results in better outcomes for children and that the presence of two parents in a household is 

essential (Monserud & Elder, 2011).  

 Conflicting research, however, argues that the presence of two adults in a household still 

may not be beneficial for children if at least one of the parents is not a biological parent. Heard 

(2007) believes parental authority and identification are necessary for role modeling and 

internalizing parental values and social norms that are being taught, but stepparents, 

cohabitating, or adoptive and foster parents may not be seen as parental authority figures by 

children because they are not the child’s biological parent. In contrast, Monserud & Elder (2011) 

describes that stepparents or non-biological cohabitating parents may be less involved with their 

children for several reasons, including little institutional support for the parenting role, 

responsibilities to children from previous relationships, a tendency in invest less in non-

biological children, and children rejecting them as a parent. Research shows that children in 

stepfamilies or cohabitating families may experience the same negative educational outcomes as 

in single-parent families (Heard, 2007; Wu et al, 2010).  

 Families play a huge role in a child’s life and are considered the primary socialization 

agent in a child’s formative years. Children have little or no control over the family structure in 

which they are reared, but it can greatly influence a child’s behavior, emotional development, 

socialization, and educational outcomes. With research showing that family structure influences 

so many aspects of a child’s life it is therefore important that family structures should be taken 

into account when examining educational achievement. 
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2.3 Socioeconomic Status 

 Parents are essential because they provide the resources that their children need, but these 

resources are drawn from a larger environment that mitigate the expenses of raising children, 

such as the labor market and the government. Parents are seen as primary players and children 

are viewed as passive recipients of the resources and opportunities that others provide for them 

(Calarco, 2011). The transmission of resources from parents to their children is often looked at in 

investment terms, where parents’ efforts to socialize, nurture, and financially provide for their 

children plays a crucial role in shaping and transferring disparities and opportunities from one 

generation to the next (Ma, 2009; Martin, 2012). Family resources are a strong indicator of social 

class and sociologists regularly agree that families’ positions within that class dramatically affect 

children’s life chances (Calarco, 2011; Neuenschwander et al, 2007). Research indicates that 

socioeconomic status is one of the major structural factors that can predict parenting practices 

and their children’s’ academic achievement (Chen, 2009; Lee et al, 2007). Education matters 

greatly for an individual’s life chances and, due to the strong impact family socioeconomic status 

has on children’s education, the topic of socioeconomic disparity in educational outcomes is a 

topic of growing concern (Nelson & Lee, 2009). 

 The term socioeconomic status (SES) or social class is often used “to describe the 

hierarchal arrangement of individuals and families on the basis of the social and economic 

factors that are rewarded in society” (Nelson & Lee, p.462, 2009). Perrucci and Wysong (2008) 

explain in detail that our class structure is based on the way that resources are distributed to 

people and the availability of those resources. Capital is the main resource that we use in order to 

exchange for things we need to survive and for things we simply want. Perrucci and Wysong 
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(2008) break capital down into four forms including consumption capital, investment capital, 

skill capital, and social capital.  

 Consumption capital is usually meant as the source of income that we receive from our 

wages and salaries, Social Security, unemployment checks, or welfare checks. Investment capital 

refers to what people use in order to create more capital, such as saving money, buying a house, 

or investing in stocks and bonds. Skill capital is the crafted knowledge that people acquire 

through their work experience, training, or education. Social capital is known as the social ties or 

relationships that people have with others, and these ties can provide emotional support, financial 

assistance, and information (Perrucci & Wysong, 2008). Social capital is created through 

exchanges among these social ties that facilitate action and increase children’s adherence to 

behavioral norms and sanctions (Horvat, Weininger, & Lareau, 2003; Martin, 2012). Many 

researchers have also included cultural capital as another form of generative capital. Cultural 

capital is described as a supplementary resource of social assets, such as attitudes, preferences, 

knowledge, work habits, styles, or behaviors that an individual possesses (Condron, 2007; 

Lareau & Weininger, 2003). An individual’s social assets and social network of relationships can 

become forms of cultural and social capital that can then be used to produce situational 

advantages (Calarco, 2011).  

 A substantial amount of research indicates that when children first begin school, they do 

not enter as equals. They are advantaged and disadvantaged by their class situation, which can 

greatly shape their school experiences and educational outcomes (Perrucci & Wysong, 2008). An 

extensive literature can attest to this through research that concludes children from 

socioeconomically advantaged families are more likely to perform better academically compared 

to children from socioeconomically disadvantaged families (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2011; Boxer, 
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Goldstein, DeLorenzo, Savoy, & Mercado, 2011; Chiu, 2007; Condron, 2007; Dumont et al, 

2012; Ma, 2009; Nelson & Lee, 2009; Neuenschwander et al, 2007; Perrucci & Wysong, 2008; 

Ready, 2010). Children from higher SES backgrounds, compared to those from more 

disadvantaged backgrounds, tend to have higher educational goals (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2011), 

receive better grades, have higher test scores, and are more likely to complete high school and to 

attend and complete college (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2011; Nelson & Lee, 2009). Children in 

lower SES families also are less likely to have regular school attendance and more likely to 

experience serious health problems, which can contribute to the amount of absences (Ready, 

2010). This is because socioeconomically advantaged parents can secure for their children the 

best positions within the educational structure with financial, skill, social, and cultural capital.  

 Across all social classes, parents care about their children’s education. Working-class and 

poor families are no less eager than middle and upper-class families to see their children succeed 

educationally and in life (Lareau, 2011). However, in most cases, higher SES parents are more 

able to provide the resources- skill, financial, social, and cultural capital- that will benefit their 

children within the educational system. Higher SES parents have more money to provide their 

children with books, computers, tutors, prep courses, and other educational materials that can 

better prepare their children for school (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2011; Condron, 2007; Nelson & 

Lee, 2009). Children from high SES families are also more likely than those from low SES 

families to be involved in organized activities outside of the classroom that can enhance 

academic achievement and social relationships, such as extracurricular activities and trips to 

libraries and museums (Nelson & Lee, 2009). Families with higher SES tend to also live in 

neighborhoods with better equipped schools that provide more resources and enhanced learning 

environments (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2011). Schools in poor regions are more likely to have the 
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poorest facilities, libraries, academic programs, and teachers, which greatly affects the quality of 

education that children receive (Perrucci & Wysong, 2008).  

 Education is the main pathway for children from lower SES families to excel into higher 

education and occupations that could place them within a higher social class than their parents 

(Ma, 2009; Nelson & Lee, 2009). This is usually achieved through postsecondary education, but 

social class position may interfere here as well, because the problem of tuition costs comes into 

play. Lower income families are less likely to be able to afford the financial costs of tuition, 

books, and room and board compared to higher income families (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2011; 

Perrucci & Wysong, 2008). Even expenses at low-cost community or state colleges exceed what 

many working and poor class families can afford (Perrucci & Wysong, 2008). However, even if 

money for tuition was not a concerning factor, many children from low SES families may not 

view college as a realistic goal. Disadvantaged children may be aware of the obstacles that they 

face in order to succeed educationally compared to more advantaged children. This awareness 

can make them more likely to believe that they cannot achieve the level of academic 

achievement that they would like to and cause them to become disengaged from education and 

less likely to pursue postsecondary education (Boxer et al, 2011).  

