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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation focuses on examining the association between family 

involvement, school support, and English learners’ (ELs) socioemotional and academic 

outcomes at the early childhood stage. Through the systematic literature review and two 

empirical studies, this dissertation provides unique evidence in understanding how 

family involvement associates with children’s academic and socioemotional well-being 

during early childhood among the ELs. In first study, I used a systematic review to 

examine how spontaneous and interventional family involvement in children’s education 

can influence EL children’s socioemotional, behavioral and academic outcomes. The 

results from the 23 included studies suggest that, with parent-directed or educators-

guided practices, children’s performance in the corresponding academic area and 

competencies improved or was significantly better than children without parental 

interventions. However, the effects on socioemotional or behavioral competencies are 

inconclusive. In the second and third studies, I utilized Early Childhood Longitudinal 

Study: Kindergarten-2011 (ECLS-K:  20111) data among kindergarteners for statistical 

analysis. In the second study, I utilized 15 hierarchical linear models to analyze the 

different levels of family involvement among English learners (ELs) and non-EL 

families. In addition, these models serve to reveal the association between family 

involvement, school outreach and children’s self-control and interpersonal skills, and if 

ELs and non-ELs show differentiated performance in these two skills. Overall, ELs and 

non-ELs did not show a statistical difference in self-control, and non-ELs had better 

personal interaction skills. EL families had higher educational expectation on children, 
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and non-EL families involved more in home and school activities. Furthermore, family 

involvement in school had negative effects on both self-control and personal interaction, 

and school support to families had positive associations on both socioemotional 

outcomes. In the third study, I used a structural equation model among 1,569 EL 

kindergarteners. Through this model, I examined the effects of family involvement at 

home, parents/caregivers’ expectations, and school support on academic and 

socioemotional performance. The results showed that family involvement in home did 

not have significant effects on socioemotional or academic outcomes. On the other hand, 

parents/caregivers’ expectations had significant positive association with both outcome 

constructs, and school support to EL families only showed positive effects on 

socioemotional performance.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Educators have long sought to explain inequality in children’s academic 

outcomes and life success, particularly among the minority groups. Compared to their 

English native counterparts, English learners (ELs) have experienced educational 

disadvantages (Slates et al., 2012). ELs encounter linguistic and cultural barriers as they 

navigate in the schooling process in the United States (Daniel-White, 2002; Dávila et al., 

2017). In addition, parents/caregivers1 of ELs represent a heterogenous population and 

many of them have limited educational experience, which can constrain their capacity in 

assisting their children’s education (Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 2008). Certain factors 

including parents/caregivers’ educational level and household income are barely 

manipulatable to educators. However, parents/caregivers’ expectations, attitudes and 

practices are more feasible to be enhanced, and they represent points of leverage that 

may contribute to children’s development (Epstein et al., 2018; Reynolds, 1992).  

Family involvement is one of the most critical and primary contributors to 

children’s academic success and socioemotional competences (Benner et al., 2016; 

Wilder, 2014). Given family context being the earliest and most immediate environment 

to child’s development, parents/caregivers’ involvement in child growth starts as early as 

the birth of a child and it will continue all the way along through childhood into 

 
1 This study uses “parents/caregivers” rather than “parents” solely. The primary reason is because 

a considerable number of children, i.e. 442, 995, are in foster care, as estimated on September 30, 2017 in 
the United States. These children live with their relatives, or other non-relative foster parents (Children’s 
Bureau, 2019). The term “parents” commonly refers to biological parents only, using “parents/caregivers” 
is to addresses the dissertation to both biological parents and legal guardians. 
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adulthood. In addition, the impact of family involvement can be of comparable 

importance to the formal schooling (Epstein, 1995; Van Voorhis, Maier, Epstein, & 

Lloyd, 2013).  

Researchers have recognized the significance that early childhood (from 

preschool to grade 3) development influence students’ well-being and success in 

adulthood (e.g. Landry, Smith, Swank, Assel, & Vellet, 2001; Sylva, Melhuish, 

Sammons, Siraj-Blatchford, & Taggart, 2010). In 1991, the National Education Goals 

Panel set up the goal to have all children receive high-quality early education to be ready 

for school. Heckman & Masterov (2004) have contended that, investment on children at 

early ages can be most rewarding in terms of the whole life span. Specifically, an 

indispensable component of such investment is to empower minority and low-income 

parents/caregivers so that they can facilitate their children’s schooling and 

developmental processes (Hill et al., 2018). 

Before children start schooling, family dynamics and rearing practices prepare 

children for their academic life (Froiland, 2011). With parents/caregivers’ purposeful 

investment (e.g. advocating the importance of learning, talking to children with complete 

sentences, and telling stories) children can adapt to school better. Once they are in 

school, parents/caregivers’ involvement in responsive reading activities can help 

children’s reading competencies and establish an interactive, warm relationship between 

their children, which increases young children’s positive socioemotional development 

(Zarate, 2007).  

Furthermore, as children start the schooling process, parents/caregivers’ 
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emphasis on education and high expectations on academic achievement will create 

a positive home learning environment (Yeh, 2019). Research findings indicate that 

children whose parents/caregivers are responsive to child development will attend 

classes more regularly and show better social and behavioral skills at school (Alexander, 

Cox, Behnke, & Larzelere, 2017). For instance, Hill et al. (2004) research has shown 

that  parents/caregivers’ academic involvement was related to fewer behavioral 

problems. Núñez et al. (2015) revealed significant association between students’ 

homework behaviors and their perceived parental homework involvement.  

In addition, the positive home environment fosters children’s studying habits at 

home and leads to academic success in school. Throughout the process in school, these 

children are more likely to earn higher grades, enroll in a higher-level program, have 

greater chances to graduate (Hill & Tyson, 2009; Mapp, 2014).  

Statement of the Problem 

The Achievement Gap Between ELs and non-ELs 

The ELs are a large and the fastest-growing student population in the United 

States. In the 2004-05 school year, the number of ELs was about 4.3 million, accounting 

for 9.1 percent of the total number of students. During the 2014-15 school year, the 

number increased to 4.6 million, accounting for 9.4 percent of the total student 

population. Among them, 77.1% are Hispanics and nearly 60% are from low-income 

families in which parents have “disproportionately” limited levels of education 

(McFarland et al., 2017; National Council of Teachers of English, 2008). 
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Compared to non-ELs, the EL group has lower  academic performance in all 

subjects, including English reading, writing, and mathematics (Marian et al., 2013; 

National Center for Education Statistics, 2016; Olszewski-Kubilius et al., 2004). In the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) of 2002-2011, there was a 

significant gap between ELs and non-ELs in reading tests, and this gap between these 

two groups persisted between these nine years. For example, in 2011, the gap between 

ELs and non-ELs in the fourth grade was 36 points; and the gap between the eighth-

grade students was 44 points. In mathematics, the average grades for ELs and non-ELs 

in the fourth grade was 54 points and 89 points, respectively. This was a difference of 35 

points which indicates a wide gap in achievement. Furthermore, despite the fact that 

ELs’ national high-school graduation rate rose from 62.9% in 2014-15 to 66.9% in 2016-

17, they still lag behind compared to the overall national rate of 84.6% (National Center 

for Education Statistics, 2019). 

Barriers of EL Family Involvement at School 

 A vital factor leading to EL children’s underperformance is the barrier their 

families encounter while trying to be involved in their children’s education. Researchers 

have identified the differences between EL families involvement and non-EL families 

(e.g. Froiland & Davison, 2014; Hoff-Ginsberg & Tardif, 1995; Snyder-Hogan, 2010). 

The level of EL family involvement, particularly those from low socioeconomic 

backgrounds, is insufficient to support their children’ academic success at school. 

Specially, EL parents/caregivers did not provide as much resources such as books and 

other learning tools, and opportunities of higher-level communication with children 
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compared to non-EL families (Harris & Robinson, 2016; Smith et al., 2008). As a result, 

ELs always face serious academic challenges as they proceed from early childhood to 

secondary grades. 

EL parents/caregivers encounter linguistic and cultural challenges: they have 

difficulties understanding and speaking English. This impedes effective two-way 

communication between these families and the school personnel (Smith, Stern, & 

Shatrova, 2008). In many schools, the teachers speak limited or no Spanish, and some 

schools do not provide interpreters to parents. Teachers and parents can barely share 

information on children’s learning progress, goals, and plans mutually. Furthermore, 

minority parents are more likely to feel unwelcomed at school, which further leads to 

less participation and connection to schools and teachers (Bang, 2009; Daniel-White, 

2002; Froiland & Davison, 2014). Consequently, these parents/caregivers show a lack of 

knowledge of the operation of the school, and often times, they find it difficult to 

establish trust with teachers (Smith et al., 2008). 

EL students, the majority of whom are Hispanic, have “less knowledge of the 

‘rules’ that operate within them”(Crosnoe & Ansari, 2015, p.3). EL parents/caregivers 

may also often find themselves unfamiliar with the communication approaches to 

schools and with the accessibility to educational resources. This is because the formal 

education system has its paradigm that differentiates itself from the minority families’ 

practices as it pertains to children (Wong & Hughes, 2006). Many EL students and their 

parents have been martialized and asked to participate “in a system that does not 

promote or encourage their own family values”(Daniel-White, 2002, p.3). This system 
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narrows parents/caregivers’ involvement within the scope of the mainstream perception 

and disregards the families’ cultural and social resources. Additionally, the cultural 

unfamiliarity makes EL parents/caregivers’ interaction with their children potentially 

less effective compared to the mainstream parents/caregivers who experience a closer 

cultural and linguistic match and alignment with preparation for formal schooling 

(Daniel-White, 2002; Ishimaru et al., 2016).  

Traditionally, family involvement is perceived in a narrow way that only 

considered parents/caregivers’ participation in school or do school-like, academically-

relevant activities at home (Daniel-White, 2002; Gonzalez et al., 1995). Some educators 

holding the traditional perspective on family involvement expected parents/caregivers to 

play the role of children’s first teachers at home and to take the responsibility to help 

children with homework, teach children basic literacy skills and provide educational 

materials for use at home. However, many parents/caregivers need capacity building and 

more resources as educational and language proficiency level might hinder their 

involvement. These activities expected from parents/caregivers are undoubtedly 

beneficial to the child’s development. But if parents/caregivers do not adhere to their 

roles as children’s teacher at home, they are regarded as uncaring about children’s 

education by schools (Daniel-White, 2002; Niehaus & Adelson, 2014; Valdes, 1996). It 

is important to note that although some EL parents/caregivers do not get involve in these 

activities, they have different patterns of interactions with their children, which may lead 

to a deficit perspective by educators toward these parents. Deficit perspective can result 

in biases and misunderstanding and can possibly overshadow teachers’ and schools’ 
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attention on the barriers EL parents/caregivers encounter and impact the interaction 

between home and school environments (Aikens & Barbarin, 2008).  

Hispanic children have parents/caregivers who believed that involvement 

happens in informal home activities: helping with homework, reading to children, and 

listening to children read (Smith et al., 2008); but they tend to participate less in school 

related activities. Furthermore, Hispanic parents/caregivers highly respect teachers and 

consider teachers as the authority in delivering knowledge. Therefore, these parents 

focus their effort on their own roles to teach morals, values, and good behaviors to their 

children. Hispanic parents/caregivers’ conservative attitude to intervening with 

children’s education has always been interpreted as low-involvement when in reality it 

may involve cultural differences considering parents/caregivers’ role in formal education 

of their children (Daniel-White, 2002; Smith et al., 2008). For example, many of these 

parents/caregivers’ point of reference is their home country’s culture, where they regard 

teachers as the authority, and any meddling into their domain is seen as challenging such 

authority (Drummond & Stipek, 2004). In addition, when a different understanding of 

involvement cumulates with the language hindrance, the discussion might occur between 

the school culture and the Hispanic home culture, and neither side value nor understand 

the other (Campos et al., 2011).  

Significance of This Study 

This dissertation included three independent empirical studies that focuses on the 

effectiveness of family involvement among the EL students at early childhood stage. 

Childhood development is a process that involves cognitive and non-cognitive growth. 
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Apart from academic learning, socioemotional and behavioral competencies are also 

significant to children’s well-being and future development. Socioemotional competence 

is vital for ELs to build self-resilience. However, the existing literature emphasize 

extensively on the effectiveness of parents/caregivers’ involvement on children’s 

academic outcomes. To fill this gap in literature, the three studies will include children’s 

socioemotional outcomes in the analysis. The second study particularly, will use 

children’s self-control and interpersonal skills as the outcome variables, respectively.  

The first empirical study is a systematic literature review aims at understanding 

what family involvement practices are effective on ELs’ academic, socioemotional and 

behavioral performance. This study makes unique contribution to the literature pool 

regarding the significance of family involvement on early childhood development 

among the EL learners  

In both second and third studies, I utilized the data from Early Childhood 

Longitudinal Studies: Kindergarten-2011 (ECLS: K-2011) from the kindergarten waves. 

I examined 15 hierarchical linear models (HLM) in study 2 to understand the 

differentiated level of family involvement between EL and non-EL parents/caregivers. In 

addition, I analyzed how family involvement is associated with socioemotional 

performance between EL and non-EL children.  

The third empirical study provides important information on how family-school 

partnership functions on EL children’s academic and socioemotional outcomes. Through 

the structural equation model (SEM) analysis, I differentiated the ethnicity and family 

factors (i.e. one parent or guardian family compared to two parents/caregivers) among 
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the EL population in order to gather more detailed evidence on this underperformed 

student group (Good et al., 2010).  

Theoretical Framework 

Social constructivism sees knowledge as actively constructed by learners in 

response to interactions with environmental stimuli. Vygotsky (1978) identified human 

learning as a social process and the origination of human intelligence in the society or 

culture. Interaction between people and their surroundings is essential to knowledge 

building. As the most immediate environment, family in which child-parent/caregiver 

interplay happens, can generate knowledge and trickle it down to the children (Walqui, 

2006; Vygotsky, 1978). Since all knowledge is co-constructed interactively and is 

strengthened through implementation (e.g., activities), parents/caregivers’ collaboration 

with child and guidance on practicing what the child have known enables knowledge 

construction (Walqui, 2006).  

According to Vygotsky, language and culture are essential in human intellectual 

development and in people’s perception of the world since they are the lenses through 

which people experience, communicate, and understand reality (Vygotsky, 1978).  

The Overlapping Spheres Theory provides an explanation of how family, school, 

and community collaboratively influence child development (Epstein, 1995). Epstein 

states that home, school, and community should be drawn together and organize 

partnership activities to “engage, guide, energize and motivate students to produce their 

own success” (Epstein, 2018, p.12). Frequent interactions between home, school, and 

community deliver the information to students that people around them attach 
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importance to education and collaborate with one another. The closer the three spheres 

connect, the more likely students will achieve success in school and in life (Epstein, 

1995; Epstein, Galindo, & Sheldon, 2011; Epstein et al., 2018).  

Although Bronfenbrenner (1977) has included family, schools, and peers as 

immediate environments for youngsters; family influence on children starts prior to 

schooling, and family members are the ones that children firstly establish emotional 

attachment. Family factors make the most initial influence on children’s academic and 

life success (Tully et al., 2017).  

Structure of the Dissertation 

 This dissertation included three separate manuscripts that addresses family 

involvement and children’s outcomes. The first manuscript is a systematic review that 

synthesized empirical studies and aims at revealing the effects of different types of 

family involvement among ELs children at their early childhood stage (from 3-5 years).  

Both the second and the third studies are quantitative studies. I utilized the 

kindergarteners’ information from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Studies-

Kindergarten: 2011 (ECLS-K:2011) for model analysis. In the second study, I conducted 

hierarchical linear models to analyze the effect of family involvement on children’s 

social interaction and self-control competence. By analyzing multiple models, I am 

interested in the association between school outreach efforts to families and children’s 

socioemotional outcomes, and the mediation effects of family involvement between such 

association. This study serves to understand the differences between ELs and non-EL 

children’s outcomes, and the different levels of their parents/caregivers’ involvement in 
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their education.  

In the third study, I utilized a structural equation model (SEM) to examine family 

involvement factors among the EL population. I explored how family involvement at 

home and parents/caregivers’ expectation on children’s degree were associated with EL 

children’s academic and socioemotional outcomes. This study provided important 

information on how family-school partnership functions on the EL group.  
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CHAPTER II 

THE EFFECTS OF FAMILY INVOLVEMENT ON ENGLISH LEARNERS’ OUTCOMES AT 

THE EARLY CHILDHOOD STAGE: A SYSTEMATIC LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Early childhood is a critical period for human growth. Both cognitive and non-cognitive 

(i.e., socioemotional and behavioral) competencies development starts at this stage and they will 

continue to impact the process of individual development in their later lifetime. For instance, 

children’s academic, social and behavioral performance at early age can predict school success, 

mental well-being and future socioeconomic status (St. Clair & Jackson, 2006).  

The interaction between children and their surroundings shape their developmental 

processes (Shonkoff & Phillips, 2000). Among all the factors that influence childhood 

development, family is a vital because parents/caregivers are the most immediate people who 

interact with their children every day. Positive family involvement indicates not just being 

present at certain events or checking children’s homework as requested by teachers. More 

importantly, involvement requires caregivers to be aware of their importance in child’s 

education, in another word, their attitudes and behavior toward child education can impact their 

children’s engagement in educational activities (Fantuzzo et al., 2004; Reynolds, 1992). 

Parents/caregivers’ involvement refers to actions that  directly or indirectly contribute to 

children’s development in domains such as physical, cognitive, social and emotional well-being 

(Gonida & Vauras, 2014; Ma et al., 2016; Xu et al., 2010).   

Research has shown positive association between children’s outcomes and 

parents/caregivers’ involvement in children’s education (Castro et al., 2015; Fan & Chen, 2001; 

Jeynes, 2017). Family involvement has shown effects on academic performance such as 
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children’s increased language (e.g. Cheung, Kan, Winicour, & Yang, 2018), mathematic (e.g. 

Powell, Son, File, & San Juan, 2010), writing competence, and academic success in general 

(Harris & Robinson, 2016). Besides, family involvement can positively influence children’s 

work habits (e.g. O’Donnell & Kirkner, 2014) and self-concept (e.g. Niehaus & Adelson, 2014). 

These findings suggest that children whose parents/caregivers involve more in their education 

can show better performance in a variety of developmental domains including social, emotional, 

and academic competency.  

However, English learners’ (ELs) parents/caregivers were reported to show a lack of 

involvement. These parents/caregivers from diverse racial, linguistic and cultural backgrounds, 

have limited or no English proficiency (Alexander, Entwisle, Blyth & McAdoo, 1988; 

Drummond & Stipek, 2004; Smith, Stern, & Shatrova, 2008), therefore, they experience 

linguistic and cultural barriers as they communicate with the school. The barriers might hinder 

mutual interaction and result in these parents/caregivers’ lack of trust and lack of knowledge 

regarding  operation and expectations in school (Smith et al., 2008). Often time, these 

parents/caregivers feel unwelcomed and marginalized in children’s schools. Ethnic minority 

students’ unpreparedness and failure at schools is partly due to their parents/caregivers’ limited 

educational involvement (Harris & Robinson, 2016; Smith et al., 2008). Family environment, 

that should be a protective factor to childhood development, might therefore become a negative 

influence on EL children. 

The status quo requires a deeper understanding on effective practices that ELs’ caregivers 

can participate in order to remedy the children’s underperformance and to facilitate their 

children’s education. Through a systematic searching method, this review synthesizes different 
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types of family involvement activities and training programs that EL parents/ caregivers have 

participated; and examines the effectiveness of these practices.    

Theoretical Framework 

Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System and Epstein’s Overlapping Spheres explain human 

development in relation to people’s surroundings, and they both place children at the center of 

the interconnection and dynamic external environments (Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Epstein, 1995). 

In the ecological system, the family and the school are in the microsystem and their interaction 

locates in the mesosystem. Although the microsystem is the immediate surrounding that has a 

significant impact on childhood development, students show more academic, social, and 

behavioral gains when mesosystemic intervention (home and school) is used, in contrast to 

microsystemic intervention alone (Zins et al., 2004). The overlapping spheres emphasize the 

partnership between home, school, and community. The three stakeholders should be drawn 

together and organize partnership activities to “engage, guide, energize and motivate students to 

produce their own success” (Epstein, 2018, p.12). The closer the three spheres connect, the more 

likely students will achieve success in school and in life (Epstein, 1995; Epstein, Galindo, & 

Sheldon, 2011; Epstein et al., 2018). 

The significance of socioemotional well-being has been widely recognized by researchers. 

Self-control is the competency of self-adaptation of thoughts, feelings, and actions so as to 

produce an optimal fit between self and world (Tangney et al., 2004). Children with higher self-

control capacity are more likely to get assignments done on time, prevent emotional distractions 

from impeding performance, and use time efficiently (Duckworth et al., 2019). Thus, self-control 

facilitates children to concentrate in tasks and to focus on schoolwork, which further enhances 
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academic performance. In addition, as children regulate themselves, they perform fewer 

problematic behaviors and more prosocial practices toward other people (Campbell et al., 2016).  

Likewise, interpersonal skills also contribute to school performance. Interpersonal skills 

refer to prosocial behaviors such as positive interaction with surrounding people, especially with 

peers, cooperative playing, learning, and sharing. Previous research has revealed the significance 

of children’s peer relations as they adapt to school life (Mcclelland et al., 2006; McClelland & 

Morrison, 2003).  

Literature Review 

Theory on family involvement in education rarely distinguishes between EL and non-EL 

groups. However, the existence of numerous empirical studies that focused on the EL group has 

made a systematic review in understanding the types and effectiveness of EL family involvement 

possible (e.g. Niehaus & Adelson, 2014; Roberts, 2008).  

