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Abstract

Parental school involvement (PSI) is an important contributor to children’s academic
and overall positive development. Such activities as discussing schoolwork and tracking
progress can boost children’s motivation and achievements. Although the multifaceted
nature of PSI is widely recognized, there are limited reliable measures that comprehensively
capture all its dimensions, particularly for children and adolescents. This study aims
to develop a measure for assessing children and adolescents’ perceptions of parental
involvement based on parent- and teacher-validated self-report measures—the Parental
School Involvement Questionnaire—Children’s version (PSIQ-CV). A total of 537 children
and adolescents (MAge = 9.64, SDAge = 2.43), mainly female (52.8%), from the south of
Portugal participated in this study. An exploratory factor analysis (EFA, n = 150) and a
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA, n = 387) were carried out. The EFA indicated a three-
factor solution (i.e., support in learning activities, parent–school communication, and
supervision), supported by the CFA, with good quality-of-fit indices (χ2 = 225; df = 101;
χ2/df = 2.23; CFI = 0.91; TLI = 0.89; RMSEA = 0.060 [CI: 0.049–0.070]). Our data confirmed
that the PSIQ-CV has robust psychometric properties, with acceptable reliability and
validity. The PSIQ-CV can be considered a relevant and valid tool for measuring the
perception of parental school involvement among children and adolescents, in line with
Epstein’s theoretical model, and useful for both researchers and practitioners.

Keywords: assessment; children’s perception; parental school involvement; psychometric
evaluation

1. Introduction
Parental school involvement (PSI) is a multidimensional construct that can play an

important role in children’s academic adjustment and overall positive development (Barger
et al. 2019; Boonk et al. 2018; Epstein et al. 2018; Mocho et al. 2025). PSI can be defined as par-
ents’ efforts to contribute to their children’s academic and social/emotional development
(Erdem and Kaya 2020) and involves a set of practices that parents do with their children
to promote their motivation and academic success, such as discussing school with their
children and monitoring their progress (Otani 2020). In the extant literature, the conceptual
complexity of the PSI construct is widely acknowledged, alongside a notable diversity of
definitions that hinder the precise delineation and operationalization of its dimensions
(Addi-Raccah et al. 2023; Barger et al. 2019; Boonk et al. 2018; Choi et al. 2015). Various
scholars have proposed typologies to capture the breadth of PSI, including Epstein (1987,
p. 19), Grolnick and Slowiaczek (1994), Jeynes (2018), Li et al. (2024), Hoover-Dempsey and
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Sandler (1997), and Pomerantz et al. (2007). Furthermore, PSI patterns are context-sensitive
and can vary significantly due to cultural influences, thereby complicating the generaliza-
tion of their definition and operationalization (Liu and Zhang 2023). Parents’ involvement
in children’s learning can have an important influence on behavior, school attendance,
achievement, and future success (Goodall 2018; Hill et al. 2004; Mocho et al. 2025).

Generally, PSI can be conceptualized in three broad dimensions: (a) home/school
communication, which involves the communication between family members and stake-
holders in the school context (e.g., meetings, telephone contacts, written messages, etc.);
(b) parental involvement in the learning context at home, which includes various activ-
ities conducted by family members that encourage learning, manage routines, develop
activities at home, cultural visits in the community, and dialogues with children about
personal school experiences; and (c) parental involvement in activities at school, which
refers to conventional activities such as meetings, volunteering, participation in workshops
or events (e.g., Mata and Pedro 2021). Joyce Epstein (2010) defined a framework with
six key types of PSI, developed through extensive research conducted across elementary,
middle, and high schools, and in collaboration with educators and families. Her framework
was composed of the following: (1) Parenting, involving the families’ help to establish a
supportive home environment for their children as students; (2) Communicating, related to
effective communication that connects schools, families, students and respective communi-
ties; (3) Volunteering, which involves the recruitment and coordination of parental support;
(4) Learning at Home, providing information and ideas to the families on how they can
help their children with homework and other curriculum-related activities, decisions, and
planning; (5) Decision Making, related to the inclusion of parents in school decisions, the
promotion of a partnership with parents to share their views and actions regarding their
common goals; and (6) Collaborating with Community, comprising the identification and
integration of resources and services from the community to strengthen school programs,
family practices, and student learning and development. According to Epstein (2010),
each component of the external structure of the overlapping spheres can both act and
interact with others, and these actions impact students’ learning and their development.
In this study, Epstein’s typology (Epstein 1995, 2010) was adopted as the guiding frame-
work. The dimensions measured by the PSIQ-CV instrument—namely, support in learning
activities, parent–school communication, and supervision—align with four of Epstein’s
six categories: type 1 “Parenting,” type 2 “Communicating,” type 3 “Volunteering,” and
type 4 “Learning at home.” While Epstein (2010) delineated six distinct types, parental
activities often interconnect, underscoring the inherently multifaceted nature of parental
involvement. The proposed dimensions were operationalized through specific items within
the PSIQ-CV instrument, which capture parents’ actions and perceptions related to each of
these categories.

Research has highlighted the importance of involving all stakeholders in the edu-
cational process to increase overall educational outcomes and reduce the gap between
children from different backgrounds (Goodall 2018). However, not everyone who has a
role to play in children’s schooling is aware that parental support or involvement affects
their success in many ways (Salac and Florida 2022).

Beyond parental perceptions, a comprehensive assessment of PSI should also incorpo-
rate the perspectives of teachers and children. This approach enables a more complete and
holistic understanding of the phenomenon, leading to more accurate estimates of parental
behaviors and their participation in children’s school life (Berkowitz et al. 2021). Moreover,
multi-informant assessment is consistently supported in the literature for its relevance,
especially for its capacity to analyze informant discrepancies. These discrepancies can be
modeled as they may signify behavioral variability in children across situations or contexts,
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diverse evaluator perspectives (i.e., parents, children, and teachers), differing attributions
for behavior, and informant characteristics (Martel et al. 2017). Ultimately, multi-informant
assessments are crucial for obtaining unique and valid insights, enabling a comprehensive
and contextualized understanding (De Los Reyes et al. 2015).