 The believed equality of opportunity in our society is supposed to be provided through 

public education but, rather than being an equalizer, education is greatly linked to the class 

position of parents and used as a tool by the privileged to maintain social disparities (Albrecht & 

Albrecht, 2011; Perrucci & Wysong, 2008). The educational system tailors scholastic 

experiences to fit the needs and abilities of each child, and this system is called “tracking” 

(Nelson & Lee, 2009; Perrucci & Wysong, 2008).  
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 Tracking involves teachers judging students on their varying abilities, which are often 

judged by class differences in behavior, resources, knowledge, and skills they possess, and then 

placing them into a higher ability group of “fast” learners believed to be college bound and a 

lower ability group of “slow” learners who are believed to directly enter the labor market 

(Calarco, 2011; Condron, 2007; Perrucci & Wysong, 2008). It is believed that “a good fit 

between a student’s ability and the level of instruction can maximize the effectiveness and 

efficiency of the instructional process” (Perrucci & Wysong, 2008, p.254), and is achieved by 

separating the students by ability level. However, due to the capability of advantaged families 

being able to manipulate the system in their favor through abundant resources, tracking has been 

said to be unsuccessful with an overrepresentation of lower SES students in lower ability groups 

that afford less resources and opportunities to learn (Condron, 2007; Nelson & Lee, 2009; 

Ready, 2010).  

 An abundant amount of research indicates that tracking can have negative consequences 

for children from lower SES families. Students within the higher ability groups (or tracks) 

receive more attention, better instruction, and higher expectations from teachers with better skills 

who offer more complex material and “high-status” knowledge (Calarco, 2011; Condron, 2007; 

Nelson & Lee, 2009). In contrast, students within lower ability tracks receive limited resources, 

less attention, poorer-quality education, and lower expectations from teachers who are less 

qualified and may lack certification and graduate degrees (Nelson & Lee, 2009; Ready, 2010). 

This system perpetuates society’s class structure by allowing the privileged to secure and 

maintain their status across the generations, while limiting the opportunity of the disadvantaged 

to climb up the social ladder.  
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 Annette Lareau, a sociologist at the University of Pennsylvania, believes that family 

socioeconomic status can influence parenting styles, which can affect how children interact 

within institutions and, ultimately, their academic success. Lareau (2011) reports pronounced 

social class differences in how parents organize their children’s lives, interact with teachers and 

the education system, and also how they engage their children. Lareau’s research focuses on the 

utilization of social and cultural resources that are largely used through parents’ parenting styles 

and interactions with institutions (Cheadle, 2009). There are two different types of parenting 

styles defined by Lareau: “concerted cultivation” and “accomplishment of natural growth”.  

 The parenting style of “concerted cultivation” is typically endorsed by middle and upper-

class parents and involves parents taking more of a proactive role in their children’s’ lives 

(Cheadle, 2009; Lareau, 2011; Martin, 2012; Nelson & Lee, 2009). Parents practicing “concerted 

cultivation” emphasize involvement in extracurricular activities, independence, structure 

children’s time, advocate for their children within institutions, and developing children’s social 

and intellectual skills through communication and reasoning (Lareau, 2011; Martin, 2012; 

Nelson & Lee, 2009). These parents demonstrate cultural capital in interactions with teachers 

and the school, which enables them to comply with teachers’ expectations and secure advantages 

for their children (Calarco, 2011; Lareau, 2011).  

 Children observe this use of cultural capital and acquire a sense of entitlement that makes 

them believe that they have the right to pursue their personal preferences and to actively manage 

interactions within institutions (Lareau, 2011). They feel more comfortable than lower class 

children do in these institutional settings (such as school) and openly share information and ask 

for attention (Lareau, 2011). Middle and upper-class children from this parenting style 

communicate more with teachers and use different strategies compared to children from the 
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“accomplishment of natural growth” parenting style, which results in more help from teachers, 

less time waiting for attention, and they were better able to complete assignments (Calarco, 

2011). From utilizing their learned cultural capital, these “concerted cultivation” children gain 

important institutional advantages and acquire valuable skills for the future.  

 In contrast, the parenting technique of “accomplishment of natural growth” is typically 

endorsed by poor and working class parents and involves parents taking a less active role in their 

children’s lives (Cheadle, 2009; Lareau, 2011; Martin, 2012; Nelson & Lee, 2009). Parents 

practicing “accomplishment of natural growth” are more concerned with providing their children 

with the necessities, such as food, clothing, and shelter, and believe that children will develop 

naturally if those needs are met (Lareau, 2011; Nelson & Lee, 2009). These parents are less 

likely to communicate and negotiate with their children, they expect children to organize their 

own time, stress clear boundaries between adults and children, and expect obedience (Lareau, 

2011; Nelson & Lee, 2009). Parents in this group do not tend to demonstrate use of cultural 

capital in interactions with schools. They often accept the actions of people in authority and are 

less likely to successfully confront institutions in order to secure advantages for their children 

(Lareau, 2011).  

 Like their parents, these children acquire a sense of constraint in their interactions in 

institutional settings (Lareau, 2011). They are less likely to try different strategies to customize 

interactions to suit their liking and do not feel as comfortable openly communicating with 

teachers (Lareau, 2011). As a result, these children may not ask for or receive the attention and 

help they may need in order to obtain the resources needed to meet teachers’ expectations and 

succeed (Calarco, 2011).  
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 According to previous literature, family socioeconomic status and social class plays a 

large role in predicting the academic achievement of children. The idea of equality of 

opportunity is contradicted daily in our institutions and people are advantaged and disadvantaged 

by their class situation. The privileged class is able to utilize their abundant amount of resources 

to secure advantages for their children so that their privilege will be procured and maintained 

throughout the generations. The working and poor class, in contrast, are not as abundant in 

resources and continuously must overcome obstacles in hopes of their children succeeding in the 

educational system and later in life.  

2.4 Student Characteristics  

2.4.1 Sex 

 Gender differences in education have been the subject of much debate and research for 

many decades. In 1972, Title IX was passed to address gender inequality in schools. Title IX 

made it illegal for schools to discriminate against, segregate, or treat boys and girls differently 

within the educational system (Aulette & Wittner, 2012). Despite Title IX and the large amount 

of previous research on gender equality, disagreement still remains on gender differences in 

student achievement.  

