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ABSTRACT 

 
Visiting places like museums is universally seen as beneficial to children, but more information 

is needed to determine the specific relationship between cultural participation outside school and 

students’ academic performance in school.  Cultural participation is typically characterized as 

involvement in cultural institutions such as libraries, bookstores, museums, and concerts.  I used 

data from the Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey (PFI) developed by The 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) to explore the relationship between visiting 

cultural institutions and students’ academic achievement.  I hypothesized that a higher frequency 

of visiting cultural institutions is associated with achieving higher grades at school.  Visits to 

cultural institutions were used as a proxy for cultural participation; and students’ academic 

performance was measured by self-reported GPA.  I find evidence of a moderate positive 

relationship between cultural participation and student achievement. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
Why Cultural Participation outside School? 

Past work found out that measured intelligence can only explain 15 to 30 percent of the variation 

in students’ grades (Crouse et al., 1979; Sewell and Hauser, 1975; DiMaggio, 1982).  It takes 

more than intelligence quotient to do well in school.   

Research has shown that students with more “cultural capital” which is defined as “proficiency 

in and familiarity with dominant cultural codes and practices” are better able to comprehend the 

“rules of the game”, are more capable to adapt the cultural environment at school, and thus are 

more likely to “negotiate their way through the highest educational levels” (Aschaffenburg and 

Mass, 1997).   

Understanding education in contexts broader than schooling has important implications for 

students’ learning abilities and calls for an examination of alternative venues, initiatives, and 

strategies that facilitate artistic development, encourage self-learning, and promote reflection 

about the role and value of knowledge in a society (Irwin and Kindler, 1999).   

The idea that we should understand education in a broader context supports my study focus on 

students’ cultural participation outside school.  If a positive relationship were demonstrated 

between actively visiting cultural institutions and student academic achievement, schools may 

find it beneficial to increase collaboration with cultural institutions on extracurricular activities.   

Morrone classified general cultural practices into three categories: “ ‘culture d’appartement’ 

which refers to reading, watching TV, listening to radio and music, etc., ‘culture de sortie’ which 

includes going to cinema, theatres, museums, monuments and archaeological sites and ‘culture 

identitaire’ which consists of amateur practices, cultural associations, popular culture, ethnic 

cultures, youthful culture, etc.” (Morrone, 2006).  The Dutch Social and Cultural Planning Office 
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measured cultural participation by “classical concerts, pop concerts, art museums, and historical 

museums in their yearly reports on cultural participation” (Kraaykamp and Eijck, 2005).  

Consistent with the concepts defined by Morrone and the Dutch Social and Cultural Planning 

Office, I used libraries, bookstores, concerts, and museums to represent major cultural 

institutions in my study. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Existing Research  

It is generally agreed that cultivated citizens are supposed to be actively engaged in serious 

cultural activities, such as “reading literary novels, poetry, visiting museums, and attending 

classical music, opera, plays, and dances” (Eijck and Knulst, 2005).  Although this remains as 

the classical ideal of civilization for many, a great number of surveys conducted during the 

recent 100 years have showed that younger generations don’t put these ideals into practice often 

(Eijck and Knulst, 2005). 

During the last few decades, however, the relationship between culture and education has 

attracted increasing attention. 

Based on various social backgrounds, individuals enter the educational system with different 

levels of exposure to cultural capital (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977).  Cultural capital here is 

defined as “institutionalized, i.e., widely shared, high-status cultural signals (attitudes, 

preferences, formal knowledge, behaviors, goods and credentials) used for social and cultural 

exclusion” (Lamont and Lareau 1988:156).  DiMaggio (1982) found associations between 

“cultural capital (measured by high school students’ involvement in art, music, and literature) 
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and net test scores” in his seminal study of the relationship between social class, cultural capital, 

and grades.  This relationship sheds lights on the feasibility of studying whether cultural 

participation is correlated with student performance.    