Although parental involvement is widely acknowledged as a multidimensional
construct, few existing measures adequately cover its various dimensions with robust
reliability—especially for populations aged 6–15 years. Overall, there is a significantly
greater number of PSI instruments validated for parents than for professionals, teachers, or
children (Mocho et al. 2025). Consistent with the increasing focus on children’s perspec-
tives, this study highlights their incremental value and unique position to observe certain
manifestations of their concerns (De Los Reyes et al. 2015).

Therefore, the aim of the present study was to develop a psychometrically validated
instrument to assess perceived parental involvement from the perspective of children and
adolescents aged 6–15 years, that is, of those attending primary and elementary school,
based on parent- and teacher-validated self-report measures.

PSI Measures

A recent systematic review aimed at identifying and characterizing PSI instruments
found fourteen measures available for assessing children’s and adolescents’ perceptions of
parental school involvement (Mocho et al. 2025). Among them are the Family Involvement
Questionnaire—Elementary (FIQ-E; Manz et al. 2004; Fantuzzo et al. 2000), the Parents’
Report of Parental Involvement (PRPI; Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler 1997), the Parents’
Involvement in Children’s Learning (PICL; Cheung and Pomerantz 2011; Oswald et al.
2018), and, more recently, the Summer Family Involvement Questionnaire (Nathans and
Guha 2025).

These instruments vary considerably in length—from extensive scales with 67 items
(e.g., PRPI) to more concise formats with only 10 items (e.g., PICL; Students’ Parental
Involvement Questionnaire, Olatoye and Ogunkola 2008). Their structural complexity also
differs, ranging from multifactorial models (e.g., FIQ, Fantuzzo et al. 2000; Student-Rated
Parental School Involvement Questionnaire, Goulet et al. 2023) to unifactorial structures
(e.g., PICL, Cheung and Pomerantz 2011). While most instruments report acceptable to
excellent reliability coefficients (ranging from α = 0.65 to 0.96), only a minority include
more comprehensive psychometric evaluations, such as exploratory or confirmatory factor
analyses or evidence of construct validity.

Despite the availability of various psychometrically tested instruments, gaps remain in
their scope and applicability. Yampolskaya and Payne (2025) highlight the limited number
of PSI measures, emphasizing the need to evaluate their impact on children’s educational
outcomes and to evaluate their factors. To quantify the multidimensionality of the construct
and understand the factor structure of its items, it is crucial to ensure score interpretability
and meaningful comparisons. While research on PSI has been extensive, rigorously vali-
dated measures assessing different dimensions of involvement, particularly those that focus
on children’s perceptions, remain scarce (Goulet et al. 2023). Consequently, researchers
often need to develop new measurement tools to address unexplored phenomena or adapt
them to specific contexts and populations (El-Den et al. 2020).

Attending to this gap, this study intended to develop an instrument—the Parental
Involvement in School Questionnaire—Children’s version (PSIQ-CV)—based on previ-
ously adapted measures for teachers (Parental Involvement in School Questionnaire—
Teachers’ version (PSIQ-TV; Pereira et al. 2003)) and parents (Parental Involvement in
School Questionnaire—Parents’ version (PSIQ-PV; Pereira et al. 2008)). We intended to
assess the psychometric properties of an instrument designed to measure parental school
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involvement from the children’s perspective. Specifically, we intended to examine (1) the
internal structure of the PSIQ-CV using exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, (2) its
internal consistency and discriminant validity, and (3) its convergent validity with related
constructs, such as children’s quality of life and well-being.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design

This study employed a cross-sectional design to conduct the psychometric valida-
tion of the Parental School Involvement Questionnaire—Children’s version (PSIQ-CV)
among children and adolescents. This approach allowed for the assessment of the scale’s
psychometric properties, including its validity and reliability, at a single point in time.

2.2. Participants

A total of 595 participants (MAge = 9.64; SDAge = 2.43; RangeAge = 6–15 years), mainly
females (f = 314; 52.8%), were authorized and agreed to voluntarily participate in the study.

2.3. Instruments
2.3.1. Sociodemographic Questionnaire

A sociodemographic questionnaire was developed to gather information regarding
children and adolescents’ characteristics (e.g., sex, age, school year).

2.3.2. Parental School Involvement Questionnaire—Children’s Version (PSIQ-CV)

The Parental School Involvement Questionnaire—Children’s version (PSIQ-CV) was
developed to assess children and adolescents’ perceptions of their parents’ involvement.
An opening question (i.e., “Who helps you most with things at school?”) is presented with
the possibility to mark one of three options (i.e., mum, dad, or someone else). The initial
version was composed of 24 items that assessed four dimensions of PSI: (1) activities at
school and volunteering (6 items, e.g., “Give ideas for organizing activities at school”);
(2) learning activities at home (8 items, e.g., “Try to find out what I need to learn, so you
can help me at home”); (3) family–school communication (6 items, e.g., “When there’s a
problem with me at school, speaks to my teacher”); and (4) involvement in school activities
and participation in parents’ meetings (4 items, e.g., “Goes to meetings that my teacher
organizes”). The answers were made according to a four-point Likert-type scale (from
1 = “not true at all” to 4 = “very true”). The administration of this instrument typically
requires ca. fifteen minutes. The reliability analysis is reported in the results of this study.

2.3.3. KIDSCREEN-10

KIDSCREEN-10 (Gaspar and Matos 2008; Gaspar et al. 2009) is a unidimensional short-
version instrument that assesses the perception of children’s well-being and quality of life
(e.g., “Did you feel good and fit?”; α = 0.63) and is composed of 10 items, answered on a
5-point Likert scale (from 1 = “not at all” to 5 = “totally”). Higher values indicate a feeling
of happiness, perceived adequacy, and satisfaction, while lower values reflect feelings
of unhappiness, dissatisfaction, and inadequacy with respect to the various contexts of
children’s lives.

