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Abstract
Children require parental support to successfully develop social and academic skills during early years. We examined the link
between parental involvement and preschool children’s peer interactions. We recruited 442 children (52.8% girls), their parents
and teachers for the current study. The children’s age ranged between 40 and 86 months (M = 60.28, SD = 9.72). Parents and
teachers reported on children’s positive and negative peer interactions using the Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale. Parents
reported on their involvement using the Family Involvement Questionnaire. Results from the structural equationmodels revealed
that parental involvement was positively related to positive peer interactions but not with negative peer interactions. Future work
and limitations are discussed.
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Introduction

Children begin to establish and maintain social relationships
with their peers as well as adults in their environments during
early childhood. As children begin preschool, peer interac-
tions become an important context where children develop
social skills (Ladd 2005). Given that adults are important
agents in children’s socializations, parents are one of the key
drivers for children’s peer interactions (Acar et al. 2019).
Parents contribute to children’s development and learning by
interacting, encouraging, supporting and providing access to
the activities that help them to master physical, linguistic,
intellectual, social and emotional skills even after they start
attending nursery school or kindergarten (McWayne et al.

2004; Sheridan et al. 2010). Considering the important sup-
port of parents for children’s peer interactions in early child-
hood, the aim of the current study was to examine the contri-
butions of parental involvement to Turkish children’s peer
interactions.

Theoretical Framework

Understanding parents’ contributions to children’s social out-
comes is closely related to understanding socialization of par-
ents (Eisenberg et al. 1998). In their heuristic model of social-
ization, Eisenberg et al. (1998) posit that parents are the main
socializers for their children in early childhood contexts. In
this socialization context, parents react to their children’s emo-
tions and socialize their emotions by encouraging the appro-
priate expression of negative and positive emotions while im-
plicitly or explicitly teaching them to cope with negative emo-
tions. In the current study, we conceptualized this socializa-
tion process as parents’ involvement in children’s interactions
with their peers, in part because parent engagement has been
found to be an important context and driver for children’s
social and emotional competences (Sheridan et al. 2010).

Peer Interactions in Early Childhood

Peer interactions could have both supporting and detrimental
effects on children’s behaviors depending on the quality of the
interactions. Peer interactions could be categorized as positive
or negative behaviors in early childhood (Fantuzzo et al.
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1998). In their contextually relevant peer play interaction scale
(Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale; PIPS), Fantuzzo et al.
(1998) defined the positive aspect of peer interactions “as an
indication of children’s play strengths and includes prosocial
items such as comforting and helping other children, showing
creativity in play, and encouraging others to join play”
(p.415). They argued that the negative aspect of peer interac-
tions consisted of disruption (e.g., aggressive and antisocial
behaviors) and disconnection (nonparticipation and withdraw-
al from peer interactions during play). Although there are two
components representing negative peer interactions, previous
empirical conceptualizations posited that the significant cor-
relations between play disruption and disconnection could
lead us to think that these two components are interconnected
and would be representing negative peer interactions as a
whole (Fantuzzo et al. 1995; Gagnon and Nagle 2004).

Positive peer interactions are generally associated with re-
duced aggressive behaviors and increased prosocial behaviors
(e.g., joining an ongoing play or resolving conflicts), more socia-
bility, communication, and assertiveness (Girard et al. 2011;
Booren et al. 2012; Fantuzzo et al. 2005; Acar et al. 2015).
Negative peer interactions such as peer rejection or disconnected
peer play are associated with lower academic achievement, with-
drawal, and antisocial behavior (Bulotsky-Shearer et al. 2014;
Trentacosta and Shaw 2009) and could be an indicator of lower
cognitive levels, poor executive functioning and social dysfunc-
tion (i.e., peer problems) (Holmes et al. 2016). For preschoolers,
it is of vital importance to be able to form positive peer relation-
ships, which is also crucial for school adjustment (Coolahan et al.
2000) aswell as the development of social competence, cognitive
skills, and emotion regulation (Bulotsky-Shearer et al. 2012).