James S. Catterall, Professor from University of California at Los Angeles, conducted research 

on the long-term impacts of “the sustained involvement in the visual and performing arts during 

high school”.  He used longitudinal national surveys.  Based on the results of his research, he 

found that active participation in arts is positively related to 

1) Cognition: in the way children think and solve problems and in the way their brains 

process experiences and information. 

2) Motivation: gaining mastery in the arts leads children to feel a sense of accomplishment, 

and that such self-beliefs may spill over into non-arts domains.  

3) Contributions of artistic cultures: it may be that artistic cultures present in schools, or 

artistic communities, help students develop particular values, orientations, and 

dispositions that promote success-and that arts-engaged students were more likely to 

participate in such school culture.  

Research has shown that psychological factors contribute to explain cultural media preferences 

(Kraaykamp, 2001).  To identify individual differences in personality, psychologists largely 

focus on personality traits (McCrae & John, 1993).  The most employed description of 

personality is named “Big Five” which includes Openness, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, 

Agreeableness, and Neuroticism (Costa and McCrae, 1992).  These traits have an impact on a 

person’s preferences on several domains.  A general positive relationship between “the Big Five 

personality dimensions and post-secondary academic achievement” has been found by O’Connor 

and Paunonen in their research (O’Connor and Paunonen, 2007).  And as Kraaykamp and Eijck 
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stated “the Big Five personality factors contribute substantially to the understanding of students’ 

cultural preferences and practices”, one might reasonably expect that students who actively 

participate in cultural activities may develop similar personality traits that may in turn stimulate 

effort at school and more generally promote higher achievement (Kraaykamp and Eijck, 2004).    

 

Limitations of Existing Research and My Contribution 

There are two major limitations to the studies previously cited.  As Catterall studied the 

relationship between arts and students’ achievement, many scholars have only focused on the 

effect of only one type of cultural participation.  In contrast, I will focus on a broader concept of 

cultural participation.  Although visiting cultural institutions is viewed as a less immersive 

activity compared to others like learning how to play a musical instrument, the inclusion of 

students’ recent visits to four cultural institutions instead of only one provides a broader measure 

of cultural participation.  

The second limitation of existing studies is that they are mainly based on smaller samples. The 

Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey (PFI) data set I am using includes more 

than ten thousand students and is a nationally representative survey.  As a result, my research 

results are likely to be more generalizable.  
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CONCEPTURAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES 

 

Conceptual Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

  

Student Achievement 

Cultural Participation 

Control Variables 
Student: 
-Race/Ethnicity 
-Gender 
Family: 
-Household Income 
-Parental Education 
-Community 
-Location 
-School Quality 

Student Engagement 
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The conceptual model presents how cultural participation is related to student achievement.  

Cultural participation at school which is mostly identified as extracurricular activities is not 

presented in the model because the focus here is participation outside school.   

The model shows that cultural participation, as measured by visits to cultural institutions, 

determines student achievement.  This relationship arises from the assumption that students learn 

content directly from cultural institutions, which helps them perform better in school.  This direct 

effect of cultural participation on student performance is not necessarily the only way cultural 

participation benefits student performance.  The model depicts that cultural participation may 

also affect academic performance by first improving students’ engagement and curiosity for 

learning. 

Seven variables regarding characteristics of students and their families are also included in the 

model.  These variables are highly likely to be correlated to both visiting cultural institutions and 

achievement at school.  The inclusion of these variables in my regression models helps to 

decrease the problem of Omitted Variable Bias (OVB).     

 

Prior work in this area suggests that students’ grades/GPAs are correlated with students’ 

demographic characteristics, family socioeconomic status, and parental education, community 

characteristics, and geographic characteristics.  These factors are also predicted to be correlated 

with the frequency of students participating cultural activities.  Exclusion of these variables 

increases the risk of Omitted Variable Bias. 

• Race/ethnicity - It has been shown that both the levels and dimensions of parental 

involvement vary by race (Desimone, 1999; Hao et al, 1998).  Studies have shown, for 
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example, that White parents are more involved in outside school activities with children, 

while minority parents have higher expectations for children’s academic performance. 