KIDSCREEN-10 was included as a measure of convergent validity because, while it
assesses child quality of life and well-being, PSI (measured by the PSIQ-CV) is theoretically
linked to a child’s overall well-being. Active parental participation can create a supportive
environment, enhance academic achievement, and contribute to a positive school climate
(Barger et al. 2019; Berkowitz et al. 2021; Thomas et al. 2020). Therefore, we expected greater
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parental involvement to correlate with higher well-being, demonstrating the PSIQ-CV’s
convergent validity.

2.4. Procedure

Authorization to adapt and validate a children’s version of the PSIQ-PV was previously
obtained from the first authors of the scales. The original versions of the instrument were
analyzed (i.e., PSIQ-TV, Pereira et al. 2003; and PSIQ-PV, Pereira et al. 2008), and 24 items
were selected and adapted (language and context). This step was carried out by three
researchers who are experts in the field through a consensus process.

Ethics Approval and Consent Process

Before initiating data collection, approval was requested and obtained from the Data
Protection Officer and the Ethics Committee of the University of the Algarve, Portugal
(CEUAlg Pnº 1/2024). Following school principals’ authorization, information letters
detailing the study’s aims, procedures, and assurance of confidentiality were distributed to
parents/legal guardians. Only children who provided their assent and whose parents/legal
guardians provided written informed consent participated in the study.

2.5. Pilot Study

The 24 original items of the PSIQ-CV were initially selected based on the theoretical
and empirical relevance of two pre-existing instruments (PSIQ-TV and PSIQ-PV). The
adaptation aimed to ensure the comprehension and relevance of the items for the child
and adolescent population. To ensure its suitability, a pilot study was conducted prior to
the main data collection to refine the adapted items and evaluate the comprehensibility of
the items and the administration protocol. Each of the items was tested with five children
(aged between 6 and 13) from a school not included in the main study, who gave individual
feedback, providing their interpretations and suggestions on how to make them clearer.
They were questioned about their understanding of each of the items, possible difficulties
in interpretation, and exhaustion from completing the instrument. This was completed to
make sure the younger group would be able to properly understand the meaning of the
items (i.e., that the wording of the items was adequate to the comprehension and reading
level of the youths). None of them pointed out any difficulties in understanding the items,
nor did they complain about the time it took to complete them. This group of children was
not included in the following analysis.

Considering the aim of this study—to adapt an instrument accessible to school-aged
children—the chosen method was to have an adult read out the statements one at a time
to the groups of children, followed by their response either by pressing a button in the
electronic version or circling their answer in the paper form.

2.6. Data Collection

After the pilot study was completed, data were collected.
The sampling of schools was conducted using a convenience sampling approach,

based on their accessibility and willingness to participate in the study. Afterward, contacts
were made with educational establishments (i.e., with classes between Grades 1 and 9), and
children’s participation was also authorized by school principals and parents. Public and
private schools in the southern region of Portugal were contacted, with school principals
determining the number of classes and school years involved.

Considering the children’s age, two distinct administration procedures were used,
tailored to the children’s age and literacy skills: (1) for younger students (between 6 and
9 years), an adult read out the statements one at a time and they responded, collectively
in a group setting, in the paper form; (2) for older students (from 10 to 15 years), they
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answered individually on a digital platform, always with a researcher present to clarify any
possible questions. To maximize homogeneity among the participants regarding gender
and school years, a snowball sampling strategy was employed in the second phase, and
other educational institutions were contacted to participate in the study.

Exclusion criteria for the sample included children outside the established age and
schooling range, as well as those who did not provide consent or whose data were incom-
plete/outliers.

The sample was recruited from the selected public and private schools from seventeen
Portuguese municipalities, from regions south of Portugal.

2.7. Data Analysis

Data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 30) and Jamovi (2.6.26; Love
et al. 2022). Initially, outliers were identified and removed using univariate (i.e., z-scores
higher than 3 were removed) and multivariate procedures (i.e., the Mahalanobis distance
was computed, and scores higher than the critical score were removed). Following this
analysis, of the 595 questionnaires administered, 58 were excluded due to outlier identifica-
tion, resulting in the final sample of 537 participants. The data distribution was analyzed
through measures of central tendency and dispersion (mean, standard deviation, skewness,
and kurtosis), boxplot visualization to identify ceiling or floor effects, and items’ dispersion
(Field 2024).

The internal structure analysis was tested with two factor analyses—exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). For this purpose, the total sample
(N = 537) was divided into two groups—one for the EFA (n = 150) and the other for the
CFA (n = 387), ensuring the robustness of the data in both analyses (Kline 2023).

EFA is a technique that allows for the description and grouping of intercorrelated vari-
ables into latent factors, ensuring that the latent factors obtained are relatively independent
of each other (Tabachnick and Fidell 2018). The factorability of the data was determined
using the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) index (with 0.70 ≤ KMO < 0.80 indicating a moder-
ate value; Kaiser 1974) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p ≤ 0.01). The principal component
method and an orthogonal Varimax rotation were applied for factor extraction, considering
four criteria in the decision regarding the factorial solution: (1) Kaiser’s criterion (eigen-
values > 1); (2) analysis of the scree plot (retaining factors up to the point of inflection);
(3) the Monte Carlo parallel a nalysis method (comparing random eigenvalues with the
actual eigenvalues); and (4) the interpretability of the factors (Field 2024). Subsequently, the
loadings of the items on each factor (r > 0.40) and communalities (h2 > 0.60) were analyzed.

To empirically test whether the proposed model fit our data, and to test whether the
covariance structure implicit in the model reproduced the empirical covariance matrix
or closely resembled it (Goretzko et al. 2023), a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was
conducted. Various goodness-of-fit indices were analyzed, namely the chi-squared test
(χ2, the lower scores presenting the best fit), the degrees of freedom (df ), the χ2/df ratio
(considering less than 5 as acceptable), the Steiger–Lind root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA) and its 90% confidence interval (preferably scores lower than 0.05), the
comparative fit index (CFI), and the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) were used to compare the
tested model with a null model (good fit assumed when score indices > 0.90) (Kline 2023).

