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ABSTRACT 

Parental involvement (PI) refers to the participation of parents in the education of their children. 

This paper examines the relationship between parents’ education and their involvement using data 

from Mexico’s National Time Use Survey of 2009. A linear probability model (LPM) is estimated 

for two samples: heads of household and female spouses. The dependent variable indicates 

whether a person reported helping a child with homework or not. The key independent variables 

indicate the highest level of education earned, having no education as the baseline. The model 

controls for age, gender, marital status, welfare status, household size, number of children living 

in the household, employment status, monthly household income and location. 

 Results suggest more educated parents tend to help with homework more. The magnitude 

of the results appears to be greater for female spouses than for heads, regardless of gender. This 

also holds when comparing female spouses to female heads. As well, results suggest the 

relationship differs between male and female heads, regardless of marital status and between 

married and single heads, regardless of gender. Thus, given the trends in Mexican enrollment rates, 

which point to future generations of more involved parents, results are optimistic for children born 

to parents with average educational attainment.  

However, the relationship between parents’ education and other measures of PI needs to 

be explored. As well, determining the drivers of involvement is crucial to craft adequate policies 

to promote PI in general. A sound body of knowledge of PI in the country would thus be valuable 

to target efforts towards more and better involvement, in the interest of Mexican children. 
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Introduction 

Education plays a key role in the development of individuals, societies, countries and regions. At 

the individual level, the formal education process occurs at school. Thus, governments tend to 

focus on factors surrounding this setting to boost their population’s development and ensure their 

country’s progress. However, there are non-school factors that should also be looked at. Theory 

points to children´s fulfillment of homework, studying habits and the importance given to school, 

or to learning in general, at home as key elements that influence student outcomes (López Lugo et 

al, 1996). One link between these two aspects of education could be parental involvement (PI).a 

Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997) define it as “the range of parental activities done around 

their children’s education, schooling and school outcomes including home-based activities related 

to children’s learning in school and school-based activities.”  

Mexico has devoted great efforts to improve education.b However, there is still room for 

improvement. According to OECD figures Mexican students are not performing as well as their 

counterparts from other member States (OECD, 2009). Also, the country has not yet achieved its 

self-determined education goals. For example, in 2007 President Calderón set a goal for a 

combined country average of 435 points on the Program for International Student Assessment 

(PISA) to be reached by 2012. The score reached was 413 (OECD, 2013). Plausible explanations 

for this, mostly addressing the formal education system, have been put forward.  

                                                 
a A more detailed discussion about how parental involvement relates to school outcomes will be provided in the 

Literature Review section. 
b Examples of these efforts will be provided in the Background section. 
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The literature suggests that, in the Mexican context, significant research has not been done 

around underlying factors associated with educational achievement that could enhance the 

improvement efforts already being undertaken within the formal system. Nevertheless, research 

done in the US highlights that PI influences student outcomes (Hoover‐Dempsey, Walker, Sandler 

et al, 2005). Since it has been associated with the stimulation of cognitive abilities in children 

(Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler, 1995) it could be assumed that parental involvement could have 

the same positive influence in Mexican students. More so, American literature has also focused on 

the drivers of PI (Hoover‐Dempsey, Walker, Sandler et al, 2005, Hornby and Lafaele, 2011). 

However, these may not be the same as the ones leading Mexican parents to participate in their 

children’s education. Hence, studying which factors might predict parental involvement in the 

Mexican population could shed light on how and why PI is taking place and reveal how to target 

and develop future policies to promote it.  

 One plausible driver of parental involvement in Mexico could be the level of education 

parents have. Having more education might be an incentive and an asset in order for parents to 

take part in the extension of the formal education process occurring at home. This paper thus 

focuses on the relationship between parents´ education and their involvement in their children’s 

education. 

Herbert J. Walberg (1984), an educational psychologist, theorized that “the learning 

process is influenced by three types of factors: aptitude/individual, instructional and 

environmental.” As well, theory on the economics of education holds that student achievement is 

a function of family, teacher and school inputs (Levin, 1994). In addition, the importance of non-
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cognitive skills and their effect on educational outcomes, as pioneered by James Heckman, is 

gaining strength as recent research is pointing to positive associations among these (Levin, 2012). 

So, bringing these approaches together, student performance is believed to be associated with 

teacher performance, the quality of educational materials, the schools’ infrastructure and 

environment, the home environment, socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the 

families and the school’s surroundings, to mention a few. This suggests that any country’s quest 

to reach better education levels, whether in comparison to other countries (as Mexico’s OECD 

counterparts) or to itself, should have a comprehensive approach.  

Finally, Mexico’s enrollment and completion rates have been constantly high since 2008.c 

Thus, next generations of parents will have more schooling than the current ones. If there is a 

positive association between education and parental involvement we could expect more 

involvement in the future. This could also serve as further motivation to identify factors associated 

to quality of involvement and thus be used to address some of the gaps that must be filled in Mexico 

to make sure children take the most advantage out of their access to school.  

 

Background 

In Mexico, the role education plays in development has been consistently highlighted. The 

government’s commitment to it has been projected as a long term one.  It has been at the center of 

the political debate and has been acknowledged as essential for the country´s economic growth. 

                                                 
c Specific figures are provided in the Background section.  
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Figures show, however, that there is room for improvement not only in terms of access at the 

higher levels but also in the quality of what is offered. One example of the government’s efforts 

to address the latter was the launching of the Alliance for Education Quality by President Calderón 

in 2008. Its aim was to improve education quality through teacher evaluation, investment in 

infrastructure and provision of equipment (SEP, 2008). Afterwards, at the beginning of his 

mandate in 2012, President Peña Nieto started pushing for an Education Reform because of the 

country’s remaining need of better education. As well, Mexico’s National Development Plan 

(PND) for the 2013-2018 period states that the education system must be strengthened to meet the 

world’s standards and it recognizes that the results of students on standardized achievement tests 

have shown improvements that are not yet sufficient (PND, 2013). 

The political discourse portrays that efforts are addressing the formal education system. 

Figures on indicators of formal schooling in Mexico show that: since 2008, the net primary and 

secondary school enrollment rates have been, on average, 98% (World Bank, 2013a) and 71% 

(World Bank, 2013b), respectively. The completion rate at primary level, since 2009, has been on 

average 104% (World Bank, 2013c).d Since 2009, the percentages of females and males 

progressing to secondary school have been, on average, 94.5% (World Bank, 2013d) and 95.5% 

(World Bank, 2013e), respectively. 

                                                 
d According to the World Bank (c 2013), “total is the total number of new entrants in the last grade of primary 

education, regardless of age. It is expressed as a percentage of the total population of the theoretical entrance age to 

the last grade of primary. The ratio can exceed 100% due to over-aged and under-aged children who enter primary 

school late/early and/or repeat grades.” 



 

5 

 

At the same time, in the ENLACE Standardized Test,e scores rose 8.3% between 2008 and 

2011, which is categorized by some as being a modest rate (Mancera et al, 2012). Nevertheless, a 

larger proportion of children still have scores indicating insufficient achievement compared to 

those having good and excellent achievement scores. In 2006, the gap was of 64.8 percentage 

points (82.4% of the students had scores in the insufficiency range and 17.6% scored in the 

good/excellent range). In 2013, the gap was of 2.4 percentage points, but the proportion of children 

scoring insufficiently was still larger (SEP, 2013).  

These results could lead us to think that education quality could be an issue, but also that 

the learning processes outside the school setting might not be taking place as they should. 