Family Involvement and Childhood Development 

It is undoubtful that family involvement is significant to children’s education and 

development (Baydoun, 2015; Benner et al., 2016; Gilbert et al., 2017). Studies have extensively 

confirmed family involvement, especially at early ages, have positive impacts on different 

aspects for children. For instance, parents/caregivers’ academic expectation significantly 

contributes to children’s academic attainment in early elementary stage (Loughlin-Presnal & 

Bierman, 2017). In addition, if disadvantaged parents/caregivers can receive treatment from 

professionals and actively implement strategies learned to their children, the children are more 

likely to show significantly better life outcomes, and the treatment can be most optimal when 

children are in early childhood stage (i.e. 3-8 years old) or younger (García et al., 2016).  

 Yet many family factors such as parents/caregivers’ educational level, household 
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income, and ethnicity are almost impossible for change, other factors including 

parents/caregivers’ beliefs, expectations, and behaviors, can be amenable to change with 

appropriate interventions. Current studies mostly focus on these changeable factors among 

parents/caregivers to identify approaches that enhance their involvement. 

According to Epstein (1995), parent-school partnership is comprised of six types, including 

learning at home, parenting, volunteering, school-parents/caregivers communicating, and 

decision making in school context. As studies have revealed that parents/caregivers’ expectation 

on child education has strong association with children’s academic performance(e.g. Fan & 

Chen, 2001; Hill & Tyson, 2009), it is often considered as a manifestation of parents/caregivers’ 

educational engagement. 

Before children enter the school context, caregivers are the first teachers who navigate 

their children in life and in learning. Higher level of parental involvement at the childhood often 

associates with children’s better literacy competence, (Castro et al., 2015; Kessler, 2010), higher-

order thinking, social behaviors (Benner et al., 2016; Van Voorhis et al., 2013). The influence 

from family is long-lasting, thus, involvement at early ages not only impact child’s current 

behavioral and academic performance, but can predict child’s future academic outcome, chance 

of higher education, and their success in life (Benner et al., 2016; Spees et al., 2017).  

English Learners (EL) and their Parents/caregivers’ Involvement 

In the United States, the EL group is a large and the fastest growing student population. 

This highly diverse group has nearly 60% children coming from low-income families in which 

parents/caregivers have “disproportionately” limited levels of education (McFarland et al., 2017; 

National Council of Teachers of English, 2008). Despite some ELs might have developed 

communicative skills in English, they still struggle with academic language. In addition to 
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linguistic issues, compared to non-ELs, EL children show weaker academic performance in all 

subjects, including English reading, writing, and mathematics (Marian et al., 2013; National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2016; Olszewski-Kubilius et al., 2004). 

Thus, caregivers’ participation in education can be extremely vital for EL children. Since 

increased involvement and sensitivity can balance out negative impacts (e.g., underdeveloped 

cognitive competency, children unpreparedness to schooling, and lacking interpersonal skills) 

brought in by parents/caregivers’ low educational level and limited monetary resources (Green et 

al., 2007; Guralnick, 2006). The key premises of family involvement require caregivers to have a 

mindset as co-educators, recognize the significance of education for their children, and 

understand the difference parents/caregivers can make in teaching the value of education to their 

children (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1995).  

Unfortunately, EL caregivers were reported to show less involvement, particularly in the 

school context (Baird, 2015). Yet often times, the parents/caregivers were more unable to engage 

rather than unwilling to. Coming from another background, language barriers and cultural gaps 

between EL parents/caregivers and teachers alienate both sides from smooth communication 

(Daniel-White, 2002; Weiss et al., 2009). In many schools, the teachers speak limited or no 

Spanish, and some schools do not provide interpreters to parents/caregivers. Therefore, 

parents/caregivers of EL and ESL children experience harder time being engaged in two-way 

communication to school(Smith, Stern, & Shatrova, 2008). As a result, resources and 

information on education from schools are not fully reached to these families (Fugas, 2016).  

With minimum communication, mutual trust can barely be established. Minority 

parents/caregivers felt not being encouraged, and that the knowledge they possessed was not 

valued by the school (Bang, 2009; Daniel-White, 2002; Froiland & Davison, 2014). Hence, 
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minority parents/caregivers are more likely to feel unwelcome at school, which further leads to 

less participation and connection to schools and teachers. 

In addition, many EL parents/caregivers may have little familiarity with U.S. schools and 

the rules that operate within them (Crosnoe & Ansari, 2015). They often find themselves 

unfamiliar with the communication approaches with school and community, and how to access 

to external resources (Wong & Hughes, 2006). With such gap being imposed, many ELs and 

their parents/caregivers have been martialized and asked to participate “in a system that does not 

promote or encourage their own family values”(Daniel-White, 2002, p.3). Often times, it 

narrows parental involvement within the scope of the mainstream perception only and disregard 

the families’ cultural and social resources. Furthermore, given the cultural differences the 

minorities encounter in the United States, their interaction with children might not be as effective 

as that of the mainstream parents/caregivers in alignment with their children’s formal schooling 

(Daniel-White, 2002; Ishimaru et al., 2016). Therefore, researchers need to reveal effective 

methods that effectively facilitate EL parents/caregivers’ involvement in child education. This 

study in hand can contribute significantly to determine strategies that parents/caregivers can use 

to help their EL children in academic tasks and socioemotional development. 

The Current Study 

 As discussed above, the significance of family involvement and influence on children’s 

performance has been extensively studied. Despite that researchers have promoted family 

involvement and taken it as a remedy to children’s academic, social and behavioral problems 

(Epstein et al., 2018; Gonida & Vauras, 2014; Xia, 2009); family involvement among the EL 

group, is still not exhaustively examined (Froiland & Davison, 2016). This study aims to 
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understand what types of family involvement predict EL children’s positive outcomes, which can 

be a theoretical basis that drives to recommendations for schools, districts and parents/caregivers.  

 This systematic review serves to answer three research questions: (1) what are the 

approaches and practices that EL parents/caregivers use to become involved in their children’s 

education? (2) What are the methods that schools, researchers and/or other educational institutes 

use to facilitate EL parents/caregivers’ involvement? (3) What are the outcomes associated with 

each type of involvement, and if the outcomes are positive, negative, or inconclusive?  

Method 

I utilized a systematic literature review process to explore the association between EL 

parents/caregivers’ involvement and their children’s outcomes. A systematic literature review 

aims at “reducing bias by identifying, appraising, and synthesizing all relevant studies on a 

particular topic” (Uman, 2011, p.57). The following procedures were followed to conduct this 

systematic review: raising research questions, identifying key words and searching in databases, 

screening titles and abstracts, obtaining and reading the articles in full text, extracting data, 

analyzing data, and reporting the findings (Boland et al., 2017).  

Operational Definition  

In this study, the three terms: English learners, family involvement and children’s 

outcomes are defined as follows.  

English Learners 

I define ELs as children who speak a first language other than English; or children who 

come from an English-speaking environment yet show limited English proficiency and are 

identified as English learners by testing. I will use the information in the retrieved articles to 

identify the participants’ EL status.  
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Family Involvement 

The inclusion criteria for family involvement is an adjustment from Epstein’s six types of 

involvement: parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making and 

collaborating with the community (Epstein, 1995). To capture a comprehensive picture of family 

involvement in child’s education, this study include following components: (1) Enhancing 

children’s academic performance via involvement in home, school activities, or family 

programs; (2) Assisting children’s socioemotional skills via involvement in home, school 

activities, or family programs; (3) Maintaining positive relationship and connect to school 

personnel and other parents/caregivers; (4) Involving or initiating community or other activities 

that are relevant to child’s development (e.g., bring children to tutor sessions or visit the 

museum); and (5) Showing and setting up expectation or aspiration to children.   

Child’s Outcomes 

In this study, I distinguishes children’s cognitive between noncognitive outcomes 

(Borghans et al., 2008). Cognitive ability refers to children’s language competence (e.g. oral 

reading, reading comprehension, and vocabulary skills), mathematic competence, and other 

academic outcomes (e.g., writing skills). Noncognitive skills include academic behavior (e.g. 

attending classes), learning strategies (e.g. metacognitive skills), socioemotional skills (e.g. 

interpersonal skills and self-regulation), and behaviors. 

Study Selection 

 To start with, I implemented a systematic searching in five major electronic databases 

that index education research: Education Resources Information Center (ERIC), PsychInfo, 

Linguistic and Language Behavior Abstract (LLAB), Education Source and ProQuest 

Dissertation and Thesis. The searching terms were to ensure that the included articles focused on 
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family involvement among EL children during early childhood. To create the searching terms, 

the ERIC Thesaurus was used for identifying synonyms and other subject terms before 

searching. The searching terms were categorized in three clusters. The first cluster comprised of 

terms associated with family involvement. The second cluster were terms to describe English 

learners and English second language speakers. The third cluster were to restrict children’s age at 

the early childhood level. The words in each cluster are shown below. 

Cluster 1:  parent* involvement/parent* engage*/parent* particip*/family involvement/ 

family engage*/ family participat*/ family program*. 

Cluster 2: English language learn*ELL*/English learner*/EL*/English as a second 

language/ESL*/second language learn*/bilingual learner*/dual language learner*  

Cluster 3: elementary/primary/children/pre-K/Prekindergarten/ kindergarten/ first 

grade/second grade/ third grade/and grade 1/2/3 

Each of these clusters were placed in separate fields of the databases’ search interfaces. 

The words within the clusters were separated by the Boolean operator OR, and each field was 

connected by the Boolean operator AND. Search terms comprising of multiple words were 

enclosed with quotation marks. An asterisk was used at the end of some terms in order to 

indicate to the database to search multiple forms (e.g., learner, learners, learning). The 

parameters of the databases were set to search for these terms in the title or abstract. The 

searching was adjusted to different databases based on their codes. 

Figure 1 is a flowchart (Moher et al., 2009) that displays the procedure of article selection 

for this systematic review. A total of 2,706 articles were imported to Rayaan (Ouzzani et al., 

2016), a software designed for systematic review. 614 duplicates were identified and resolved, 

2,092 articles were reviewed for title and abstract based on the following criteria: 
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1. Each article has to be an empirical study. 

2. The study has to be conducted in English-speaking countries (i.e., The United States, 

Canada, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, or Australia). 

3. The target samples are EL students at the early childhood stage, i.e., EL children who are 

3-8 years old. 

4. The study must measure or observe the association between family involvement 

(parents/caregivers or other caregivers’ involvement) and children’s outcomes, including 

academic, social, emotional and behaviors. 

5. Family involvement has to be identifiable from other factors such as school effects.  

The criterion restricted regions to ensure that the participants are children from English-

native-speaking countries, and the studies focus on children who needs extra assistance in learning 

English from these areas.  
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Figure 1. Flow Chart for Article Inclusion 
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Considering that studies with French first-language (L1) speakers in Canada fit the 

inclusion criteria. Yet French is also an official language in Canada (Mougeon, 2015), French-

speakers in Canadian context are essentially different from ELs who encounter hard time 

navigating themselves in education system in the United State or the United Kingdom. This 

study will focus on the underrepresented EL groups and therefore exclude the studies with 

French L1 speakers in Canada. 

After the first-round screening, 103 records remained and were further screened for 

inclusion. During this stage, I invited another rater, who is in the educational psychology field, 

and has received training on systematic literature review. Two raters reviewed the full texts and 

had eight conflicts, with an inter-rater Cohen’s kappa of 0.73, which indicated that substantial 

agreement was achieved (Viera & Garrett, 2005). Both raters reviewed and discussed conflicts 

and finally reached agreements on exclusion. The full-text screening yielded 17 results. The 85 

studies were excluded for the following reasons (1) did not measure or discuss children’s 

learning outcome; (2) did not specify the children’s language status; and (3) participating 

children were not on early childhood stage.  

I also implemented footnote chasing to examine the references in the included articles. 

This process yielded three more articles. Three more studies were identified via searching 

through Google Scholar. Table 1 shows the strategies for literature searching. 
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Table 1. Strategies for Searching the Literature  
Computer and / or Search of Electronic Databases and Resources 

ERIC (Educational Resources Information Center database; includes Resources in 
Education and Current Index to Journals in Education 

PsycINFO Psychological Abstracts 
Education Source 
ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global 
Linguistics and Language Behavior Abstracts (LLBA) 
Google Scholar 

 
Footnote Chasing 

References in journals from nonreview articles 
References from nonreview articles not published in journals 
References in review articles 
References in books/book chapters 
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Article Coding and Analysis 

 The included articles were read, coded and inputted in a literature matrix created in 

Excel. Each article was coded for author, year, title, publication name, country, population, grade 

level/age, research type, research instruments, involvement type(s), outcome type(s), data 

analysis, results, and measurement assurance. The literature matrix along with any additional 

notes taken was used in the synthesis of the studies that follows. 

Coding Interrater Reliability  

 The two raters independently coded for each of the above categories of the studies. The 

raters discussed the categories and then coded each article independently. Interrater reliability 

was calculated for each of the categories, and the two raters had an inter-rater Cohen’s kappa 

being 0.69 for all categories, indicating that marginally substantial agreement was achieved 

(Viera & Garrett, 2005). The two raters discussed each discrepancy, and all disagreements were 

resolved during the discussion by referring to the original articles.  

Results 

This current systematic review included 23 articles, 21 of them were conducted in the 

United States, and two were in Canadian context. I did not set time constrain when searching 

through electronic databases. After screening and excluding, the publication date for the included 

articles ranged from 1985 to 2019. 1980 to 1989 had one article; 1990 to 1999 had two articles; 

2000 to 2009 had 10 articles; and 2010 to 2019 had 11 articles. Across the 25 years, the years 

with the most publication on the discussed topic is 2002, which yielded three included articles. In 

terms of publication type, 10 of the articles are from peer-reviewed journals, nine are doctoral 

dissertations, two articles are reports, one article is a master thesis, and one is a book chapter. 

Table 2 and Table 3 each presents the information of all the articles. Specially, Table 2 shows 
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authors, year of publication, category of children’s outcome(s), category of publication type, 

research method, and country. Table 3 displays detailed information on participants, date 

source(s), data analysis methods, type of family involvement, outcome results, and quality 

assurance. The following section present a summary on the following characteristics: 

participants, research design, and types of parental/ caregivers’ involvement and students’ 

outcomes.  
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Table 2 Summary of year, outcome type, publication type, research method, and country 
  Publication type Research Method Country  

Study by Outcome 
Types 

Year Journal 
article 

Dissertation 
/Thesis 

Book 
chapter 

Report Experimental Observational United 
States 

Canada 

Academic outcomes 
Brasel 2008  √    √ √  
Cheung et al. 2018 √     √ √  
St. Clair & Jackson 2006 √    √  √  
Elorriaga 2006  √   √  √  
Espinosa 2018  √   √  √  
Garcia  2006  √   √  √  
Hammer et al.  2003 √     √ √  
Hartsock & Battles 2004  √    √ √  
Hindin  2001  √   √  √  
Linsley et al. 1993    √  √ √  
Mushi 2001    √  √ √  
Pelletier & Corter  2005 √    √   √ 
Pérez-Leroux et al. 2011   √   √  √ 
Roberts 2008 √    √  √  
Stiles  2010  √    √ √  
Tang  2012 √     √ √  
Wollman-Bonilla 2001 √     √ √  

Academic and Socioemotional outcomes 
Busco  1991  √   √  √  

Kessler  2010  √   √  √  
Long  2017  √    √ √  
Niehaus & Adelson 2014 √     √ √  
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Table 2 (Continued) 
  Publication type Research Method Country 

Study by Outcome 
Types 

Year Journal 
article 

Dissertation 
/Thesis 

Book 
chapter 

Report Experimental Observational United 
States 

Canada 

Behavioral Outcomes 
Rangel  2016  √   √  √  

Behavioral and Socioemotional Outcomes 
Valdez  2013 √    √  √  
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Table 3 Summary of participants and numbers, data analysis, involvement type, outcome results, and quality assurance  
Study Participants Data Source(s) Data Analysis 

Methods 
Involvement 

Type(s) 
Outcome Result(s) Quality Assurance 

Brasel 
(2008) 

145 2nd graders and 
their 
parents/caregivers. 

1. Parent 
questionnaire  
2. Criterion 
Reference 
Competency Test for 
reading  

Quantitative: 
descriptive 
and linear 
regression 

General family 
involvement 

A statistically significant 
correlation between 
children’s test scores in 
reading comprehension and 
family involvement. 

Split-half internal 
consistency and 
Cronbach’s alpha for 
the parents/caregivers’ 
survey 

Busco  
(1991) 

124 children from 1st 
grade to 3rd grade and 
their 
parents/caregivers. 

1.the Spanish 
Assessment of Basic 
Education (SABE)  
2. Behavioral 
Academic 
Self-Esteem 

Quantitative: 
descriptive 
and ANOVA 
 
 

Parents/caregivers’ 
participation in 
literacy program 

No significant difference 
between gains in vocabulary, 
comprehension scores and 
self-esteem measurements of 
the treatment and control 
groups. 

The validity and 
reliability of students’ 
measurement SABE 
were discussed 

Cheung 
et al. 
(2018) 

92 prekindergarten 
children and their 
parents/caregivers. 

1.Parent 
questionnaire 
2. vocabulary 
assessment with 
children 

Quantitative: 
Descriptive 
and multiple 
regression 

Use of language at 
home 

The amount of L1 and L2 
used across some home 
activities (e.g., dinner, 
playing with family, reading 
out loud) predicted children’s 
conceptual vocabulary 
knowledge. 

Not discussed 

St. Clair 
& 
Jackson 
(2006) 

19 families in 
treatment group, and 
23 families in control 
groups, the children 
were from 
kindergarten to 1st 
grade 

1.Woodcock-Muñoz 
Language Survey 
(WMLS) on broad 
English language 
skills 
2.Nebraska State 
Reading Assessment 

Quantitative: 
Descriptive 
and ANOVA 

Family involvement 
training 

Children from families that 
participated in the parent 
involvement training program 
scored significantly higher on 
language measures than 
children in the control group. 

 Reliability and construct 
validity on WMLS 

Elorriaga 
(2006) 

8 kindergarten to 2nd 
grade level children 
and their 
parents/caregivers. 

1. Dynamic 
Indicators of Basic 
Literacy 

Skills (DIBELS 
Test), 

2. Questionnaire, 
3. Observation,  
4. field notes  
5. interview 

Qualitative:  
Content 
analysis 

Graduate student 
assisted 
parents/caregivers to 
mentor their 
children in computer 
skills 

Parents/caregivers reported 
that the experience helped 
their children to improve 
reading skills. 

Construct validity, 
internal validity, 
external validity and 
reliability were each 
addressed  
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Table 3 (Continued) 
Study Participants Data Source(s) Data Analysis Methods Involvement 

Type(s) 
Outcome Result(s) Quality 

Assurance 
Espinosa 
(2018) 

17 preschoolers 
and their 
parents/caregivers  

1. Children’s 
mathematic 
performance 
2. Pre/post 
interview 
3. School visit 

Qualitative: 
Family surveys, 
classroom observation, 
interview with teachers, 
teachers’ notes research 
journal and anecdotes 

Parent utilize 
Take-Home Math 
Literacy Bag that 
facilitate 
children’s math 
learning 

The program has a positive effect on 
children’s language and literacy 
development that is sustained in the 
elementary school years. Most 
children also increased their skills in 
counting and shape recognition.  

Not discusses 

Garcia  
(2006) 

70 preschoolers 
and their 
parents/caregivers 

1.TAKS 
Reading, 
2.TAKS 
Mathematics, 
3.TerraNova, 
and 
4.TerraNova 
SUPERA. 
All in both 
Spanish and 
English versions 

Quantitative:  
descriptive statistics 
 

Parents/caregivers 
participation in 
the home 
instruction for 
parents/caregivers 
of preschool 
youngsters 
(HIPPY) program 

In terms of the TAKS assessment, a 
statistically significant difference 
between the control and treatment 
group were found in reading 
performance, but not in math. In the 
TerraNova and TerraNova SUPERA 
assessment, the treatment group 
outperformed the control in reading, 
vocabulary, composite language 
scale, mathematics and math 
computation skills.  

Internal validity 
and external 
validity of the 
experimental 
design were 
addressed 

Hammer 
et al.  
(2003) 

15 Spanish L1 
children and their 
parents/caregivers; 
mean age =3 years 
and 8 months. 

1. Home activity 
questionnaire, 
2. Test of 
reading ability 

Quantitative: 
Pearson correlation 
coefficient and Mann-
Whitney 

Use of language 
at home 

The relationship between children’s 
performance on early English 
literacy and home environment was 
not statistically significant.  

Cronbach’s alpha 
was reported for 
the home activity 
questionnaire.  

Hartsock 
& 
Battles 
(2004) 

38 EL and 21 NEP 
3rd graders and 
their 
parents/caregivers 

1.Number of 
assignments 
completed 
2. Test score in 
Stanford math 
test 

Quantitative: descriptive 
and Pearson correlation 
coefficient  
 

Parents/caregivers 
tutoring in math 
assessment  

Positive, moderate to high 
correlation (NEP r=0.57, EL r=0.49) 
between parent-tutored finished 
assignment and children's Stanford 
math test scores. 

Reliability and 
validity of LAS 
test and Standard 
9 tests were 
discussed 
 

Hindin  
(2001) 

8 2nd graders and 
their 
parents/caregivers 

Children’s oral 
reading 
performance 

Quantitative: descriptive 
analysis on the pre- and 
post-performance 

Home-reading 
intervention 

Children improved in word reading, 
oral reading, and reading fluency. 
They showed positive changes in 
error rate. 