The internal validity (i.e., item–total correlations) and reliability analysis (estimated
with Cronbach’s alpha (α > 0.70 considered adequate) and McDonald’s omega (ϖ > 0.70
considered acceptable)) were calculated. The convergent and divergent validities were
also computed using Pearson correlations to assess them (scores between 0.30 and 0.59
were considered moderate, between 0.60 and 0.80—large; negative values were interpreted
similarly in terms of strength, but in the opposite direction), with an α < 5% (Field 2024;
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Tabachnick and Fidell 2018). The average variance extracted (AVE) was calculated to
corroborate the convergent validity and the discriminant validity of the instrument, and
scores above 0.50 were considered good (Kline 2023).

3. Results
3.1. Descriptive Analysis

The descriptive analysis of the initial 24 items (Table 1) showed mean scores between
2.56 and 3.73 (RangeSD = 0.51–1.08). The analysis of the distribution’s normality showed
that, although some items presented skewness and kurtosis values close to or slightly above
1, none exceeded the commonly accepted thresholds (2 for skewness and 7 for kurtosis),
indicating no serious deviations from normality. In terms of response dispersion, all items
covered the full scale range (1 to 4), suggesting an adequate distribution of responses and
the absence of floor or ceiling effects.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the 24 items (N = 537).

Items M (SD) S K Min Max

1 Gives ideas for organizing activities at school (for example, parties, sports
activities, or games). 2.69 (1.00) −0.36 −0.91 1 4

2 Tries to find out what I need to learn so they can help me at home. 3.48 (0.64) −0.84 −0.34 1 4
3 When there is a problem with me at school, speaks to my teacher. 3.30 (0.87) −1.13 0.51 1 4

4 Tries to get me to do activities that help me learn (for example, asks me
to read). 3.42 (0.73) −1.23 1.35 1 4

5 Helps me to do my homework. 3.41 (0.78) −1.25 1.03 1 4

6 When there are problems at school, tries to help solve them (for example,
gives ideas for dealing with children’s behavioral problems). 3.22 (0.92) −0.97 0.00 1 4

7 Goes to meetings that my teacher organizes. 3.50 (0.87) −1.76 2.09 1 4

8 If my teacher invites, takes part in activities in my classroom (for example,
reads a story in my classroom, tells about their job). 2.95 (1.04) −0.67 −0.72 1 4

9 Tries to do activities with me that help me to learn (for example, reads
stories, talks to me about interesting things, goes to the library with me). 3.19 (0.85) −0.87 0.11 1 4

10 Offers help when knows that different activities are going to take place in
my class (for example, a field trip or a party). 3.15 (0.95) −0.88 −0.23 1 4

11 Often talks to my peers’ parents about school things. 3.06 (0.95) −0.72 −0.44 1 4
12 Helps with activities organized at my school. 2.87 (1.01) −0.50 −0.84 1 4

13 Gives ideas for organizing activities in my classroom (for example, field
trips or parties). 2.56 (1.07) −0.13 −1.22 1 4

14 Knows the rules of my school (for example, the school timetable, the
materials I need for lessons). 3.73 (0.51) −1.76 2.24 2 4

15 Talks to me about what is going on at school. 3.58 (0.61) −1.16 0.29 2 4

16 Goes to parents‘ activities organized at my school (e.g., parents’ meetings,
festive days such as Father’s or Mother’s Day, Christmas party). 3.37 (0.84) −1.29 0.93 1 4

17 Ask my teacher if I am learning well or if I am having difficulties. 3.12 (0.89) −0.74 −0.030 1 4
18 Checks to see if I have any notes in my bag. 2.99 (1.08) −0.68 −0.85 1 4
19 Checks to see if I have completed my homework. 3.41 (0.86) −1.46 1.35 1 4
20 Asks me what I have learned at school and talks to me about the subjects. 3.45 (0.75) −1.25 0.93 1 4

21 Tries to teach me how to plan and organize my time better (for example,
explains how I should study). 3.37 (0.76) −1.06 0.65 1 4

22 Informs the teacher about my problems with classmates. 2.95 (1.06) −0.61 −0.88 1 4
23 Asks me when the assessment tests are to help me with studying. 3.53 (0.78) −1.65 2.03 1 4
24 Helps me organize my school things. 3.37 (0.82) −1.26 0.96 1 4

Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation; S = skewness; K = kurtosis; Min = minimum; Max = maximum.

3.2. Internal Structure Analysis

The factorability analysis revealed adequate values (KMO = 0.82), and Bartlett’s
test of sphericity indicated that in the population from which the sample was taken, the
correlations between the 24 items were non-zero (χ2 = 847.25, df = 171, p < 0.001), supporting
the EFA.

To achieve a factorial solution, several methods were considered (Boateng et al. 2018;
Braeken and Van Assen 2017). The Kaiser criterion, the Monte Carlo parallel analysis, and
the scree plot analysis (Figure 1) supported a four-factor solution.
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Figure 1. Scree plot.

The initial EFA suggested a solution with more than three factors. However, the
item interpretability of such solutions failed to validate the factorial distinction, given
that some factors converged on a single conceptual dimension or lacked clear theoretical
meaning. The decision to retain a three-factor solution was then based on the theoretical
interpretability and conceptual clarity of the items loading onto each factor, demonstrating
a more parsimonious structure. In comparison, solutions with a greater number of factors
exhibited less cohesion and increased ambiguity in item assignment; the additional factor,
in particular, displayed diffuse factor loadings and was difficult to interpret substantively,
with items that did not group cohesively or theoretically meaningfully. Thus, a more
parsimonious and robustly interpretable solution was opted for.

Theoretically aligning our study’s three factors with Epstein’s typology reveals spe-
cific connections. Factor 1 (support in learning activities) primarily aligns with Epstein’s
type 3 (Volunteering) through five items, which focus on active school participation. One
additional item from this factor also connects to type 4 (Learning at Home), highlight-
ing home-based academic support. Factor 2 (parent–school communication) shows a
strong link to Epstein’s type 2 (Communicating), encompassing four items that emphasize
bidirectional communication. One item from this factor also corresponds to type 3 (Volun-
teering), and another aligns with type 1 (Parenting), indicating broader parental practices.
Finally, factor 3 (supervision) is substantially linked to Epstein’s type 4 (Learning at Home)
across all its items, underscoring its connection to the home learning environment. Two
of these items additionally relate to type 1 (Parenting), reinforcing supervision as a core
parenting practice.