• Gender – It has been shown that parents are more engaged in the education of their 

daughters than sons (Hill & Taylor, 2004).  As a result, gender needs to be controlled to 

avoid any biased caused by unbalanced parental involvement. 

• Social Economic Status (SES) – Families with higher SES are often considered to be 

more involved in leisure activities such as visiting a museum and going to a concert 

compared to their lower SES counterparts.  A more specific example would be that 

students with well-educated parents may more appreciate the value of great academic 

performance in school and getting exposed to cultural activities outside of school.  These 

parents may be more likely to bring their children to cultural institutions and encourage 

them to achieve higher grades.  Thus, household income and parental education are 

controlled for the regression analysis.  

• Community and geographic characteristics – It would be generally agreed that families 

who have more convenient access to cultural institutions are expected to have a higher 

cultural participation rate than families that live in remote areas.  In addition, student 

achievement more generally may vary by community and geographic characteristics.  

• School quality – School quality is usually expected to be positively correlated with 

students’ cultural participation outside school because high quality schools are more 

likely to interact with parents and encourage students to explore learning opportunities 

outside class.    
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Hypotheses 

The construction of “cultural participation” allows for a test of three hypotheses: 

1. Active cultural participation (i.e. going to three or four cultural institutions during the 

past month) may be positively related to students’ academic performance at school. 

2. Visits to different cultural institutions may exert different effects on academic 

performance.  For example, going to a library may be more strongly correlated with a 

higher GPA compared to going to a concert during the past month.  

3. The intensity of visits to cultural institutions may be important.  For example, a visit to 

three cultural institutions may be associated with a higher GPA than a visit to two 

cultural institutions. 
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DATA DESCRIPTION 

 

I use data from the Parent and Family Involvement in Education Survey (PFI) developed by The 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  The PFI is a nationally representative random 

sample of households in the United States.  The 2007 administration (NHES:2007) was 

conducted by Westat during the time from January 2 through May 6, 2007.	  	  “In	  the	  NHES:2007	  

Screener,	  household	  members	  were	  enumerated	  and	  demographic	  and	  educational	  

information	  that	  determined	  eligibility	  for	  the	  two	  distinct	  topical	  surveys	  was	  collected”	  

(NCES	  website).    

The PFI survey measures parent and family involvement in children’s education.  I am focusing 

on their involvement in activities outside of school.  Data files constructed for the PFI survey 

include data from interviews completed with parents or guardians of 10,681 children and youth 

enrolled in kindergarten through 12th grade or homeschooled for these grades. The PFI files 

contain data from all completed PFI interviews. One record corresponds with one PFI interview; 

therefore, the files contain 10,681 cases.  

There are 10,681 sampled children in this data set, and 97% of them were enrolled in schools and 

only 3% were homeschooled.  Homeschooled students were dropped from my analysis for two 

reasons: one is that I am more interested in the population of students enrolled in regular school; 

second, more practically, is that homeschooled students don’t have grades, which is my primary 

measure of academic performance.  
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Table 1.1: Cultural Institutions 

Visit During the Past Month Proportions 
Library 0.3994 

Bookstore 0.4920 
Concert 0.3355 
Museum 0.2235 

 
None of the above institutions 0.2409 

Any one above institution 0.3045 
Any two above institutions 0.2855 

Any three above institutions 0.1265 
All four above institutions 0.0424 

 

 

Table 1.2: GPA 

	  

  

Self-reported Grades Proportions 

Mostly As 0.4529 

Mostly Bs 0.3525 

Mostly Cs 0.1597 

Mostly Ds and lower 0.0349 
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EMPIRICAL STRATEGY 

 

The key variables were selected from the PFI Questionnaire.  As mentioned earlier, all 

homeschooled students were dropped from the dataset which leaves a total of 10,370 sampled 

students. 

 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is a measure of students’ grades.  8,406 students’ parents reported their 

children’s GPA as mostly A, mostly B, mostly C, and mostly D or lower. The remaining 2,275 

students’ grades were recorded as excellent, above average, average, below average, and failing.  