Moreover, neither the political discourse nor the policies implemented seem to be acknowledging 

the importance of home-based practices. In terms of parental involvement, there is only one state-

level study available, which suggests that PI is scarce (Valdés et al, 2009). Thus, no objective 

assessment can be made of the current state of parental involvement in Mexico.  

As a result from the actions emerging from the Alliance as well as from the Education 

Reform, it would be reasonable to expect improvements in terms of quality. This, coupled with the 

high rates on school indicators that students have been maintaining in the past years, would lead 

to more educated (in terms of schooling) generations and ideally better educated generations 

quality wise. Nonetheless, the non-school processes should not be left out of the equation as they 

constitute an important part of the learning process.  

                                                 
e ENLACE is a standardized national evaluation of school achievement in Mexico. (Mancera et al, 2012). 
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If the relationship between parents’ education and parental involvement turns out as 

expected (positive), trends in the Mexican education system would be pointing to future 

generations of parents more likely to be involved in their children’s education. Thus, it would be 

worth to keep on studying PI to eventually design policies to put it to its best use.  

 

Literature Review 

To my knowledge, no studies have been conducted in Mexico around the association between 

parents’ education and parental involvement. Hence, I review literature about drivers of PI in the 

United States, and cover research on the influence of parental involvement on children’s outcomes. 

The aim is to feed the underlying motivation of my research question and give context to the 

medium term implications of the association between level of education and parental involvement, 

if it is suggested that it exists. 

Suzanne M. Bianchi and John Robinson (1997) examined the amount of time children 

spent on activities presumably associated with cognitive and social development (reading/being 

read to, watching TV, studying, and doing household chores) and how it varied by family 

characteristics (parents’ education, maternal employment, household structure and family size). 

Their findings suggest that “parents’ education is a good predictor of the social capital investments 

children receive.”f This study suggests that children whose parents are more educated study more 

                                                 
f These authors understand social capital as “the capacity to socially interact and derive useful resources from the 

interactions in order to realize one’s potential for achievement.” 
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than children of less educated parents. They do not mention PI specifically as a factor that could 

explain this outcome. Thus, my analysis could help fill that gap.  

Research on parental involvement suggests it is positively related to student outcomes. 

Kathleen V. Hoover‐Dempsey, Joan M. T. Walker, Howard M. Sandler et al (2005) assess “PI is 

positively associated with education outcomes and school quality.” They express “there is 

significant literature linking parental involvement to psychological processes that support 

achievement” and stress that “motivational, cognitive, social, and behavioral attributes are 

important because they respond to parents’ and teachers’ influences.” As well, they mention 

researchers have suggested school environment influences parents’ ideas about involvement. This 

could be an example of PI being a link between school and non-school factors affecting the 

learning process. 

Xitao Fan and Michael Chen (2011) synthesized the quantitative literature about the 

relationship between parental involvement and students' academic achievement. Their findings 

suggest a small to moderate relationship between the two elements. Also, when testing for 

moderating factors of this relationship, within the studies used, “children's expectation of 

achievement appeared to have the strongest relationship with students’ achievement.” Parental 

supervision appeared to have the weakest one. It is worth noting that, while supervision and 

providing help are not the same, there may be a fine line between the two activities. Thus, it might 

be difficult to really assess if there is a moderating effect of supervision on the relationship between 

PI and achievement because an overlap may exist between the apparent moderating factor and one 

of the key concepts (involvement, in this case) being studied.  
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Douglas R. Powell, Seung-Hee Son, Nancy File and Robert R. San Juan (2010) studied 

two dimensions of parent–school relationships: parental school involvement and parents' 

perceptions of teacher responsiveness. They found that “parental school involvement was 

positively related to children's social and mathematics skills, and negatively related to problem 

behaviors.” They controlled for parental home involvement which suggests, consistent with other 

findings, that there is a relationship between parental home involvement and children’s outcomes.  

 Abe Feuerstein (2000) studied the relationship between school characteristics and parental 

involvement. He concludes that “the studying home environment is not easily influenced by 

school-level characteristics.” This is important since I argue that not only formal school elements 

should be considered when improving education. The way he controls for family and social 

characteristics (family structure and size, race) is similar to how I will isolate the relationship 

between my variables of interest. Additionally, the author exhorts the need for research around 

mechanisms influencing PI. In this light, I hypothesize that parental level of education is worth 

looking at.  

Moving forward, how and why parents engage in children´s education has been studied by 

Anne S. Seitsinger, Robert D. Felner, Stephen Brand and Amy Burns (2008). They focused on 

parent-school relations, the degree to which parents engaged children in schooling, and student 

academic achievement. They found that in higher school levels there tended to be less contact 

between the school and the parents. This could be because younger children need more attention. 

This could also explain different degrees of parental involvement regarded as adequate at different 

ages. This illustrates a link between a school-factor (teachers’ efforts) and PI regarding how 
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parents promote children’s engagement in schooling. I theorize that parents’ actions go further 

than just promoting children to engage in school-work by, for example, actually helping children 

with homework. 

Rachel Seginer (2006) reviewed the research done around home and school-based parental 

involvement. She found “it has been argued that home-based behaviors shift from facilitating 

school learning skills in preschool and kindergarten to helping with and checking homework in 

elementary school, to motivational support in high-school.” This is attributed to the fact that 

parents judge themselves less able to help as their children move forward in the education ladder. 

Also, she analyzes research on the effects of the workplace on PI and highlights how “individuals 

use the workplace as a resource for developing parenting knowledge and school involvement.” 

This is relevant because education is associated with a person’s job. Better educated people are 

more likely to access workplaces where the development of parenting knowledge and school 

involvement could be enhanced and promoted. 

Eva M. Pomerantz et al (2007) emphasize that “how and why parents get involved in 

children's education is crucial to maximizing involvement benefits.” They review evidence 

indicating that the way in which parents become involved determines the success of involvement. 

They express that in US surveys parents' involvement (as helping with homework) is frequent. 

About 70% of parents help children at least once a week, regardless of their socioeconomic status 

and/or educational attainment. These findings are relevant as they are opposite from my 

hypothesis. As well, they stress that the quality of involvement is crucial. They argue that “negative 

involvement may arise because parents lack the skills to constructively assist children,” which I 
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theorize may be common among uneducated parents. Thus, perhaps a better way to study the 

relationship between parents’ education and PI would be through a measure of quality rather than 

a measure of existence. However, the data used for my study will not allow me to analyze this kind 

of relationship. 

Larry Hornby and Rayleen Lafaele (2011) argue “there is a gap between the rhetoric 

supporting parental involvement and the reality of its practice.” They propose this is due to the 

influence of factors at the parent and family, child, parent–teacher and societal levels which act as 

barriers to involvement. They suggest that beliefs about various issues may hinder adequate 

involvement, and emphasize that “the belief parents have about their ability to help children is 

crucial.” This may be a result from their view about not having sufficient academic competence to 

effectively help.  

Finally, Gwynne O. Kohl, Liliana J. Lengua, and Robert J. McMahon (2000) studied 

potential risk factors for parental involvement. They identified six involvement measures and 

examined the relations of these among three family and demographic risk factors: parental 

education, maternal depression, and single-parent status. They found that “parental education is 

associated with parent-teacher contact, school parent involvement, teachers’ perception of parents 

and home involvement.” These results support my hypothesis. Nonetheless, two caveats are worth 

noting: I am only studying one type of involvement, and the way in which they measured education 

differs from my data as they used years of schooling and I use highest level completed. Thus, my 

study could lack precision. 
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From this review, it can be said that parental involvement has been studied in the US with 

consistent outcomes. In terms of parents’ education it has been suggested it is positively associated 

with involvement. Hence, in this study I attempt to find if, in Mexico, parents’ level of education 

is associated with involvement in their children’s education as well. 

