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Executive summary

Background

In this report we detail the findings from an evaluation of Parent Power, a community-based
parental engagement intervention delivered by The Brilliant Club (TBC). The evaluation
was conducted in partnership with TBC, and was funded by a grant from the UKRI
Creating Opportunities Evaluation Development Fund (grant reference ES/Z502686/1).

TBC is a charity focused on increasing the number of less-advantaged young people
accessing university and succeeding when they get there. Parent Power is a community
engagement intervention run by TBC in collaboration with universities, multi-academy
trusts, schools and local authorities. It is designed to empower parents and carers from
diverse backgrounds to support their children’s educational journeys. The intervention aims
to create communities where parents are empowered to ensure their children have a fair
chance at education. Parent Power operates chapters in local areas where parents are
supported by a professional community organiser to identify issues they want to address, and
lead campaigns to tackle them. The programme is focused on developing parents’ leadership
and community organising skills and their knowledge on accessing higher education.

In this report we provide an overview of the findings from an impact evaluation of Parent
Power, as well as insights into experience and practice from qualitative interviews with
community organisers and parents. For the impact evaluation we used a matched difference-
in-differences approach with baseline data collected between May and December 2024, and
endline data collected between May and July 2025. For the qualitative research we
conducted semi-structured interviews with 22 parents who had engaged with the Parent
Power programme for at least six months. The participants were diverse in their
backgrounds across gender and ethnicity, though one local area was overrepresented.

Findings

Impact evaluation

Through the impact evaluation we sought to identify any statistically significant differences
in four outcomes between a group of parents who signed up for Parent Power during the
evaluation recruitment period, and a comparator group of parents who were as similar as
possible but had not engaged with Parent Power. The four outcomes were:

e Measured knowledge of the higher education system;
e Perceived knowledge of the higher education system;
e Parental self-efficacy; and

e Leadership and community organising skills.
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We found no significant differences on three of the four outcomes: measured knowledge of
the higher education system, parental self-efficacy, and leadership and community
organising skills. On one outcome, perceived knowledge of the higher education system, we
found a small but significant positive effect. However, this was not stable across a range of
robustness checks, so further research is required to determine the security of this finding.

It is likely that limitations in the data collection mean that the impact evaluation was
underpowered to detect significant effects across the outcomes. The endline sample was
small, and exploratory analysis also suggested that self-selection bias may be present in the
treatment sample, with parents who signed up for Parent Power likely being more motivated
to participate in parental engagement activities. Further, the group of parents who engaged
with Parent Power had a maximum of 12 months to participate in the programme between
baseline and endline data collection due to time horizons set by the funding for the
evaluation. In the interviews, community organisers and parents suggested that they expect
outcomes from Parent Power to take more than 12 months to materialise, so the impact
evaluation may not have allowed enough time to pass for outcomes to emerge.

In keeping with good research practice, in this report we present findings from all analyses
conducted as per the pre-registered analysis plan. However, we note the limitations of the
results given the data constraints.

Insights from experience and practice

We conducted interviews with 22 parents across six chapters, and five community
organisers. Almost all parents reported positive experiences and a range of perceived
outcomes from engaging with Parent Power. The interviews also identified a range of
enablers and barriers to programme participation and engagement.

Perceived outcomes

Parents reported feeling like they had a better understanding of higher education
processes and alternative educational pathways, and increased confidence in supporting
their children making decisions about their future after school. Parents also shared that they
felt the increase in their knowledge of higher education systems led to a shift in attitude
towards encouraging their children to aim higher when it comes to education. They also
reported positive changes in their children, noting an increase in ambition and motivation
to pursue higher education following university visits.

Most parents who took part in the interviews shared that engagement in the programme had
led to improved wellbeing and reduced isolation through building new friendships and
support networks. Many parents also reported that these relationships enabled them to
create new networks and bridge differences with parents from different backgrounds. Some
were able to leverage these new networks to meet their needs outside of campaign goals,
mainly by leveraging the group’s collective skills to address personal needs.
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Community organisers reported parents taking on leadership roles and becoming more
active community members. Some parents spoke of sharing their new knowledge with their
social networks and engaging more often in advocacy efforts. This suggests that the
programme was slowly starting to have an impact not only on the parents who engaged with
Parent Power, but the wider community through parent-led campaigns. According to the
interviews with both parents and community organisers, some chapters have shown early
signs of exerting wider systemic influence through setting up their own campaigns and
actively engaging with local councillors and MPs on issues such as breaking down stigma
around mental health.

Parents and community organisers who participated in interviews found Parent Power to be
valuable and hoped for long-term impacts. Overall, most parents and community organisers
felt that wider community impacts would occur but need more time to be realised.

Enablers for participation and engagement

Parents who participated in interviews shared they were primarily motivated to engage
with Parent Power to: gain more knowledge of the higher education system; better support
their child’s academic progress; and become better advocates for their children. Recruitment
through word of mouth was seen by parents and community organisers as more effective in
lead to consistent and sustained engagement.

Parents valued that the community organising model is underpinned by building trust and
its embrace of diversity to work across differences through identifying common ground.
Both community organisers and parents reported that sharing personal experiences and
developing trust was key to increasing parental engagement in Parent Power. Parents felt
that the community organising approach would help them achieve better outcomes for their
children because they recognised that they held limited power as individuals, but by
building collective strength and relational power in their chapter they could achieve more
together. They also appreciated the opportunity to collaborate with other parents with the
shared goal of creating a better future for the children in their local area.

In addition to the community organising model being a driving factor in engagement, other
elements were identified as particularly effective in driving sustained participation. The
relational support parents received from community organisers, such as the one-to-one
conversations, was highlighted as key for providing parents the opportunity to tell their
stories, share their concerns and goals, receive tailored support, and feel valued and listened
to.

Parents also noted that welcoming, diverse environments, where regular communication
and flexibility were prioritised. This included regular group meetings, as well as WhatsApp
group chats, which were the primary form of regular communication that parents identified.
Finally, many parents valued access to activities, such as trips to high-ranking universities;
being invited to attend conferences; and access to seminars on topics of interest.
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Additionally, strong strategic partnerships with external institutions were seen to add value
and credibility to the programme.

Barriers to participation and engagement

Whilst parents and community organisers spoke positively of engagement, they also
recognised a range of barriers to participation. Many of these barriers were practical, such as
parents having a lack of time for Parent Power due to work schedules or access to childcare.
Many parents also had socio-economic constraints, such as juggling multiple jobs and
caring responsibilities. This limited the number of parents who could transition into deeper
organising work. Some chapters also relied on a small, core group of highly engaged
parents. This means that the absence of a few key leaders could impact the sustainability
and stability of the chapter.

Other parents struggled with personal factors such as low confidence, or lack of trust due to
negative experiences with previous similar programmes which failed to bring about long-
term change. Funding challenges and sustainability risks, including community organisers
being on yearly contracts, meant that relationship building, the core mechanism of change,
could be interrupted before social capital and relational power is fully established.

Recommendations

Recommendations for future impact evaluations of Parent Power:

e Increase the sample size to allow for detection of smaller effects. This may require a
longer recruitment period which may require additional consideration of baseline
sample comparability.

e Define the key elements of the intervention that a parent must receive to count as
treated. Greater clarity on the key elements of Parent Power and which parents are
considered as having engaged with Parent Power will allow for more targeted
analysis.

e Allow for a longer period between baseline and endline data collection and consider
repeated data collection points. This will likely increase attrition so the baseline
sample should account for over 50 per cent attrition at endline.

e When parents sign up to Parent Power, collect their children’s Unique Pupil
Numbers and necessary consents to allow for using administrative data to capture
long-term outcomes such as progression to university or other higher or further
education.

Recommendations to address programme challenges and barriers:

e Provide multi-year funding and longer staff stability. To ensure long-term
sustainability of the programme, a key recommendation is for the program to provide
community organisers with job stability for a longer term. The reliance on yearly
contracts may be undermining the significant time, investment, and trust required for

Evaluation of Parent Power: Final Report | December 2025



effective relational organising work. While it may not always be possible to secure,
multi-year funding would enable chapters to operate with longer-term security and
enable community organisers to further build relationships and train effective leaders.
Implement long-term planning for chapters and campaigns. Chapters should
implement one-to-three-year plans with meeting topics, events, and trips shared
several months in advance. This would help parents address their time poverty due to
juggling multiple jobs and caring responsibilities and incentivise parents to plan
ahead and fit Parent Power into their busy lives.

Revise early engagement content. The programme should adapt its early
engagement approach to retain parents with younger age children who are able to
engage for with the programme for longer. The programme could further refine its
information, advice and guidance content to include relevant non-higher education
topics, such as secondary school transition, mental health support, and learning
about local educational systems.

Provide campaign support and leadership development. To ensure that parent-led
campaigns remain sustainable, resources should be available for them to use. Parents
who launch and take ownership of campaigns struggle to spend their limited time on
fundraising. Parent Power should consider creating a funding pot that chapters with
established campaigns can easily access. This will allow parents to focus their limited
time on advocacy and organising. Training for parents should also be more specific
and relevant to their campaign needs. One avenue that could be explored is to deliver

this training through partnerships with universities to close any skills gaps.

Recommendations for funding of future research:

UKRI should continue to fund applied research such as evaluation as it is of great
benefit in both providing rigorous evidence on the effectiveness of established and/or
innovative programmes, in signalling to the research community that this type of
research is useful and desirable, and in fostering partnerships between academia and
practitioners that results in skills development on both sides.

Evaluation is a process that starts with understanding the implementation of the
programme and its capacity and readiness to support an impact evaluation. UKRI
should consider the scope and timelines of future evaluation funding to allow for
appropriate development of an evaluation strategy that builds to impact evaluation of
programmes such as Parent Power that use innovative approaches and seek to
achieve long-term results.

UKRI should continue to support the development of networks and communities
of academics and practitioners interested in sharing learnings and conducting
applied research and evaluation.
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Recommendations for future research into community organising:

e The predominantly qualitative nature of the current evidence base means there is a
need for more robust and rigorous evaluations. Funders, academics, and
practitioners should collaborate to create a coherent plan on how to prioritise
evaluations that are multi-level, longitudinal and experimental or quasi-experimental
in design to address existing research gaps. Existing literature argues that there is a
causal link between the internal changes that come from participating in community
organising (e.g. confidence) and systemic or policy changes and wider community
benefit. Future experimental or quasi-experimental evaluations should seek to
measure both individual-level outcomes and community-level outcomes to test
this proposed mechanism.

e There needs to be more clarity regarding which specific organising activities are the
most effective drivers of change through systematising or standardising inputs of
community organising interventions. Academics, funders and
practitioners/community organisers need to work together with researchers and
develop a standard for fidelity (quality) and dosage (quantity) of core activities.
Standardising these processes will allow researchers to isolate the most effective
drivers of change independent of the specific local context and better understand
which activities are universally effective, and which only work in specific contexts.

e Systemic change and leadership development are slow to materialise. Therefore,
short evaluations may not be able to capture the full impact of community organising
interventions. Longitudinal students lasting multiple years are crucial to address
this gap in the existing literature.

e There is a need for better access to and data collection from parents in low-
participation areas. Future research should consider novel ways to recruit
comparator parents to account for self-selection when randomisation is not possible.

We are grateful to TBC for their engagement and commitment to this evaluation. We hope
that, although it has not been able to demonstrate an impact of the programme at this point,
it provides useful learnings for the further refinement of Parent Power and demonstrates the
need for further evaluation to establish impact. Producing high quality evidence of what
works in widening participation has the potential to transform lives, and every step taken
towards findings ways to effectively and fairly evaluate programmes such as Parent Power
contributes to this goal. We are also grateful to UKRI for providing funding to enable this
learning to take place.
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1. Introduction

In this report we detail findings from an evaluation of Parent Power, a place-based parental
engagement intervention delivered by The Brilliant Club (TBC). The evaluation was
conducted in partnership with TBC, and was funded by a grant from the UKRI Creating
Opportunities Evaluation Development Fund (grant reference ES/Z502686/1).

1.1 Background

1.1.1 Local context

A young person’s likelihood of accessing higher education is significantly impacted by their
family’s socioeconomic status (Ni Chorcora, Bray and Banks, 2023). Governments and
higher education institutions seek to tackle inequalities in access to education through
widening participation efforts, but in recent years positive trends in widening participation
in higher education have begun to falter. In 2023, the rate of students eligible for free school
meals (FSM) progressing to university declined for the first time in almost 20 years, and the
progression gap between students eligible for FSM and not eligible for FSM was the widest
ever recorded (Department for Education, 2024).

Progression to higher education is also highly influenced by where a young person grows up.
Certain regions have lower school attainment outcomes and lower university progression
rates compared to other regions, irrespective of socioeconomic status (Amin, 2022;
Farquharson, McNally and Tahir, 2022). For example, over half (50.7 per cent) of 15-year-
olds who are eligible for FSM in inner London progressed to higher education by age 19 in
2021/22, compared to 29.2 per cent nationally, and fewer than a fifth (19.3 per cent) in the
South West of England (Department for Education, 2023).

This escalating economic inequality and instability has led to a steep decline in public trust
and in institutions’ ability to solve problems, with people reporting low confidence that
politics could work for them (King's College London, 2023). The current political discourse
is often designed to push people apart, rather than encourage them to connect, depicting
difference as a source of fear (Citizens UK, n.d.). Against this backdrop of economic,
political and social fragmentation, there are increasingly limited opportunities for people to
build meaningful connections with others, leading to declining trust between people, and
individuals living in greater isolation (UCL Policy Lab, 2025).

Increasingly, research shows that traditional forms of political engagement such as political
debates are not sufficient to overcome polarisation or tackle systemic issues. Rather it is
when people build relationships and act together that, ultimately, they can bring about
positive change (Lubrano, 2025). Further, despite disparities in education opportunities
driven by location and socio-economic status, parents from all backgrounds and regions
want to support their children’s academic development and progression (The Brilliant Club,
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2023). Therefore, TBC operates Parent Power chapters in local areas across the UK, using a
community organising approach to encourage and facilitate parents’ engagement with their
children’s educational outcomes and opportunities.

1.1.2 Parental engagement and community organising
approaches

1.1.2.1 Parents’ role in supporting educational outcomes for their children

Parent Power seeks to improve young people’s chances of progressing to university by
working with parents, rather than directly with children and young people. Based on
previous research into parental engagement and parents’ roles in widening participation,
Parent Power aims to improve parents’ knowledge of higher education systems and parental
self-efficacy as a means to increase access to higher education for young people from under-
represented backgrounds.

Research in the UK has shown that parents have a significant influence on their children’s
progression decisions (Mulcahy and Baars, 2018; Unifrog, 2024), with education
progression also linked to parents’ knowledge of the higher education system (Chowdry et
al., 2013; Ni Chorcora, Bray and Banks, 2023). Parents’ knowledge of education systems is
particularly important at education transition points, such as when young people move from
secondary school to higher education (Forster and van de Werfhorst, 2020). Increasing
parents’ educational cultural capital by improving their knowledge of these systems has been
identified as a means through which to improve educational outcomes for children from
lower socio-economic backgrounds (Sullivan, 2001; Fischer, Barnes and Kilpatrick, 2019).

Higher parental self-efficacy is also associated with improved educational outcomes for
children and young people. Parental self-efficacy is a concept developed as part of social
cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), and seeks to measures parents’ belief that they can parent
successfully and have a positive impact on child development (Wittkowski ez a/., 2017).
Higher parental self-efficacy is associated with a range of improved outcomes for parents and
children. For example, research has shown that increasing parental self-efficacy can improve
children’s educational outcomes (Tazouti and Jarlégan, 2019), and help parents feel more
confident in dealing with difficult situations and show greater perseverance (Lipscomb ez a/.,
2011).

Further, a recent umbrella review of parental self-efficacy interventions concluded that
interventions that are effective in improving parental self-efficacy incorporate the three
primary elements of Parent Power; parent education (through information, advice, and
guidance sessions), skill development (through building leadership and community
organising skills), and social support (through development of local chapters) (Waid,
Abusaleh and Marsalis, 2025). Parents with higher parental self-efficacy also show a higher
likelihood of acquiring new knowledge and skills and integrating this into behavioural
change (Amin, Tam and Shorey, 2018). Therefore, an improvement in self-efficacy may also

10
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improve parents’ likelihood of taking on new information about higher education systems
and putting this into practice when their child reaches education transition points.

1.1.2.2 Relational engagement and community organising approaches

Early research on parental engagement focused on the school environment and assumed a
top-down approach when engaging parents as stakeholders (Horne, 1931, 1932; Epstein and
Becker, 1982). However, more recent research has emphasised the importance of relational
parental engagement. Studies suggest that the quality of relationships between parents and
school communities has an impact on the rate and success of parental engagement with their
children’s academic outcomes (Warren ez a/., 2009; Dove, Zorotovich and Gregg, 2018;
Smith ez al., 2020; Jeynes, 2022). Therefore, Parent Power takes a relational community
organising approach in working with parents.

Community organising model

Community organising does not have a single agreed upon definition, but for the purpose of
this research we define community organising as “the process through which residents come
together and build social power to investigate and take sustained collective action on
systemic issues that negatively affect their daily lives” (Christen, Gupta and Speer, 2021, p.
3002).

The community organising model aims to address gaps in political engagement by bringing
people together across different backgrounds and building power on common ground
(Citizens UK, n.d.), seeking to limit the negative effects of polarisation and social or political
divisions (Christen, Gupta and Speer, 2021). The model operates across three levels:

e Individual: community organising seeks to tackle isolation by creating spaces for
connection, bringing people together to build interpersonal trust and social capital.

e Systemic: it aims to address the feelings of powerlessness by mobilising people and
building collective power and encouraging action towards achieving systemic change
for the benefit of people’s local communities.

e Social: it fosters social cohesion by bringing people together across different
backgrounds, thus building bridging social capital.

Parent Power applies a broad-based community organising model. This model organises
institutions, and the people already involved within these institutions (e.g. schools, unions,
charities, churches), across large enough local geographies (e.g. regions, cities, and
boroughs) by creating alliances so they act together for the common good (Wills, 2012).
The participants or residents of community organising projects are typically individuals who
are already engaged with an institution (e.g. parents with children attending a specific
school), and who are also the most affected by the systemic issues being addressed (e.g.
educational inequality). Through listening campaigns and one-to-one meetings, residents
develop a shared understanding of the issues they are seeking to tackle, and agree on a set of
group priorities, strategies, and actions. Ultimately, the goal is to build power and apply

1
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sustained pressure for systemic change, which requires ongoing engagement of members,
continuously persisting and adapting to secure change (Christens, 2010).

Relational power

One of the fundamental principles of community organising is that power does not only
reside in positions, wealth or institutions, but that it is relational; it is derived from
connections and building trusting relationships. The main aim of the community organising
model is to build relational power, defined as the “capacity both to influence and be
influenced” (Loomer, 1976, p. 8). It is the idea of sharing “power with”, which relies on
collaboration to achieve collective a goal, rather than practice the traditional “power over”
approach (Avelino, 2021, p. 428).

The main mechanism for building relational power is for participants to have one-to-one
meetings with organisers, structured as brief, semi-structured conversations used to develop
connections, trust and understanding of other people's stories (Christens, 2010). There are

1. Internal change: before systemic changes take place or positive action is achieved,
an individual must first understand their place in the broader social political context,
believe that change can happen and that they are necessary to contribute towards
that change (Christen, Gupta and Speer, 2021). The process of building collective
power starts with intentional one-to-one relationships between participants. This
relational work leads to internal change for individuals’ internal change, as part of
which they experience a shift in perspective, confidence and understanding. They
start to recognise their problems as systemic, and that their engagement is also crucial
for achieving positive action (Christen, Gupta and Speer, 2021).

2. Developing leaders: identifying and developing leaders is core to community
organising. Individuals are often conditioned to believe that they are limited or
without authority to question others or take part in collective decisions as
individuals. The role of the community organiser is to support participants to change
this perspective. Their role as an organiser is to not lead but to identify and develop
leaders. Community organisers aim to take a step back and create opportunities for
emerging leaders to grow by taking more active leadership roles (Christen, Gupta
and Speer, 2021).

3. Relating across differences: community organising builds connections across people
of different backgrounds which is important for collective and effective influence
(Citizens UK, n.d.). If the model restricts itself to building relationships within
similar groups (bonding social capital), it might lead to fragmentation and power
imbalances. Therefore, the model also fosters connections between individuals from
different background and ideologies (bridging social capital) to facilitate a cohesive
society and maximise influence (Gruescu and Menne, 2010).

The literature argues that community organising is not a linear process, but rather a dynamic
and cyclical, which involves holding conversations, mobilising action and conducting

12
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reflection and learnings and through these processes power is built over time. Christens and
Speer (2015) identify these four steps to the process:

e Relationship development: this involves the core activity of community organising-
the one-to-one conversations that take place to identify personal issues and shared
concerns, building trust in the process.

e Research: once an issue is selected, leaders enter the phase of researching and
investigating the policy landscape, collect evidence to support their demands. this
steps ensures participants are informed about their issue area and are able to
effectively challenges decision-makers and gain credibility.

e Action: participants /residents who had been building relational power, start holding
public events and meetings to create pressure and hold decision-makers accountable

e Reflection and learnings: after every action, there is a reflection and learning phase,
where residents and leaders assess what worked and what did not work and
consequently adjust their strategies and activities for future action. this steps avoids
stagnation and pushes residents towards innovative and sustainable solutions.

