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Abstract
This meta-analysis of 51 studies examines the relationship between various kinds of parental involvement programs and the academic achievement
of pre-kindergarten-12th-grade school children. Analyses determined the
effect sizes for various parental involvement programs overall and subcategories of involvement. Results indicate a significant relationship between
parental involvement programs overall and academic achievement, both
for younger (preelementary and elementary school) and older (secondary
school) students as well as for four types of parental involvement programs.
Parental involvement programs, as a whole, were associated with higher
academic achievement by .3 of a standard deviation unit. The significance of
these results is discussed.
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Review of the Literature
Background of the Problem
Over the past four decades educators have been increasingly concerned
about the degree to which parents are involved (or uninvolved) in their
children’s education (Ferrara, 2009; Gibson & Jefferson, 2006; Mapp,
Johnson, Strickland, & Meza, 2008). The presence of more parents in the
work force, the fast pace of modern society as a whole, and the declining
role of the family have all been reasons that some social scientists have
pointed to, to explain an apparent decline in parental involvement in education (Jeynes, 2006, 2010; Mapp et al., 2008). Educators also realize that
children in urban areas may be influenced by these realities as much or more
than any group in the country (Jasis & Ordonez-Jasis, 2012; Lightfoot,
2007; Mapp et al., 2008).
As delineated by the United Code of Law (USCS 7801 (32), parental
involvement is defined as “the participation of parents in regular, two-way,
and meaningful communication, involving student learning and other school
activities.” Parental involvement programs are school-sponsored initiatives
that are designed to require or encourage parental participation in their children’s education. Joyce Epstein (2001) has defined six different types of
parental involvement that include parenting, communicating, volunteering,
learning at home, decision making, and collaborating with the community.
Nevertheless, subsequent research has indicated that Epstein’s rubric is
probably too simplistic (Jeynes, 2005, 2007, 2010).

Purpose of the Study
Many educators have highlighted the importance of parental involvement,
if children are to do well in school (Ferrara, 2009; Gibson & Jefferson,
2006; Mapp et al., 2008). However, there has never been a meta-analysis
published in a journal that is focused specifically on the efficacy of parental
involvement programs. A meta-analysis statistically combines all the relevant existing studies on a given subject to determine the aggregated results
of said research. Consequently, the research community has clearly determined that the voluntary expression of parental involvement is strongly
related to school outcomes. In contrast, however, social scientists can really
offer no genuine consensus about the effectiveness of school-based parental
involvement programs. As a result, the academic community cannot even
give guidance to schools about whether they should even initiate family
involvement programs at all. Without this knowledge, it is not clear whether

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

708		

Urban Education 47(4)

schools should attempt to enhance parental engagement or whether such
activities should be left up to with parents with schools practicing a more
laissez faire approach to parental participation (Jeynes, 2010). To be sure, it
is vital to determine whether schools should be actively engaged in sponsoring such programs. Moreover, it is also important to determine whether
specific types of parental involvement programs work. To the extent that it
is apparent that there is no real consensus in the scholarly community about
whether these school-based system work, there is also virtually no agreement about what programs work best. As much as academics have tried to
alleviate the achievement gap that often exists between urban and suburban
students, it is unacceptable to not know if school-based family engagement
programs can help alleviate this gap (McKenzie, 2008).
There have been isolated attempts to assess the effects of parental involvement programs to some degree. Mattingly, Prislin, McKenzie, Rodriguez, and
Kayzar (2002) conducted a research synthesis. This study, however, suffered
from the weaknesses of being nonmathematical in nature, using a “votecounting” approach to analyzing the data rather than conducting an actual
meta-analysis. In addition, the Mattingly study did not include a complete a
list of parental involvement programs. In fact, the Mattingly study omitted
some important studies that should have been included in their research synthesis. In spite of the fact that Mattingly and her colleagues used a vote-counting
approach rather than a mathematical approach, that is, a meta-analysis, and
did not include a number of highly regarded published studies, they concluded
that parental involvement programs demonstrated virtually no influence on
student academic achievement.
Chad Nye and his colleagues (2006) also undertook what might be called
a mini-meta-analysis, which, unlike the Mattingly study, was never published in a journal. This study, however, did not meet the methodological
level of the Mattingly study, except that it did include an attempt to quantify
the results. For reasons that are unclear, it was limited overwhelmingly to
doctoral dissertations, and although it was done 4 years later than the
Mattingly study, it included even fewer high quality published studies than
did Mattingly’s work. Most of the studies included in their meta-analysis are
not listed in their reference section. Nye’s study also includes some studies
that have reciprocal peer tutoring (RPT), in which this variable cannot be
disentangled from the parental involvement variable. Therefore the Mattingly
study is still the research that is cited much more often.
The Mattingly (2002) study attempted to build on a previous relatively
simple meta-analysis undertaken by Fan and Chen (2001). The Fan and
Chen study concluded that parental involvement, as a general construct, was
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associated with higher academic outcomes. However, the Fan and Chen
study made no attempt to specifically address the influence of involvement
programs, and therefore can offer little guidance to schools or parents
regarding their efficacy.
Importance of determining if parental involvement programs work. Resolving
the issues of whether school-based parental participation programs work is
particularly important because various social scientists believe that parental
engagement is one of the most puissant forces that can improve the school
outcomes of urban youth (Hara, 1998). Many educators and sociologists
have argued that in modern society, in particular, parental involvement may
be especially salient due to elevated family dissolution rates, numerous twoparent working families, and unique sociological pressures on children.
These variables are apparent in the United States as a whole, but they are
especially obvious in urban areas and among many families of color (Ferrara,
2009; Gibson & Jefferson, 2006; Sy, 2006). It is one thing to assert that voluntary parental participation yields, on average, higher educational outcomes than would otherwise be the case. Indeed, the evidence for this
conclusion is strong and consistent, especially when one includes more
subtle components of parental involvement (Jeynes, 2005, 2007, 2010).
However, it is quite another thing to conclude that school-based parental
involvement programs work (Jeynes, 2003a). In fact, it is quite possible and
even reasonable to conclude that while voluntary expressions of such family
engagement work, school programs might be quite ineffective.
The fact is that there has never been an academic article primarily dedicated to using a meta-analysis to determine if parental involvement programs
work. This fact largely not only demonstrates a dearth of knowledge that exists
regarding the utility of these programs but also what types of parental involvement programs would help student achievement the most (Christian, Morrison,
& Bryant, 1998; Epstein, 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002). Both parents and
teachers need specific information to determine whether only voluntary
expressions of family involvement work, or if school-initiated programs can
work as well (Jeynes, 2005). In addition, teachers, parents, and principals need
guidance to maximize the efficacy of parental involvement programs, if in fact
they work at all (Jeynes, 2007; Mapp et al., 2008).
Although numerous studies have been done that examine the effects of
school-sponsored parental involvement programs, many of these studies
examine only particular aspects of parental involvement, examine parental
involvement only in a specific context, or are interested in the effects of
parental involvement only on particular groups (Sy, 2006). Even when
researchers address parental engagement generally, they have used small
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samples to address the effects of parental involvement (Crouter, HelmsErickson, Updegraff, & McHale, 1999; Ferrara, 2009). As a result of the specific nature and size of these studies it is difficult to make generalizations to
the general population and to urban residents specifically (Gibson & Jefferson,
2006). There are now a sufficient number of studies that have been done
examining these programs so that a meta-analysis can supply information
regarding their overall effectiveness.

