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ABSTRACT
This study investigated principals of low-SES urban
Hispanic elementary schools to determine whether they have a
sense of, utilize, or differ in their utilization of family
and community resources in parent involvement programs.
This study also explored the perceptions of parents in
relation to the nature of parent involvement programs and
the roles of the principals in developing those programs.
Was there a "fit" between what the principals say is
happening and what in fact is happening?
This study also explored the concepts of family and
community contributions to parent involvement programs to
suggest ways to improve practice.
The findings indicate that when elementary school
principals understand and value family and community
resources parents become more open to involvement in the
schooling of their children.

Further, when mechanisms are

in place for parents to share these resources or knowledge
in the classrooms, this involvement becomes an empowering
experience which facilitates parent involvement on more
meaningful levels.
Parents who are empowered through the actions of
principals and through their own actions become selfempowered to participate in school decision making

9

processes.

They then appropriate leadership roles wherein

they become responsible and accountable for the education of
their children.

They have become empowered to be true

participants and take ownership in the education of their
children.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Meaningful parent involvement in children's schooling
can enhance the educational process.

Parents can contribute

insights and knowledge that complement the professional
skills of schools' staffs in ways that strengthen academic
and social programs (Corner, 1988).

Bronfenbrenner (1974,

1979) and Lightfoot (1978) argue that parent participation
is critical to good education and emphasize the need to find
new ways to cUltivate a partnership between schools and
families that would support the healthy development of
children.
The role of the elementary school principal seems to be
a critical dimension for parent involvement programs.

Most

principals have strong opinions in favor of parent
involvement and many hold staff meetings and workshops that
focus on methods to encourage that involvement.

It is the

principal's role to help the staff to study and understand
parent involvement and to select or design, evaluate, and
revise programs for parent involvement (Epstein, 1987).
Most elementary school principals do not acknowledge
family and community resources in their parent involvement
programs, but, instead, urge parents to involve themselves
in school activities created and driven by educational

11
institution agendas.

Elementary schools may become more

effective organizations by working together with families
and communities to identify and achieve common goals
(Bronfenbrenner, 1974; Epstein, 1987; Greenberg, 1989;
Moll & Greenberg, 1992; Velez-Ibanez & Greenberg, 1992).
statement of the Problem
A body of literature addresses the elementary school
principal's role in parent involvement, ranging from the
separation model which stressed the inherent
incompatibilities between families and schools and supported
the separation of the two (Parsons, 1959; Waller, 1932;
Weber, 1947) to the delegation model (Seeley, 1989) whereby
parents delegated the schooling of their children to the
schools.

These roles also ranged from the traditional model

of parent involvement, whereby parents were volunteers with
no roles in shared decision-making (Davies, 1987; Sandfort,
1987), to the collaborative model where parents and the
school worked together for the benefit of the children
(Comer & Haynes, 1991; Davies, 1991: Epstein, 1988).

The

literature also expounds on the innovative concept of social
capital (Coleman, 1988, 1991) and the idea of community and
family resources as expressed by the subordinate concepts of
funds of knowledge (shared history)

(Moll, 1990; Moll &

Diaz, 1987: Moll & Greenberg, 1992) and whole language
(shared efforts to promote literacy)

(Goodman, 1980:
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Goodman, 1986) in the context of the classroom and the
positive effects their utilization has on student
achievement.
However, little research seems to exist about
elementary school principals in urban, low-SES Hispanic
school settings.

This dissertation, based on in depth

interviews with principals and parents, suggests that
theories such as whole language or the funds of knowledge
concept, could be utilized to develop, facilitate, and
nurture parent involvement programs within these settings.
This study addressed how a theory such as the whole
language concept could be utilized to develop, facilitate,
and nurture parent involvement programs through the sharing
of literacy events.

Materials are brought in from the horne

and community, and parents and community members are invited
to participate in the classroom.

Students also share by

going into the community to gain learning experiences
(Goodman, 1986).
This study also addressed how a theory such as the
funds of knowledge concept could be utilized to develop,
facilitate, and nurture parent involvement programs through
the sharing of social and labor history.

Funds of knowledge

derive from households and institutions that provide
economic assistance and labor cooperation and transmit
knowledge, skills,

information, and assistance, as well as
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cultural values and norms (Greenberg, 1989; Velez-Ibanez,
1983a, 1983b, 1988).