 

Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis 

As the previous section suggests, coupled with school factors, home-based practices constitute an 

essential part of children’s learning processes. An important component of these practices is 

parental involvement, which has been studied widely and has been positively related to children’s 

outcomes (Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler, 1995; Hoover‐Dempsey, Walker, Sandler et al, 2005 

and Fan and Chen, 2011). Also, efforts have been made to identify types of PI within the home 

environment. Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler (1997) suggest the following activities as its 

components: reviewing child's work and monitoring child progress, helping with homework, 

discussing school events or course issues with the child, providing enrichment activities pertinent 

to school success, and talking by phone with the teacher. 

  As well, models have been put forward to illustrate why parents might choose to get 

involved in their children’s education. Along these lines, the theoretical framework upon which I 

build to explain the rationale of this paper is Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1995) five level 

model of the process of parental involvement until it reaches children’s education outcomes. 

Figure 1 depicts an adaptation of the first three levels of the model.  
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Figure 1. The Influence of Parents’ Education on PI and the Involvement Process 

                           (Adapted from Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler, 1995) 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

In this paper I expand upon the mechanisms taking place at the first and second levels. 

Broadly, I theorize there is a relationship between parents’ level of education and parental 

involvement. Specifically, the relationship would develop as follows: parental education 

influences the general decision of a parent to get involved and the form in which the parent chooses 

Level 3- Mechanisms through Which Parental 

Involvement Influences Outcomes 
   Modeling 

   Reinforcement 

   Instruction 

 Helping with homework 

 

Level 2- Parent’s Choice of Involvement Forms 
(influenced by) 

 Specific domains of parent’s skills and knowledge 

 Mix of demands on total parental time and energy (family, 

employment) 

 General invitations and demand of involvement from child 

and school 

 

 

 

Level 1- Parental Involvement Decision 
(influenced by) 

 Parent’s construction of the parental role 

 Parent's sense of efficacy for helping child succeed at school 

 General invitations and demand of involvement from child 

and school 

 

Parental 

level  

of 

education 
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to get involved. I believe parents’ sense of efficacy for helping their children and the specific 

domains of their skills and knowledge rely upon their level of education. Nonetheless, as parental 

level of education increases it might constrain parents to get involved as their availability in terms 

of time could decrease due to greater employment demands. Nevertheless, I hypothesize there is a 

positive relationship between parental education and parental involvement taking the form of 

helping children with homework.  

As well, it is important to note there are other factors, which I am not able to account for 

in my analysis, that might influence this relationship. Some of these factors are: parents’ attitude 

towards school, other forms of involvement already taking place and specific invitations to the 

parents from the child, school and/or teachers to help with the homework. 

 

Data and Methodology 

In order to test the hypothesized relationship previously presented I estimate a linear probability 

model (LPM) with the dependent variable being a dummy indicating whether it was reported that 

a person helped someone between 12 and 15 years old doing homework during the week before 

the survey (going forward I refer simply to helping children).g The key independent variables are 

dummies indicating the highest level of education earned (primary, middle school, high school and 

bachelor´s degree or more).h The model also allows me to control for other individual and socio-

                                                 
g The dataset only contains information about children between 12 and 15 years old. Thus, whenever reference is made 

to children, it should be kept in mind they are within that age range. 
h The baseline category is no education.  
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demographic characteristics that presumably are correlated with the dependent and independent 

variables of interest.  

The model, in general terms, is the following: 

P(help with homework =1| highest level of education) =  β0 + (education level)i β1i  + β2 kids +      

β3 kids sq. +  β4 household size + (gender)i β5i + β6 age + (marital status)i β7i  +  (employment 

status)i β8i + (location)i β9i + (welfare status)i β10i  +   β11 household income +  ui                         [1] 

Conceptually, the individual controls are: age, gender, marital statusi and employment 

status. The socio-economic controls are: location, monthly household income, household size, 

number of children between 12 and 15 years of age living in the household and welfare status. The 

last term represents the error. A squared term for the variable capturing the number of children 

living in the household is included as I hypothesize that the influence this can have on the 

probability of helping with homework might not be linear. 

Specifically, the following equation is estimated: 

P(help with homework =1| highest level of education) =  β0 + β1 primary + β2 middle school + β3 

high school + β4 bachelor or more  + β5 kids + β6 kids sq.  + β7 household size + β8 male + β9 age 

+ β10 married + β11 employed + β12 urban + β13 on welfare + β14 household income + ei             [2] 

 This allows me to test whether the relationship between each level of educational 

attainment and PI is positive. As well, I will be able to test if the level of attainment matters 

conditional on any schooling.  

                                                 
i Gender and marital status only apply for the regression of the heads of household sample. 
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Table 1 provides a list of the variables with their corresponding definitions.  

To conduct this analysis I use Mexico’s National Time Use Survey (ENUT), made 

available through the National Institute of Statistics and Geography (INEGI) website in database 

file format. The survey is conducted at the national level by INEGI, in collaboration with the 

Women´s National Institute (INMUJERES). It has the goal of capturing information about how 

individuals 12 years old and older spend their time. It collects and reports data at the household 

and individual levels from localities with more than 2,500 people, less than 2,500 people and some 

regions on the following: housing characteristics, socio-demographic characteristics, household 

characteristics, activity conditions and work characteristics, activities performed by members of 

the household and activities performed by non-members of the household. The survey has been 

conducted two times, in 2002 and 2009, generating cross-sectional data every time. For the 

purposes of this paper I only use data from 2009. 

 The sample of the 2009 survey consists of 107,837,971 individuals from 28,669,293 

households. Eligible households for this study meet the following criteria: the head of the 

household had, at least, one child living in the household. I only use information at the individual 

level for the heads and spouses. Since from the survey design it is not possible to identify why the 

information about some individuals is reported as if helping did not apply, those observations, 

along the ones where the response was not specified, were dropped. In the heads sample a total of 
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209j observations were dropped. The sample consists of 6,775 observations. In the spouses sample 

a total of 125k observations were dropped. The sample consists of 5,594 observations. 

Table 1. Variable Definitions 

 

Variable Definition 

Help with 

homework 

Dummy variable =1 if the person helped at least one of his/her children with 

homework during the week before the survey, zero otherwise. 

No education 
Dummy variable =1 if the person did not attend school or has pre-school as 

the highest level of education earned, zero otherwise. 

Primary 
Dummy variable =1 if the person has primary school as the highest level of 

education earned, zero otherwise. 

Middle school 
Dummy variable =1 if the person has middle-school as the highest level of 

education earned, zero otherwise. 

High school 
Dummy variable =1 if the person has high-school as the highest level of 

education earned, zero otherwise. 

Bachelor or 

More 

Dummy variable =1 if the person has a bachelor’s degree, normal education, 

technical career, master’s degree or PhD as the highest level of education 

earned, zero otherwise.l 

Kids 
Continuous variable indicating the number of children between 12 and 15 

years old living in the household. 

Kids Sq. Continuous variable indicating the squared value of Kids. 

Household size Continuous variable indicating the number of people living in the household. 

Male Dummy variable = 1 if the person is male, zero otherwise.  

Age Continuous variable indicating age in years. 

Married 
Dummy variable =1 if the head of the household is either married or living 

with a partner, zero otherwise. 

Employed Dummy variable =1 if the person is employed, zero otherwise. 

Urban 
Dummy variable =1 if the household is located in an urban area, zero 

otherwise. 