Developmental perspective posits that as children grow older,
their interactions with peers tend to be more complicated and
diverse (Ramani et al. 2010; Rubin et al. 2006). Children during
peer interactions start off with solitary play and then move into
parallel play where they still have very few interactions, and then
gradually move into cooperative play where they fully start
interacting with peers (Rubin et al. 2006). Additionally, gender
differences also emerge, such as boys being more inclined to
engage in physical and aggressive play patterns within play
groups (Frohn et al. 2019; Rose and Rudolph 2006). Overall,
children may display different types of aggressive behaviors
(e.g., physical violence and verbal hostility) in their interactions
with peers depending on their gender (Rose and Rudolph 2006).
Therefore, children’s age and gender were included as covarying
factors in examining the associations between parental involve-
ment and young children’s peer interactions.

Parental Involvement and Peer Interactions in Early
Childhood

Parental involvement is recognized as one of the main driving
factors contributing to the overall development of children,

including academic achievement and social-emotional com-
petence (El Nokali et al. 2010). Findings from the previous
research have shown that there is a strong association between
parental involvement and children’s academic achievement
and social-emotional competencies not only in early child-
hood (Fantuzzo et al. 2013; Rimm-Kaufman et al. 2003), but
also during adolescence (Grover et al. 2016) and adulthood
(Barnard 2004; Chen and Gregory 2009).

Building on Epstein’s framework (Epstein 1995), Fantuzzo
et al. (2000) divide parental involvement behaviors into three
groups, which are “school-based involvement, home-based
involvement and home-school conferencing”. School-based
involvement is considered as parents’ participation in chil-
dren’s activities and behaviors at school. Home-based in-
volvement refers to parents’ active participation in children’s
learning at home whereas home-school conferencing is de-
fined as the reciprocal communication between parents and
teachers about children’s experiences. On that ground, paren-
tal involvement is a multifaceted construct covering different
aspects of involvement to support children’s development and
learning.

In general, parental involvement is considered as a protec-
tive factor contributing to the overall learning and school read-
iness of children (Bulotsky-Shearer et al. 2014; Hirsh-Pasek
et al. 2009), especially for children who are at risk in terms of
school related issues such as dropout rates and academic
achievement (McWayne et al. 2013; Fantuzzo et al. 2004;
Chen and Gregory 2009; LeFevre and Shaw 2012). In their
study, McWayne et al. (2004) found that children of more
involved parents (e.g., parents talking to the child about what
s/he wants to be in future or setting certain routines after
school) were more likely to display cooperative, self-
controlled and interactive behaviors as well as more academic
motivation. Further, Sheridan et al. (2010) found that disad-
vantaged children whose parents engaged in children’s learn-
ing processes by participating in an intervention program
called Getting Ready displayed higher levels of interpersonal
competencies, such as attachment, initiative, and low levels of
anxiety when compared to children in the control group did.

We now clearly know that first 5 years of life is critical for
children’s concurrent and future development (Shonkoff and
Phillips 2000). Considering this critical period, the positive
settings, such as school or home environments enriched with
parental involvement could be highly formative for children’s
future development and learning. From this perspective, the
aim of the current study was to examine contributions of pa-
rental involvement to Turkish preschool children’s peer
interactions.

The Current Study

Parental involvement has been recognized as an important
factor for children’s peer interactions and it has been well
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studied inWestern school and home contexts (McWayne et al.
2013; Fantuzzo et al. 2004; Chen and Gregory 2009; LeFevre
and Shaw 2012); however, paucity of research is particularly
evident in the Turkey as a non-Western context. Therefore, the
current study might add to the existing literature in various
ways. First, as laid out above, most studies have focused on
Western contexts with their representative samples. The cur-
rent study addresses this gap by examining the associations
among target variables in the Turkish context to see whether
they work out in similar or different ways toWestern contexts.
Second, most research utilizes linear regression techniques
where errors are not accurately admitted in the analyses. The
current study employs structural equation modeling with la-
tent factors for predictors and dependent variables by which
measurement errors are accounted for the estimations (Kline
2016). Third, utilizing only parent or teacher reports of chil-
dren’s social behaviors may introduce some bias into the rat-
ings of behaviors (Renk and Phares 2004). To address this
shortcoming in the literature, we used both parent and teacher
reports to measure children’s peer interactions. In the present
study, we hypothesized that parental involvement would be
positively associated with children’s positive peer interactions
and negatively associated with children’s negative peer
interactions.