Theoretical Framework
With the above considerations in mind, it is clear that the theoretical framework for assessing the utility of parental involvement programs is quite different from that of addressing the effectiveness of voluntary expressions of
parental involvement. In the case of voluntary expressions of mother and
father participation, the primary issues really come down to the degree to
which parents can make a difference in raising the grades and test scores of
their children (Jeynes, 2003a, 2005, 2007). On the issue of voluntary parental
involvement, generally social scientists on both sides of the debate are in
agreement that parents can make a difference along these lines. In the case of
addressing formal programs for such involvement, however, there is much
less consensus. The debate instead rests on whether schools can help parents,
even perhaps previously unmotivated parents, to improve their children’s
outcomes. The essence of this theoretical debate was laid out in a recent
article in Teacher’s College Record, in which the questions were asked as to
whether schools can effectively teach parents how to become involved, and
whether they can effectively motivate parents that may have not demonstrated
any previous inclination to become involved (Jeynes, 2010). The contents of
this article really set the stage for this meta-analysis that follows.
Based on the article mentioned above (Jeynes, 2010), the theoretical
framework really comes down to a debate between those who believe that
parental involvement must be voluntary to be effective and those who assert
that schools can teach parents how to become involved, and that they can
motivate parents who might otherwise have no inclination to become
involved (Gensheimer, Ayers, & Roosa, 1993; Hughes & Black, 2002;
Jeynes, 2010; McGhee & Waterhouse, 2002). Some social scientists assert
that parental expressions of support, like similar human expressions of love,
self-discipline, and loyalty, can really only successfully operate when they
are voluntary acts (Gensheimer et al., 1993; Hughes & Black, 2002; McGhee
& Waterhouse, 2002). They assert that on this basis, parents either will or
will not be involved, based on their own individual voluntary decisions
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(Hughes & Black, 2002; McGhee & Waterhouse, 2002; Pugh, 1985). That
is, schools cannot successfully force parents to be involved any more than
one can force one person to love another or be loyal to someone against his
or her will (Barber, 2004; Batson, Armad, & Stocks, 2004). In contrast to
this perspective, other social scientists opine that it is possible to teach
fathers and mothers how to become more fully engaged in their children’s
education (Epstein, 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Mapp et al., 2008).
Those who maintain this position often have perspectives either founded in,
or consistent with, Social Learning Theory or Behaviorist Theory, but they
do not necessarily hold to the edicts of theories (Epstein, 2001; Henderson
& Mapp, 2002; Mapp et al., 2008). Instead, they may espouse an alternative
perspective based on the notion that behavior can be modified (Shumow &
Lomax, 2002; Smith & Sterns, 1997).
Although the Teachers College Record article (Jeynes, 2010) lays out
the basis for this theoretical debate just described, it adds another ingredient to the debate, which makes resolving the issue of the efficacy of parental involvement programs even more interesting (Jeynes, 2010). The author
asks a question that leaves room for a middle ground on this theoretical
framework debate. That is, even if one assumes that at least some components of parental involvement are teachable, are the most salient components of parental involvement able to be passed on to others? The answer to
this question may, more than anything else, determine the extent to which
parental involvement programs help students. Nevertheless, it is also true
that this last question introduces a second research question. That is, even
if parental involvement programs work, which are the types of programs
that are most effective? Both questions are vital for academics to answer if
they are to be able to give guidance to teachers, principals, and parents
about how to inaugurate a school-based parental involvement program
(Jeynes, 2003a, 2005, 2007).
The Need for a Meta-Analysis for Urban Students. As insufficient as
the Mattingly study might seem, the reality is that there has been no metaanalysis that has been published in a journal since then that has dedicated
an article to resolving the question of whether parental involvement programs are effective. In addition, no meta-analysis or research synthesis has
ever been undertaken that distinguishes between the various types of parental involvement programs. Knowing which programs work best is as important as knowing whether programs help overall. Most teachers and parents
have a sense that their engagement in their children’s schooling will ameliorate academic outcomes. They may or may not believe that involvement
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programs work, but they likely have no notion about which of these programs work best. Given the importance of urban education and the potential
that parental involvement has to help scholastic outcomes, it is vital to
ascertain the extent to which specific involvement programs can raise urban
student achievement.

Two Research Questions Addressed in this Study
Two research questions, therefore, emerge, and are especially pertinent to
parents and educators. First, do school programs of parental involvement
positively influence prekindergarten through 12th-grade students? Second,
what types of parental involvement programs help those students the most?
The types of parental involvement are defined on the basis of those most
frequently by Epstein (2001) and other researchers to help obtain insight
about whether particular kinds of programs appear to work better than others.
The practice of particular kinds of programs generally reflects the views of
the initiators of these efforts, regarding which aspects of parental involvement are most important. To answer these two key questions, it is imperative
to know what the overall body of research indicates. A meta-analysis statistically combines all the relevant existing studies on a given subject to determine the aggregated results of said research. This study utilizes meta-analysis
to examine the effects of parental involvement programs on prekindergarten
through 12th-grade children, addressing each of the two research questions
listed.