Not discussed 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

Study Participants Data Source(s) Data Analysis 
Methods 

Involvement 
Type(s) 

Outcome Result(s) Quality 
Assurance 

Kessler  
(2010) 

49 families, 25 in 
control, 24 in 
treatment, from k 
to 4th grade 

Measurement on 
children’s 
reading, school 
attendance and 
school behavior. 

Quantitative:  
descriptive, t-
test and 
ANOVA 
 
 

parent 
participation in 
family training 
program 

Significant difference between control and 
treatment groups in reading and behavior. Yet 
no statistical difference found in the 
attendance behavior between the two groups. 

Not discussed 

Linsley 
et al. 
(1993) 

14 pre-
kindergarteners 
and their 
parents/caregivers 

Children’s Pre-
LAS scores  

Quantitative: 
descriptive 

Minutes of 
parents/caregivers 
read to children 

Moderate correlation between the total minute 
parents/caregivers read to their children and 
children's performance in pre-LAS English 
test. 

Not discussed 

Long 
(2017) 

295 3- and 4-
year-old children 
and their 
parents/caregivers 

1.Parent survey,  
2. Children’s 
English 
proficiency 
(PPVT-III and 
WJ-III), 
3. Children’s 
socioemotional 
development (the 
ECERS-R) 

Quantitative:  
Descriptive, and 
multiple 
regression 

Parental 
involvement in 
school activities 
(volunteering, 
attending PTA, 
helping on field 
trips, and 
fundraising) 

No direct relationship between family school 
involvement and children’s aggressive 
adjustment problems.  
Family school involvement inversely 
predicted children’s internalizing and 
externalizing behaviors.  
 

Utilizing well-
established 
measurement 
scales. 
Calculated 
Cronbach's 
alpha for used 
measurements. 

Mushi 
(2001) 

32 pre-k to 
kindergarteners 
and their 
parents/caregivers  

Observation on 
children’s 
utterance  

Quantitative: 
descriptive 

Number of joint 
parent-child 
activity and 
number of parent 
utterance without 
joint activity. 

Positive correlation between 
parents/caregivers-child joint activities and 
children’s utterance and new words in 
speaking.  

Not discussed 

Niehaus 
& 
Adelson 
(2014) 

1020 3rd graders 
and their 
parents/caregivers  

Early Childhood 
Longitudinal 
Study: K-1998  

Quantitative: 
descriptive and 
structural 
equation 
modeling 

parents/caregivers’ 
participation in 
school events and 
communication 
with their 
children’s 
teachers. 

More family involvement was associated with 
fewer social and emotional problems among 
ELs. 
Family involvement was more strongly 
related to socioemotional skills than to 
academic achievement among EL children. 

Internal validity 
of the ECLS 
survey and 
outcome 
measurements 
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Table 3 (Continued) 
Study Participants Data Source(s) Data Analysis 

Methods 
Involvement 
Type(s) 

Outcome Result(s) Quality Assurance 

Pelletier 
& Corter 
(2005) 

186 4-year-
old children 
and their 
parents/caregi
vers 

Interviews, surveys  
outcome measurements 
teacher ratings on the 
Early Developmental 
Instrument (EDI), and by 
parent ratings. 

Mixed method:  
Descriptive and 
ANOVA 
 
Content analysis 
on interviews 

Parents/caregiver’ 
participation in 
readiness center 
(RC) 

ESL children who had 
RC experience scored significantly 
higher than other ESL children.  

Discussed the 
criteria for 
interpreting 
findings based on 
Reynold’s (2004) 
theory. 

Pérez-
Leroux et 
al. 
(2011) 

17 families 
and 23 
children with 
the mean age 
of 5 years 2 
months 

Parent questionnaires, 
children’s interviews and 
children’s speech 
samples 

Mixed method: 
descriptive, and 
content analysis 
on interviews 
and speech 
samples 

Home language 
environment 
created by 
parents/caregivers 

Language input conditions are the 
most relevant determinant factor to 
children’s language outcomes. Input 
conditions for younger children 
depend primarily on language 
practices of household members, i.e., 
the frequency they speak in each 
language during children’s language 
transmission process.  

correlation between 
parents/caregivers’ 
rating and 
children’s language 
task to validate 
parents/caregivers' 
ratings in surveys 
 

Rangel 
(2016) 

743 1st grade 
ELLs, 376 in 
control and 
367 in 
treatment 

1.Strengths and 
Difficulties 
Questionnaire (SDQ)  
2.Parent’s interview 

Mixed method: 
descriptive, 
multilevel 
growth curve 
modeling, 
inductive 
analytic 
techniques 

Parents/caregivers
’ participation in 
Families and 
Schools Together 
(FAST) program 
 

EL students at FAST schools had 
more positive behavior ratings, on 
average, than their peers at control 
schools. 

Addressed the 
validity of SDQ, an 
established 
instrument by citing 
previous studies 

Roberts 
(2008) 

33 
preschoolers 
and their 
parents/caregi
vers 

Pretest and posttest 
overall storybook, 
vocabulary tasks, weekly 
vocabulary tests, 
Peabody picture 
vocabulary test, test 
Preschool IDEA oral 
language proficiency 
test, and caregiver 
language and literacy 
survey. 

Quantitative: 
descriptive and 
effect sizes 

Home story 
reading by 
parents/caregivers 

Primary-language storybook reading 
in the home was as effective as home 
story book reading in English for 
promoting English vocabulary 
acquisition in preschool English 
learners. 

Not discussed 
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Table 3 (Continued) 
Stiles 
(2010) 

5 families, 8 
children who are 
from 
kindergarten to 
2nd grade  

Visiting the participating 
families; observing, and 
parent 
journals  
 

Qualitative: 
content 
analysis on 
interview, 
observation 
and 
parents/caregi
vers' journals  

Parents/caregi
vers’  
interaction 
with children 
in mathematic 
activities 
 

Observed positive problem solving 
at home, child helps with chores 
relevant to mathematic concepts 
(e.g. measure the ingredients), and 
understanding of mathematic 
concepts (e.g. pay at the grocery) 

Replication of events 
as reliability; extensive 
time in the field, 
negative case analysis, 
dense descriptions, 
feedback from others 
and respondent 
validation as validity. 

Tang  
(2012) 

72 children from 
kindergarten to 
3rd grade, and 
the 
parents/caregiver
s of their children 

children's Letter-Word 
recognition skills 

Quantitative:  
descriptive, 
and OLS 
regression 
 

Family 
involvement 
in school-
based 
activities 
 

The study compared the literacy 
performance in kindergarten and in 
3rd grade and found that increased 
family involvement appeared to be 
consequential for children’s 3rd 
grade literacy growth.  

Addressed the validity 
of the Letter-word 
recognition, a subscale 
of the Woodcock–
Johnson Psycho-
Educational Battery-
Revised, an established 
instrument by citing 
previous studies 

Valdez et 
al. 
(2013) 

3091 first graders 
and their 
parents/caregiver
s 

Two surveys for 
parents/caregivers. 
Pre-surveys on social 
capital. 
Post-surveys on social 
capital, children’s 
emotional and behavioral 
functioning, and parents’ 
language dominance 
 

Quantitative:  
correlation 
and latent 
profile 
analysis 
 

Parents/caregi
vers 
participated in 
the FAST 
program. 
 
 
 
  

FAST program did not have an 
effect, on children’s emotional and 
behavior functioning, although 
FAST did increase 
parents/caregivers’ social capital 
for the most isolated of 
parents/caregivers, those who are 
Spanish-dominant. 

 

Wollman-
Bonilla 
(2001) 

4 parents 
/caregivers and 
their children 
with the age of 5 
years 8 month to 
7 years and 1 
month 

weekly participant-
observation in one 
classroom; interviews 
with teachers, family 
members and children; 
collection of journal 
messages and replies; 
and collection of related 
classroom artifacts 

Qualitative: 
content 
analysis 

Parental 
involvement 
in writing 
instruction 

Families have significant ‘funds of 
knowledge’ to contribute to 
children’s literacy learning 
processes.  
Families often modeled genres that 
were uncommon in children’s 
reading experience, can provide 
children’s only regular models of 
other socioculturally valued genres. 

Not discussed 
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Participants 

Participants in all the studies were children and their parents/caregivers. Authors of 

several studies conducted teacher interview or questionnaires to obtain more information about 

the participating families (e.g. Pelletier & Corter, 2005; Rangel, 2016). Six articles included both 

EL and English-native/ dominant students in the same study (i.e. Hammer, Miccio, & Wagstaff, 

2003; Hindin, 2002; Long, 2017; Pelletier & Corter, 2005; Valdez, Mills, Bohlig, & Kaplan, 

2013; Wollman-Bonilla, 2001), but the analysis separated EL’s performance from the other 

groups. A total of 4,744 EL children and 4,732 caregivers were examined in the included 23 

articles. Two of the studies had families with more than one child participants (i.e. Pérez-Leroux, 

Cuza, & Thomas, 2011; Stiles, 2010). 

Research Design 

 Two types of methodological design were utilized in these included articles: (1) 

observational studies (N=12) that measured the association between parents/caregivers’ 

involvement and child’s outcomes, and (2) experimental studies (N=11) that examined the 

effectiveness of parents/caregivers participated interventional programs/activities on child’s 

outcomes. The analytical methods for the included articles were quantitative (N=16), qualitative 

(N=4) and mixed method (N=3).  

Family Involvement and Children’s Outcomes 

 Three specific types of parental/caregivers’ involvement that fall underneath the 

operational definition were analyzed: (1) direct involvement in academic learning (i.e. 

parent/caregivers initiated tutoring or/and enhance parenting skills in family programs) (N=16), 

(2) involvement in school, and (N=3) (3) parents/caregivers building connections with teachers 

and other parents/caregivers (N=3). Finally, Brasel (2008) did not distinguish family 
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involvement in school and at home and examined parental/caregivers’ involvement activities in 

general. 

 All the studies but two addressed children’s academic outcomes. Among these 21 

articles, 17 of them focused solely on academic performance; and 14 measured children’s 

language and literacy competencies. One study reported EL children’s mathematic competence, 

one study focused on children’s competence with computer, and one study looked into multiple 

areas (e.g. reading and math) of learning outcomes. Two studies focused on socioemotional 

outcomes in addition to academic performance, and two studies looked at both behavioral and 

academic outcomes. One study focused exclusively on behavioral performance, and one article 

had both socioemotional and behaviors as outcomes. Specific types of children’s outcomes will 

be presented in relation to family involvement approaches. Figure 2 shows a brief summary of 

the included 23 articles.  

 
Figure 2. Summary of included articles  
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Family Involvement in Academic Learning 

The learning activities mentioned in the articles can be classified into four domains: (1) 

parents/caregivers assist with children’s academic in multiple fields, (2) home language and 

literacy input, (3) parents/caregivers tutor children’s mathematics, and (4) parents/caregivers 

facilitate children use of computer. 

Academic Learning in Multiple Fields. Three family programs focused on the 

association between parental/caregivers’ involvement in children’s multiple academic 

competencies. Garcia (2006) recruited parents/caregivers into a home instruction program. The 

assessment results showed that the treatment group outperformed the control group in reading, 

vocabulary, composite language scale, mathematics and math computation skills. Kessler (2010) 

examined the Abra Family Program that strengthened the family-school partnership by providing 

training and school information to parents/caregivers. Children in the treatment group showed 

better reading scores and behaviors compared to the control group. Yet no difference was found 

in participants’ school attendance rate. Espinosa (2018) provided Take-Home Math Literacy Bag 

and supporting instruction to families in order to enhance children’s language, literacy, counting, 

and recognition skills. The results showed positive effects among children on the four areas.  

Home Language/Literacy Input. The nine studies that examined home language input 

can be classified into two categories: (1) family language environment and (2) parents/caregivers 

involvement in literacy activities.  

In the first category, Hammer et al. (2003) looked into language used at home and the 

frequency of child’s home literacy activities via questionnaire; yet the relationship between 

children’s performance on early English literacy and home environment was not statistically 

significant. Pérez-Leroux et al. (2011) measured parents/caregivers’ language competence and 
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language environment at home. The results showed a positive association between the frequency 

of family members use a language and children’s language outcomes. Cheung et al. (2018) 

examined the use of Cantonese (L1) and English (L2) at home by examining questionnaire given 

to parents/caregivers. The finding suggested that the amount of L1 and L2 used across some home 

activities (e.g., dinner, playing with family, reading out loud) predicted children’s conceptual 

vocabulary knowledge. 

In the second category, Busco (1991)’s study examined a family literacy program. This 

program helps parents/caregivers in the treatment group to instruct Spanish literacy book to 

children. The results showed that children in the treatment group had higher gains in vocabulary, 

comprehension and self-esteem scores, yet the gains were not statistically significant.  Linsley 

and Linsley (1993) measured the correlation between the length (by minutes) that 

parents/caregivers read to their children and children’s LAS scores, and found a strong, positive 

correlation. Mushi (2001) analyzed the association between the number of parent/caregiver-child 

joint activities, numbers of parent utterance to children, and children’s utterance. The results 

showed strong and positive correlation. Wollman-Bonilla (2001) observed and analyzed 

parents/caregivers’ facilitated writing activities, the findings revealed that the minority families 

have significant funds of knowledge as they often modeled genres that were uncommon in 

children’s reading experience, “thereby providing children’s only regular models of other 

socioculturally-valued genres” (p.187). Hindin (2002) measured the effects of 

parents/caregivers’ home reading on children and found that children improved on an 

independent reading measure in word reading, oral reading, and reading fluency. St. Clair & 

Jackson (2006) provided 25 one-hour sessions that facilitated parents/caregivers’ interaction with 

children at home. This family program invited educators to model tutoring children’s literacy.  
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Students whose parents/caregivers were in the family involvement training program had 

significant higher scores on overall Broad English ability test and every sub-test component (e.g. 

picture vocabulary, verbal reasoning and writing). Roberts (2008) guided parents/caregivers to 

provide primary- or English language home storybook-reading treatment to their children. This 

study found that children had substantial gains of words from the storybook reading experiences. 

In addition, home story reading in a L1 was as effective as reading in English in English 

vocabulary gains.  

Home Mathematic Learning. Three studies focused on math learning activities at home. 

Hartsock & Battles (2004) examined the correlation between parental/caregivers’ assistance in 

the completion of mathematic homework and children’s mathematic achievement among the 

NEP and EL groups respectively. The correlation for both groups were positive and moderate. 

Stiles (2010) observed parent-child interaction in math activities, and found positive problem 

solving happened at home. Last but not least, Espinosa (2018) examined a 4-week bilingual 

(Spanish/English) family math program for Hispanic EL families. The findings showed that 

participants improved in shape recognition, counting skills, and increased visits to the math 

center.  

Use of Computer. One study, i.e. Elorriaga (2006) implemented Integrated Migrant 

Parent and Child Computer Training (IMPACCT), in which graduate student assisted 

parents/caregivers to mentor their children in computer skills on a weekly basis. The intervention 

fostered parents/caregivers and children’s computer skills and had statistically significant gains 

on children’s reading skills. 

Social Connection  
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Three programs were implemented to enhance parents/caregivers’ social relationship 

with schools, their children, or other parents/caregivers. Valdez et al. (2013) and Rangel (2016) 

examined the Families and Schools Together (FAST) program that strengthens connection 

between parents/caregivers and their children. In this program, parents/caregivers and children 

participated in 12 core processes that promoted social connection. Pelletier and Corter (2005) 

enrolled parents/caregivers in the Readiness Center that aimed at “building long-lasting lasting 

collaboration among schools, families, and communities” (p.91). The results showed that EL 

children who had Readiness Center experience scored significantly higher than other EL children 

in overall outcomes, language and teacher-child interaction. 

Involvement in School 

Three studies measured parental/caregivers’ school involvement as a predicting factor. 

Tang, Dearing, & Weiss (2012) measured children’s literacy in kindergarten and at the 3rd 

grade, they found that increased family involvement in school may be predictive to children’s 

third grade literacy growth. Niehaus & Adelson (2014) found that higher level of EL family 

involvement in school was linked with fewer social and emotional problems and better academic 

outcomes. Long (2017) measured parental/caregivers’ involvement in school organized activities 

such as PTA and fund-raising. The results revealed that more parental/caregivers’ involvement 

predicted fewer energy behavior problems, despite with a small effect size. Yet such association 

was not found with other internalizing or externalizing problems.  

General Involvement 

One study, Brasel (2008) utilized parent/caregiver questionnaire to measure the degree of 

family involvement in school and at home. A correlation measurement found statistically 
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significant results between children’s reading comprehension tests and parental/caregivers’ 

overall involvement.  

Discussion 

This review aims at synthesizing different types of family involvement among early 

childhood ELs and investigating the effectiveness of these involvement practices on children’s 

outcomes. Because of the limited number of articles and the substantial variations in their 

methodologies, I could not conduct a meta-analysis; thus, the findings should be interpreted with 

caution.  

The findings on parents/caregivers’ involvement in EL children’s education align with 

the results from previous synthetic research, that the effects of family involvement on children’s 

academic outcomes were generally positive (e.g. Castro et al., 2015; Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 

2012; Jeynes, 2017). Despite previous meta-analysis has repeatedly confirmed the positive 

influence from parents/caregivers’ involvement, this study made unique contributes to the 

literature by identifying the EL children at the early childhood stage.  

A total of 21 studies looked into the effects of a variety types of family involvement on 

children’s academic outcomes. 17 of them focused on family involvement in literacy (e.g. 

reading with the children, and home language use), and mathematic learning (e.g. tutoring 

mathematics to children). Two studies examined the association between family involvement in 

school and children’s academic performance. One study examined general parents/caregivers’ 

involvement, and one study found the relation between a computer training program among 

parents/caregivers and children’s academic gains. The rest two studies implemented FAST 

program and compared the behavioral and socioemotional outcomes of children from 

participating families and non-participating peers.  
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The results from these studies all showed that, with parent/caregiver-directed or 

educators-guided intervention, children’s performance in the corresponding academic area 

improved or was significantly better than children without parents/caregivers’ interventions 

(e.g.,Cheung et al., 2018; Mushi, 2001; Stiles, 2010). The findings falsify the deficiency 

perspective toward EL families by proving that EL parents/caregivers’ impact can be positive, 

even without educators’ assistance (e.g. Cheung et al., 2018; Tang et al., 2012).  

ELs’ home culture is valuable assets. To EL children, use of both English and home 

language by parents/caregivers’ and siblings are conductive to their development in general 

language and English competency (e.g., Cheung et al., 2018; Pérez-Leroux et al., 2011). The 

studies also revealed that EL families have their unique fund of knowledge such as language and 

genre of writing, and the knowledge can be passed down to the next generation as the 

parents/caregivers interact and tutor their children (Cheung et al., 2018; Wollman-Bonilla, 2001). 

In addition, the findings also indicated the importance of school outreach. 

Parents/caregivers cannot operate child education on their own, especially for EL 

parents/caregivers who had difficulties in English, and felt themselves being unwelcomed at 

school (Daniel-White, 2002; Froiland & Davison, 2014). Rangel (2016) and Valzes (2013)’s 

parental involvement programs involved educators’ demonstration on parent-children 

interaction, and instruction on strategies that parents/caregivers can use while working with 

children, and why are these approaches helpful. Such partnership optimizes parents/caregivers’ 

practices and empowers their parenting skills, thus bringing more beneficial influence on their 

children.  

However, the results on children’s social and behavioral outcomes were unclear. 

Specially, certain effects of family involvement on socioemotional and behavioral outcomes 
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were positive, yet other results were negative. Specially, Niehaus & Adelson (2014) found that 

family involvement had significant effects on children’s behavioral problems: when 

parents/caregivers involved more in EL children’s education, these children reported fewer social 

and emotional problems. In Rangel (2016), EL children who have participated in FAST program 

showed more positive behavior ratings, than their peers at control schools. Even though Long 

(2017) did not find direct relationship between family school involvement and children’s 

aggressive problems, this study found that when parents/caregivers had higher level of school 

involvement, children showed fewer internalizing and externalizing behavioral problems. Valdez 

et al. (2013) that also examined the effects of FAST program, did not show significant effects of 

the program on children’s emotional and behavior functioning. Kessler (2010) showed family 

involvement to have positive impact on disciplinary behavior, yet no significant influence on 

internalizing and externalizing behavioral problems (Kessler, 2010). Finally, Busco (1991) did 

not found significant difference between gains of treatment and control students in children’s 

self-esteem.  

Strengths and Limitations 

To our knowledge, this is the first systematic review of studies with the primary outcome 

of measuring and predicting parent engagement in children’s education that are specifically 

focused on early childhood EL population.  

Unlike other synthesis studies that focused solely on reviewing literature for children’s 

cognitive outcomes (e.g. Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 2017), this review did not place any 

restrictions on the type of children outcomes. Therefore, the study can be inclusive of non-

cognitive outcomes such as socioemotional and behavioral performance. By restricting the age 

level, we wanted to focus on the early childhood stage, which is a vital stage of child 
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development in both physical and mental perspectives. Additionally, parents/caregivers show 

higher degree of involvement at this time period.  

The number of empirical researches focusing on parental involvement and EL children’s 

social, emotional and behavioral outcomes is quite limited. Among all the included studies, only 

five of them examined the topic. To uncover the familial influence on children’s non-cognitive 

competence development, we are hoping more studies to be conducted. 

