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Impact of Parents and Peers on Cognitive and Social Development in Middle 

Childhood 

The study of cognitive and social development in young children has been the 

primary focal point of developmental research over the last 25 years (Wachs & Gruen, 

1982). Although early researchers and scholars did not consider middle childhood as an 

important developmental period, other theorists such as Piaget, Erikson and Freud 

referred to this period as “a plateau in development” (Eccles, 1999). They believed that 

middle childhood was a time when children moved into wider social contexts, established 

the gains they made during young childhood and prepared for the rapid changes of 

adolescence. During this time, children’s ability to understand emotions and use theory of 

mind skills becomes more prominent (Cadamuro et al., 2014). A key characteristic of this 

period is crucial advances in learning and comprehension, as this is the period when 

children gain skills related to reading, arithmetic, self-awareness, and socialization. They 

engage in active problem solving, use coping mechanisms in new situations, and develop 

an understanding of individual differences as well as how these differences affect 

interpersonal interactions.  

An increasing number of studies have highlighted the role of interpersonal 

interactions as well as the interaction between person and environment in child 

development. Several human and animal studies have demonstrated that the physical and 

social conditions under which children are raised can produce functional and structural 

outcomes (Worthman et al., 2017). A considerable amount of information on child 

development can be obtained from the child’s immediate environment, therefore 
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examining aspects of this environment can be critical and adaptive in order to develop a 

deeper understanding of its impact (Worthman et al., 2017). A variety of developmental 

and ecological approaches have captured the complex nature of transactions between 

children and their environment (Silver et al., 2010). Within each of these approaches, 

different environmental conditions or factors that children encounter on a daily basis are 

emphasized, and it is the child’s ability to strike a balance between favorable and 

unfavorable conditions that determines competence or maladaptive behavior. Irrespective 

of their specific approach, researchers in the field appear to unanimously agree upon the 

impact of interpersonal relationships and their associated factors on cognitive and social 

development in children.  

Children’s social networks are more complex than those of adults and their 

quality of relationships with figures such as parents, siblings, and peers have direct 

implications for development and wellbeing (Nokali et al., 2010). Although prior 

research has focused on how parent and peer behaviors or characteristics can influence 

social-cognitive development in children, more recent literature sheds light on factors that 

may not have a direct impact on the child but do affect development in an indirect 

manner. The current study uses data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study 

(ECLSK:2011) to identify and understand factors related to parents and peers that 

influence cognitive and social development in children. The current study focuses on a 

nationally representative sample of grade five students and analyses the impact of four 

parent related factors, parent involvement, parent warmth, parent mental health, home 
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environment and, and two peer related factors, peer victimization and peer social support 

on their development.  

Theoretical Framework 

The role of parents and peers in influencing child development has been a 

substantial topic of discussion in scientific research. A variety of developmental and 

ecological theories have highlighted the complex interplay between children and their 

environment, including parent and peer relationships (Silver et al., 2010). These theories 

emphasize the importance of the child’s family and social environment and provide an 

analytical lens to understand and interpret different aspects of childhood development.  

Cognitive Theories:  Cognitive theories of development describe how children learn and 

acquire knowledge. Two of the most prominent of these theories include Jean Piaget’s 

(1952) socio-constructivist theory and Lev Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocultural theory.  

Piaget (1952) was interested in looking at what children knew and how they knew 

it (Krishnan, 2010). According to Piaget, children acquire knowledge by means of 

interaction with their environment and develop an understanding of the world through 

active actions and interactions (Blažević, 2016). Drawing from Piaget’s work, Vygotsky 

developed the sociocultural theory of development which looks at development of 

cognitive functions as a byproduct of the social environment in which children acquire 

their experiences. This theory states that it is only when children interact with more 

knowledgeable members of society that they learn their cultural values, beliefs and 

problem-solving skills (Krishnan, 2010). Thus, children learn new cognitive and social 

skills through interactions with adults and older children (Blažević, 2016). Vygotsky also 
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introduced the term “zone of proximal development” to describe how certain complex 

tasks that cannot be mastered independently by a child can be achieved under the 

supervision of an adult or knowledgeable peer. According to Vygotsky, an important 

factor contributing to the developmental process is adult and peer intervention (Blažević, 

2016). While examining children’s immediate social environments and the interactions in 

these environments, Vygotsky argued that although cognitive and social development 

occurs on the individual level, it is directly influenced by the interactions that take place 

in the immediate environment with parents and peers.  

Behavioral and Social Learning Theories: Behavioral and social learning theories have 

also highlighted the important role of the child’s environment in their development. In 

general, these theories maintain that overt reinforcement, punishment, or observational 

learning shapes children’s wisdom (Blažević, 2016). John Watson’s (1928) theory of 

behaviorism characterized children as a lump of clay that can be molded by external 

forces (Krishnan, 2010). Watson advocated for the influence of environmental factors on 

child cognition and social development, while arguing that it is the environment that 

influences behavior and not genetic or innate factors. B. F. Skinner (1953) used the term 

‘operant conditioning’ to explain how learning occurs as a result of the individual 

operating on or reacting to its atmosphere. Skinner affirmed that humans are born with a 

blank-slate mind (tabula rasa) and learn new behaviors via conditioning and 

reinforcement (Blažević, 2016). In his theory of social learning, Albert Bandura (1977) 

expanded upon these prior findings and emphasized the importance of learning by 

observing. According to Bandura, children learn new behaviors by observing other 
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significant people around them such as parents, teachers and peers. By not only observing 

but also imitating others’ behaviors, children develop socially and cognitively (Bandura, 

1977).  

Theory of Psychosocial Development: Erik Erikson (1950) proposed that every 

individual goes through eight stages of development which are marked by internal and 

external conflicts. During early and middle childhood, the fourth stage of development, 

children attempt to compete and succeed at all tasks that have been assigned to them. 

Erikson believes that optimal development can be achieved by mastering these 

developmental tasks at home and school. If children are supported by significant 

members of their community in their effort to experience success and progress, then it 

will aid their development in this age (Blažević, 2016). It is therefore important for 

children to have more positive experiences during this time period.  

Bronfenbrenner’s Ecological Systems Theory: Bronfenbrenner’s (1974, 1976) 

ecological systems theory argues that there are multiple, complex layers of environment 

that have an effect on a child’s personal development. The theory describes the 

significance of interaction between children and their immediate environment as well as 

the interaction with the larger environment. Bronfenbrenner defined the ecology of 

human development as “the scientific study of the progressive, mutual accommodation, 

throughout the lifespan, between a growing human organism and the changing immediate 

environments in which it lives” (Bronfenbrenner, 1974, p. 21). Subsequently, 

Bronfenbrenner added that human development is most heavily affected by people’s 

relationships within and between different systems, which he defined as “place[s] where 
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people can readily engage in face-to-face interaction—home, day care center[s], 

playground[s], and so on” (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, p. 25). These systems were labelled by 

Bronfenbrenner as the microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and macrosystem. 