 Previous research found that girls tend to excel in tasks of verbal fluency (Buchmann, 

DiPrete, & McDaniel, 2008), complex text, perceptual speed (Halpern, 1997), and long term 

memory (Buchmann et al, 2008; Halpern, 1997). On the other hand, boys tend to excel in tasks 

of verbal analogies, mathematical word problems (Buchmann et al, 2008), rapid response and 

aim, fluid reasoning in mathematical and scientific domains (Halpern, 1997), and working 

memory (Buchmann et al, 2008; Halpern, 1997). These gender differences are observed when 
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looking at grades and test scores, which display different features of academic performance and 

capability. 

 It has been indicated that boys generally obtain higher scores on standardized tests, while 

girls generally get higher grades (Aulette & Wittner, 2012; Buchmann et al, 2008; Halpern, 

1997). Girls, from kindergarten through high school, receive better grades compared to boys in 

all major subjects (Buchmann et al, 2008). Even as early as kindergarten, girls have been found 

to have more advanced reading and writing skills, while boys have more difficulties and learn to 

read and write more slowly than girls (Buchmann et al, 2008; Connell, 1996; Halpern, 1997). 

Boys are also more likely to have learning and developmental disabilities that make them more 

likely to be held back a grade or in programs for children with special needs (Buchmann et al, 

2008; Connell, 1996; Halpern, 1997). 

 Boys tend to score higher overall on standardized tests compared to girls. When these 

scores are broken down by subject, assessments indicate that boys score higher in mathematics 

and science, while girls outperform boys in reading and writing (Aulette & Wittner, 2012; 

Buchmann et al, 2008; Halpern, 1997). This is also found to be true in various international 

assessments of gender differences in test scores. In literacy scores, girls significantly outdid boys 

(Aulette & Wittner, 2012), while boys in “about 75% of the [41] countries did significantly 

better than girls in science and they led in math in about 15%” (Halpern, 1997, p.1094). 

2.4.2 Race 

 Along with gender, racial and ethnicity equality in education has been of great concern 

and debate over past years. Extensive research has shown that there is a relationship between 

academic achievement and race (Bankston & Caldas, 1998; Logan, Minca & Adar, 2012; Pang, 
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Han, & Pang, 2011; Warikoo & Carter, 2009). This educational gap led to the creation of the No 

Child Left Behind Act, an act created to improve educational achievement of disadvantaged 

students and required schools to separate data on academic outcomes by race (Aulette & Wittner, 

2012; Warikoo & Carter, 2009). However, studies still show that certain racial groups 

outperform many other racial and ethnic groups. 

 Some studies have shown the educational gap that exists between minority groups 

themselves. For example, Chinese Americans, Korean Americans, and South Asian Americans 

were found to perform better academically that African Americans, Mexican Americans, and 

Native Americans (Warikoo & Carter, 2009). However, a large amount of literature tends to 

focus on the racial disparities between the educational outcomes of minority or racial groups and 

their White American counterparts.  

 Literature has demonstrated that minorities are at a disadvantage in attendance, academic 

achievement, test scores, dropout rates, educational aspirations, classroom settings, and parental 

involvement compared to White Americans (Aulette & Wittner, 2012; Bankston & Caldas, 1998; 

Logan et al, 2012). In 1993, White Americans, on average, scored higher (938 out of 1600) than 

African Americans (741) on the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) (Bankston & Caldas, 1998; 

Caldas & Bankston, 1998). Results from a 2003 reading exam by the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress (NAEP) concluded that “nationwide only 54% of black students, compared 

with 87% of white students, performed at or above the basic level” ( Logan et al, 2012). Pang, 

Han, & Pang (2011), found that Asian Americans & Pacific Islanders combined standardized test 

scores in reading were lower than White Americans’ scores. However, Asian Americans and 

Pacific Islanders scored higher than White Americans in math. With these varying results, it is 

important to include race when examining other factors. 
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The influence of gender and race on educational success has been highly researched and 

debated for many years. Boys tend to outscore girls overall when it comes to standardized tests, 

but when individual subjects are examined, one gender may excel in certain subjects over the 

other. In the case of race, minorities (particularly African Americans, Native Americans, and 

Mexican Americans) are at a disadvantage overall in education when compared to their White 

American counterparts. Previous research, therefore, demonstrates that gender and race should 

be considered when investigating educational attainment.  

2.5 Combined Model & Hypotheses  

 This study examines factors that previous literature has found to affect children’s’ 

academic achievement. Student academic achievement serves as the dependent variable. The 

independent variables include parental involvement, family structure, family socioeconomic 

status, and student characteristics. Figure 1 displays the factors that influence student academic 

achievement and the relationships between those factors. 

Figure 1.1 Theoretical Model of Factors Influencing Student Academic Achievement  
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 Parental involvement is defined as parents’ participation in children’s schooling by 

providing resources to children within the academic domain of children’s lives (Pomerantz et al, 

2007; Lee et al, 2007; Dumont et al, 2012). Parental involvement is a multidimensional concept 

that cannot be thoroughly investigated by looking at only one form of involvement. Therefore, it 

is important to include various measures that may determine parental involvement, such as 

parents’ educational aspirations for their children, helping with homework, encouraging good 

study habits, parents’ participation in school activities, teaching appropriate behavior for 

academic success, and communication between home and school.  

Hypothesis 1: The higher the level of parental involvement with student’s homework, the higher 

the student academic achievement. 

Hypothesis 2: The higher the level of communication with the student, the higher the student 

academic achievement. 

Hypothesis 3: The higher the level of communication with the school, the higher the student 

academic achievement. 

Hypothesis 4: The higher the level of involvement with the school, the higher the student 

academic achievement. 

 Families play a huge role in a child’s life and are considered the primary socialization 

agent in a child’s formative years. Family structures may widely vary with children being raised 

by single-parents, stepparents, cohabitating parents, homosexual couples, grandparents, and 

adopted or foster parents. Changes in family demographics has a direct influence on the life of 

children involved and previous research indicates that one of the greatest predictors of academic 

achievement is family structure (Lee et al, 2007 & Heuveline, Yang, & Timberlake, 2010).  
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Hypothesis 5: Children in two-parent households will have a higher student academic 

achievement than children who are in single parent households. 

Hypothesis 6: Children with no siblings will have a higher student academic achievement than 

children who have one or more siblings. 

Hypothesis 7: Children from families who have two or more earners who contribute to the family 

income will have higher student academic achievement than those children from families with 

only one household earner. 

 The term socioeconomic status (SES) or social class is often used “to describe the 

hierarchal arrangement of individuals and families on the basis of the social and economic 

factors that are rewarded in society” (Nelson & Lee, 2009). The transmission of resources from 

parents to their children is often looked at in investment terms, where parents’ efforts to 

socialize, nurture, and financially provide for their children plays a crucial role in shaping and 

transferring disparities and opportunities from one generation to the next (Ma, 2009; Martin, 

2012). Family resources are a strong indicator of social class and families’ positions within that 

class dramatically affect children’s life chances. Research indicates that socioeconomic status is 

one of the major structural factors that can predict parenting practices and their children’s’ 

academic achievement (Lee et al, 2007; Chen, 2009).  