On welfare 
Dummy variable =1 if the person receives support from at least one welfare 

program, zero otherwise. 

Household 

income 

Continuous variable indicating the monthly household income, calculated by 

adding the earned income of the head of household and the spouse. Reported 

in thousands of Mexican pesos (year 2009). 

                                                 
j 204 heads of household reported that helping with homework did not apply and 5 did not specify an answer. 
k 120 female spouses reported that helping with homework did not apply and 5 did not specify an answer. 
l Normal refers to the education received in order to become a teacher at the basic levels of schooling: pre-school 

through middle school. Both normal education and technical careers are alternatives to a bachelor’s degree. 
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Results 

Descriptive Resultsm 

Tables 2 and 3 present demographic and background characteristics of the heads of household 

sample. These are also presented broken down by helping with homework status.  

Table 2. Heads’ Background Characteristics by Helping with Homework Status 

    All 
Helped with 

homework 

Did not help 

with 

homework 

Significance of 

Difference 

    Mean Mean Mean T P 

Age 
 38.15 37.75 38.36 -2.51  .010 

  (9.41) (7.60) (10.22)     

Household 

Income 

 15,368 14,385 15,881 -12.90 .000 

  (2,629) (29,098) (34,318)     

Household 

size 

 4.56 4.48 4.60 -3.32 .001 

  (1.50) (1.37) (1.56)     

Kids  1.90 2.10 1.82 9.67 .000 

    (0.99) (0.97) (0.99)     

  N 6,775 2,322 4,453     

Note: Standard deviations are reported in parentheses. 

 The heads of household that had at least one child between 12 and 15 years old living in 

the household who participated in Mexico’s Time Use Survey in 2009 were on average 38 years 

old, had on average a monthly household income of 15,368 pesos, and headed households of 

around 4 or 5 people on average. As well, on average 2 children were living in these households 

at the time of the survey (Table 2). From the 6,775 heads of household in the sample, 2,322 (34%) 

helped their child/children doing homework the week prior to the survey, while the other 4,453 

                                                 
m I had to merge data files that contained household and individual level information and keep them as individual level 

observations for the purposes of my analysis. I applied the necessary weights to the data, according to the dataset 

codebook, to eliminate any kind of data distortion from the merge. 
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(66%) did not. On average, heads of household that did not help with homework tended to be 

slightly older. The expectation was to find that household income would be higher for the heads 

of household that helped with homework. However, the data suggest that the observed mean 

household income of heads of household that helped is actually lower than for the heads that did 

not help. This difference is highly statistically significant. 

 Table 3 shows that roughly 83% (5,611) of the heads of household were males. When 

comparing only male heads, the proportion of those heads that did not help was statistically larger 

than the proportion of those who did. In terms of education, around 5% of the sample had none. 

Primary school had been the highest level completed by 31% of the sample, almost 32% completed 

middle school, almost 14% completed high school and about 20% obtained a bachelor’s degree or 

more.n Across education levels, it is relevant that as levels of completed education increase, the 

percentage of the sample that did not help with homework decreases, which is consistent with the 

hypothesis of this analysis. All the differences between the proportions of the sample that either 

helped or did not help with homework were statistically significant across education levels.  

In terms of employment, 89% of the heads of household were employed. Most of the heads 

(88%) were either married or lived with a partner; the rest reported not having a partner (they were 

single, divorced, separated or widowed). Contrary to what was expected, when comparing only 

single heads, the proportion of those heads that helped with homework was not statistically 

different from the proportion of those that did. It would have been expected to find a statistically 

larger proportion of single heads of household not helping with homework as they would likely 

                                                 
n Education is the key independent variable. More discussion about these findings is provided in the Regression Results 

sub-section. 
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have to focus on a wider variety of activities within the household. On the other hand, when 

looking only at married heads, the proportion of those heads that helped with homework was, as 

expected, statistically smaller than the proportion of those who did not. Finally, the majority of the 

households (70%) were located in urban areas and just a small proportion of the heads (almost 

11%) received some kind of welfare benefit. 

Table 3. Heads’ Demographic Characteristics by Helping with Homework Status 

  All 

Helped with 

homework 

Did not help 

with homework 

Significance of 

Differenceo 

  Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Z P 

Gender                 

   Male 5,611 82.8 1,737 74.8 3,874 87  -27.14 .000 

   Female 1,164 17.2 585 25.2 579 13 0   .990 

Education (highest 

level completed)                 

   None 320 4.7 31 1.4 289 6.5 -11.1 .000 

   Primary 2,099 31 567 24.4 1,532 34.4 -19.6  .000 

   Middle-school 2,089 31.8 760 32.7 1,329 29.8 -12.7  .000 

   High-school 921 13.6 339 14.6 582 13.1 -7.4  .000 

   Bachelor’s degree 

or more 1346 19.8 625 26.8 721 16.1              -2.9 .004 

Location                 

   Urban 4,764 70.3 1,743 75.1 3,021 67.8  -18.6 .000 

   Rural 2,011 29.7 579 25.9 1,432 32.2  -17.5  .000 

Employment         

   Employed       6,032     89.1      2000   86.1     4,032   90.6              -25.9  .000 

   Not employed         743    10.9        322   13.9        421     9.4                -3.9  .000 

Welfare status                 

   Not on welfare 6,055 89.4 2,064 88.9 3,991 89.6  -26.6 .000 

   On welfare 720 10.6 258 11.1 462 10.4  -7.0  .000 

Marital status                 

  No partner 780 11.5 397 17.1 383 8.6  -.5 .575 

  Married/With 

partner 5,995 88.5 1,925 82.9 4,070 91.4  -27.7  .000 

                                                 
o The difference refers to the proportion of the sample either helping with homework or not, stratified by the 

demographic characteristics. Slight inconsistencies in the z-scores might be due to rounding. 
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Looking at the information on Table 3 about gender and helping with homework status, it 

is plausible to think that the relationship between highest level of education completed and either 

helping or not a child with homework is different for males than for females, not just in terms of 

magnitude but as well in terms of the rate at which both concepts relate to one another. The vast 

majority of the heads sample (83%) is male and almost 70% of those males did not help with 

homework. In others words, gender might play an important role in determining how education 

and the rest of the controls in the model are related to the outcome of interest. This logic also 

applies to marital status, whereas almost 89% of the sample is married, and about 68% of those 

married heads did not help with homework. Consistent with the previous idea, marital status might 

influence the way in which education and the controls relate to the probability of helping a child. 

Tables 4 and 5 present demographic and background characteristics of the spouses’ sample. 

These are also presented broken down by helping with homework status.  

Table 4.Female Spouses’ Background Characteristics by Helping with Homework Status 

    All 
Helped with 

homework 

Did not help 

with 

homework 

Significance of 

Difference 

    Mean Mean Mean T p 

Age 
 34.92 34.75 35.15 10.79 .000 

  (8.45) (7.05) (10.00)     

Household 

Income 

 16,258 15,431 17,220 2.92 .003 

  (33,583) (30,723) (37,015)     

Household 

size 

 4.70 4.70 4.65 11.52 .000 

  (1.45) (1.26) (1.66)     

Kids  1.94 2.12 1.71 17.54 .000 

    (1.00) (0.94) (1.02)     

  N  5,594 3,186 2,408     
Note: Standard deviations are reported in parentheses. 
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The female spouses were on average 35 years old, had an average monthly household 

income of 16,258 pesos and lived in households of around 4 or 5 people on average. Also, on 

average 2 children were living in these households at the time of the survey (Table 4). From the 

5,594 spouses in the sample, 3,186 (57%) helped with homework the week prior to the survey 

while the other 2,408 (43%) did not. Consistent with what the data of the heads of the household 

suggest, spouses’ mean age was statistically different between those who helped with homework 

and those who did not. Same as the heads sample, the expectation was to find that household 

income would be, on average, higher for the spouses that helped with homework. However, the 

observed mean household income of spouses that helped with homework was actually lower than 

for the spouses that did not help, the difference being statistically significant. 