Method
Analytical Approach
Research Methods and Data Analysis Plan For the Meta-Analysis on
the Achievement Gap. This meta-analysis examined the relationship between
parental involvement programs and pre-kindergarten-12th-grade school student achievement. This meta-analysis first addressed whether there is a statistically significant relationship between school-based parental involvement
programs and student academic outcomes (Research Question No. 1). The second analysis determined what specific types of parental involvement programs
help those students the most (Research Question No. 2).
The procedures employed to conduct the meta-analysis are outlined under
the heading “Analytical Approach,” and the following headings are listed
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below: Data Collection Method, Statistical Methods, Study Quality Rating,
and Effect Size Statistics, and Defining of Variables.
Each study included in this meta-analysis met the following criteria:
1. It needed to examine parental involvement in a way that could be
conceptually and statistically distinguished from other primary
variables under consideration. For example, if a school implemented a program that involved nine key features, including parental involvement, and the influence of parental involvement could
not be statistically isolated from the other features, the study was
not included in the analysis.
2. It needed to include a sufficient amount of statistical information
to determine effect sizes. That is, a study needed to contain enough
information so that test statistics, such as those resulting from a t
test, analysis of variance, and so forth, were either provided in the
study or could be determined from the means and measures of variance listed in the study.
3. If the study used a control group, it had to qualify as a true control
group, and therefore be a fair and accurate means of comparison.
Moreover, if the research utilized a control group at some times but
not others, only the former comparisons were included in the metaanalysis.
4. The study could be a published or unpublished study. This was to
reduce the likelihood of publication bias. The databases that were
searched and the types of studies that were found are listed in the
appendices.
Due to the nature of the criteria listed above, qualitative studies were not
included in the analysis. Although qualitative studies are definitely valuable,
they are difficult to code for quantitative purposes and any attempt to do so
might bias the results of the meta-analysis.
Data Collection Method (Coding and Rater Reliability). To obtain the
studies used in the meta-analysis, a search was performed using every major
social science research database (e.g., Psych Info, ERIC, Dissertation Abstracts
International, Wilson Periodicals, Sociological Abstracts, and so forth), totaling
60 databases, to find studies examining the relationship between parental
involvement programs and the academic achievement of children from Grades
pre-kindergarten-12. The search terms included parental involvement, parents,
schools, family, education, parental support, partnership, programs, communication, expectations, reading, attendance, homework, household, rules, and
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parental style. Reference sections from journal articles on parental involvement
programs were also examined to find additional research articles. E-mails were also
sent to each of the Education department chairs of the more than 100 Research 1
universities in the United States, asking them if there were any faculty in their
department who had either recently completed or was just about to complete a
study examining the effects of parental involvement programs. Although this
comprehensive search yielded hundreds of articles and papers on parental involvement programs, nearly all of these articles were not quantitative in nature. The
research team obtained a total of 73 studies that addressed the relationship under
study, and found 51 studies that had a sufficient degree of quantitative data to
include in this meta-analysis. Among the 51 studies that possessed a sufficient
degree of quantitative data, the total number of subjects was approximately 13,000.
A number of different characteristics of each study were included for use in
this study. These characteristics included (a) report characteristics, (b) sample
characteristics, (c) intervention type, (d) the research design, (e) the grade
level or age of the students, (f) the outcome and predictor variables, (g) the
length (in weeks) of the parental involvement program, (h) the attrition rate,
and (i) the estimate of the relationship between parental involvement and academic achievement. Two coders, who had been coding for at least 10 years,
coded the studies on these characteristics, and had 96% agreement on their
coding of the following study characteristics:
Report characteristics. Each study entry began with the name of the author
of the study. Then the year the study was recorded, followed by the type of
research report. Research reports were defined either as a journal article,
book, book chapter, dissertation, master’s thesis, government, school, or private report, conference paper, or other type of report.
Sample characteristics. These included the number of students sampled,
their locations, and how they were selected, for example, via random selection, stratified random selection, or via advertisement.
Intervention type. The experimental or procedural manipulation used, if
any, was recorded to determine the effects of parental involvement programs
on student achievement.
Research design. The studies in this meta-analysis were categorized into
three basic types of design. First, it was noted which studies employed some
type of manipulation to assess the effects of parental involvement programs.
The second type of design included studies that took cross-sectional measures of the effect of a parental involvement program, without utilizing any
type of manipulation. The third type of design involved the calculation of a
correlation coefficient between the parental involvement program and student educational outcomes.
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For studies that employed a manipulation to measure the effects of a parental
involvement program, the following were recorded: (a) the length, frequency,
duration, and total number of training sessions; (b) the method of training
(workshop, individual meetings, phone calls, videotape, email communication,
newsletter); (c) the type of behavioral or achievement-related outcome measure
(e.g., standardized achievement test; nonstandardized achievement test; or class
grades); (d) the unit of analysis (individual student or classroom) at which the
effect size was calculated; and (e) the magnitude of the relationship between
parental involvement and student achievement.
For the cross-sectional studies and correlation studies, if it was available,
the following were also recorded: (a) the socioeconomic status of participants in the sample; and (b) the types of behavioral and academic measures
that were used.
The length (in weeks) of the parental involvement program, which was
particularly important because secondary analyses were performed to determine if there was a relationship between the length of the parental involvement program and the effects that emerged in various studies.
The grade level or age of the students was coded, including means and
standard deviations when they were available.
The outcome and predictor variables from each study were coded to
include the different ways that achievement was measured.
Attrition rate. When available, the attrition rate of each study was coded.
The estimate of the relationship between parental involvement and student
achievement. The process of the effect size estimation is described in the next
section.
Statistical Methods and the Effect Size Statistic. Effect sizes were
computed from data in such forms as t tests, F tests, p levels, frequencies,
and r-values via conversion formulas provided by Glass and his colleagues
(Glass, McGaw, & Smith, 1981). When results were not significant, studies
sometimes reported only a significance level. In the unusual case that the
direction of these not significant results was not available, the effect size
was calculated to be zero.
For studies with manipulations, I used the standardized mean difference
to estimate the effect of parental involvement. The d-index (Cohen, 1988)
is a scale-free measure of the separation between two group means.
Calculating the d-index for any comparison involved dividing the difference between the two group means by either their average standard deviation or by the standard deviation of the control group. In the meta-analysis,
I subtracted the experimental group mean from the control group mean and
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divided the difference by their average standard deviation. Hence, positive
effect sizes indicated that various factors were successful in reducing the
achievement gap. As a supplement to these analyses, the Hedges’ “g” measure of effect size was used (Hedges, 1981). Since it employed the pooled
standard deviation in the denominator, it customarily provided a more conservative estimate of effect size. Hedges also provided a correction factor
that helped to adjust for the impact of small samples.
For studies that involved cross-sectional measures of the relationship
between parental involvement and achievement, the following procedures
were undertaken. For those studies that attempted to statistically equate students on other variables, the preferred measure of relationship strength was
the standardized beta-weight, β. These parameters were determined from the
output of multiple regression analyses. If beta-weights could not be obtained
from study reports, the most similar measures of effect (e.g., unstandardized
regression weights) were retrieved.
For studies that involved cross-sectional measures but included no
attempt to statistically equate students on third variables, the results from the
t tests, F tests, and correlation studies provided by the researchers in the
study were used. Probability values were used as a basis for computation
only if the researchers did not supply any of information on the test statistics
just mentioned.
Calculating average effect sizes. A weighting procedure was used to calculate average effect sizes across all the comparisons. First, each independent
effect size was first multiplied by the inverse of its variance. The sum of these
products was then divided by the sum of the inverses. Then, 95% confidence
intervals were calculated. As Hedges and Vevea (1998) recommend, all the
analyses were conducted using fixed-error assumptions in one analysis and
applied random-error assumptions in the other.
If there was more than one effect size presented in the results section, the
effect size that was chosen was based on that which referred to (a) the overall sample, and (b) the purest measure of parental involvement. In the case
of results that included clear statistical outliers, the presence of these outliers
was acknowledged and then supplemental analyses were run without such
an outlier to estimate the degree to which the presence of an outlier might
have affected the results.
Tests of homogeneity were completed on the parental involvement programs to gain a sense of the consistency of specific parental involvement
measures across studies.
Analyses were also undertaken to address a variety of important questions
that provided social scientists with more insight into the relationship between
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parental involvement and academic outcomes: (a) the effect sizes for parental
involvement programs using both standardized and nonstandardized academic measures; and (b) the effects of parental involvement programs in
cases in which parental involvement was the only independent variable considered versus when it was part of a broader intervention.
Study Quality Rating. Two researchers coded the studies independently
for quality, the presence of randomization, and whether both the definitional criteria for parental involvement and specific aspects of parental
involvement were met. Study quality and the use of random samples were
graded on a 0 (lowest) to 3 (highest) scale. Quality was determined using
the following:
(a) Did it use randomization of assignment? (b) Did it avoid mono-method
bias? (c) Did it avoid mono-operation bias? (d) Did it avoid selection bias?
(e) Did it use a specific definition of parental involvement?
We calculated interrater reliability by computing percentage of agreement
on the definition of parental involvement, the specific components examined
in each study, issues of randomization, and quality of the study. Interrater reliability was 100% on whether a study examined parental involvement, 97% for
the specific components of parental involvement examined in a given study,
and 91% for the quality of the study. For the specific components of quality,
interrater agreement percentages were 94% for randomization, 94% for avoiding mono-method bias, 94% for avoiding mono-operation bias, 90% for
avoiding selection bias, and 97% for using a specific definition of parental
involvement.
Two supplementary analyses were done to include first, only those studies
with quality ratings of 2 and 3, and second, only those studies with quality
ratings of 1 to 3.
Defining of Variables. For the purposes of this study, parental involvement
was defined as parental participation in the educational processes and experiences of their children. The specific parental involvement programs,
defined below, were those most frequently applied by the researchers
(Deslandes, Royer, Turcott, & Bertrand, 1997; Epstein, 2001). That is, the
types of parental involvement programs were based on the components of
parental involvement as described by Epstein (2001) and others. Theorists
such as Epstein aver that such expressions of parental engagement such as
reading with children, communication both within the family and between
the family and the school, checking homework, and so forth, were the primary expressions of parental involvement. In addition to this consideration,
several parental involvement researchers have argued that there are certain
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classifications of students that often do not perform well scholastically that
therefore especially need parental involvement programs (Henderson &
Mapp, 2002; Mapp et al., 2008). Consequently, many educators believe that
it is imperative that social scientists determine whether disadvantaged- and
ESL-students benefit from these programs. Therefore, such programs were
also considered separately.
General parental involvement program. Included the overall measure of
parental involvement programs, as defined by the researchers of a particular
study. If a study did not have an overall measure of the parental involvement
program, the effect size of this variable was determined by combining all its
discrete measures.
Shared reading program. This was any program that encouraged parents
and their children to read together either material required by the school,
recommended by the school, or independently determined by the parents and
their youth.
Emphasized partnership program. This included any effort that was designed
to help parents and teachers collaborate with one another as equal partners in
any attempt to improve children’s academic and/or behavior outcomes. It
involved parents and teachers working together to develop common strategies, rules, guidelines, and expectations that were thought be necessary, appropriate, and constructive to help the youth live up to their full potential.
Checking homework program. This included any school-based parental
involvement initiative that was designed to encourage mothers and fathers
to become engaged more actively in their children’s schooling by checking
everyday whether their youth had completed their homework. Schools generally then required the parents to sign a statement each day indicating that
they had fulfilled this duty.
Communication between parents and teachers program. This program
incorporated efforts by schools to foster increased communication between
parents and teachers. This emphasis was frequently initiated to maximize
teamwork, layout curricular and behavioral direction for children, and to
minimize misunderstandings.
Head start program. This set of studies combined the effects of all the Head
Start programs that placed a special emphasis on parental involvement.
ESL teaching program. This included school-based efforts to raise parental
involvement levels by teaching parents English via ESL programs. By
enabling parents to master English, it empowered them to realize higher
levels of parental participation than has ever been accomplished by these
parents.
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Results
Overall, the results of the meta-analysis indicate that there is a relationship
between pre-kindergarten-12th-grade school parental involvement programs
and the academic success of students. The results presented here are using
analyses based on random-error assumptions. The rationale for presenting these
results rather than those using fixed-error assumptions is to utilize analyses that
will yield more conservative effect sizes. As one would expect, the analyses
based on fixed-error assumptions yielded somewhat larger effect sizes. The
finding indicating a relationship between these programs and educational outcomes held first for the parental involvement programs overall, and for most of
the specific programs, as well. Results of this study indicate the overall parental
involvement program variable yielded a statistically significant outcome of .30
of a standard deviation. Table 1 lists the effects sizes of the 51 studies in
descending order. All but two of the effect sizes were in the positive direction
and ranged from 1.91 to –.21. The number of elementary school programs (with
or without the inclusion of prekindergarten and kindergarten programs in this
category) far outnumbered such initiatives at the secondary school level. The
studies with the smallest samples produced the most extreme effect sizes on
either end, consistent with the “funnel” pattern ideal in effect sizes (Greenhouse
& Iyengar, 1994). About 65% of the studies (33 of 51) produced effect sizes
between .20 and 1.00. This indicated that most of the effects that emerged were
not small. Beginning with parental involvement programs in general, the effect
sizes were quite similar for the studies that used sophisticated controls, like race,
socioeconomic status, and gender, and those that did not.
Table 2 summarizes the studies by average-year of the study, sample size,
quality of study, and the quality of the definition of parental involvement. The
average year of the study was 1992.4; that is, between 1992 and 1993. About
69% of the studies took place from 1989 and afterward. The average sample
size was 262.65. Among the categories listed, the largest number of studies had
a sample size of between 1 and 99, although an almost equal number of studies
had sample sizes of 100 to 499. The average quality of the study and the definition of parental involvement in each of the studies were each toward the middle
of the midpoint of the range of ratings allowable, 0 to 3. The mean quality of
the studies was 1.63, with most (about 62%) of the studies being rated either 2
or 1. The mean quality of definition for parental involvement for the studies
was 1.90, with most (about 65%) of the studies being rated either 3 or 2.
Therefore, most of the studies were reasonably high in quality. Among the most
important correlations, there were no statistically significant relationships
between effect size and study quality, year of the study, or randomization.
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34
29
38