1.1.2.3 Research into the effectiveness of community organising

The literature suggests that community organising has shown positive signs of change for
both those who participate in projects, and the communities within which projects are
actioned. For example, Christen (2010) argues that consistent engagement in organising can
improve individual outcomes such as confidence and self-efficacy, which in turn also
improves mental health and social trust. In a 2015 review, Christens and Speer further
classify these personal outcomes into five areas, which collectively represent the "internal
change" described in section 1.1.2.2. The individual outcomes are:

e Affective outcomes which focus on emotions, feelings and beliefs which cover areas
such as sense of belonging, identity, values, social trust and the emotional part of
psychological empowerment which includes self-efficacy, personal control,
competence.

e Cognitive outcomes which focus on skills development and increased awareness and
understanding around systemic or structural causes of inequalities and social issues,
as well as the belief that one has the knowledge to influence change.

e Relational outcomes which focus on relationships and social connections both within
groups and across groups (bridging social capital) and network building.

e Behavioural outcomes which focus on observable actions, such as consistent
engagement in community activities and actions

e Developmental outcomes which focus on personal development.

These personal outcomes then contribute towards building social capital within the local

community. At the systemic level, there have been successful reforms through community
organising which have involved shifts in resources and policy (Christen, Gupta and Speer,
2021). A notable example is the UK Living Wage campaign, launched in 2001 and led by

13
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Citizens UK, a community organising coalition. While there may have been other
contributory factors, the success of the campaign was driven by building relational power
across diverse institutions including schools, business, and unions. This enabled it to
establish the concept of the Real Living Wage. Since its launch, it has won over £2 billion in
additional wages for low-paid workers (Citizens UK, n.d.). Outside of the UK, community
organising has also shown successful examples across a wide range of issues, including
educational reform, from securing financial resources for schools, to improving curriculum
and teacher recruitment, and increasing parental engagement (Conner et al., 2012).

However, while these case studies are compelling, research into the effectiveness of
community organising is limited. Research on community organising initiatives is dominated
by qualitative studies and lacks causal evidence. For example, a recent literature review into
citizen-led initiatives found that 80 per cent of studies identified used a qualitative approach,
and none of the identified studies used an experimental or quasi-experimental design (Igalla,
Edelenbos and van Meerkerk, 2019).

The 2015 review (Christens and Speer, 2015) further identified three research gaps in the
existing research. these include:

e Lack of systematisation of community organising activities: research has not yet
clarified the mechanism of change, it is unclear which specific activity are the most
effective drivers towards individual outcomes and systemic change.

e Lack of comparative studies: currently there is a lack of systematic, comparative
research to identify if the strategies or findings of one context (i.e. specific local areas,
specific demographic groups, or specific issues) can translate to another.

e Unclear benefits to non-participants and wider community: while there is research
that suggests that those who participate in community organising can experience
benefits (e.g. confidence, self-efficacy, better relationships), there is a lack of
empirical evidence that shows those individual benefits translating into benefits for
non-participating residents and the wider local community.

This research addresses this gap by taking a quasi-experimental approach to evaluating a
community-led intervention. Further, this research also contributes to the literature on
parental engagement by taking a quasi-experimental approach to measuring the impact of a
community-based parental engagement intervention on parents’ knowledge of higher
education processes and parental self-efficacy.

1.2 The evaluation

To understand the impact of Parent Power, we partnered with TBC to conduct an
evaluation of the programme. The impact evaluation used a matched difference-in-
differences (DiD) approach to estimate the causal effect of Parent Power on four key parental
outcomes: measured knowledge of higher education systems; perceived knowledge of higher
education systems; leadership and community organising skills; and parental self-efficacy.
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Alongside the impact evaluation, we conducted five interviews with community organisers
employed by TBC, and 22 interviews with parents who had engaged with a Parent Power
chapter for at least six months.

We acted as independent evaluators, with TBC contributing to the design of the evaluation
to ensure it was feasible within the setting of the intervention. TBC also contributed to the
early development of the outcome measures so that they were appropriately targeted and so
that the wording would be understood by participants. Community organisers within each
chapter also facilitated baseline data collection for the impact evaluation. Endline data
collection for the impact evaluation was conducted by an independent data collection
agency (Public First). We conducted all quantitative analysis independently. We also
conducted all qualitative data collection and analysis, with support from TBC to recruit
community organisers and parents.

1.9 Report structure

This report is structured as follows:

o Chapter 2 details the different elements of the Parent Power programme.

o Chapter 3 describes the methodologies used in the impact evaluation and qualitative
research.

o Chapter 4 describes the findings of the impact evaluation and insights from experience
and practice.

e Chapter 5 combines the findings from the impact evaluation and qualitative research to
provide insights into the Parent Power programme.

o Chapter 6 outlines recommendations for both Parent Power in particular, and future
research into parental engagement and community organising.
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2. Parent Power

Parent Power is a community organising intervention designed to empower parents and
carers from diverse backgrounds to support their children’s educational journeys. It aims to
create communities where parents are empowered to ensure their children have a fair chance
at education. Parents are supported to identify and lead campaigns that address issues in
their local area with the aim of developing parents’ leadership and community organising
skills and their knowledge on accessing higher education.

TBC has active Parent Power chapters around the UK, each supported by partnerships with
local universities, multi-academy trusts, schools, and local authorities. Chapters are led by a
trained community organiser who is employed by TBC. At the time of the evaluation, there
were 16 Parent Power chapters, all in England and Wales:

e Abbey (Cambridge); e Knowsley;

e Birmingham; e Mansfield,;

e Bradford; e Newport;

e Cardiff; e Norwich;

e East London; e Oldham;

e East Oxford; e Peterborough;

e Empoderando Familias (managed by e South London (managed by King’s
King’s College London)!; College London); and

e Fenland; e Swindon.

2.1 Chapter activities
2.1.1 Meetings and one-to-ones

Parents of secondary school-aged children are recruited through launch events and outreach
through secondary schools. When parents sign up to join a chapter, they have an initial
relational one-to-one with the chapter’s community organiser prior to attending their first
group meeting. Group meetings occur every six weeks during school term time (seven
meetings across the year), usually in a space provided by one of the chapter’s partner
institutions.

There is a set format for the first three meetings, involving an information, advice and
guidance (IAG) session, and a community organising session, detailed in Table 1.

! Empoderando Familias is for Spanish-speaking parents who live in South London.
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Table 1: Parent Power meeting structure

. First session Second session
Meeting (1AG) (community organising)
First meeting Student finance Identifying a campaign issue
Second meeting | University options Identifying a campaign target

Decide an action targeted at a

Third meeting UCAS application process decision maker

After the first three meetings, there is no set structure for subsequent meetings, as they shift
their focus to community organising activities. Between meetings, community organisers
also meet with parents in one-to-ones. One of the partner institutions for each chapter also
hosts an annual celebration event for the chapter.

2.1.2 Community organising

During the meetings, parents in the chapter identify an issue that is affecting educational
equality in their local area. The community organiser supports parents to design and deliver
a campaign. Examples of campaign issues include greater equity in access to work
experience for secondary school pupils in Tower Hamlets, improved access to higher
education via arranging visits to Russell Group universities for sixth form pupils in South
London, and fighting for access to A-levels in Knowsley where there is no A-level provision
within the local authority.

2.1.3 Tailoring

The intervention is highly flexible, with activities based on the interests of each chapter and
the needs of their local community. Other than the delivery of the IAG sessions in the first
three meetings of the year there are no prescribed forms for the group meetings or one-to-
ones.

2.2 Theory of change

We developed a theory of change with TBC at the beginning of the evaluation to guide the
research activities. The theory of change for Parent Power is included as Figure 1, below.
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There is inequality in access to educational opportunities for children, especially in underserved areas. Many parents/carers in these areas feel that education is important for their children, but they may not have the necessary
skills and knowledge to effectively support educational achievement. These parents’/carers’ voices are often not heard, and they lack power in engaging with education providers and systems. Underserved areas often also have
low levels of community connectedness, and limited leadership capacity can impact parents’/carers’ ability to create change.

ms | To increase the proportion of young people from under-represented backgrounds progressing to higher education and accessing post-16 education opportunities.

Process

Funding relationships with
universities and other local bodies.

Staff time from The Brilliant Club
to manage staff, oversee
partnerships, provide links between
teams, lead internal development
opportunities, and conduct internal
monitoring and evaluation.

Trained community organisers for
each chapter.

Partner universities to facilitate
activities, input to IAG sessions in
meetings, provide space for chapter
meetings (where possible), host
annual celebration events, and
provide information about the local
higher education context.

Contact with schools to provide
local knowledge.

Links with Citizens UK chapters.
Tracking of parents to understand

level of engagement and
participation in each activity.

Initial 1-2-1s between parents and community organisers after
sign up: begin building relationship between parent and
community organiser, parents identify barriers to educational
achievement in their community, community organisers identify
themes to address in first meeting.

Group meetings held every six weeks: meetings are two hours
and are in two main parts: the first section is questions and an
IAG session, the second section is focused on community
organising. Standardised resources are provided for the first three
meetings:

Meeting 1: focused on student finance knowledge (IAG) and
identifying a campaign issue.

Meeting 2: focused on knowledge of university options (IAG) and
identifying a campaign target.

Meeting 3: focused on knowledge of UCAS application process
(TAG) and deciding on an action targeted at decision maker.
Meetings 4-7: based on campaign progress and ongoing listening.

Regular 1-2-1s between parents and community organisers
between group meetings: continue building relationships
between community organisers and parents; scope out leadership
potential; understand connections parents have within the
community; develop parents’ knowledge and skills. The
frequency and timing of meetings is flexible based on parents’
needs and availability. Community organisers listen to parents to
co-create place-based approaches.

National workshops: applying to university via UCAS

250 have an initial 1-2-
1 with a community
organiser in the
2024/25 academic
year.

72 meetings take place
across 12 chapters in
the 2024/25 academic
year.

50 parents have at least
three regular 1-2-1
with a community
organiser in 2024/25
academic year.

50 attend national
workshop in 2024/25
academic year.

12 campaigns
launched in 2024/25
academic year.

Awareness

Parents have increased awareness of the
impact of educational inequalities in their
community.

Parents have increased awareness of how
the local community can influence the
higher education landscape.

Attitudes

Parents have increased motivation to
engage in action to address educational
inequality in their community.

Parents see greater benefit in developing
their knowledge about the education
system and higher education.

Action

Parents have increased knowledge of
higher education systems and processes.
Parents have improved leadership skills.
Parents have improved skills in
community organising.

Sustained change

Parents have increased belief in their
ability to support their child in their
education.

Parents are more confident in creating
educational change in their community.

Parents are empowered to
act as changemakers in
their communities.

Knowledge is developed
and shared in communities
to create change.

Parent-led campaigns
have positive impacts on
educational opportunities
available in underserved
communities.

Reduced educational
inequality in underserved
communities.

Changing higher education policy landscape may impact funding.
Lack of interest from parents to get involved in Parent Power chapters and activities.
Higher education institutions and systems are not responsive to parents’ campaigns.

Promotion and awareness of Parent Power amongst parents in a community.
Senior level buy in from partner universities.
Availability of skilled community organisers.

Risks

Assumptions

Figure 1: Parent Power Theory of Change
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3. Methodology

3.1 Impact evaluation
3.1.1 Research questions

The impact evaluation aimed to answer the following research questions:

1. What impact does Parent Power have on parents’ measured knowledge of the higher
education system?

2. What impact does Parent Power have on parents’ perceived knowledge of the higher
education system?

3. What impact does Parent Power have on parents’ perceptions of their leadership and
community organising skills?

4. What impact does Parent Power have on parents’ sense of parental self-efficacy?

3.1.2 Design

The impact evaluation used a matched difference-in-differences (DiD) approach. This
design estimates the causal effect of Parent Power by comparing changes in outcomes over
time in a group of parents who engaged with Parent Power (treatment group) against a group
of parents who did not engage with Parent Power but otherwise are as similar as possible to
the treatment group (comparator group).

3.1.5 Outcomes and outcome measures

The four outcomes measured in this analysis are listed below.? The measures for each
outcome were combined into a single survey. The full outcome survey questions are
available in Appendix 2.

e Measured knowledge of higher education systems: this was measured by asking
participants seven multiple choice knowledge questions on topics such as university
applications, student finance, and university life.

e Perceived knowledge of higher education systems: this was measured by asking
participants seven knowledge perception questions on a five-point scale going from
“extremely uncomfortable” to “extremely comfortable”. For example: “Please rate
how comfortable you are with doing the following: Understanding how contextual offers

work.”

2 For each measure, we only consider the questions participants responded to when identifying their average
response. For example, if the battery includes seven questions, but respondents only answer four, we would
calculate the average response only based on the four completed ones.
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e Leadership and community organising skills: this was measured by asking
participants six questions to rate their leadership and community organising skills on
a five-point scale going from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. For example:
“Please rate your agreement with the following statement: 1 can influence decisions
affecting my local community.”

e Parental self-efficacy: this was measured by asking participants eight questions to
rate their own parental self-efficacy on a five-point scale going from “extremely
comfortable” to “extremely uncomfortable”. For example: “Please rate how
comfortable you are with doing the following: Showing your child that working hard at
school influences later successes.”

3.1.4 Data collection

Data were collected from participants at two times, with a first contact to collect baseline
measures, and a recontact to collect endline measures. Dates and samples are included in
Table 2, below. All surveys were completed online, except for three baseline surveys in the
treatment group, which were completed over the phone. Although provision was made for
paper completion, if necessary, no surveys were completed on paper.

Table 2: Sample sizes and fieldwork dates

Treatment group Comparator group

Baseline data collection n=160, May-Dec 2024 n=531, Dec 2024

Endline data collection n=88, May-July 2025 n=258, May-July 2025

We collected baseline data from the treatment group via Qualtrics. All parents who signed
up for Parent Power during the recruitment window (May to December 2024) were invited
to join the evaluation and to complete the survey. At baseline, treatment parents were
directed to join the evaluation and complete the survey in four ways:

1. When parents completed the Parent Power online registration form, they were
directed onward to the evaluation consent form and survey.

2. At Parent Power launch events and during Parent Power meetings, community
organisers reminded parents that they could join the evaluation and complete the
survey and provided time for them to complete the consent form and survey during
the event.

3. TBC sent emails and text messages to eligible parents reminding them that they
could join the evaluation.

4. In the final weeks of baseline data collection, Public First contacted parents via

email, text message and phone call.
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At endline, data collection was managed by Public First, a polling and social research
company. Parents were invited to complete the endline survey via email, text message, and
phone calls.

3.1.4.1 Comparator group data collection

Recruitment, baseline, and endline data collection for comparator parents was managed by
Public First. Comparator parents were recruited through online survey panels and completed
the survey through Public First’s own surveying platform. A quota was imposed for ethnicity
(see section 3.1.5).

3.1.4.2 Survey structure

The survey included sections for all four outcomes listed above, plus questions to capture
respondents’ demographic characteristics including age, gender, ethnicity, education, and
number of children. In the baseline survey, response rates to the demographic questions
there were lower than expected, as these were optional. To address this, demographic
questions were made mandatory in the endline survey. We use the endline survey
demographics throughout the analysis.

3.1.5 Matching

We identified matching as a robust strategy to estimate the impact of Parent Power. In the
protocol we specified that we would undertake matching in two stages. The intention was to
recruit 1,000 comparator parents at baseline and then conduct a first round of matching to
identify the 400 best matched comparator parents for follow-up at endline.

To ensure that the pool of comparator parents was comparable to the treatment parents, ten
regions were identified that were statistically similar to the areas where Parent Power has
active chapters. Public First identified recruitment regions based on deprivation levels,
percentage of the population identifying as white, and percentage of the population holding
a university degree. Further, due to the makeup of the baseline sample of treatment parents
(described in section 3.1.6.1 below) it was necessary to set an ethnicity quota (40 per cent
white, 60 per cent all other ethnicities) for the comparator parents to ensure that the groups

were similar.

Meeting this quota within the identified comparator regions was difficult, so we decided to
recruit a smaller comparator group that was more comparable to the treatment group, and
then follow up with all comparator parents, rather than relaxing the regions and ethnicity
quota and recruiting a larger comparator group to conduct a two-stage matching procedure.
Therefore, at baseline, 531 comparator parents were recruited, and all were approached for
the endline survey.

Table 3, below visualises the two-stage matching process initially specified, and the single-
stage matching process used.

Details of the matching process and outcomes are specified in section 3.1.6.3 below.
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Table 3: Matching approaches

Two-stage matching

(planned approach)

Single-stage matching
(applied approach)

1000 comparator
parents complete
baseline survey

First round matching

400 best matched
comparator
parents

Other comparator
parents

Invited to
complete endline
survey

250 comparator
parents complete
endline survey

Second round matching

Matched
Otherpc;cr)gnnr%grator comparator

parents

Included in final
analysis

531 comparator
parents complete
baseline survey

Invited to complete
endline survey

258 comparator
parents complete
endline survey

Matched comparator Other comparator
parents parents

Included in final

analysis

3.1.6 Samples

3.1.6.1 Baseline sample

At baseline, 160 treatment and 531 comparator parents responded to the survey. Full sample
descriptive tables are available in Appendix 1, while Figure 2, below visualises some of the
key baseline demographics, and Figure 3 shows the distribution of the four outcome scores

at baseline.
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Figure 2: Baseline demographics
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Figure 3: Distribution of baseline outcome scores
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3.1.6.2 Endline sample

At endline, 88 treatment parents (55 per cent recontact rate) and 258 comparator parents
(49 per cent recontact rate) responded to the survey. Full sample descriptive tables are
available in Appendix 1, while Figure 4, below visualises some of the key endline
demographics, and Figure 5 shows the distribution of the four outcome scores at endline.
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Figure 4: Endline demographics

Parent ethnicity
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Figure 5: Distribution of endline outcome scores
Measured knowledge (endline) Perceived knowledge (endline)
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3.1.6.3 Matched sample

Outcome score

Matching was conducted using coarsened exact matching (CEM) via the matchit
package in R. The protocol specified a range of parent- and child-level variables to be
included in the matching.®> However, inspection of the data showed a high level of variation

3 Age, sex, ethnicity, highest level of education completed, employment status, region, IMD score of postcode,
number of children under 18 in household, age(s) of children, gender of child(ren), whether child(ren) are
eligible for free school meals.
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in the profiles of respondents. Therefore, as the outcomes of interest relate to parents, the
match used in the primary analysis only includes parent-level outcomes (gender, ethnicity,
highest level of education, age, and employment status).

Several of the match quality tests specified in the protocol were not appropriate for the
matched data post-coarsening, as they require continuous variables and most of the
coarsened variables were binary. Therefore, a range of match options were tested, and pre-
and post- match balance was visualised using love plots.

Figure 6 visualising the pre- and post-matching absolute standardised mean differences
(SMD) of the covariates included in the match shows very high balance post-matching. This
is expected given the CEM approach, which creates exact matches within bins of the
coarsened variables. The covariates were coarsened to binary form for matching in a way
that retained substantively meaningful categories (for example, working vs. not working).
This ensured interpretability of the matched groups while avoiding overly broad bins that
could mask important differences. This match retained 87 of 88 treatment units, so there
was no heavy loss of observations. The matched group includes 192 comparator units. Due
to weighting of the comparator units, this leads to an effective sample size of 122 comparator
parents.

Figure 6: Plot of covariate balance
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Following Greifer (2023), we visualised SMDs for the interaction of education and ethnicity,
two parent-level covariates known to have large impacts on children’s likelihood of
progressing to higher education. Figure 7, below shows very high post-match balance on the
interactions of education and ethnicity.
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Figure T: Plot of covariate balance with interactions
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Finally, we regressed the child-level covariates specified in the match in the trial protocol on
each of the endline outcomes to identify any significant associations. FSM eligibility was
significantly associated with parents’ endline scores on the measured knowledge outcome,
and number of children was significantly associated with parents’ endline scores on the
leadership and community organising skills outcome. No other covariates were significant.
Therefore, we added FSM eligibility and number of children to the parent-only match to
test the impact on the match.

Figure 8: Plot of covariate balance including number and gender of children
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As shown in Figure 8, adding these covariates does not significantly improve the match.
However, it does remove 15 treatment parents from the sample and reduce the matched
comparator sample from 192 to 170. We therefore decided to progress with the parent-only
match on the basis that it preserves a higher proportion of the sample and shows similar

balance.

As the matching approach has deviated from the match specified in the protocol we have
included additional matches as robustness checks. The robustness checks in section 4.1.2

include results of the primary analysis using the following samples:

1. All endline data (unmatched).

2. The originally specified match (parent- and child-level variables).

3. Matching on all originally specified variables but using Mahalanobis distance
(1:1 with replacement) instead of CEM.

Region was not included in any of the models as the comparator sample was recruited from
regions that were pre-matched to the regions of Parent Power chapters (see section 3.1.5).
Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) quintile was also not included due to the low
proportion of respondents who elected to provide their postcode in full (this was made
optional given the highly identifiable nature of the data).