The microsystem is the layer closest to the child and consists of individuals with 

whom the child shares a close, personal relationship such as parents, teachers, and peers. 

In this structure, both the child and their significant others tend to have a bi-directional 

effect on each other, such that parental beliefs and actions influence the child and the 

child’s beliefs and behaviors also impact their parents. Bronfenbrenner believed that it is 

crucial for children to also receive care and nurturance from other elements in their 

ecosystem as this will determine their psychological growth and development (Blažević, 

2016). The second layer, the mesosystem, provides a connection between different 

elements of the microsystem, like the connection between the child’s parents and peers, 

family and neighborhood, or school and church. The child is the point of contact between 

these two sources and acts as a mediator for interaction between them. In other words, a 

mesosystem is a system of microsystems (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Bronfenbrenner argued 

that it is impossible to study development in children without taking into account the 

entire ecological system in which they grow. For children, the two most important 

microsystems are parents and peers who form a significant part of their ecological system 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Parents and peers are constantly shaping the child’s 

development by reinforcing or promoting certain beliefs and behaviors while rejecting or 

disapproving of others (Krishnan, 2010). Parental styles and peer pressure can be a few 

examples of how parents and peers influence developmental outcomes.  
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Literature review 

Several studies have examined how experiences with parents and peers at various 

points in children’s lives influence their cognitive and social development and 

functioning. The following is a review of literature encompassing the different parent and 

peer factors that have been included in this study. 

Parental Involvement 

Parental involvement characterizes parents’ attitudes, values and behaviors in 

home and school settings and typically measures parents’ active participation in their 

children’s development. Parental involvement is often viewed as the bridge between 

home and school, wherein the level of involvement can be measured in terms of quality 

and frequency of communication as well as participation in school activities (Nokali et 

al., 2010). Parental involvement can be perceived as a mesosystem that mediates the 

interaction between home and school, which are the two key microsystems in the child’s 

environment. Castro and colleagues (2015) examined the effect of parental involvement 

on academic achievement by conducting a meta-analysis of 37 studies in kindergarten, 

primary and secondary schools. The effect sizes calculated using Fisher’s correlation 

coefficient revealed that children whose parents were more involved in their academic 

and social life performed better at school and demonstrated higher cognitive abilities. The 

strongest associations were found for families who had high academic expectations for 

their children, had regular school related interactions with them, and helped them to 

develop reading habits (Castro et al., 2015). Barger, Kim, Kuncel and Pomerantz (2019) 

conducted a quantitative synthesis of 448 independent studies including 480,830 families 
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to analyse the link between parents’ naturally occurring involvement in children’s 

schooling and children’s achievement, engagement, and cognition (Barger et al., 2019). 

Results indicated positive correlations between these variables with higher cognitive and 

achievement scores being predicted by greater involvement. In a study by Rollè, Gullotta, 

and Trombetta (2019), the authors examined the existing literature focusing on the 

association between father involvement and cognitive development during early and 

middle childhood. Using empirical studies that utilized qualitative, quantitative and 

mixed methods, the systematic review concluded that there is a positive and statistically 

significant relationship between father involvement and development of cognitive skills 

in children.  

Banerjee, Howell and Johnson (2010) examined the impact of racial/ethnic 

socialization and parental involvement in education on cognitive ability and achievement 

in a sample of African American children (Banerjee et al., 2010). Hierarchical regression 

analysis indicated that greater cultural exposure and more parental involvement predicted 

better educational outcomes, as measured by cognitive and academic performance. 

McCarrick and colleagues (2007) investigated the role of parental involvement in young 

children’s computer use and cognitive development. They found that when parents were 

actively involved in their children’s day-to-day activities such as home computer use, 

children performed better on measures of cognitive competence and school readiness. On 

the other hand, the benefits of parental involvement were not observed among children 

whose parents were passively involved (e.g., watched the child use the computer; 

McCarrick et al., 2007). Nokali and colleagues (2010) used data from the NICHD study 
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of Early Childcare and Youth Development to examine children’s trajectories of 

academic and social development across first, third and fifth grade. Hierarchical linear 

modeling revealed that children with highly involved parents had enhanced social 

functioning and fewer behavior problems (Nokali et al., 2010). Another study of Head 

Start students found that increased parent involvement was associated with lower conduct 

problems and better social skills (Nokali et al., 2010).  

Parental Warmth 

Several studies have highlighted the role of parental behavior and warmth in 

predicting future cognitive and social functioning. Kim and Rohner (2002) explored the 

relationship between perceived maternal and paternal warmth and cognition and 

achievement in Korean American children, measured by grade point average (GPA). 

Results showed that parental warmth, in the absence of control, has a positive correlation 

with children’s cognitive functioning and school achievement (Kim & Rohner, 2002). 

Lam and colleagues (2018) examined the longitudinal associations of maternal and 

paternal warmth and hostility with child executive functioning in a sample of 333 

kindergarten children in Hong Kong and China. Researchers found that the positive and 

negative aspects of parenting, including both parental warmth and hostility, can have a 

strong influence on the development of child executive functioning (Lam et al., 2018). 

Eiden (2010) attempted to test a conceptual model predicting children’s social 

competence in a sample of kindergarten students. Findings revealed that lower 

maternal/paternal warmth and sensitivity at 2 years of age was predictive of lower self-

regulation and social competence and higher externalizing behavior problems at 3 years 
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of age. In another study, Xiao and colleagues (2017) examined potential mediating roles 

of parental warmth and inductive discipline on the relations of parental emotion 

regulation strategies to children’s prosocial behavior (Xiao et al., 2017). They found that 

parental cognitive reappraisal was positively associated with warmth, and expressive 

suppression was negatively associated with inductive discipline and children’s prosocial 

behavior. Parental warmth, but not inductive discipline, mediated the relations between 

cognitive reappraisal and children’s prosocial behavior (Xiao et al., 2017). 

Home Environment  

There is a substantial literature regarding the relationship between home 

environment and child developmental outcomes. In a cross-sectional study aimed at 

examining the effects of home environment, socioeconomic status (SES), and health 

status on cognitive functioning in a sample of children with HIV-1 infection, the authors 

found evidence for an association between home environment, SES, and child cognitive 

development (Coscia, 2001). Results showed that measures of the home environment 

mediated the association between SES and child IQ, and home environment had a 

stronger association with child IQ than SES (Coscia, 2001). Foster and colleagues (2005) 

investigated the relationship between family variables (i.e., SES, home environment, 

social risk factors) and children’s literacy competence and social functioning. Results 

from structural equation models suggested that family social risk and home environment 

mediate the link between SES and child literacy and social competence (Foster et al., 

2005). In an attempt to examine the effects of children’s home environment during the 

first 2 years of life on their preschool developmental outcomes, Harden and Whittaker 
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(2011) studied the early caregiving environment of young children involved with the 

child welfare system. Results showed that a high-quality home environment predicted 

higher cognitive and language scores, decreased behavioral problems, and increased 

social skills in the sample of preschoolers.  