Hypothesis 8: The higher a student’s SES, the higher a student’s academic achievement.  

 Previous literature has determined that gender and race differences play a crucial part in 

student educational outcomes. Therefore, gender and race should be taken into account when 

examining other relationships to student academic success.  
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Hypothesis 9: Boys will score higher overall on combined standardized test scores than girls. 

Hypothesis 10: White Americans will have a higher level of student academic success compared 

to any other race.  
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CHAPTER 3 

DATA AND METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Data 

 This study utilizes data from the 2002 Educational Longitudinal Study (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2004). The ELS is sponsored by the National Center for Education Statistics 

(NCES) of the Institute of Education Sciences, United States Department of Education. The ELS 

is a national probability sample of tenth grade students consisting of data on the student, family, 

and school levels. The ELS surveyed students, parents, school faculty, and administrators in 

order to study the educational, occupational, and personal development of students at various 

stages in their educational careers. The ELS also includes personal, familial, social, institutional, 

and cultural factors that may affect student development. 

 The sample for the ELS was collected using a national probability sample of 1,221 

eligible public, Catholic, and private schools were contacted during the spring term of the 2001-

2002 school year. Of those schools contacted, 752 schools agreed to participate in the study. 

Approximately twenty-six tenth grade students were then randomly selected from each 

participating school. From this random sample, 17,591 students were selected and 15,362 

students completed the base year questionnaire. Additionally, 13,488 parents, 7,135 teachers, 

743 principals, and 718 librarians completed base year questionnaires. For the purposes of this 

study, the sample will be restricted to include only students and parents who completed base year 

questionnaires and students with completed base year test score statuses. The sample size was 

6,866 students and parents after these restrictions were made. Further sample restrictions were 
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made during the analysis by removing missing cases from each of the variables. The final sample 

was 4,332 students and parents. 

 A weight variable is provided in the 2002 ELS. However, this weight is incompatible 

with bivariate and multivariate statistics because it increases the sample size and yields false 

significance levels resulting in biased statistic parameters. In order to correct these issues a 

relative weight was created by dividing the weight by its mean. This will reduce bias, reflect the 

targeted population of the sample, and make findings more generalizable.  

3.2 Variables  

3.2.1 Dependent Variable 

 Standardized test composite scores are used as the dependent variable in this study as an 

indicator of academic achievement. The composite score is the average of the math and reading 

standardized scores, re-standardized to a national mean of 50.0 and standard deviation of 10.0. 

The interval level variable had a range of 20.91 to 81.04. The mean test score was 54.53 with a 

standard deviation of 8.987. This sample has a higher mean than the national mean, which should 

be remembered when generalizing the results. 

3.2.2 Independent Variables 

3.2.2.1 Parental Involvement  

 The variables used to measure parental involvement included involvement with student’s 

homework, communication with the student, communication with the school, and involvement 

with the school. A scale was created to measure parental involvement with student’s homework. 

The scale consists of ordinal level variables that measure: how often the parent has helped the 
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student with a school project, how often the parent has helped the student with homework, how 

often the parent checks that homework is completed, and how often the parent checks the 

homework. The coding for the original variables were as follows: 1 ‘never’, 2 ‘rarely’, 3 

‘sometimes’, and 4 ‘frequently’. A reliability analysis was run on the four variables and resulted 

in a Cronbach’s alpha of .621. The variables were then added together to create the scale and 

recoded back into the same metric as the original variables. Finally, missing cases were excluded 

by selecting only valid cases. 

 Communication between the parent and student was measured by combining eight 

ordinal level variables together to create a scale. The variables within this scale measured the 

frequency of how often the student discussed school courses, school activities, things studied in 

class, the students’ grades, and troubling things with the parent. Also, the original variables 

measured how often the parent provided advice about selecting courses or programs, applying to 

college or school after high school, and about things that were troubling the student. The original 

coding of these variables were 1 for ‘never’, 2 for ‘sometimes’, and 3 for ‘often’. A reliability 

analysis was run on the four variables and resulted in a Cronbach’s alpha of .748. The variables 

were then added together to create the scale and recoded back into the same coding scheme as 

the original variables. Lastly, missing cases were excluded by selecting only valid cases. 

Indexes were created to measure communication between the parent and the school. The 

first index was generated by ordinal level variables that measured the occurrence of which the 

school contacted the parent about the school program of the year, course selection, good student 

behavior, problem student behavior, poor student performance, the parent helping with 

homework, and school fundraisers and volunteer work. The coding for the frequency of these 

original variables were 1 ‘none’, 2 ‘once or twice’, 3 ‘three or four times’, and 4 ‘more than four 
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times’. The variables were added together to create the index and recoded back to their original 

coding scheme. Only cases that were valid were selected, resulting in getting rid of the missing 

cases.  

The second index consists of ordinal level variables that measure how often the parent 

has contacted the school about the school program of the year, course selection, good student 

behavior, problem student behavior, student’s poor performance, the parent helping with 

homework, and school fundraisers and volunteer work. The coding for the frequency of these 

original variables were 1 ‘none’, 2 ‘once or twice’, 3 ‘three or four times’, and 4 ‘more than four 

times’. The seven variables were added together to create the index and recoded back to their 

original coding scheme. Missing cases were excluded by selecting only valid cases. 

 Parental involvement with the school was measured by combining four binary level 

variables that were coded as 0 representing ‘no’ and 1 representing ‘yes’. The original variables 

within this index include ‘belong to parent-teacher organization’, ‘attend parent-teacher 

organization meetings’, ‘take part in parent-teacher organization activities’, and ‘act as a 

volunteer at the school’. These variables were added together and resulted in an interval level 

variable. The index was transformed into a binary variable in which 0 indicated ‘the parent is not 

involved’ and 1 indicated ‘the parent is involved’. Also, missing cases were expelled by selecting 

valid cases only. 

3.2.2.2 Family Structure 

 Variables included in this model segment are family composition, number of siblings, 

and the number of earners within the family. Family composition is an ordinal level variable that 

is coded as follows: 1 as ‘biological mother and father’, 2 as ‘biological mother and male 
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guardian’, 3 as ‘biological father’, 4 as ‘two guardians’, 5 as ‘biological mother only’, 6 as 

‘biological father only’, 7 as ‘female guardian only’, 8 as ‘male guardian only’, and 9 as ‘lives 

with student less than half time’. Missing cases were removed by selecting only valid cases and 

the variable was transformed into a binary variable in which 0 represented ‘student lives with 

both biological parents’ and 1 represented ‘student does not live with both biological parents’. 