As we only identified 23 studies, our ability to draw firm conclusions is limited. As such, 

all findings stemming from this review should be viewed as preliminary in nature. Furthermore, 

some limitations of our findings should be noted. Firstly, there were not enough studies included 

in this review that consistently defined variables (both predictors of engagement, and stages of 

parental engagement), and that employed similar methods of analysis, to permit a meta-analysis 

to estimate effect sizes. In addition, the exclusion of article not in English may filtered some 

articles on parental involvement among the ELs. Finally, though we made efforts to retrieve all 

articles on the topic through the use of major databases that are inclusive of the bulk of literature, 

these databases are limited by the journals they index. 

Conclusion 

This systematic literature review consolidated segments of the current research studying 

the association between family involvement and children’s outcomes. This review included 23 

studies that met the inclusion criteria. These studies revealed that, in general, various types of 

family involvement, including training programs and spontaneous practices at home, can 

influence upon children’s academic, socioemotional and behavioral outcomes.  

More than half of the reviewed studies examined parents/caregivers’ tutoring or 

participation in academic relevant activities in English language, reading, writing and 
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mathematics, and showed positive associations. Based on these studies, we learned that not only 

interventional practices, spontaneous involvement such as talk to children and can have positive 

impact on children development.   

There are five English native-speaking countries worldwide, yet based on our searching, 

no articles meeting with the inclusion criteria were not found in the contexts of Britain, New 

Zealand, or Australia. A potential reason leading to this phenomenon is that immigration and 

ELs are more prevailing in the North America. However, these three countries also include large 

numbers of non-English speaking population, and some of the children are confronting with 

academic and socioemotional issues. We are looking forward to seeing more research conducted 

with a diverse population in different national contexts.  

The current literature in the association between parental involvement and EL early 

children’s socioemotional outcomes is lacking in the areas. Given that the importance of early 

childhood social competence to children’s development (Campbell et al., 2016), we believe more 

research is needed to uncover the connection between family influence on early EL children’s 

social skills. 
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CHAPTER III 

FAMILY INVOLVEMENT, SCHOOL OUTREACH, AND CHILDREN’S 

SOCIOEMOTIONAL OUTCOMES 

To better facilitate English learners (ELs) to succeed in the U.S. educational system 

requires educators to be aware of the existing gaps between ELs and non-ELs (National 

Center for Education Statistics, 2019). In addition, educators need to understand the 

barriers EL children encounter, which might be causes of such gaps. For instance, the 

cultural and linguistic mismatch between ELs and school personnel(Daniel-White, 

2002). 

 EL children, who only acquire limited English proficiency are reported to 

encounter severe psychological stressors (Halle et al., 2014; Han & Huang, 2010), and 

exhibit more socioemotional problems compared to native non-EL peers (Crosnoe, 2007; 

Niehaus & Adelson, 2014).  

Since children’s social relationship establishment starts with their interaction with 

parents/caregivers and other family members, family has the primary impact on 

children’s development at the early childhood stage. Family involvement comes in a 

variety of types, for instance, involvement at home in reading and tutoring, expressing 

educational expectations, and participation in school activities. To understand how 

different types of involvement can affect children’s socioemotional outcomes can 

educators and parents/caregivers to conduct effective practices in both school and home 

contexts. 
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This study used a nationally representative sample from the ECLS-K:2011 

database, utilizing a multilevel structural equation model to analyze the effects of school 

and family efforts for educational involvement on students’ socioemotional gains. This 

study contributes to the literature by examining if EL and non-EL students differ in 

social competence with the support from the home environment and the school-family 

partnership. If the outcomes show statistically significant differences between ELs and 

non-ELs, schools and families might need to consider integrating socioemotional 

learning components through a school-home partnership to facilitate the underperformed 

group (Brackett & Rivers, 2014). 

Theoretical Framework 

Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System and Epstein’s Overlapping Spheres explain 

human development in relation to people’s surroundings, and they both place children at 

the center of the interconnection and dynamic external environments (Bronfenbrenner, 

1986; Epstein, 1995). In the ecological system, the family and the school are in the 

microsystem and their interaction locates in the mesosystem. Although the microsystem 

is the immediate surrounding that has a significant impact on childhood development, 

students show more academic, social, and behavioral gains when mesosystemic 

intervention (home and school) is used, in contrast to microsystemic intervention alone 

(Zins et al., 2004). The overlapping spheres emphasize the partnership between home, 

school, and community. The three stakeholders should be drawn together and organize 

partnership activities to “engage, guide, energize and motivate students to produce their 

own success” (Epstein, 2018, p.12). The closer the three spheres connect, the more likely 
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students will achieve success in school and in life (Epstein, 1995; Epstein, Galindo, & 

Sheldon, 2011; Epstein et al., 2018). 

The significance of socioemotional well-being has been widely recognized by 

researchers. Specifically, self-control refers to the competency of self-adaptation of 

emotion and behaviors so as to produce optimal fit between self and world (Reed & 

Rothbart, 1984). Children with higher self-control capacity are more likely to interrupt 

their undesired behaviors, therefore, they can produce positive outcomes in multiple 

aspects in life (Duckworth et al., 2019).  

Interpersonal skill is the competence to communicate and interact different people, 

including parents/caregivers, siblings, teachers and peers. Interpersonal capacity plays a 

significant role in schooling since it predicts children’s ability to collaborate with peers 

in group project, and it also impacts the way children negotiate with teachers when they 

have questions. With better interpersonal skills, children can maintain positive 

relationship, and might tend to interact more frequently with others. These skills 

facilitate children to make friends, and establish tighter bounds with school (McClelland 

& Morrison, 2003).  

Literature Review 

Self-control is an intra-personal skill that regulates one's emotions and 

behaviors to achieve one’s goals (Guirguis & Antigua, 2017; Winsler et al., 2014), and 

interpersonal capacity is a social interaction skill, consisting of social awareness and 

communicative skills, which facilitates to establish positive relationships (Elias et al., 

1997; Powell et al., 2010). Self-control and interpersonal capacity each display the 
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emotional and social aspects of children’s development. The interaction and relationship 

between children and key adults (e.g. parents and teachers) has a significant influence on 

children’s development (Christenson & Reschly, 2010; El Nokali et al., 2010). Better 

interpersonal skills mean that children can reach out to adults to receive more support, 

and they can work collaboratively with capable people. Such process facilitates learning, 

since learning is derived from interpersonal activity that emphasizes the importance of 

collaboration. 

Significance of Socioemotional Competence 

Cultivating socioemotional skills at an early stage lays the foundation for children’s 

later development (Denham, 2003; Heckman & Masterov, 2004). Socioemotional 

competencies in kindergarten not only contributes to children’s well-being and academic 

performance in early childhood (Denham et al., 2014; Niehaus & Adelson, 2014), but 

also predicts later psychological status (Bornstein et al., 2010), learning outcomes 

(Denham, 2003) and chances to pursue higher education (Halle et al., 2014; Winsler et 

al., 2014). 

Family Background and Involvement and Child Socioemotional Competence  

In the United States, family background impacts children’s social competence 

through three intertwined factors: language status, socio-economic status (SES) and 

immigration status (Han, 2010; Han & Huang, 2010). ELs coming from disadvantaged 

and/or immigrant families are confronted with undesirable housing conditions and 

insecure neighborhoods (Evans & English, 2002); which makes them vulnerable to 

socioemotional distress (Halle et al., 2014; Han & Huang, 2010; Niehaus & Adelson, 
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2014). Further, parents/ caregivers’ involvement in education, a dynamic factor, 

functions as a remedy for children’s underperformance (Froiland et al., 2013). Children, 

including ELs have shown fewer social and emotional problems when their 

parents/caregivers are involved positively in their education. The results from El Nokali 

et al. (2010) suggest that improvements in family involvement associates with declines 

in children’s problem behaviors and improvements in social skills. Niehaus & Adelson 

(2014) study have shown that EL children from families with more involvement in 

school tended to display fewer internalizing and externalizing problems. 

Family involvement can occur at home (e.g. learning at home and expressing 

educational expectations), in the school (e.g. volunteering and contact school teachers) 

and in the community (Epstein, 1995; Fantuzzo et al., 2004; Grolnick & Slowiaczek, 1994; 

Hoover-Dempsey et al., 2005; Walker Shenker & Hoover-Dempsey, 2010). In another 

word, family involvement is multidimensional. This nature limits researchers from 

drawing a complete understanding of the family influence on children’s development 

when only examining individual factors (Galindo & Sheldon, 2012).  

Parents/caregivers’ educational expectation on their children is a significant 

predictor to children’s academic achievement (Fan & Chen, 2001; Hill & Tyson, 2009; 

Jeynes, 2005). High educational expectations are usually associated with more 

communication and caring on topics related to education. Conducting these practices at 

an early age can better prepare children for schooling (Froiland et al., 2012). Both 

empirical studies and meta-analysis have provided sufficient evidence. For instance, 

Froiland & Davison (2014) has shown positive effects from parental expectations on 
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children’s school outcomes (standardized path coefficient=0.444), which has been 

stronger than SES (standardized path coefficient=.24). Furthermore, Castro et al. (2015) 

implemented moderation analysis in meta-analysis and found parental high academic 

expectations for children to be one of the strongest family involvement characteristics of 

children’s academic performance. 

School Outreach, Family-School Relation, and Child Socioemotional Competence 

Schools have a significant impact on parents/caregivers’ perception of their 

responsibility toward children’s education (Christenson & Reschly, 2010; Hoover-

Dempsey et al., 2005). Outreach to families will reinforce parents/caregivers’ role as co-

educators and motivate their involvement (Christenson & Reschly, 2010). Providing 

assistance (e.g. family literacy programs and child-care services during PTA) can send out 

messages of advocating school-family partnership (Ankrum, 2016; Campos et al., 2011; 

Epstein, 1995).  

 Schools and teachers that welcome EL families provides more opportunities to 

include EL parents/caregivers.  Through regular mutual communication, these schools are 

more likely to engage EL families in school events and activities. These practices can have 

further impact on EL parents/caregivers: their inclusion in school context enhances their 

sense of belonging, and these parents/caregivers are more likely to take the initiation to 

facilitate children’s education in both school and home context (Braley et al., 2009). Such 

partnership facilitates EL children’s socioemotional well-being. Specifically, Niehaus & 

Adelson (2014) found that with higher school outreach efforts, EL children displayed 

fewer internalizing and externalizing behavioral problems. 
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Research Questions 

The goal of the study is to extend previous research by analyzing the effects of 

school practices that engage families, family involvement at home and in school on EL 

children’s gains in self-control and interpersonal capacity. This study is guided by four 

research questions: (1) Do EL and non-EL families show different levels of involvement 

in home, school, and in educational expectation to children? (2) To what extent is each 

family involvement indicator (i.e., home involvement, school involvement, and 

expectation on children’s education) associated with students’ self-control and 

interpersonal competence gains? (3) Does a higher level of school outreach for families, 

associate with children’s self-control and interpersonal competence gains? Is the 

relationship between school outreach to families and socioemotional gains mediated by 

family involvement? (4) Do EL and English-native children’s self-control and 

interpersonal competence gains differ due to the effects of family involvement and 

school outreach for families?  

Method 

The data used in this study were from Early Childhood Longitudinal Study 

Kindergarten Class of 2010-2011(ECLS-K:2011), sponsored by the National Center of 

Education Statistics. This nationally representative sample included 18,174 children 

clustered within 1,036 public schools and 283 private schools. The dataset focused on 

children’s development status, including their home and school experiences, growth and 

learning. The ECLS-K: 2011 collected data from children, parents/caregivers, teachers, 

and school administrators. Thus, it enables researchers to explore how the family (e.g., 
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parent-child home interactions), and the school (e.g., school outreach efforts to families) 

characteristics relate to children’s development through questionnaires, interviews and 

assessments conducted to students, teachers, school leaders and parents (Galindo & 

Sheldon, 2012; Tourangeau et al., 2015). 

Handling Missing Data 

Table 4 shows the information with missingness for all the variables. The data 

are hierarchical in nature, and can lead to dependency between individual observations; 

which violates the independence assumption of Ordinary Least Sqaures (OLS) 

regression. Single-level treatment for missing cases and data analysis can result in biased 

parameter estimates (Hancock & Mueller, 2013). Therefore, I used multiple imputation 

of multilevel missing data algorithm (based on Markov Chain Monte Carlo techniques) 

with mice package in R for all the relevant variables across individual and school levels. 

(Grund et al., 2018; Weirich et al., 2014). 
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Table 4. Weighted descriptive statistics for the ECLS-K sample. 

Key analytical variables 
Mean 
or % SD % of 

missing 
Self-control competence wave 1 3.09 0.62 19.5 
Self-control competence wave 2 3.18 0.64 0 

Interpersonal skills wave 1 3 0.63 18.7 
Interpersonal skills wave 2 3.13 0.65 0 

Family involvement in school 1.45 0.21 23.4 
Family involvement at home 2.96 0.46 24.5 

Parents’ educational expectations  5.24 1.21 24.3 
School outreach effort 3.12 0.46 10.4 

English Learners% 9.34  10.2 
Level-1 control variables (students and families)    

Gender: female (%) 48.94%  0.2 
Age at kindergarten entry (in months) 67.49 4.46 10.3 

Family socioeconomic status -0.04 0.81 10.9 
Number of siblings 1.49 1.11 23.2 

Race/ethnicity (%)   0.18 
White  48.48   
Black  12.98   

Hispanic 24.53   
Asian 7.8   
Other 6.21   

Family type (%)   23.2 
Two biological/adapted parents 77.91   

Single parent 19.96   
Other 2.14   

Level-2 control variables (schools)    
Kindergarten enrollment size 3.37 1.66 8.5 

School type (%)   5.2 
Public 79.09   

Catholic 8.5   
Other religious  5.19   
Other private 5.03   

Composition race   11.1 
Mean White non-Hispanic 0.54 0.34  
Mean Black non-Hispanic 0.15 0.24  
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Table 4 (Continued) 

Key analytical variables 
Mean 
or % SD % of 

missing 
Mean Hispanic 0.21 0.27  

Mean Asian 0.4 0.61  
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Participants 

After conducting multiple imputation procedures, I dropped observations who 

did not have teacher-reported self-control (2,378) and interpersonal skills (2,375) scores 

in spring semester (wave 2) from the original ECLS-K:2011 sample. The analysis for 

self-control as the outcome included 15,796 students from 1,052 schools and that for 

interpersonal skill included 15,799 students from 1,053 schools. The sample for this 

study included 49.01% female children. In terms of ethnicity, 48.66% of the participants 

are non-Hispanic White, 12.98% are non-Hispanic African American, 24.48% are 

Hispanic, 7.8% are Asian, and 6.18% are other ethnical groups (i.e., Native Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and two or more races). Most 

participating students were non-ELs (90.2%). About 69.97% of the students lived in 

homes with parents (two biological or adopted). The average number of siblings at home 

was 1.50. 

Variables Used in the Study 

Level 1 Outcomes and Predictors  

Level 1 predictors include five major variables and constructs: individual child’s 

socioemotional competency that is reported by teachers in 2010 Fall, family involvement 

in school activities, family involvement at home, parents’ expectation to their children, 

and children’s EL status. Self-control and interpersonal skills reported in 2011 Spring 

are included as outcomes in this analysis. Below is the detailed information for each 

variable or construct. 
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Students’ Socioemotional Skills (Two Waves). Self-control was a composite 

score developed from four items (𝜶𝜶= 0.81 for 2010 Fall, and 𝜶𝜶= 0.82 for 2011 Spring); 

and interpersonal skill scores were developed from five questions (𝜶𝜶= 0.86 for 2010 

Fall, and 𝜶𝜶= 0.87 for 2011 Spring). These scores were graded by the teachers of 

participating children.  

Family Involvement in School (2011 Spring). This variable is an average score 

of eight items (0 = no and 1 = yes, 𝜶𝜶= 0.87) that inquired parents/caregivers’ 

participation in school-related activities. It includes attending an open house or back to 

school night; a meeting of PTA, PTO, or parent–teacher–student organization; a meeting 

of the parent advisory group or policy council; a regularly-scheduled parent–teacher 

conference or meeting with teachers; school or class events; acting as a volunteer in the 

classroom or at the school; serving on a school committee; and participating in fund 

raising. 

Family Involvement at Home (2010 Fall). The 12 questions on family 

involvement at home are on a 4-likert scale where 1 = never to 4 = everyday (𝜶𝜶= 0.77). 

These questions looked into the frequency of parent/caregiver-child interaction on 12 

weekly activities: read books, tell stories, sing songs, do art and crafts, do chores, play 

games or do puzzles, talk about nature or do science projects, build things with children, 

play sports, practice reading, writing and working with numbers, parent read books to 

children, children look at picture books outside of school, and children read or pretend to 

read outside of school.  
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Parents/Caregivers’ Educational Expectations for Their Children (2010 Fall). 

Parents/caregivers’ expectation is an ordinal variable referring to the highest educational 

degree parents/caregivers believed their child would obtain (1 = receive less than a high 

school diploma to 7 = get a PhD, MD, or other higher degree).  

Students’ Language Status. Preschool Language Assessment Scale (PreLAS) 

was used to identify participants’ language status. Children who came from non-English 

native families took preLAS, that included two sections, Simon Says and Art Show.  The 

total score for preLAS test is 20. Children who earned total scores below 16 were ELs, 

and those scored 16 and above were non-ELs (Duncan & De Avila, 1998). 

Level 2 Predictor 

 The analyses only included one level 2 predictor: the school outreach effort to 

families. This school-level composite variable was the mean of six items that asked the 

frequency of six activities that schools provided to children and families, reported by 

school administrators. The answers were on a 5-likerd scale, where 1 = never, and 5= 7 

or more times a year (𝛼𝛼= 0.83). The six activities were : PTA PTO or parent-teacher 

student organization meetings, information on child standardized assessment scores sent 

home, teacher-parent conferences, home visit to do one-on-one parent education, school 

performance to which parents are invited, and classroom programs like class plays, book 

nights, or family math nights. 

Background Variables 

Certain student, family, and school background variables were included in the 

analysis to control for background factors. Children’s gender, age of enrollment in 
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kindergarten, and race were children characteristics. The race groups were coded as 

Hispanic, African American, Asian and other groups (e.g. American natives, Hawaii & 

Pacific Islanders and multi-races). Family factors include parents’ marital status 

(categorical), parents’ type (categorical), children’s number of siblings (continuous) in 

household, and family socioeconomic status (SES) (continuous, ranging from -3 to 3). 

Marital status was coded as separated, divorced or widowed, never married, and civil 

union/domestic partnership with married couples as the comparison group. 

Parents/caregivers type was coded as one biological/adoptive parent only and other 

guardian, with two parents as the comparison group. SES is a composite score built in 

the survey, and it was calculated using the following five components (1) 

parent/guardian 1’s education; (2) parent/guardian 2’s education; (3) parent/guardian 1’s 

occupational prestige score; (4) parent guardian 2’s occupational prestige score; and (5) 

household income.  

The school level variables are school types (i.e., public, catholic, other religious, 

and other private), racial composition average (i.e. percent of White, Hispanic, African 

American, American natives, Hawaii & Pacific Islanders, and Asian students), and school 

enrollment size. 

Data Analysis 

Before model analysis, I examined descriptive information for all the variables; 

measured the bivariant correlation between each variable that is included in the model; 

and calculated the Intraclass correlation (ICC) for each outcome variables in the null 

model to check cluster effects within schools.   
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Model analysis 

The model was analyzed in STATA 16 (StataCorp, 2017). The research 

questions of interest involved the measurement of variables that are at an individual level 

and school level, therefore, this study utilized two-level hierarchical linear models 

(HLM) to capture intra-class dependency (Hancock & Mueller, 2013). Students and their 

parents/caregivers represent the level-1 units and schools are the level-2 units. 

Individuals within the same social contexts, such as students in one school, tend to be 

alike compared to students who were randomly selected to participate. Level-2 variances 

can be accounted to in HLM analysis. Though the ECLS-K dataset included teachers’ 

data (i.e., students nested within classrooms and classrooms nested within schools), 

HLM requires at least two units per cluster (i.e. two teachers per school), and there were 

several schools in the ECLS-K data with only one kindergarten teacher. A three-level 

model analysis is therefore not feasible.  

To examine the effects of school outreach on family involvement, three models 

(Models 1, 2, and 3) were tested using family involvement at school, family involvement 

at home, and parents/caregivers’ educational expectations on their children as outcome 

variables, respectively. These models controlled for student, family, and school 

background variables. In addition, the three models controlled for children’s self-control 

scores obtained from the 2010 fall semester at kindergarten. All family involvement 

variables were treated as continuous variables in the HLM models.   

To analyze whether family involvement was associated with students’ 

socioemotional gains from fall to spring of kindergarten, I estimated four models for 
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each socioemotional outcome—teachers reported self-control (Models 4, 5, 6, and 7), 

teachers reported interpersonal skills (Model 8, 9, 10, and 11). The first three models 

included each of the family involvement (i.e., family involvement at home, family 

involvement in school, and parents/caregivers’ expectation on children’s education 

level) variable separately, whereas the fourth model included all three family 

involvement variables simultaneously. The socioemotional performance rated in 2010 

fall semester were included in the regression models as a control variable to capture 

children’s gains. The scores obtained from the following spring semester were the 

dependent variables. All the models included level-1 (student and family level) 

background variables as controls. 