To avoid dropping too much data, scores of the 2,275 students were transformed into the scale 

used for the 8,406 students.  The relationship would be excellent = mostly A’s, above average = 

mostly B’s, average = mostly C’s, and below average and failing = mostly D’s or lower.  

Students with mostly As are then coded as 1 while others are set to 0.  311 students who were 

homeschooled and did not have grades reported were dropped from the sample. 

 

Key Independent Variable 

The independent variable of interest is Cultural Participation.  To operationalize cultural 

participation in the regression model, four variables in the PFI data set are used: FOLIBRAR 

which measures if the child went to a library during the past month; FOBOOKST which 

measures if the child went to a book store during the past month; FOCONCRT which measures 

if the child went to a concert during the past month; and FOMUSEUM which measures if the 

child went to a museum during the past month.  They are first recoded as dummy variables 
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which are set equal to 1 if the child did go to the cultural institution and equal to 0 if the child did 

not go to the cultural institution.  From table 1.1, we can see that 39.94% of the surveyed 

students went to a library, 49.20% went to a bookstore, 33.55% went to a concert, and 22.35% 

went to a museum. 

The construction of “active cultural participation” is based on the idea that influence from 

participating in cultural activities is substitutable.  As a result, data on visiting single cultural 

institutions are combined to generate a new variable in order to examine the relationship between 

cultural participation and student achievement.  Cultural participation is set equal to 1, or 

explained as “active”, if the child went to any three or four of the above cultural institutions 

during the past month; otherwise, it is set to 0, or “inactive”. 

 

Other Independent Variables 

In accordance with the conceptual model, several control variables are included in the regression 

analysis. 

• Gender is controlled by including a variable from the PFI survey called SEX.  Male 

students are coded as 1 while female students are set equal to 0.  The percentage of each 

sex is fairly equal. 

• Race/ethnicity is controlled by generating a variable called Race based on a question 

from the PFI survey asking the students’ race.  Students are classified as White (61.12%), 

Hispanic (12.00%), Black (13.05%), and Other Races (13.84%).  White students make up 

the majority of sampled students. 

• Household Income is controlled using the HHINC variable, which is a categorical 

variable with fourteen categories: $2500, $7500, $12500, $17500, $22500, $27500, 
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$32500, $37500, $42500, $47500, $55000, $67500, $87500, and $100000.  This variable 

was recoded such that each student has the mean household income for the category 

he/she fell in.  This recoded variable was subsequently treated as a continuous variable in 

the regression model.  The bottom and top income categories are recoded as $2500 and 

$100,000. 

• Parental Education is controlled for both mothers and fathers.  Education levels are 

classified as Less than High School Diploma, High School Graduate, Some College, 

College Graduate, and Advanced Degree. 

• Community Characteristics is controlled for students living in city, suburb, town, and 

rural areas. 

• Geographic Characteristics is controlled for students from different parts of the country 

including the Northeast, South, Midwest, and West. 

• Title 1 program enrollment is controlled as a proxy for school quality.    
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Table 2: Descriptive Data 

 Full Sample Non-active 
Participants 

Active 
Participants 

Difference 

Male 0.5167 0.5302 0.4560 -0.0742*** 
White 0.6112 0.6105 0.6142 0.0037 
Hispanic 0.1200 0.1220 0.1110 -0.011 
Black 0.1305 0.1293 0.1358 0.0065 
Other Races 0.1384 0.1382 0.1390 0.0008 
$2500 0.0176 0.0183 0.0143 -0.004*** 
$7500 0.0230 0.0249 0.0143 -0.0106*** 
$12500 0.0365 0.0397 0.0222 -0.0175*** 
$17500 0.0357 0.0385 0.0233 -0.0152*** 
$22500 0.0476 0.0488 0.0423 -0.0065*** 
$27500 0.0407 0.0422 0.0338 -0.0084*** 
$32500 0.0399 0.0415 0.0328 -0.0087*** 
$37500 0.0465 0.0488 0.0359 -0.0129*** 
$42500 0.0341 0.0480 0.0259 -0.0221*** 
$47500 0.0460 0.0480 0.0370 -0.011*** 
$55000 0.0953 0.0972 0.0867 -0.0105*** 
$67500 0.1255 0.1259 0.1237 -0.0022*** 
$87500 0.1550 0.1518 0.1691 0.0173*** 
$100000 0.2567 0.1384 0.3388 0.2004*** 
Moms with Less Than High School 
Diploma  