Methods

Participants

We recruited 442 children (52.8% girls) as the sample for the
current study whose ages ranged between 40 and 86 months
old (M = 60.28, SD = 9.72) and their parents and teachers.
Children were from 25 different classrooms across three
schools in Istanbul. Only a teacher was male out of 25
teachers. Children up to age of 72 months could enroll kinder-
garten, which is not compulsory in the Turkish educational
system. We had one child out of this range who was still in
kindergartenwhen the data were collected.We did not remove
this participant from the data as s/he was only one child and
was not an outlier. 89.1% of the parents were medium socio-
economic status (SES), 6.6% were low SES, and 5.2% were
high SES. 56.6% of the fathers and 58.6% of the mothers
reported that they obtained a degree beyond the high school
level, and 43.4% of the fathers and 41.4% of the mothers
reported high school or lower levels of education. We created
a composite SES score by averaging standardized (z-scores)
education and SES levels of parents.

Measurement Tools

Parental Involvement We used the “Family Involvement
Questionnaire” (FIQ) to assess parental involvement in the

current study. The FIQ is an assessment tool designed by
Perry et al. (2002) to assess the importance of parental in-
volvement in children’s education. It was validated and used
in the Turkish context (Ahmetoğlu et al. 2018; Gürşimşek
2003). The FIQ has 42 items in three dimensions, which are
Home-Based Involvement (“I spend time with my child work-
ing on creative activities”), School-Based Involvement (“I
participate in planning classroom activities with the
teacher”), and Home-School Conferencing (“I talk to my
child’s teacher about his/her difficulties at school”) (Perry
et al. 2002). Parents report on a 4-point scale (Rarely = 1,
Sometimes = 2, Often = 3, Always = 4). The FIQ has been
validated with Turkish parents (“Home-based Involvement=
χ2(39) = 67.677, CFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.05, SRMR=0.04,
School-based involvement = χ2(27) = 48.841, CFI=0.97,
RMSEA=0.05, SRMR=0.03, and Home-school conferencing
= χ2(32) = 67.088, CFI=0.97, RMSEA=0.60, SRMR=0.03”)
(Ahmetoğlu et al. 2018). In the original study, Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficient for “Home-School Conferencing, Home-
Based Involvement, and School-Based Involvement” were
.81, .85 and .85, respectively (Fantuzzo et al. 2000). In the
current study, we found Cronbach’s alpha of .88 for Home-
School Conferencing, .77 for Home-Based Involvement, and
.84 for School-Based Involvement. The scale has been fre-
quently used with parents of preschool children (e.g., Perry
et al. 2002).

Peer Interactions We used parent and teacher reports of the
“Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale” (PIPPS; Fantuzzo et al.
1998) to assess children’s peer interactions in play contexts.
The PIPPS was designed to measure the quality of peer play
behaviors of preschoolers and kindergarten-age children.
Parents and teachers report how often children show certain
behaviors with their peers during free play and other child-
peer activities. The PIPPS is a 32-item scale with three sub-
scales: “Play Interaction, Play Disruption, and Play
Disconnection”. The PIPPS is rated on a 4-point scale from
1 = never to 4 = always. Play Interaction is an indicator of
children’s strengths in the play (e.g., “helps other children”),
such as comforting other children, helping them, displaying
creative behaviors during play and encouraging others to par-
ticipate. Play Disruption refers to aggressive and antisocial
behaviors that impede the ongoing peer interactions during
play (e .g . , “Star ts f ights and argument” ) . Play
Disconnection represents introvert behaviors and the absence
of peer play (e.g., “refuses to play when invited”). The teacher
and parent reports of the PIPPS have been validated and used
with Turkish children (e.g., Ahmetoğlu et al. 2016, 2017; Etel
and Yagmurlu 2015; Öztürk 2011). Considering this scale has
been used with Turkish parents of preschool children and
statistically validated, we used the PIPS in the current study.
For the current sample, internal consistency coefficients for
parent and teacher reports were α = .72, .85 for Play
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Interaction, α = .75, .89 for Play Disruption and α = .68, .81
for Play Disconnection, respectively. These values are con-
gruent with previous research that used the PIPPS, with the
exception of parent-reported Play Disconnection (Fantuzzo
et al. 1998; Leung 2014).