Next, to analyze whether school supports were associated with students’ 

socioemotional gains, and if the associations were mediated by family involvement 

factors, I estimated two models for each outcome. The first models included the school 

support measure only to estimate the association of school factor and student 

socioemotional gains prior to adjusting for family influences (Models 12 and 14 for self-

control and interpersonal skills, respectively). Then I included all the three measures of 

family involvement and school support variable to analyze whether school’s outreach to 

families was associated with students’ gains and whether these relationships were 

mediated by family involvement (Models 13 and 15 for self-control and interpersonal 

skills, respectively). All of the measurements controlled for child, family, and school 

background variables. The most parsimonious equation is as below: 

Level-1 Model: 
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𝑌𝑌𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠 2)
= 𝛽𝛽0𝑖𝑖 + 𝛽𝛽1𝑖𝑖(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠 1)
+ 𝛽𝛽2𝑖𝑖(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠)+𝛽𝛽3𝑖𝑖(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 ℎ𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠)
+ 𝛽𝛽4𝑖𝑖(𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠′𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑒𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠) 
+𝛽𝛽5𝑖𝑖Σ(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑤𝑤𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 1 𝑏𝑏𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑏𝑏)+𝑠𝑠𝑖𝑖𝑖𝑖 

Level-2 Model:  
𝛽𝛽0𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾00 + 𝛾𝛾01(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ 𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠) + 𝛾𝛾02Σ(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑏𝑏𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑏𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑏𝑏) + 𝑈𝑈0𝑖𝑖 
𝛽𝛽1𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾10 + 𝑈𝑈1𝑖𝑖 
𝛽𝛽2𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾20(𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑜𝑠𝑠𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠ℎ 𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑒𝑠𝑠𝑝𝑝𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑠) + 𝑈𝑈2𝑖𝑖 
𝛽𝛽3𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾30 + 𝑈𝑈3𝑖𝑖 
𝛽𝛽4𝑖𝑖 = 𝛾𝛾40 + 𝑈𝑈4𝑖𝑖 

I then followed Zhang, Zyphur and Preacher (2009) to study an upper level 

mediation (when the association between level-2 variable and level-1 outcome is 

mediated by level-1 variables) and used the Bootstrapping test to examine the mediation 

effects.  

Results 

Analyses of the ICC of the unconditional models (i.e., models without predictors) 

revealed that 14.9% of the variance in family involvement in school-related activities 

was explained by schools. The school variances in parents/caregivers’ educational 

expectations, and home involvement in educational activities at home were 8.8% and 

3.7%, respectively. 

In addition, the ICC for self-control and interpersonal skills were also calculated. 

The results showed 10.7% and 9.6% of the variances in self-control and interpersonal 

skill were attributed to school characters, respectively.  

The results showed that the school effects have accounted a consideration 

variance for family involvement activities, and children’s performance in self-control 

and interpersonal skills.  
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Association Between School Outreach to Families and Involvement 

Table 5 shows the results of the three models that examined the relationships 

between school outreach to families and the three indicators of family involvement (i.e., 

family involvement in educational activities at home, family involvement in school-

related activities, and parents/caregivers’ educational expectations). The independent 

variable for the three models is administrators’ report of school outreach to families, and 

the dependent variables are the family involvement indictors, respectively. All the level-

1 and level-2 controlling variables were controlled. The unstandardized coefficients of 

regression estimates were reported.  
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Table 5. HLM regression fixed and random estimates of family involvement from 
school outreach efforts. 

 PI school PI home 
Education 

Expectations  
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Fixed effect coefficients intercept 
1.38** 
(0.03) 

2.99** 
(0.07) 

5.44** 
(0.19) 

    
Level-2 key variable     

 
School Support 

 0.02** 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

0.06* 
(0.03) 

Level-1 key variable     
English language speaking  0.04** 

(0.01) 
0.13** 
(0.01) 

 -0.15** 
(0.04) 

Level-1 control variables     

Female 
0.00 

(0.00) 
0.00 

(0.01) 
0.12** 
(0.02) 

Age at kindergarten entry 
0.00 

(0.00) 
 0.00** 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

Hispanic 
 -0.02** 
(0.00) 

 -0.08** 
(0.01) 

0.36** 
(0.03) 

Black 
-0.02** 
(0.01) 

 -0.04** 
(0.01) 

0.37** 
(0.04) 

Asian 
-0.08** 
(0.01) 

 -0.15** 
(0.02) 

0.39** 
(0.04) 

Other 
-0.02** 
(0.01) 

 -0.01 
(0.02) 

0.29** 
(0.04) 

Number of siblings 
-0.01** 
(0.00) 

 0.00 
(0.00) 

 -0.05** 
(0.01) 

Overall socioeconomic status 
 0.07** 
(0.00) 

0.04** 
(0.01) 

0.35** 
(0.01) 

One parent family 
-0.01* 
(0.01) 

 -0.02 
(0.01) 

 -0.06 
(0.03) 

Other guardians 
-0.04** 
(0.01) 

  -0.03 
(0.03) 

 -0.26** 
(0.07) 

Parents separated 
-0.02** 
(0.01) 

 0.00 
(0.02) 

0.07 
(0.05) 

Parents divorced 
-0.04** 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.01) 

 -0.06 
(0.04) 

Parent(s) never married 
-0.04** 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.02) 

 -0.01 
(0.04) 

Parents civil union 
-0.03** 
(0.01) 

 -0.03 
(0.02) 

0.05 
(0.05) 
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Table 5 (Continued) 

 PI school PI home 
Education 

Expectations  
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Level-2 control variables     

Kindergarten enrollment 
0.01** 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.03** 
(0.01) 

Mean Hispanic 
0.00 

(0.00) 
0.00** 
(0.00) 

0.01** 
(0.00) 

Mean Black 
0.00** 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00** 
(0.00) 

Mean Asian 
0.00* 
(0.00) 

0.00** 
(0.00) 

0.00* 
(0.00) 

Public school of choice 
 0.02* 
(0.01) 

 0.01 
(0.00) 

 -0.03 
(0.04) 

Catholic school 
 0.26** 
(0.03) 

  0.00 
(0.06) 

 -0.45** 
(0.17) 

Other private school, religious 
affiliation 

-0.16** 
(0.02) 

0.02 
(0.04) 

 0.18 
(0.12) 

Random effect coefficient    
Level-1 variance (between 

students) 0.04 0.2 1.37 
Level-2 variance (between schools) 0 0 0.04 
Note: *p<0.05. **p<0.01. 
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The results revealed that parents/ caregivers of ELs had significantly different 

levels of involvement in the three types of activities compared to parents/caregivers of 

non-ELs. non-EL parents/caregivers showed higher level of involvement in home and 

school activities compared to EL families, which were 0.15- and 0.13-units higher, 

respectively (Model 1 and Model 2). By contrast, EL families expressed higher 

educational expectation to their children, which was 0.04 units higher compared to non-

EL parents/caregivers (Model 3).  

In Model 1 and 3, school support to families had statistically significant positive 

associations with family involvement at school, and parents/caregivers’ expectations. 

The results suggest that school outreach efforts to families and children might “paid off” 

in involving parents/caregivers in education and interact with school and their children. 

With all the other variables being controlled, each unit increase on school supports was 

associated with a 0.02 and 0.06 unit increase of family involvement in school activities 

and on educational expectation, respectively. The relationships between school supports 

and parents/caregivers’ family involvement at home was but not statistically significant.  

Parent/caregiver type and marital status has significant positive association with 

family involvement in school, compared to two parent/caregiver families, all other 

families (i.e. one parent family and other guardian) showed lower level of involvement 

in school. In addition, compared to married parents/ caregivers, parents with other 

marital status (i.e., separated, divorced or widowed, never married, and civil 

union/domestic partnership) involved less frequently in school events/activities. In 

comparison to White families, Hispanic, Black, Asian and families of other groups all 
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had statistically significant lower level of involvement in school and educational 

expectation to their children. In addition, White parents showed statistically higher level 

of involvement in home activities compared to all ethnical minority groups, though the 

differences between other group was not statistically significant. 

Family Involvement and Self-Control and Interpersonal Skill Gains 

Table 6 reports four models for each achievement outcome: self-control and 

interpersonal skills. The first three models tested each of the family involvement 

measures separately, and the last model included all the family involvement 

measurements to check their simultaneous, independent effects. All the level-1 

background variables were controlled in each model.  
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Table 6. HLM regression fixed and random estimates of students’ achievements 
from family involvement. 

 Self-control Interpersonal skills 

 Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Model 
10 Model 11 

Fixed effect 
coefficients 

        

Intercept 1.15** 
(0.07) 

1.06** 
(0.07) 

1.06** 
(0.07) 

1.10** 
(0.08) 

1.23** 
(0.08) 

1.05** 
(0.07) 

1.14** 
(0.07) 

1.18** 
(0.08) 

Level-1 key variables 
Involvement at 

school 
0.04* 
(0.02) 

  0.04* 
(0.02) 

0.08** 
(0.02) 

  0.07** 
(0.02) 

Involvement at 
home 

 0.01 
(0.01) 

 0.01 
(0.01) 

 0.03** 
(0.01) 

 0.02** 
(0.01) 

Educational 
expectations 

  0.01 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

  0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

English language 
speaking 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.03* 
(0.02) 

0.03* 
(0.02) 

0.04* 
(0.02) 

0.03 
(0.02) 

Level 1 control variables 

Teacher reported 
scores at wave 1 

0.61** 
(0.01) 

0.61** 
(0.01) 

0.61** 
(0.01) 

0.61** 
(0.01) 

0.62** 
(0.01) 

0.62** 
(0.01) 

0.62** 
(0.01) 

0.62** 
(0.01) 

Age at 
kindergarten 

entry 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

Female 0.08** 
(0.01) 

0.09** 
(0.01) 

0.08** 
(0.01) 

0.01** 
(0.01) 

0.12** 
(0.01) 

0.12** 
(0.01) 

0.12** 
(0.01) 

0.12** 
(0.01) 

Number of 
siblings 

0.01* 
(0.00) 

0.01* 
(0.00) 

0.01* 
(0.00) 

0.01* 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

0.00 
(0.00) 

Overall 
socioeconomic 

status 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.01* 
(0.01) 

0.01* 
(0.01) 

0.01* 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.02** 
(0.01) 

0.02** 
(0.01) 

0.01* 
(0.01) 

Hispanic 0.02 
(0.01) 

0.02 
(0.01) 

0.01 
(0.01) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

0.03** 
(0.01) 

0.02** 
(0.01) 

0.03** 
(0.02) 

0.04** 
(0.01) 

Black -0.09** 
(0.01) 

-0.09** 
(0.01) 

-0.09** 
(0.01) 

-0.09** 
(0.01) 

-0.08** 
(0.01) 

-0.07** 
(0.01) 

-0.07** 
(0.01) 

-0.07** 
(0.01) 

Asian 0.05** 
(0.02) 

0.05** 
(0.02) 

0.04** 
(0.02) 

0.05** 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

Other -0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

One parent 
family 

-0.03** 
(0.01) 

-0.04** 
(0.01) 

-0.04** 
(0.01) 

-0.04** 
(0.01) 

-0.05** 
(0.01) 

-0.05** 
(0.01) 

-0.05** 
(0.01) 

-0.05** 
(0.01) 

Other 
guardian(s) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 

-0.11** 
(0.03) 
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Table 6 (Continued) 
 Self-control Interpersonal skills 

 Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 
7 

Model 
8 

Model 
9 

Model 
10 Model 11 

Parents separated -0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

0.00 
(0.02) 

Parents divorced -0.04** 
(0.02) 

-0.05** 
(0.02) 

-0.05** 
(0.02) 

-0.05** 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

-0.01 
(0.02) 

Parent(s) never 
married 

-0.03* 
(0.01) 

-0.04* 
(0.01) 

-0.04* 
(0.01) 

-0.04* 
(0.01) 

-0.03* 
(0.01) 

-0.03* 
(0.01) 

-0.03* 
(0.01) 

-0.03* 
(0.01) 

Parents civil 
union 

-0.04 
(0.02) 

-0.04 
(0.02) 

-0.04* 
(0.02) 

-0.03 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

-0.03 
(0.02) 

-0.02 
(0.02) 

Random effect coefficients 
Level-1 variance 

(between 
students) 

0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.23 0.23 0.23 

Level-2 variance 
(between 
schools) 

0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 
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Compared to EL children, non-EL children showed higher level of self-control 

and interpersonal skills across all the eight models. But the coefficients were only 

statistically significant among the three models that measured interpersonal skills, 

controlled by individual family involvement construct/variable. In the measure of each 

family involvement variable (i.e., family involvement in school--Model 4, family 

involvement at home—Model 5, parents/caregivers’ education expectation to children –

Model 6) and children’s self-control, only parents/caregivers’ involvement in school 

showed significantly positive association. Each unit increase in parents/caregivers’ 

educational expectations was associated with 0.04 points increase in self-control. The 

associations between family involvement in school and children’s demonstration of 

interpersonal skills was also significant (model 8), each unit increase in family 

involvement in school was associated with 0.08 points gain in children’s interpersonal 

skills.  

In addition, the association between family involvement at home and 

interpersonal skills is statistically positive, and each unit increase in family involvement 

at home was associated with 0.03 points increase in children’s interpersonal skills 

(Model 9). Parents/caregivers’ expectation on education did not show significant 

association with either socioemotional outcome. 

In terms of the models with all the family involvement measures (Model 7 and 

11), family involvement in school remained statistically significant in Model 7 and 11. 

The association between parent/caregivers’ home involvement and children’s 

interpersonal skills was significantly positive in Model 7 as well. The results suggest that 
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the associations between family involvement in school and children’s self-control as 

well as interpersonal skills, and involvement at home and children’s interpersonal skill 

gains are robust.  

 Table 7 indicates that several individual level characteristics included as 

covariates in these models had important effects on self-control and interpersonal skills. 

Female children showed significantly higher level of self-control and interpersonal skills 

performance across all the models. Whereas, compared to children who live with two 

parents, being in one parent families or raised by other guardians had statistically 

negative impact on children’s self-control and interpersonal skills across all the models. 

In addition, compared to married couples, parents that are never married also had 

statistically negative impact on children’s self-control and interpersonal competencies on 

all the models. More siblings had significantly positive impact on children’s self-control, 

but not on interpersonal performance. Compared to White peers, Black children showed 

statistically less gains on self-control and interpersonal skills. Asian children showed 

statistically more gains in all the self-control models compared to White students, and no 

statistical difference was shown in interpersonal skill models.  

School Support to Families and Socio-Emotional Achievement Gains 

Though this study confirms that family involvement has significant association 

with children’s self-control and interpersonal relation performance, it will further 

explore the association between school supports to families and students’ socioemotional 

achievement in kindergarten. Table 8 shows the results of the four models that tested 

such associations.  
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Table 8. HLM regression fixed and random estimates of students’ achievements 
from school outreach efforts.  

Self-control Interpersonal skills 
  Model 12 Model 13 Model 14 Model 15 
Fixed effect coefficients 1.00** 

(0.09) 
1.02** 
(0,10) 

  

Level-1 key predictors  
    

Involvement at school 
 

 0.04 
(0.02) 

 
 0.07** 
(0.02) 

Involvement at home 
 

0.00 
(0.01) 

 
0.02** 
(0.01) 

Educational expectations 
 

0.00 
(0.00) 

 
 -0.01 
(0.00) 

English language status 0.01 
(0.01) 

0.00 
(0.01) 

0.04* 
(0.02) 

0.03 
(0.02) 

Level-2 key variables  
    

School support  0.05** 
(0.01) 

 0.04** 
(0.03) 

0.03** 
(0.01) 

0.03** 
(0.01) 

Random effect coefficients 
    

Level-1 variance 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.23 
Level-2 variance 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 
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The key independent variable of interest in these models is administrators 

reported school outreach to parents/caregivers and children, and this variable is at the 

school level. In addition to student, family, and school covariates, Models 13 and 15 

included parents/caregivers’ educational expectations, involvement in school, and 

involvement at home to analyze the mediating power of the family involvement 

variables.  

Table 7 shows significant positive associations between school outreach and 

students’ gains in self-control and interpersonal skills (Models 12 and 14). After 

controlling for previous achievement and all other background variables, each unit 

increase on school outreach was associated with a 0.05 and 0.04 unit increase in self-

control and interpersonal skills, respectively. Regardless of their starting skills in the fall, 

students showed greater gains in self-control and interpersonal skills on average, if they 

attended schools that reached out family more often for school communications and 

interactions.  

In models 13 and 15, I added the family involvement indicators to analyze 

whether these variables mediated the relationship between school outreach efforts to 

families and children’s socioemotional gains. After including family involvement 

indicators in the models, the associations between school outreach activities and 

socioemotional outcomes in self-control and interpersonal skills remained statistically 

significant, although the magnitude of the school outreach coefficient decreased. After 

including all family involvement measures, the gains of self-control and interpersonal 

skills due to school outreach were 0.05 and 0.03 points, respectively. 
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All the family involvement variables are not statistically significant in the self-

control model, and parents/caregivers’ expectation on children’s education is non-

significant for both self-control and interpersonal skills. Therefore, I only tested the 

association between children’s interpersonal skills and school outreach mediated by 

family involvement at home and in school. After running two separate tests for each 

mediator, the Bootstrapping test indicated that the effects from school outreach on 

children’s interpersonal competence gains were significantly mediated by family 

involvement in school (Bootstrapping test statistic =4.63, p<0.001) and at home 

(Bootstrapping test statistic =2.82, p=0.005). Both effects are partial mediation. The 

results indicated that school outreach efforts had an independent and positive effects on 

children’s interpersonal skill gains in kindergarten beyond family involvement. 

Since all the variances are statistically significant, there is still unexplained 

variability in this model. Based on Snijders and Bosker's (1999) formula, 43.4% of the 

total variance in children’s self-control and 42.9% of the total variance in interpersonal 

performance were explained by this model, respectively. In addition, 41.6 % of the 

variance of school mean on self-control and 41.6% of the variances of school mean on 

interpersonal skills were explained by the model, respectively. 

Discussion 

The results support the assumptions guiding the study that the interactions of 

people across both home and school contexts can explain certain variance of children’s 

gains in socioemotional competencies in kindergarten. In addition, children’s language 

status does have an impact on their interpersonal competence in school context. 
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Previous studies showed that EL children often experience psychological stress 

and emotional issues compared to their non-EL peers (Evans & English, 2002). Such 

disparity in socioemotional status can ultimately lead to EL children’s absence and 

dropping out from school(McLoyd, 1990), contributing to the achievement gap between 

the EL group and the English native population. To facilitate EL children’s school 

success, researchers have been debating on the extent to which educational disparities 

are related to the home environment and school-initiated family-school partnership 

(Reschly & Christenson, 2012). This study contributes to this discussion by examining 

whether family involvement was impacted by children’s language status. In addition, 

this study examined the extent to which school outreach to parents/caregivers and family 

involvement were associated with children’s self-control and interpersonal skill gains in 

kindergarten.   

Family Involvement of ELs and Non-ELs’ Parents/Caregivers 

The results from this study suggest that EL families showed less participation in 

school events and in home activities, which aligns to the findings from previous research 

that compared the level of school participation between EL and non-EL families (e.g. 

Harper & Pelletier, 2010; Ishimaru et al., 2016; Smith, Stern, & Shatrova, 2008). The 

interplay between EL family and school is dynamic. EL parents had the desire to comply 

with schools’ expectations for communication and attendance at school meetings (Lo, 

2009; Sutterby et al., 2007), yet their participation maybe hindered by linguistic and 

cultural barriers (Crosnoe & Ansari, 2015; Daniel-White, 2002). Yet since the data from 

family involvement were parents/caregivers self-reported, it is important for further 
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studies to understand family involvement from both parents/caregivers’ and teachers’ 

aspects. Teachers might hold different perspective on family involvement compared to 

parents/ caregivers’ understanding and evaluation on their own involvement activities. 

In the current study, EL parents/caregivers had higher educational expectations in 

children’s future degree compared to non-EL parents/caregivers. Since the majority of 

the EL families in the current study were also Hispanic, the results in this study aligned 

with previous findings that showed Hispanic parents to have high expectations for their 

children’s education (e.g., Baydoun, 2015; Valdes, 1996).  

Parents/ caregivers of non-EL children participate more in educational activities 

at home compared to EL children’s families. Quite limited studies looked at 

parents/caregivers’ home involvement of EL children, and to my best knowledge, none 

has compared EL families to non-EL families in home involvement indictor. Thus, this 

finding made a unique contribution in this area, and more studies on this topic are 

expected to help identify the position for this article among the pool of literature.  

Family Involvement and EL and Non-EL Children’s Socioemotional Gains 

Literature revealing the association between family involvement and children’s 

socioemotional outcomes is limited. Consistent with previous studies of students in 

higher grades (e.g. El Nokali et al., 2010), the findings from this study showed 

statistically significant association between certain family involvement factors and 

children’s early socioemotional gains. On average, children whose parents with frequent 

home involvement were more likely to outperform their peers who did not have such 

support from family members in interpersonal skills. The result might indicate that 



 

77 

 

children can possibly master interpersonal skills as parents/caregivers engage their 

children in a series of interactive activities such as playing games, building crafts, and 

reading books.  

The results from the analysis showed positive associations between 

parents/caregivers’ school involvement and children’s self-control and interpersonal 

competencies, which were consistent with the findings from Niehaus and Adelson 

(2014). Niehaus & Adelson (2014) used the ECLS-K:1998 dataset and revealed that 

higher level of family school involvement with third graders was associated with less 

internalizing and externalizing problems. Other studies examining the associations 

between family involvement in school and children’s academic achievement have also 

shown positive relationships (e.g. Marschall, 2006).  