0.0762 0.0854 0.0349 -0.0505 

Moms with High School Diploma 0.2266 0.2435 0.1512 -0.0923*** 
Moms with Some College 0.2898 0.2979 0.2532 -0.0447*** 
Moms with College Degree 0.2195 0.2072 0.2743 0.0671*** 
Moms with Advanced Degree 0.1505 0.1275 0.2537 0.1262*** 
Dads with Less Than High School 
Diploma  

0.0608 0.0662 0.0365 -0.0297 

Dads with High School Diploma 0.2073 0.2223 0.1400 -0.0823*** 
Dads with Some College 0.2007 0.2051 0.1808 -0.0243*** 
Dads with College Degree 0.1811 0.1722 0.2209 0.0487* 
Dads with Advanced Degree 0.1499 0.1305 0.2368 0.1063*** 
City 0.3167 0.3047 0.3705 0.0658*** 
Suburb 0.3898 0.3849 0.4117 0.0268 
Town 0.1205 0.1267 0.0930 -0.0337*** 
Rural Areas 0.1730 0.1838 0.1247 -0.0591*** 
Northeast 0.1731 0.1680 0.1961 0.0281** 
South 0.3610 0.3635 0.3500 -0.0135 
Midwest 0.2271 0.2332 0.2000 -0.0332*** 
West 0.2388 0.2353 0.2542 0.0189** 
Enrolled in Title 1 program 0.2192 0.2254 0.1915 -0.0339*** 
Private School 0.1358 0.1252 0.1834 0.0582*** 
Number of observations 10370 8478 1892  

*p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
Notes: The “Difference” column was calculated by subtracting the “Non-active Participants” column from the “Active 
Participants” column.  Significance on the difference was calculated using a t-test.  The label “Active Participants” identifies 
students who went to three or all of the four cultural institutions (i.e. library, bookstore, concert, and museum) during the last 
month; “Non-active Participant” identifies students who went none, only one, or two of the four cultural institutions. 
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RESULTS 

 

Table 3, 4, and 5 report the regression results for models 1 to 12 for the full sample of 10,370 

students.  Each column corresponds to one regression.  Model 1 and 2 examined the relationship 

between active cultural participation and the possibility of students getting mostly As at school 

without controlling for any other factors using OLS and dprobit models respectively; while 

Model 3 and 4 included student, family, and school-level controls and estimated coefficients 

using OLS and dprobit respectively.  Model 5 and 6 used the same strategy as Model 1 and 2 to 

estimate the relationship between visits to individual cultural institutions and student 

achievement at school; and Model 7 and 8 included the same controls as Model 3 and 4.  Model 

9 and 10 also used OLS and dprobit respectively to examine the intensity of visits to cultural 

institutions but without any controls for student, family, or school characteristics; while Model 

11 and 12 included all the identified controls. 

All of the models show a positive relationship between visits to cultural institutions and student 

achievement at school.          

As seen in Table 3, a positive relationship between active cultural participation and student 

achievement was found: active cultural participation is associated with a higher probability of 

achieving mostly As by about 10 percentage points from the base rate of 43%, after controlling 

for gender, race, SES, community characteristics, geographic characteristics, and school quality.   

Table 4 shows that compared to library visits, bookstore visits, and concert attendance, museum 

visits are the least statistically significant in terms of being associated with getting mostly As.  

While library visits, bookstore visits, and concert attendance are all statistically significant at a 

similar level, concert attendance has the strongest relationship with academic performance, 
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associated with about a 5.9 percentage point higher probability of receiving mostly As while 

holding other variables constant. 