3.1.7 Analytical specification

We used an Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression with the following specification:
Yie=a+ BiD; + BoTe + B3(D; * Te) + BaroXi + €ce
Where:

e Y, is the outcome of interest for individual 7 at time #

e « is the constant;

e D, is the binary treatment indicator which is 1 for parents who engaged with Parent
Power and O for comparator parents;

o T, issetto 1 if time #is after the start of Parent Power, and O if it is before;

e X; is avector of characteristics of individual 7 that may be associated with the outcome
of interest and participation with Parent Power: age, gender, ethnicity, highest level of
education, employment status, number of children under 18 living in their household,
schooling level of their youngest child, gender of child(ren), child(ren)’s FSM
eligibility, and baseline outcome scores; and

e & is a cluster-robust standard error (clustered at the region level).

3.2 Insights from experience and practice

To investigate parents’ experiences, and their perceptions of Parent Power, we utilised a
qualitative approach to collect and analyse data, incorporating interviews with community
organisers and parents who were engaged with the Parent Power programme.
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3.2.1Research questions

The qualitative research aimed to answer the following questions:

1. Why do parents choose to sign up for Parent Power, and what factors drive their

engagement with programme activities?
a. How do they perceive community organising and what role do they play in
it?

2. Do parents perceive any impacts on their personal lives, their relationships, and
local/wider community?

3. Do parents perceive any impact in terms of Parent Power supporting their children to
access higher education?

4. What are the barriers and facilitators to implementing community organising
activities within Parent Power (for both parents and community organisers)?

5. How do community organisers perceive their role in supporting parents and enabling
engagement among parents?

6. How do community organisers and parents perceive the long-term impact of Parent
Power on the wider community?

3.2.2 Design

3.2.2.1 Recruitment

Community organisers and parents received an email from TBC informing them about the
research and including a link to a consent form. We contacted parents and community
organisers who completed the consent form and invited them to either an online interview
via Microsoft Teams or a phone interview. Parents who participated received a £25 online
voucher in recognition of their time. At every stage of recruitment, we ensured that
participants were aware that their participation was voluntary and that they could opt-out at
any point.

3.2.2.2 Sample
We conducted a total of 27 semi-structured interviews with key participants involved in and
engaged with the Parent Power programme between June 2025 and August 2025:

e Interviews with five community organisers working for Parent Power across five
chapters.

e Interviews with 22 parents who were engaged with the Parent Power programme
across six chapters.

Participants were purposively selected from lists provided by TBC, representing individuals
who had been involved and engaged with the Parent Power programme for at least six
months prior to the interview across their different chapter locations. The participants were
diverse in their backgrounds across gender, and ethnicity, but one chapter was
overrepresented in the final sample (12 of 22 interviews with parents). This approach aimed
to capture a diverse account of perspectives and experiences across various locations while
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ensuring those involved had been engaged for at least six months to build their perceptions
about the programme.

3.2.2.3 Interviews

Participants had the option to conduct the interviews online or over the phone. We
conducted the interview following discussion guides agreed with TBC (refer to Appendix
4). The interviews lasted between 45 minutes to an hour. All interviews were recorded after
receiving consent from the participant. The interviews were transcribed in full by a
professional transcription service.

3.2.5 Analysis

Transcripts were data managed to facilitate a case and theme approach. A thematic
framework matrix was developed in NVivo, and data were summarised into it following the
Framework Analysis approach (Ritchie and Lewis, 2003).

Following data management, the data were then analysed using a process of detection,
categorisation and classification with the aim of identifying common themes (Ritchie and
Lewis, 2003). This stage in the process also involved team discussion to build a shared
understanding of the data, and to encourage internal challenge.
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4. Findings

4.1 Impact evaluation

We found no significant differences on three of the four outcomes: measured knowledge of
the higher education system, parental self-efficacy, and leadership and community
organising skills. On one outcome, perceived knowledge of the higher education system, we
found a small but significant positive effect. However, this was not stable across a range of
robustness checks, so further research is required to determine the security of this finding.

It is likely that limitations in the data collection mean that the impact evaluation was
underpowered to detect significant effects across the outcomes. The endline sample was
small, and exploratory analysis also suggested that self-selection bias may be present in the
treatment sample, with parents who signed up for Parent Power likely being more motivated

to participate in parental engagement activities.

Further, the group of parents who engaged with Parent Power had a maximum of 12 months
to participate in the programme between baseline and endline data collection due to time
horizons set by the funding for the evaluation. In the interviews, community organisers and
parents suggested that they expect outcomes from Parent Power to take more than 12
months to materialise, so the impact evaluation may not have allowed enough time to pass
for outcomes to emerge.

In keeping with good research practice, in this report we present findings from all analyses
conducted as per the pre-registered analysis plan. However, we note the limitations of the
results given the data constraints.

4.1.1 Primary analysis

Table 4 provides the estimated effect of participating in Parent Power on the four outcomes
measured through this evaluation, and Figure 9 visualises the mean changes from baseline to
endline for each of the outcomes by treatment group. The analysis presented in this section
was conducted using the match specified in section 3.1.6.3 and the regression specified in
section 3.1.7.

Table 4: Primary analysis impact estimates of Parent Power

Confidence

Estimate | P value interval Effect size
Measured knowledge -0.11 0.32 -0.35-0.14  |-0.09
Perceived knowledge 0.27 0.05* 0.01-0.53 0.30
Leadership & community N1
organising skills 0.08 0.43 0.17-0.33 |0.09
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Mean Outcome

Confidence

Estimate P value Effect size

interval
Parental self-efficacy 0.06 0.65 -0.28-0.41  |0.09

Outcomes collected via survey. Controls for respondents’ age, gender, ethnicity, highest level of
education, employment status, number of children under 18 living in their household, schooling
level of their youngest child, gender of child(ren), child(ren)’s FSM eligibility, and baseline
outcome scores. Effect sizes are Cohen’s d. See Appendix 3 for full regression tables.
*p<0.05; ** p<0.01,** p<0.001.

Figure 9: Mean baseline and endline outcome scores by treatment group with
counterfactual trends and 95% confidence intervals

Measured Knowledge Perceived Knowledge

Endline

Parental Self-Efficacy Leadership and Community Organising Skills
Baseline Endline Baseline
Time
Counterfactual 95% Cl =8~ (Comparator =@= Treatment = ' Counterfactual
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We find a small but significant effect for the perceived knowledge outcome. Receiving the
treatment is associated with a 0.27-point increase on the five-point perceived knowledge
scale. However, in four out of the five robustness checks (section 4.1.2) the effect was not
significant. Therefore, this finding is unstable between analytical specifications. Given the
instability of the effect, we do not believe that this is a secure finding, and further research is
required to determine whether Parent Power has a significant positive impact on parents’
perceived knowledge of higher education systems.

Overall, we found no significant differences between treatment and control across the three
other outcomes measured. This means that, within the evaluation sample, participating in
Parent Power did not significantly increase parents’ measured knowledge of higher
education systems, leadership and community organising skills, or parental self-efficacy.
There are several reasons this may be the case. First, all the observed effect sizes are smaller
than the estimated minimum detectable effect size (MDES) for the sample size of the
primary match (Cohen’s d = 0.44). Therefore, it is possible that the programme is having an
effect, but the sample is not large enough to detect it. Alternatively, it is possible that these
results reflect that Parent Power does not have a significant impact on these three outcomes.

It is also possible that participants were not materially treated, or in other words, that the
parents who responded to the survey were not sufficiently engaged in the programme to
experience any impacts. All parents who signed up for Parent Power from May to December
2024 and completed the baseline survey were invited to be included in endline data
collection. While this preserved sample size, it also means that the analysis includes some
parents who had little or no exposure to Parent Power activities. In the endline survey,
treatment parents were asked how many Parent Power activities they had engaged with in
the past 12 months. Figure 10 below shows that there was large variation in parents’ level of
engagement.

Figure 10: Number of Parent Power activities attended by treatment parents
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Of the 88 treatment parents in the endline sample, 13 (15 per cent) reported not having
attended any Parent Power activities or said they did not know whether they had attended
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any Parent Power activities (these were counted as zero), and 14 (16 per cent) reported only
attending one activity. However, the mean response was three activities, and the modal
response was six or more activities, suggesting that many parents who responded to the
survey were highly engaged in the programme.

To check the impact that low engagement has on the results, we repeated the matching and
analysis with the 13 non-attenders removed. As shown in Table 5 below, the results based
on the two samples are very similar, suggesting that the responses from parents who did not
attend any Parent Power activities, or did not remember attending any Parent Power
activities, is not meaningfully attenuating the treatment estimates.

Table 5: Results of primary analysis and analysis excluding parents who reported engaging
with zero Parent Power activities in past 12 months

Confidence Effect
interval (GI) size

Estimate P value

Measured Primary analysis -0.1 0.32 -0.35-0.14 -0.09
knowledge Without O activities | -0.11 0.35 0.39-017  |-0.09
Perceived Primary analysis 0.27 0.05* 0.01-0.53 0.30
knowledge Without O activities | 0.24 0.03* 0.03-0.46  |0.27
Leadership & Primary analysis 0.08 0.43 -0.17-0.33 0.09
community _ —

organising skills | Without 0 activities | 0.10 0.32 -0.13-0.33 0.1
Parental self- Primary analysis 0.06 0.65 -0.28 - 0.41 0.09
efficacy Without 0 activities | 0.11 0.42 -0.21-0.42 0.15
Outcomes collected via survey. Controls for respondents’ age, gender, ethnicity, highest level of
education, employment status, number of children under 18 living in their household, schooling
level of their youngest child, gender of child(ren), child(ren)’s FSM eligibility, and baseline
outcome scores. Effect sizes are Cohen’s d. See Appendix 3 for full regression tables.
*p<0.05; ** p<0.01,** p<0.001.

Due to the small sample, we have decided not to conduct a dose-response or any subgroup
analysis, although these were specified in the protocol.

4.1.2 Robustness checks

We reran the primary analysis on three alternative samples to check for any large variance in
results. The three alternative samples were:

e RCT: all endline data (treatment group n=88, comparator group n=258).

e RGC2: a comparator group constructed via the originally specified match (parent- and
child-level covariates) using coarsened exact matching (treatment group n=48,
comparator group n=88).
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e RC3: a comparator group constructed via matching on all originally specified
covariates but using the Makalanobis distance approach (1:1 with replacement)
instead of coarsened exact matching (treatment group n=88, comparator group
n=62).

WEe also re-ran the specification without any covariates (excluding the baseline outcome)
with the sample used for the primary analysis (RG4), as well as excluding a number of
responses that showed demographic inconsistencies before rerunning the primary match and

analysis (RGD).*

Table 6, below shows the estimates from the primary analysis, and the five robustness
checks. Across the four outcomes, the results from all five robustness checks fall within the
confidence intervals for the primary analysis, and most fall within 0.1 points of the primary
estimate. The third robustness check shows a significant result for the leadership and
community organising skills outcome. However, given the relative stability of the point
estimates for the outcome in the five other models (0.08-0.13) and the large increase in the
point estimate under the Makalanobis distance model (0.31), we believe this reflects poorer
matches in that model.

Table 6: Estimates of primary and alternative samples

Primary  poq RG2 RC3 RC4 RC5

analysis

e ts estimate estimate estimate estimate estimate

Measured
knowledge -0.11(0.10) |-0.13(0.09) |-0.28(0.20) |-0.09 (0.14) |-0.10 (0.10) |-0.11(0.09)

Perceived " X
knowledge 0.27* (0.10) | 0.25(0.09) [0.5(0.15) [0.25(0.15) |0.27*(0.10) |0.23(0.10)

Leadership &

community *
organising 0.08 (0.10) |0.13(0.09) |0.05(0.21) |0.31*(0.11) |0.08(0.10) |0.05(0.12)

skills

Parental self- )
efficacy 0.06 (0.13) |0.05(0.13) |-0.08(0.20) |0.09(0.15) |0.06(0.13) |0.08(0.14)

Outcomes collected via survey. Standard errors in parentheses. See Appendix 3 for full regression
tables.
*p<0.05 ** p<0.01, "™ p<0.001.

* 44 responses were removed from the full sample as part of this robustness check.
5 Given that the vast majority of surveys were completed online, we did not conduct any robustness checks
against mode of survey completion.

g y p
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4.1.5 Missing data

Given the high level of attrition between baseline and endline data collection (45 per cent in
the treatment group and 51 per cent in the comparator group) we followed the missing data
process specified in the trial protocol. In a binary logistic regression, a participant’s
education, their child’s eligibility for FSM, and their baseline outcomes on the parental self-
efficacy outcomes were all found to be significant predictors of missing endline data at the
five per cent level. Baseline outcomes on measured knowledge were significant at the one
per cent level.

Given the high number of covariates that were predictive of missingness, and that treatment
was not correlated with attrition, this suggests that the data were Missing at Random
(MAR). As the primary analysis already includes all the significant predictors of missing
data as controls, we did not implement any further adjustment to account for missing data.

4.1.4 Strengths and limitations

4.1.4.1 DiD assumptions
In this section we list the three key assumptions of the DiD design, providing a discussion of

how we sought to meet them in our design and analysis of the data.

Parallel trends assumption

This assumption requires that, in the absence of treatment, the treated and comparator
groups would continue to have parallel trends in the outcomes of interest in the post-
treatment period (Callaway and Sant’Anna, 2021). For the DiD estimate to be valid, there
should be no time-varying differences between the treatment and comparator groups (i.e., in
the absence of Parent Power, the outcomes of the treatment group would be expected to run
in parallel to the outcomes of the comparator group). This assumption is inherently
untestable, but its plausibility can be assessed by comparing time trends in pre-treatment
periods to see whether they are similar, and by considering any factors that might cause the
trends to diverge in the post-treatment period (other than the treatment).

As we only have one pre-intervention data collection point in time, we cannot assess parallel
trends in the pre-treatment period. The plausibility of meeting this assumption relies on our
confidence in the matching and whether there is any reason to believe these groups would
have diverged in their trends. Though we had to deviate from the match specified in the trial
protocol, we believe that the consistency of the results across a range of matches shown in
Table 6 suggests that this is a well-matched sample, and that the difficulties with the
specified match stem from the sample size rather than sample characteristics.

However, it is possible that parents who engaged with Parent Power are more motivated to
participate in parental engagement activities, and therefore in the absence of Parent Power
may have engaged with other programmes that would have affected their outcomes. This is
supported by the data shown in Figure 11 below. At endline, parents in the comparator
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group were provided with a short explanation of the Parent Power programme and asked if
they would be interested in engaging if Parent Power opened a chapter in their local area.
Just below half (48 per cent) of parents said they would be interested, which may suggest
that the treatment group were more motivated than the comparator group.

Figure 11: Comparator parent responses to whether they would be interested in engaging
with a Parent Power chapter in their local area (endline)

Yes 165
No

| don't know

Missing

Would engage with a Parent Power chapter in their local area

o
o
o

100 150

Count

Exchangeability assumption

This assumption is related to the parallel trends assumption and requires that the allocation
of treatment and comparator groups must be unrelated to the outcome trend in the absence
of treatment. That is, it requires that there are no confounding factors that affect the
outcomes of one group and not the other, meaning that any given set of units, or the whole
set, could be exchanged from treatment to comparator (or vice versa) prior to treatment,
without affecting the trends in outcome (Rudolph and Laan, 2017).

As shown in Figure 6, the matched sample achieved a strong balance on all the covariates of
interest. This supports the exchangeability assumption as these covariates were identified as
the most likely confounding variables for the outcomes. However, as shown in Figure 11
above there is reason to believe that the two groups may not be similarly motivated to
participate in parental engagement activities. Only 48 per cent of comparator parents said
they would engage with Parent Power if a chapter opened in their local area, while all of the
treatment parents at least completed the initial sign-up for Parent Power. While matching
achieved strong balance on the observed parent-level covariates, Figure 11 suggests a likely
difference in levels of baseline motivation, which may itself influence outcomes. If there is an
association between motivation and the outcomes measured, the exchangeability
assumption may not hold.
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Stable unit treatment value assumption

This assumption requires that the potential outcomes of one unit are not affected by those of
other units. That is, the potential outcomes of parents in the comparator group will not be
affected by the outcomes of the treatment group (or vice versa) (Sinclair, McConnell and
Green, 2012).

As the comparator pool was drawn from regions where Parent Power does not have chapters
and does not recruit participants, there is very little risk of spillover in the sample. To further
safeguard against this, when selecting comparator regions we ensured that there was at least

one local area between the comparator region and the Parent Power chapter region to avoid

the risk of residents of neighbouring local areas attending a Parent Power chapter.

We also do not expect spillovers between parents in Parent Power chapters and social
contacts who are not members of a chapter. Relational power is seen as a key mechanism for
Parent Power. Therefore, the programme focuses on parents developing relational
engagement within chapters instead of outside of the chapters themselves.

4.1.4.2 Sample size and timelines

A significant limitation of this analysis is the small sample size. The endline sample size
meant the study is only powered to detect medium effect sizes (Cohen’s d. 0.44 for the
primary match). However, all of the effect sizes in the modelling were small, so it is possible
that there are significant effects associated with Parent Power, but the evaluation was not
powered to detect them. Parents also only had a maximum 12-month exposure to Parent
Power, and many parents in the endline sample also had quite low engagement with the
intervention. Given these limitations, the qualitative research in the following section
includes parents who were highly engaged in Parent Power for at least six months to explore
perceptions of impact.

Due to the timeline of the evaluation, it is also possible that parents did not have enough
time in the programme to achieve material change in some outcomes of interest. Specifically,
it was not possible to track longer term outcomes such as children’s progression to university,
so there are key outcomes of interest for Parent Power that this evaluation was not able to
measure. The study timeline also meant it was not possible to fully validate the outcome
measures used. A small pilot was conducted with newly signed-up Parent Power
participants in May 2024 which found a normal distribution on the outcome scores.
However, it was not possible to repeat the survey within the timelines and therefore we
could not measure test-retest reliability.
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4.2 Insights from experience and practice

4.2.1 RQ1: Why do parents choose to sign up for Parent
Power, and what factors drive their engagement with
programme activities?

4.2.1.1 Recruitment mechanisms

Parent Power uses both formal as well as relational or peer-driven communication methods
to recruit parents. Some parents who participated in interviews found out about the
programme via schools through various communication methods, such as letters, and emails.
Community organisers also deliver in-person presentations at schools to raise awareness
about the programme. Parent Power also relies on its existing network of parents for outreach
activities and to recruit parents through word-of-mouth. Many parents found out about the
programme through personal referrals from friends or neighbours, and information shared by
other members of Parent Power, such as flyers promoting trips and events.

4.2.1.2 Motivations for joining the programme

Our interviews show that parents join the programme for four main reasons: to advocate for
their children with schools, to gain more knowledge about the higher education system, to
gain more skills and transferable experience for themselves and children, and to contribute
towards making a positive change for children in their local community.

Many parents saw the programme as a platform to advocate for educational changes and
improve communication between themselves and their child’s schools. Before joining
Parent Power, many parents reported feeling disconnected from their child’s school and
found it challenging to effectively support their child’s academic progress or understand the
future options available to them. Parent Power provided an opportunity for parents to share
ideas and concerns and have their perspectives acknowledged.

“When | found out about Parent Power, it just clicked in the right places because
prior...I've always had to voice concerns and go fight my battles alone. To get work
experience [for my children], anything to do with school...I've had to go and battle it by
myself... [Parent Power] just let me take a bit more of a breath because I've got more
people around me. | feel like I've got support. | don't have to shout as loud. | don't have
to run around as much to find the information that | need or [my daughter] needs for
her education. So that's why | joined.” — Parent, Birmingham

Parent Power was seen as an opportunity for parents to gain more knowledge and better
understanding of the UK higher education system. Many parents expressed awareness of
the difference in navigating primary education compared to secondary education,
particularly feeling unclear about the next steps for higher education, and the processes

involved.
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“l just thought this is a really important organisation to be involved in...l immediately
signed up, because | had no knowledge or understanding myself of further education in
any way, shape or form, and certainly not at the university level. | thought, | have to join.
| have to get involved. And it was from that point I've been a member of Parent Power”
— Parent, Oldham

Parents also perceived Parent Power as equally beneficial for both the parents and their
children as it allowed them to gain more skills and experience. Their children gained
guidance on university entry and post-college opportunities. For parents, the programme
offered the chance to develop skills, confidence, and access new experiences.

“It sounded very appealing for my son, who's now in Year 10. And | thought he could
learn from it and | could also help grow in my career in making maybe a career change.
And it has helped me, as well as my son.” — Parent, Birmingham

Finally, a key theme that was shared by some parents was the motivation to make positive
changes not only for their own children, but also for others within the local community.
These parents expressed a desire to contribute towards addressing local inequalities.
Parents acknowledged the challenges of coming from under-resourced areas and how
inequalities tend to limit freedom of choice and opportunities for shaping future pathways,
particularly around higher education. They also emphasised that access to, and
understanding of, higher education plays a vital role in improving opportunities locally.
There was shared recognition of the need for change, which parents understood would
require collective effort and collaboration.

“Well, the lack of choice, the lack of freedom, | think that's the biggest motivator. Where
we live... there's not much going on, nobody is doing anything about it. With... Parent
Power, | thought, it would be good to do something together, to change something
around this area.” — Parent, Fenland

For some parents, their drive to get involved stemmed from personal challenges or their
experiences coming from difficult backgrounds. One parent, for example, described his
experiences as a refugee and his determination to ensure that his son and other young people
would not face the same struggles he had faced, including lack of educational support or
access to accurate information to make informed decisions about their future.