An EFA with three factors was run, and the solution supported this decision.
A principal component analysis (Table 2) revealed that factor 1 is composed of 6 items

(λ2 = 29.49%), factor 2 of 6 items (λ2 = 9.23%), and factor 3 of 4 items (λ2 = 7.08%), and
this factorial solution explained 45.78% of the total variance (Table 2). In this analysis,
constraints were identified in different items (i.e., item 21 loading was below 0.40 in all
the factors; items 2, 14, 15, 23, and 5 had low factor loadings; item 17 had cross-loadings),
resulting in their removal and a final solution with 16 items.

The application of quantitative criteria (factor loadings and communalities) alongside
qualitative considerations (theoretical relevance) for item retention and elimination process
extends beyond rigid statistical thresholds, aligning with the common methodological
practice in the exploratory phases of psychometric instrument development.
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Table 2. Rotated factor loading matrix (EFA, n = 150).

Items F1 F2 F3 h2

12 0.72 0.55
1 0.70 0.52

13 0.68 0.59
9 0.64 0.48

10 0.56 0.41
8 0.53 0.43
4 0.47 0.27

21 0.28

3 0.71 0.53
16 0.58 0.46
7 0.56 0.35

11 0.56 0.39
6 0.45 0.34

22 0.41 0.38

18 0.80 0.70
19 0.78 0.62
24 0.59 0.47
17 0.47 0.56 0.53
20 0.53 0.40

Eigenvalue 5.60 1.76 1.34
% explained variance 29.49 9.23 7.08

Total explained variance 45.78
Note: F1 = factor 1; F2 = factor 2; F3 = factor 3; h2 = communalities.

The analysis of the rotated factor loading matrix (Table 2) revealed that in the first
factor, the item loadings ranged between 0.72 and 0.46; in the second factor, between 0.71
and 0.41; and in the third factor, between 0.80 and 0.53. The communalities ranged between
0.70 and 0.27. The interpretability of the 3-factor solution with the 16 items and according
to Epstein’s model (Epstein 1987, 1991) supports the first factor as the “support in learning
activities,” the second factor as the “parent–school communication,” and the third factor as
“supervision.”

Given the factor structure of the original scale of the two versions developed by the
authors (i.e., teachers: 2 factors; parents: 4 factors), and the 3-factor solution of the EFA, a
CFA was carried out to test all the previous models (Table 3). A 1-factor model with the
16 items was also tested.

Table 3. Fit indices of the different tested models (CFA, n = 387).

Model χ2 df χ2/df CFI TLI RMSEA
RMSEA (90%CI)

Inferior Superior

Four-factor 310 98 3.16 0.85 0.82 0.075 0.065 0.084
Three-factor 225 101 2.23 0.91 0.89 0.060 0.049 0.070
Two-factor 433 103 4.20 0.77 0.73 0.091 0.082 0.100
One-factor 452 102 4.35 0.75 0.72 0.093 0.084 0.100

Note: df = degrees of freedom; χ2 = chi-squared test; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation;
CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker–Lewis index; CI = confidence interval.

The 4-factor model did not reveal good fit indices, with a poor/sufferable fit (χ2 = 310;
df = 98; χ2/df = 3.16; CFI = 0.85; TLI = 0.82; RMSEA = 0.075 [CI: 0.065–0.084]). The 3-factor
solution showed good quality-of-fit indices (χ2 = 225; df = 101; χ2/df = 2.23; CFI = 0.91;
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TLI = 0.89; RMSEA = 0.060 [CI: 0.049–0.070]). The 2-factor model showed poor/sufferable
quality-of-fit indices (χ2 = 433; df = 103; χ2/df = 4.20; CFI = 0.77; TLI = 0.73; RMSEA = 0.091
[CI: 0.082–0.100]). Finally, the 1-factor solution did not support this assumption, and a poor
fit was obtained (χ2 = 452; df = 102; χ2/df = 4.35; CFI = 0.75; TLI = 0.72; RMSEA = 0.093
[CI: 0.084–0.10]). Considering the results (Table 3), the 3-factor model was the one with the
best fit.

3.3. Reliability and Discriminant Validity

To determine the internal consistency of the factors obtained, Cronbach’s alpha and
McDonald’s omega reliability coefficients were computed (Table 4). The results showed
adequate reliability scores between 0.66 and 0.78 (α and ω) for the factors. These results
prove the instrument’s high levels of internal consistency, estimating good reliability and
accuracy of the scale.

Table 4. Item–total correlations and reliability.

Factor Items M (SD) ITC
If Item Deleted

α ω

Factor 1 (F1)
Support in learning

activities

12 2.94 (0.98) 0.64 0.72 0.72
1 2.78 (0.98) 0.48 0.76 0.76

13 2.62 (1.05) 0.63 0.72 0.72
9 3.24 (0.80) 0.44 0.77 0.77

10 3.19 (0.92) 0.50 0.75 0.76
8 2.97 (1.02) 0.48 0.76 0.76

Total 2.96 (0.66) – 0.78 0.78

Factor 2 (F2)
Parent–school

communication

3 3.32 (0.86) 0.41 0.61 0.62
16 3.36 (0.86) 0.44 0.59 0.60
7 3.50 (0.86) 0.40 0.61 0.61

11 3.08 (0.94) 0.36 0.62 0.63
6 3.27 (0.88) 0.27 0.65 0.66

22 2.98 (1.04) 0.45 0.59 0.60

Total 3.25 (0.55) – 0.66 0.66

Factor 3 (F3)
Supervision

18 3.01 (1.08) 0.50 0.63 0.64
19 3.40 (0.87) 0.53 0.60 0.64
24 3.39 (0.79) 0.46 0.65 0.66
20 3.45 (0.77) 0.46 0.65 0.66

Total 3.31 (0.64) – 0.70 0.70
Note: M = mean; SD = standard deviation; ITC = corrected item–total correlation; α = Cronbach’s alpha;
ω = McDonald’s omega.