80

50

1998

1999
2006
1995

1974

1996

1998

Balli

Bal and Goc
St. Clair and Jackson
Fantuzzo, Davis, and
Ginsburg
Woods, Barnard, and
Teselle
Peeples

Overett and Donald

77
38

1998
1972

1971

Villas-Boas
Wise

Clegg

30

+.85

18

+.77

+.84
+.83

+.88

1,900

___

+.92

+.94

+1.78
+1.18
+.97

+1.91

Tizard, Schofield, and 1982
Hewison
Gilmore
1985

61

67

Year

Study

___

___
___

___

___

+.88

___

___

___
___
___

___

Effect Sizea Without Effect Sizea With
Student
Sophisticated
Sophisticated
Sample Size
Controls
Controls

(continued)

First-grade students, provided incentives for
parents to get involved
Sixth-grade European students
Elementary & Middle School Students, focused
on reading & vocabulary
First-grade students, African Americans

Sixth-grade students, examined involvement
with homework
Sixth-grade students
Kindergarten, focus on English language skills
Fourth- to fifth-grade students, focuses on at
risk students
Kindergarten, focused on students with
consistently low reading scores
Seventh-grade students; wide variety of
reading tests
Fourth-grade students, examined poor
children in South Africa
2-year program

Study Distinctions

Table 1. List of Studies Used in the Meta-Analysis for Parental Involvement, the Year of the Study, and the Effect Sizes for the
Various Studies
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121

100

1993

2006

1975

Simich-Dudgeon

Reutzel, Fawson, and
Smith
McKinney

215

52

1998

1999

1998

Shaver and Walls

Aeby, Thyer, and
Carpenter-Aeby
Meteyer

1990

131

1992

Bermudez and
Padron

98

1984

162

257

162

2000

Koskinen, Blum,
Bisson, Phillips, and
Creamer
Collazo-Levy and
Villegas
O’Reilly

350

Year

+.37

+.38

+.42

+.44

+.45

+.52

+.57

+.60

+.65

+.76

___

___

___

___

___

___

___

___

___

Effect Sizea Without Effect Sizea With
Student
Sophisticated
Sophisticated
Sample Size
Controls
Controls

Study

Table 1. (conitinued)

(continued)

9th-10th grades, utilized a seminar to increase
involvement
Second- to eighth-grade students, examined
reading and math achievement
High School Students, a year-long involvement
program
Fourth- to fifth-grade students; 6-week
program; math tests
First- to sixth-grade students, emphasized
language skills

Second-grade students, 3-year program

First- to Sixth-grade students, focused on both
math and reading achievement
First-grade students, emphasized homereading

High School Students, using teacher training to
increase parental involvement
First-grade students, examined early literacy

Study Distinctions
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676

100
168

1999

1993
1979

1998

1974
1993

Marcon

Clarke
Offenberg,
Rodriguez-Acosta,
& Epstein
Hampton, Mumford,
and Bond
Henry
Marcon

Sanders
Epstein, Herick, and
Coates
Ortiz

23
264

1964
1998
1991

Ryan
Lawrence
Busco

826
168

69

1996
1996

2002

434

232
277
124

Year

+.22

___
+.25

+.27
+.26

+.29

+.32
+.31

___

+.35
+.34
+.34

___

+.26
___

___
___

___

___
___

+.32

___

Effect Sizea Without Effect Sizea With
Student
Sophisticated
Sophisticated
Sample Size
Controls
Controls

Study

Table 1. (continued)

(continued)

Sixth- to eighth-grade students, inner city
schools
Kindergarten, male students
Prekindergarten. 95% African American
children
Eighth-grade students
Sixth- to seventh-grade students, home
learning packets
K-8th-grade students, teachers taught parents
about involvement

Second-grade students
Prekindergarten, evaluation of Head Start
First- to third-grade Latino students, examined
literacy
Prekindergarten, focused primarily on lowincome, single-parent families
K-2nd grade students, New York study
K-3rd grade students, used involvement
seminar

Study Distinctions
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1,119

96

1975

1995
1996
1988

2001

1972

1981

1999

1993

1996

1969

O’Neil

Brownell
Schwartz
Hewison

D’Agostino, Hedges,
Wang, and Borman
Hirst

Revicki

Miedel and Reynolds

Roeder

Arnold Joy

Buchanan, Hansen,
and Quilling

83

86

89

704

321

996
1,464
110

23

Year

Student
Sample Size

Study

Table 1. (continued)

+.08

___

___

___

+.14

+.14

+.20
+.19
+.19

+.22

___

+.09

+.12

+.13

+.13

___

___

___
___
___

___

Effect Sizea Without Effect Sizea With
Sophisticated
Sophisticated
Controls
Controls

(continued)

First- to third-grade students, 10-week
program, 65% male
Eighth- to ninth-grade students
First-grade students
First- to third-grade students, focused on
reading achievement
First-, third-, and seventh-grade students,
examined Title I students
Second-grade students, 50% male, 16-week
program, 30 min every day
Second-grade students, examined involvement
and other home factors
K-2nd-grade students, examined at risk
students
Sixth-grade students; 12-week program;
reading achievement
Third- to fifth-grade students, 44% lived in a
trailer park; reading achievement
Second-grade students, examined math
achievement

Study Distinctions
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36

Balli, Demo, and
1998
Wedman
Powell-Smith, Stoner, 2000
Shinn, and Good

290

35

Note: a. = Effects sizes are in standard deviation units

1978

–.12

74

1993

Nesbitt

Glass

+.01

136

1997

–.21

+.01

+.02

+.06

Kosten

77

1988

Austin

____

___

___

___

Effect Sizea Without Effect Sizea With
Sophisticated
Sophisticated
Controls
Controls

Year

Student
Sample Size

Study

Table 1. (continued)

Elementary and Middle School

First-grade students, examined involvement in
homework
Third- to fifth-grade students; mostly Latino
students; science achievement; 4-week
program
Elementary School, focused on reading
achievement
Sixth-grade students, focused on involvement
in homework
Second-grade students; program lasted 5
weeks; Native Americans, Latinos, and
Whites; 61% male

Study Distinctions
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Table 2. Means for Measures Assessing the Quality of Study, whether a Random
Sample was used,Year of Study, and Sample Size for the 51 Studies Included in the
Meta-Analysis

Year of study

Sample size

Mean

Number of Studies
in Each Category

1992.3

1999+ = 10

262.65
participants

Quality of study

1.63
(out of 3)

Quality of study’s
definition
of parental
involvement   

1.90
(out of 3)

1989-1998 = 25
1979-1988 = 6
1969-1978 = 9
1959-1968 = 1
500+ = 7
100-499 = 20
1-99 = 24
3 (highest) = 12
2 = 15
1 = 17
0 (lowest) = 7
3 (highest)= 17
2 = 16
1 = 14
0 (lowest) = 4

Range
1964-2006 (i.e., the
studies covered
over a 40-year span

18-1,900
participants
0 (lowest)
to
3 (highest)
0 (lowest)
to
3 (highest)

Research Question No. 1—Effect Sizes
for Parental Involvement Programs Overall
Table 3 lists the effect sizes that emerged for parental involvement programs as a whole, addressed under Research Question No. 1. By definition,
therefore, these results do not assess the influence of parental involvement
which already exists, but attempts by schools to improve parental practices
along these lines. Statistically significant effect sizes emerged for parental
involvement school-based programs generally, as well as for both younger
(preelementary and elementary school) and older (secondary school) student programs specifically. The effect size for the overall parental involvement
programs variable was .30 (p < .01) of a standard deviation, which was
statistically significant at the .01 level of probability. This precise effect
size held not only for parental involvement programs overall, but also for
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Table 3. Effect Sizes for General Parental Involvement Programs and Related
Measures with 95% Confidence Intervals in Parentheses (N = 51 studies)
Types of Parental Involvement
Programs
Overall parental involvement
programs
All achievement measures
Standardized achievement
Measures
Nonstandardized
Achievement measures
Overall parental involvement
programs including
only studies that fully
differentiate between
elementary & middle school
For those rated 2-3 in quality
Includes those Rated 1-3