Parent Mental Health 

Child development experts regularly argue that factors which directly impact 

parents (such as parent mental health) also tend to have an indirect influence on their 

children. In a study conducted by Mensah and Kiernan (2009), the authors examined the 

relationship between the mental health of mothers and fathers and family socioeconomic 

resources, and the impact for children’s cognitive and social development. Regression 

models found evidence for lower levels of cognitive, social and emotional development 

in children whose parents experienced extreme psychological distress. These effects were 

mediated by parents’ educational levels and socioeconomic status (Mensah & Kiernan, 

2009). Another study found evidence for a link between parental mental health problems 

and negative developmental outcomes for children (Smith, 2003), such that mothers who 

were diagnosed with depression reported greater problems related to their child’s 

academic, cognitive, and social functioning. Jackson and Scheines (2005) used data from 

a sample of 178 single Black mothers and their young children, who were between ages 3 

and 8, to examine the relationship between low-wage employment, mother’s self-

efficacy, depressive symptoms, and cognitive and behavioral functioning in early 

elementary school years. Results indicated that depressive symptoms affected the quality 
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of parenting which directly impacted children’s subsequent behavioral and cognitive 

functioning (Jackson & Scheines, 2005) 

Peer Social Support 

There is limited literature focusing on the importance of peer support in cognitive 

and social functioning. In a longitudinal study by Chen et al. (2008), multilevel structural 

equation modeling was used to analyse how a given peer group contributed to academic 

competence and social functioning in a sample of Chinese children. Results showed that 

children who received support from their peers had higher academic achievement and 

better social skills than the control group, thereby indicating the significance of the peer 

group for academic and social functioning from a developmental perspective (Chen et al., 

2008). Cadamuro et al. (2014) conducted a study with elementary school children to 

examine whether coping strategies and theory of mind can help sustain cognitive 

functioning after a traumatic experience. Findings revealed that use of coping strategies 

was associated with greater theory of mind abilities and subsequently with better 

cognitive performance. This effect was present for children who received stronger social 

support from their peers (Cadamuro et al., 2014). In a study examining the relationship 

among child abuse, social support and social functioning in a sample of African 

American children from low-income families, Lamis et al. (2014) suggested that healthy 

psychological and social outcomes can be achieved in young children by providing 

adequate social support from family and peers (Lamis et al., 2014). Elias and Haynes 

(2008) examined a sample of 282 third-grade students from six elementary schools in an 

urban community. Researchers found that children’s end-of-year academic outcomes 
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were successfully predicted by initial levels of social-emotional competence and 

perceived social support from teachers (Elias & Haynes, 2008).  

Peer Victimization 

Similar to the literature on peer support, not many research studies have focused 

on the effects of peer victimization on child development. Stadler and colleagues (2010) 

conducted a study to examine the frequency and impact of peer-victimization on 

adolescent mental health. Nearly 1000 students between 11 and 18 years old were 

administered the Social and Health Assessment survey in order to assess peer-

victimization, risk and protective factors, and mental health problems (Stadler et al., 

2010). Results suggested that students who were victimized by their peers were more 

vulnerable to mental health concerns. Findings of this study also suggested that effects of 

peer-victimization can be contained by providing parental and school support to the 

concerned individuals. In their study, Vaillancourt and colleagues (2013) attempted to 

understand why and how the effects of bullying can last a lifetime. Based on the extant 

literature, they concluded that peer victimization is associated with significant concurrent 

and longitudinal problems in the area of physical and mental health, as well as in the 

academic domain (Vaillancourt et al., 2013). Espelage and colleagues (2013) also 

reviewed the extant literature on the association between peer victimization and academic 

performance and engagement among a sample of children and adolescents. The study 

provided supportive evidence to the deduction that peer victimization does lead to 

gradual changes in academic performance over a period of time (Espelage et al., 2013). 

Schwartz et al (2013) conducted an investigation on the moderating role of peer 
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victimization on associations between harsh home environments in the preschool years 

and academic trajectories during elementary school (Schwartz et al., 2013). They found 

that exposure to punitive disciplinary strategies and violence at home resulted in a decline 

in academic achievement in the future, especially in case of children who had 

experienced victimization in the peer group during this time (Schwartz et al., 2013).  

Significance/Scope of The Study 

This study makes some novel and crucial contributions to the existing literature. 

First, the study attempts to examine the role of parent- and peer-related factors in child 

development. No identified study has analysed social-cognitive developmental outcomes 

in children from an ecological perspective which involves both family and peer relations. 

Previous studies have focused on either of the two factors but have not adopted a more 

holistic approach that encompasses both stakeholders. Second, the study focuses on 

middle childhood as the developmental age, with the sample comprising fifth grade 

students. Previous studies have been conducted with children in the early childhood or 

adolescence period (see, e.g., Lhandry, 2008; Harding, 2009). However, there is now a 

growing awareness regarding the crucial role of middle childhood as a developmental 

phase and so an increasing number of research studies are now targeting this population. 

Third, many of the previous studies involved smaller datasets with limited sample size to 

examine cognitive and social functioning. This study uses a sizeable, longitudinal dataset 

from the ECLS-2011 which contains a nationally representative sample of more than 

18,000 students. Fourth, the study examines cognitive development as a combination of 

achievement scores and executive functioning skills. This provides an overall perspective 
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on cognition, encompassing multiple aspects of intellectual functions and processes, 

which has not been emphasized in prior literature. 

Research Questions 

The present study had two research questions: 

1. Do parents and peers play a role in children’s cognitive development during middle 

childhood?  

2. Do parents and peer relationships impact social development during middle 

childhood? 