Data Collection Procedures

After getting ethics approval for the current study, we
contacted preschool’ administrations and talked about our
study. Once school administrations allowed us to conduct
our study, we contacted teachers and parents. Parents received
a verbal and written explanation of the current study. Once
parents provided consent for their children to participate in the
study, we asked parents to fill out the PIPPS and the FIQ for
their children. We also asked teachers to rate each consented
child in their classrooms on the PIPPS. When parents and
teachers completed the forms, they returned the forms to the
researchers in an enclosed envelope.

Data Analytical Approach

We tested normality assumptions of our variables using skew-
ness and kutosis, considering criteria of +2 and − 2 (George
and Mallery 2010). Our focal variables were within the ac-
ceptable range; therefore, no transformation was employed.
There was nomissing data; therefore, no imputation technique
was employed. See Table 1 for the details. We also tested
multicollinearity among our predictor variables by applying
the rule of tolerance less than .10 and variance inflation factors
(VIF) less than 10 (Allen 1997). The results from the
multicollinearity test demonstrated that tolerance ranged from
.61 to .81 and VIF ranged from 1.23 to 1.74, indicating that
additivity was not present (Hair et al. 1995).

Considering nested structure of our data (children within
classrooms), we employed “the type is complex” procedure
on theMplus for our structural equation models to account for
cluster effects (i.e., classrooms) (Muthen and Muthen 2012).
The complex procedure provides us accurate standard errors
for estimations reflecting children nesting within classrooms
(Muthén and Satorra 1995).

We followed two steps in our analyses: first, we ran measure-
ment model (Confirmatory Factor Analyses; CFA) where we
created latent factors of parental involvement and peer interac-
tions (positive and negative interactions). Second, we ran struc-
tural models where we regressed peer interactions on parental
involvement. We ran separate models for positive peer and neg-
ative peer interactions to see unique contributions of parental
involvement on peer interactions and to avoid convergence prob-
lems in the models. We used following indices for testing model
fit: comparative fit index (CFI) > .90, root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) < .08, and standardized root mean
square residual (SRMR) < .06 (Browne and Cudeck 1992;

MacCallum et al. 1996). Additionally, we reported the Akaike
information criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian information crite-
rion (BIC) for each tested model.

Results

Preliminary Findings

Results from bivariate correlations (Pearson) showed that
parent-reported play interaction was associated with school-
based (r = .09, albeit negligible effect size, r2 = .01 95% CI
[.00, .03], home-based (r = .20, r2 = .04, 95% CI [.01, .08]),
and home-school (r = .12, r2 = .01, 95% CI [.00, .04] parental
involvement. In addition, parent-rated play interaction was
significantly associated with teacher-rated play interaction
(r = .12, r2 = .01, 95% CI [.00, .04]. Parent-rated play disrup-
tion was significantly associated with teacher-rated play dis-
ruption (r = .21, r2 = .04, 95% CI [.01, .09]. Finally, parent-
rated play disconnection was significantly associated with
teacher-rated play disconnection (r = .17, r2 = .03, 95% CI
[.01, .07]. See Table 1 for complete results.

Measurement Models

First, we tested a measurement model where parental involve-
ment which consisted of School-based, Home-based, and
Home-school Conferencing subscales, and positive peer
interaction which consisted of parent and teacher-rated Peer
Play Interaction subscales were latent variables. Results from
the measurement model showed acceptable fit to the data, χ2

(5) = 16.12, p < .05, CFI = 0.95, RMSEA = .07 [90% CI:
.03–.15], SRMR=. 04, AIC = 3631.484, BIC = 3692.854.
Standardized loading values ranged from .44 to .81, indicating
acceptable loadings to target factors.

Second, we tested a measurement model where parental
involvement which consisted of School-based, Home-based,
and Home-school Conferencing subscales, and negative peer
interaction which consisted of parent and teacher-rated Peer
Play Disruption and Play Disconnection subscales were latent
variables. Considering conceptual overlapping between par-
ent and teacher-ratings of play disruption and disconnection as
well as all convergence problems with initial measurement
models, we predefined composite disruption and disconnec-
tion scores on theMplus. Results from the final measurement
model showed adequate fit to the data, χ2 (5) = 5.66, p = .34,
CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = .01 [90% CI: .00–.07], SRMR=. 01,
AIC = 2573.905, BIC = 2635.275. Standardized loading
values ranged from .67 to 81, indicating acceptable loadings
to target factors. Although we approached the negative peer
interactions from latent perspective, we also tested the contri-
butions of parental involvement to each component of nega-
tive peer interactions (play disruption and play disconnection)
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to see whether parental involvement would have differently
contributed to each component.