Table 5 suggests that the intensity of cultural participation matters in terms of improving student 

achievement.  In other words, the marginal effects of visits to cultural institutions on academic 

performance increases along with the number of institutions students visited.  Compared to none 

or only one visit to libraries, bookstores, concerts, or museums, visits to any two of the above 

cultural institutions are estimated to increase students’ probability of getting mostly As at school 

by 9 percentage points when holding all other factors in the model constant.  While visits to any 

three of the cultural institutions increase the possibility by 15 percentage points, students who 

visited all four cultural institutions are more likely to get mostly As by 23 percentage points 

compared to their counterparts who did not or only went to one of the four cultural institutions.  

 

Overall, my hypotheses are confirmed by my analysis.  I predicted that cultural participation is 

positively associated with student achievement in at least three different ways: first is that active 

cultural participation may be positively related to students’ academic performance, visits to 

different cultural institutions may exert different effects on students’ academic performance, and 

the intensity of visits to cultural institutions may be important.  My results suggest that there is a 

statistically significant correlation between active cultural participation and student achievement 

(p<0.001), visits to individual cultural institutions exerts different effects on student achievement 

with concert visits as the strongest and museum visits as the weakest, and the intensity of visiting 

cultural institutions matters in regard to improve students’ academic performance at school.  
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DISCUSSION 

 

Policy Implication 

The current study examined the relationship between active cultural participation and student 

achievement.  Findings suggest that visiting cultural institutions is associated with higher student 

academic performance at school.  Thus, it may be promising to look for ways to encourage 

students to be more active culturally.   

One such way to do this is through partnerships between schools and cultural institutions.  One 

example of such a partnership program is the Youth Engagement through Science (YES!) 

program developed by the Smithsonian National Museum of Natural History.  YES! is a 16-

week program that is designed for rising high school sophomores, juniors, and seniors and it 

normally runs from summer to fall every year.  It offers practical experience in a Smithsonian 

science career, opportunities to work in exhibits and learning spaces, behind-the-scenes tours of 

museum facilities which are not open to the public, academic and career preparation, and last but 

not the least, a stipend of $1,750.     

 

As for students, a partnership program like YES! might not only make learning more interesting, 

but could also enhance their learning abilities and thus improve their academic performance at 

school.  Collaboration with cultural institutions on extracurricular activities may also help 

alleviate budget burden on schools.  And to cultural institutions, increased opportunities to work 

with schools could generate revenues either from financial support provided by the government 

for the partnership program itself or from increases in donations.  
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Limitations 

There are some general measurement problems to be aware of in this research study.   

Firstly, I used visiting cultural institutions as a proxy for cultural participation in this study 

because I could find no better variable in the dataset to directly measure cultural participation.  

Some measurement issues with the proxy include: 1) I only focused on students’ cultural 

participation during the past month; 2) I don’t know the intensity to which the students 

participated, i.e. did they focused on the learning process or did they just walked through the 

institutions; and 3) I also don’t know the types of concerts or museums they went to and whether 

that matters.  Such lack of information might overestimate the potential impact cultural 

participation has on student achievement. 

Secondly, Self-reported grades may be an unreliable measure of student performance.  

Thirdly, the construct validity of the independent variable has not been verified.  It is possible 

that there are other more effective constructs for cultural participation that can be used to 

measure its relationship with student achievement.  

Fourthly, I was not able to test the mechanism by which the relationship between cultural 

participation and student achievement.  For example, I was not able to test whether student 

engagement was an intermediate factor, as hypothesized in my conceptual model.  