 Table 5 shows that in terms of education, around 5% of the sample had none. Primary 

school had been the highest level completed by 31% of the sample, almost 32% completed middle 

school, about 12% completed high school and about 20% obtained a bachelor’s degree or more.p 

Across education levels, it is relevant that as levels of completed education increase, the percentage 

of the sample that did not help with homework decreases, which is consistent with the hypothesis 

tested in this analysis, except for the completion of primary education. All the differences between 

the proportions of the sample that either helped or did not help with homework were statistically 

significant across education levels, also except for primary school. 

In terms of employment 62% of the spouses were not employed. The majority of the 

spouses (75%) did not receive any kind of welfare benefit. Finally, it is also worth highlighting 

                                                 
p Education is the key independent variable. More discussion about these findings is provided in the Regression Results 

sub-section. 
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that the proportions of spouses that helped with homework and those who did not was statistically 

different across the vast majority of the demographic characteristics (only rural location and 

primary education were not.) 

Table 5. Female Spouses’ Demographic Characteristics by Helping with Homework Status 

  All 

Helped with 

homework 

Did not help 

with homework 

Significance of 

Differenceq 

  Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Z P 

Education (highest 

level completed)                 

   None 294 5.26 35 1.09 259 10.75 -10.41 .000 

   Primary 1755 31.37        877 27.55 878 36.46 0 .990 

   Middle-school 1773 31.69 1107 34.74 666 27.65 10.43 .000 

   High-school 678 12.12       437 13.71 241 10.00 9.65 .000 

   Bachelor’s degree 

or more 1094 19.55 730 22.91 364 15.11 10.12 .000 

Location                 

   Urban 3,888 69.50 2,357 73.98 1,531 63.58 13.75 .000 

   Rural 1,706 30.50 829 26.02 877 36.42 -0.83 .406 

Employment         

   Employed 2,104 37.61 1,218 38.23 886 36.79 7.27 .000 

   Not employed 3,490 62.39 1,968 61.77 1,522 63.21 7.05 .000 

Welfare status         

   Not on welfare 4,203 75.13 2,424 76.08 1,779 73.88 10.66 .000 

   On welfare 1,391 24.87 762 23.92 629 26.12 3.84 .000 

 

Regression Resultsr 

Regression results from the linear probability models of the relationship between the highest level 

of education completed and the probability of reporting having helped a child with homework of 

                                                 
q The difference refers to the proportion of the sample either helping with homework or not, stratified by the 

demographic characteristics. Slight inconsistencies in the z-scores might be due to rounding. 
r The data used for the regressions were appropriately weighted to be representative of the population. The weights 

were provided in the original ENUT dataset which adjust the results in order to make estimations at the house, 

household, and national levels. 
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both samples (heads of household and female spouses) are presented in Tables 6 through 9. Robust 

standard errors are reported for all coefficients.  

Table 6 presents the relationship between the highest level of education achieved (no 

education being the baseline) and the probability of a head of household reporting having helped 

with homework. The first model does not include any controls. Model 2 controls for the number 

of children in the household (kids), as well as a squared term for that control, and for household 

size. Model 3 includes individual controls for the adults reporting the helping with homework 

activity (gender, age and marital status). Model 4 adds socio-economic controls (employment 

status, location, welfare status and household income). Model 5 includes interaction terms of all 

education levels and gender to assess if the relationship between level of education and helping 

with homework is different for males than for females. Table 6a contains the results of the F-tests 

performed to test if the latter holds in the sample. 

 Comparing results across the five models, the four variables indicating the highest level of 

education achieved are highly statistically significant in all models. Comparing each level of 

education across models, the coefficients vary slightly from models 1 through 4. However, in 

model 5 the coefficients are larger in magnitude compared to the rest of the models. Also, it is 

worth noting that in the five models the coefficients on the education variables increase as the level 
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of education completed is higher.s Thus, broadly, higher levels of education completed are 

associated with higher probabilities of helping children doing their homework. 

 Compared to heads of household with no education, the results from models 1 through 4 

suggest that completing primary education is associated with an increase of 15 to 18 percentage 

points in the probability of helping a child with homework. Results from model 5 (preferred 

because the coefficients on the interaction terms are statistically significant) suggest that 

completing primary education is associated with an increase of 33 percentage points in the 

probability of helping a child with homework for female heads, holding constant the number of 

children in the household, household size, age, marital status, employment status, welfare status, 

location and household income. This model suggests that, for male heads in contrast, completing 

primary education is associated with only a 17 percentage point increase in the probability of 

helping.  

The results from models 1 through 4 suggest that completing middle school is associated 

with an increase of 24 to 28 percentage points in the probability of helping a child with homework, 

while model 5 suggests an increase of 47 percentage points for female heads and a 27 percentage 

point increase for male heads. Results from models 1 through 4 show that completing high school 

is associated with an increase of 25 to 30 percentage points in the probability of helping a child 

with homework. Model 5 shows it is associated with an increase of 41 percentage points for female 

heads and with an increase of 30 percentage points for male heads. Models 1 through 4 suggest 

                                                 
s I performed t-tests to test if the coefficients on the different level of education variables are statistically different 

from each other. I only tested this in model 4 since it includes all the controls but no interaction terms. The results are 

described in a forthcoming paragraph.  
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that completing a bachelor’s degree or more is associated with an increase of 35 to 38 percentage 

points in the probability of helping, whereas model 5 suggests it is associated with an increase of 

almost 52 percentage points for female heads and a 38 percentage point increase for male heads.  

It is important to highlight that the coefficients on the education level variables, apart from 

being statistically significant in all models, are also significant in magnitude. Completing any 

given level of education is associated with an increase of more than 10 percentage points in the 

probability of helping a child with homework, off of a base probability of 1.4% for heads with no 

education. 

Using the results from model 4, t-tests of equality of coefficients were performed to assess 

if the magnitude of the influence of completing a given level of education on the probability of 

helping with homework is the same as the one associated to any other level of education completed. 

These results suggest that, at the 99% confidence level, the coefficients on all the education 

variables are different from each other except from middle school and high school- for which the 

results suggest that they are not statistically different. 

In models 2 through 5 the coefficients on kids, kids sq and household size are highly 

statistically significant. Across models, having an additional child in the household tends to be 

associated with about a 22 percentage point higher probability of helping with homework. The 

negative sign on the squared term suggests this association reaches a peak at a certain number of 

kids living in the household. Also, having an additional person in the household tends to decrease 

the probability of helping a child by about 3 percentage points across models. The sign and 
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statistical significance of the coefficients on these 3 variables hold for all the results to come, 

including those for the spouses’ sample.t 

In models 3 through 5 the coefficients on male, age and married are highly statistically 

significant except for the coefficient on male in model 5 which is not. Interestingly, in models 3 

and 4 the coefficients on male are negative, and in model five it is positive. The results of models 

3 and 4 suggest male heads tend to have probabilities around 18 and 15 percentage points lower 

of helping children with homework, respectively, than female heads. However, the difference in 

sign and the lack of statistical significance on the male variable in model 5 could be due to the 

inclusion of the interaction terms.  