Structural Regression Models

In the structural equation models, we followed the top-down
model building strategy by which we started with a full model
(i.e., includes all possible covariates) and removed predictor
variables that were not statistically helping the model. We
tested significance of model differences by using Satorra-
Bentler Scaled Chi Square Difference tests as we employed
MLR (Restricted Maximum Likelihood) estimator along with
the type = complex procedure on the MPlus (Muthén and
Satorra 1995). See Table 2 for model comparisons. We pre-
sented estimations from the final models in our figures.

For positive peer interaction as the dependent latent factor, we
kept all the covariates in the model because removing any of
them did not help the betterment of the model fit (See Table 2).
Results from the final structural model showed adequate fit to the
data, χ2 (17) = 24.97, p = .09, CFI = 0.96, RMSEA= .03 [90%
CI: .00–.05], SRMR=. 04, AIC= 3620.218, BIC= 3693.862. In
this model, family involvement significantly predicted children’s
positive peer interactions (β = .23 (95% CI: .01 / .16), such that
higher levels of family involvement predicted higher levels of
positive peer interaction. In addition, as children got older, they
had higher levels of peer interactions (β = .33). See Fig. 1 for the
model depiction.

For negative peer interaction as the dependent latent factor,
we kept only child age as covariate in the model as removing
nonsignificant child sex and SES provided better model fit

(See Table 2). Results from the final structural model showed
adequate fit to the data, χ2 (9) = 15.93, p = .06, CFI = 0.97,
RMSEA= .04 [90% CI: .00–.07], SRMR=. 03. In this model,
family involvement did not significantly predict children’s
negative peer interactions (β = .04 (95% CI: −.02 / .005).
See Fig. 2 for the model depiction.

Following the structural model utilizing latent factor of
negative peer interactions, we also tested two separate models
for each component of negative peer interactions as outcomes.
In the first model, we tested the contribution of parental in-
volvement to the peer play disruption. Results from this struc-
tural model showed adequate fit to the data, χ2 (5) = 7.01,
p = .21, CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = .03 [90% CI: .00–.07],
SRMR=. 03, AIC = 2493.818, BIC = 2547.005. In this model,
family involvement did not significantly predict children’s
peer play disruption (β = .02 (95% CI: −.06 / .09). In the
second model, we tested the contribution of parental involve-
ment to the peer play disconnection. Results from this struc-
tural model showed adequate fit to the data, χ2 (5) = 5.33,
p = .37, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = .01 [90% CI: .00–.06],
SRMR=. 03, AIC = 2409.451, BIC = 2462.638. In this model,
family involvement did not significantly predict children’s
peer play disruption (β = .04 (95% CI: −.05 / .13).

Discussion

In the current study, we investigated the contributions of pa-
rental involvement to children’s peer interactions in early
childhood. We found two main findings worth discussion.

Table 1 Bivariate correlations and descriptive statistics for study variables (N = 442)

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. PI-School Based –

2. PI-Home Based .46** –

3. PI-Home School .55** .55** –

4. P_Play Interaction .09* .20** .12** –

5. P_Play Disruption .01 −.07 .04 −.32** –

6. P_Play Disconnection −.07 −.09 −.01 −.34** .46** –

7. T_Play Interaction −.02 −.03 −.04 .12** −.14** −.18** –

8. T_Play Disruption .02 −.01 .02 −.01 .21* −.08 −.21** –

9. T_Play Disconnection .02 .07 .08 −.09* .18** .17** −.42** .52** –

10. Age .08 .08 .01 .13** −.08 −.10* .13** .10* −.07 –

11. SES −.01 .02 −.01 −.02 −.14** −.03 −.01 −.04 −.01 −.11* –

12. Child Sex .07 .01 −.05 .09 −.10* −.03 .05 −.04 .01 .04 .07 –

Mean 1.92 3.10 2.40 2.93 1.57 1.61 2.61 1.48 1.53 60.26 0.53

SD 0.71 0.48 0.69 0.46 0.35 0.34 0.65 0.51 0.46 9.71 0.50

Range .25–3.67 1.38–4 0.91–4 1.44–4 1–2.80 1–3.20 1.10–4 1–3.73 1–3.7 40–86 −2 - 2