Household and community funds of

knowledge containing ample social and cognitive resources
that can be utilized for classroom literacy instruction by
providing culturally relevant instruction (Moll, 1990).

If

elementary school principals understand and utilize family
and community resources, they may provide the base for
proactive parent involvement programs.
purposes of the study
One purpose of this study was to determine whether
elementary school principals have a sense of, utilize, or
differ in their utilization of family and community
resources in parent involvement programs.

The sample of

three principals have an outstanding reputation for
excellence and innovation, and all work in schools with
low-SES Hispanic children.

The focus, through a qualitative

case study approach, was on what principals do in their
individual schools to enhance parent involvement in the
education of their children (Marshall & Rossman, 1989;
Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1984; strauss & corbin,
1990) .
A second purpose of this study was to explore the
perceptions of parents in relation to the nature of the
parent involvement programs at each school and the roles of
the principals in developing those programs.

Is there a

14

"fit" between what the principals say is happening and what
parents perceive is occurring to enhance parent involvement
in the education of their children within the contexts of
each individual school.
The study also examined family and community
contributions to parent involvement programs, and to suggest
their impact on school practices.

The concepts and

conclusions of this study can be utilized by elementary
school principals to facilitate the development of their own
parent involvement programs driven by attempts to capitalize
on family and community resources (Patton, 1980, 1985;
Schofield, 1990).
Research Questions
The study was guided by the following questions:
(1) How do principals think about parent involvement in each
of the three schools?
(2) How do principals utilize the resources of family and
community in developing parent involvement programs?
(3) How do parents perceive the nature of the parent
involvement programs at each school and the roles of the
principals in developing those programs.

Is there a "fit"

between what the principals say is happening and what
parents perceive is occurring to enhance parent involvement
in the education of their children within the contexts of
each individual school?
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The research questions are exploratory, seeking to
describe what elementary school principals understand about
family and community resources and how they are utilized in
their school's parent involvement programs.

They also seek

to describe whether or not their is a congruency between
what the principals say is happening with parent involvement
programs in their schools and what the parents perceive is
actually occurring.
Methods of the study
Case study
A qualitative case study design, utilizing separate
interviews with three elementary school principals and
respective parents guided this study.

As recommended by

Guba and Lincoln (1981), the study provides complete,
literal descriptions of these three elementary school
principals' understandings of family and community resources
and addresses whether and how they utilize these resources
in their parent involvement programs.

Parents'

understandings of the parent involvement programs in their
schools and the parents perceptions of the principals' roles
in developing parent involvement programs were also
investigated to determine if there was a fit between what
the principals say and what the parents perceive was
happening in their schools.
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These thick and rich descriptions of participant
narratives suggest similarities and differences among the
ways these elementary school principals utilize the family
and community resources in their school's parent involvement
program.

These explanations then led to the development of

a conceptual framework for understanding principals' sense
of family and community resources, whether and how they used
this concept in developing parent involvement programs, and
if they differed in their utilization of this concept to
initiate, nurture, and maintain their parent involvement
programs (Guba & Lincoln, 1981; Marshall & Rossman, 1989;
Merriam, 1988; Schofield, 1990;

Yin, 1984).

Grounded Theory
Such a process then produced a "grounded theory" about
how three elementary school principals utilize family and
community resources to develop and nurture parent
involvement programs in their schools.

The theory derived

from the case-study data (Marshall & Rossman, 1989;
Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1984; Strauss & Corbin,
1990) .
Theoretical Sampling
This study's research design utilized the concept of
"theoretical sampling" as proposed by Glaser (1978) and
Glaser and Strauss (1967) to select the principals.

This

strategy suggests the three elementary school principals who
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participated in this study were selected because of their
particular history of involvement with parents and were
aware of the concepts of social capital and community and
family resources.
One of the principals (R2) and her teaching staff had a
been trained in and utilized the funds of knowledge paradigm
for their classroom work and parent involvement program.
This training provided the theoretical base for her and her
teachers to uncover, through home visits, the social
networks that transmit knowledge, skills, information, and
assistance, as well as cultural values and norms (Greenberg,
1989; Velez-Ibanez, 1983a, 1983b, 1988).