“The other thing which motivates me is, | came as a refugee... | went through what my
son is going through at the moment, but at the time, | didn't have any support, so | have
had to navigate through a lot of hurdles... So | always think to myself that, | wish | had all
the information | know, | could have made a much better decision in my life. So | don't
want my son... and other youngsters to go through what I have gone through. So that
motivates me to go to be in the team.” — Parent, Cardiff
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4.2.1.3 Factors driving engagement

Many parents initially reported having little or no expectations of the programme when they
first joined. Factors driving initial engagement varied and included the programme’s
inclusive nature, the opportunity for collective action and the benefits parents obtained
through joining the activities.

Early involvement led parents to develop a clearer idea about the programme. Many noted
that the sessions were informative and sparked their interest. Some parents highlighted the
fact that Parent Power operates an inclusive and welcoming community organising group,
bringing together parents of different ages, from different ethnic backgrounds and with
different socio-economic statuses, allowing them to network and share ideas. This inclusive
approach helped create a supportive and shared purpose and was seen as particularly
appealing.

“But this Parent Power seem to engage... inclusive for everybody. It wasn't just the
specific you have to be on benefits, you have to be a SEN kid...it felt like it was inclusive
of incorporating everybody, so | thought, this is actually some opportunity to get some
benefit for my children.” — Parent, Bradford

Another central theme that sustained engagement was the social aspect of the programme
and the opportunity parents obtained from working together as a community. Many parents
valued the support of the community organiser and the chance to collaborate with one
another. The commitment to the chapter’s success created a sense of shared goals and
purpose. This clear purpose, in turn, nourished a motivation to continue to campaign for the
issues that mattered to parents. Additionally, parents were able to connect and build
friendships with others they might not usually have met. Many spoke about how this sense
of community cohesion was motivating in and of itself, with participants also noting that the
social interactions had a positive impact on their mental health and wellbeing.

“There's a bit of a community cohesion type thing going on, | find. So where parents are
bringing parents together. And, you know, there's lots of advantages with that. | mean,
from an academic perspective and also from a social perspective, it allows for parents
from different backgrounds to come together on one platform. You're getting to know
people that you might not normally have the opportunity to speak to. So that's good for
your mental health, for your well-being, for isolation.” — Parent, Bradford

Parents were also able to sustain their engagement through active involvement through three
main programme activities: regular group meetings, one-to-one relational meetings with
community organisers, and opportunities to attend external events.

Group meetings were often held at schools, providing a space for parents to receive updates,
hear from guest speakers, and share ideas with each other. Parents described these as
valuable for having a space for gaining information and feeling part of a collective.
Additionally, community organisers used WhatsApp group chats as the primary form of
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regular communication with parents to share live updates about upcoming events, group
meetings and campaign plans, which many parents appreciated.

One-to-one meetings with community organisers were described as particularly impactful,
giving parents the chance to share their stories, ask specific questions, access tailored support
and deepen their understanding of the programme. Parents explained that this was often
where their main concerns were addressed and where they felt most listened to.

External events were also a strong motivator for engagement. Parents spoke enthusiastically
about experiential activities such as trips to universities such as Cambridge, conferences, and
seminars on a range of issues including apprenticeships. These opportunities were described
as eye-opening, both for children and their families, as they helped to raise aspirations,
making access to higher education feel more achievable.

4.2.2 RQ1(a): How do they perceive community organising
and what role do they play in it?

In the interviews, many parents viewed community organising as a process that moved
people from attempting to address their concerns individually and on their own, to building
collective strength within their chapter and pursue shared goals and positive action. Parents’
roles within community organising were varied and depended on individual preferences and
chapters’ specific campaign. They ranged from being involved in a passive manner through

attending meetings, to taking part in active leadership roles.

4.2.2.1 Building collective power/relational power

Parents said they view community organising primarily as an effective method for building
collective strength and relational power. They recognised they are usually isolated with
limited power as individuals, but felt they can achieve more together as a collective rather
than alone.

Parents also highlighted how community organising was an effective method for people to
work on finding common ground and identify shared goals, noting that collective strength
and relational power is key to achieve change. The key elements that were mentioned as
part of community organising were parents building trust, supporting and empowering each
other to take action, and collectively creating opportunities for positive change.

“You know, it's really good to see how much we can achieve for our community when a
few heads join together. And it would not be possible if there was no Parent Power,
because at the end of the day... Parent Power is what brought us together.” — Parent,
Bradford

Additionally, parents saw a key element of community organising was its embrace of
diversity. Parents highlighted that community organising brings together a diverse range of
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people from multiple backgrounds to work across their differences on issues they agree on.
Many felt that this is particularly important for groups that are often marginalised,
underserved, or socially disadvantaged, as it provides a platform for their voices to be heard.
For some, this was felt to be particularly important in areas facing significant deprivation.

“Especially [here], where it's quite severely deprived of many things. So you need that
community involvement, especially...Parent Power, where they can help...they can
basically give...information of what [we] need.” — Parent, Bradford

4.2.2.2 Commitment and adopting a broad perspective

Parents also acknowledged that effective participation in community organising required
commitment as achieving objectives established through community organising relies on
consistent attendance, punctuality, involvement and engagement.

Additionally, parents also reported that participation means adopting a broad perspective to
ensure activities and goals support all children, and contribute to the community’s future,
rather than focusing solely on individual self-interest. Active listening was mentioned as
playing an important role in facilitating collaboration, given the diverse backgrounds and
perspectives within the group.

“So you have to be able to listen because we have so many different viewpoints, so
many different parents from different backgrounds. So you have to be able to listen
and then organise what you've heard” — Parent, Bradford

4.2.2.3 Parents role in community organising group

Parents’ role varied depending on the chapter’s campaign focus and parents' individual
preferences. Parents’ main responsibilities included attending meetings to gain relevant
knowledge, participating in discussions to address their concerns, and disseminating relevant
information within their networks and communities. Beyond this, some preferred to
participate by listening and learning in a more passive manner, opting not to take on

leadership roles.

“I don't want to be one of those leaders in the group. The way | see my role in the group
is more of as a contributor rather than a leader, because | like the idea of [the
community organiser] being the leader, but developing skills and leadership skills and
supporting others who may not have those skills at this time.” — Parent, Oldham

Some shared that while the Brilliant Club handled much of the logistics such as organising
trips and events, parents were well-placed to do outreach, share opportunities within their
networks and encourage other parents to participate. They viewed their role as attending
events and motivating others to join.
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“I've invited quite a few families...It's just building relationships, chatting to them. They
always thank me when | invite them...[they say] all this is happening, we'll come, we'll
support it. It's just seeing different families getting involved.” — Parent, Knowsley

4.2.2.4 Pathways to leadership roles

Not all parents chose to restrict their role to outreach, some parents had chosen to act as
leaders in the group. A key objective of the programme was to enhance leadership skills
among willing ordinary parents, enabling them to take part in advocacy independently,
without significant assistance from the community organiser. Leadership opportunities were
offered through slow and gradual empowerment, as parents were given the opportunity to
build confidence and skills through delivering speeches at events, sharing updates during
meetings, and delivering presentations to wider audiences.

“We don't force people to say things or do things, but we encourage people... we prod
them. And then they start talking, engaging, and you can see you know, they have taken
on sort of leadership roles. If you give them a bit of responsibility as well, like, say, for
instance, ‘So in the next meeting, would you say a few lines here or there or would you
say something about it?” And then you can see people start coming out and it's good
because it's empowering the individuals there as well.” — Parent, Oldham

Although not all parents took on the leadership opportunities, most acknowledged that the
programme fostered personal growth regardless, with many reporting increased self-
confidence.

“Everyone is building confidence. They are growing as people...progression... in their

career, learning new skills, being good role models to their children. So it's paying into
the community, because parents are doing things that they didn't even know they had

the ability and the confidence to do.” — Parent, Bradford

To better support the uptake of leadership roles, parents expressed a need for more tailored
or relevant training in community organising methods. Access to courses relevant to their
chapter’s focus was seen as necessary to perform their tasks effectively and with confidence.
One parent noted that the training received was beneficial, suggesting that access to relevant
courses could assist parents with new or unfamiliar tasks. Others noted that insufficient
training relevant to their chapter limited their ability to engage effectively and perform their
duties with confidence.

“That is something that | would like, please, because it's not even something I've ever
done before...it would be brilliant if | could actually get training for something like this,
or do a short course which would give me more knowledge and skills.” — Parent,
Bradford
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4.2.5 RQ2: Do parents and community organisers perceive
any impacts on the parents’ personal lives, their
relationships, and local/wider community?

We found that both community organisers and parents observed a positive impact of Parent
Power on parents’ personal lives and their relationships. Due to a reported increased
understanding of higher education, parents felt empowered to start making personal
changes that had a positive impact on themselves and their mental health, as well as their
children, and others around them. According to the community organisers, Parent Power
moved parents from being isolated and somewhat uninformed, to informed individuals

showing early signs of becoming active community members.

4.2.3.1 Parent Power’s impact on parents’ personal lives

A key outcome reported by community organisers and parents was that with increased
knowledge and understanding of how the higher education system works, parents felt
more able to share informed advice with others. This led to increased confidence and a
sense of personal empowerment, where parents felt more able to support their children

effectively and disseminate information to others.

“The university trips have had massive impact... it's only when we visit them that they
realise that actually, you know, why should we be excluded from these wonderful
institutions because of our economic and financial situations or where we are from?... If
we change our thinking and we broaden our horizons and we become more
knowledgeable about the whole system, then our children can access these institutions,
and it's all about changing the way we think. So | think the university trips provide the
biggest light bulb moments for the parents.” — Community organiser

Both parents and community organisers also highlighted the improvement in wellbeing and
reduced isolation reported by parents involved with Parent Power. The in-person group
meetings and WhatsApp groups provide a source of friendship for many parents. They
provide essential opportunities to share their concerns and reduce their sense of isolation.
The programme also provided parents a safe space to discuss their concerns together without
judgement, creating strong bonds.

“And it provides parents with... friendship and a bit of a like a listening ear. And parents
go away feeling better that you know, these big issues in society are not just being
ignored but actually we're talking about them. And they go away feeling less isolated.” —
Community organiser

These connections often occurred between parents who may otherwise have not felt they
had much in common. Parents realised that despite their differences, they were all driven by
the same goal in relation to their children’s educational outcomes and aspirations. This
process of finding common ground across differences breaks down stereotypes and builds
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bonds across differences (bridging social capital), community spirit and networks for the
individual parents.

" A lot of friendships across cultures are formed, and a lot of understanding of cultural
differences are happening. Breaking down stereotypes and finding that we're all the
same, what drives us is the same, our aspirations for our children. These are all
wonderful things that we see as an effect of having a group like [area] Parent Power." -
Community organiser

4.2.3.2 Securing early wins, taking ownership and leveraging social capital

Parents shared that the programme supported them to build social capital and spoke of
members bonding with those who shared their background, as well as those from different
backgrounds, and lending support to one another. Several parents involved with the
programme spoke of finding value in offering support within these parent communities.
Bilingual parents were able to translate the information provided by Parent Power to support
and use it to inform and engage parents who do not speak English. Parents who already
worked in education found value in the opportunity to further support members of their
chapter using their specialist or professional knowledge. This was frequently raised in

relation to helping other chapter members’ children complete their university applications.

“I can speak to more people, especially people have language issues or not as aware of
things and what's going [on] around them...if you have information yourself, then you
could pass it on as well.” — Parent, Bradford

Additionally, both parents and community organisers observed some of the parents were
already securing wins and achieving their goals. A key local campaign launched in one of
the chapters was free tuition club for children in years 9-11. Parents from this chapter
expressed the hope that their tuition club would have a long-term community presence and
make a difference to their local community. As part of this, parents started showing agency
and taking ownership of achieving and sustaining their collective goals.

Further, outside of the tuition club campaign, the parents of that chapter started to leverage
the social capital they had built to create opportunities for mutual support and self-
development. Some of the examples mentioned were sessions on DIY home repairs for
women, and specialist support offered by professionals within the group. This shows a critical
step where the parents moved beyond the campaign and started relying on each other to meet
a range of practical and personal needs within the community.

“With the tuition group, it's not just tuition. There's also other things involved. For
example, they want to do DIY for women... Or there's one lady who can help you with
medical [knowledge] because she's a pharmacist... them kind of things, have a big
impact on the community because then people know where to turn, rather than just
thinking, oh no, | don't have anybody to help me” — Parent, Bradford
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For one parent in particular, the programme had a significant impact on their personal life
through gaining employment. Through taking on the role as treasurer for her Parent Power
chapter, she reflected on how the experience helped her re-build her confidence and develop
new skills.

“And then | was given the job, the finance person, so the treasurer for the Parent
Power [chapter]. And to be honest, it's really helped me grow as well as my son...
because it's empowered me as a parent because | was out of work for such a long
time, | had a 15 year career break, and | didn't even know that | could do some of the
things that | have done. So I've grown a lot.” — Parent, Bradford

4.2.3.3 Perceptions of how Parent Power affected the local and wider community

Community organisers and parents both observed early signs of their influence in the local
and wider community, though they recognised these were in the very early stages. Through
uniting like-minded and highly motivated parents, Parent Power created a group that felt

equipped to make long-term changes in their area.

From the perspective of both community organisers and parents, parents began taking
ownership of their group, moving from collective discussions of issues, to setting up
campaigns to address these concerns. For example, in one chapter a campaign has been set
up by parents to address the lack of mental health support for their children, which they
believe has a negative impact on their children’s wellbeing and educational outcome. Some
parents have met with local councillors and MPs showing early stages of seeking to
influence politics.

“it's having a positive impact. Like | said, we're working together, trying to get the
council to do more [on children’s mental health]. Now the council, they're doing different
hubs where the young children, or young people can just drop in, which means that help
is more accessible. Yes, [Parent Power] definitely has impact, we work together on
different issues, whatever issue arises.” — Parent, Oldham

Parents getting involved in community organising is also seen to foster community cohesion
and encourages network building. Community organisers reported were working together
with parents to build their network with wider institutions (schools, universities, local
charities) and people of influence (e.g., councillors) to ensure that Parent Power has a visible
presence in the local and wider community. Parents were also recruiting other parents they
knew through word of mouth. This suggests that network building is happening both at
individual and institutional level, with the aim to build community strength and wider

alliances.

‘I think with Parent Power... [parents have] realised working together they go a lot
further and achieve a lot more... now, my recruitment | don't really send messages to
schools anymore. A lot of my recruitment is parents, so parents want the best for
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other members of the community...they are inviting them in and saying, ‘Let's get
involved in this or that’... they want the wider community to benefit from this as well.
They're not just saying, ‘I'm just doing what I'm doing forget anybody else’. They're now
seeing the benefit that working together, they can achieve so much more." -
Community organiser

Some parents felt that these improved networks were already producing positive results. A
lack of communication from schools was one of the key factors that motivated parents to join
Parent Power. Due to having improved influence in schools through the Parent Power
community, some parents reported now receiving more frequent updates from schools about
their children’s education and more information about higher education directly from their

children’s schools.

“I've seen that there's been an increase in the amount of information we are getting
[from my child’s school] about education and about higher education. Before it wasn't
like that. And now, ever since engaging Parent Power, and Parent Power wrote to the
school to ask them what there is there for our children and asking for more
information. It has spurred them into action, and they are providing more information
for parents and children as well regarding higher education. So | think that has been an
impact coming from Parent Power.” — Parent, Peterborough

Finally, community organisers shared that through regular discussions on often stigmatised
issues, such as mental health, Parent Power is starting to contribute towards breaking down
stigmas at a community level. This was particularly evident when chapters campaigns were
taken up by wider institutions, such as universities and local politicians. Since most
campaigns have only been running for less than a year, the wider systemic changes the
campaigns are aiming for cannot be seen yet. However, community organisers were
optimistic about the trajectory of the programme and believe that these changes will come

about with continued action.

“So we found that by coming together, talking, we have broken down the isolation and
the stigma that surrounds issues such as mental health, so that that in itself is very
empowering.” — Community organiser

4.2.4 RQ3: Do parents and community organisers perceive
any impact in terms of Parent Power supporting their
children to access higher education?

We found that both community organisers and parents believe that Parent Power has a
positive impact on supporting children’s access to higher education and their broader
educational journey. The key outcomes identified across the two groups ranged from
increasing knowledge and awareness about higher education and other educational
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pathways, to shifts in attitudes and behaviour in both parents and children that make
accessing higher education feel more achievable.

4.2.4.1 Increased knowledge and awareness of the higher education system and other
educational pathways

One of the key outcomes reported by both community organisers and parents was the
increase in parents' knowledge and awareness of the higher education sector and processes.
Through Parent Power, parents accessed university visits, support to learn how to navigate
university websites, information on the importance of personal statements, and sessions on
completing UCAS applications, among other things. This helped parents develop practical
skills, but also changed parents’ attitudes towards higher education pathways.
Community organisers shared that parents initially dismissed higher education as
inaccessible to people like them, but this changed after engaging with Parent Power.

“When we went for the first trip, | knew absolutely zero about education system...Now,
I've got clear information how my kids will manage to go to university if they would like
to. They were very helpful, absolutely, in a massive way.” — Parent, Fenland

“A lot of our parents didn't know much about the higher education sector at all, and it
was because they didn't have that knowledge, they just automatically did not even
consider it as an option for their children and didn't really push their children as much
into that direction. But now, because of Parent Power, they've been to visit a few
universities. Every meeting...we build that bank of knowledge through the information,
advice and guidance... So now because of that knowledge [university has] become very
accessible to them, whereas before they had these thoughts like, ‘Oh, that's not for us.
That's for the rich and famous’... But now... if the child wants it, it's very much
accessible. And it's very much doable and affordable.” — Community organiser

Both parents and community organisers shared that increased awareness and knowledge
was not restricted to the higher education system but also included alternative educational
pathways, such as modern apprenticeships, Higher National Diplomas, and online education
centres. Through the provision of holistic information about the education system, parents
reported that the programme enabled them to help their children identify the best option for
them, based on their personal strengths, interests, and future career goals.

“One of the events at the university were about all the different pathways to a career. |
was aware there's all these apprenticeships, all these other routes, but | wasn't
confident in them. I've always been following the standard way, which is... GCSE, A
Levels and undergraduate university course, whereas there's loads and loads of
different options now... Without Parent Power, | would have [had] no idea, we would
have probably missed out on all that.” — Parent, Bradford
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4.2.4.2 Shifts in attitudes and increased aspirations

According to both community organisers and parents, gaining better knowledge about
higher education and other education pathways led to an increase in parents’ confidence
and shifts in their and their children’s attitudes and aspirations. Parents moved from
initially believing that higher education is not for people like them, to actively encouraging
their children to aim high.

Community organisers that university visits, in particular, are popular and highly effective
facilitators in shifting aspirations for parents. Visiting prestigious institutions like the
University of Oxford and the University of Cambridge and understanding the available
support systems that exist for students provides a tangible and direct experience for parents
to shift their attitudes around belonging and the accessibility of these institutions.

“Taking parents to Cambridge University. Oh my God, it was just the most amazing
experience because | had so many parents come up to us and said, ‘We would never
have thought of Cambridge University for my child living in [this area], living in poverty,
disadvantage, it's one of the universities that we wouldn't even think of our child would
go’. They've gone [to visit and] they've been made to feel welcomed. They've been given
all this information of how they can be supported, how their child can be supported...
and they come back and they said, ‘Oh my God, that is something | would love my child
to go and | am going to really, really push my child to aim for that’.” — Community
organiser

Additionally, parents also reported that, following university visits, they noted positive
impacts on their children too, particularly an increase in their children’s ambition and
motivation to continue to higher education, as they began to see themselves in those
institutions. The information provided by the programme helped the children decide which
career they wanted to pursue, motivating them to work towards a long-term goal.

“We visited University of Oxford, Jesus College. And my son went with me. We met a...
number of students from the university, mostly from the same background as my son...
my son engaged with them quite a lot. And, by the time we've come back from the visit,
| did see quite a marked difference in the ambition the motivation from my son” -
Parent, Cardiff

4.2.4.3 Shifts in parents’ engagement and quality of support

Community organisers and parents reported that the internal changes that parents
experienced such as increased awareness, knowledge, and confidence led to positive changes
in behaviour, especially in how parents supported their children. Parents shared that the
programme had a positive impact on how they support their children’s education on a
practical and emotional level, including being more involved and having more
conversations with their children about higher education at home. Parents also said they
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feel more able to provide the necessary resources and tools their children may need to
succeed and achieve their academic goals.

“When we talk, we have common ground and understanding because | know what my
children know. So we can discuss that and what their plans for the future are.” -
Parent, Peterborough

Additionally, parents also shared that, due to learning more about mental health issues via
the chapters’ specific campaigns, they were able to become more understanding and
compassionate with their children and offer better quality of support. They consciously
reduced pressure on their children, providing support for their academic attainment while
being conscious of the possible impacts on their mental health.