Skewness 0.42 −0.39 0.28 −0.30 0.78 0.61 0.27 1.33 1.29 −0.28 −0.42
Kurtosis −0.41 −0.20 −0.67 0.02 0.48 0.69 −0.56 1.66 2.06 −.081 0.423

*p < .05, two-tailed. **p < .01, two tailed. Child Sex: 1 = Female, 0 =Male. PI Parental Involvement. P Parent. T Teacher. SES Socioeconomic Status

Curr Psychol



First, results from the structural equation models where we
examined the contributions of latent factors of parental in-
volvement to children’s peer interactions, showed that paren-
tal involvement positively predicted children’s positive peer
interactions but not negative peer interactions. This was also
partly true in bivariate analyses showing that all types of pa-
rental involvement were significantly associated with chil-
dren’s parent-reported positive peer interactions. Second, par-
ent involvement did not significantly predict children’s nega-
tive peer interactions. We will be discussing these findings
below.

The current study utilized the latent factor approach where
parent involvement and positive and negative aspects of peer
interactions were considered as a whole of its parts (see Figs. 1
and 2). This approach was considered appropriate, in part
because most of previous studies used only one aspect of the
parent involvement (e.g., Badri et al. 2014) or examined the
aspects separately (e.g., McWayne et al. 2004). In addition,
employing latent factor approach could provide accurate scal-
ing scores as it accounts for measurement error (Brown 2006;
Kline 2016).

Our initial finding that parental involvement appears to be a
substantial supporter for peer interactions of children could be
discussed from two perspectives. First explanation could

reflect the developmental perspective that children may still
need their parents for their socializations with peers in the
early years (Eisenberg et al. 1998). In this socialization pro-
cess, parents could be considered as socializers for children
who are requiring additional adult support in their interactions,
in particular to initiate the interaction. Individual differences
in children’s developmental skills, such as language, perspec-
tive taking, theory of mind, and temperamental characteristics
could lead children to either withdraw from peer interaction or
undermine the socially accepted peer interactions in early
childhood (Acar et al. 2015; Rudasill et al. 2013; Fitzgerald
andWhite 2003; Justice et al. 2011; Slaughter et al. 2002). For
example, Slaughter et al. (2002) found that theory ofmindwas
a better predictor of social preference of older children but not
of younger children. Overall, from a developmental perspec-
tive, as children may not be fully ready to initiate and maintain
the positive peer interactions; parents’ involvement could be
supportive for children to form positive peer interactions.

Another notion to discuss the first finding could come from
socialization process of children though positive parent in-
volvement. Further, parents’ involvement with children’s de-
velopmental and learning process has been found to be related
to children’s positive outcomes, including peer interaction
(Ladd 2005; McWayne et al. 2004; Sharry and Doyle 2017).

Fig. 1 Parental Involvement Predicting Children’s Positive Peer
Interactions. Standardized coefficients are presented. PI: Peer Play
Interaction. SES: Socioeconomic Status. Child Sex: 1 = Female, 0 =

Male. Dashed lines represented nonsignificant coefficients, p > .05.
Bold lines represent significant coefficients, p < .05

Table 2 The Satorra-Bentler
scaled chi-square difference test
for model comparisons