The analysis of the item–total correlations (ITC) supports the validity of the
16 items, distributed over three factors (RangeF1_ITC = 0.64–0.48, RangeF2_ITC = 0.45–0.27,
RangeF3_ITC = 0.50–0.46), and all scores were above the recommended. Item 6 had a reduced
correlation value, but still contributed to the factor, so it was decided not to remove it. All
the analyzed items contributed to the final reliability scores (Table 4).

The factor covariance analysis among the three factors (Table 5) showed estimated
correlations of 0.77 between factors 1 and 2 (SE = 0.045; Z = 17.2; p < 0.001; λ = 0.77), 0.66
between factors 1 and 3 (SE = 0.052; Z = 12.7; p < 0.001; λ = 0.66), and 0.69 between factors
2 and 3 (SE = 0.055; Z = 12.5; p < 0.001; λ = 0.69). These high and statistically significant
correlations suggest substantial relationships among the factors, potentially indicating over-
lap, the presence of a higher-order latent dimension, or conceptual redundancy between
the constructs.
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Table 5. Sensitivity, convergent and divergent validity (n = 387).

Dimensions Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Factor 1. Support in learning activities 1
Factor 2. Parent–school communication 0.54 ** 1
Factor 3. Supervision 0.42 ** 0.45 ** 1

AVE 0.45 0.39 0.49√
AVE 0.67 0.62 0.70

Quality of life 0.19 ** 0.22 ** 0.23 **
Sex 0.04 0.02 −0.08

M (SD) 2.96 (0.66) 3.25 (0.55) 3.31 (0.64)
S −0.37 −0.81 −0.99
K −0.46 0.54 0.62
W (df) 0.97 ** 0.94 ** 0.89 **

Note: AVE = average variance extracted; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; S = skewness; K = kurtosis;
W = Shapiro–Wilk test; df = degrees of freedom; ** p < 0.001.

Therefore, we also assessed discriminant validity using the criterion proposed by
Fornell and Larcker (1981), which recommends that the square root of the average variance
extracted (

√
AVE) for each factor should exceed the correlations between that factor and

the others (Table 5). The AVE values, estimated from correlations among the items within
each factor, were approximately 0.45 for factor 1, 0.39 for factor 2, and 0.49 for factor 3.
The corresponding square roots of the AVEs were 0.67, 0.62, and 0.70, respectively. The
correlations between the factors ranged from 0.42 to 0.54, all below the respective

√
AVE

values for each factor. These results support the discriminant validity of the constructs,
indicating that each factor shares more variance with its own items than with items from
the other factors.

In summary, considering the results from the exploratory factor analysis (EFA), confir-
matory factor analysis (CFA), and the assessments of discriminant validity and reliability,
the PSIQ-CV scale demonstrates sound psychometric properties supporting its adaptation
as a three-factor, 16-item instrument (see Figure 2).

3.4. Sensitivity, Divergent and Convergent Validity

The sensitivity analysis of the three factors indicated values close to a normal dis-
tribution (F1: W = 0.97 (537), p < 0.001; F2: W = 0.94 (537), p < 0.001; F3: W = 0.89 (537),
p < 0.001), with the skewness and kurtosis values remaining within acceptable ranges (F1:
S = −0.37, K = −0.46; F2: S = −0.81, K = 0.54; F3: S = −0.99, K = 0.62). The correlations
between the factors were analyzed, and significant moderate positive associations between
the three factors were observed (F1—F2: = 0.54, p < 0.001; F1—F3: = 0.42, p < 0.001; F2F3:
r = 0.45, p < 0.001; Table 5). These associations suggest a consistent and reliable relationship
between the three factors.

Convergent validity was analyzed through the correlations between PSIQ-CV factors
and the level of quality of life. This association showed significant positive correlations
despite their low magnitude (F1: r = 0.19, p < 0.001; F2: r = 0.22, p < 0.001; F3: r = 0.23,
p < 0.001). Overall, these results support an alignment between the PSI factors and chil-
dren’s quality of life.

The correlation between the three factors and the sex variable was computed for the
purposes of divergent validity, and the results revealed very weak correlations, with no
statistical significance (F1: r = 0.04, p < 0.320; F2: r = 0.02, p < 0.702; F3: r = −0.08, p < 0.077;
Table 5).
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Figure 2. CFA diagram.

4. Discussion
This study aimed to develop and validate a psychometrically sound measure of

perceived parental school involvement (PSI) for children and adolescents aged 6–15 years.
The results support that the PSIQ-CV is a valid and reliable instrument to assess children’s
perceptions of parental school involvement.

Recognizing PSI as a critical determinant of educational engagement and academic
success, this work contributes to the field by centering the child’s perspective—an often-
overlooked dimension in existing assessments. The new measure, the PSIQ-CV, strengthens
efforts to evaluate parental participation and collaboration in students’ school experiences
in a developmentally appropriate and empirically rigorous manner.

Initial data analysis identified outliers, which is expected in a diverse child and adoles-
cent sample. Descriptive statistics indicated that item distributions were acceptable, with no
severe violations of skewness or kurtosis. The participants’ responses were well-distributed
across the available response options, suggesting item comprehension and variability.

The factorial structure of the scale was examined through both exploratory and con-
firmatory factor analyses (EFA and CFA). While the initial EFA suggested a four-factor
solution, theoretical considerations and empirical refinements supported a three-factor
model, which ultimately demonstrated a superior fit in the CFA when compared to uni-
factorial, two-, and four-factor alternatives. This structure differs from earlier iterations
of PSI questionnaires (Pereira et al. 2003, 2008), reflecting a refinement aligned with both
developmental theory and statistical evidence. The selection of the 3-factorial solution for
the PSIQ-CV involved a critical balance between the variance explained by the factors and
their theoretical and conceptual interpretability. While solutions with a greater number of
factors may, at times, capture a marginally higher percentage of the total variance, their
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retention must be carefully weighed against the clarity, the cohesion of items within each
factor, and the practical relevance of the resulting dimensions.