This theoretical

base set the stage for the valuing of household and
community funds of knowledge as containing ample social and
cognitive resources that can be utilized for classroom
literacy instruction by providing culturally relevant
instruction (Moll, 1990).
Another (R3) had extensive early childhood development
training and utilized the whole language approach in the
school and classroom work and parent involvement program.
This training was grounded in the theoretical base of
constructivism that supports the concepts of shared learning
taking place in a social context through the sharing of
literacy events.

Materials are brought in from the horne and

community, and parents and community members are invited to
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participate in the classroom.

Students also share by going

into the community to gain learning experiences (Goodman,
1986).
The third principal (R1) and her teaching staff were
not trained in funds of knowledge or whole language.

She

had been to lectures on the funds of knowledge concept that
provided the theoretical base for her to utilize parents to
do horne visits and set the stage for the valuing of
household and community funds of knowledge as containing
ample social and cognitive resources that can be utilized
for classroom literacy instruction by providing culturally
relevant instruction (Moll, 1990).

She also had examined

the theoretical base of whole language that supports the
concepts of shared learning taking place in a social context
through the sharing of literacy events.

Materials are

brought in from the horne and community, parents and
community members are invited to participate in the
classroom.

Students also share by going into the community

to gain learning experiences (Goodman, 1986).

R1 was

familiar with both concepts and utilized combined elements
of each in the school and classroom work and parent
involvement program.
The study also included a sample of parents chosen by
the participating principals to discern their perspectives
related to the parent involvement programs in their schools.
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Principal R1 selected three parents, all low-SES Hispanic
females; R2 selected two parents, both low-SES Hispanic
females; R3 selected six parents, five middle- or
upper-class Anglo females, and one middle-class Hispanic
female, to be interviewed.
Grounded Theory Development:

A Reiteration

As previously mentioned, a grounded theory is
discovered, developed, and provisionally verified through
systematic collection and analysis of data (Marshall &
Rossman, 1989; Miles & Huberman, 1984; strauss & Corbin,
1990) .
Consequently, this study did not begin with a theory
and set out to prove it (Campbell & Stanley, 1966); rather,
it began with an examination of three elementary school
principals' views of family and community resources and
parent involvement programs at their school.

It also

examined three sets of parents perceptions of what the
principals were doing to enhance parent involvement in the
education of their children within the contexts of each
school.

It also set out to provide responses to the three

questions that guided this investigation.
Theoretical Framework and Related Literature
Historic Perspective of Parent Involvement
Parent involvement programs have evolved through
several models.

One early perspective stressed the inherent
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incompatibilities, competition, and conflict between
families and schools and supported the separation of the two
(Parsons, 1959; Waller, 1932; Weber, 1947).

Another

expressed the view that parents do not become involved in
the schooling of their children because the job has been
delegated to the schools (Seeley, 1989).

A third

perspective emphasized the traditional forms of parent
involvement including Parent-Teacher Organizations,
classroom volunteers, and the particularistic interests of
parents in their own children's academics and school
behavior.

Shared decision-making was not part of the

traditional structure (Davies, 1987; Jackson & Cooper,
1989) •
During the 1980's and 1990's, new definitions of
families (Davies, 1991) and parent involvement (Comer &
Haynes, 1991; Davies, 1991; Epstein, 1988) emerged, leading
to the collaborative model of parent involvement, wherein
families, communities, and schools took on a partnership
approach to the education of children.

In more recent

innovative models of parent involvement, elementary school
principals have helped students to succeed by increasing
personal interactions and empowering parents and communities
in the education of children (Cochran & Dean, 1991; Davies,
1987) .
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social Capital
This new perspective of empowering parents and
communities has a basis in the utilization of family and
community social capital for developing parent involvement
in elementary schools.

Social capital, according to Coleman

(1988, 1991), involves the attention, strong involvement,
and strength of households' and communities' interest in
children's learning.
Under the umbrella of this concept of social capital,
elementary school principals can enable families and
communities to improve the education of their children by
tapping family and community resources from the following
contexts to develop their parent involvement programs.
Funds of Knowledge.

One perspective of family and

community resources is provided by the funds of knowledge
concept.