Only cases originally coded as 1 (both biological mother and father) were put into the new code 

of 0, while all the other original categories were placed in the new code of 1. In addition, an 

interval level variable measures the number of siblings within the family.  

 Finally, the number of earners within the family is an interval level variable that 

measures if there are one or more individuals contributing financially to the family. The variable 

was transformed into a binary variable in which 0 signified ‘1 earner in the household’ and 1 

signified ‘2 or more earners in the household’. Also, missing cases were excluded by selecting 

only valid cases. 

3.2.2.3 Socioeconomic Status 

 The variable that measures socioeconomic status is an interval level variable that is based 

on five equally weighted, standardized components: father’s/guardian’s education, 

mother’s/guardian’s education, family income, father’s/guardian’s occupation, and 

mother’s/guardian’s occupation. The socioeconomic status composite variable has a range of 

3.95 with a minimum of -1.97 and a maximum of 1.98. The mean of this variable was .21 with a 

standard deviation of .709. 
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3.2.2.4 Student Characteristics  

 Variables used to measure student characteristics include student’s sex and race/ethnicity. 

Student’s sex is a binary variable coded as 1 representing ‘male’ and 2 representing ‘female’. 

This variable was altered into a dummy variable so that 0 stood for ‘male’ and 1 stood for 

‘female’. Student’s race/ethnicity is an ordinal level variable coded as follows: 1 ‘American 

Indian/Alaska Native, non-Hispanic, 2 ‘Asian, Hawaii/Pacific Islander, non-Hispanic’, 3 ‘Black 

or African American, non-Hispanic’, 4 ‘Hispanic, no race specified’, 5 ‘Hispanic, race 

specified’, 6 ‘Multiracial, non-Hispanic’, 7 ‘White, non-Hispanic’. For univariate analysis, this 

variable was altered by combining the ‘Hispanic, no race specified’ and ‘Hispanic, race 

specified’ groups. The variable was then coded as such:  1 ‘American Indian/Alaska Native’, 2 

‘Asian, Hawaii/Pacific Islander’, 3 ‘Black’, 4 ‘Hispanic’, 5 ‘Multiracial’, 6 ‘White’.  

 In preparation for bivariate analysis, a post hoc Scheffe test was ran in order to compare 

the standardized test composite scores by race group means. The Scheffe test revealed that 

Blacks and American Indians had similar means, Hispanics and Multiracials had similar means, 

and that Whites and Asian/Pacific Islanders were also close in means. Therefore, the race 

variable was combined into three categories based off the Scheffe test and recoded as 1 

‘Black/Indian’, 2 ‘Hispanic/Multiracial’, and 3 ‘White/Asian’. Finally, before performing 

multivariate analysis, the race variable was transformed into two separate dummy variables. The 

first dummy variable consisted of two groups in which Black respondents were in one group and 

all other races were in a separate group. The new variable was coded as 0 ‘Other’ and 1 ‘Black’. 

The second dummy variable consisted of two groups in which Hispanic respondents were in one 

group and all other races were in the other. The new variable was coded as 0 ‘Other’ and 1 

‘Hispanic”. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

4.1 Univariate Analysis 

4.1.1 Dependent Variable 

 The dependent variable, standardized test composite scores had a range of 20.91 to 81.04 

(see Table 1). The mean test score was 54.53 with a standard deviation of 8.987 from the total 

sample (N=4332). The shape of this variable is not a normal distribution with the skewness 

equaling -.287 with a standard error of .037 and a kurtosis of -.022 with a standard error of .074. 

 

4.1.2 Parental Involvement 

 The parental involvement with student’s homework scale had a range from 1 to 4 with an 

average of 2.80 (see Table 1); meaning parents are sometimes involved in student’s homework. 

The standard deviation from the total sample was .626. The shape of this variable is not a normal 

distribution with a skewness of -.348 with a standard error of .037 and a kurtosis of -.320 with a 

standard error of .074. 

 The communication between a parent and a student scale (see Table 1) had a mean of 

2.27 with a range from 1 to 3 from the total sample. This means that parents and students 

sometimes communicate with each other. The standard deviation for this scale was .393 and the 

shape of the distribution was not normal. The skewness was -.219 with a standard error of .037 

and the kurtosis was -.317 with a standard error of .074.  
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 Variables that measure the communication between a parent and the school consisted of 

two interval level indexes (see Table 1). The ‘school to parent index’ measured how frequently 

the school contacted the parent, while the ‘parent to school index’ measured how often the parent 

contacted the school. The ‘school to parent index’ had a mean of 1.36 with a standard deviation 

of .346, meaning schools were not contacting parents on average. The range of the total sample 

was a minimum of 1 to a maximum of 3.29. The variable is not normally distributed with a 

skewness of 1.32 with a standard error of .037 and a kurtosis of 2.218 with a standard error of 

.074. 

 The ‘parent to school index’ had a mean of 1.33 with a standard deviation of .372. This 

meant that parents were not contacting the schools on average. The range of the variable had a 

minimum of 1 and a maximum of 4. With a skewness of 1.772 with a standard error of .037 and 

a kurtosis of 4.396 with a standard error of .074, the shape is not normally distributed.  

 Parental involvement with the school is a binary variable that was found to have a mode 

of 1 (see Table 2), which means there were more parents who were involved with their school 

(56.4%) than parents who were not involved (43.6%) in the total sample.  

4.1.3 Family Structure 

 Family composition is a binary variable with a mode of 0 (see Table 3), meaning that 

more students live with both their biological parents (67.6%) than students who do not live with 

both their biological parents (32.4%) from the total sample. The number of siblings variable (see 

Table 1) had a mean of 2.1 with a range from 0 to 6 from the total sample. The standard 

deviation for this scale was 1.394 and the shape of the distribution was not normal. The skewness 

of the variable was 1.069 with a standard error of .037 and the kurtosis was .852 with a standard 
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error of .074. The number of financial earners within a household is a binary variable with a 

mode of 1 (see Table 4), which means the number of households with 2 or more earners is 

greater (68.6%) than the number of households with only one earner (31.4%) in the total sample. 

4.1.4 Socioeconomic Status 

 The socioeconomic status composite variable has a range of 3.95 with a minimum of        

-1.97 and a maximum of 1.98 (see Table 1). The mean of this variable was .26 with a standard 

deviation of -.690. The shape of the distribution is not a normal distribution with a skewness that 

equals .113 with a standard error of .037 and a kurtosis of -.593 with a standard error of .074. 

4.1.5 Student Characteristics 

 The variable sex was found to have a mode of 2 (see Table 5), meaning there were more 

females (52.9%) than males (47.1%) in the total sample. The original race variable had a mode 

of 6 (see Table 6), which means there were more White respondents (79.2%) than Hispanics 

(7.1%), African Americans (5.8%), Multiracial (3.6%), Asian/Pacific Islanders (3.6%), and 

American Indian/ Alaskan Natives (.6%). When the groups were combined into three categories 

in preparation for bivariate analysis the new race variable had a mode of 3, which meant there 

were more White and Asian respondents (82.8%) than Hispanic and Multiracial respondents 

(10.8%) and Black and American Indian respondents (6.4%). 