Methodology 

Data and Sample 

This study used data from the Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten 

Class of 2010-11 (ECLS-K:2011). The ECLS-K:2011 followed a nationally 

representative sample of U.S. children from kindergarten (Fall 2010) through their 

elementary school years (Spring 2016). A multistage sampling design was used to sample 

a cohort of approximately 18,180 children. This complex sampling design was 

undertaken in three primary steps. First, the United States was divided into Primary 

Sampling Units (PSUs), and 90 of these PSUs were identified. Second, public and private 

schools were identified within each of the 90 PSUs. Third, children enrolled in 

kindergarten programs in those schools were sampled. Sampling weights were used to 

adjust for differential probabilities of selection at each sampling strata and adjust for the 

effect of nonresponse on parameter estimates (Tourangeau et al., 2019). Data was 

collected by trained field staff who conducted child assessments and parent interviews. 
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The ECLS-K:2011 includes data from five primary sources: the students, their 

parents/guardians, their teachers, their schools, and their before-and afterschool care 

providers. Data collection for this study began in fall 2010 and continued through spring 

2016. Data for the fifth-grade round was collected in spring 2016. A variety of 

instruments were used in this process including self-administered questionnaires, one-on-

one assessments, and telephone or in-person interviews. Teachers and school 

administrators were required to complete self-administered questionnaires. More details 

about the data collection process are provided by Tourangeau and colleagues 

(Tourangeau et al., 2019). A novel feature of the 2010–2011 cohort of the ECLS-K:2011 

is that it is the first nationally representative, longitudinal study to directly assess 

children’s executive function skills (Tourangeau et al., 2019). The present study used 

data from the spring of fifth grade (Spring 2016).  

During the first round of data collection in fall 2010 and spring 2011, the field 

staff were organized into teams, with each team consisting of one leader and two or more 

examiners. All team members participated in the assessment visit to the school, during 

which the direct child assessments were conducted with the sampled children for whom 

parent consent had been obtained (Tourangeau et al., 2019). For children who spoke a 

language other than English at home, a language screener was administered prior to the 

assessment in order to determine assessment components. During this assessment visit, 

completed questionnaires were collected from the teachers. Assessment teams also 

conducted parent interviews, mostly by telephone. However, for parents who did not 

have access to telephones or preferred in-person interviews, the interview was conducted 
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in person. During the spring data collection period, these interviews were conducted from 

March through early July 2011 and child assessments were conducted from March 

through June 2011. A parent or guardian in the household who was the child’s primary 

caregiver would serve as the respondent and attempts were made to complete the parent 

interview with the same individual in future data collection rounds as well. The parent 

interviews were fully translated into Spanish before data collection began and could be 

administered by bilingual interviewers if parent respondents preferred to speak in Spanish 

(Tourangeau et al., 2019).  

Measures 

Outcome Variables  

Cognitive Development. Cognitive development was measured using cognitive 

assessment which focused on four domains: reading (language use and literacy), 

mathematics, science, and executive function (working memory, cognitive flexibility, and 

inhibitory control; Tourangeau et al., 2015). The Dimensional Change Card Sort activity, 

the NIH Toolbox Flanker Inhibitory Control and Attention Task and the Numbers 

Reversed subtest of the Woodcock-Johnson III Tests of Cognitive Abilities were 

administered to examine children’s executive functioning skills.  

Reading. The reading assessment included questions measuring basic skills (e.g., 

word recognition); vocabulary knowledge; and reading comprehension. Reading 

comprehension questions asked the child to identify information specifically stated in text 

(e.g., definitions, facts, supporting details); to make complex inferences within texts; and 

to consider the text objectively and judge its appropriateness and quality (Tourangeau et 
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al., 2019). The reading assessment began with a set of 12 routing items, with the child’s 

score on these items determining which second-stage form (low, middle, or high 

difficulty) the child received (Tourangeau et al., 2015). For the spring fifth grade data 

collection round, reading assessment received a reliability coefficient of 0.86.  

Mathematics. The mathematics assessment included questions on number sense, 

properties, and operations; measurement; geometry and spatial sense; data analysis, 

statistics, and probability; and patterns, algebra, and functions. The assessment was 

designed to measure skills in conceptual knowledge, procedural knowledge, and problem 

solving. 18 routing items were administered to all children, and the score on these items 

determined which second-stage test (low, middle, or high difficulty) a child received 

(Tourangeau et al., 2019). In order to reduce the possibility that the children’s reading 

ability would affect their mathematics assessment performance, questions were read to 

them by the assessor. A reliability coefficient of 0.92 was calculated for this measure.  

Science. The science assessment included 15 routing items that all children 

received, followed by one of three second-stage forms (low, middle, or high difficulty; 

Tourangeau et al., 2019). The assessment included questions about physical sciences; life 

sciences; Earth and space sciences; and scientific inquiry. For the spring fifth grade data 

collection, a reliability coefficient of 0.86 was obtained for the science assessment.  

Dimensional Change Card Sort.  The Dimensional Change Card Sort (Zelazo, 

2006) is used to measure children’s cognitive flexibility. In this version of the task used 

in fifth-grade data collection rounds, children were administered a new, age-appropriate, 

computerized version of the DCCS in which the “cards” were presented on a computer 
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screen and children sorted them into “piles” on the screen using keys on the keyboard to 

indicate where to place each card (Tourangeau et al., 2019). Performance on the 

computerized version was measured as a function of both accuracy and reaction 

time. The Dimensional Change Card Sort activity has demonstrated excellent test-retest 

reliability (ICCs = 0.90 - 0.94) as well as good convergent and discriminant validity 

(Zelazo et al., 2015) 

Numbers Reversed. The Numbers Reversed subtest of the Woodcock Johnson III 

Tests of Cognitive Abilities (Mather & Woodcock 2001) is a measure of the child’s 

working memory. It is a backward digit span task that requires the child to repeat strings 

of orally presented numbers in the reverse order in which the numbers were presented 

(Tourangeau et al., 2019). The sequence of numbers becomes increasingly longer until 

the child completes all number sequences or gets three consecutive number sequences 

incorrect. A test reliability score of 0.87 was obtained for the Numbers Reversed task. In 

addition, several reliability and validity sources provided supportive evidence for the WJ 

III test of cognitive abilities in general and the Numbers Reversed subtest in particular 

(Schrank, 2010).  

The NIH Toolbox Flanker Inhibitory Control and Attention Task. This task, 

which was first administered in fourth grade, measured inhibitory control in the context 

of selective visual attention. The NIH Toolbox Flanker Inhibitory Control and Attention 

Task (Flanker) is a computerized task that was developed as part of the NIH Toolbox for 

the Assessment of Neurological and Behavioral Function and is appropriate for ages 3–85 

(Tourangeau et al., 2019). In this task, children were required to inhibit an automatic 
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response tendency that may interfere with achieving a goal and use selective attention to 

consciously direct sensory or thought processes to a stimulus in the visual field in the 

service of goal directed behavior. Similar to the DCCS, performance on the Flanker was 

assessed based on both accuracy and reaction time (Tourangeau et al., 2019).  The NIH 

toolbox flanker inhibitory control and attention task has shown good test-retest reliability 

(ICCs = 0.83 - 0.85), convergent and discriminant validity (Zelazo et al., 2015).  