The coefficients on married are consistently negative, as expected for heads of household. 

Regarding age, the coefficients are consistently positive, differing from the expectation. In models 

4 and 5 the coefficients on employed and urban are highly statistically significant, and neither the 

coefficients on the on welfare and household income variables are statistically significant. In model 

5, the coefficients on the four interactions are highly statistically significant.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
t Only in model 4, on Table 8, the coefficient on kids sq is not statistically significant. 
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Table 6. Heads of Household LPM Regression Results (Dependent variable: help with homework) 
  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Primary 0.173*** 0.154*** 0.183*** 0.182*** 0.330*** 

  (0.0192) (0.0191) (0.0198) (0.0199) (0.0445) 

Middle School 0.267*** 0.243*** 0.290*** 0.287*** 0.471*** 

  (0.0196) (0.0199) (0.021) (0.0215) (0.046) 

High School 0.271*** 0.258*** 0.306*** 0.302*** 0.413*** 

  (0.0229) (0.0234) (0.0242) (0.0251) (0.0561) 

Bachelor or more 0.367*** 0.354*** 0.387*** 0.385*** 0.519*** 

  (0.0214) (0.0219) (0.0224) (0.0236) (0.0502) 

Kids   0.202*** 0.229*** 0.227*** 0.227*** 

    (0.0185) (0.0186) (0.0186) (0.0186) 

Kids Sq.   -0.022*** -0.0251*** -0.0245*** -0.0247*** 

    (0.00351) (0.00352) (0.00351) (0.00351) 

Household size   -0.029*** -0.0264*** -0.0268*** -0.0263*** 

    (0.0042) (0.00466) (0.00469) (0.00468) 

Male     -0.178*** -0.149*** 0.0376 

      (0.0209) (0.0224) (0.0451) 

Age     0.00286*** 0.00269*** 0.00266*** 

      (0.000625) (0.000634) (0.000634) 

Married     -0.0565** -0.0675*** -0.0701*** 

      (0.0251) (0.0254) (0.0254) 

Employed       -0.0693*** -0.0704*** 

        (0.0193) (0.0195) 

Urban       0.0259** 0.0274** 

        (0.0128) (0.0128) 

On welfare       0.0154 0.0168 

        (0.0191) (0.0193) 

Household incomeu       -4.34E-08 -2.71E-08 

        (1.6E-07) (1.6E-07) 

Primary X Male         -0.193*** 

          (0.049) 

Middle School X 

Male         -0.235*** 

          (0.0502) 

High School X Male         -0.150** 

          (0.0609) 

Bachelor or more X 

Male         -0.176*** 

          (0.0548) 

Constant 0.0969*** -0.0337 -0.0336 0.00661 -0.136** 

  (0.0165) (0.0312) (0.0414) (0.0447) (0.0535) 

Observations 6,775 

R-squared 0.034 0.066 0.097 0.099 0.101 
Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

                                                 
u Household income is measured in thousands of pesos.  
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According to Table 6a, the relationship between level of education and helping a child with 

homework is different for male than for female heads of household. The results reported in the 

first row indicate that all the education variables interacted with male are jointly statistically 

significant at the 99% confidence level. Male heads are consistently associated with lower 

probabilities of helping with homework. Nonetheless, the results from the F-tests of equality of 

coefficients reported in rows 2 through 7 suggest that the differences observed in helping with 

homework between male and female heads do not differ across levels of education. In other words, 

the role education plays in the probability of helping a child with homework is different for males 

than for females, but the mediating effect of gender does not vary across education levels. 

Table  6a. F-statistics and p-values on Joint Hypotheses from Model 5. 

 

All education level variables interacted with male =0 5.78 

(<0.0001) 

Primary X Male = Middle School X Male 1.15 

(0.2845) 

Primary X Male = High School X Male 0.7 

(0.4041) 

Primary X Male = Bachelor or more X Male 0.14 

(0.7086) 

Middle school X Male = High School X male 2.61 

(0.1061) 

Middle school X Male = Bachelor or more X Male 1.67 

(0.1965) 

High School X Male = Bachelor or more X Male 0.23 

(0.6345) 
P-values in parentheses 

 

 Table 7 presents an estimation of the original model for heads of household, broken into 

male and female heads. This allowed me to assess if gender plays a role in the relationship between 
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level of education and the probability of helping a child with homework and in how the rest of the 

controls influence that probability. Model 1 in Table 7 is the same as model 4 in Table 6, estimated 

for the whole sample, controlling for gender. Model 2 excludes the gender control and includes 

the whole sample. Model 3 restricts the heads sample to males and model 4 restricts it to females. 

A Chow Testv was performed to test the null hypothesis of all the variables in the model being 

jointly equal to zero, if they were all interacted with male. The F-statistic calculated for this test 

was 5.64.w Given that the critical value for an F-test with 6,775 observations and 13 degrees of 

freedom is 2.08 at the 99% confidence level, I rejected the null hypothesis. Thus, it is valid to 

estimate two different models for female and male heads of household as it is suggested that the 

relationship between education level and the rest of the controls with helping with homework 

differs by gender. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
v As specified, robust standard errors were used in these regressions. However, to be able to perform the Chow Test, 

the regressions were estimated without robust standard errors to allow STATA to generate output containing the 

Residual Sum of Squares. In none of the cases did the coefficients vary significantly in magnitude. As well, all the 

coefficients were consistent in sign and significance. This also applies to the discussion around marital status slope 

effects. 
w F ={ [(SSRpooled –(SSRmales + SSRfemales)]/(SSRmales +SSRfemlaes)}*{[n-(2(k+1)]/(k+1)} 
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Table 7. Heads of Household LPM Regression Results (Dependent variable: help with homework) 

             Gender Slope Effects 

 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

    (Pooled) (Males) (Females) 

Primary 0.182*** 0.180*** 0.143*** 0.295*** 

  (0.0199) (0.0197) (0.0214) (0.0465) 

Middle School 0.287*** 0.283*** 0.245*** 0.416*** 

  (0.0215) (0.0213) (0.0232) (0.0509) 

High School 0.302*** 0.297*** 0.272*** 0.358*** 

  (0.0251) (0.0249) (0.0272) (0.0612) 

Bachelor or more 0.385*** 0.382*** 0.350*** 0.474*** 

  (0.0236) (0.0234) (0.0257) (0.0558) 

Kids 0.227*** 0.224*** 0.212*** 0.313*** 

  (0.0186) (0.0186) (0.0197) (0.0564) 

Kids Sq. -0.0245*** -0.0239*** -0.0235*** -0.036*** 

  (0.00351) (0.0035) (0.00368) (0.0112) 

Household size -0.0268*** -0.0289*** -0.0201*** -0.046*** 

  (0.00469) (0.0047) (0.00529) (0.0099) 

Male -0.149***       

  (0.0224)       

Age 0.00269*** 0.00234*** 0.00299*** 0.000181 

  (0.000634) (0.000635) (0.000681) (0.00177) 

Married -0.0675*** -0.181*** -0.117** -0.0544* 

  (0.0254) (0.019) (0.0536) (0.0302) 

Employed -0.0693*** -0.112*** -0.0727*** -0.0581* 

  (0.0193) (0.0184) (0.025) (0.0319) 

Urban 0.0259** 0.0300** 0.0237* 0.0516 

  (0.0128) (0.0128) (0.0138) (0.0347) 

On welfare 0.0154 0.0329* 0.00887 0.0298 

  (0.0191) (0.0192) (0.0233) (0.0343) 