“I'think I'm just a bit more understanding and kinder, and | think because of the stuff that
we've been doing around mental health... I'm becoming more of a compassionate
parent as a result of Parent Power because | don't compare myself with other parents
and put pressure on my children about achieving, because in the past it was like, you
know, like families competing of whose children doing better and | get that and | get the
fact that...we want them to reach their potential. But we don't want it to be at a cost of
their mental health. So | think I'm kind of being more mindful of that. So | want my
children to reach their potential, but at the same time, | want to be a compassionate
and kind parent throughout it.” — Parent, Oldham

4.2.4.4 Increased advocacy

According to community organisers, some parents went beyond directly supporting their
own children’s education and started engaging in advocacy. Parents moved from initially
feeling lost and having doubts regarding the higher education system to actively
collaborating with the community organisers and other parents, asking questions,
discussing, and strategising on how to better support their children.

“| get parents contact me saying, ‘My child wants to do this, can you give me more
information on this?’, or, ‘Can you do a talk on this?’, or, ‘Can we arrange a visit to
this...?’... because | feel like they've had the encouragement of, ‘Actually, there is a

3

way’.” — Community organiser

Parents became increasingly engaged in their children’s educational journey, a change that
was also shown when they started to use their voices to advocate for better opportunities for
their children, as well as increase their networks and building the initial phases of collective
strength and relational power.

“They become more involved because they have that knowledge now, and they have
that voice. They have that empowerment that, you know, we can actually talk about
this... so we see a lot more involvement, and there's a lot of passion there...they want
their children to have every opportunity... these aspirations, these concerns have
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always been there, but [the parents] just did not know how to express them and having
like-minded parents who they can talk to... and they share information with each other,
share ideas. So it's wonderful to see... people become more actively involved, more
empowered...to get more involved in their children's education.” — Community
organiser

4.2.5 RQ4: What are the barriers and facilitators to
implementing community organising activities within
Parent Power?

We found the implementation of community organising activities faced three main
challenges: systemic barriers, personal barriers, and programme level barriers. The main
facilitators identified by both community organisers and parents can be categorised into two
areas: the practical and logistical flexibility of the programme, and the relational practices

between community organisers that underpinned the successful delivery of the programme.

4.2.5.1 Systemic barriers: competing demands on parents’ time

Both community organisers and parents agreed that one of the most significant barriers to
deeper engagement amongst parents was the socio-economic constraints parents faced in
their daily lives. According to the community organisers, time constraints were one of the
main issues parents faced. This barrier was a common point of discussion across the range of
parents they worked with, and its effect was often compounded by the current cost of living
crisis. Many parents were working multiple jobs as well as juggling other pressures such as
caring responsibilities for both their children and other family members such as their elderly
parents. These demands on parents’ time significantly limited their ability to move from
attending meetings to engaging more deeply in community organising work, despite many

having the passion and desire to bring about positive change.

“Parents literally are the busiest people on the planet. And now, in this day and age,
there's so much pressure on parents because services have been cut... not only are
they having to care for their children, provide, you know, put a meal on the table for
their children every day, they're having to take up more work to be able to cope with
the cost of living crisis and also look after their elderly relatives as well, or disabled
relatives if they have them...| think the passion is there, the interest is there, the desire
for having a community group such as Parent Power and being part of it is definitely
there. And it's just time because, and it is because of all the pressures that parents are
facing.” — Community organiser

Parents agreed with this, stating logistical barriers such full-time jobs, work schedules,
transport, and childcare made it difficult to commit to programme aims. These competing

demands made it difficult for many parents to deeply engage with the programme.
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“So, some meetings [l] have not been able to attend just because of the time. And so if
they're starting at five, because | work full time, it can be impossible to get to a meeting
for five... | would definitely maybe encourage meetings to start a little bit later. So
working parents can get there and then also just making sure that they're nice and
concise as well.” — Parent, Bradford

4.2.5.2 Personal barriers: low confidence and low trust

Both community organisers and parents identified low confidence and lack of trust as a
barrier. Parents reported that when they first joined Parent Power, they had low confidence
and limited knowledge of the higher education system. This can act as a barrier to them
speaking up and contributing their ideas in the group as the meetings can initially be
intimidating.
“And at the beginning, at the outset, | wasn't confident enough to be able to speak in a
group, at the outset, because parents are looking at you like as, ‘What you on about?’,
you know? Some parents have different experiences with the school. I've had a
different experience with the school. Some parents think it's, you know, the school is
fantastic and it's been all, you know, you get a lot of information, but | feel the total

opposite and you don't want to feel like you're contradicting anybody that's there.” —
Parent, Bradford

Similarly, community organisers reported that some parents are initially hesitant about fully
engaging and committing their limited time to Parent Power, due to prior negative
experiences with similar projects, which failed to bring about long-term changes to their
local area.

“I took up the opportunity to go because | thought it's been established in other areas,
S0 it's actually a good opportunity to get first-hand information as to what it is all about
and whether it's genuine. Whether it's going to work or if it’s just something that, you go
to a meeting and nothing materialises after it” — Parent, Bradford

4.2.5.3 Programme barriers: funding, and sustainability

Funding challenges were identified as significant barrier for most chapters by both
community organisers and parents. Some parents faced challenges securing sufficient
funding for their campaign activities and had to explore alternative fundraising solutions.
Parents dedicated time to brainstorming ideas to raise money to support their respective
campaigns. One parent mentioned feeling a sense of obligation to participate in fundraising
efforts, despite not anticipating this as part of their role as a Parent Power member. Many
described fundraising efforts as demanding and challenging.

“I think the biggest one is funding. Funding is massively underdeveloped within any
community. To get tuition, to get rooms booked, you know, those are all bound by
funding and those have been our probably biggest obstacles. But we've come together
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as a community. We've done fundraising together. We managed to get funding recently
as well from the lottery fund. But, you know, funding is always going to be like a major
issue, really. | don't think there's a lack of passion.” — Parent, Bradford

Also tied to funding constraints, community organisers highlighted the pressure of short-
term funding such as being on yearly contracts, with one also reporting concerns over pay
and financial insecurity. They found this creates insecurity, and stress for the community
organisers and undermines the long-term sustainability of the programme.

Additionally, some of the chapters were seen as being reliant on a small group of highly
engaged parents, leaving the success of the programme in a precarious balance, should the
dynamics of the group change. For example, highly engaged parents or leaders who face
personal crises, such as bereavement, and need to take a step back can affect the progression
of the chapter’s community organising work as the group may be overly reliant on them to
keep things moving. Community organisers aim to be sensitive in these situations, leaving
the door open for their return, but having a small number of highly engaged parents can be a
barrier, as when one or two of them drop off, it can cause disruption within the small group
of active community members.

“There are parents that were very engaged, like | said, the ones who have had
bereavements. | just don't contact them anymore and, if they want to come back to me,
they can. Obviously, | don't want to push it, but | haven't heard from them for a while.” -
Community organiser

Community organisers also noted that not all parents are interested in fully engaging in the
community organising activities. Some parents are only interested in being involved in a
limited capacity. Their primary interest is to access information and advice on how to
support their children to access higher education. They may perceive the community
organising aspect of the programme as not relevant to them. Community organisers
recognise that there is a wide range of engagement amongst parents, including those who are
only interested in accessing information, but still believe there is value in getting them
involved at that level.

“My area is probably one with the most parents involved. However, | do get some
parents who will just attend meetings, but they don't want to be involved in anything
else. And I've tried. I've tried to contact them. I've tried to have one-to-ones, and then |
think, ‘Well, if nothing else, at least they're coming to the IAG sessions’, and so | don't
pester them too much. | give it a couple of times.” — Community organiser

Additionally, some community organisers felt that elements of the programme design
created challenges for retention and engagement. Some parents who initially attended
meetings ended up dropping off the programme once they realised their children were not
yet in the right age-range to benefit from the Parent Power programme. Some parents noted
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that the programme’s aim to recruit parents with children from key stage 3 (Year 7 to Year 9)
upwards might fail to engage parents at the right time. Similarly, some parents also identified
challenges in recruiting or encouraging parents to get involved in the wider community
organising work, as many outside of the programme viewed these activities as not relevant to
themselves or their children.

“The sad thing is, it's difficult trying to get more people engaged, you know, coming
together. That's the difficult part. We would like to see Parent Power grow with more
members, but there's not many as we like to be, so it's difficult. You can't force people
to come to the meeting and or be a member. You know you can only invite and that's
the difficulty. Like you ask people they know they've got nothing to lose. They can gain
knowledge to have it. But that’s the difficulty. I'd like to see it grow further.” — Parent,
Oldham

4.2.5.4 Facilitators: practical and logistical flexibility

Both parents and community organisers emphasised the removal of physical or logistical
barriers to participation as key facilitators in engagement with Parent Power’s community
engagement activities. Accessible, welcoming and well-known meeting locations such as
local schools played a crucial role in facilitating parent participation. Parents emphasised
that having meetings in easily accessible local venues was highly beneficial, allowing them to
attend more consistently and engage with the programme effectively.

“| think the schools letting us use their area to have these meetings, or the college
allowing us to have the meetings in their theatres. | think that's helped us quite a lot...
location was very important when we were setting up these meetings, because if
people couldn't make it or they thought they were gonna be late, they would just miss
it.” — Parent, Bradford

Community organisers also mentioned offering flexibility to parents as another key
facilitator. This included offering online meetings or shifting meeting days or times to align
with parents’ needs. Additionally, effective communication through sharing meeting notes
for those who did not attend meetings via WhatsApp group chats was also highlighted as a
facilitator. Parents were able to receive clear and up to date information about their chapter’s
activities even if they had missed a meeting.

“I think it's being super flexible...we're doing it online because, like logistically, some
parents can't get to the community centre at a certain time. Some people have got, like,
three, four children who are at different clubs, whereas putting it online means
everybody can attend...We've always made sure people who can't attend can get like a
recording or some notes sent over so they can be part of the decisions that we make in
the group as well, and have an update about like decisions that have been made” —
Community organiser
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“Like I said, the person that's coordinating all is good communication, making the
information available, and easily accessible. All the information is clear. What the
programme is about, attending the events, the community events or gatherings that are
on, and information just to attend them. Times have been quite good on an evening, so
there's flexibility around that so I've not really struggled with accessing information or
participating in anything.” — Parent, Bradford

Finally, community organisers noted that they aim to create a welcoming environment and
shared that providing food and refreshments was another facilitator to help create a family-
friendly and social atmosphere that encourages parents to attend and return to meetings.

4.2.5.5 Facilitators: relational practices

Parents unanimously appreciated their community organisers for their supportiveness,
responsiveness, commitment of time, and effective resolution of issues. Community
organisers were flexible in their role and prioritised building rapport with parents through
one-to-one conversations and keeping in touch via WhatsApp, showing genuine interest
in parents’ lives. This approach was reported to help create genuine bonds that go beyond a
solely professional relationship, and make parents feel heard and valued. Parents shared
that this helped alleviate initial concerns they had when joining the group, and fostered a
sense of inclusion and value for each parent's presence and perspective.

“She was very accommodating. The fact that | work full time, she came to my home...
she just worked around me. I had a one-to-one meeting with her. She wanted to bring
me on board. Yeah. So she built that relationship with me, and | felt like a valued
member and a trusted member, and my contribution mattered.” — Parent, Oldham

According to the community organisers, the structure of the meetings themselves facilitates
engagement. The meeting is split into two halves, with the first focusing on IAG, and the
second half focusing on discussion of issues, campaigning and taking action. This structure
equips parents with immediate knowledge to support their children, while also validating
their wider concerns and empowering them to work towards positive change.

“We split our meetings into two halves, and the first half is always about information,
advice and guidance that builds within Parent Power...So after each meeting...they go
away more knowledgeable, more powerful, to support their children in their education.
But then the second half of the meeting is talking about the issues that our children
face... and what we as parents can do about it... this strategy in the meetings...allows
parents to build a bunk of knowledge, like | said, but then also channel their frustrations
and their anger in a positive way and actually feel that they [are]... creating change for
the next generation and for themselves.” — Community organiser
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4.2.5.6 Facilitators: strategic partnerships and networks

Finally, community organisers highlighted that having strong proactive partnerships with
other institutions such as universities (including Russell Group institutions and local
universities) are key facilitators. These partners not only provide the IAG sessions but also
add significant value and credibility to the programme. Community organisers’ ability to
leverage external networks was reported to be crucial for successful delivery.

Additionally, community organisers reporting relying heavily on their internal network for
support. Their peer team of community organisers and support from TBC management
were perceived as essential facilitators. This structure offers community organisers a safety
net, and additional resources for navigating problems.

“I'm really lucky that The Brilliant Club is a very open space, a really safe space to be
able to talk to colleagues... | always feel like, really comfortable to be able to kind of
speak up... So we have community meetings [of community organisers] and we can all
sort of all share our round questions so that kind of helps. | do feel really, really
supported. Definitely.” — Community organiser

4.2.6 RQ5: How do community organisers perceive their role
in supporting parents and enabling engagement among
parents?

Community organisers who participated in interviews had been involved with Parent Power
ranging from six months to two and a half years, with most having been in their role for
approximately two years. They identified a range of ways in which they support and
empower parents within the programme.

The organisers perceived their role as having two primary functions. First, they focused on
mobilisation, bringing parents together and growing their chapters. Their second
overarching purpose was empowerment, acting as facilitators who provided parents the
opportunity to come together and work in unison towards a political goal or social change.

“I bring together parents to meet and talk about the barriers our children face in their
education, in achieving success in that education and talk about how we as parents can
campaign to fight those barriers and support our children through their education.” —
Community organiser

4.2.6.1 Leveraging personal expertise and awareness for community change

Several community organisers had backgrounds working in education such as teachers and
lecturers, and they wished to use their existing expertise to help parents navigate the
educational system. Some perceived limited potential for enacting meaningful change from
within the education system, so sought to improve outcomes by becoming community
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organisers and engaging both parents and schools. For others, their role was personal, rooted
in their lived experience as parents. In fact, one community organiser assumed the
leadership role after engaging as a Parent Power member, gaining community insight and
practical knowledge that enhanced her capacity to support other parents and offer an
informed and tailored approach to engagement.

“I was a teacher for about 20 years in a lot of different establishments. | have my own
children... | knew | wanted to do something that was going to support people and make
things better... this [role] was the obvious one that | wanted to go for because it was to
do with education and it was to do with making sure that everyone had access to
information and to supporting their families. That fitted me as a parent, but also me as
a teacher, as well as fitted the fact that | wanted to do something that would make a
positive difference.” — Community organiser

Community organisers also drew on their own knowledge of systemic issues within the
education system across many levels. They identified a key systemic failure in raising
student awareness of higher education opportunities and saw their role as empowering
parents to address this gap through collective effort.

“Because of the lack of information provided to these young people from school, a lot
of their parents were not educated in the UK, that it was just a lack of understanding of
what was available out there and what they want to do. Because of the government
taking funding away from schools for careers advice, they were not getting any robust
careers advice... | want to empower parents cause | feel like parents are a key.
Because we spend the most time with our children. Who better to inform our children
of educational choices, than us?” — Community organiser

4.2.6.2 Relational approaches

Community organisers employed a range or recruitment strategies to engage parents in the
programme. Many shared that their approach was grounded in building relationships rather
than confined to increasing the number of parents in their chapter.

Initially, many community organisers used indirect outreach methods such as emailing
schools about Parent Power and including information about the programme in school
newsletters. This approach was considered promising due to the large number of students
and parents it could reach, but ultimacy yielded inconsistent levels of interest and
engagement. Therefore, many community organisers moved to other outreach activities,
such as arranging events within schools to promote Parent Power. Although some
community organisers found these events beneficial for gaining interest, others saw little
engagement, highlighting the limitations of top-down communication.

“Initially, we scope out local schools that would like to be involved in Parent Power, and
then we might have an online chat, talk about the benefits of Parent Power, the school’s
involvement, how much they'd be involved throughout the course of the process of

57
Evaluation of Parent Power: Final Report | December 2025



establishing a chapter. Then | would go and do a school launch. So go into the schools,
the school would advertise it, we'd try and advertise it as well. And then, do that kind of
recruitment programme that way. What we've done in [area] for the first time is that
I've worked there, so I've gone in as a face that's in the community talking to families.” —
Community Organiser

Community organisers felt that relational methods such as word of mouth and using pre-
existing networks were the most effective. They observed the benefits of leveraging
existing personal and professional networks for recruitment over impersonal outreach
methods such as emails and newsletters, referencing greater trust.

“She was very happy and excited about Parent Power. That meant that she shared our
invitation with all of her contacts at every single school in [region]. That was much less
scattergun because it was people she already had a connection with. She understood
and believed in what | told her about Parent Power, so she believed it was important.
That was really good... | built up quite a big network.” — Community organiser

Community organisers encouraged parents to utilise word of mouth by sharing their
experiences with other parents. This helped to increase their social capital, creating a sense
of community and helping to develop a network from the moment parents join.

“Parent on parent recruitment is one of the most effective ways, like a parent who's
already part of Parent Power, when they talk to other parents about their experiences
and how it's benefited them to be part of this group, that's the most effective way of
recruiting other parents we found, so, yeah, there's a lot of that as well.” — Community
organiser

Once a parent was recruited, relational one-to-ones were organised and considered an
effective strategy to sustain engagement from parents. This gave parents the opportunity to
gain information and develop solutions to ongoing concerns.

“So every time a new parent registers with me, | have an initial one-to-one with them.
They register with me, | send them messages we have a little conversation on the
phone. Then | say, ‘Can | have a one-to-one?’, and | like a face-to-face one-to-one... it's
just a free-flowing conversation. It's a relational conversation, for them to understand
why I'm doing this, and what I'm here for, and for me to understand what their needs
are.” — Community organiser

Community organisers worked to ensure these relationships continued throughout parents’
engagement with the programme. Beyond regular meetings, the community organisers
ensure they are easily reachable, often using WhatsApp groups as means of communication
with the parents in a chapter.
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“I have a lot of WhatsApp conversations on a daily basis. It is fantastic, and any parent
needs to get hold of me they just send me a WhatsApp and we arrange if it needs to be
a face-to-face conversation we'll meet up, if it's just over the phone or just some
messaging, anything they querying, anything” — Community organiser

4.2.6.3 Community organisers as facilitators

A key strategy utilised for long-term sustainable engagement is the community organisers
role as a facilitator rather than a saviour. The community organisers aimed to encourage
parents to position themselves as leaders and take ownership of the group collectively as
well as promoting shared decision making. Community organisers often identified active
members of the group and helped them to take leadership roles. For example, one chapter
created a Saturday Club where parents formed a board and were involved in all decisions
from securing funding to managing the club’s activities.

“The biggest achievement we've had is, we've got a Saturday Club that's been going on

for three months. It's by the parents for the parents. We've got the board members of

that...set up an incorporated constitution... the chair, the secretary and treasurer, are
all parents whose children go to the school.” — Community organiser

Community organisers also implemented this approach when planning meetings and seeking
out additional resources. By responding to parents’ needs and interests, rather than their
own beliefs about what was most important, community organisers aimed to ensure
parents felt heard and empowered, and develop trust. In turn, they could develop a better
understanding of the value of networks and social capital and increase their participation in
discussing collective issues and campaign issues with the wider group.

“A big thing, | think with engagement is making sure the meetings are relevant to them.
Whatever they've been bringing up... whatever the topic is. A parent who joined
recently is really passionate about mental health. We're having two experts come to the
meeting, a different one coming in September in relation to mental health support for
young people.” — Community organiser

Despite this, community organisers also shared that engagement levels do vary among
parents. They acknowledged that deep engagement in all chapter activities is not possible
for all parents. Therefore, one of the key strategies the community organisers spoke about
was to also ensure they continue to manage and communicate with a diverse range of
parents and stay responsive to their differing needs.
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4.2.7 RQ6: How do community organisers and parents
perceive the long-term impact of Parent Power on the
wider community?®

Community organisers and parents expect positive long-term impacts from Parent Power,
but feel that their campaigns have not been active for long enough for those impacts to be
realised yet. Community organisers highlighted two main areas of impact. First, they believe
parents would continue to take ownership and drive their own change. Secondly, they
expect that Parent Power will initiate systemic progress on issues such as educational
inequalities, higher education access, and increased resources for communities. Parents
reported feeling hopeful for sustained improvements to their community but noted that lack
of consistency in parent engagement had made it harder to see long-term impacts.

4.2.7.1 Sustainable growth

Community organisers shared that they see the Parent Power model as sustainable. Many
mentioned that they had seen chapters continue to grow organically through word-of-mouth
and parents see the direct results and benefits they have achieved for themselves.
Community organisers reported that when parents recruit other parents through sharing
their own positive experiences, the impact on others is stronger as there is already an
established trust between existing members and new ones, and the chapter becomes self-
sustaining and grows organically.

“Long term, | think the parents are going to sustain this. | feel like, parents who have
joined us and realised that there's so much benefit to it. They are then relaying that to
other parents... | really do think it's going to grow and more and more parents are
going to get involved and more parents will realise that the more involved they are, the
better it is for the community.” — Community organiser

4.2.7.2 Empowered communities creating systemic changes

One of the long-term impacts parents and community organisers highlighted was the
continuous focus on bringing together isolated individuals and communities to create a
base of close-knit empowered community members. This was expected to lead to greater
resilience among the community to fight against systemic barriers and bring about positive
change.