Overall Effect Size

Effect Size for
Younger Studentsa

Effect Size for
Older Studentsb

.30**
[.12, .48]
.31**
[.13, .49]
.21*
[.04, .38]
.29** [.10, .48]

.29**
[.12, .46]
.31**
[.11, .51]
.19*
[.01, .37]
.29** [.10, .46]

.35*
[.07, .63]
.33
.32
.36* [.12, .60]

.26* [.06, .46]

26* [.06, .46]

_____

.30** [.10, .50]

.29** [.08, .50]

.35* [.06, .64]

a. Includes preelementary and elementary school programs.
b. Includes secondary school programs.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. ****p < .0001.

programs for both younger (preelementary and elementary school), .29 (p <
.01), and older (secondary school) students, .35 (p < .05), specifically.
These results essentially held even when two studies were removed from
consideration that included analyses for both elementary and secondary
school students, and therefore were not exclusively included in either the
younger or older student category.
The relationship between parental involvement programs and educational outcomes was a little stronger for standardized outcomes, for example, standardized test scores, than they were for nonstandardized measures
such as GPA and teacher ratings. The effects for the standardized measures
were .31 (p < .01) both for parental involvement programs overall and
these programs at the preelementary and elementary school level. The
effects were .33 (p > .05) for secondary school level, but this was not statistically significant. In every case, in terms of absolute numerical value,
the results for the nonstandardized assessments were smaller than for the
standardized measures. The effects were .21 (p < .05) of a standard deviation for the parental engagement programs overall, .19 (p < .05) for the
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preelementary and elementary school programs, and .32 (p > .05) for the
secondary school programs.
There was a slight positive association between the length of the
parental engagement program and positive academic outcomes. The correlation coefficient between the length of the study (in weeks) and the
effectiveness of the parental involvement program, as measured in overall standard deviation units) was .07. This result, however, was not statistically significant. The regression coefficient measuring the relationship
between the length of the parental involvement program and their effectiveness (in standard deviation units) for older students was .09 and for
younger students it was .05. Neither of these results was statistically
significant.
Test of Homogeneity. For most of the parental involvement variables
herein the homogeneity tests were not statistically significant, indicating
the researchers tested about the same aspect of parental involvement. The
specific aspects of parental involvement that did indicate homogeneity
included Shared Reading (χ2 = 1.55, ns), Emphasized Partnership (χ2 = 3.77,
ns), Checking Homework (χ2 = 0.97, ns), Communication between Parents
and Teachers (χ2= 3.28, ns), Head Start Program (χ2 = 2.89, ns), and ESL
teaching (χ2 = 2.72, ns).
Study Quality. In the secondary set of analyses that adjusted for the
average quality rating of the study, the effect sizes were slightly different
than when no quality adjustments were made. These analyses considered
studies that were rated high in quality. The goal was to determine if when
only higher quality studies were included or the lower quality studies
were removed, if there was any difference in the pattern of results. When
only those studies rated 1 to 3 (on a 0-3 scale) were included, the effect
size was .30 (p < .01). When studies rated 2 to 3 were included, the effect
size was at .26 (p < .05). These results were very similar to those that
arose for all the studies combined. Therefore, study quality was not a
particularly major factor in explaining the variety of effects that emerged
in the studies.

Research Question No. 2—Effect Sizes for Specific
Parental Involvement Programs
Table 4 lists the effect sizes that emerged for the various types of parental
involvement programs, addressed under Research Question No. 2. The
effects for different kinds of parental involvement were .51 of a standard
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Table 4. Effect Sizes Specific Types of Parental Involvement Programs with 95%
Confidence Intervals in Brackets
Specific Types of Parental Involvement Programs

Effect Size

Shared reading
Emphasized partnership
Checking homework
Communication between parents and teachers
Head start program
ESL teaching

.51** [.18, .84]
.35* [.09, .61]
.27* [.04, .50]
.28* [.04, .52]
.22
.22

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.****p < .0001.

deviation for shared reading, p < .05, .35 for programs that emphasized a
partnership between parents and teachers, p < .05, and .27 for checking
homework, p < .05. Another statistically significant effect also emerged
for communications between parents and teachers, .28, p < .05. The effect
sizes for Head Start programs, .22, p > .05, and ESL training programs,
.22, p > .05, were in the positive direction, but fell short of statistical significance.
A closer examination at the programs that yielded statistically significant
results follows:
Shared reading program. This type of parental involvement program
yielded the highest effect size, .51 (p < .01), of all the programs included in
this meta-analysis. The Discussion section examines why it is that this type
of program has the strongest relationship with educational outcomes.
Emphasized partnership program. This type of program produced an effect
size of .35 (p < .05), and included any effort that was designed to help parents
and teachers collaborate with one another as equal partners in any attempt to
improve children’s academic and/or behavior outcomes. It involves parents
and teachers working together to develop common strategies, rules, guidelines, and expectations that were thought be necessary, appropriate, and constructive to help the youth live up to their full potential. This was the second
largest effect size of the variety of parental involvement school-based orientations examined in this study.
Communication between Parents and Teachers Programs yielded an
effect size of .28 standard deviation units.
Checking homework program. This program produced an effect size of
.27 (p < .05), which was smaller than for the other programs that produced
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a statistically significant result. Because the studies that examined this
program yielded very similar results, which meant there was a low variance, a statistically significant result emerged.
Head start programs. The results were not statistically significant although
the effect size was technically in a positive direction.
ESL teaching. As with the results for the Head Start programs, ESL Teaching did not yield a statistically significant outcome in one direction or the
other. The effect size was in a positive direction, although not to a statistically significant degree.
Overall, meta-analytic results indicate that most of the parental involvement programs examined herein yielded statistically significant relationships
with their practice and school outcomes.