Household income -4.34E-08 -1.77E-08 -3.69E-10 -1.44E-07 

  (1.6E-07) (1.6E-07) (1.7E-07) (4.9E-07) 

Constant 0.00661 0.0449 -0.0724 -0.0579 

  (0.0447) (0.0444) (0.0719) (0.113) 

Observations 6,775 6,775 5,611 1,164 

R-squared 0.099 0.093 0.071 0.127 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Following the same logic in Table 7, an estimation of the original model, broken into 

married and not married heads is presented in Table 8. This enabled me to assess if marital status 

plays a role in the relationship between level of education and the probability of helping a child 

with homework, and also in how the rest of the controls influence that probability. Model 1 in 

Table 8 is the same as model 4 in Table 6, estimated for the whole sample, controlling for marital 

status. Model 2 excludes the marital status control and includes the whole sample. Model 3 restricts 

the heads sample to married ones and model 4 restricts it to single heads. I performed a Chow Test 

to test the null hypothesis of all the variables in the model being jointly equal to zero, if they were 

all interacted with married. The F-statistic calculated for this test was 2.27.x The critical value for 

an F-test with 6,775 observations and 13 degrees of freedom is 2.08 at the 99% confidence level, 

thus I rejected the null hypothesis. Hence, it is valid to estimate different models for married and 

not married heads as it is suggested that the relationship between education level and the rest of 

the controls with helping with homework differs by marital status. The results suggest the influence 

of education in the probability of helping with homework is greater for single heads than for 

married ones. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
x F ={ [(SSRpooled –(SSRmarried + SSRnotmarried)]/(SSRmarried +SSRnotmarried)}*{[n-(2(k+1)]/(k+1)} 
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Table 8.Heads of Household LPM Regression Results (Dependent variable: help with homework) 

             Marital Status Slope Effects 

 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

    (Pooled) (Married) (Not Married) 

Primary 0.182*** 0.181*** 0.169*** 0.232*** 

  (0.0199) (0.02) (0.0207) (0.0602) 

Middle School 0.287*** 0.287*** 0.273*** 0.330*** 

  (0.0215) (0.0215) (0.0224) (0.0659) 

High School 0.302*** 0.300*** 0.292*** 0.308*** 

  (0.0251) (0.0252) (0.0263) (0.0785) 

Bachelor or more 0.385*** 0.384*** 0.367*** 0.457*** 

  (0.0236) (0.0237) (0.0248) (0.0704) 

Kids 0.227*** 0.225*** 0.231*** 0.155* 

  (0.0186) (0.0187) (0.0193) (0.0864) 

Kids Sq. -0.0245*** -0.0243*** -0.0258*** -0.0088 

  (0.00351) (0.00352) (0.00362) (0.0187) 

Household size -0.0268*** -0.0279*** -0.0243*** -0.0355*** 

  (0.00469) (0.00469) (0.00511) (0.0119) 

Male -0.149*** -0.190*** -0.153*** -0.0668 

  (0.0224) (0.0167) (0.0247) (0.0574) 

Age 0.00269*** 0.00287*** 0.00333*** -0.00364* 

  (0.000634) (0.000632) (0.000668) (0.00207) 

Married -0.0675***       

  (0.0254)       

Employed -0.0693*** -0.0610*** -0.0835*** -0.0345 

  (0.0193) (0.0191) (0.0219) (0.0436) 

Urban 0.0259** 0.0274** 0.0256* 0.0325 

  (0.0128) (0.0128) (0.0133) (0.0452) 

On welfare 0.0154 0.0176 0.0207 0.0117 

  (0.0191) (0.0191) (0.0216) (0.0431) 

Household income -4.34E-08 -6.73E-08 -4.49E-08 2.77E-08 

  (1.6E-07) (1.6E-07) (1.7E-07) (7.1E-07) 

Constant 0.00661 -0.0275 -0.0696 0.267* 

  (0.0447) (0.0427) (0.0461) (0.152) 

Observations 6,775 6,775 5,995 780 

R-squared 0.099 0.098 0.085 0.112 
Robust standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 9 presents the relationship between the highest level of education achieved and the 

probability of a female spouse reporting having helped with homework. The first model does not 

include controls. Model 2 controls for the number of children in the household (kids), as well as 

its squared term, and for household size. Model 3 includes individual and socio-economic controls 

(age, employment status, location, welfare status and household income). Model 4 includes 

interaction terms of all education levels and employment status to assess if the relationship 

between level of education and helping with homework differs between employed and not 

employed spouses. Table 9a contains the results of the F-tests performed to test if the latter holds. 

 Comparing results across the four models, the four variables indicating the highest level of 

education achieved are highly statistically significant in all models. Comparing each level of 

education across models, the coefficients vary slightly from model 1 through 4. Also, in the four 

models the coefficients on the education variables increase as the level of education completed is 

higher.y Thus, as in the heads sample, higher levels of education completed are associated with 

higher probabilities of helping children with homework. 

As the coefficients on the key independent variables are consistent in all models, I only 

interpret those in model 3 (preferred because in model 4 none of the coefficients on the interaction 

terms are statistically significant). Compared to non-educated female spouses, results suggest that 

completing primary education is associated with an increase of 39 percentage points in the 

probability of helping a child with homework, holding constant the number of children in the 

                                                 
y I performed t-tests to test if the coefficients on the different level of education variables are statistically different 

from each other. I only tested this in model 3 since includes all the controls but no interaction terms. The results are 

described in a forthcoming paragraph. 
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household, household size, age, employment status, welfare status, location and monthly 

household income. Completing middle school is associated with an increase of 52 percentage 

points in the probability of helping a child, completing high school is associated with an increase 

of 56 percentage points and completing a bachelor’s degree or more is associated with a 57 

percentage point increase. As in the heads sample, the coefficients are significant in magnitude. 

Completing any given level of education is associated with an increase of more than 10 percentage 

points in the probability of helping, off of a base probability of 1.1% for spouses with no education. 

Using the results from model 3, I performed t-tests of equality of coefficients to assess if 

the magnitude of the influence of completing a given level of education on the probability of 

helping is the same as the one associated to any other level of education completed. At the 99% 

confidence level, the coefficient on primary is statistically different from the coefficients on the 

other three education level variables, as well as the coefficient on middle school compared to the 

one on bachelor or more. At the 90% confidence level, the coefficient on middle school is 

statistically different from the coefficient on high school. Finally, results suggest that the 

coefficients on high school and bachelor or more are not statistically different from each other.  

In model 3 the coefficient on employed is statistically significant suggesting than being 

employed is associated with a 3 percentage point decrease in the probability of helping a child 

with homework for female spouses. However, in model 4 the coefficient is positive, but 

statistically insignificant, which might be due to the inclusion of the interactions. Nonetheless, 

none of the interactions is statistically significant. Moreover, the results reported in Table 9a show 

that all the education variables interacted with employed are not jointly statistically significant. 
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Table 9. Female Spouses LPM Regression Results (Dependent variable: help with homework) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Primary 0.381*** 0.379*** 0.387*** 0.392*** 

  (0.0224) (0.024) (0.0246) (0.0281) 

Middle School 0.505*** 0.506*** 0.523*** 0.538*** 

  (0.0221) (0.0243) (0.0257) (0.0293) 

High School 0.525*** 0.549*** 0.561*** 0.554*** 

  (0.0264) (0.0278) (0.0294) (0.0347) 

Bachelor or more 0.548*** 0.582*** 0.574*** 0.587*** 

  (0.0237) (0.0258) (0.028) (0.0343) 

Kids   0.396*** 0.419*** 0.419*** 

    (0.0241) (0.0243) (0.0243) 