Model Scaling Correction Factor Degrees of
Freedom

χ2 Value Satorra-Bentler Scaled χ2

Positive Peer Interaction Model

Full Model 1.34 17 24.97

No SES Model 1.38 13 23.12 1.29, df = 4, p = 0.86

No Gender Model 1.52 9 15.48 7.85, df = 4, p = 0.09

Negative Peer Interaction Model

Full Model 1.29 17 28.91

No SES Model 1.32 13 26.30 2.16, df = 4, p = 0.70

No Gender Model 1.42 9 15.93 11.04, df = 4, p = 0.02
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This finding from our study is congruent with the results of the
previous research both in Turkish context and abroad (Connell
and Prinz 2002; Uysal and Balkan 2015; Ekinci-Vural 2009),
showing that parents’ involvement had a positive impact on
children’s peer interactions. Further, parents who actively par-
ticipate in their children’s learning process and cooperate with
school (reflecting school-based and home-school involve-
ment) appears to be supporting children’s social skills and
peer interactions as well as academic performance in the early
years (McWayne et al. 2004). Aligned with this finding, pa-
rental involvement in children’s pretend play (reflecting
home-based involvement) by which parents teach their chil-
dren to think “out of the box” and model empathy and other
social skills appears to make children’s play more elaborated
compared to their solitary play (LaForett and Mendez 2017;
Ladd 2005; Sharry and Doyle 2017). From this point of view,
when parents involve in children’s learning and developmen-
tal process at home, this could substantially scaffold children’s
fundamental skills (e.g., empathy and social skills) to utilize in
initiating and maintaining positive peer interactions (Fantuzzo
et al. 2004).

Second finding worth discussing is that parent involvement
did not significantly predict children’s latent factor of negative
peer interactions. In addition, this nonsignificant prediction of
parental involvement was still held when we tested play dis-
ruption and disconnection as two components of negative peer
interactions in two separate models. This is somewhat incon-
gruent with previous research (El Nokali et al. 2010) showing
that parent involvement would predict declines in problem
behaviors in children. Nevertheless, it has been empirically
and conceptually long discussed that depending on the style
of involvement (home versus school-based) and child out-
come (behavior or academic), parent involvement would have
differentiated effects on child outcomes (McCormick et al.
2013; McNeal 1999, 2012). One explanation for the nonsig-
nificant association between parent involvement and negative
peer interaction could be derived from the reactivity

hypothesis (Catsambis 1998; McNeal 2012) posing that par-
ent involvement increases or becomes effective when chil-
dren’s acting out (e.g., higher levels of behavior problems)
increases. Aligned with this conceptualization, the reason be-
hind that we did not find significant association between par-
ent involvement and children’s negative peer interactions
would be that children did not show enough negative peer
interactions (M = 1.54 on a 4-point scale) so parents did not
involve or their involvement was not effective enough on
negative peer interactions.

Finally, each aspect of the parental involvement could be
differently contributing to children’s peer interactions, given
that parental involvement is a multifaceted construct. On that
ground, we could speculate that aspects of parental involve-
ment pertaining to school-based involvement (interactions
with classroom and school activities) may bemore compelling
for children’s peer interactions. Further, findings from the pre-
vious research (Sheridan et al. 2010) showed that positive
interactions between parents and teachers, indicating school-
based and home-school conferencing involvement, contribut-
ed to children’s social outcomes.

Implications

Findings from the present study warrant that as parents be-
come more involved with their children’s development and
learning (home and school-based involvement), they are more
likely to communicate with school and teachers about their
children’s adjustment and behaviors. From this point of view,
interventions programs designated to improve positive peer
interactions could focus on promoting and supporting parent
involvement. Programs such as Companion Curriculum
(Mendez 2010) and Getting Ready (Sheridan et al. 2011)
may provide parents and teachers with trainings to build en-
during relationships between parents and school. In these kind
of programs, parents may feel welcomed at school and
teacher-parent communication might be facilitated. By doing

Fig. 2 Parental Involvement Predicting Children’s Negative Peer
Interactions. Standardized coefficients are presented. PI: Peer
Interaction. PDC: Peer Play Disconnection. PDS: Peer Play Disruption.

Child Sex: 1 = Female, 0 =Male. Dashed lines represented nonsignificant
coefficients, p > .05. Bold lines represent significant coefficients, p < .05
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so, parent involvement could be supported, which in turn
boost positive social-emotional outcomes of children.

Limitations and Future Work

The nature of the data used in this study was cross-sectional.
This prevented us to make any causal inferences from our
findings. We would recommend to collect longitudinal data
on the same variables to test causal models. Another limitation
is that our measures were rated by parents and teachers, which
could contain rater bias. To overcome this issue, observations
of children’s peer interactions could provide broader and
biasfree or with reduced-bias information about the interac-
tions (Acar et al. 2015). As effects of parent involvement
could be different depending on child characteristics, such as
temperament (Brown et al. 2011) on peer interactions, future
research may collect data on children’s individual character-
istics to test interactive models. Another suggestion for future
research could be that examining the variations in parental
involvement depending on cultural context, as culture may
inform parental involvement (Garcia and de Guzman 2020;
Mendez 2010).
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