The final version of the PSIQ-CV (see Appendix A) includes 16 items across three
dimensions: support in learning activities (6 items), parent–school communication (6 items),
and supervision (4 items). These dimensions correspond well with structures found in
comparable instruments (e.g., Goulet et al. 2023; Li et al. 2024; Rodríguez et al. 2018; Veas
et al. 2019), while maintaining a concise and manageable format suitable for younger
respondents. Reliability indices were satisfactory across dimensions, although the second
factor yielded only acceptable internal consistency—likely due to its shorter length, a
common challenge noted in psychometric literature (Almeida and Freire 2017; Marôco and
Garcia-Marques 2013).

Furthermore, the empirical structure of these three factors found within the PSIQ-CV
aligns well with Epstein’s comprehensive theoretical framework. This theoretical alignment
strengthens our study’s conceptual foundation, providing a precise understanding of the
investigated dimensions of PSI within Epstein’s multifaceted framework.

Beyond internal consistency, the PSIQ-CV demonstrated strong construct validity,
evaluated in line with the AERA et al. (2014) guidelines. Specifically, convergent validity
was supported by significant, albeit modest, associations between PSI and children’s
perceived quality of life—an outcome consistent with previous research (e.g., Ramos-Díaz
et al. 2016; Goulet et al. 2023). This finding, while seemingly modest on the surface, is
conceptually consistent and expected, as PSI and well-being/QoL are distinct yet related
constructs. While parental support and collaboration within the school sphere undeniably
contribute to a child’s well-being, their isolated impact does not necessarily manifest as a
high-magnitude correlation with a comprehensive measure of quality of life. This positive,
albeit weak, correlation therefore provides initial and plausible evidence for the convergent
validity of the PSIQ-CV, indicating that the scale measures an aspect of a child’s experience
genuinely linked to their overall well-being without being redundant with other measures.
As Flake et al. (2022) note, validity is an evolving process grounded in cumulative evidence,
and the present findings provide a robust foundation for the continued use and refinement
of the scale.

Developing instruments for younger populations presents particular challenges, as
children may struggle to interpret abstract or evaluative statements. Similar issues were
reported by Goulet et al. (2023), who emphasized the importance of careful item construc-
tion and testing when working with younger respondents. In this regard, the PSIQ-CV
demonstrates strong potential, offering a clear and developmentally appropriate approach
to assessing PSI. The concise design and simple structure of the PSIQ-CV, with its 16 items,
are optimized for the child and adolescent population, as they minimize completion time
and respondent fatigue and facilitate its administration without the need for extensive
individualized intervention.

The instrument is theoretically grounded in Epstein’s framework of overlapping
spheres of influence and six types of involvement (Epstein et al. 2018). Each of the PSIQ-
CV’s three dimensions reflects this typology: support in learning activities aligns with
Volunteering (type 3); parent–school communication draws from Parenting and Communi-
cating (types 1 and 2); and supervision reflects Parenting and Learning at Home (types 1
and 4). Several items also capture other typological domains, such as managing, contribut-
ing, and problem-solving, illustrating the interrelated nature of Epstein’s categories and
the multidimensionality of PSI in practice.

Similar to other established tools that focus on adult perceptions and have child
versions—such as the Family Involvement Questionnaire (Fantuzzo et al. 2000), the Parents’
Report of Parental Involvement (Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler 1997), or the Parental
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Involvement Questionnaire (Yulianti et al. 2018)—the PSIQ-CV was specifically designed
for and validated with children. However, it stands out by covering a broader age range
(6–15 years), a feature that enhances its utility and helps address a gap identified in previous
instruments (Mocho et al. 2025; Liu et al. 2022).

By integrating theoretical coherence with rigorous psychometric procedures, the
PSIQ-CV can be a useful and robust instrument. It fills a documented empirical gap (Yam-
polskaya and Payne 2025; El-Den et al. 2020), while opening new avenues for longitudinal
research, program evaluation, and targeted interventions aimed at enhancing family–school
relationships from the child’s perspective.

The relevance of PSI evaluation is associated with its centrality in families’ daily life,
namely with children in school, and is further emphasized in the current sociocultural
context, where children and adolescents increasingly engage with digital technologies,
often at the expense of face-to-face parental interaction. This shift presents new challenges
for family–school partnerships, affecting both children’s perceptions of involvement and
parents’ capacity to fulfill educational roles (Álamo-Bolaños et al. 2024; Andrisano Ruggieri
et al. 2024). Moreover, valuing children’s voices in educational research and practice is
aligned with broader efforts to promote their rights to participation, expression, and agency,
as appropriate to their age and maturity.

4.1. Implications for Practice

This study can make a valuable contribution to triangulate PSI perceptions among
children or adolescents, parents, and teachers and enrich the current versions of this instru-
ment. The PSIQ-CV is a short and reliable instrument that is easy to apply (individually
or in groups) and valuable for professionals (e.g., to assess PSI and draw strategies that
can enhance children’s or adolescents’ academic adjustment or to design interventions or
school programs to promote PSI) and for empirical PSI studies.

Specifically, at the psychopedagogical level, the PSIQ-CV enables the identification of
misalignments in perception and potential areas of disconnection between the child and
the school, mediated by PSI. This can signal the need for specific strategies to strengthen
home–school communication, engage parents in ways more meaningful to the child, or
offer direct support to the child to address perceived disinterest. As a screening tool, the
PSIQ-CV allows teachers and school psychologists to implement proactive interventions,
such as mentorship programs, support groups, or family counseling sessions tailored to
the perceptions of children or adolescents, which can be more effective than approaches
based solely on external indicators. From a systemic perspective, understanding students’
collective perceptions of parental involvement can help schools reformulate their commu-
nication strategies with families, develop more inclusive and student-centered support
strategies and parent–school partnership programs, as well as create a school environment
that actively promotes the perception of parental support among students. This can lead to
a more positive school climate and overall improved educational outcomes.