Kids Sq.   -0.052*** -0.0521*** -0.0520*** 

    (-0.0048) (0.00482) (0.00482) 

Household size   -0.00797 -0.0286*** -0.0284*** 

    (0.00521) (0.00586) (0.00587) 

Age     0.00635*** 0.00635*** 

      (0.000853) (0.000854) 

Employed     -0.0305** 0.00421 

      (0.0133) (0.0496) 

Urban     0.0682*** 0.0679*** 

      (0.0149) (0.0149) 

On welfare     0.024 0.024 

      (0.0155) (0.0155) 

Household income     -2.27E-07 -2.21E-07 

      (1.8E-07) (1.8E-07) 

Primary X Employed       -0.0249 

        (0.0558) 

Middle school X 

Employed       -0.057 

        (0.0547) 

High School X 

Employed       -0.000208 

        (0.0602) 

Bachelor or more X 

Employed       -0.0422 

        (0.0564) 

Constant 0.119*** -0.372*** -0.590*** -0.598*** 

  (0.0189) (0.0404) (0.0479) (0.0492) 

Observations 5,594 

R-squared 0.064 0.153 0.166 0.167 
Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table  9a. F-statistics and p-values on Joint Hypotheses from Model 4. 

 

All education level variables interacted with employment =0 0.67 

(0.6155) 

Primary X Employed = Middle School X Employed 0.85 

(0.3577) 

Primary X Employed = High School X Employed 0.33 

(0.5659) 

Primary X Employed = Bachelor or more X Employed 0.21 

(0.6431) 

Middle School X Employed = High School X Employed 1.91 

(0.1674) 

Middle School X Employed = Bachelor or more X Employed 0.17 

(0.6767) 

High School X Employed = Bachelor or more X Employed 0.94 

 (0.3319) 
P-values in parentheses 

 

 Consistent with the hypothesis presented in this paper, the results from the LPM models 

for both samples suggest that more educated parents tend to have higher probabilities of helping 

their children with homework. The magnitude of the results appears to be greater for the female 

spouses than for the heads of households, regardless of their gender. Nonetheless, this assessment 

also holds when comparing only female spouses to female heads.  

Sensitivity Tests 

Given the fact that the dependent variable is a dummy, I also estimated logit models. The 

relationship found did not vary from what was found in the LPMs. The coefficients on the key 

independent variables did not differ in terms of sign or statistical significance, suggesting the 

illustrated relationship is not sensitive to model specifications. 

 



 

37 

 

Discussion 

In this paper I studied the relationship between Mexican parents’ level of education and parental 

involvement measured as a self-reported activity of helping a child between 12 and 15 years old 

with homework. To my knowledge, this is the first examination of this type done with Mexican 

data.  It is topical given the current effort to improve education in Mexico, the scarcity of studies 

regarding PI, and increasing school enrollment in the country.  

The results from the linear probability models I estimated for heads of household and 

female spouses suggest higher levels of education completed are associated with higher 

probabilities of helping children with homework. This is consistent with US-based related 

literature on the topic (see Bianchi and Robinson 1997, Seginer 2006, Hornby and Lafaele 2011, 

Kohl, Lengua, and McMahon 2000). Results also suggest that the relationship between parental 

education and helping children with homework is different for male and female heads of 

household, regardless of their marital status, for married and single heads of household, regardless 

of their gender, and for female heads and female spouses.  

Males with any given level of education tend to help children less than females with 

equivalent education. This could be because of the traditional roles played by fathers and mothers 

in the households. Mothers tend to be more involved in their children’s activities, even if these are 

not school related. In addition, females usually spend more time at home. As well, the influence 

education has in the probability of helping with homework is greater for single parents than for 

married ones, and could be due to not having someone else available to get involved with the 

children’s school activities. The decrease in the probability of helping with homework associated 
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with more people living in the household, which was found across the variations of the models I 

estimated, relates to this. Hence, it should be considered because either larger households possibly 

have more people that could help a child doing homework or having more people poses a constraint 

for the head to get involved. If the latter is the case, the explanation I offered for why single parents 

could be more involved would be counterintuitive. Finally, married mothers help children more 

than female heads (primarily being single mothers) with equivalent education. This is likely 

consistent with their constraints in terms of time and amount of responsibilities. 

The underlying concern is if children are receiving support at home to do their homework, 

by a parent or someone else. Thus, to shed light on this issue and allow researchers to draw specific 

conclusions, an examination of household structures and their dynamics is required. Other types 

of home-based practices associated to children’s schooling were beyond the scope of this study; 

however, they could also help explain these results. As well, information on those would be useful 

to assess the type of school-related help children get at home.  

I only established the existence of an association between parental education and one 

measure of parental involvement. Thus, it would be desirable to study if parental education is 

actually a driver of involvement. As well, determining if the explanations offered here as of why 

education is associated to involvement differently for different subgroups hold is worthwhile. 

Carrying out these studies is probably expensive, thus it might not be feasible to do it. Nonetheless, 

the information we do have is useful to illustrate how PI patterns might look in Mexico in the near 

future given current trends in educational attainment. 
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Considering the trends in Mexican school enrollment, which likely point to future 

generations of parents more prone to be involved in their children’s education, the results of this 

study are optimistic. However, these only show a small part of the picture of parental involvement. 

Studies exploring the relationship between parents’ education and alternative measures of 

involvement are needed. This could be facilitated by incorporating more questions into the 

Mexican Time Use Survey. Examples of the variables that could be added would be around the 

frequency of parent-teacher/principal contact, parents’ attendance to school events, parents’ 

supervision of the child’s school work, and parents’ engagement in school activities that require 

parental volunteerism. As well, efforts to determine which other factors drive PI in Mexico should 

be promoted. Both, the addition of variables to the survey and emphasizing the need to explore the 

causes of parental involvement, could encourage the utilization of this kind of surveys in Mexico 

since currently they are not widely used to conduct quantitative analyses. 

The relevance of determining the drivers of parental involvement is also tied to the fact 

that today there are non-educated parents who are not likely to get involved in their children’s 

education. And even if educational attainment is on the rise, some proportion of the population 

that will be parenting in the future is going to be less educated than the average parents, and thus 

be less likely to actively participate in the educational processes of their children at the desirable 

degree. In order to craft adequate policies to promote parental involvement (in general, not just as 

helping children with homework) among non- and/or low-educated parents, understanding which 

factors influence involvement becomes crucial. Suggesting a specific policy targeting PI of 

populations with low educational attainment is beyond the scope of this paper. Nonetheless, 

discussing such policies is desirable in the Mexican context. 
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As this is being written there is no hard proof of parental involvement being a high profile 

concern in Mexico. Nevertheless, it seems plausible to think it will be in the near future. The 

Education Reform is currently being discussed in terms of implementation and how laws at the 

local level have to be harmonized to align with it (Excelsior, 2014). One of its main points, 

breaking with previous practices in the Mexican education system, is establishing that educating 

children is a shared responsibility between parents and the State (Office of the President Website, 

2013). As well, it aims to engage parents with various education-related issues such as curricula 

development, school evaluation, teacher evaluation and school board functions (Office of the 

President Website, 2013). Hence, interest in parental involvement could emerge soon as a relevant 

topic among experts in the education as well as other related fields and be brought to the attention 

of policymakers. A sound body of knowledge of PI in the country would be a valuable asset to 

target efforts towards more and better involvement in an efficient way. In this respect, having the 

academic sector already studying this topic could ease the way towards the formulation of 

appropriate policies to put parental involvement to the best use in the interest of Mexican children. 
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