“I think the long term impact that | could see is the fact that, as a collective group, our
voice is stronger and louder and that we do have the power, individually, it might not be
loud, but as a collective it is... it does leave you with that hope and confidence that, you
know what? We can be part of the change, and we can change things... and not have
those self-limiting beliefs that... what am | going to do? What can | do? My
circumstances are not good. I'm poor and my kids are always going to be poor... but
being part of this group, the long-term benefits [is that], we're changing the mindset.
And | think if we change that mindset of parents, they influence their children and then
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it's almost like we're trying to change the generational mindset. So, yeah, | think long
term, it can help change trajectories of people for generations.” — Parent, Oldham

According to the community organisers, the long-term vision involves achieving systemic
changes across the issues and campaigns parents choose to work on and bring about positive
change for all families, not only for those who are part of Parent Power. Ideally, this would
include improving educational opportunities at a local context with more children raising
their aspirations.

“It's going to improve social mobility. It's going to empower the parents, and their young
people might see this and see the benefits of community and that they can take that to
their friends and then their children. It's something that's going to be sustainable for
many years. | really, really hope.” — Community organiser

Parents acknowledged that this change would take time and emphasised the importance of
consistent parent engagement to achieve programme goals.

“I think so, | think it will be interesting to see because | think it's still early days. It's only
been a year and whether they manage to keep parents engaged after the kids have
moved on is going to be interesting to see, because it will be beneficial to the group in
itself, if you can retain these parents because it feels like you're having to start all over
again if you get new parents on board, you're going through the whole thing again. |
think you need parents long term, to be able to make it a success. They have said what
they want to achieve and parents are behind them.” — Parent, Bradford

4.2.7.3 Programme improvements

We also asked community organisers and parents about any programme improvements they
would like to see. Most of their advice for programme improvements focused on addressing
operational and financial barriers. Parents also raised wanting to focus on allocating more

resources to increasing parent and child engagement.

Community organisers shared the significant stress and difficulties encountered in delivering
the programme due to yearly contracts. The dependence on short-term funding creates
instability as the role demands significant time and emotional investment to build
relationships and trust, often with parents who have complex lives and socio-economic
disadvantages. Community organisers suggested contract length should be at minimum two
years long to allow for the deep relationship building necessary for parents to build trust and
obtain the necessary skills for them to succeed.

“My contract ends this month... And | still don't know what's happening, whether or not
I'm gonna be working in [the chapter next year] or not.” — Community organiser
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One community organiser also felt that the freedom of each chapter to develop their own
goal, whilst a crucial element of the community organising model, can make the goals of
overall programme appear unclear to outsiders. One suggestion was for a clearer public
identity of the programme as a whole.

“We're all going to look very different because sometimes.... It just comes across a bit
woolly or not clear what Parent Power is because we're not all doing the same [thing]”.
— Community organiser

Both parents and community organisers felt that continuing to increase the programme’s
focus on mental health support would be beneficial to parents, their children, and the wider

community:.

“A few more sessions around the emotional wellbeing, or on mental health and things. If
they have something around that, that would make a huge impact on the parents and
the children. Obviously, children go through different stages in life, they're quite
emotional, parents are quite emotional. It's just having more courses around how to
better yourself, how to cope with stress, about the emotional wellbeing.” — Parent,
Bradford

Parents also suggested having a more structured timeline with meeting topics, events, and
trips shared months in advance to help plan personal commitments. A programme schedule
would let them prioritise key meetings and avoid conflicts. They also proposed a one-year

and three-year plan to keep the chapter focused on long-term goals.

Finally, parents noted that the programme’s growth and impact would depend on
committed parent participation. They suggested engaging parents from Year 7 as it was felt
that an earlier engagement point would lead to a significant gain in confidence, and higher
chances of parents staying involved as their children continue secondary school. However,
this this would inevitably mean adjusting programme content to make it relevant for parents
with younger children. Strengthening engagement would also encourage parents to remain
long enough to see their ideas realised and benefit the community.

“It takes time for a parent to become confident enough to be able to partake in
activities as well. So you want to be able to engage with. That's what I'm saying. You
want to be able to engage with, start from Year Seven, almost then, every year you're
engaging new parents that are coming into Year Seven, for example, if you are sticking
with secondary schools, because then you've always got, for at least three or four
years, parents that are going to be engaged with the programme and that are going to
be confident enough to be able to go out and arrange activities or arrange work
experience or... whatever is required for those kids at that time.” — Parent, Bradford
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4.2.8 Strengths and limitations

The qualitative findings were rich in data, but there were limitations relating to scope and
generalisability. The study aimed to capture the perceived impact of community organising
via purposively selecting participants who had been highly engaged with the programme for
a minimum of 12 months. However, due to challenges with recruitment, half the sample
consisted of parents who were highly engaged for a period of six to 12 months. The other
half had engaged for more than one year. This means that around half of the sample reflects
the experiences of parents who have become highly engaged in the initial or intermediate
stages of their community organising journey. This limits the ability to draw full conclusions
about the programme's full impact after a year or more of sustained organising.

Additionally, participants were purposively selected by TBC. This likely introduced some
selection bias, allowing for parents who were the most motivated and active to take part in
the research. Therefore, the findings may not be representative of the wider Parent Power
population, given the varied nature of parents' engagement. Furthermore, one chapter was
overrepresented in the parent interviews, so the findings offer limited scope for generalising
across the diverse Parent Power chapters.
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5. Discussion and conclusion

In the impact evaluation, we found no significant differences between treatment and control
parents on three of the outcomes: measured knowledge of higher education systems, parental
self-efficacy, and leadership and community organising skills. We found a small but
significant effect on perceived knowledge of higher education systems, however the results
were unstable across the robustness checks, so we do not believe this is a secure finding at
this stage. While it is possible that this is due to the programme having no effect on any of
these outcomes, it is more likely that limitations in the data collection mean we were unable
to detect any effects. The final sample size was small, only 88 treatment parents completed
the endline survey and, following matching, we had an effective sample size of 122
comparator parents. Assuming an alpha of 0.05 and power of 80 per cent with a
baseline/endline correlation of 0.5 (the correlation for the measured knowledge outcomes),
the minimum detectable effect size with this sample was 0.44, a medium effect. To detect
small effects with the same assumptions (Cohen’s d = 0.2), we would have required almost
five times the total sample (n=1012).

Exploratory analysis also suggests that there may be self-selection bias. Although the
matching achieved strong balance on the observed covariates, we found that treatment
parents may be more motivated to participate in parental engagement activities than
comparator parents in the sample. All treatment parents at least signed up for Parent Power,
even if they did not go on to engage with activities, whereas only 48 per cent of comparator
parents said they would be interested in signing up for Parent Power if a chapter opened in
their local area. This suggests that unobserved characteristics such as motivation may not
have been fully captured in the matching. If these characteristics are associated with the
outcomes measured the exchangeability assumption is not met, and the results may not hold.

Further, it is possible that parents who participated in the evaluation did not have enough
time to engage with Parent Power for change to happen. Parents in the treatment group
completed the endline survey six to 12 months after they signed up for Parent Power.
Interviews with parents and community organisers suggest that effects from Parent Power
are expected to take over 12 months, so the data collection timeline may have been too short
to allow these changes to occur before endline data collection.

The interviews also suggested that the most notable outcomes of participation in Parent
Power might go beyond parents’ engagement with higher education systems. Community
organising is conceptualised to work on multiple levels as it facilitates change in individual
participants and their relationships, before engendering wider systemic change. Before
parents can challenge the wider system, a change in perspective, skills and confidence needs
to take place. Interviews with parents and community organisers suggest that this had taken
place. Parents first experienced shifts in aspirations through the experiential activities like
university visits. This challenged the deep held belief that university was out of reach for
people like them, and this in turn created an attitudinal shift in terms of increased aspiration.
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Once this internal shift happened, some parents started to move towards positive action,
becoming leaders and advocates for their children and local community. This is a critical
transformation, moving them from taking a passive role, to embodying active organiser
figures and leading efforts to address systemic failures in education provision.

The community organisers acted as facilitators and not saviours, following a key principle of
the approach to not directly act on behalf of parents, and successfully developing parents as
leaders, encouraging them to take part in shared decision making. This process creates
campaigns that can run independently without parents being dependent on the community
organisers and capable of addressing local issues. The programme has started to show this

through securing early wins such as launching a free tuition club.

The main operational barrier for parent engagement was the time constraints they face due
to their socio-economic statuses, which limited the ability of parents to fully engage in
community organising work, despite showing passion and interest. While the programme is
fully flexible in relation to timing and location to accommodate parents' needs, it does not
seem to fully address this systemic issue affecting a significant number of parents. This
means the pace of the organising has and likely will have to continue to adapt to the
economic situation parents find themselves in.

The other barrier the programme faces is the issue of yearly funding and contracts for
community organisers. The deep relational work needed to build trust and social reform
requires a long-time. However, reliance on yearly contracts may be undermining the work of
the community organisers by creating stress and limiting their ability to effectively train
leaders.

In conclusion, the Parent Power programme provides some promising initial evidence that
community organising can provide a platform to engage parents in the work to improve
access to higher education. The key learning from our research is that while impact metrics
such as measured knowledge and self-efficacy may fail to identify change within a short
period of time, the programme is already showing promising results in relation to improved
aspiration and relational power, both ingredients of longer-term systemic impact. Our
interviews have shown there are early signs of parents setting up their own campaigns and
taking ownership of them with the aim of providing better opportunities for the children in
their local area, both for education, and for other issues including mental health. To
accurately assess the programme's effectiveness in achieving its long-term goals (systemic
change, sustained leadership), future evaluations will have to adopt a longer term,
longitudinal inquiry approach, with repeated data collections across two or more years after
parents originally join Parent Power. A longer timeline would allow parents to fully build
relational power, develop as leaders, and launch campaigns, as well as hopefully allowing
researchers to secure evidence of measurable local changes.
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6. Recommendations

Recommendations for future impact evaluations of Parent Power:

Increase the sample size to allow for detection of smaller effects. This may require a
longer recruitment period which may require additional consideration of baseline
sample comparability.

Define the key elements of the intervention that a parent must receive to count as
treated. Greater clarity on the key elements of Parent Power and which parents are
considered as having engaged with Parent Power will allow for more targeted
analysis.

Allow for a longer period between baseline and endline data collection and consider
repeated data collection points. This will likely increase attrition so the baseline
sample should account for over 50 per cent attrition at endline.

When parents sign up to Parent Power, collect their children’s Unique Pupil
Numbers and necessary consents to allow for using administrative data to capture
long-term outcomes such as progression to university or other higher or further
education.

Recommendations to address programme challenges and barriers:

66

Provide multi-year funding and longer staff stability. To ensure long-term
sustainability of the programme, a key recommendation is for the program to provide
community organisers with job stability for a longer term. The reliance on yearly
contracts may be undermining the significant time, investment, and trust required for
effective relational organising work. While it may not always be possible to secure,
multi-year funding would enable chapters to operate with longer-term security and
enable community organisers to further build relationships and train effective leaders.
Implement long-term planning for chapters and campaigns. Chapters should
implement one-to-three-year plans with meeting topics, events, and trips shared
several months in advance. This would help parents address their time poverty due to
juggling multiple jobs and caring responsibilities and incentivise parents to plan
ahead and fit Parent Power into their busy lives.

Revise early engagement content. The programme should adapt its early
engagement approach to retain parents with younger age children who are able to
engage for with the programme for longer. The programme could further refine its
information, advice and guidance content to include relevant non-higher education
topics, such as secondary school transition, mental health support, and learning
about local educational systems.

Provide campaign support and leadership development. To ensure that parent-led
campaigns remain sustainable, resources should be available for them to use. Parents
who launch and take ownership of campaigns struggle to spend their limited time on
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fundraising. Parent Power should consider creating a funding pot that chapters with
established campaigns can easily access. This will allow parents to focus their limited
time on advocacy and organising. Training for parents should also be more specific
and relevant to their campaign needs. One avenue that could be explored is to deliver
this training through partnerships with universities to close any skills gaps.

Recommendations for funding of future research:

UKRI should continue to fund applied research such as evaluation as it is of great
benefit in both providing rigorous evidence on the effectiveness of established and/or
innovative programmes, in signalling to the research community that this type of
research is useful and desirable, and in fostering partnerships between academia and
practitioners that results in skills development on both sides.

Evaluation is a process that starts with understanding the implementation of the
programme and its capacity and readiness to support an impact evaluation. UKRI
should consider the scope and timelines of future evaluation funding to allow for
appropriate development of an evaluation strategy that builds to impact evaluation of
programmes such as Parent Power that use innovative approaches and seek to
achieve long-term results.

UKRI should continue to support the development of networks and communities
of academics and practitioners interested in sharing learnings and conducting
applied research and evaluation.

Recommendations for future research into community organising:

67

The predominantly qualitative nature of the current evidence base means there is a
need for more robust and rigorous evaluations. Funders, academics, and
practitioners should collaborate to create a coherent plan on how to prioritise
evaluations that are multi-level, longitudinal and experimental or quasi-experimental
in design to address existing research gaps. Existing literature argues that there is a
causal link between the internal changes that come from participating in community
organising (e.g. confidence) and systemic or policy changes and wider community
benefit. Future experimental or quasi-experimental evaluations should seek to
measure both individual-level outcomes and community-level outcomes to test
this proposed mechanism.

There needs to be more clarity regarding which specific organising activities are the
most effective drivers of change through systematising or standardising inputs of
community organising interventions. Academics, funders and
practitioners/community organisers need to work together with researchers and
develop a standard for fidelity (quality) and dosage (quantity) of core activities.
Standardising these processes will allow researchers to isolate the most effective
drivers of change independent of the specific local context and better understand
which activities are universally effective, and which only work in specific contexts.
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Systemic change and leadership development are slow to materialise. Therefore,
short evaluations may not be able to capture the full impact of community organising
interventions. Longitudinal students lasting multiple years are crucial to address
this gap in the existing literature.

There is a need for better access to and data collection from parents in low-
participation areas. Future research should consider novel ways to recruit
comparator parents to account for self-selection when randomisation is not possible.
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Appendix 1: sample tables

The table below summarises the baseline and endline samples. To ensure anonymity, any
cells smaller than five (but not 0) have, where possible, been combined with other
categories. Where it was not possible to combine the category with another category these

cells have been recorded as <5.

Baseline sample Endline sample

Variable Treatment  Comparator Treatment  Comparator
(n =160) (n=531) (n=88) (n = 258)
Age
Under 35 14 (9%) 59 (11%) <5 21(9%)
35-44 years old 77 (48%) 221 (42%) 46 (52%) 99 (38%)
45-54 years old 57 (36%) 192 (36%) 35 (40%) 97 (38%)
55+ years old 6 (3%) 58 (11%) <b 41 (16%)
Prefer not to say/Missing | 6 (4%) <b 0(0%) 0 (0%)
Gender
Female 118 (74%) 977 (52%) 74 (84%) 145 (56%)
Male 34 (21%) 247 (47%) 13 (15%) 13 (44%)
Prefer not to say/Missing | 8 (5%) 7(1%) <h 0(0%)
Ethnicity
olack, Asian orminority | 190 (755 296 (56%) 68 (77%) 114 (56%)
White 26 (16%) 231 (44%) 16 (18%) 12 (43%)
Prefer not to say/Missing | 14 (9%) <b <b <b
Highest level of education
Did not complete
secondary school 7 (4%) 11(2%) 0 (0%) 10 (4%)
completed secondary 1 96 (16%) 62 (12%) 13 (16%) 30 (12%)
Vocational or similar 20 (12%) 65 (12%) 9 (10%) 35 (14%)
g Versybuno g (g 30 (6%) 7(8%) 15 (6%)
ggig‘;%'gity bachelor’s 50 (31%) 212 (40%) 30 (34%) 112 (43%)
Graduate degree 31(19%) 151(28%) 22 (25%) 56 (22%)
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Variable

Baseline sample

Treatment
(n =160)

Comparator Treatment

(n=2531)

Endline sample

(n=288)

Comparator
(n = 258)

Prefer not to say/ Missing | 17 (11%) 0(0%) 7(8%) 0(0%)
Employment status
Working full-time 67 (22%) 360 (68%) 36 (41%) 177 (69%)
Working part-time 36 (42%) 76 (14%) 24 (21%) 38 (15%)
o onraner or stayat | 90 (19%) 50 (9%) 13 (15%) 25 (10%)
unemployed and looking for | 16 (1qg;) 21 (4%) 7(8%) <
Retired <b 6 (1%) <h <h
Student <h 9 (2%) <b 5(2%)
f\)ﬂtigsei’;ép"efer nottosay/ | 4g (g9 9 (2%) 5 (6%) 6 (2%)
Number of children under 18 years old living in household
0 0(0%) 6 (1%) <b 11 (4%)
1 39 (24%) 184 (35%) 21(24%) 91 (35%)
2 46 (29%) 222 (42%) 26 (30%) 94 (36%)
3 46 (29%) 96 (18%) 25 (26%) 53 (21%)
4 18 (11%) 18 (3%) 13 (15%) 7(3%)
5+ 11 (6%) 5 (1%) <b <b
Children eligible for Free School Meals
No 101(63%) 538 (64%) 54 (61%) 195 (76%)
Yes 45 (28%) 180 (34%) 51(35%) 59 (23%)
Other 14 (9%) 13 (2%) <h <h
Year group of child(ren)
Year 7 43 (21%) 121(23%) 30 (34%) 55 (21%)
Year 8 39 (24%) 108 (20%) 21(24%) 54 (21%)
Year 9 52 (32%) 88 (11%) 30 (34%) 47 (18%)
Year 10 42 (26%) 19 (22%) 24 (21%) 50 (19%)
Year 11 31(19%) 108 (20%) 19 (22%) 53 (21%)
Year 12 18 (11%) 93 (18%) 10 (11%) 48 (19%)
Year 13 13 (8%) M (21%) 6 (7%) 49 (19%)
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Appendix 2: outcome measures

Outcome Question Response coding
Students apply through a centralised service called
UCAS where they can submit their application and
select up to 3 courses at different universities. (0)
Students apply through a centralised service called
How do student UCAS where they can submit their application and
Measured | O\i/\r/;al(l) Z u |ent§ select up to 5 courses at different universities. (1)
knowledge uﬁver;{tyg Py Students apply through a centralised service called
' UCAS where they can submit their application and
select up to 7 courses at different universities. (0)
Students apply by sending a completed application
and cover letter via email or post to each university
they want to apply to. (0)
For most courses, students apply to study at
university in January during Year 12, receiving offers
from universities in May and confirming their choices
For studentsin | &fter A-level Results Day. (0)
Sixth Form, how | For most courses, students apply to study at
M q does the university in January during Year 13, receiving offers
) easlur;je university from universities in May and confirming their choices
nowledge | Jpplication after A-level Results Day. (1)
timeline usually | Students can apply to study at university at any time
work? during Sixth Form up until May. (0)
Each university has a different deadline for submitting
applications and confirming places, so the timeline
varies. (0)
Repayments begin immediately after graduation at a
fixed monthly amount for all graduates. (0)
C v Repayments begin once graduates earn more than
urrently, in £91,000 per year and are calculated at 9% of their
England, when :
total income. (0)
Measured and how do R s bei d h
knowledge graduates repay epayments being once graduates earn more than
: £21,000 per year and are calculated at 9% of any
their student _
loans? income that they earn above £21,000. (0)
Repayments begin once graduates earn more than
£25,000 per year and are calculated at 9% of their
total income. (0)
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Outcome Question Response coding
Repayments begin once graduates earn more than
£25,000 per year and are calculated at 9% of any
income that they earn above £25,000. (1)
When they submit their university applications. (0)
When do students | yynan they have received their results and know
need to apply for | yien university they will be attending. (0)
Measured student finance . .
knowledge for it to be in Betyveen March and May in the year that their course
place at the start | P€&ins- (1
of their course? | When they arrive at their chosen university and enrol
in their course. (0)
Log into UCAS and rank all university offers that they
have received in order of preference. They will
automatically be awarded a place at their first-choice
university if they meet the requirements of the offer.
Once a student (0)
has received Log into UCAS on results day and decide which
decisions on all university they will attend. They do not need to reply
Measured university before results day. (0)
knowledge | applications that | Log into UCAS to respond to all university offers that
they submitted, | they have received, choosing one offer that they
what do they need | would like to accept and declining all remaining offers.
to do next? (0)
Log into UCAS and reply to all university offers that
they have received, making a firm acceptance and an
insurance acceptance before declining any remaining
offers. (1)
A course that students can study while they are at
college or sixth-form that helps them to prepare for
university. (0)
, An introductory course that supports students to
Which of the manage the academic transition between
below is the . college/sixth-form and university, usually lasting one
Measured correct definition year. (0)
knowledge of an . .
undergraduate A umyersny-level degree coursg tha’F mvolvgs
course? stuqumg a small number of subjects in detail, usually
lasting three years. (1)
A course that students complete in their final year of
university to prepare them for the graduation
ceremony. (0)
7
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Outcome Question Response coding
Students usually live in accommodation provided free
of charge by the university for the duration of their
course. University accommodation is guaranteed for
all students in all years of study. (0)
Wh . Students usually live in accommodation provided,
en meV'rr']g which the student needs to apply for and pay for,
M d ?waty dm”; ome during their first year of study, and then move into
easure 0 .S udy a private accommodation for the remainder of their
knowledge university, where course. (1)
do students ' o . .
usually live? Students usually live in private accommodation, which
they need to organise and fund themselves, for the
duration of their course. (0)
Students usually live in private accommodation, which
is organised and paid for by the university, for the
duration of their course. (0)
Please rate your
agreement with _
' the following Strongly disagree (1)
Ia_legdershlp statements: Somewhat disagree (2)
n _ . .
community People in my Neither agree nor disagree (3)
organising community pull | Somewhat agree (4)
together to Strongly agree (5)
improve our local
community.
Please rate your ,
Legdershlp the following Somewhat disagree (2)
22mmunity statements: Neither agree nor disagree (3)
organising || feel connected | Somewhat agree (4)
topeopleinmy | sirongly agree (5)
local community.
Please rate your
agresment with | Srongly disagree (1)
Leadership | the following Somewhat disagree (2)
and statements: . .
. Neither agree nor disagree (3
community || can influence & gree (3)
organising decisions Somewhat agree (4)
affecting my local | Strongly agree (5)
community.
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Outcome Question Response coding
Please rate your
agreement with | Strongly disagree (1)
Leadership | the following Somewhat disagree (2)
and statements: _ _

. Neither agree nor disagree (3)
community || have the power S \ 4
organising | to bring about omewhat agree (4)

change in my local | Strongly agree (5)
community.