Additionally, given that the results are somewhat sensitive to the exclusion and inclusion of 

control variable that may be correlated with both cultural participation and academic 

performance, it is possible that there are other relevant variables that I may not have controlled 

for.  This introduces the possibility of omitted variable bias.  
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APPENDICES	  

Table 3: Regression Results on Student Achievement  
 
Independent Variables Model 1: 

OLS  
Model 2: 
Dprobit 

Model 3: 
OLS 

Model 4: 
Dprobit 

Cultural Participation 0.13*** 
(0.0126) 

0.13*** 
(0.0126) 

0.09*** 
(0.0128) 

0.096*** 
(0.0134) 

Male - - -0.11*** 
(0.0096) 

-0.12*** 
(0.0101) 

Hispanic - - 0.0006 
(0.0165) 

0.0002 
(0.0176) 

Black - - -0.09*** 
(0.0156) 

-0.09*** 
(0.0164) 

Household Income - - 0.00000138*** 
(0.000000201) 

0.00000146*** 
(0.000000211) 

Dad with high school diploma - - -0.09*** 
(0.0230) 

-0.09*** 
(0.0238) 

Dad with advanced degree - - 0.02 
(0.0144) 

0.02 
(0.0148) 

Mom with high school diploma - - -0.05** 
(0.0206) 

-0.05** 
(0.0225) 

Mom with advanced degree - - 0.04*** 
(0.0131) 

0.04*** 
(0.0136) 

Suburb - - -0.005 
(0.0120) 

0.005 
(0.0127) 

Town - - 0.01 
(0.0163) 

0.01 
(0.0173) 

Rural - - 0.02 
(0.0151) 

0.02 
(0.0160) 

South - - 0.07*** 
(0.0148) 

0.07*** 
(0.0158) 

Midwest - - 0.04** 
(0.0160) 

0.04** 
(0.0170) 

West  - - 0.004 
(0.0161) 

0.004 
(0.0172) 

Enrolled in Title 1 program - - 0.04*** 
(0.0127) 

0.05*** 
(0.0137) 

Private School - - 0.05*** 
(0.0151) 

0.06*** 
(0.0157) 

R Squared 0.0107 0.0077 0.0704 0.0527 
*p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
Notes: The dependent variable “gradesA” indicates that students got either mostly As or below.  The key independent variable 
identifies whether students went to three or all of the four cultural institutions (i.e. library, bookstore, concert, and museum) 
during the last month or not.  For all four models, the following variables were not reported: Other Races, Dad with less than high 
school education, Dad with some college, Mom with less than high school education, and Mom with some college.  The dprobit 
in Model 2 included the same variables as the OLS in Model 1.  The dprobit reports marginal effects estimates. 
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Table 4: Regression Results on Student Achievement 

Independent Variables Model 5: 
OLS 

Model 6: 
Dprobit 

Model 7: 
OLS 

Model 8: 
Dprobit 

Library 0.06*** 
(0.0101) 

0.06*** 
(0.0102) 

0.05*** 
(0.0101) 

0.05*** 
(0.0115) 

Bookstore 0.08*** 
(0.0100) 

0.08*** 
(0.0100) 

0.04*** 
(0.0102) 

0.04*** 
(0.0115) 

Concert 0.078*** 
(0.0105) 

0.079*** 
(0.0106) 

0.06*** 
(0.0105) 

0.06*** 
(0.0120) 

Museum 0.04*** 
(0.0121) 

0.04*** 
(0.0122) 

0.02* 
(0.0120) 

0.02* 
(0.0137) 

Male - - -0.11*** 
(0.0097) 

-0.11*** 
(0.0101) 

Hispanic - - 0.0004 
(0.0166) 

0.001 
(0.0177) 

Black - - -0.09*** 
(0.0157) 

-0.09*** 
(0.0165) 

Household Income - - 0.00000135*** 
(0.000000201) 

0.00000143*** 
(0.000000212) 

Dad with high school diploma - - -0.08*** 
(0.0230) 

-0.09*** 
(0.0241) 

Dad with advanced degree - - 0.02 
(0.0143) 

0.02 
(0.0148) 

Mom with high school diploma - - -0.04* 
(0.0203) 

-0.04* 
(0.0229) 

Mom with advanced degree - - 0.04*** 
(0.0130) 

0.04*** 
(0.0136) 

Suburb - - -0.005 
(0.0120) 