Social Development. Social development was described as a measure of social 

competence including self-control, interpersonal skills (social interaction), externalizing 

behavior problems (impulsive and overactive behaviors), and internalizing behavior 

problems (feelings of sadness and loneliness). For this study, social development was 

measured using teacher reports of children’s social skills as part of the fourth and fifth 

grade teacher survey.  

Items from the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990) were 

included in the child-level teacher questionnaire in the fifth grade. Four social skill scales 

were developed based on teachers’ responses to these questionnaire items: Self-Control, 

Interpersonal Skills, Externalizing Problem Behaviors, and Internalizing Problem 

Behaviors. Some items were taken verbatim from the Social Skills Rating System, some 

items were modifications of original Social Skills Rating Systems items, and some items 

measured the same kinds of skills and behaviors captured in the Social Skills Rating 

System but used wording developed specifically for the ECLS studies (Tourangeau et al., 

2019). Higher scores indicated that the child frequently exhibited the behavior 

represented by the scale. All four measures of social development demonstrated good 
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reliability statistics (Self-Control= .80, Interpersonal Skills= .86, Externalizing Problem 

Behavior= .88, Internalizing Problem Behavior= .79, Tourangeau et al., 2019) 

Independent Variables 

Parent Involvement. Parent involvement refers to the learning supports that 

parents provide to their children by contributing to and participating in school related 

activities. Examples include attending school events and open houses, helping children 

with homework and assignments, effective communication with teachers and concerned 

authorities, and parents’ overall perceptions of their child’s school.  

Parent involvement was measured using the parent questionnaire. Scores from 

school-based parent-reported activities were combined to tally the final score. School-

based involvement items included whether (0 = no, 1 = yes) parents attended: an open 

house/ back-to-school night; a PTA/PTO/Parent-Teacher Organization meeting; a parent-

teacher conference/meeting; a school/class event; and volunteered in their child’s 

school/classroom. Higher scores indicate higher parental involvement.  

Home Environment. Home environment refers to a combination of the 

educational experiences and cognitive stimulations received from parents and other 

caregivers at home and parent’s involvement in their child’s day-to-day activities. Home 

environment was also measured using the parent questionnaire. Scores from home-based 

involvement items were combined to indicate how often parents helped their child with 

homework (1 = never, 5 = five or more times a week), read to their child (1 = not at all, 4 

= every day), whether they took their child to the library/bookstore (0 = no, 1 = yes), and 
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how frequently their child reads to others (1 = never, 4 = every day). Higher scores 

indicate a more positive and growth-oriented environment at home.  

Parent Mental Health. Parent mental health refers to parents’ psychological 

well-being and overall health. This variable was assessed as part of the survey 

administered to parents by examining any concerns that parents may have experienced in 

the recent past. The parent psychological health and well-being section of the parent 

questionnaire was used to assess parent mental health. Items included a list of feelings 

and emotions that parents may have experienced in the recent past and parents were 

required to rate the frequency of their experiences (1 = never, 4 = most of the time). 

Higher scores indicate greater psychological distress.  

Parent Warmth. Parent warmth was described as parental attitudes and 

behaviors toward their children as well as the disciplinary approach adopted at 

home. Parent warmth was measured as part of the parent questionnaire. Items were 

reflective of the degree to which parents extend emotional warmth and supportiveness to 

their children. Responses ranged from 1 (completely true) to 4 (not true at all) and lower 

scores were indicative of more warmth and support.  

Peer Victimization. Peer Victimization refers to any kind of physical, verbal or 

emotional abuse that the child may have encountered, that was intentionally directed at 

him/her by peers to cause them harm. Peer victimization was measured using items from 

the child questionnaire. Items were adapted from a 21-item scale by Espelage and Holt 

(2001), assessing bullying, fighting and victimization.  
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Peer Social Support. Peer Social Support refers to the level of emotional and 

moral support that the child receives from his/her same age peers. Peer social support was 

assessed based on items adapted from Vandell (2000). Peer Social Support, Bullying, and 

Victimization, which is an unpublished scale from the NICHD Study of Early Child Care 

and Youth Development. These items reflect positive peer group characteristics 

(Tourangeau et al., 2019).   

Data Analysis 

Analyses were conducted using the EdSurvey (version 2.6.9; Lee et al., 2000) 

package in R (version 1.1.463). Bivariate correlations were utilized to describe 

preliminary data. A three-step weighted hierarchical regression model was used to predict 

cognitive and social development. Since the ECLS-K: 2011 study did not employ a 

simple random sample (Tourangeau et al., 2019), the present analysis accounted for 

survey strata, clusters, and sample weights in order to provide more accurate population 

estimates and also account for oversampling and non-response bias. The paired jackknife 

replication method involving replicate weights was used to compute approximately 

unbiased estimates of the standard errors of the estimates. For both dependent variables, 

peer variables were entered in the first step. These variables included peer victimization 

and peer social support. In the second step, the parent variables were entered. These 

included parent involvement, home environment, parental warmth and parent mental 

health. Individual and demographic variables such as race, parent employment status, 

poverty level, food insecurity and child motivation were entered in the final model along 
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with parent and peer variables. Decision to include these additional factors was based on 

prior research (Graham & Cohen, 2006; Chen et al., 2018; Vilaseca et al., 2019).  

Results 

Descriptive statistics and correlations among the independent and dependent 

variables are presented in Table 1. Some of these bivariate correlations were of particular 

importance. First, both peer related factors, peer victimization and peer social support, 

had significant negative and positive correlations respectively with children’s cognitive 

development (r = -0.76, p < .05; r = 0.59, p < .05, respectively). Second, both peer 

variables, peer victimization and peer social support, had a negative and positive 

association respectively with children’s social development (r = -0.13, p < .05; r = 0.20, p 

< .05, respectively), although this correlation was not as high as the previous one. Third, 

all parent related factors were positively correlated with children’s cognitive 

development.  (parent involvement, r = 0.12; parent warmth, r = 0.24; parent mental 

health, r = 0.40; home environment, r = 0.53). All associations were significant at 0.05 

level. Lastly, parent mental health was positively correlated with children’ social 

development (r = 0.30, p < .05). These positive correlations encourage further analyses 

on whether parents and peers contribute to children’s cognitive and social development.  

Prior to conducting a weighted hierarchical regression analysis, certain relevant 

assumptions were tested. Firstly, the sample size of 18,180 was deemed adequate given 

the number of independent variables included in the analysis. Second, the assumption of 

singularity was met as none of the independent variables correlated highly with each 

other. Multicollinearity was tested using tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF). 
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These collinearity statistics were within normal limits, indicating that the assumption of 

multicollinearity was satisfied. Lastly, assumptions of normality, linearity and 

homoscedasticity were also met, as indicated by residual and scatter plots.    