Please rate your

agreement with _

' the following Strongly disagree (1)
I;ra]zdershlp statements: Somewhat disagree (2)
community | can ta[k to Neither agree nor disagree (3)
organising | People inmy local | Somewhat agree (4)

cpmmumty ab_out Strongly agree (5)

higher education

in the UK.

Please rate your

agreement with

the following _
o P 1 am able to Somewhat disagree (2)
community support other Neither agree nor disagree (3)
organising | famiiesinmy | Somewhat agree (4)

local community | strongly agree (5)

who are thinking

about higher

education

Please rate how

comfortable you

are with doing the Extremely uncomfortable (1)

following: Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
Parental self- . .
efficacy® _Sharlng your Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)

ideas or Somewhat comfortable (4)

presenting to Extremely comfortable (5)

your local

community group

6 Questions in this scale have been adapted from Bandura (2006).
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Outcome

Parental self-
efficacy

Question

Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the
following:

Presenting your
ideas to those
outside your local
community group

Response coding

Extremely uncomfortable (1)

Somewhat uncomfortable (2)

Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
Somewhat comfortable (4)

Extremely comfortable (5)

Parental self-
efficacy

Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the
following:

Getting your child

to see school as
valuable

Extremely uncomfortable (1)

Somewhat uncomfortable (2)

Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
Somewhat comfortable (4)

Extremely comfortable (5)

Parental self-
efficacy

Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the
following:

Getting your child
to work hard at
their schoolwork

Extremely uncomfortable (1)

Somewhat uncomfortable (2)

Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
Somewhat comfortable (4)

Extremely comfortable (5)

Parental self-
efficacy

Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the
following:

Getting your child
to stay out of
trouble at school

Extremely uncomfortable (1)

Somewhat uncomfortable (2)

Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
Somewhat comfortable (4)

Extremely comfortable (5)

Parental self-

Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the
following:

Extremely uncomfortable (1)
Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)

efficacy Helping your child Somewhat comfortable (4)
get good grades Extremely comfortable (5)
at school
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Outcome

Parental self-
efficacy

Question

Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the
following:

Getting your child
to enjoy school

Response coding

Extremely uncomfortable (1)

Somewhat uncomfortable (2)

Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
Somewhat comfortable (4)

Extremely comfortable (5)

Parental self-

Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the
following:

Showing your

Extremely uncomfortable (1)
Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)

efficac ) .
y child that working | Somewhat comfortable (4)
hard at school Extremely comfortable (5)
influences later
success
Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the | Extremely uncomfortable (1)
following:
Perceived . Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
kr?g\?v?é\:jeg . gggﬁqgtandmg Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
educational Somewhat comfortable (4)
pathways Extremely comfortable (5)
available for
students
Please rate how
comfortable you Extremely uncomfortable (1)
Perceived are with doing the | Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
kr? g\?v?é\ijege following: Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
Supporting your | Somewhat comfortable (4)
child's post-16 | Extremely comfortable (5)
education choices
Please rate how
comfortable you Extremely uncomfortable (1)
Perceived are with doing the | Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
kr?g\?velzcla\ijege following: Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
Understanding the | Somewhat comfortable (4)
university Extremely comfortable (5)
admissions
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Outcome Question Response coding
process (UCAS)
in the UK
Please rate how
comfortable you Extremely uncomfortable (1)
Perceived are with doing the | Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
erceive following: Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
knowledge .
Understanding Somewhat comfortable (4)
how contextual | xiremely comfortable (5)
offers work
Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the | Extremely uncomfortable (1)
following:
Perceived Und dine th Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
erceive nderstanding the ;
knowledge student finance Neither comfor’;able nor uncomfortable (3)
system in the UK Somewhat comfortable (4)
(e.g. loans for Extremely comfortable (5)
tuition fees, loans
for living costs)
Please rate how
comfortable you Extremely uncomfortable (1)
Perceived are with doing the | Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
erceive following: Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
knowledge .
Understanding Somewhat comfortable (4)
degree Extremely comfortable (5)
apprenticeships
Please rate how
comfortable you
are with doing the Extremely uncomfortable (1)
Perceived following: Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
erceive Discussing the Neither comfortable nor uncomfortable (3)
knowledge o
possibility of Somewhat comfortable (4)
university Extremely comfortable (5)
education with
your child
82
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Appendix 3: regression tables

Primary analysis

oo et oy st
organising

(Intercept) 2.06 (0.41) * 1.96 (0.63) 2.37(0.53) * 3.52(0.44) **
Treatment status | 0.48 (0.21) -0.49 (0.10) ** -0.08 (0.12) -0.16 (0.10)
Timepoint 0.42 (0.07) *** 0.05(0.04) 0.11(0.05) 0.02 (0.05)
L”rﬁzggﬁﬂt Stats ™ | 0.1 (0.10) 0.27 (0.10) * 0.08 (0.10) 0.06 (0.13)
Age: 18-24 -1.90 (0.42) ** 0.75(0.24) * 0.62 (0.20) * -0.82 (0.35) *
Age: 25-34 -1.30 (0.39) * 1.52 (0.33) ** 0.97 (0.53) 0.58 (0.20) *
Age: 35-44 -0.92 (0.27) ** 1.21(0.20) *** 0.51(0.37) 0.24 (0.16)
Age: 45-54 -0.70 (0.25) * 1.31(0.23) *** 0.43 (0.26) 0.31(0.19)
Age: 55-64 -0.86 (0.28) * 1.24 (0.31) ** 0.31(0.44) 0.30 (0.32)
Age: 65+ -1.03 (0.40) * 1.45 (0.35) ** 0.52 (0.43) 0.66 (0.32)
Gender: male -0.46 (0.17) * 0.13(0.12) 0.42(0.12) * 0.10 (0.13)
Gender: other -0.26 (0.43) 0.37 (0.26) -0.34 (0.20) -2.14(0.19) ***
Ethnicity: other -0.75 (0.37) -0.07 (0.36) -0.18 (0.13) -0.33 (0.24)
Ethnicity: white -0.18 (0.14) -0.16 (0.10) 0.02 (0.17) -0.03 (0.10)
ggé‘gﬁggpy e 029049 0.60 (0.35) 0.86(0.39) 119(0.56)
Education:

completed 0.91(0.29) -0.17 (0.48) -0.81(0.40) -0.03 (0.38)
secondary school

Education:

vocational or 0.77 (0.20) -0.18 (0.41) -0.57 (0.37) -0.07 (0.35)
similar
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Measured

knowledge

Perceived
knowledge

Leadership &
community
organising

Parental self-
efficacy

Education: some

university, no 1.04 (0.33) -0.16 (0.55) -0.88 (0.44) -0.11(0.42)
degree
Education:
bachelors degree 1.20 (0.22) 0.24 (0.41) -0.33 (0.29) 0.02 (0.32)
Education: 132(0.23) 0.31(0.45) 0.31(0.40) 0.09 (0.37)
graduate degree ) ) ’ ) ) ’ ’ )
Education: other 0.66 (0.39) 0.09 (0.47) -0.64 (0.32) 0.11(0.36)
Employment: other | -0.06 (0.37) 0.10 (0.26) -0.07 (0.20) -0.27 (0.17)
Employment: - o **
retired 1.60 (0.30) 1.01(0.31) 1.46 (0.36) 0.69 (0.38)
Employment: N
student 0.09 (0.61) 0.54 (0.24) 0.61(0.20) 0.18 (0.11)
Employment: ) ) .
unemployed 0.34 (0.36) 0.15(0.19) 0.03 (0.30) 0.03 (0.18)
Employment:
working full time 0.32 (0.25) 0.19 (0.16) 0.15 (0.19) 0.11(0.15)
Employment: i
working part time 0.22 (0.27) 0.04 (0.14) 0.19 (0.16) 0.04 (0.15)
Number of children | -0.08 (0.06) 0.06 (0.05) 0.10 (0.05) 0.05 (0.04)
Youngest child in
sixth form -0.02 (0.17) 0.21(0.1) 0.18 (0.15) 0.08 (0.10)
Female child -0.15 (0.15) 0.08 (0.11) 0.19 (0.09) -0.03 (0.11)
Male child -0.14 (0.16) -0.01(0.12) 0.13(0.12) -0.05 (0.06)
FSM: yes -0.37 (0.19) 0.13 (0.17) 0.28 (0.14) -0.02 (0.13)
FSM: other 0.57 (0.41) 0.23(0.27) 0.26 (0.17) 0.21(0.10)
R~2 0.7 0.19 0.18 0.16
Adj. R~2 0.2 0.14 0.12 0.11
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Measured
knowledge

Perceived
knowledge

Leadership &

community
organising

Parental self-
efficacy

N Clusters

Primary analysis without treatment respondents with zero Parent Power activities

Measured Perceived Leadersl_lip = Parental self-

knowledge knowledge ::;nai::;l::]tgy efficacy
(Intercept) 2.01(047)* 2.10(0.72) 0.42(0.58) * 3.58 (0.51) *
Treatment status | 0.47 (0.19) 049 (0.12) ** 0.08(0.12) 0.19(0.10)
Timepoint 043(0.07)** | 0.04(0.08) 0.11(0.05) 0.02(0.05)
%”rﬁzggﬁﬂt status ™ | o141 (0.11) 0.24 (0.08) * 0.10 (0.09) 0.11(0.12)
Age: 18-24 1,62 (0.43)** 0.75 (0.27) * 0.51(0.26) 1095 (0.33) *
Age: 25-34 1.26 (0.45) * 156 (0.36) 0.96 (0.57) 0.58 (0.24)
Age: 35-44 0.87(0.30) * 113(0.24) ** 0.45 (0.37) 0.22(0.20)
Age: 45-54 10.68(0.28) * 127 (0.25) *** 0.40 (0.26) 0.33 (0.20)
Age: 55-64 1080 (0.28) * 116 (0.35) ** 0.26 (0.44) 0.29 (0.35)
Age: 65+ 10.98(0.42) * 136 (0.41) ** 0.50 (0.41) 0.67 (0.34)
Gender: male 0.39(0.18) 0.12(0.12) 0.41(0.11) ** 0.08(0.13)
Gender:other | -0.33 (0.44) 035 (0.29) 0.31(0.21) 2.14.(0.19) ***
Ethnicity: other | -0.30 (0.65) 0.40 (0.65) 043 (0.34) 0.5 (0.49)
Ethnicity: white | -0.16 (0.13) 015 (0.11) 0.01(0.16) 0.05 (0.09)
ggé‘gﬁggpy s 028062 0.67(0.39) 0.88(0.39) 1.20 (0.54)
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Leadership &

Measured Perceived . Parental self-
community
knowledge knowledge p—— efficacy
Education:
completed 1.07 (0.31) -0.19 (0.51) -0.88 (0.45) -0.06 (0.42)
secondary school
Education:
vocational or 0.77(0.24) -0.18 (0.45) -0.59 (0.41) -0.08 (0.39)
similar
Education: some
university, no 0.89 (0.41) -0.23 (0.63) -0.85 (0.46) -0.02 (0.44)
degree
Education:
bachelors degree 1.21(0.23) 0.18 (0.45) -0.37(0.32) 0.00 (0.36)
Education:
sraduate degree 1.37(0.30) 0.29 (0.50) -0.35 (0.45) 0.09 (0.41)
Education: other 0.94 (0.48) 0.06 (0.55) -0.75 (0.48) -0.03 (0.46)
Employment: other | -0.40 (0.38) 0.12(0.29) 0.03(0.23) -0.13 (0.15)
Employment: ok * ok
retired 1.43(0.37) 1.08 (0.34) 1.48 (0.38) 0.68 (0.41)
Employment: ) *
student 0.06 (0.80) 0.30 (0.19) 0.68 (0.19) 0.15(0.14)
Employment: ) ) )
unemployed 0.59 (0.39) 0.23 (0.26) 0.04 (0.31) 0.03(0.20)
Employment:
working full time 0.17 (0.29) 0.14 (0.20) 0.20 (0.20) 0.10 (0.16)
Employment: ) )
working part time 0.09 (0.31) 0.00 (0.17) 0.21(0.16) 0.04 (0.17)
Number of children | -0.06 (0.06) 0.06 (0.09) 0.11(0.05) 0.05 (0.05)
Youngest child in
sixth form 0.04 (0.19) 0.25 (0.13) 0.18 (0.13) 0.08 (0.1)
Female child -0.09 (0.18) 0.04 (0.13) 0.17 (0.10) -0.06 (0.14)
Male child -0.10 (0.17) 0.02 (0.13) 0.14 (0.12) -0.05 (0.07)
FSM: yes -0.37 (0.20) 0.07 (0.20) 0.25 (0.15) -0.03 (0.13)
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Measured

Perceived

Leadership &

Parental self-

knowledge knowledge ::;"a':;'::gy efficacy
FSM: other 0.99 (0.30) * 0.25(0.37) 0.17 (0.26) 0.14 (0.14)
R~2 0.17 0.20 0.18 0.16
Adj. R~2 0.12 0.4 0.13 0.1
Num. obs. 527 527 528 527
RMSE 1.15 0.83 0.87 0.69
N Clusters 34 34 34 34

Robustness check 1: sample made up of all endline data

pmed el onmay, s
organising

(Intercept) 2.7 (0.61)* 2.68 (0.83) 215 (0.74) 3,75 (0.48) **
Treatment status | 0.46 (0.18) -0.44 (0.09) ** -0.07 (0.13) -0.14 (0.09)
Timepoint 0.44(0.05)** | 0.06(0.03) 0.06 (0.03) 0.02 (0.04)
L”r‘;zggﬁﬂt status ™ | .13 (0.09) 0.25 (0.09) 0.13(0.09) 0.05 (0.13)
Age: 18-24 160 (0.59) 0.10 (0.70) 0.24(0.35) 1,00 (0.52)
Age: 25-34 152 (0.38) 0.63 (0.90) 0.47(0.53) 0.05 (0.42)
Age: 36-44 1.92(0.36) 0.34 (0.82) 0.01(0.39) 0.24 (0.4)
Age: 45-54 0.98 (0.34) 0.38 (0.79) 0.10 (0.37) 0.21(0.38)
Age: 55-64 1,06 (0.38) 0.55 (0.84) 0.10 (0.44) 0.09 (0.42)
Age: 65+ 1,02 (051) 0.38 (0.71) 0.33 (0.47) 0.06 (0.51)
Gender: male 033010 | 0.25(0.07)** 0.33 (0.09) * 0.09 (0.10)
Gender: other | -0.21(0.35) 0.28 (0.23) 0.32 (0.36) 2,90 (0.18) ***
Ethnicity: other | -0.72 (0.34) 0.05(0.39) 0.19(012) 0.32(0.25)
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Measured

Perceived

Leadership &

Parental self-

community
knowledge knowledge p—— efficacy
Ethnicity: white -0.07 (0.09) -0.07 (0.07) -0.03 (0.15) -0.02 (0.08)
Education: some
secondary school 0.38 (0.59) -0.13(0.39) 0.20 (0.94) -0.71(0.7)
Education:
completed 0.99 (0.30) * -0.07 (0.27) 0.02 (0.65) 0.20 (0.32)
secondary school
Education:
vocational or 0.78 (0.28) 0.00 (0.26) 0.24 (0.69) 0.18 (0.32)
similar
Education: some
university, no 1.05 (0.43) -0.06 (0.32) -0.04 (0.70) 0.14 (0.35)
degree
Education: *
bachelors degree 1.26 (0.25) 0.35 (0.25) 0.48 (0.70) 0.31(0.32)
Education: *
sraduate degree 1.47(0.38) 0.46 (0.25) 0.51(0.64) 0.40(0.32)
Education: other 0.75(0.35) 0.23 (0.35) 0.21(0.74) 0.38 (0.32)
Employment: other | -0.23 (0.34) 0.05(0.29) -0.04 (0.21) -0.30 (0.18)
Employment:
retired 0.66 (0.45) 0.64 (0.28) 0.71(0.41) 0.49 (0.23)
Employment: )
student 0.09 (0.61) 0.53 (0.25) 0.66 (0.23) 0.17 (0.13)
Employment: ) ) .
unemployed 0.35(0.31) 0.26 (0.24) 0.04 (0.31) 0.04 (0.15)
Employment:
working full time 0.09 (0.21) 0.17 (0.16) 0.19 (0.18) 0.09 (0.13)
Employment: i
working part time 0.07 (0.23) 0.02 (0.15) 0.24 (0.15) 0.08 (0.12)
Number of children | -0.05 (0.06) 0.06 (0.04) 0.10 (0.05) 0.05 (0.03)
Youngest child in
sixth form 0.00 (0.15) 0.14 (0.10) 0.03(0.12) 0.01(0.09)
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Measured

Perceived

Leadership &

Parental self-

knowledge knowledge ::;"a':;'::gy efficacy
Female child -0.04 (0.12) 0.05 (0.12) 0.10 (0.10) -0.04 (0.09)
Male child -0.07 (0.15) -0.02 (0.12) 0.10 (0.11) -0.03 (0.06)
FSM: yes -0.45(0.19) * 0.13(0.14) 0.22 (0.1) 0.00 (0.09)
FSM: other 0.52 (0.42) 0.22 (0.27) 0.25(0.14) 0.21(0.09)
R~2 0.18 0.20 0.16 0.16
Adj. R~2 0.4 0.16 0.12 0.12
Num. obs. 691 691 692 691
RMSE 114 0.81 0.86 0.66
N Clusters 35 i) i) i)

Robustness check 2: sample constructed via match specified in trial protocol

pmed el onmay, s
organising

(Intercept) 3.89 (1.02) * 169 (0.75) * 1.0 (0.66) 3,56 (0.66) ***
Treatment status 0.27(0.27) -0.38 (0.19) -0.25 (0.15) -0.09 (0.07)
Timepoint 0.46 (0.09) * 0.06 (0.07) 0.12 (0.10) 0.05 (0.05)
L”r‘;zggﬁﬂt status ™ | .98 (0.20) 0.15 (0.15) 0.0 (0.21) 0.08 (0.20)
Age: 25-34 1.23 (116) 131(0.33)* 1.07 (0.55) 0.40 (0.33)
Age: 36-44 1.46 (0.46) * 0.87(0.34) * 0.62 (0.47) 0.08 (0.44)
Age: 45-54 1,00 (0.52) 120 (0.34) * 0.42 (0.30) 0.26 (0.38)
Age: 55-64 148(043)*  |129(0.41° 0.59 (0.48) 0.21(0.51)
Gender: male 0.58 (0.24) * 0,22 (0.38) 0.22 (0.32) 0.17(0.26)
Ethnicity: other | 0.38 (0.18) 0.94(0.33) * 0.68 (0.19) * 136 (0.17) **
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Measured

Perceived

Leadership &

Parental self-

community
knowledge knowledge p—— efficacy
Ethnicity: white -0.42 (0.25) -0.44 (0.24) 0.08 (0.28) -0.14 (0.15)
Education: some
secondary school 0.62 (0.58) -0.29 (0.53) 0.81(0.35) -0.15(0.40)
Education:
vocational or -0.02 (0.48) 0.00 (0.50) 0.28 (0.31) 0.11(0.27)
similar
Education: some
university, no 0.31(0.44) -0.31(0.37) 0.32 (0.76) 0.30 (0.36)
degree
Education: 0.67 (0.45) 012 (0.43) 0.61(0.30) 0.15 (0.21)
bachelors degree ’ ’ ’ ) ’ ) ’ )
Education:
sraduate degree 0.54 (0.45) 0.14 (0.41) 0.63(0.28) 0.19 (0.17)
Education: other 1.57 (0.41) * 0.75(0.83) 1.13(0.63) 0.69 (0.44)
Employment: other | 0.55 (1.07) 0.56 (0.36) 0.43 (0.51) -0.89 (0.48)
Employment:
student 0.87(0.87) 1.62 (0.78) 0.80 (0.52) 0.13(0.45)
Employment: )
unemployed 0.99 (0.46) 0.97 (0.53) 1.82 (0.53) 0.97 (0.46)
Employment: *
working full time 0.06 (0.61) 1.08 (0.38) 0.62 (0.42) 0.36 (0.47)
Employment: )
working part time 0.19 (0.67) 0.81(0.38) 0.68 (0.39) 0.15(0.49)
Number of children | -0.12 (0.08) 0.08 (0.09) 0.06 (0.07) 0.02(0.09)
Youngest child in
sixth form -1.42 (0.35) -0.79 (0.66) -1.04 (0.69) -1.11(0.56)
Female child -0.30 (0.36) -0.17 (0.14) 0.15(0.23) -0.14 (0.14)
Male child -0.45 (0.37) -0.21(0.24) -0.07 (0.23) -0.22 (0.18)
FSM: yes -0.78 (0.30) * -0.04 (0.39) 0.20 (0.35) -0.16 (0.44)
FSM: other 0.74(0.15) * 0.12(0.18) 0.07 (0.16) 0.13(0.23)
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Measured
knowledge