Discussion
Research Question No. 1: Is there a statistically significant relationship
between school-based parental involvement programs and student
academic outcomes?
This study supports the notion that school-based parental involvement
programs have a positive relationship with the academic achievement of
youth. The fact that most of the programs were at the elementary school
level rather than the secondary school level reflects the fact that (a) people
tend to emphasize the value of parental participation more at the lower
grades than at the higher grades and (b) for a variety of reasons, it may be
easier to schools to arrange parental engagement when students are in elementary school than when they become older. Two of the most substantial
findings emerging from this study indicated that (a) parental involvement
programs quite consistently were related to high educational outcomes and
(b) a variety of these programs was associated with higher scholastic
achievement than without them.
Research Question No. 2: What specific types of parental involvement
programs help those students the most?
This study is very important because it not only supports the notion that
parental involvement programs may have an impact, but it specifies which
elements of these programs may have the most impact. This information is
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especially important for parents and teachers to know. If educators are aware
of which elements of parental involvement programs are most effective, they
can instruct parents accordingly.
It is apparent that parental involvement initiatives that involve parents
and their children reading together (i.e., engaging in “shared reading”), parents checking their children’s homework, parents and teachers communicating with one another, and partnering with one another have a noteworthy
relationship with academic outcomes. In addition, situation specific parental involvement efforts such as Head Start and ESL training for parents
yielded effect sizes in the expected direction, albeit falling short of statistical significance. These results, coupled with past meta-analyses that have
focused on voluntary parental engagement, indicate that not only do
mother-and father-initiated parental involvement have an impact but also
school-initiated programs may as well (Jeynes, 2003a, 2005, 2007). That is,
not only are voluntary acts of parental participation associated with positive
educational outcomes but also involuntary parental behaviors are as well,
ones that are spawned by the encouragements of the school. It should be
duly noted that the effect sizes that emerge for parental involvement programs are not as great as the ones found for voluntary acts of this involvement in other meta-analyses (Jeynes, 2003a, 2005, 2007). Nevertheless, the
sizes of the numerical results are worthy of one’s attention and were generally statistically significant.
As has been mentioned earlier in this article, in a recent journal article
appearing in Teacher’s College Record, a social scientist asked the important question of whether the most salient components of voluntary parental
involvement are sufficiently teachable so that they are also the most vital
components of school-based parental involvement programs (Jeynes,
2010). Based on the results of this study, the answer to that question appears
to be mixed. In previous meta-analyses, the components of parental involvement that are the most salient are the voluntary expressions of this engagement, that is, they have the largest effect sizes. But they are not the same
parental engagement components that have the highest effect sizes for
parental involvement programs. The reasons for this may vary, but the primary reason is simply because it has only been in the last half-dozen years
that social scientists have discovered that the most influential aspects of
parental involvement are subtle (Jeynes, 2005, 2007, 2010). And nearly all
of the studies included in this meta-analysis were undertaken before these
breakthroughs were made. Therefore, to the extent that the meta-analyses
of the past several years indicate that the components of parental
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involvement that have the greatest influence are subtle, one would not
expect that the same trends would emerge in this meta-analysis, because the
programs included were not based on this paradigm. Although no metaanalysis can therefore provide much insight on the degree to which the
subtle aspects of parental engagement are teachable until there is a rubric
shift, it can give insight about the teachable nature of other expressions of
parental participation.
However, whatever the reasons may be, it is important for teachers and
parents to be aware of how the most efficacious components of programs
differ from the most effective expressions of voluntary parental involvement. These results may indicate that our society ought to place an emphasis on parental involvement programs in order to raise the academic
achievement of youth. These results appear to support the findings of Fan
and Chen (2001) and other meta-analyses, which indicate that there is a
strong relationship between parental involvement and academic outcomes
(Jeynes, 2003a, 2005, 2007).
A closer look at Research Question No.1: The influence of parental
involvement programs overall. An important finding of this study is that
programs meant to encourage parental support in their child’s schooling
are positively related to achievement for children. As expected, the effect
sizes that emerged from these analyses were typically not as large as those
in other studies that examine voluntary parental involvement (Jeynes,
2003a, 2005, 2007). This is because parents already enthusiastic about
supporting the educational progress of their children will, on average,
tend to help their children more than parents whose participation is fostered by the presence of a particular program. The positive association
between parental involvement programs and educational outcomes also
suggests a direction of causality. That is, academic achievement would
not influence the presence of parental involvement programs; rather, the
reverse would be true.
Although fathers and mothers who initiate high levels of support are
more likely to have an ameliorative effect than those parents responding to
a particular parental support initiative, it is nevertheless important to discover if parental involvement programs benefit students. For years, teachers and others have opined that many of the scholastically weakest students
suffer from a dearth of parental support and engagement. As a result,
inspiring parents to become involved, through various programmatic
means, could spawn a considerable improvement in educational outcomes
among these students.
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The results of Research Question No. 1 run contrary to claims by
Mattingly and her colleagues (2002) that parental involvement programs
are not associated with positive academic outcomes. The results that
emerge from the parental involvement programs are noteworthy for a variety of reasons. First, they indicate that encouraging parental support of
student academics is generally associated with higher scholastic results.
This finding will indubitably reassure myriad teachers attempting to abet
additional parental involvement. Second, the findings suggest the benefits
of teachers encouraging a higher level of parental participation in their
child’s education. Multitudinous teachers claim that reaching out to parents will yield little fruit because parents either cannot or will not become
involved (Jeynes, 2004). However, the examination of parental involvement programs in this meta-analysis suggests otherwise, that reaching out
to parents may produce positive results.
A closer look at Research Question No. 2: Specific components of parental
involvement programs. In addition, most of the individual components of
parental involvement were positively and significantly related to educational outcomes. The fact that the various aspects of parental involvement
programs yielded statistically significant results highlights the extent to
which parental involvement programs are associated with higher student
achievement. Much of this meta-analysis examines the specific aspects of
parental involvement programs. These findings are particularly helpful in
that they indicate which kinds of parental involvement programs have the
strongest relationship with academic success.
One of the most fascinating aspects of the results is that although
overall the effect sizes for these school-based parental involvement were
lower than the effect sizes for voluntary parental involvement from other
studies, the effect sizes for certain components of these school-based
initiatives equaled or surpassed those found for voluntary expressions of
involvement in other studies. The most obvious case is that of shared
reading, which was over half a standard deviation unit in this study, but
has generally been in the .25 to .35 range in studies addressing voluntary
parental involvement. This could indicate that teacher guidance may help
parents get the most out of their children in their shared reading experiences. For example, a number of the studies on shared reading programs
included explicit questions that parents could ask their children in the
process of reading. These types of questions may facilitate the emergence of tangible results in home reading, that otherwise might not have
been present.
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These results could even point to even a more significant possibility, and
that is the importance of teachers doing more to support the values and
practices of parents. Myriad parents often complain that schools, rather
than support their values and practices, often undermine them. The results
of this particular part of the study suggest that teachers should take these
parental impressions seriously and do more to back what parents are already
doing at home.
This possibility gains even more credence when one considers that
the same trend is ostensible for checking homework. That is, the effect
sizes for checking homework were greater for school-based programs
than what is usually found for voluntary parental checking of homework
in other studies. Here is evidence again that parents and teachers working together produce something more than either working alone in isolation. On this basis, one can conclude that the last thing parents and
teachers need is an adversarial relationship. Indeed, there are a plethora
of teacher education textbooks that will instruct preservice teachers
about how to get parents on their side, but there may even be a greater
need to begin instructing preservice teachers about how to be on the
parents’ side.
The results of the study are significant in the sense of providing an estimate of how much family engagement programs may benefit student
achievement. Beyond this, however, from these findings one gets a sense
of what “value-added” school-initiated parental involvement programs
may provide. There is some indication from these results that, especially
on such practices as shared reading and checking homework, schoolinitiated involvement efforts, when added to existing expressions of parental support, will indeed produce beneficial outcomes. Therefore the results
of this meta-analysis should not only be examined in isolation but also
viewed in the wider context of the even greater effects of voluntary parental involvement.
Limitations of Study. The primary limitation of this meta-analysis, or any
meta-analysis, is that it is restricted to analyzing the existing body of literature. Therefore, even if the researcher conducting the quantitative integrations sees ways the studies included could have been improved, there is no
way to implement those changes. A second limitation of a meta-analysis is
that the social scientist is limited to addressing the same research questions
addressed in the aggregated studies. For example, it would be advisable to
have parental expectations measures from all the studies included, but one
can only aggregate the existing results.
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Recommendations for Further Research
The results of this study are particularly important given the people’s
growing cognizance of the salience of parental involvement to maximize
student educational outcomes (Bronstein, Stoll, Clauson, Abrams, &
Briones, 1994; Hampton, Mumford, & Bond, 1998). Further research
should examine the “value-added” nature of school-based parental
involvement initiatives. That is, now that various meta-analyses have
determined what the overall body of research indicates about the effects
of voluntary parental involvement, and now school-based family initiatives, additional research should examine what the impact of involvement is when these two modes are expressed concurrently. These
prospective studies should especially focus on the specific shared reading programs and checking homework initiatives that are presented in
this article. There is little question that, overall, voluntary parental
involvement has a considerably greater impact than school-based family
involvement. Nevertheless, the additive feature of programs, when
joined to existing expressions of parental engagement, could mean that
parents may have even a greater impact on their children’s school outcomes than was previously believed.
Further research is needed to examine why certain parental involvement programs have more of an influence than others. In addition, some of the greatest
breakthroughs in parental involvement research over the last 5 years indicate
that some of the more subtle aspects of parental involvement have the greatest
impact on academic achievement (Jeynes, 2005, 2007, 2010). These subtle
components of parental involvement include such expressions as maintaining
high expectations of one’s children, having open communication with them,
and demonstrating a style of parenting that includes maintaining a loving, but
structured home environment (Jeynes, 2005, 2007, 2010). However, the overwhelming number of programs included in this meta-analysis were undertaken
before these advances. Consequently, none of the studies in this meta-analysis
have included subtle facets of parental participation in their programs. It is
essential that parental involvement programs be initiated that include these
subtle components and that social scientists assess the effectiveness of these
programs. Research assessments such as these are essential to maximize the
efficacy of these programs. Such an examination would provide a needed
broadening of the array of variables that academics consider when they reflect
upon how to foster higher levels of educational attainment (Jeynes, 1999, 2002,
2003b). Additional research should assess the effectiveness of these programs.
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Appendix A
Table A1 List of Search Engines Used in the Meta-Analysis
Abstracts in Social
Gerontology
Academic Search
Complete
ACLS Humanities E-BOOK
Project
ACM Digital Library
Alt-Press Watch
American Indian
Experience
Annual Reviews
Anthropology Plus
AnthroSource
AP Images (formerly
AccuNet)
Association Unlimited

E-Journals
EBSCO Ejournals

Newspapers

EconLit

Oxford Journals Online

Education Index
Retrospective: 1929-1983
Education Line
ERIC

Oxford Reference Online

Factiva
Family and Society Studies
Worldwide
Handbook of Latin
American Studies Online
Historical Abstracts

PsycINFO
Public Administration
Abstracts
Public Affairs Index

Latino Literature

SAGE Premier Journals
Online
Science Citation Index (SCI)
see Web of Science
Social Science Citation
Index (SSCI), see Web of
Science
Social Services Abstracts

ATLA Religion Database

Lexis Nexis Academic

Black Studies Center

Library Literature &
Information Science
(H.W. Wilson)
Library, Information
Science & Technology
Abstracts
MAS Ultra – School Edition
MEDLINE (via OVID)
Military & Government
Collection
Natural Standard
Professional Database
NetLibrary

Brill’s New Jacoby Online

Business Monitor Online
Chicano Database
CINAHL Plus With Full
Text
Communication & Mass
Media Complete
Dissertation Abstracts
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Appendix B
Table B1 List of the Number of Studies Found Within the
Domains Delineated in the article
Type of domain

Number of studies from each domain

Journal articles
Reports
Dissertations
Book chapters
Paper presentations

16
13
18
2
2

Declaration of Conflicting Interests
The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with respect to the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

Funding
The author(s) received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article.