Cognitive Development 

Results of a three-step weighted hierarchical regression analysis are presented in 

Table 2. Peer related variables were entered in step one of the model predicting cognitive 

development. Both peer victimization and peer social support were significant predictors 

of the outcome variable and accounted for 2.8% of the variance in children’s cognitive 

abilities (β = -0.82, p < 0.05; β = 1.09, p < 0.001, respectively). Specifically it was found 

that children who reported feeling victimized and less supported by their peers had lower 

cognitive scores than those who did not have such experiences. In step two, parent related 

variables were entered into the model. Only peer victimization, peer support and parental 

warmth significantly contributed to the model (β = -0.74, p < 0.001; β = 1.10, p < 0.001; 

β = 0.28, p < 0.05, respectively). Positive parental attitude and behavior as well as 

restorative discipline policies at home was suggestive of better cognitive skills. Addition 

of parent variables accounted for 4.9% of the variance in the model. Finally, in step 3 of 

the model, both peer and parent variables were included along with race, parent 

employment status, poverty status, food security level, and child motivational levels. 

When these variables were added to the regression model, all peer and parent variables 

significantly predicted cognitive development (peer victimization, β = -0.43, p < 0.05; 

peer support, β = 0.47, p < 0.05; parent involvement, β = 1.79, p < 0.05; parent warmth, β 

= 0.57, p < 0.01; parent mental health, β = 0.31, p < 0.05; home environment, β = 0.74, p 
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< 0.05). The final model accounted for 22% of the variance in the dependent variable. 

Although not related to the primary research question, child’s motivation level 

significantly predicted their cognitive skills, such that children with higher motivation 

performed significantly better on the cognitive assessment than children with lower 

motivation levels (β = 2.60, p < 0.001).  

Social Development 

Similar to cognitive development, a three-step weighted hierarchical regression 

analysis was conducted for the second dependent variable, social development. The first 

step of the model involved entering the two peer variables, peer victimization and peer 

social support. Only social support was found to be a significant predictor of social 

development (β = 0.009, p < 0.001). Peer social support accounted for 0.55% of the 

variance in the model. Greater amounts of emotional and moral support from peers were 

linked to higher self-control, better interpersonal skills, and less internalizing and 

externalizing behaviors. These effects were sustained in the second step of the model 

which included parent involvement, parent warmth, parent mental health and home 

environment, in addition to the peer variables. The second model also found peer support 

to be a significant predictor of social development (β = 0.008, p < 0.001). However, none 

of the other parent variables were significantly predictive of the outcome. Peer support 

accounted for 0.99% of the variance in children’s social development. In the final step of 

the model, all six independent variables were entered along with five other variables 

including parent employment status, race, poverty level, food security level and child 

motivation. Results indicated that of the independent variables of primary interest, only 
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parent mental health significantly predicted social development. Unlike the previous two 

models, the final model did not report any significant peer variables. This model 

accounted for 3.3% variance in the second dependent variable.  

Discussion 

This study employed a weighted hierarchical regression model to estimate the 

impact of two sets of predictor variables in a nationally representative sample of fifth 

grade students. Specifically, this study examined the impact of parent and peer 

relationships on children’s cognitive and social development. Study data showed that 

some, but not all parent and peer factors positively contributed to the development of 

children's cognitive and social skills. Findings suggest a number of important conclusions 

regarding child development. These findings are discussed in the following sections: 

Peers and Cognitive Development 

Results of the present study provide evidence that peer social relationships play a 

significant role in cognitive development. The findings indicate that children who are not 

subjected to any kind of peer abuse and those who receive emotional and moral support 

from their friends demonstrate higher cognitive abilities. These findings can be explained 

by theories of cognition which suggest that intellectual development during middle 

childhood is especially dependent on social interactions and experiences with peers 

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Children learn a great deal through their interactions with 

classmates and friends. Peer interactions involve talking, sharing and playing with others, 

all of which contributes to children’s problem solving and decision-making skills. 

Children’s perceptions of their peer relations, such as being accepted or rejected by 



 28  

fellow peers, also has significant associations with theory of mind abilities (Cadamuro et 

al., 2014).  

Findings of the present study contribute to the existing literature on child 

development. Previous studies have mainly focused on either academic performance or 

executive functioning, as measures of cognition. For example, Iyer et al. (2010) found 

that peer rejection predicted poor academic achievement via decreased classroom 

engagement and participation. Wentzel (1999) found a similar association between the 

quality of children’s peer relationships and their academic performance (Iyer et al., 

2010). Similarly, a study by Espelage and colleagues (2013) reported that peer 

victimization is linked to lower academic performance because children who are bullied 

by their peers are more likely to experience negative psychosocial consequences, which 

can further impact classroom participation and achievement. Raskauskas and colleagues 

(2015) also found affirmative results when examining the relationship between peer 

victimization and academic performance. In fact, their findings highlighted the role of 

self-esteem and self-efficacy in mediating this relationship. A longitudinal study by 

Holmes and colleagues (2016) found that peer problems contributed to poor executive 

functioning skills during childhood and deficits in executive functioning led to poor 

social relationships in adolescence. Similarly, Lecce and colleagues (2019) found that 

executive functioning can be affected by children’s social relationships in school. In 

another study, Finch and colleagues (2019) found that in middle childhood, children 

engage in frequent peer-to-peer interactions and these social interactions play a 

significant role in the development of their academic skills.  
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Parents and Cognitive Development 

In addition to peers, parental impact on children’s developmental outcomes was 

examined as part of the first research question. Results were aligned with previous 

research. It was found that parental factors such as parent involvement, warmth, mental 

health and home environment significantly contribute to children’s academic and 

intellectual abilities. These findings reiterate and reinforce the beliefs of developmental 

theorists who have long conceptualized children’s learning and cognition as dependent on 

social interactions with caregivers as well as caregiver characteristics. Given that parents 

are one of the first entities in the child’s environment, the parent-child relationship forms 

the crucible for child development.  

Prior research studies have shown similar findings related to parental impact on 

cognitive development in general and impact of parent involvement, warmth, mental 

health and home environment in particular. In his paper on the impact of parenting styles 

on cognitive development, Alarcson (1997) reported that children’s cognitive functioning 

is deeply influenced by their parent’s attitudes, beliefs and behaviors. Okagaki and 

Sternberg (1991) examined the role of cultural and parental factors in influencing 

children’s cognition. They found that parental beliefs and behaviors accounted for 

individual differences in children’s intellectual ability, development of cognitive skills 

and academic achievement. Farah and colleagues (2008) in their study among African 

American middle school children found that environmental stimulation at home and 

parental nurturance affects memory and language development. Drisen, Smit, and 

Sleegers (2005) reported that expanding parent’s involvement in their child’s education 
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can improve student achievement and performance by strengthening the cooperation 

between schools and parents. In their meta-analysis on parental involvement in middle 

school, Hill and Tyson (2009) found that parental involvement, particularly involvement 

that reflected academic socialization, was positively associated with academic 

achievement. Kim and Rohner (2002) explored the relationship between parental warmth 

and student achievement in a sample of Korean American adolescents. They found that 

youth raised by authoritative and permissive parents performed better than youth raised 

by authoritarian fathers (Kim & Rohner, 2002). Another study found that parental 

warmth, particularly mother’s warmth, played an important role in mediating the 

association between parental monitoring and children’s academic outcomes (Dotterrer & 

Lowe, 2013). In their study on parents’ mental health and children’s cognitive and social 

development, Mensah and Kiernan (2010) indicated that children whose parents were 

experiencing high levels of psychological distress demonstrated lower attainment in 

communication, language and literacy, and mathematical development.  