-0.005 
(0.0127) 

Town - - 0.02 
(0.0163) 

0.02 
(0.0174) 

Rural - - 0.02 
(0.0150) 

0.03 
(0.0160) 

South - - 0.07*** 
(0.0148) 

0.07*** 
(0.0158) 

Midwest - - 0.04 
(0.0160) 

0.04 
(0.0171) 

West  - - 0.004 
(0.0161) 

0.004 
(0.0172) 

Enrolled in Title 1 program - - 0.04*** 
(0.0127) 

0.05*** 
(0.0138) 

Private School - - 0.05*** 
(0.0150) 

0.05*** 
(0.0158) 

R Squared 0.0224 0.0164 0.0747 0.0561 
*p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
Notes: The dependent variable “gradesA” indicates that students got either mostly As or below.  The key independent variables 
identifies whether students went to each of the four cultural institutions (i.e. library, bookstore, concert, and museum) during the 
last month or not.  For all four models, the following variables were not reported: Other Races, Dad with less than high school 
education, Dad with some college, Mom with less than high school education, and Mom with some college.  The dprobit in 
Model 2 included the same variables as the OLS in Model 1.  The dprobit reports marginal effects estimates. 
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Table 5: Regression Results on Student Achievement  

Independent Variables Model 9: 
OLS 

Model 10: 
Dprobit 

Model 11: 
OLS 

Model 12: 
Dprobit 

Visited any two institutions 0.09*** 
(0.0114) 

0.09*** 
(0.0114) 

0.05*** 
(0.0114) 

0.05*** 
(0.0120) 

Visited any three institutions 0.15*** 
(0.0153) 

0.15*** 
(0.0152) 

0.10*** 
(0.0155) 

0.10*** 
(0.0162) 

Visited all four institutions 0.23*** 
(0.0241) 

0.23*** 
(0.0231) 

0.17*** 
(0.0246) 

0.18*** 
(0.0255) 

Male - - -0.11*** 
(0.0097) 

-0.12*** 
(0.0102) 

Hispanic - - -0.001 
(0.0167) 

-0.001 
(0.0178) 

Black - - -0.09*** 
(0.0158) 

-0.09*** 
(0.0167) 

Household Income - - 0.00000141*** 
(0.000000202) 

0.00000149*** 
(0.000000212) 

Dad with high school diploma - - -0.06*** 
(0.0233) 

-0.09*** 
(0.0242) 

Dad with advanced degree - - 0.02 
(0.0144) 

0.02 
(0.0150) 

Mom with high school diploma - - -0.04** 
(0.0208) 

-0.05** 
(0.0229) 

Mom with advanced degree - - 0.04** 
(0.0132) 

0.05** 
(0.0137) 

Suburb - - -0.004 
(0.0121) 

-0.004 
(0.0128) 

Town - - 0.01 
(0.0164) 

0.01 
(0.0175) 

Rural - - 0.03* 
(0.0152) 

0.03* 
(0.0161) 

South - - 0.06*** 
(0.0149) 

0.07*** 
(0.0159) 

Midwest - - 0.04** 
(0.0161) 

0.04** 
(0.0172) 

West  - - 0.003 
(0.0162) 

0.004 
(0.0173) 

Enrolled in Title 1 program - - 0.04*** 
(0.0129) 

0.05*** 
(0.0139) 

Private School - - 0.05*** 
(0.0152) 

0.05*** 
(0.0159) 

R Squared 0.0179 0.0130 0.0738 0.0553 
p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
Notes: The dependent variable “gradesA” indicates that students got either mostly As or below.  The key independent variables 
identifies if students went to any two, three, or all of the four cultural institutions (i.e. library, bookstore, concert, and museum) 
during the last month.  For all four models, the following variables were not reported: Other Races, Dad with less than high 
school education, Dad with some college, Mom with less than high school education, and Mom with some college.  The dprobit 
in Model 2 included the same variables as the OLS in Model 1.  The dprobit reports marginal effects estimates. 
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