4.2. Limitations and Suggestions

Despite the significance of its contribution to assessing children’s and adolescents’
perceptions of PSI, this study presents several limitations that should be considered. Firstly,
a limitation of this study lies in its initial pre-test methodology, which, though useful for
language verification, did not include standardized cognitive interviews. Additionally,
the assisted administration of the questionnaire, adopted to ensure the accessibility and
universal comprehension of items across all age groups, may have introduced a potential
for bias. The absence of a comparison with autonomous administration limits the evalu-
ation of this impact. Nevertheless, these methodological choices were crucial for broad
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participant inclusion and for the scope of this primary validation study. Future research
should compare assisted and autonomous administration methods to further assess their
impact on response comparability and internal validity, and could also incorporate more
formal cognitive interviewing techniques. Despite the pilot study with five children al-
lowing for an initial validation of the questionnaire’s clarity and language comprehension
across the age range extremes, it is recognized that the robustness of the semantic validation
could have benefited from a larger and more diverse sample. Next, the need to divide the
sample into two sub-samples to carry out rigorous factor analyses reduced the effective
sample size in each analysis, potentially affecting the statistical power and generalizability
of the results. The sample consisted exclusively of Portuguese children, which limits the
applicability of the findings to other cultural contexts. Researchers and practitioners should
therefore be cautious when generalizing the use of the PSIQ-CV beyond the Portuguese
population. Future research should focus on translating and culturally adapting the instru-
ment into other languages and evaluating its validity among children and adolescents from
different backgrounds.

Moreover, the exclusive reliance on self-report data may introduce response biases,
such as social desirability or limited self-awareness. To strengthen the ecological validity
of future studies, incorporating multi-informant data—such as reports from parents or
teachers—would be beneficial. The study’s cross-sectional design also limits the ability
to draw conclusions about developmental changes or causal relationships. Longitudinal
research is thus recommended to examine the stability and predictive validity of the PSIQ-
CV across time and developmental stages.

Although this construct has a well-established theoretical background, researchers
have noted several inconsistencies regarding the definition and operationalization of PSI,
as well as its various types and dimensions (e.g., Erdem and Kaya 2020; Wilder 2014). A
systematic review aimed at identifying the relationship between PSI and students’ aca-
demic achievement (e.g., Boonk et al. 2018) highlighted that studies often yield divergent
results due to multiple factors, including the variety of measures used to assess PSI (Otani
2020). While the present validation study offers robust evidence for the PSIQ-CV’s validity
and reliability, future investigations should apply factorial invariance analyses (by sex and
age groups) that will be crucial to confirm the instrument’s consistency across different
subpopulations. Additionally, investigating the qualitative degrees of PSI via cluster analy-
ses or clinically significant cut-off points could enrich the PSIQ-CV’s practical application
in screening and intervention planning. Finally, although the present study explored the
structure of the PSIQ-CV through EFA and CFA, the non-exploration of more complex
hierarchical factorial models, such as second-order or bifactor models, is recognized as a
limitation. This consideration is particularly relevant given the high correlations observed
among the first-order factors and should be addressed in future investigations for a more
in-depth understanding of the construct’s structure.

5. Conclusions
The adaptation and validation of the PSIQ-CV can represent a valuable contribution

to the assessment of PSI as perceived by children and adolescents. The findings support the
instrument’s strong potential and practical utility for measuring students’ perception of PSI
within the Portuguese context. By addressing a critical instrumental gap, the PSIQ-CV offers
a unique child’s perspective, essential for individualized psychopedagogical approaches
and for formulating school strategies that actively foster the perception of parental support
and involvement. Future research should focus on the PSIQ-CV’s cross-cultural validation,
the exploration of its predictive power in longitudinal studies, and the integration of a
multi-informant perspective of PSI, further solidifying its clinical and research utility.
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As a brief, reliable, and psychometrically robust tool, PSIQ-CV offers meaningful
support for researchers and professionals, facilitating the implementation of evidence-
based practices and the promotion of positive school–family collaborations.
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Appendix A
Parental School Involvement Questionnaire—Children’s version (PSIQ-CV).
Instructions: Below you will find a set of statements about your parents’ involvement

with your school and your teacher. For each statement, there is a scale from 1 to 4. Mark
with an X the number 4 if it is very true, 3 if it is true, 2 if it is somewhat true, or 1 if it is
not true at all. There are no right or wrong answers, only answers about how you perceive
your parents’ involvement with the school and the teacher. It is important that you answer
all the questions.

Who helps you most with school things?
Dad___.
Mum___.
(Someone else___ Who? _________________).
Now think for yourself about the person who helps you the most with school

subjects. . .
My dad. . ./My mum. . .

Item Not True at All Somewhat True True Very True

Gives ideas for organizing activities at school (for
example, parties, sports activities, or games).

1 2 3 4

When there is a problem with me at school, speaks to
my teacher.

1 2 3 4
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Item Not True at All Somewhat True True Very True

When there are problems at school, tries to help solve
them (for example, gives ideas for dealing with
children’s behavioral problems).

1 2 3 4

Goes to meetings that my teacher organizes. 1 2 3 4

If my teacher invites, takes part in activities in my
classroom (for example, reads a story in my classroom,
tells about their job).

1 2 3 4

Tries to do activities with me that help me to learn (for
example, reads stories, talks to me about interesting
things, goes to the library with me).

1 2 3 4

Offers help when knows that different activities are
going to take place in my class (for example, a field
trip or a party).

1 2 3 4

Often talks to my peers’ parents about school things. 1 2 3 4

Helps with activities organized at my school. 1 2 3 4

Gives ideas for organizing activities in my classroom
(for example, field trips or parties).

1 2 3 4

Goes to parents‘ activities organized at my school (e.g.,
parents’ meetings, festive days such as Father’s or
Mother’s Day, Christmas party).

1 2 3 4

Checks to see if I have any notes in my bag. 1 2 3 4

Checks to see if I have completed my homework. 1 2 3 4

Asks me what I have learned at school and talks to me
about the subjects.

1 2 3 4

Informs the teacher about my problems with
classmates.

1 2 3 4

Helps me organize my school things. 1 2 3 4
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