Perceived
knowledge

Leadership &
community
organising

Parental self-
efficacy

Adj. R~2 0.15 0.10 0.06 0.09
Num. obs. 2n 2n 272 272
RMSE 1.07 0.85 0.88 0.74
N Clusters 28 28 28 28

Robustness check 3: sample constructed through matching with Mahalanobis distance

pmed el onmay, s
organising

(Intercept) 1.97 (0.61) * 3.711(0.58) *** 2.49(0.52) ** 4.33(0.37) ***
Treatment status | 0.52(0.22) * -0.37 (0.10) ** -0.10 (0.15) -0.05 (0.14)
Timepoint 0.41(0.12) * 0.06 (0.12) -0.12 (0.07) -0.01(0.07)
oo as ™ 10,09 (0.1 0.25 (0.15) 0.31(0.10 " 0.09(0.15)
Age: 35-44 0.55 (0.35) -0.03(0.24) -0.22 (0.34) -0.26 (0.18)
Age: 45-54 0.72(0.25) * -0.06 (0.23) -0.34 (0.31) -0.18 (0.18)
Age: 55-64 0.00 (1.07) 0.24 (0.46) -0.04 (0.55) -0.27 (0.65)
Age: 65+ -0.04 (0.32) 0.33(0.34) 0.10 (0.43) -0.70 (0.29)
Gender: male -0.21(0.17) 0.28 (0.18) 0.34 (0.16) -0.06 (0.23)
Gender: other -0.63 (0.58) -0.16 (0.23) -0.61(0.27) -2.21(0.20) ***
Ethnicity: other -0.86 (0.36) -0.20 (0.33) -0.14 (0.19) -0.26 (0.35)
Ethnicity: white -0.38 (0.15) * -0.40 (0.19) 0.03(0.20) 0.05(0.20)
Education:

vocational or -0.00 (0.33) 0.25(0.28) 0.45(0.16) -0.24 (0.36)
similar
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Measured

knowledge

Perceived
knowledge

Leadership &
community
organising

Parental self-
efficacy

Education: some

university, no 0.10 (0.23) 0.05 (0.33) 0.08 (0.34) -0.02 (0.37)
degree
Education: * ok
bachelors degree 0.22 (0.39) 0.58 (0.21) 0.74 (0.14) 0.03 (0.17)
Education:
sraduate degree 0.53 (0.39) 0.56 (0.30) 0.58 (0.24) -0.07 (0.23)
Education: other -0.43 (0.52) 0.36 (0.32) 0.33(0.30) 0.11(0.25)
Employment: other | 0.19 (0.39) 0.06 (0.29) -0.58 (0.37) -0.77(0.22) *
Employment: N * *
retired 1.88 (0.59) 0.93 (0.50) 1.05 (0.42) 1.68 (0.45)
Employment:
student 0.09 (0.72) 0.58 (0.43) 0.62 (0.36) 0.37 (0.24)
Employment: ) ) )
unemployed 0.38 (0.38) 0.33 (0.19) 0.04 (0.23) 0.11(0.19)
Employment: )
working full time 0.13 (0.21) 0.10 (0.19) 0.01(0.21) 0.08 (0.20)
Employment: ) )
working part time 0.17 (0.26) 0.19 (0.16) 0.13(0.22) 0.14 (0.19)
Number of children | -0.22 (0.11) -0.10 (0.10) 0.06 (0.08) -0.01(0.07)
Youngest child in
sixth form 0.45(0.51) 0.40 (0.34) 0.07 (0.25) -0.18 (0.26)
Female child -0.20(0.32) -0.22 (0.19) 0.14 (0.14) -0.25 (0.12)
Male child -0.32 (0.30) -0.24 (0.22) -0.04 (0.15) -0.18 (0.13)
FSM: yes -0.33 (0.27) 0.01(0.22) 0.30 (0.18) 0.00 (0.20)
FSM: other 0.48 (0.70) 0.13 (0.27) 0.18 (0.43) 0.07 (0.24)
R~2 0.23 0.21 0.19 0.1
Adj. R~2 0.15 0.13 0.11 0.07
Num. obs. 299 299 300 300
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Measured
knowledge

Perceived
knowledge

Leadership &
community
organising

Parental self-
efficacy

N Clusters

Robustness check 4: sample from the primary analysis but without covariates in model

Measured Perceived :‘}ﬁ:’;:ﬂ:g & Parental self-
knowledge knowledge p—— efficacy
(Intercept) 2.03(0.07) *** 3.70 (0.08) *** 312 (0.11) = 3.97 (0.06) ***
Treatment status | 0.38 (0.12) * -0.53 (0.12) ** -0.15(0.19) -0.20 (0.10)
Timepoint 0.42 (0.07) *** 0.05 (0.04) 0.11(0.05) 0.02 (0.05)
Treatment status ™ | .o 49 (0.10) 0.27 (0.10) * 0.08 (0.10) 0.06 (0.13)
Timepoint
R~2 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.01
Adj. R~2 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.01
Num. obs. 557 557 558 557
RMSE 1.20 0.88 0.92 0.73
N Clusters 34 34 34 34

Robustness check 5: sample excluding 44 responses with demographic inconsistencies

Measured Perceived :':z?nd;:ﬂ;:p & Parental self-
knowledge knowledge or ganisingy efficacy
(Intercept) 1.71(0.58) * 3.32(0.42) *** 2.51(0.55) ** 4.12 (0.35) ***
Treatment status 0.40 (0.22) -0.40 (0.08) ** -0.03 (0.14) -0.19 (0.10)
Timepoint 0.43 (0.07) *** 0.08 (0.04) 0.10 (0.05) -0.00 (0.05)
Treatment status *
Timepoint -0.11(0.09) 0.23 (0.10) 0.05(0.12) 0.08 (0.14)
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Measured

Perceived

Leadership &

Parental self-

working full time

knowledge knowledge ::;"a':;':;tgy efficacy
Age: 35-44 0.47 (0.26) 0.26 (0.31) 0.46 (0.40) 1035 (0.19)
Age: 45-54 0.71(0.22) * 016 (0.31) 0.5 (0.47) 10.26 (0.20)
Age: 55-64 0.63 (0.46) 013 (0.28) 1060 (0.38) 1020 (0.21)
Gender: male 10.51(0.20) * 0.08 (0.12) 0.48 (0.13) ** 0.06 (0.14)
Gender:other | -0.21(0.52) 0.30 (0.27) 035 (0.27) 0,04 (0.20) ***
Ethnicity: other | -0.42 (0.40) 0.35 (0.35) 0.22(0.13) 0.40 (0.27)
Ethnicity: white | -0.19 (0.15) 0.17(0.10) 0.04 (0.19) 0.05 (0.09)
Egé‘gﬁ;'gpy e 01028~ 0,65 (0.23) * 10.35.(0.33) 1,66 (0.18) ***
Education:
vocational or -0.20 (0.32) -0.06 (0.30) 0.29 (0.15) -0.08 (0.22)
similar
Education: some
university, no 0.28 (0.40) 009 (0.34) 0.01(0.52) 0.09 (0.50)
degree
Education: 0.23 (0.37) 0.39(0.19) 0.51(0.16) * 0.05 (0.14)
bachelors degree
Education: 0.41(0.36) 0.44 (0.27) 0.51(0.23) 0.07 (0.16)
graduate degree
Education: other -0.26 (0.52) 0.21(0.26) 0.20 (0.28) 0.17(0.17)
Employment: other | 0.03 (0.37) 0.06 (0.29) -0.10 (0.26) -0.26 (0.19)
cpoymen: 191(0.57) * 0.92(0.47) 0.9 (0.61) 0.80 (0.37)
Cnpoyment: 0.05(0.72) 0.31(0.39) 0.48 (0.25) 0.16 (0.15)
Em"pﬁfg: 0.35 (0.39) 0.24(0.20) 0.03 (0.36) 0.06 (0.20)
Employment 0.30 (0.28) 0.16 (0.18) 0.10(0.22) 0.13 (0.18)

94

Evaluation of Parent Power: Final Report | December 2025




Measured

Perceived

Leadership &

Parental self-

knowledge knowledge ::;"a':;'::gy efficacy

VEV@f&%ygmpeaT{ o |017(029) 0.08 (0.17) 0.15 (0.18) 0.10 (0.20)
Number of children | -0.08 (0.08) 0.05 (0.06) 0.11(0.05) 0.06 (0.04)
Youneestehidin | .07 (0.20) 0.20 (0.12) 0.17 (0.16) 0.03 (0.10)
Female child -0.16 (0.15) 0.07 (0.12) 0.21(0.11) -0.00 (0.10)
Male child -0.20 (0.17) -0.02 (0.13) 0.1(0.12) -0.06 (0.07)
FSM: yes -0.37 (0.23) 0.11(0.17) 0.24 (0.17) -0.09 (0.12)
FSM: other 0.28 (0.66) -0.02 (0.23) 0.24 (0.32) 0.20 (0.24)
R~2 0.7 0.18 0.16 0.7
Adj. R~2 0.2 0.13 0.1 0.12
Num. obs. 489 489 490 490
RMSE 114 0.84 0.88 0.70
N Clusters 32 32 32 32
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Appendix 4: changes from trial
protocol

The following changes were made from the approach specified in the trial protocol
(osf.io/n54uv).

Matching approach

In the protocol we specified that we would undertake matching in two stages. The intention
was to recruit 1,000 comparator parents at baseline and then conduct a first round of
matching to identify the 400 best matched comparator parents for follow-up at endline.

To ensure that the pool of comparator parents was comparable to the treatment parents, ten
regions were identified that were statistically similar to the areas where Parent Power has
active chapters. Public First identified recruitment regions based on deprivation levels,
percentage of the population identifying as white, and percentage of the population holding
a university degree. Further, due to the makeup of the baseline sample of treatment parents it
was necessary to set an ethnicity quota (40% white, 60% all other ethnicities) for the
comparator parents to ensure that the groups were similar.

Meeting this quota within the identified comparator regions was difficult, so we decided to
recruit a smaller comparator group that was more comparable to the treatment group, and
then follow up with all comparator parents, rather than relaxing the regions and ethnicity
quota and recruiting a larger comparator group to conduct a two-stage matching procedure.
Therefore, at baseline, 531 comparator parents were recruited, and all were approached for
the endline survey. At endline, 258 comparator parents responded to the survey. The final
matched sample was then constructed from these 258 comparator parents who provided
baseline and endline responses.

Match quality tests

The protocol specified the following match quality tests following Greifer (2023):

e First, we will assess the pre-matching differences across treatment and comparator
groups on relevant covariates, on the basis of absolute standardised mean differences.

o We will then assess the post-matching standardised mean differences, graphically and
in values.

e We will also conduct Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests to identify differences in the
distribution across key relevant covariates, especially if some imbalances are detected
by the differences in means.

e We will also evaluate other pre- and post-matching indicators such as variance ratios,
to assess the difference in variance on covariates across treatment and comparator
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group; and empirical cumulative density functions, to provide further information on
the differences at distribution level for key covariates.

However, following coarsening the majority of variables were binary, therefore it was not
possible to conduct Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests, or calculate variance ratios or cumulative
density functions. The other tests were followed as specified.

Additional tests from Greifer (2023) were included to account for the tests that could not be
conducted on binary variables. This included visualising standardised mean differences for
the interactions between covariates that were likely to have the highest impact on outcomes
of interest, and regressing covariates on endline outcomes to identify any significant
associations.

Primary analysis

The protocol specified a range of parent- and child-level variables to be included in the
matching.” However, inspection of the data showed a high level of variation in the profiles of
respondents. Therefore, as the outcomes of interest relate to parents, the match used in the
primary analysis only includes parent-level outcomes (gender, ethnicity, highest level of
education, age, and employment status). To check whether the change in the specification
had a meaningful impact the originally specified match was included as a robustness check.

Region was also not included as a covariate in any of the specifications as the matched
comparator group was recruited from a range of regions that were pre-matched to the regions
where Parent Power has chapters on the basis of

Region was not included in any of the models as the comparator sample was recruited from
regions that were pre-matched to the regions of Parent Power chapters on the basis of
deprivation levels, percentage of the population identifying as white, and percentage of the
population holding a university degree.

Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) quintile was also not included due to the low
proportion of respondents who elected to provide their postcode in full (this was made
optional given the highly identifiable nature of the data).

Exploratory analysis

No exploratory analysis was conducted due to the small endline sample.

Robustness checks

Robustness checks were completed as specified in the protocol with the following
amendments:

7 Age, sex, ethnicity, highest level of education completed, employment status, region, IMD score of postcode,
number of children under 18 in household, age(s) of children, gender of child(ren), whether child(ren) are
eligible for free school meals.
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Given the small number of phone responses (three) and paper responses (zero) to the
survey we did not conduct any matching that excluded these respondents.

As we used a different specification for the primary analysis, the match as originally
specified in the protocol was included as an additional robustness check.

An additional robustness check was included that excluded 44 responses from the
comparator group that had demographic inconsistencies in the baseline/endline
survey responses that raised data quality concerns.
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Appendix 5: topic guides
Gommunity organisers topic guide

Introduction

Thank you for agreeing to participate in an interview about your [role as a community
organiser on the Parent Power programme].

I work for King’s College London, a public research university and higher education
institution.

Today’s discussion will cover how you adapt the programme to local contexts, your perception
of the impact of the programme on participating parents and the wider community, the success
and challenges in recruiting and sustaining parent participation, and the barriers and
facilitators to delivering Parent Power. The interview will last between 45 minutes to an hour.

Participation is voluntary, and you can stop at any time. If you do not want to answer a
question, please let me know and we can move on. Before we begin, I want to go through some
general information with you:

e Everything discussed in this interview will only be used for this research. The
information you provide today will only be viewed by the research team.

e We will write a report based on our findings for [ADD]. The information your share
today will be anonymised in the report. Please feel free to answer the questions as
openly and as honestly as possible.

e With your permission, I would like to record the interview, which would then be
transcribed — I'll take notes as we talk, but it helps to have a backup. The recording
and transcription will be stored securely and will only be accessible to the KCL team.
It will be deleted [ADD TIME)] after the end of the project.

Do you have any questions?

Are you okay with being recorded?
[Turn on recording — announce when recording has started]
Consent

Please confirm that you understand what the research is about, how your data will be used
and stored, and that you are happy to take part in the interview.
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Background

1. Can you briefly describe your role within the Parent Power programme
2. How long have you been a community organiser for Parent Power/ TBC?
3. What motivated to pursue this role?

Recruiting strategies

1. What strategies or recruitment methods do you use when recruiting parents to the
Parent Power programme?

2. Did you face any challenges while trying to recruit parents to the programme?

3. How do you work with parents to support their engagement in community
organising?

Adapting programme to local contexts

1. What strategies do you use to foster engagement?
a. Probe for specific practices and strategies for fostering engagement within
community organising.
2. How do tailor your strategies or adapt the programme to different groups or local
contexts?
a. Probe for method of leading local people towards common goal, methods for
building relationships/networking, method of workshop delivery.
3. How do you support parents in community organising?
4. What strategies do you use to encourage leadership development within the
programme

Barriers and facilitators to delivering Parent Power

1. Have you encountered any challenges in retaining parents to stay involved in the
programme?

2. What are the key facilitators that have helped you successfully engage and support
parents in the programme? Are there any strategies that increase the success of
delivering community organising activities?

3. How do you navigate obstacles that arise during the course of the programme?
Perceptions of Parent Power’ Impact on Higher Education

1. How do you think the community organising model has impacted the parents’
involvement with HE or their children’s academic future
a. Probe on if/how parents change the way they engage with their children’s
education or advocacy for educational opportunities

Perceptions of impact on parents and wider community

1. How do you think participating in the Parent Power programme has impacted the
parents?
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a. Probe for confidence, leadership, ability to advocate for children and
community
2. Are there any activities that you believe have the highest impact on the parents?
a. Probe for education workshops, 1:1 with parent, meeting 4-7
3. In your opinion, what impact, if any, has the programme had on the wider
community?
a. Probe on impact/influence in relation to higher education, other campaign
parent-e change.

Sustainability

1. How do you see the long-term impact of Parent Power on the community and its
sustainability?
a. Probe for changes the community has made or will continue to make as a
result of PP

Closing

1. If you could make any changes or improvements to Parent Power, what would they
be?

2. What are your hopes for the future of the programme, and what would you like to see
happen next for Parent Power in your community?

3. Isthere anything else you would like to add before I turn off the recording?

[Turn off the recording]

Thank them for participating.

Parents topic guide

Introduction

Thank you for agreeing to participate in an interview about your experiences on the Parent
Power programme.

I work for King’s College L.ondon, a public research university and higher education
institution. We have been commissioned by UKRI to partner with The Brilliant Club to
complete this evaluation. The aim of the evaluation is to see how and if the Parent Power

programme makes a difference for parents and their children.

Today’s discussion will cover your reasons for engaging in the Parent Power programme,
your perception of and your role in community organising, how Parent Power has supported
you, any barriers or facilitators to engaging with the programme and your perceptions of the
impact of engaging with Parent Power. The interview will last between 45 minutes to an
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hour. Upon completing the interview, you will receive a £25 gift voucher in recognition of
your time.

Participation is voluntary, and you can stop at any time. If you do not want to answer a
question, please let me know and we can move on. Before we begin, I want to go through
some general information with you:

e Everything discussed in this interview will only be used for this research. The
information you provide today will only be viewed by the research team.

e We will write a report based on our findings for the UKRI. The information you
share today will be anonymised in the report. Please feel free to answer the questions
as openly and as honestly as possible.

e With your permission, I would like to record the interview, which would then be
transcribed — I'll take notes as we talk, but it helps to have a backup. The recording
and transcription will be stored securely and will only be accessible to the KCL
team. It will be deleted [ADD TIME] after the end of the project.

Do you have any questions?

Are you okay with being recorded?

[Turn on recording — announce when recording has started]
Consent

Please confirm that you understand what the research is about, how your data will be used
and stored, and that you are happy to take part in the interview.

Background

1. Can you tell me a bit about your background and why did you decide to join the
Parent Power programme?
a. Which chapter are you a part of?
b. What were you hoping to learn/gain from joining Parent Power? Any goals
you had in mind when you signed up?

Engaging in Parent Power programme

1. What motivates you to engage with the programme activities?
2. Are there any programme activities that you find more/less engaging?
a. Probe for: group meetings, 1-2-1 relational meetings, community organising

and campaigns.
Perception and role in community organisation

1. How would you describe ‘community organising’ as it relates to Parent Power?

102
Evaluation of Parent Power: Final Report | December 2025



2. What has your experience (including roles you played) in community organising
been like?
a. Can you share examples of activities/roles you have taken part of so far
b. Probe for: leadership development and engagement in collective action.

Perception of Parent Power’s impact on their children’s education

1. How has Parent Power supported your understanding of and engagement with
higher education? Probe: understanding access to HE
a. Has your behaviour changed in how your support your child’s education as a
result of Parent Power?
2. What impacts, if any, has Parent Power had in supporting your child/children in
accessing higher education?

Barriers and facilitators to engagement

1. What have been some of the challenges you have experienced when engaging with
community organising within Parent Power?
a. Any specific examples that made it difficult to fully participate in the
activities
2. What are the factors made it easier or have helped you engage with the Parent Power

programme?
Impact on personal lives and wider community

1. What impacts, if any, does Parent Power have on your personal life?
a. Probe for: their relationships and their local/wider community.
2. How do you think Parent Power has impacted your local community?
a. Probe: have they seen any changes in their local community?
b. Probe: any example of community’s involvement in educational inequality or
other social issues
3. Do you think Parent Power has any long-term impact on the wider community or
the parents involved?
a. Probe for: how PP has influenced long-term goals for the community/parents

involved
Conclusion
1. If you could change anything about the Parent Power programme, what would it be?
Closing
1. Isthere anything else you would like to add before I turn off the recording?
[Turn off the recording]

Thank them for participating and confirm contact details for receiving the incentive/gift

voucher.
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The Policy Institute

The Policy Institute at King’s College London works to solve society’s challenges with
evidence and expertise.

We combine the rigour of academia with the agility of a consultancy and the
connectedness of a think tank.

Our research draws on many disciplines and methods, making use of the skills, expertise
and resources of not only the institute, but the university and its wider network too.

Connect with us

W kcl.ac.uk/policy-institute X policy-institute@kcl.ac.uk
B @the-policy-institute 9¢ policyatkings.bsky.social

@policyinstitute X @policyatkings
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