Although the results from this study together with previous studies have shown 

the effectiveness of family involvement on child education (e.g., Castro et al., 2015; 

Froiland & Davison, 2014; Hill et al., 2004), further studies focusing on the quality of 

family involvement in school are still necessary. All these studies inquired if family 

members have ever participated/gone to certain events or the frequency of each 

involvement activity. However, a higher frequency on family involvement might not be 

equivalent to high quality involvement. Mixed-method research that collect comments 

and feedback from teachers, parents/caregivers and children can be important in 

understanding the quality of participation.  

Since to my best knowledge, no extant literature associates educational 

expectation to children’s socioemotional outcomes, I will connect the finding to previous 
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studies that examined academic outcomes in relation to parents/caregivers’ expectation. 

Several studies yielded moderate and positive effects. Moreover, meta-analyses have 

found that the effects of educational expectation on children’s academic performance 

had the largest effect sizes among other family involvement factors such as tutoring 

assignment and participating in school activities. (e.g.Fan & Chen, 2001; Froiland et al., 

2012; Loughlin-Presnal & Bierman, 2017). However, in this study, the relationships 

between parents/caregivers’ expectation on children’s future educational level showed 

very small positive impact on self-control and interpersonal skills, and the effects were 

not significant.  

One possible explanation to this result is that parents/caregivers’ educational 

expectation on children may impact on academic outcomes, yet the influence on 

socioemotional development is less significant. In addition, besides expectation, other 

factors may play a key role in affecting children’s self-control and interpersonal skills.  

School Outreach to Family and Children’s Self-Control and Interpersonal Skill 

Gains 

I examined the relationship between school outreach and children’s 

socioemotional gains after controlling for background covariates. The findings showed 

that school administrators’ reports of school outreach to involve families in their 

children’s education was associated with student’s better self-control and interpersonal 

competencies among kindergarteners.  

Bronfenbrenner’ s ecological system has emphasized the interplay between 

human development and a variety of contexts, including family, school and society 
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(Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006), one single agent cannot 

explain the overall impact from the external contexts on child development (Epstein et 

al., 2018; Galindo & Sheldon, 2012). The impact from school on children can be 

mediated by parents/caregivers’ involvement activities in education. Whereas only 

family involvement in school and at home on children’s interpersonal capacity were 

partial mediators of the school influence. It reveals that the family involvement factors 

might impact children’s self-control and interpersonal competence differently, and the 

mediation effects are not complete. One possible explanation is that parents/caregivers 

who participate more in the measured home involvement activities (i.e. playing games, 

building crafts, and storytelling) are more likely to model interpersonal practices to their 

children. The interplay between parents/caregivers and children can enhance children’s 

social skills at home, and such competence is transferrable to the school context.  

The Bootstrapping analysis yielded partial mediation between school outreach 

efforts and children’s interpersonal capacity gains via family involvement at school and 

at home. One explanation for this finding is that schools spared more efforts to assist 

parents/caregivers and their children have, on average, students that show higher 

interpersonal skill gains. When schools create a more positive school climate that is 

welcoming to parents/caregivers and students, students might communicate more with 

teachers and peers in such climate. Further studies are necessary in understanding how 

school supportive practices to families can indirectly affect children’s social and 

emotional performance in the school contexts.  

Another possible explanation is the school support efforts fosters 
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parents/caregivers’ parenting skills. Since the school support composite variable 

included home visit and family educational programs. By offering such practices to 

families, parents/caregivers can receive suggestions from educators on parenting, they 

are more likely to be supportive and communicative to their children in daily life. As the 

facilitative interaction increase, their children can gain interpersonal skills at home.  

This study addressed several gaps in the literature on family involvement and 

early education, making an important contribution by showing that children’s 

socioemotional performance at early age is, in part, a function of parents/ caregivers’ 

efforts to involve in their children’s education, and schools’ efforts to engage families. 

The findings would support the idea that teachers and administrators should implement 

practices including school and family activities to inform and engage families to 

reinforce the idea that they are a part of children’s education.  

Limitations 

The data used in the study were from a survey rather than randomized control 

experiments, the relationships between family involvement, school outreach and 

children’s self-control and interpersonal skills are not causal relationships. There are 

chances that this study omitted key variables that are associated with children’s self-

control and interpersonal outcomes.  

Also, since the school outreach variable represented principals’ leadership or 

attitudes about family involvement. Despite that the analysis included schools’ 

concentration of minority students and enrollment size to control for certain school-level 

characteristics, future studies are needed to directly measure other variables that can 
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indicate independent, unbiased measurement of school outreach. 

  Even though significant associations were found between family involvement in 

home, at school and school outreach on children’s socioemotional gains, it is important 

to note that all of these measures largely focused on quantitative indicators of 

involvement and support as a set of basic activities, rather than on the quality of 

experiences and interactions that the students and parents have across home and school 

contexts.  

Conclusions 

In this study, a nationally representative database was utilized for HLM so as to 

examine the effects of family involvement on children’s self-control and interpersonal 

skills among kindergarteners. This study highlighted the significance of considering 

language background when examining family effects as EL and non-EL 

parents/caregivers showed differentiated levels of involvement in their children’s 

education. 

The findings from this study indicated that the interaction between school and 

family had significant effects on children’s self-control and interpersonal capacity. 

Therefore, to enhance socioemotional competence among students at the early childhood 

stage, school personnel needs to reach out to parents/caregivers and facilitate their 

participation in school events, voluntary activities, and mutual communication with 

teachers. Further, family involvement does not function by parents/caregivers alone, 

educators are also responsible to encourage parents/caregivers to be co-educators for 

child development.  
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Finally, this study considered gender, ethnicity and family background 

differences, and found differentiated socioemotional outcomes. The student group is 

diverse, and educators need to pay attention to those underperformed subpopulations 

including male students, Black children, and children who live with only one 

parent/caregiver. The findings from this study indicated that these groups are more likely 

to show lower performance in self-control and interpersonal compared to other peers.  
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CHAPTER IV 

FAMILY INVOLVEMENT, SCHOOL SUPPORT, AND ENGLISH LEARNERS’ 

ACADEMIC AND SOCIOEMOTIONAL OUTCOMES 

The increment of English learners (ELs), together with their academic struggles 

and socioemotional stress, has led to debates on how to promote their performance in 

learning and building positive interpersonal relationships. ELs share one characteristic, 

that they are all in need of increasing their English proficiency (Center for Applied 

Linguistics, 2019), but they differ in aspects such as the first language, socioeconomic 

status (SES), and cultural backgrounds. ELs include immigrants and long-established 

language minority communities such as the Hispanics and Native Americans (Arias & 

Morillo-Campbell, 2008). This group of students often experience difficulties as they 

receive education in the English-dominant school context. They can hardly succeed 

academically in English-only classrooms (Meyer et al., 2004). Starting at a young age, 

the achievement gap is salient between EL and their mainstream peers (Gilbert et al., 

2017). 

Family influences at the kindergarten year are essential to child development. 

Home practices in tune with a child’s experiences in classroom or childcare facility helps 

to establish a tight connection between what is learned at school and what takes place at 

home (Van Voorhis et al., 2013). Such a connection is the key to child development and 

supports students’ further academic, socioemotional and behavioral performance and 

skills. A home context that facilitates interpersonal capacity development and learning 
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will enable the child to transfer the skills they use at home to the school context 

(Housman, 2017). 

Studies focusing on the association between family involvement on EL 

children’s outcomes has shown significant effects. Specifically, a higher level of parental 

involvement may positively impact children’s academic and socioemotional wellbeing 

(Gonida & Vauras, 2014); schools’ outreach also plays a significant role to incentivize 

parents’ participation in education (Boonk et al., 2018). 

However, schools struggle to meet the unique instructional and linguistic needs 

of EL students, and communities with large EL populations experience the challenge of 

interacting with and including EL parents/caregivers (Tarasawa & Waggoner, 2015). 

One of the reasons is that family-school partnership have had a middle-class character, 

and educational policy enforcing parental involvement often generalizes one model of 

family-school relations, yet ignores the diversity of family and leaving their culture 

behind (De Carvalho, 2000). Research has found that parents/caregivers of English 

learners feel uncomfortable, unwelcomed, and being marginalized in school (Alexander 

et al., 2017; Campos et al., 2011).   

Schools fulfilling EL families’ language needs and being responsive to their 

culture show signs to welcome the EL families. For instance, providing translation to 

facilitate the communication between EL parents/caregivers and school personnel, which 

enables both sides to exchange information on child education (Mitra, 2006). These 

practices help parents/caregiver to be more knowledgeable of school activities, policies, 
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and resources; which further empowers parents/caregivers and establishes close 

relationships and mutual trust between family and school (Delgado et al., 2012).  

Theories have emphasized the significance of different types of family 

involvement (e.g. having high expectations, participating in school events and assisting 

children to learn at home) on EL children’s development. Yet limited empirical studies 

have focused on the association between family involvement and EL children’s 

socioemotional performance. Despite Niehaus & Adelson (2014) examined the 

association between family involvement and children’s academic and social outcomes, 

they did not examine an important construct: parents/caregivers’ involvement at home. 

Since EL parents/caregivers may show less participation in school events (Georgis et al., 

2014), to understand their interaction with children at home will provide important 

information on their level and approaches of involvement in children’s education.  

This study in hand will include family home involvement construct (e.g. 

storytelling, playing sports, and building crafts with children) as one of the predicting 

factors to understand the association between parents/caregivers’ involvement and EL 

children’s outcomes. Other family involvement characteristics are participating in a 

variety of school events, and educational expectation on children. In addition, this study 

expands the most attention upon student learning outcomes to a more comprehensive 

understanding of EL children’s well-being in both academic and socioemotional 

performance. 

Theoretical Framework 

Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological System is the theoretical foundation that supports 
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this study (Bronfenbrenner, 1977). According to this system, human development is 

influenced by the environment and the interaction between the contexts in which 

individuals experience growth. The two most influential contexts to human development 

are microsystem and mesosystem that consists of the immediate environments. Family 

and the school each locate in the microsystem and their interaction is a part of the 

mesosystem. Within the microsystem, family and school can impact childhood 

development via separate practices; and in the mesosystem, they influence children 

through a collaborative partnership. It is when home and school collectively intervene 

with the children, that children are more likely to show enhanced academic, social, and 

behavioral gains (Zins et al., 2004). The current study used the ecological model as the 

lens to understand the academic and socioemotional outcomes of EL children at both the 

microsystem level (i.e., the family and school involvement) and the mesosystem level 

(i.e., the home-school connection). 

Literature Review 

Researchers have found several issues concerning EL children’s educational 

attainment. First, 70% of the ELs enrolled in schools are represented in only 10% of the 

schools nationwide (Cohen et al., 2005). The statistics indicates that some schools are 

aggregated with a high percentage of ELs, and these schools are more likely to provide 

extra language and academic supports to EL students. Yet, in schools with smaller 

concentrations of ELs, EL students might be in a disadvantageous situation as the school 

did not provide as much assistance. Many EL children do not receive sufficient language 

support that they need to understand academic contents (Niehaus & Adelson, 2014). 
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Secondly, teachers working with EL students, even those from bilingual education 

programs have reported to have received little training in teaching these students 

(Menken & Solorza, 2013). Within such a disadvantageous context, EL children are 

more vulnerable to failure along the schooling process. To tighten the tie between school 

and family becomes increasing important for EL children’s development.   

EL children who speak a first language other than English constantly encounter 

challenges in their schooling process: they learn content subjects as their non-EL peers 

do; but at the same time, ELs need to learn English. Some EL students have difficulties 

in academic English, yet for others, daily communication in English can pose a problem 

(Grant & Wong, 2003). Although some ELs can engage in conversational 

communication in English, they still find it difficult to understand and use academic 

languages in content areas, particularly with mathematics and science (Lee et al., 2011).  

Researchers examining the effects of family involvement on children’s outcomes 

have found positive results in multiple aspects. Increased level of parental involvement 

with children in learning can enhance children’s self-regulation skills (Grolnick & 

Slowiaczek, 1994). Parents/caregivers’ involvement in responsive reading activities with 

their children enhances young children’s positive emotion, reading (Fantuzzo et al., 

2000), and math competence (Van Voorhis et al., 2013).   

In the United States, nearly 60% of ELs are from low-income backgrounds, and 

their parents received limited education (Grantmakers for Education, 2013). Although 

these background variables can affect children’s development; parents/caregivers’ 

attitudes and behavior, can be crucial to children’s achievement and can overcome the 
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negative influences of other disadvantageous factors (National Literacy Trust, 2011). For 

instance, Flouri & Buchanan (2004) and Fan & Chen (2001) have concluded that 

parents/caregivers’ involvement in their child’s literacy practices to be a more 

powerful factor for child’s academic success compared to family background variables, 

such as SES and family size. 

Instead of focusing solely on parents/caregivers’ participation in school-relevant 

work, parental involvement is multidimensional that includes different types of home 

activities such as storytelling, gaming, doing handcrafts (Fan & Chen, 2001; Galindo & 

Sheldon, 2012). Involvement requires parents/caregivers to have a mindset of 

engagement, to recognize the significance of parents’ guided education, and to 

understand the differences parents/caregivers can make as they optimize parenting. 

Parents/caregivers’ perceptions on parenting shape their ideas about the kinds of 

engagement activities they might undertake (Hoover-Dempsey et al., 1995, 2005). 

Family School Partnership  

Mesosystem includes family and school interaction, and each agent does not 

function on its own (Bronfenbrenner, 1977). When the interactions between school and 

family are proximal to children, their connection will significantly contribute to 

children’s educational success. A positive relationship between school personnel and 

parents/caregivers contributes to parents/caregiver’ sense of being welcomed and valued, 

which in turn enhance better educational achievement among children (Hampden-

Thompson & Galindo, 2017). 
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As a significant agent of education, school needs to reach out to 

parents/caregivers to enhance their involvement. Yet teachers who mentioned about 

parental involvement skills typically described strategies limited to managing difficult 

parents/caregivers, instead of strategies that foster more meaningful involvement 

(Niehaus & Adelson, 2014). Oftentimes, teachers take a unidimensional perspective 

toward parental involvement, and consider parents/caregivers’ participation in school 

activities as involvement (Daniel-White, 2002).  

Likewise, parents/caregivers who want to establish positive relationship with the 

school, are not always sure of the approaches they could use to be recognized and valued 

by the school personnel (Xia, 2009).  This has been especially true for the minority 

groups, Hispanics, EL families, and those from low SES backgrounds (LaRocque et al., 

2011). This uncertainty also leads to decreased involvement for parents/caregivers from 

diverse backgrounds.  

School Outreach to EL Families 

Schools face the challenge of communicating with EL family. Compared to 

native family, EL parents/caregivers encounter obstacles to involve themselves in child 

education, specifically, lack of English proficiency, limited educational level, and 

disconnection to the school culture (Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 2008). These issues 

impede effective two-way communication between EL parents/caregivers and the school 

(Smith, Stern, & Shatrova, 2008). Moreover, teachers have limited or no proficiency in 

EL children’s home language. When interpreters are not provided, which is often the 
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case, teachers and parents/caregivers can barely get through information on children’s 

learning progress to each other (Fugas, 2016).  

When communication is minimum, mutual understanding becomes hard to 

establish. Minority parents/caregivers feel not being encouraged, and the knowledge 

they possess is not valued by the school (Bang, 2009; Daniel-White, 2002; Froiland & 

Davison, 2014). Hence, minority parents/caregivers feel unwelcome at school more 

frequently, which further leads to less participation and connection to schools. 

Consequently, school personnel often found EL parents/caregivers show a lack of school 

involvement. 

Schools as professional education agents, have the responsibility to facilitate 

inclusion of EL parents/caregivers in both home and school contexts for their children’s 

education. Family involvement in children’s development cannot operate in isolation, 

school efforts needs to play a part since they have impacts on families’ attitudes, beliefs, 

and practices in education. When schools create a friendly environment and increase 

their frequency to reach out to the EL families, parents/caregivers will be fueled with the 

sense of empowerment. Naturally, they are more likely to take their role as co-educators 

and facilitators at home, and to participants in school events (Hampden-Thompson & 

Galindo, 2017). A welcoming school climate requires school personnel to show positive 

attitudes toward EL families, facilitate their access to the school (e.g. provide interpreter 

and translators), and support interpersonal contact and two-way communication (e.g. pay 

home visits) (Arias & Morillo-Campbell, 2008).  

Family Involvement and Children’s Outcomes  
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More involvement at home and in school indicates parents/caregivers’ emphasis 

on education, which motivates their children to be engaged in learning activities, and can 

further enhances children’s performance. The majority of research examining EL 

children’s educational outcomes focused on academic performance  (e.g. Loera, Rueda, 

& Nakamoto, 2011; Yeo, Ong, & Ng, 2014). However, other children’s characteristics, 

such as socioemotional competencies, are also vital to educational achievement. 

(Jennings & DiPrete, 2010). 

In sum, socioemotional skills contribute to better school outcomes both socially 

and academically, and they facilitate the ability to manage good behaviors (Alzahrani et 

al., 2019). Enhancing socioemotional competence will benefit children to gain positive 

attitudes toward themselves and others, to contribute their self-efficacy and persistence 

in confrontation with tasks and difficulties (CASEL, 2019; Cho et al., 2019). These 

characteristics are conducive for EL children to build resilience and to persist in a 

disadvantageous environment. As children build resilience, high self-esteem and self-

efficacy, they are more likely to engage and overcome challenges in schoolwork. In 

addition, socioemotional competence goes hand in hand with children’s academic 

outcomes (Zins et al., 2004). Social and emotional competence is related to 

communication skills. Therefore, EL children possessing higher socioemotional skills 

are more likely to collaborate with others, and to seek for help when they encounter 

difficulties in school work (Winsler et al., 2014). In addition, young children with strong 

socioemotional skills can recognize their behaviors and handle them in positive ways 

(Alzahrani et al., 2019).  
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Considering the significance of socioemotional well-being, it is important to 

include children’s socioemotional factors when examining EL children’s experiences in 

school and home.  

Research Questions 

This quantitative analysis serves to answer three research questions. (1) Is more 

school support toward EL families associated with higher level of family involvement at 

home? (2) Is a higher level of school support to EL families associated with students’ 

positive academic and socioemotional outcomes? (3) Is a higher level of 

parents/caregivers’ home involvement and educational expectation on children 

associated with students’ better positive academic and socioemotional outcomes?  

Method 

The Early Childhood Longitudinal Study Kindergarten Class of 2010–2011(ECLS-

K:2011) data were used for model analysis. The ECLS-K:2011 data involves 

questionnaires and surveys with family, school and children; it also included scores on 

children’s cognitive assessment that all revealed children’s development status. The 

ECLS-K: 2011 enables researchers to explore how the family (e.g., parent-child home 

interactions), and the school (e.g., school support to families) characters relate to 

children’s cognitive (e.g. reading and math performance) and non-cognitive 

development (e.g., socioemotional outcomes) (Galindo & Sheldon, 2012; Tourangeau et 

al., 2015). 

A stratified clustered design were implemented for data collection, where the 

individual data (students and families) were nested within the school data (Tourangeau 
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et al., 2015). This nationally representative sample included 18,174 children clustered 

within 1,036 public schools and 283 private schools (Tourangeau et al., 2015). 

The sample for this study was comprised of EL children who participated in the 

ECLS-K:2011 survey in kindergarten year (2011–2012 school year). Children who were 

from non-English native families were administered Preschool Language Assessment 

Scale (preLAS) to identity their EL status at the entry of kindergarten. PreLAS 

incorporated two sections, Simon Says and Art Show, and each section constitutes 10 

items. The total score for preLAS test is 20. In this study, the total scores of preLAS 

(Duncan & De Avila, 1998) are used with a cutoff-point of 16 to distinguish English 

learners (preLAS toal <16) between non-English learners (preLAS total ≥16). 

Handling Missing Data 

Table 9 shows the the information with missingness and descriptive statistics for 

all the variables. Since the data are hierarchical in nature, it can lead to dependency 

between individual observations and violate the independence assumption of Ordinary 

Least Squares (OLS) regression. Single-level treatment for missing cases and data 

analysis can result in biased parameter estimates (Hancock & Mueller, 2013). Therefore, 

I used multiple imputation of multilevel missing data algorithm (based on Markov Chain 

Monte Carlo techniques) with mice package in R for all the relevant variables across 

individual and school levels. (Grund et al., 2018; Weirich et al., 2014). 
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Table 7. Weighted descriptive statistics for the ECLS-K:2011 sample 
Key analytical variables Mean or 

percentage SD 
% of 

missing 
Outcome variables   

 

Reading score wave 2 57.16 11.31 5.23% 
Mathematic score wave 2 38.15 11.62 92.73% 

science score wave 2 24.11 4.12 15.55% 
Self-control competence wave 2 

3.06 0.66 15.30% 
Personal interaction competence wave 2 

2.95 0.69 16.12% 
Predicting Variables    
Previous Academic Outcomes    

Reading score wave 1 44.48 6.52 7.27% 
Mathematic score wave 1 24.99 8.17 10.90% 

Previous Socioemotional Outcomes    
Self-control competence wave 1 2.93 0.67 22.12% 

Personal interaction competence wave 1 
2.74 0.69 23.33% 

Family Involvement at Home (frequency)    

tell stories 2.7 0.93 30.27% 

sing songs 2.87 1.01 30.15% 

help to do arts and crafts 2.74 0.99 30.27% 

involve child in household chores 2.84 1.1 30.27% 

play games 2.66 0.94 30.27% 

talk with children about nature 2.08 0.96 30.27% 

build things with children 2.28 0.98 30.27% 

do sports with children 2.7 0.99 30.27% 
practice reading, writing or working with 

numbers 3.39 0.84 30.27% 

read books to children 2.9 0.9 30.27% 
Educational expectation 5.44 1.48 30.27% 

School Support to non-English Speaking 
Families 

  
 

translators are available 1.08 0.27 16.51% 
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Table 7 (Continued). 
provides translations of written communications  1.1 0.3 16.70% 

home visit  1.54 0.5 16.70% 
a worker assists in enrolling children 1.57 0.5 17.46% 

organized meetings  1.43 0.49 16.83% 
Controlling variables   

 
Level 1 Controlling Variables   

 
Age (in month) 66.33 4.52 0.19% 

female (%) 45.83%  0.25% 
composite family SES 0.4 0.42 88.15% 

Race (percentage)  
 0.13% 

White, non-Hispanic 10.91%   
Hispanic 66.75%   

Black 5.11%   
Asian 14.81%   

All other groups 1.34%   
School Type (percentage)  

 2.10% 
Regular public school 96.16%   

catholic school 1.63%   
other religious school 1.50%   
other private school 0.72%   

Level 2 Controlling Variables    
School size 3.88 1.45 16.25% 

EL student percentage  34.56 26.4 20.65% 
Title 1 funded school (percentage) 89.39%  18.93% 

Note. EL = English learner; SES = socioeconomic status.  
Family SES  is a composite score built in the survey, and it was calculated using the following 
five components (1) parent/guardian 1’s education; (2) parent/guardian 2’s education; (3) 
parent/guardian 1’s occupational prestige score; (4) parent guardian 2’s occupational prestige 
score; and (5) household income, and it  ranges from -3 to 3.  
School size is an ordinal variable, where 1=0 to 40, 2= 41 to 60, 3=61 to 80, 4= 81 to 100, 
5=101 to 140, and 6=141+. 
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Participants 

The results from PreLAS test indicated 1, 569 children to be English learners 

(i.e., children who scored less than 16). The majority of the sample are Hispanic, that 

makes 66.73% of the total sample. Asian are 14.85%, non-Hispanic White are 10.9%, 

non-Hispanic Black are 5.1%, and the rest 2.43% are other ethnical groups (i.e., Native 

Hawaiian/ Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaska Native, and two or more races). 