References
Aeby, V. G., Thyer, B. A., & Carpenter-Aeby, T. (1999). Comparing outcomes of an
alternative school program offered with and without intensive family involvement.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education.
Arnold, Joy, J. E. (1996). A study to determine the effects of direct parental involvement on student mathematical achievement in grades three through five. (Doctoral dissertation, Wayne State University). Dissertation Abstracts International,
57(12), 5053.
Austin, C. A. (1988). Homework as a parental involvement strategy to improve the
achievement of first grade children. (Doctoral dissertation, Memphis State University). Dissertation Abstracts International, 50(03), 622.
Bal, S. A., & Goc, J. D. (1999) Increasing parental involvement to improve achievement in reading and math. Chicago, IL: Xavier University.
Balli, S. J. (1998). When mom and dad help: Student reflections on parental involvement with homework. Journal of Research & Development in Education, 31(3),
142-146.
Balli, S. J., Demo, D. H., & Wedman, J. F. (1998). Family involvement with children’s
homework. Family Relations, 47, 149-157.

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

737

Jeynes

Barber, N. (2004). Kindness in a cruel world: The evolution of altruism. New York,
NY: Prometheus Books.
Batson, C. D., Armad, N., & Stocks, E. L. (2004). Benefits and liabilities of empathyinduced altruism, In A. G. Miller (Ed.), The social psychology of good and evil
(pp. 359-385). New York, NY: Guilford Press.
Bermudez, A. B., & Padron, Y. N. (1990). Improving language skills for Hispanic
students through home-school partnerships. Journal of Educational Issues of Language Minority Students, 6(1), 33-43.
Bronstein, P., Stoll, M. F., Clauson, J., Abrams, C. L., & Briones. (1994). Father after
separation or divorce: Factors predicting children’s adjustment. Family Relations,
43, 469-479.
Brownell, A. B. (1995). Determination of consequences of parental involvement in
education. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University.
Buchanan, A. E., Hansen, P. J., & Quilling, M. R. (1969). Effects of increased
home-school contact on performance and attitudes in mathematics. Madison:
University of Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive
Learning.
Busco, R. A. (1991). The impact of a Hispanic parental involvement literacy program in limited English proficiency students in Grades 1, 2, and 3. Dissertation
Abstracts International, 53(11), 3743.
Christian, K., Morrison, F. J., & Bryant, F. B. (1998). Predicting kindergarten academic skills: Interactions among child care, maternal education, and family literacy environments. Early Childhood Research Quarterly, 13, 501-521.
Clarke, C. (1993). Project familia: Final evaluation report, 1992-93. Brooklyn: New
York City Board of Education. Office of Research, Evaluation, and Assessment.
Clegg, B. E. (1971). The effectiveness of learning games used by disadvantaged parents to increase the reading achievement of their children. Dissertation Abstracts
International, 32(11), 6092.
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.).
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Collazo-Levy, & Villegas, J. (1984). Project parents: Awareness, education, and
involvement. O.E.E. evaluation report, 1982-1983. Brooklyn: New York City
Board of Education.
Crouter, A. C., Helms-Erickson, H., Updegraff, K., & McHale, S. M. (1999). Conditions underlying parents’ knowledge about children’s daily lives in middle
childhood. Between- and within-family comparisons. Child Development, 70,
246-259.
D’Agostino, J. V., Hedges, L. V., Wong, K., & Borman, G. D. (2001). In G. D. Borman,
S. C. Stringfield, & R. E. Slavin. (Eds.), Title I: Compensatory education at the
crossroads (pp. 117-136). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

738		

Urban Education 47(4)

Deslandes, R., Royer, E., & Turcotte, D. (1997). School achievement at the secondary
level: Influence of parenting style and parent involvement in schooling. McGill
Journal of Education, 32, 191-207.
Epstein, J. (2001). School, family, and community partnerships. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.
Epstein, J. L., Herick, S. C., & Coates, L. (1996). Effects of summer home learning
packets on student achievement in language arts in the middle grades. School
Effectiveness & School Improvement, 7, 383-410.
Fan, X., & Chen, M. (2001). Parental involvement and students’ academic achievement: A meta-analysis. Educational Psychology Review, 13(1), 1-22.
Fantuzzo, J. W., Davis, G. Y., & Ginsburg, M. D. (1995). Effects of parental involvement in isolation or in combination with peer tutoring on student self-concept
and mathematics achievement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 87, 272-281.
Ferrara, M. M. (2009). Broadening the myopic vision of parental involvement. School
Community Journal, 19(2), 123-142.
Gensheimer, L. K., Ayers, T. S., & Roosa, M. W. (1993). School-based preventative
interventions for at-risk populations: Practical and ethical issues. Evaluation &
Program Planning, 16, 159-167.
Gibson, D. M., & Jefferson, R. N. (2006). The effect of perceived parental involvement and the use of growth-fostering relationships on self-concept in adolescents
participating in gear up. Adolescence, 41(161), 111-125.
Gilmore, J. (1985). Improving the attendance of primary children by involving parents in their education. Practicum Report. Fort Lauderdale, FL: Nova University.
Glass, J. M. (1978). An evaluation of a parental involvement program. (Doctoral dissertation, Georgia State University). Dissertation Abstracts International, 38(7),
3839.
Glass, G. V., McGaw, B., & Smith, M. L. (1981). Meta-analysis in social research.
Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE.
Greenhouse, J. B., & Iyengar, S. (1994). Sensitivity analysis and diagnosis. In H.
Cooper & S. Iyengar (Eds.), Handbook of research synthesis. (pp. 383-398). New
York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.
Hampton, F. M., Mumford, D. A., & Bond, L. (1998). Parental involvement in innercity schools: The project FAST extended family approach to success. Urban Education, 33, 410-427.
Hara, S. R. (1998). Parent involvement: The key to improved student achievement.
School Community Journal, 8(2), 9-19.
Hedges, L. (1981). Distribution theory for Glass’s estimator of effect size and related
estimators. Journal of Educational Statistics, 6, 107-128.
Hedges, L. V., & Vevea, J. L. (1998). Fixed and random effects models in metaanalysis. Psychological Method, 3, 486-504.

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

739

Jeynes

Henderson, A. T., & Mapp, K. L. (2002). A new wave of evidence: The impact of
school, family, and community connections on student achievement. Austin, TX:
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory.
Henry, B. V. (1974). Father to son reading: Its effective reading achievement. (Doctoral dissertation, Syracuse University). Dissertation Abstracts International,
36A(01), 41.
Hirst, L. T. (1972). An investigation of the effects of daily thirty minute home practice
sessions upon reading achievement with second year elementary pupils. Dissertation Abstracts International, 34A(03), 1001.
Hewison, J. (1988). The long-term effectiveness of parent involvement in reading:
Follow-up to the Haringey Reading Project. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 58, 184-190.
Hughes, P., & Black, A. (2002). The impact of various personal and social characteristics on volunteering. Australian Journal of Volunteering, 7(2), 59-69.
Jasis, P. M., & Ordonez-Jasis, R. (2012). Latino parental involvement: Examining
commitment and empowerment in the schools. Urban Education, 47(1), 65-89.
Jeynes, W. (2010). The salience of the subtle aspects of parental involvement and
encouraging that involvement: Implications for school-based programs. Teachers
College Record, 112(3). 747-774.
Jeynes, W. (2007). The relationship between parental involvement and urban secondary school student academic achievement: A meta-analysis. Urban Education, 42
(1), 82-110.
Jeynes, W. (2006). Standardized tests and the true meaning of kindergarten and preschool. Teachers College Record, 108(10), 1937-1959.
Jeynes, W. (2005). A meta-analysis of the relation of parental involvement to urban elementary school student academic achievement. Urban Education, 40(3), 237-269.
Jeynes, W. (2004). Immigration in the United States and the Golden of Education:
Was Ravitch right? Educational Studies, 35(3), 248-270.
Jeynes, W. (2003a). A meta-analysis: the effects of parental involvement on minority
children’s academic achievement. Education & Urban Society, 35(2), 202-218.
Jeynes, W. (2003b). The effects of black and Hispanic twelfth graders living in intact
families and being religious on their academic achievement. Urban Education,
38(1), 35-57.
Jeynes, W. (2002). Divorce, Family Structure, and the Academic Success of Children.
Binghamton, New York: Taylor & Francis.
Jeynes, W. (1999). The effects of religious commitment on the academic achievement
of black and Hispanic children. Urban Education, 34(4), 458-479.
Koskinen, P. S., Blum, I. H., Bisson, S. A., Phillips, S. M., & Creamer, T. S. (2000).
Book access, shared reading and audio models: The literacy learning of linguistically diverse students in school and at home. Journal of Educational Psychology,
92(1), 23-36.