4.2 Bivariate Analysis 

4.2.1 Parental Involvement 

 Parental involvement with student’s homework was very weakly correlated with 

standardized test composite scores (see Table 7).  There was a very weak correlation between 
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standardized test composite scores and communication between a parent and a student. However, 

communication between a parent and a student was moderately correlated (0.443, p<.001) with 

parental involvement with student’s homework. Parents who communicated more with their 

children reported helping their children with homework more frequently. Communication 

between parents and the school did not seem to be related to standardized test composite scores. 

However, there was a strong correlation between parents contacting the school and the school 

contacting the parents (0.559, p<.001). Parents who contacted the school more reported being 

contacted themselves by the school more frequently.  

An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis that students 

whose parents are involved with the school report higher student academic achievement (see 

Table 8). Students with parents involved at the school reported higher scores on the standardized 

test composite ( =55.55) than students with parents who were not involved at the school (

=53.21). The difference was statistically significant (t=-8.568, p<.001) and meaningful 

(ES=.261). The findings suggest that there is a strong relationship between parental involvement 

at the school and student standardized test composite scores. 

4.2.2 Family Structure 

 An independent samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the hypothesis that students 

who live with both of their biological parents score higher on the standardized test composite 

than students who do not live with their biological parents (see Table 8). Students who lived with 

both biological parents ( =55.68) scored higher on the standardized test composite than students 

who did not live with their biological parents ( =52.13). The difference was statistically 

significant (t=12.408, p<.001) and meaningful (ES=.394). The findings suggest that there is a 
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strong relationship between family composition and student academic achievement. The number 

of siblings was very weakly related to student standardized test composite scores, however (see 

Table 7). 

 An independent samples t-test was also conducted to evaluate whether the number of 

financial earners in a household affects student standardized test composite scores (see Table 8). 

Students from a household with 2 or more earners ( =55.01) had higher scores on the 

standardized test composite than students from a household with only one earner ( =53.48). The 

difference was statistically significant (t= -5.105, p<.001), but not meaningful (ES=.164). The 

findings suggest that there is not a relationship between the number of household earners and 

standardized test composite scores.  

4.2.3 Socioeconomic Status 

 The relationship between socioeconomic status and student academic achievement was 

evaluated by conducting a Pearson’s R correlation (see Table 7). There was a moderate 

correlation (0.399, p<.001) between SES and student standardized test composite scores. 

Students scored higher on the standardized test composite when they had higher levels of SES. 

The findings support the hypothesis that the higher a student’s SES, the higher a student’s 

academic achievement. 

4.2.4 Student Characteristics  

 In order to assess the hypothesis that boys score higher overall on combined standardized 

test scores than girls, an independent samples t-test was performed (see Table 8). On average, 

boys and girls scored relatively the same on the standardized test composite ( =54.33, = 
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54.76). The difference was not statistically significant (t=-1.576, p=.115). The findings suggest 

that there is not a relationship between sex and standardized test composite scores. 

 A one-way analysis of variance was executed to determine the relationship between race 

and standardized test composite scores (see Table 9). Whites and Asian/Pacific Islanders ( = 

55.45) reported the highest standardized test composite scores. Hispanics and Multicultural 

respondents scored lower on the standardized test composite ( =51.33) than Whites and 

Asian/Pacific Islanders. Blacks and American Indians/Alaskan Natives ( =47.97) scored the 

lowest on the standardized test composite out of all the groups. Therefore, there does appear to 

be a strong relationship between race and student academic achievement (F=129.966, p<.001). 

4.3 Multivariate Analysis 

 Although the dependent variable, standardized test composite scores, was not normally 

distributed, there were over 4,000 cases. Also, tests of the residuals suggested that this was not a 

problem. None of the independent variables were correlated over 0.70 with any other 

independent variable. Tests for outliers also were conducted. The maximum found in the 

Mahalonobis distance test was 87, but the maximum for the Cook’s distance test was less than 1. 

The number of outliers in the sample consisted of less than 1% of the total sample, so outliers 

were not removed. 

 A multiple regression analysis was conducted to evaluate how well the variables sex, 

race, socioeconomic status, family composition, number of siblings, number of household 

earners, parents help with homework, communication with student, school contacts parent, 

parent contacts school, and parental involvement with school predict standardized test composite 

scores (see Table 10). On average, girls scored .986 points less than boys on standardized test 
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composite scores. The mean test score was 5.045 points less for Blacks and American Indians 

compared to Whites and Asian/Pacific Islanders. On average, Hispanics and Multiracial scored 

2.409 points less compared to Whites and Asian/Pacific Islanders.  

 For each increase in SES, test scores increased by 4.180 points net of other factors. For 

children not living with both of their biological parents, the mean test score was 1.572 points less 

compared to children living with both of their biological parents. For each unit increase in the 

number of siblings, test scores decreased by .190 points net of other factors.  

 For each unit increase in parents helping with homework, test scores decreased by 3.168 

net of other factors. For each unit increase in communication with the student, test scores 

increased by 4.344 points net of other factors. For each unit increase in the school contacts parent 

variable, test scores increased by .962 points net of other factors. For each unit increase in the 

parent contacts school variable, test scores decreased by 4.079 points net of other factors. For 

children whose parents were involved at their school, the mean test score was 1.366 points more 

compared to those whose parents were not involved at their school.  

 After examination of the standardized betas, socioeconomic status (β=.321) and parents 

helping with homework (β= -.221) are the strongest predictors of student standardized test 

composite scores. Communication with student (β=.190), parents contacting the school (β= -

.169), and the student being Black (β= -.138) are the next strongest predictors of student 

standardized test composite scores. The student being Hispanic (β= -.083), family composition 

(β= -.082), and parental involvement with the school (β=.075) are weak predictors of student test 

scores. The student’s sex (β= -.055), the school contacting the parents (β=.037), the number of 
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siblings (β= -.029), and the number of household earners (β= -.002) are the weakest predictors of 

student standardized test composite scores. 

 The adjusted R
2
 is .271 (p<.001) for the OLS regression model containing all four 

segments, so that 27% of the variance in standardized test composite scores is explained by all 

these variables combined. When the student characteristics model is removed, the R
2
 decreases 

to .246. When the SES model is removed, the R
2
 decreases to .184. When the family structure 

model is removed, the R
2
 decreases to .264. When the parental involvement model is removed, 

the R
2
 decreases to .198. Therefore, looking at the total variance, the SES model segment has the 

greatest impact on student achievement than the other three segments. However, when 

investigating unique variance, the parental involvement model segment accounts for 43% of the 

unique variance in standardized test composite scores, while the SES segment accounts for 41%. 