Among all the participants, 45.63% are Female. The means, standard deviations and 

percentages for all observed variables are shown in Table 9.  

Variables and Constructs for Measurement 

 The following information in the survey were used for model analysis: (1) 

children’s academic outcomes (reading, mathematics and science test scores); (2) 

children’s socioemotional competence (self-control and interpersonal skills); (3) family 

involvement at home; (4) parents/caregivers’ expectation on children’s highest degree; 

(5) school outreach efforts to involve EL families; and (6) variables that were controlled 

for. Table 9 has listed all the variables with titles and detailed information.  
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Table 7. List of Early Childhood Longitudinal Study (ECLS-K:2011) Variables 
Used 
Outcome Variables  Data Sources Variable Descriptions 
Academic Outcomes Child  

X2RSCALK1   Child’s reading IRT scale score in 
Kindergarten (wave 2) 

X2MSCALK1   Child’s mathematic IRT scale score in 
Kindergarten (wave 2) 

X2SSCALK1   Child’s science IRT scale score in 
Kindergarten (wave 2) 

Prosocial Behaviors Teacher  
X2TCHCON  Teachers reported children's self-control 

(wave 2) 
X2TCHSOC  Teachers reported children's 

interpersonal skills (wave 2) 
Predicting Variables   

Family Involvement at 
Home 

Parents/Caregivers In a typical week, how often do you or 
any other family member do the 
following things to your child 

P1TELLST     tell stories? 
P1SINGSO     sing songs? 
P1HLPART    help to do arts and crafts? 

P1CHORES    involve child in household chores 

P1GAMES     play games 
P1NATURE    talk with children about nature 

P1BUILD        build things with children 

P1SPORT        do sports with children 

P1NUMBRS   practice reding, writing or working with 
numbers 

P1READBK    read books to children 

Educational Expectation Parents/Caregivers How far in school do you expect your 
child to go? 

P1EXPECT   
School Support for EL 

Families 
School 

Administrators 
Are the following practices available to 
EL families?  

S2TRANSL  
 

 translators are available to parents and/or 
meetings  

S2TRINWRT  
 

 translations of written communications 
are provided 

S2HOMVST  
 

 home visit to non-English language 
families 
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Table 9 (Continued) 
Outcome Variables  Data Sources Variable Descriptions 

S2OUTRCH   an outreach worker assists in enrolling 
children first entering school 

S2MEETSP  conducts special parent meeting 
Controlling variables   
Level 1 controlling 
variables 

  

Previous Outcomes   
X1RSCALK1  Children Child’s reading IRT scale score in 

Kindergarten (wave 1) 
X1MSCALK1  Children Child’s mathematic IRT scale score in 

Kindergarten (wave 1) 

X1TCHCON Teacher Teachers reported children's self-control  
(wave 1) 

X1TCHSOC Teacher Teachers reported children's 
interpersonal skills (wave 1) 

X1KAGE_R  Children Children's age by month 
X_CHSEX_R  Children Children's gender 

 X12SESL Parents/Caregivers Composite family socioeconomic status 
X_RACETH_R Parents/Caregivers Children's race, dummy coded 

Hispanic   
 Black   
Asian   

All other groups   
X2KSCTYP Parents/Caregivers School type, dummy coded 

catholic school   
other religious school   
other private school   

Level 2 controlling 
variables 

  

S2KINTOT School 
Administrators 

School size 

S2TTI School 
Administrators 

School Title 1 funding status 

S2TOTELL School 
Administrators 

Percentage of EL students 
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Academic Outcomes 

Direct cognitive assessment measured children’s academic outcomes, and this 

study used item response theory (IRT) scale scores in reading, mathematics, and science 

in both 2010 Fall and 2011 Spring semesters at kindergarten. The measurement was 

conducted in a two-stage method, in which the first stage was a routing section that 

included items with a variety range of difficulty. The results of the first stage assessment 

determined the sequential test that identified low, middle or high difficulty to 

participating children. Then the second-stage tests administered appropriate questions 

for the children based on their demonstrated level from the previous stage (Tourangeau 

et al., 2015). 

The reading test measured children’s basic skills (e.g., letter recognition, 

rhyming words, and word recognition), vocabulary, and reading comprehension. The 

mathematic tests assessed children’s “conceptual knowledge, procedural knowledge, and 

problem solving”(Tourangeau et al., 2015, p.2-6). In addition, the science assessment 

incorporated multiple domains, including “physical sciences, life sciences, 

environmental sciences, and scientific inquiry”(Tourangeau et al., 2015, p.2-6).  

Socioemotional Competence 

The socioemotional construct included two variables, self-control and interpersonal 

skills, drawn from parent interview were included as children’s socioemotional 

competence. Self-control is an intra-personal skill that regulates one's emotions, 

cognitive , and behaviors to achieve goals (Guirguis & Antigua, 2017; Winsler et al., 

2014), and interpersonal skill is an social interaction competence, consisting of social 
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awareness and communicative skills, whose aim is to establish positive relationships 

(Elias et al., 1997; Powell et al., 2010).  

Self-control was derived from four questions (𝛼𝛼= 0.81 for 2010 Fall, and 𝛼𝛼= 0.82 

for 2011 Spring), and interpersonal skill was drawn from five questions (𝛼𝛼= 0.86 for 

2010 Fall, and 𝛼𝛼= 0.87 for 2011 Spring). Both constructs are 4-point scales ranging from 

1 = not at all true to 4 = very true. The model analysis controlled for children’s 

socioemotional and academic performance in 2010 Fall semester for socioemotional and 

academic outcomes, respectively.  

Parent/Caregiver Interview 

Parents/caregivers completed interviews when children were in kindergarten, and 

the implementation procedure made bilingual interviewers available for 

parents/caregivers who did not speak English (Tourangeau et al., 2015). In this model, 

family involvement predictors were parents/caregivers’ home involvement construct and 

their expectation on children’s educational attainment. The home involvement construct 

was measured in 2010 Fall that asked about the frequency of 10 home activities that 

parents did with their children weekly (e.g. tell stories, play games, and read books to the 

children). The reliability of this construct was 𝛼𝛼= 0.76. 

Parents/caregivers’ expectation on children’s educational attainment asked how far 

in school do they expect their child to go, and the answers ranged from 1 to 7 where 

1=receive less than high school diploma, and 7= To finish a Ph.D., MD, or other 

advanced degree. 

School Administrator Questionnaire 
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School administrators or substitute personnel finished the school surveys. These 

questionnaires “were hard-copy paper completed by the school principal/administrator 

and/or his or her designee”(Tourangeau et al., 2015, p.2-17) in the spring semester of 

kindergarten. This study used school administrators’ answers on five types of outreach 

activities as school support construct. These Yes or No questions asked if the school has 

implemented the following activities to EL families: (1) make translators available to 

parents/caregivers in meetings; (2) provide translations of written communications; (3) 

pay home visit, (4) assign an outreach worker to assist in enrolling children first entering 

school; and (5) conduct special meeting with EL families. The Cronbach’s alpha of this 

construct is 0.58. 

Background Variables 

 Certain student, family, and school background variables were controlled for in 

model analysis. Children’s gender, age of enrollment in kindergarten, and race were the 

children characteristics. The race groups were coded as Hispanic, African American, 

Asian and other groups (e.g. American natives, Hawaii & Pacific Islanders and multi-

races). Family factors include parent/caregiver type (categorical), and family SES. 

Specifically, SES is a composite score built in the survey, and it was calculated using the 

following five components (1) parent/guardian 1’s education; (2) parent/guardian 2’s 

education; (3) parent/guardian 1’s occupational prestige score; (4) parent guardian 2’s 

occupational prestige score; and (5) household income. Parent/caregiver type was coded 

as one biological/adoptive parent only and other guardian to be comparable to two 

parents/caregivers. In addition, school type was dummy coded (catholic, other religious, 
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and other private as compared to regular public schools) and controlled at individual 

level. 

The school level variables racial composition average (i.e. Percent of White, 

Hispanic, African American, American natives, Hawaii & Pacific Islanders, and Asian 

students), school enrollment size, percentage of EL students, and Title 1 funding status. 

Data Analysis 

Since the research questions of interest involved the measurement of latent 

constructs and analysis of causal paths among constructs, structural equation modeling 

(SEM) was chosen as the most appropriate analytic technique. 

Model fit indices were used to identify if the models fit well with the data, in 

which X2 statistics, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), the Tucker–

Lewis index (TLI) the comparative fit index (CFI) were will be reported and examined. 

A good model fit will show RMSEA values less than .05 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993), 

CFI and TLI values greater than .90 (Marsh, Hau, & Wen, 2004). Because the X2 

statistic is sensitive to sample size, that larger sample size often associates with higher 

likelihood to have statistically significant results, it is important to look at the other two 

fit indices so as to draw a more precise conclusion on the model fit.  

The sample consisted of individual students nested in schools, which violates the 

assumption of independence. The analysis will account for the clustering effect by using 

“TYPE = COMPLEX” analysis in Mplus to adjust the standard errors in the model 

(Muthén & Muthén, 2019).  

Building the Structural Model 
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This model estimated causal paths among the five latent constructs. Specifically, 

causal paths are estimated from school support to EL parents/caregivers and children, 

academic and socioemotional outcomes. Paths are also specified from family school 

involvement and home involvement to academic achievement, and socioemotional 

performance. School support to EL families have effects on parents/caregivers’ school 

involvement.  Finally, the two outcome constructs (i.e., academic achievement, and 

socioemotional outcomes) are correlated. Figure 2 shows the estimated model with all 

the key variables and constructs. 

  
Figure 3. The structural equation model 
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Modification Index 

The original model did not fit quite well with the data. To enhance the model 

fitting, I checked the modification index to identify additional paths that can be added. 

The results showed a total of seven paths that can be fixed. Specifically, three correlation 

paths among the four school support variables: (1) translation provided for meetings 

correlated with translation available for written materials; (2) translation available for 

written materials correlated with outreach assistance in enrolling children first entering 

school; and (3) outreach assistance in enrolling children first entering school correlated 

with pay home visit). Two correlation paths between involvement in home variables: (1) 

tell stories to children correlated with read books to children; and (2) read book to 

children correlated with practice numbers. In addition, two more paths from level 2 

controlling variables on school support construct were added: (1) the effect from school 

enrollment size; and (2) Title 1 status on the school support construct.  

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

Table 10 and Table 11 each presents the correlations among the five key 

constructs and variables, and the correlation between covariates and the key constructs 

and variables, respectively. Some statistically significant associations between the 

variables and constructs were of note. Parents/ caregivers’ involvement at home had 

positive correlation between children’s academic outcomes.  School support to EL 

families had positive correlation between socioemotional outcomes, yet its association 

between family involvement at home was negative. There was no statistically significant 
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correlation was found between school support and students’ academic outcomes. 

Parents’ educational expectation showed significant positive correlation between 

students’ academic achievement and socioemotional outcome.  
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Table 8.Pearson correlations between major variables/constructs 
 Variable/Construct 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Academic achievement 1     
2. Socioemotional outcomes 0.257** 1    
3. Home involvement 0.059** -0.046 1   
4. School support 0.038  0.147**  -0.115** 1  
5. Educational expectation 0.133** 0.132** -0.021 0.031 1 
Note: *p<0.05. **p<0.01.     

 
Table 9. Pearson correlations between major variables/constructs and covariates 

  
 Academic 
achievement 

Socioemotional 
Outcomes 

 Home 
involvement 

School 
support 

Educational 
expectation 

Level 1 controlling variables 
 SES 0.0535* 0.168** 0.122**  -0.066** -0.023 

 Gender 0.087** 0.209**  -0.052* 0.055* 0.061* 
Age 0.042 -0.014 0.019 0.065**  -0.113** 

Catholic school 0.011 0.012 -0.002  -0.210** 0.068** 
Other religious 

school 0.062* -0.019 -0.029  -0.208** 0.041 
Other private 

school 0.058* -0.045 0.042  -0.102** -0.005 
Hispanic   -0.067** 0.158**  -0.103**  0.229** 0.161** 

Asian 0.181** 0.014 -0.036  -0.111*** 0.02 
Black  -0.090**  -0.117** 0.036 0.061*  -0.070* 

Other ethnicity  -0.070**  -0.123** 0.080**  -0.099**  -0.056* 
Level 2 controlling variables 

Title 1 School 0.038 -0.011 0.054* 0.216** 0.024 
School Size -0.021 0.081** -0.033  0.351** 0.006 

Hispanic students' 
percentage -0.003 0.129**  -0.087**  0.268** 0.234 

 EL students' 
percentage 0.044 0.107**  -0.113**  0.299** 0.187** 

Note. EL = English learner; SES = socioeconomic status 
*p<0.05. **p<0.01.     
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Several correlations between the key constructs and covariates were also 

statistically significant.  Composite SES had positive associations between children’s 

academic achievement, socioemotional outcomes, and home involvement. Yet the 

correlation between school support to EL families was negative.  

School type showed an impact on the school level support to EL families. 

Catholic schools, other religious schools, and other private schools provided less help 

compared to regular public schools. In addition, Non-Catholic religious schools and 

other types of private schools both had positive correlation between academic 

achievement compared to regular public schools. 

Structural Path Analyses  

 The results from the SEM model showed the following fit statistics: CFI = 0.902, 

TLI =0.890, and RMSEA = 0.048. The chi-square was (χ2(513) = 7402.325, p< 0.01). 

According to the model fit indexes, overall, the model showed acceptable fit with the data. 

The path effects from each exogenous construct/variable on the endogenous variables are 

shown in Table 12.  

Table 10. The effects from exogenous factors on endogenous factors 

Exogenous →Endogenous 
Direct 
effect 

Indirect 
effect 

Total 
effect 

Family involvement at home → Children's academic outcomes 0.021 N/A 0.021 
Family involvement at home → Children's socioemotional outcomes -0.005 N/A -0.005 
Educational expectation → Children's academic outcomes 0.061** N/A 0.061** 
Educational expectation → Children's socioemotional outcomes 0.032** N/A 0.032** 
School support → Children's academic outcomes 0.064 0.003 0.067 
School support → Children's socioemotional outcomes 0.164** 0.001 0.165** 
School support → Family involvement at home  -0.178** N/A  -0.178** 
Note: *p<0.05. **p<0.01 
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The association between school support and family involvement at home is 

negative (b = -0.178, p <0.001), indicating that EL parents/caregivers interacted and 

engaged less with their children when schools provided more support services to EL 

families. 

The relationship between children’s academic outcome and socioemotional 

competency was significantly positive (b = 0.191, p <0.001). Family involvement in 

home showed non-significant associations between both children’s academic outcomes 

(b = 0.021, p =0.376), and the socioemotional construct (b= -0.005, p=0.851). Home 

involvement construct included multiple questions that might directly influence 

children’s academic and socioemotional outcomes. For instance, questions have asked 

the frequency that parents read books to children, practiced with numbers, these could 

help with children’s reading and mathematics performance. In addition, some questions 

inquired playing games, sports, and building crafts; these activities involved personal 

interaction between parents and children. Therefore, further study needs to be conducted 

to understand why its association between socioemotional outcomes is negative and 

statistically non-significant. 

Results on the association between children’s outcomes and school support 

provided to EL families showed differentiated effects on socioemotional and academic 

constructs.  Specifically, school support had a significantly positive effect on 

socioemotional outcomes (b = 0.164, p = 0.004), and a non-significant positive effect on 

academic achievement (b = 0.064, p = 0.306). Such findings indicate that EL children 

showed better socioemotional performance when they attended schools that provided 
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more accommodation to EL families.  

The indirect effects from school support via family involvement were not 

significant on both children’s academic performance (b=0.003, p=0.403) and 

socioemotional outcomes (b=0.001, p=0.887). These findings revealed that, the school 

outreach on home involvement construct did not have significant association with these 

particular EL children’s outcomes.  

Results showed significantly positive effects of parents/ caregivers’ expectation 

on both children’s academic attainment (b = 0.061, p <0.001) and their socioemotional 

outcomes (b = 0.032, p = 0.002). The findings revealed that when parents/caregivers 

expected their children to achieve higher educational degrees, their children could attain 

more academic and socioemotional gains at the kindergarten.  

There are other controlling variables that showed significant association between 

children’s academic and socioemotional outcomes. Age at kindergarten entry had 

significantly negative association between children’s academic performance (b= -0.011 

p =0.010). The finding indicates that with one month later when children entered the 

kindergarten, they would show an average of 0.011 unit decrease in their academic 

achievements. Gender had significant effect on children’s socioemotional outcomes: 

girls performed significantly better than boys (b=0.163, p<0.001). Although family SES 

did not have significant effect on the academic factor (b= -0.021, p =0.583), it has a 

positive effect on children’s socioemotional competence (b= 0.230, p<0.001). It reveals 

that children who came from higher SES families were more likely to exhibit better self-

control and interpersonal skills at school. Children’s academic outcomes were positively 
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associated with school type. The association between ethnicity and school type did not 

yield statistically significant effects on either academic or socioemotional outcomes.  

The three school level controlling variables, title 1 funding status, school 

enrollment size, and percentage of EL students did not show statistically significant 

association between socioemotional outcomes. Regarding with their effects on children’s 

academic perform the percentage of EL in school had significantly negative effects on 

academic construct (b= -0.144, p=0.035). The result indicates that one percentage 

increase in school’s total EL students’ population can predict 0.144 unit decrease of 

children’s academic achievement on average. 

Discussion 

The Ecological System (Bronfenbrenner, 1977; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006) 

was used as a theoretical lens in understanding the association between children’s 

development, family involvement and school support among the EL population at the 

kindergarten level. Results from descriptive analysis and the structural equation model 

yielded the following findings. First, several school- and individual-level characteristics 

were significantly associated with the frequency of school support to EL families, and 

with EL students’ outcomes. Second, schools with more frequent help were associated 

with lower level of parents/ caregivers’ involvement among EL families. Third, children 

with better socioemotional performance showed better academic outcomes. Fourth, the 

associations between school level support and children’s academic and socioemotional 

outcomes both yielded positive results. Finally, children’s academic outcomes were 

positively associated with socioemotional performance. Each of these findings will be 
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discussed in the following, along with interpretation of the results and their connection 

to previous studies and theories.  

Student- and School-Level Characteristics 

The findings of school-level variables associated showed that EL families 

received more support when their children attended schools that were Title I schools, 

with larger enrollment sizes, and with larger EL population percentage. The finding was 

consistent with previous studies on EL children (Cosentino de Cohen et al., 2005; 

Niehaus & Adelson, 2014), that EL children are more likely to receive more support 

when they attend schools of high EL percentage and larger enrollment size. In consistent 

with previous finding, the present study also revealed that Hispanic ELs attended schools 

with more support as compared to Black, Asian/Pacific Islander ELs and other minority 

groups, which might be because the majority of EL children are Hispanic (Niehaus & 

Adelson, 2014; Zehler et al., 2003), and speak Spanish as their first language. Schools 

are more likely to accommodate to their linguistic needs. Such finding reveals that EL 

children with non-Spanish first language are more difficult to have access to school 

support that targeted to EL families.   

School Support to EL Families, Family Involvement at Home, and Children’s 

Outcome 

School support to EL families positively predicted children’s socioemotional 

outcomes, which is consistent with previous findings. Schools providing EL families 

with bilingual resources can enhance school-family communication and establish 

positive relationship. As EL parents/caregivers feel being welcomed and valued in 
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school context, they pass down such feeling of being safe to their children, and the 

children can show better social and emotional performance at school.  

 The overlapping sphere theory (Epstein, 1991) has emphasized the significance 

of family-school partnership, and either stakeholder can optimize children’s 

development along. Since most of the EL children came from an ethnical minority 

background, their parents can encounter barriers in schools in the United States. 