It is important to note that the current study did not find evidence of any 

independent effects of parenting variables on cognitive development. When parent 

related variables were entered into Model 2, none of the outcomes were significant. In a 

more complex regression model, when peer and parent variables were added along with 

individual and demographic variables including race, food insecurity, family poverty 

levels, parent employment status and child’s motivation levels, all six independent 

variables were found to be significant predictors of cognitive development. The final 

model also accounted for the most variance. This indicates that the role of parents in child 
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development, particularly cognition, needs to be reviewed in light of other factors that 

may influence the outcome. These findings may be explained by existing evidence. For 

example, Hartas (2015) in their study on the role of parenting in increasing children’s 

social mobility found that the association between parenting and child cognitive skills 

and academic achievement is influenced by socioeconomic factors such as parent 

education level, income and employment status. They noted that parents’ social class 

determines the amount of resources available to support their children’s success, which in 

turn influences their cognitive and educational outcomes (Hartas, 2015). Family 

demographic characteristics, such as the educational level of the parents, family structure, 

socio-economic status, and poverty levels have been time and again linked to 

developmental outcomes in childhood (Necsoi Porumbu Beldianu, 2012). Specifically, 

research has suggested that children from lower income, less educated, single parent and 

large families perform less well in school than those from higher income, better educated, 

two-parent and small families (Necsoi Porumbu Beldianu, 2012). Factors such as parent 

education, employment, income and poverty levels influence parents’ attitudes, beliefs 

and behaviors and thus have an indirect effect on child development (Scott-Jones, 1984). 

The current study reaffirms these findings. Results indicate that children whose parents 

had stable employment and were not below the poverty threshold received higher scores 

on measures of cognitive and academic skills. Similar to the available literature, the 

present study also found evidence for racial and ethnic differences in children’s 

performance on cognitive and achievement measures. These differences are especially 

evident in case of children from low income families (Scott-Jones, 1984). Davis-Kean 
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and Sexton (2009) studied racial differences in parental influence on child achievement. 

Results showed that although parent beliefs and behaviors as well as the child’s home 

environment can be powerful predictors of future achievement, this relationship is 

heavily influenced by the child’s race/ethnicity (Davis-Kean & Sexton, 2009). 

Even though findings from prior literature and the current study point towards the 

role of race, ethnicity and poverty level in children’s development, it is important to 

consider certain underlying factors that in fact influence cognitive, academic and school 

performance in this population. Negative developmental and academic outcomes in 

children may not necessarily be a result of their racial or economic background but may 

in fact be rooted in systemic racism (Fields, 2014). In their study, O’Connor and 

Fernandez (2006) projected a theoretical framework called the Theory of Compromised 

Human Development to explain how race, social class and poverty interact to create 

disproportionality in special education placement. The authors proposed that students 

from families that are below poverty line are exposed to risk factors that often interfere 

with these children’s early development, negatively impacting their school preparedness 

and academic achievement, and thus creating disparities in special education (O’Connor 

& Fernandez, 2006). Sociologists and educational researchers have also emphasized the 

role of schools and school-related practices in creating social inequality and 

disadvantaging students from low-economic and minority backgrounds. Factors such as 

school culture and climate, available resources, teacher motivation, teacher perception of 

students and teacher-child interaction can determine children’s school experiences, 

number of opportunities received and impact stress levels, which further shapes their 
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development. Disparities in educational access and attainment, along with racism 

experienced in the educational setting, may affect the trajectory of academic achievement 

for minority children and adolescents (Trent et al., 2019).  

Social Development 

Results of the present study do not align with the popular opinion related to the 

role of peers and parents in children’s social development. The preliminary regression 

analysis revealed that only peer social support was a significant predictor of social 

development. However, the model failed to indicate a good fit and when additional parent 

and child level variables were entered into the model, only parent mental health predicted 

social skills, whereas the effects of other peer and parent factors were eliminated. Prior 

research studies have provided evidence for the association between parent mental health 

or well-being and children’s social functioning. Mensah & Kiernan (2009) examined the 

impact of parent mental health on cognitive and social developmental outcomes in 

children. They reported that children whose parents were experiencing some kind of 

psychological distress demonstrated poor social and emotional development.  In another 

study by Mannin and Gregoire (2006), researchers found that parental mental illness has 

an effect on attachment formation and the cognitive, emotional, social and behavioral 

development of children. Specifically, these children are at increased risk of developing 

psychiatric disorder in childhood, adolescence and later adult life (Mannin & Gregoire, 

2006). Gladstone and colleagues (2011) conducted a review of available literature on 

children’s experiences of parent mental illnesses. Findings indicate that parents’ 
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emotional well-being has a direct effect on the development of children’s educational and 

social skills (Gladstone et al., 2011).  

With the exception of parent mental health, all other parent and peer variables 

failed to meet the threshold of statistical significance in the final model. This may suggest 

that parents and peers exert little to no influence on children’s social development. There 

is at least one other explanation for this finding. The concept of social development was 

measured using the Social Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott 1990) which 

measures four components of social competence including self-control, interpersonal 

skills, and internalizing and externalizing behavior problems. These components may 

reflect only part of the way in which peers and parents impact social development. 

Examining other or additional measures of this construct might yield different 

conclusions.  

Although theories and research studies in the past have highlighted the 

importance of parent and peer experiences in middle childhood, there is yet another body 

of research which argues that parents have little or no permanent influence on their 

child’s psychosocial development (Kagan, 1999). With the reformulation of the cognitive 

social learning theory in recent years, the active role of children as participants in their 

own socialization has been increasingly stressed (Maccoby, 2000). The cognitive social 

learning theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986) states that humans learn and maintain new 

behaviors by observing and imitating others, particularly individuals in their immediate 

environment. However, it is upon the child to choose which behaviors to imitate 

(Handbook of child and adolescent sexuality, 2013). This indicates that children play a 
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critical role in their own development, often supplementing the effects that external 

elements such as family and friends may have on their acquired skills and abilities. Parent 

behavior may have different effects on children, depending on the child’s age, sex, 

temperament, and distinctive prior experiences. Even though the present study takes into 

account certain individual characteristics such as child motivation level, there are several 

other factors that need to be considered when performing the regression analyses in order 

to provide any final conclusions.  