The student characteristics segment accounts for 13% and the family structure model segment 

accounts for 3% of the unique variance (see Table 11).  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 This study examined ten hypotheses drawn from previous literature about factors that 

influence student academic achievement. Hypothesis 1 stated that the higher the level of parental 

involvement with student’s homework, the higher the student academic achievement. Bivariate 

analysis revealed that parental involvement with student’s homework was very weakly correlated 

with student achievement. Multivariate analysis determined that a parent helping with homework 

was one of the strongest predictors of student standardized test composite scores. For this study, 

however, a parent helping with homework was not a positive influence in student academic 

achievement. The results showed that the more a parent helped their student with homework, the 

worse they scored on standardized tests (see Table 10). Therefore, the hypothesis was not 

supported. 

 Preceding literature is conflicted on whether parental assistance with homework is 

beneficial or not to the student. Previous studies have found a parent helping their student with 

homework improves academic achievement (Izzo et al, 1999) and has positive effects on student 

attitudes and behaviors (Epstein, 1987), while others suggest there is no effect or have reported 

negative effects on student success (Dumont et al, 2012; Pomerantz et al, 2007). This study adds 

to the mixed results regarding parental involvement with homework, yet seems to support 

previous literature claiming a negative relationship to student achievement. 

 Hypothesis 2 focused on the level of communication between the parent and the student 

declaring that the higher the level of communication, the higher the student academic 

achievement. Bivariate analysis revealed that communication between parent and student was 
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very weakly correlated to student success. However, the OLS regression found that 

communication was the third strongest predictor of student academic achievement and for each 

unit increase in communication with the student, test scores increased by 4.344 points net of 

other factors. There was also a moderate correlation between communication and the level of 

parental involvement with student’s homework. This means parents who communicated more 

with their children helped them with their homework more frequently than parents who 

communicated less with their students.  

Epstein (1987) reported in previous literature that communication and parent interactions 

with students spurred positive effects on student attitudes and behaviors. Also, homework could 

create opportunities for parents and children to communicate more about school or other issues 

the child may be experiencing (Epstein, 1987). This study may not fully support previous 

literature that states communication between parent and child improves the student’s academic 

achievement. However, it does support Epstein’s theory that communication may be beneficial 

for students and possibly lead to more involvement in other areas, such as helping with 

homework.  

Communication between the parent and the school was discovered in bivariate analysis to 

have no relationship to student academic achievement. However, the OLS regression found that 

a parent contacting the school was the fourth strongest predictor of student academic 

achievement and for each unit increase in the parent contacting the school, test scores decreased 

by 4.079 points net of other factors.  This does not support the hypothesis that the higher the 

level of communication between the parent and the school, the higher the student attainment.  

Therefore, this study does not support previous literature and Epstein’s theory of “overlapping 

spheres of influence” which reports communication between parents and the schools improves 
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student academic success (Domina, 2009; Epstein, 2001; Epstein et al, 2002; Epstein et al, 2009; 

Galindo & Sheldon, 2012). 

 The last hypothesis in the parental involvement segment stated the higher the level of 

involvement the parent had with the school, the higher the student educational success. An 

independent samples t-test determined that there was a strong and meaningful relationship 

between parental involvement at the school and student achievement. This supported the 

hypothesis by concluding that students with parents involved at the school reported higher scores 

on the standardized test composite than students with parents who were not involved at the 

school (see Table 8). The results on this hypothesis also support previous literature that reports 

higher levels of academic achievement in students whose parents are involved with their school 

(Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Pomerantz et al, 2007). In addition, the parental involvement model 

segment accounted for 43% of the unique variance in standardized test composite scores.  

 The family structure segment consisted of three hypotheses dealing with family 

composition, number of siblings, and number of household earners. Hypothesis 5 suggested that 

children who lived with both their biological parents will have a higher academic achievement 

than children who do not. The results of an independent samples t-test supported this hypothesis 

by concluding that there was a strong and meaningful relationship between family composition 

and student educational success. Students from households with both biological parents scored 

higher on standardized tests than students who did not live with both biological parents (see 

Table 8). These results also support previous literature that states children living with both 

biological parents have higher educational outcomes (Chiu, 2007; DeBell, 2008; Heard, 2007; 

Heuveline et al, 2010; Lee et al, 2007; Martin, 2012; Monserud & Elder, 2011). 
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 Bivariate analysis resulted in a very weak correlation between the number of siblings and 

student test scores. The OLS regression found that the number of siblings was one of the weakest 

predictors of student test scores. These results did not support the hypothesis that children with 

fewer siblings will have a higher student academic achievement than children who have more 

siblings. Bivariate results demonstrated that students from households with two or more earners 

had higher test scores than students from households with only one earner. However, the 

relationship was not meaningful and does not support the hypothesis that children from 

households with two or more earners will have higher student academic success compared to 

students with only one household earner. Also, the OLS regression found that the number of 

household earners was one of the weakest predictors of student test composite scores. Previous 

literature states that households without both parents (earners) and additional household family 

members may decrease the available resources for a child, which could then result in fewer 

opportunities and lower academic success (Chiu, 2007; DeBell, 2008). The results from this 

study, however, do not support previous literature.  

 Hypothesis 8 stated the higher a student’s SES, the higher a student’s academic 

achievement and was supported through analysis (see Table 7). There was a moderate correlation 

between SES and student test scores, meaning students scored higher on the standardized test 

composite when they had higher levels of SES. When looking at the total variance, the SES 

model segment had the greatest impact on student achievement than the other three segments. 

However when investigating unique variance, the SES segment accounted for 41%. This also 

supports previous literature (Albrecht & Albrecht, 2011; Boxer, Goldstein, DeLorenzo, Savoy, & 

Mercado, 2011; Chiu, 2007; Condron, 2007; Dumont et al, 2012; Ma, 2009; Nelson & Lee, 

2009; Neuenschwander et al, 2007; Perrucci & Wysong, 2008; Ready, 2010). 
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 In regards to student characteristics, hypothesis 9 claimed boys would score higher 

overall on combined standardized test scores than girls. An independent samples t-test concluded 

that on average boys and girls scored relatively the same overall on the standardized test 

composite and there was no relationship between gender and standardized test scores (see Table 

8). However, the OLS regression suggests that sex does have an impact on student test scores. It 

found that sex was a very weak predictor of student achievement and, on average, females scored 

-.986 points less than males (see Table 10). Therefore, the hypothesis and previous literature 

(Aulette & Wittner, 2012; Buchmann et al, 2008; Halpern, 1997) was supported.  