Specifically, they did not show as adequate involvement in children’s education in both 

school and family contexts as other mainstream parents. The finding that school level 

support was associated with less frequent family involvement at home was somehow 

counterintuitive. However, this does not necessarily mean that school support would not 

empower EL parents/ caregivers and encourage them to participate more in children’s 

education. Since this study is a cross-sectional analysis that did not involve any 

intervention, the results could not be deduced as causal relationship. One possible 

explanation to this counterintuitive result might be that children whose 

parents/caregivers involved less at home were more likely to come from lower SES 

background and attend Title 1 founded schools. These schools might spare more efforts 

to reach to EL families. However, the parents/caregivers might not have sufficient 

resources and knowledge for home education and interaction. Even though one of the 

school support methods was to pay home visit, schools need to implement more 

practices such as parenting training workshop and literacy programs to raise parents’ 

awareness of participation in education.  

 The negligible effects from family involvement at home on both academic and 
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socioemotional achievement was surprising. Previous studies that focused on family 

involvement at home had different results regarding the impact on children’s academic 

outcomes. For instance, Hindin (2002) measured the effects of parents’/caregivers’ home 

reading on EL children, and found that children improved on an independent reading 

measure in word reading, oral reading, and reading fluency.  Froiland, Powell, Diamond, 

& Son (2013) have examined the association between home literacy activity (shared 

reading and number of books at home) and children’s literacy performance among the 

preschoolers. The resulted showed that home literacy predicted children’s early literacy. 

However, Galindo & Sheldon's  (2012) study examining multiple family involvement 

factors did not show statistically significant association between involvement at home 

and children’s reading and mathematics performance.  

It is highly likely that some other variables might further explain the 

relationships between family involvement at home and children’s outcomes yet were not 

included in this model. For instance, family SES was positively associated with 

children’s socioemotional performance. As a variable of SES, household income can 

impact prenatal resources such as housing, nutrition, and parents/caregivers’ educational 

levels influence parents/caregivers’ parenting styles and competence. All these factors 

are important in predicting children’s early childhood development status and can impact 

children’s academic and socioemotional conditions.  

Parents/Caregivers’ Educational Expectations and Children’s Outcomes 

In this study, parents/caregivers’ expectation on children’s future educational 

attainment (i.e., the highest degree their children can obtain) positively predicted both 
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academic and socioemotional outcomes. Previous meta-analysis examining the 

association between children’s academic attainment and family involvement factors have 

found that parents/caregivers’ educational expectation was the strongest predictor 

(Castro et al., 2015; Fan & Chen, 2001).  

El Nokali et al. (2010) examined a family involvement construct including 

multiple variables (e.g. parents/caregivers volunteer in school, address the importance of 

education, and sharing the same goal with the school). The finding showed that children 

from highly involved families had enhanced social competencies and fewer behavior 

problems. However, the current literature examining the association between 

parents/caregivers’ expectation and children’s socioemotional outcomes was quite 

insufficient. This study in hand has contributed to the literature by finding that 

parents/caregivers’ higher educational expectation can predict an increasing trend on 

children’ social and emotional functioning.  

Academic and Socioemotional Outcomes 

This study also examined the how did between EL children’s socioemotional 

performance related to their academic outcomes. The finding revealed that children’s 

socioemotional outcomes were positively associated their academic achievement. This 

finding was consistent with extant literature that demonstrated significant links between 

socioemotional status including interpersonal relationship in school and self-regulation 

competence and academic achievements (Cristóvão et al., 2013; Niehaus et al., 2017) 

Children with better self-control can regulate their behaviors and concentrate 

more in learning. Therefore, they are more likely to outperform peers with lower self-
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control competency (Smyth & Arigo, 2009). In addition, higher interpersonal skills 

enable children to show prosocial behaviors and establish trustworthy relationship 

between peers and teachers. Previous studies among students in early ages have shown 

that children with greater understanding of their own and others’ emotions are more 

likely to obtain academic success (Zins et al., 2007). Since socioemotional skills can 

effectively foster learning interaction (Rhoades et al., 2011). In addition, self-control and 

interpersonal skills attenuates self-efficacy (Gist et al., 1991), which further facilitates 

learning behaviors and academic achievement. 

Limitations 

There are several limitations in the present study that warrant discussion. ECLS-

K:2011 data included a large, nationally representative sample, and the data collection 

procedure was designed and implemented for a wide and general population. However, 

this study in hand focused solely on EL children, which was 8.64% of the total sample 

size. The stratification in data collection procedure might not drill down to the EL group. 

In addition, a large percentage (66.75%) of the EL children were Hispanic, which could 

limit the extent to which these findings apply to EL children from other ethnic and 

language background. 

Secondly, both home involvement and school support focused on the frequency 

or existence of the activities, yet the quality of these constructs were not available in the 

measurements. There were no measures of parents/caregivers’ involvement and school 

support from the students’ perspectives to quality checking. 

Finally, due to the nature of this cross-sectional design, the results could not be 
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extended as causal relationships. For instance, even though that school support for EL 

families and family involvement at home were negatively associated, we cannot 

conclude that higher level of school support can cause parents/caregivers’ less frequent 

involvement in home activities.  To disentangle the causal issues, future research can 

focus on longitudinal analyses that allows to pinpoint how one variable contributes to 

another over time.  

Implications on Policies and Practices 

This study makes contributions as it (1) including both school support, 

parents/caregivers’ educational expectation, and family involvement at home among the 

EL children in one model; (2) examining not only academic achievement as a 

developmental outcome, but also socioemotional competencies. The findings are 

revealing on how parents and schools can best facilitate ELs and have provided 

significant implications for school administrators, teachers, and parents. 

In this study, 63 students came from schools that reported themselves with 0% of 

ELs. Because the total EL percentage measurement ranged from zero to 100, and all 

results were integers, these children either accounted as a very small percentage of the 

total student body in their schools (i.e., less than 1%), or they were not identified as ELs 

by their schools. Both potential explanations possible revealed that these children and 

their families failed to receive the linguistic and other support they needed. In addition, 

25.81% of the children among the sample attended schools reported to have 10% of or 

less EL children among the overall students in schools. Schools with a low proportion of 

EL children should implement in-depth examination on students who have limited 
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English proficiency and spear more efforts to understand their families. The information 

will enable the schools to offer essential help and accommodation to the children.  

First, schools should focus on fostering parents/caregivers’ expectation to their 

children. Given the contributions of parents/caregivers’ educational expectation to 

students’ academic and socioemotional development, school administrators and teachers 

should raise parents/caregivers’ awareness of the significance of education and share 

high educational expectation with these parents/caregivers. Schools and teachers can 

encourage parents/caregivers to express high educational expectation with children, be 

clear in addressing the expectation (e.g. I hope you can obtain a master’s degree in the 

future).  

Second, school support to EL families has a significant effect on children’s 

socioemotional outcomes. Schools should provide more resources and facilitative 

methods to reach out to EL families. Possible examples are providing interpreters in 

school events and parent-teacher conferences, making bilingual (or multilingual) 

materials are available for communication, and understanding more about EL families’ 

needs and accommodate or help them with the help of community. For instance, for EL 

parents/caregivers with limited English proficiency, schools can recommend learning 

resources such as learning programs and bilingual books in local libraries.    

Finally, schools implementing mentor programs for EL children can not only 

enhance children’s overall well-being, but also empower parents/caregivers or other 

family members who have participated in the mentor programs (Caldarella et al., 2010). 

This program can recruit teachers, parents/caregivers or other family members and 
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provide them with trainings to interact with EL children. Mentors can benefit from the 

mentoring programs: they have increased learning experiences with other teachers or 

parents/caregivers, develop knowledge and skills, and express important values of their 

own (Randolph & Johnson, 2008). More importantly, when having the support and skills 

needed to negotiate in both home and school contexts, EL children will be more likely to 

be independent and resilient to overcome challenges they encounter (Herrera et al., 

2011) .  

Conclusions 

 This SEM analysis utilized the ECLS-K: 2011 data from the EL kindergarteners 

in order to understand the associations between family involvement in school, at home 

and parents/caregivers’ expectations and children’s academic as well as socioemotional 

outcomes. Consistent with previous findings, the results in this study confirmed the 

significant effects of parents/caregivers’ educational expectation on children’s academic 

outcomes (e.g. Castro et al., 2015; Fan & Chen, 2001; Jeynes, 2005), further, it also 

revealed positive association between educational expectation and ELs’ socioemotional 

performance.  

The findings have significant implications for educators in the fields of 

educational psychology. This study provided much needed information on the academic 

and socioemotional performance of EL children in U.S. schools. Apart from the 

predicting factors, children from different types of schools show significantly different 

levels of academic outcomes. In addition, socioemotional outcomes are positively 

associated with family SES.  
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The findings further address the significance of school support to families and 

EL children since school factors significantly predict EL students’ socioemotional and 

academic well-being. Further, this results also indicate the necessity of maintaining 

school-family partnership so as to include parents/caregivers in EL children’s education.  
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This dissertation examined the issues through both educational and psychological 

lenses among one of the fasted growing student groups in the United States: English 

learners (ELs). The aim is to reveal the associations between ELs’ attainments and 

family as well as school support. The three manuscripts utilized both qualitative and 

quantitative methods to explore the relationships between school support, family 

involvement at home, family involvement at school, parental expectation, and children’s 

socioemotional as well as academic outcomes at the early childhood stage.  

The first study is a qualitative review that systematically searched and examined 

the association between EL parents/caregivers’ involvement and their children’s 

outcomes. For the second and third study, I used the data drawn from students, 

parents/caregivers, teachers and school administrators in the Early Childhood 

Longitudinal Study: Kindergarten-2011 (ECLS: K-2011). Within the ECLS: K-2011 

dataset, all individual level observations (children and parent/caregiver data) are nested 

with the school level data. To handle the cluster effect, the second study used 

hierarchical linear modeling, and the third study implemented structural equation 

modeling that accounted for the school variance. These two studies aim to understand 

the effects of school support with families, and family involvement on students gains in 

academic and socioemotional outcomes. 
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Results 

Study 1 results—systematic review 

This systematic literature review literature confirmed that EL families have 

implemented a variety of methods to involve in their children’s education. After 

systematic searching through five databases (i.e. Education Resources Information 

Center, PsychInfo, Linguistic and Language Behavior Abstract, ProQuest Dissertation & 

Theses, and Education Source) and screening according to the screening criteria, a total 

of 23 studies were yielded. All of the studies were conducted in English-native speaking 

nations (i.e., The United States and Canada), among ELs who were 3-8 years old. 

Among all the studies, the major two approaches of family involvement are 

school/researcher provided interventions (i.e. training, workshops) and 

parents/caregivers initiated spontaneous educational activities. The outcomes are 

children’s social, emotional, behavioral or/and academic performances.  

Studies looking into parents/caregivers’ involvement and participation in literacy 

and mathematics showed positive influence on children’s outcomes. While the effects of 

involvement activities on social and emotional outcomes varied: involvement had positive 

impact on certain emotions and behavioral functions, for instance, children’s energy 

behavior (Tang et al., 2012) and disciplinary behavior (Kessler, 2010), yet not on others, 

such as school attendance (Tang et al., 2012), and internalizing and externalizing 

behavioral problems (Kessler, 2010). In addition, several school programs (e.g. Families 

and Schools Together (FAST) program) aimed at strengthening the connection between 

parents and children, schools, families, and communities, and the participating EL 
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children scored significantly higher than other ELs in overall outcomes, language and 

teacher-child interaction. 

Studies examining family language input with EL children. The findings revealed 

the significance of  home culture: children can benefit in general language and English 

competency when they were exposed to English or home languages at home (Cheung et 

al., 2018; Pérez-Leroux et al., 2011). In addition, EL families have their unique fund of 

knowledge such as language and genre of writing, and the parents/caregivers can be pass 

such knowledge down to their children as they tutor their children to write (Cheung et al., 

2018; Wollman-Bonilla, 2001). 

The findings from this review confirmed that the influence from 

parents/caregivers has a direct effect on child socioemotional, behavioral, and academic 

outcomes. There is a dire need for further development and testing of interventions that 

reduce socioemotional and behavior issues and enhance children’s well-being in all 

aspects.  

Study 2 results –HLM analysis.  

The second study focused on children’s socioemotional competencies, 

specifically their self-control and interpersonal capacity performance in school at the 

kindergarten level. To compare EL group with their non-EL peers, this study included all 

the samples from ECLS: K-2011 that have teacher-reported self-control and 

interpersonal scores.   

Previous studies with minority and EL parents/caregivers’ educational 

expectation on children had conflict findings. Some studies found that the minority 
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families had almost equally high expectations to child academic outcome compared to 

the mainstream parents/caregivers (e.g.Alexander, Entwisle, Blyth & McAdoo, 1988). 

Yet other studies showed that parents’ expectation differs by SES status and ethnicity 

(Robinson & Harris 2014). Low SES parents, featured by lower educational levels, are 

likely to have more expectation on their children’s job-hunting and earning rather than 

educational attainments (Benner et al., 2016). The result from study 2 showed that EL 

parents/ caregivers expressed higher educational expectation to their children, which 

provides further evidence to one side of the debate. Whereas, non-EL parents/caregivers 

involved more frequently in school and home activities. The findings are revealing that 

families do show different levels of family involvement in various forms of practices. 

Since EL parents/caregivers do hope their children can attain higher degrees, this can be 

a great starting point to motivate them to take actions in child’s education.  

In addition, non-EL children showed statistically higher level of interpersonal 

performance compared to EL children. This finding might be confirming that EL 

children encountered issues while communicating and interacting with teachers, due to 

their linguistic and cultural gaps.  

The evaluation with school outreach efforts to families showed significantly 

positive effects on both children’s self-control and interpersonal gains.  After including 

family involvement variables in the models, the effects were still significant. Further, the 

follow-up Bootstrapping tests showed that family involvement in school and at home on 

children’s interpersonal skills partially mediated the school influence. These findings 

might indicate that school efforts to help families can establish a welcoming 
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environment to parents/caregivers and children, which is conducive to both 

parents/caregivers’ involvement and children’s academic and socioemotional well-being. 

Study 3–SEM analysis.  

The third study focused solely on the EL children, looking at their 

socioemotional and academic outcomes in one structural equation model. In the ECLS: 

K-2011 dataset, 1,569 of the children were ELs when they entered kindergarten, and 

majority of the sample were Hispanic children, who were 66.73%. This SEM analysis 

included two key exogenous factors (i.e. family involvement at home, and school 

support to EL families) and one exogenous variable (i.e. parents/caregivers’ educational 

expectation to children).  

The findings showed that EL families received more support when their children 

attended schools that were Title I, with larger student numbers, and with larger EL 

population percentage.  In addition, the SEM result found that family involvement at 

home construct did not have statistically significant effect on children’s socioemotional 

or academic outcomes. While parents/caregivers’ expectation had significantly positive 

effect on both socioemotional and academic performance. Finally, school support to EL 

families had positive association on children’s socioemotional competencies, but not on 

academic outcomes.  

Significance of this Study 

Early childhood experiences can have significant impact on individuals’ future 

academic attainment, socioemotional well-being, career development and life-long 

success (Hsieh, 2011). Understanding the interplay between family involvement and 
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school support factors and children’s outcomes will enable researchers and teachers to 

plan effective programs and practices for EL children and their families. The results 

from this study showed that school outreach to families (e.g. paying home visit) has 

positive influence on children’s self-control and interpersonal performance during 

kindergarten year. In addition, according to the findings from the systematic review, 

programs that enhances the connection among EL families, and between EL 

parents/caregivers and children has enhanced parents/caregivers’ social competencies, 

which further positively impacted their children’s prosocial behaviors (Valdez et al., 

2013). Therefore, aside from enhancing communication with families, schools can 

support parents/caregivers by providing them with training programs and workshops. 

These approaches are more likely to empower parents/caregivers to become participants 

and facilitators in children’s development. 

Taken together, this dissertation contributes central insights into school support 

and family involvement and EL children’s educational attainment in multiple aspects. 

Previous studies in the educational field examining the association between family 

impact focuses on academic outcomes. This study extends the literature on how family 

involvement affects children by including and examining children’s social, emotional 

and behavioral performances. Different from previous studies that found EL children 

showed weaker socioemotional outcomes (e.g. Ji, 2018; Southgate & Roscigno, 2009), 

the second study found that EL children did not show weaker self-control competence. 

The findings revealed that EL children did not show weaker social and emotional 

performance in all measures. For instance, the EL children could regulate their behaviors 
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at school, and control their emotions as well as their non-EL peers. However, they did 

show weaker interpersonal skills, which might be due to the linguistic and cultural 

barrier in the American school contexts (Daniel-White, 2002).   

Secondly, in general, the results from this study have been consistent with the 

previous research and showed that various types of family involvement can impact 

children’s outcomes differently (e.g. Castro et al., 2015; Hill & Tyson, 2009; Jeynes, 

2017).The results from the HLM analysis showed that parents/caregivers’ involvement 

in school had negative effects on children’s self-control and interpersonal outcomes. 

While the effect of home involvement was positive on interpersonal skills, and 

parents/caregivers’ expectation did not show significant impact on self-control or 

interpersonal competence. Even though different types of family involvement functions 

might function differently, it is not plausible to separate them completely. The optimal 

practice is to enhance parenting skills and implement family involvement across school, 

home and even other contexts with high quality parenting. These findings imply that 

teachers, school administrators and researchers should examine and understand the 

different patterns of family involvement and how they might influence the student group 

they work with.  

Beyond the substantive insights elucidated above, my empirical findings help fill 

important gaps in understanding family involvement at early childhood stage. First, I 

implemented a rigorous assessment in association between family involvement and 

socioemotional outcomes utilizing a large, nationally represented dataset. Previous 

studies of family involvement in the educational field primary focused on academic 
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outcomes 

Limitations 

Study 1 Limitations 

This systematic literature review included only 23 studies, and 21 of these studies 

were conducted in the United States. This pool of literature constrains my conclusion and 

implication mostly within the U.S. context.  In addition, the searching only yielded five 

studies that examined the association between family involvement and EL children’s 

social, emotional and behavioral outcomes. To further understand the functioning of 

family influence on EL children’s socioemotional and behavioral development, I am 

hoping more empirical studies on this topic to be conducted. 

The scope of article searching, and inclusion also limited this study: I excluded 

articles not written in English, which may filter out some articles on family involvement 

among the ELs. Although I made efforts to search through the major databases to identify 

as many articles as possible, there are also chances a number of articles were excluded as 

the databases are limited by the journals they index. 

Study 2 and 3 Limitations.  

Both study 2 and 3 utilized the ECLS: K-2011 dataset, and certain limitations 

were brought by the nature of this survey data. The first limitation for the current two 

studies is that the data are correlational but not causal since all the data were 

observational. Therefore, the relationship between family and school 

involvement/support and children’s outcomes can be bi-directional, in another words, 

children’s socioemotional and academic well-being might also predict 
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parents/caregivers’ frequency of involvement.  Further interventional studies need to be 

conducted to understand the mutual influential relationship between children’s outcomes 

and family involvement factors. 

Secondly, the ECLS: K-2011 interviews and questionnaires aim at understanding 

the physical, mental and academic well-being of the students across the United States, it 

was not specifically designed to examine the developmental process among the EL 

groups. In another word, the EL group in these two studies might not be representative 

the EL population nationally. Therefore, I draw conservative implication based on the 

findings.  

Third, parenting and school variables were assessed to see the presence or 

frequency of certain involvement/supportive practices, while the quality of these 

involvement practices were not reported. Our understanding on parents/caregivers’ 

involvement should not stop at the point where the focus is on how many times they 

participated in certain activities, instead, the dynamic and interaction between them and 

the children are more important predictors that influence children’s performance. 

Last, the survey data reported by parents/caregivers, school administrators, and 

teachers might bring in certain biases. Family involvement variables were self-reported 

by children’s parents or other family members, which might cause bias as 

parents/caregivers’ perception of involvement might impact their impression on their 

actual involvement practices. Similar biases might also happen with school 

administrators reported supportive activities the school conducted with families. In 
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addition, the children’s socioemotional outcomes were reported by their teachers. This 

both may lead to biased or inaccurate reporting.  

Conclusion 

 This research study emphasized the impact of family involvement factors on 

children’s academic, socioemotional and behavioral outcomes. The results provide 

support for the role of parent/caregiver training programs and involvement on academic 

practices and social connection with children, other families, and school personnel. 

Further, the first and the third studies have found that certain family involvement factors 

can positively influence the EL group.  

 The results of this study have several implications for school policy. Given the 

findings for family-school involvement variables, it is essential that teachers and 

administrators to be aware of the significance of including parents/caregivers. For 

example, school personnel can invite parents/caregivers to attend school events, to 

volunteer in school activities, and participate in training programs and workshops to 

enhance parenting skills (Harris & Robinson, 2016). An environment that optimizes 

child development requires the partnership between family and school, and the 

collaborative effects can benefit children’s academic outcomes and socioemotional well-

being in the early age. Moreover, the positive effects will last in the long run and 

facilitate people’s future success. 

 Finally, it is important to notice the diversity of the EL population. Even though 

these children share certain similarities, and all have the needs to learn English, they 

come from different cultural and language backgrounds, and have parents/caregivers 
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with differentiated educational level and SES. On the one hand, educational policies in 

district and school level can hardly meet the immediate needs for all EL children and 

families. On the other hand, their background and experiences can provide sufficient 

information for educators in figuring out policies and practices to facilitate EL children’s 

success in school through family involvement. 
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