Limitations in study design and analysis are known to influence study results in 

developmental research. A review of the literature suggests that the strength of the 

association between parents, peers and child development depends on a variety of things 

such as the clusters of parent and child variables considered, how they were measured, 

the length of time between predictive and outcome measures and whether background 

variables are statistically controlled (Maccoby, 2000). Of course, proponents of 

behavioral genetic would also argue that individual differences in children’s 

temperamental predispositions, personality traits, attitudes, and overall development, are 

genetically determined (Saudino, 2005). Some prior literature has also emphasized on the 

poor associations found between parental characteristics and child development (Kagan, 

1999). In Rowe’s book, The Limits of Family Influence (1994) and Harris’s book The 

Nurture Assumption (1998), both authors have reported that there is little carry-over from 

children’s experiences at home and their functioning in out-of-home contexts (Maccoby, 

2000). However, such literature has been criticized for providing an oversimplified 

perspective on parenting and its effects on development. The field of developmental 
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psychology and research is complex and intricate, and more work needs to be done in this 

area before making any explicit deductions.  

The final regression model for both dependent variables, particularly social 

development, obtained small R-squared values. However, small effect sizes can still 

indicate empirical or clinical significance in research because the R-squared value can be 

influenced by several factors. For example, Grace-Martin (2013) reported that certain 

fields which predict human behavior, such as psychology, tend to have lower R-squared 

values because humans are harder to predict as compared to any physical, laboratory 

processes (Wang et al., 2016). Even in the medical arena, correlations as small as 0.03 

between the use of a medication and reduction of disease have been considered strong 

enough to justify FDA approval of the drug (Cameron & Windmeijer, 1996). A small R-

squared value can still be useful in making important conclusions about the predictive 

power of the independent variables. Regardless of the R-squared, the significant 

coefficients still represent the mean change in the response for one unit of change in the 

predictor while holding other predictors in the model constant (Wang et al., 2016). 

Limitations and Future Research 

As with any study, there are several limitations to this study that need to be 

addressed. First, given that this was a cross-sectional study, the results cannot be used to 

draw conclusions about any cause-effect relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables. Second, the study relied on a single measure of child attributes., 

which may not provide a true, overall perspective of the study variables. For example, 

social development was assessed using only the teacher questionnaire. Third, the study 
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used a secondary data set, which means that the research design and variables included in 

the study were determined, conceptualized and assessed by third parties.  

Despite these limitations, this study is one of the few studies that have examined 

the impact of peer relationships, parent involvement and warmth, home environment and 

parent well-being on cognitive and social development in middle childhood. Future 

research will benefit from addressing some of the shortcomings of the present study. It 

will help to look at socio-cognitive development from the perspective of race and gender 

and analyse the differences between diverse sub-groups. Future studies should attempt to 

assess the dependent and independent variables using multiple sources of data, instead of 

relying on one measure. F-statistics can be used to examine the significance of change in 

R-square when new variables are added to the model. Lastly, it would also be useful to 

include a variety of child-related variables in the model to examine how individual child 

characteristics further contribute to peers’ and parents’ impact on development.  
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Appendix  

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations for Study Variables 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Cognitive 

development 

663.75 35.25 1.00 0.28 0.12 0.24 0.40 0.53 -0.76 

 

0.59 

Social development 48.06 11.60 0.28 1.00 0.03 0.02 0.30 0.01 0.13 0.20 

Parent involvement 16.08 3.27 0.12 0.03 1.00 0.27 0.00 0.13 0.01 0.01 

Parent warmth 11.40 2.58 0.24 0.02 0.27 1.00 0.08 0.22 0.01 0.03 

Parent mental health 10.31 2.34 0.40 0.30 0.00 0.08 1.00 0.09 0.02 0.00 

Home environment 9.82 2.43 0.53 0.01 0.13 0.22 0.09 1.00 0.02 0.04 

Peer victimization 14.71 9.32 -0.76 0.13 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 1.00 0.74 

Peer social support 10.62 3.47 0.59 0.20 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.74 1.00 

p < .05. 

Table 2  

Weighted Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Cognitive Development 

Variable B SE 

Step 1   

Peer victimization -0.82*** 0.2 

Peer social support 1.09*** 0.14 

Step 2   

Peer victimization -0.74*** 0.019 
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Peer social support 1.10*** 0.14 

Parent involvement 2.42 1.09 

Parent warmth 0.28* 0.11 

Parent mental health 0.04 0.08 

Home environment -0.25 0.12 

Step 3   

Peer victimization -0.43* 0.18 

Peer social support 0.47*** 0.12 

Parent involvement 1.79*** 0.43 

Parent warmth 0.57** 0.17 

Parent mental health 0.01* 0.12 

Home environment 0.74* 0.3 

Parent employment (<35 hours/week) 5.42** 1.96 

Parent employment (currently employed) 

(currently unemployed) 

-1.77 5.46 

Parent employment (never employed) -1.17 1.97 

Race: African American 28.91*** 3.07 

Race: Hispanic 13.33*** 2.32 

Race: Asian 12.44*** 3.07 

Race: American Indian 17.39*** 4.38 

Low food security 5.88 3.6 

Poverty 14.94 2.79 
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Motivation level 2.60*** 0.23 

*p < 0.05. **p<0.01. ***p < 0.001 

Table 3 

Weighted Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Social Development  

Variable B SE 

Step 1   

Peer Victimization -0.002 0.003 

Peer social support 0.009*** 0.001 

Step 2   

Peer victimization -0.001 0.003 

Peer social support 0.008 0.002 

Parent involvement 0.018 0.009 

Parent warmth 0.002 0.002 

Parent mental health 0.001 0.001 

Home environment 0.001 0.001 

Step 3   

Peer victimization -0.001 0.003 

Peer social support 0.002 0.002 

Parent involvement 0.021 0.013 

Parent warmth -0.002 0.003 

Parent mental health 0.006** 0.002 
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Home environment 0.001 0.005 

Parent employment (<35 hours/week) 0.041 0.036 

Parent employment (currently employed) 0.099 0.075 

Parent employment (never employed) 0.012 0.034 

Race: African American 0.276*** 0.055 

Race: Hispanic 0.080 0.047 

Race: Asian 0.133 0.075 

Race: American Indian 0.143* 0.061 

Low food security 0.102 0.102 

Poverty 0.058 0.051 

Motivation level 0.021 0.004 

*p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. ***p < 0.001.  

 

 