 There was a strong relationship between race and student academic achievement (see 

Table 9). Whites and Asian/Pacific Islanders reported the highest standardized test composite 

scores. Hispanics and Multicultural respondents scored lower on the standardized test composite 

than Whites and Asian/Pacific Islanders. Blacks and American Indians/Alaskan Natives scored 

the lowest on the standardized test composite out of all the groups. This supports the final 

hypothesis that Whites would have a higher level of student academic achievement compared to 

other groups. These results also support previous literature that reports lower academic success 

for most minorities compared to Whites (Aulette & Wittner, 2012; Bankston & Caldas, 1998; 

Logan et al, 2012; Pang, Han, & Pang, 2011; Warikoo & Carter, 2009). However, it should be 

noted that final results included Asian/Pacific Islanders in the White group. 

5.1 Limitations and Future Research 

 Through examining previous literature it was hypothesized that model segments 

interacted not only with student academic achievement, but also with each other (see Theoretical 

Model). SES may influence parental involvement and, in turn, affect student academic 



 
 

50 

 

achievement. Similarly, family composition may influence both SES and parental involvement, 

which could then affect student academic achievement. Therefore, a limitation to the study is that 

interactions between the model segments were not tested. Further research could examine these 

interactions between model segments to determine their impact on student academic 

achievement.  

 Another limitation to this study is information about prior student achievement and the 

reasons for parents becoming involved. Pomerantz et al. (2007) believes that mixed results 

regarding parental involvement in homework is due to researchers examining the quantity rather 

than the quality of involvement. Therefore, studies should focus more on how the parents are 

involved and why they are involved with their student’s homework. However, this information 

was not available for analysis because the data used was from a secondary dataset. Further 

research could focus on the quality of parental help and why the parents are (or became) 

involved.  

 In this study, the dependent variable, academic achievement, was measured using 

standardized test composite scores. Academic achievement can be considered a 

multidimensional concept that cannot be fully measured by a single variable, but due to time 

restraints this study only utilized one variable to represent academic achievement. Further 

research could create a composite variable to represent academic achievement, which could also 

include variables that look at GPA, honor courses, completing homework, educational 

aspirations, and plans for the future.  

 Although SES had the strongest impact on student achievement, the parental involvement 

segment had the second strongest impact. Parental involvement is also a multidimensional 
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concept that cannot be fully defined by only one type of involvement. Future research could 

further examine the many forms of contribution identified in this study and possible other forms 

not discussed, and determine which contributions have the greatest impact. For example, 

potential research could study more in depth the possible relationship and effects of 

communication between parents and students, in regards to academic achievement, helping more 

with school related activities, and student attitudes and behaviors.  

 Finally, many variables were used in this study and only 27% of the variance in 

standardized test composite scores was explained by all those variables combined. Future 

research could focus more on what other variables may account for the other 73% in variance in 

academic achievement. A majority of the variables used here examine academic achievement on 

a more individual level, therefore more structural level variables could be studied and the effects 

of those structural level influences on the individual level observed. These structural level 

variables could include characteristics of the school districts, the school environment, or policies 

that affect federal funding to schools. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

 Years of research have shown that parental involvement and encouragement is essential 

for student’s learning, attitudes, behavior, aspirations, achievement, and personal and academic 

development (Dauber & Epstein, 1993; Dumont, Trautwein, Ludtke, Neumann, Niggli & 

Schnyder, 2012; Epstein, 1982; Epstein, 1991; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Ouellette & 

Wilkerson, 2008; Pomerantz et al, 2007). This study examined that influence of parental 

contribution and suggests that parental involvement has an impact on students. The importance 

of this information has been emphasized to schools and, especially, parents in order to build 

strong relationships between them to enhance the potential and success of their students. Several 

organizations have made it their mission to promote parental involvement in children’s 

education.  

 The Parent Teacher Association (PTA) is a nationwide network who promotes children’s 

well-being and educational success through advocacy and collaboration of schools, families, and 

communities (National PTA, 2013). They created a family engagement program emphasizing 

family-school partnerships that raise awareness and takes action to support involvement through 

various programs and practices (National PTA, 2013). The PTA provides resources and 

strategies to educate parents and teachers and hold events such as “Take Your Family to School 

Week” and “Male Engagement Conferences”.  

 The National Coalition for Parental Involvement in Education (NCPIE) also advocates 

parental involvement and strong relationships between the home, school, and community. They 

serve as a representative for initiatives, conduct activities, and provide resources and legislative 
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information for parents and teachers (ebwebwork, 2013). The NCPIE provides schools and 

parents with various helpful resources in order to stimulate parental involvement such as a 

database of organizations, research, resources, and links to the Parent Information Resource 

Centers and Parent Training Information Centers (ebwebwork, 2013).  

 Organizations, such as these, sponsoring and emphasizing the importance of parental 

involvement in education should be supported and encouraged. They could provide the research 

and information needed by schools and parents to educate them about the impact that parental 

involvement, support, and collaboration can have on student success. Parents may not be able to 

have full control over their socioeconomic status, resources, or the structural influences that 

affect their children’s potential life outcomes, but they can control how they support and include 

themselves with their children. By educating parents of the importance of their involvement and 

providing strategies and resources to them, they may have the potential of helping their children 

in a positive manner that could improve their student’s educational outcomes.  

 By becoming educated and involved in their student’s education, these parents may then 

be more inclined to push for policies that provide extra funding and resources to poor students 

and school districts in order to better equalize the issue of socioeconomic status. Families may 

also be able to become involved in programs that try to help students from low income families. 

One such program that has existed since 1965 is Head Start, within the Administration for 

Children and Families of the Department of Health and Human Services (U.S. Department of 

Health and Human Services, 2013). Head Start is a federal program that gives children from low 

SES families an opportunity to be better prepared for school by improving their cognitive, social, 

and emotional development (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2013). Head Start 

also stresses the importance of a parent’s role in their children’s education and provides services 
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to low income families based on their needs. These services may include health, nutrition, social, 

educational, and other services deemed necessary for the family (U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services, 2013).  

 In conclusion, the parental involvement model segment accounted for 43% of the unique 

variance in standardized test composite scores. A parent helping with homework was one of the 

strongest predictors of student standardized test composite scores. For this study, however, a 

parent helping with homework was not viewed as a positive influence in student academic 

achievement. Communication was the third strongest predictor of student academic achievement 

and for each unit increase in communication with the student, test scores increased by 4.344 

points net of other factors. Parents involved at the school reported higher scores on the 

standardized test composite than students with parents who were not involved at the school. 

 In regards to other factors, students scored higher on the standardized test composite 

when they had higher levels of SES. When looking at the total variance, the SES model segment 

had the greatest impact on student achievement than the other three segments. However when 

investigating unique variance, the SES segment accounted for 41%. In addition, students from 

households with both biological parents scored higher on standardized tests than students who 

did not live with both biological parents. Finally, Whites and Asian/Pacific Islanders have a 

higher level of student academic achievement compared to other racial groups.  
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