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

740		

Urban Education 47(4)

Kosten, R. G. (1997). The effectiveness of family science and technology workshops
on parental involvement, student achievement, and curiosity. (Doctoral dissertation, Salve Regina University). Dissertation Abstracts International, 58(10), 3884.
Lawrence, R. L. (1998). The effects of parent involvement in Head Start classrooms
on parenting competence and efficacy. Dissertation Abstracts International,
58(10B), 5672.
Lightfoot, D. (2007). “Some parents just don’t care”: Decoding the meanings of
Parental involvement on urban schools. Urban Education, 39(1), 91-107.
Mapp, K. L., Johnson, V. R., Strickland, C. S., & Meza, C. (2008). High school family
centers: Transformative spaces linking schools and families in support of student
learning. Marriage & Family Review, 43, 338-368.
Marcon, R. A. (1993, March). Parental involvement and early school success: Following the “class of 2000” at year five. Paper presented at biennial meeting of the
Society for Research in Child Development in New Orleans, LA.
Marcon, R. A. (1999, March). Impact of parental involvement on children’s development and academic performance: A three cohort study. Paper presented at the
meeting of the Southeastern Psychological Association in Savannah, GA.
Mattingly, D. J., Prislin, R., McKenzie, T. L., Rodriguez, J. L., & Kayzar, B. (2002).
Evaluating evaluations: The case of parental involvement programs. Review of
Educational Research, 72, 549-576.
McGhee, J., & Waterhouse, L. U. (2002). Family support and the Scottish children’s
Hearing system. Child & Family Social Work, 7, 273-284.
McKenzie, B. (2008). Reconsidering the effects of bonding social capital: A closer
look at black civil society institutions in America. Political Behavior, 30(1), 25-45.
McKinney, J. A. (1975). The development and implementation of a tutorial program
for parents to improve the reading and mathematics achievement of their children.
(ERIC Document No. 113 703).
Meteyer, B. V. (1998). The effects of a manual-based parent training program on
parents perceptions of homework problems on mathematics homework and on
mathematics achievement. (Doctoral dissertation, Alfred University). Dissertation Abstracts International, 59(03), 725.
Miedel, W. T., & Reynolds, A. J. (1999). Parent involvement in early intervention
for disadvantaged Children: Does it matter? Journal of School Psychology, 37,
379-402.
Nesbitt, G. K. (1993). The effects of three school-to-home parental involvement
communication programs on reading achievement, conduct, homework habits,
attendance, and parent-student-school interaction. (Doctoral dissertation, Georgia
State University). Dissertation Abstracts International, 54(11), 3993.
Offenberg, R. M., Rodriguez-Acosta, C., & Epstein, B. (1979). Project PACT (Parents
and Children Together): Evaluation for the second year, 1978-79. Philadelphia,
PA: Philadelphia School District, Office of Research and Evaluation.

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

741

Jeynes

O’Neill, A. G. (1975). An investigation of parent tutorial intervention as a means of
improving reading skills in the primary age child. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Oregon). Dissertation Abstracts International, 37(01), 124.
O’Reilly, M. E. (1992). The involvement of parents of high school students in a positively-oriented seminar directed at academic achievement. (Doctoral dissertation,
Loyola University). Dissertation Abstracts International, 53(04), 1059.
Ortiz, R. E. (2002).The effects of the 21st century community learning center on
parental involvement K-8 teachers. (Doctoral dissertation, Texas A & M University). Dissertation Abstracts International, 62(11A), 3993.
Overett, D., & Donald, D. (1998). Paired reading: Effects of a parent involvement
programme in advantaged community in South Africa. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 68, 347-356.
Peeples, R. T. (1996) The impact of parental training methods to aid beginning reading on reading achievements and reading attitudes of first graders. (Doctoral
dissertation, Florida State University). Dissertation Abstracts International,
57(10), 4256.
Powell-Smith, K. A., Stoner, G., Shinn, M. R., & Good, R. H., III. (2000). Parent
tutoring in reading using literature and curriculum materials: Impact on student
reading achievement. School Psychology Review, 29(1), 5-27.
Pugh, G. (1985). Parent-professional partnership in preschool services: Issues and
implications. Early Child Development & Care, 19, 219-230.
Reutzel, D. R., Fawson, P. C., & Smith, J. A. (2006). Words to go: Evaluating a first
grade parental involvement program for “making” words at home. Research &
Instruction, 45, 119-159.
Revicki, D. A. (1981). The relationship among socioeconomic status, home environment, parental involvement, child self-concept, and child achievement. (Doctoral
dissertation, University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill). Dissertation Abstracts
International, 42(6), 2484.
Roeder, C. B. (1993). Providing mathematical instruction to parents of sixth graders. Effects on children’s mathematical performance and kevel of anxiety. (Doctoral dissertation, University of Idaho). Dissertation Abstracts International,
54A(04), 1274.
Ryan, E. M. (1964). A comparative study of the reading achievement of second grade
pupils in programs characterized by a contrasting degree of parental participation.
Dissertation Abstracts International, 25A(10), 5646.
Sanders, M. G. (1996). School-family community partnerships and the academic
achievement of African Americans. Baltimore, MD: Center for Research on the
Education of Students Placed at Risk.
Schwartz, S. S. (1996). Focus on first graders. El Paso, TX: El Paso Independent
School District.

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

742		

Urban Education 47(4)

Shaver, A. V., & Walls, R. T. (1998). Effect of Title I parent involvement on student
reading and mathematics achievement. Journal of Research and Development in
Education, 31(2), 90-97.
Shumow, L., & Lomax, R. (2002). Parental efficacy: Predictor of parenting behavior
and adolescent outcomes. Parenting Science & Practice, 2, 127-150.
Simich-Dudgeon, C. (1993). Increasing student achievement through teacher training
in parental involvement. In N. F. Chavkin (Ed.), Families and schools in a pluralistic society (pp.189-203). New York, NY: SUNY Press.
Smith, C. A., & Sterns, S. B. (1997). Delinquency and antisocial behavior: A review
of family processes and intervention research. Social Service Review, 71, 382-420.
St. Clair, C., & Jackson, B. (2006). Effect of family involvement training on the language skills of young elementary children from migrant families. School Community Journal, 16(1), 31-41.
Sy, S. R. (2006). Rethinking parental involvement during the transition to the first
grade: A focus on Asian American families. School Community Journal, 16(1),
107-125.
Tizard, J., Schofield, W. N., & Hewison, J. (1982). Collaboration between teachers
and parents in assisting children’s reading. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 52(1), 1-15.
United Code of Law (USCS 7801 (32).
Villas-Boas, A. (1998). The effects of parental involvement in homework on student
achievement in Portugal and Luxembourg. Childhood Education, 74, 367-371.
Wise, J. H. (1972). Parent participation reading clinic—A research demonstration
project: Final report. Washington, DC: Children’s Hospital of the District of
Columbia.
Woods, C., Barnard, D. P., & Teselle, E. (1974). The effect of parental involvement
programs on reading readiness scores. Mesa, AZ: Mesa Public Schools.

Bio
William Jeynes is a Senior Fellow at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, NJ and
a Professor of Education at California State University, Long Beach. He graduated
first in his class from Harvard University. He has spoken various times for the White
House and various government departments and for both the G.W. Bush and Obama
administrations. He has served as an educational and economic consultant for the
U.S. and Korean governments. He has over 110 publications, including 10 books, and
many meta-analyses.

Downloaded from uex.sagepub.com at Serials Records, University of Minnesota Libraries on February 1, 2014