Funds of knowledge consist of the shared social

and labor history of the household and community from which
students come (Greenberg, 1989; Moll, 1990; Velez, 1988).
Elementary school principals and teachers who tap into
family and community funds of knowledge may provide a viable
model for elementary school principals to develop parent
involvement programs in their schools.
Whole Language.

Another perspective of family and

community resources may be provided by the whole language
approach, wherein elementary school principals and teachers
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encourage parent and community involvement in the schooling
of children by sharing literacy events.

Materials are

brought in from the horne and community, parents and
community members are invited to participate in the
classroom, and students go out into the community to gain
learning experiences (Goodman, 1980; Goodman, 1986).
Elementary school principals who utilize the whole language
context may also provide a viable model for developing
parent involvement in their schools.
Significance and contribution of the Study
The investigator's goal was to develop a detailed
case-study of how three elementary school principals are
using family and community resources as a basis for parent
involvement programs.

The study contributes to the existing

literature by exploring what is known, understood, and
utilized in developing, facilitating, and implementing
parent involvement programs from these perspectives.
In addition, this study suggests possible uses of the
results of this study for developing parent involvement
programs driven by family and community resources at
alternative sites, thereby altering views about the basis
for parent involvement programs.
Summary
Family and community resourcefulness and resources may
be the starting point of parent involvement programs.

The
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interconnections of families and community activities and
the social sharing of resources, including knowledge,
skills, and labor function as social contexts for the
transmission of knowledge, skills, information, and
assistance, as well as cultural values and norms among
households (Greenberg, 1989; Moll, 1990; Moll & Diaz, 1987;
Velez-Ibanez & Greenberg, 1992).
Social and cultural practices can serve as powerful
resources for children's schooling, especially for the
development of literacy (Delgado-Gaitan, 1987; Laboratory of
comparative Human Cognition, 1986; Moll & Diaz, 1987; Vogt,
Jordan, & Tharp, 1987).

By using family and community

social capital or the presence, attention, involvement, and
strength of adults' interest in children's learning,
home/school/community connections are enhanced, thereby
reducing drop-out rates and improving school performance.
An elementary school with extensive social capital in the
community of parents provides mutual support standards and
can offset its absence in particular families in the
community (Coleman, 1987, 1988, 1991).
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
The basic structure of American education has kept
parent involvement from achieving its expressed purpose of
enhancing the schooling experience and the academic
achievement of children.

Historically, the perspectives for

understanding and promoting connections between parents and
elementary schools have ranged from encouraging a separation
between the schools and the family (Parsons, 1959; Waller,
1932; Weber, 1947), to the delegation of responsibilities
from the parents to the schools (Seeley, 1989), to the
traditional parent involvement in parent-teacher
associations (Chapman, 1991; Sandfort, 1987).
Beginning in the 1980's a transformation began to take
place, leading to a collaborative approach between
elementary schools and families to educate children.

This

emerging perspective is leading to a partnership of schools,
families, and communities in utilizing the family and
community resources of these constituents to close the gaps
between the school, community, and family.
The Separation Model
One perspective for understanding the relationship
between elementary schools and families has emphasized the
inherent incompatibility, competition, and conflict between

25
families and schools and recommended separating them.
Schools were encouraged to maintain their professional,
general standards and judgments about the children in their
classrooms.

Parents, in turn, were induced to maintain

their personal, particularistic standards and judgments
about their children at horne, with a resulting discontinuity
between the horne, the community, and the schools (Parsons,
1959~

Waller, 1932; Weber, 1947).
The Delegation Model
The delegation model evolved from a rationale that

American society has used for more than three decades in
educating its children.

In addition to its responsibilities

for teaching reading, writing, and arithmetic, elementary
schools have been asked to help students contribute to and
flourish in society, while enhancing social equity and
progress and increasing understanding of cultural diversity
(Seeley, 1989).
Today, however, the tasks assigned to elementary
schools and the public's expectations for them have changed
dramatically.

In addition to the earlier requirements, we

now ask elementary schools to serve as custodians of
children during certain hours of the day, help desegregate
society, battle drug abuse, improve the health of students,
and solve a variety of other social problems (Chapman,
Sandfort, 1987).

1991~
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The delegation of these responsibilities to public
education has shifted these functions from families to
elementary schools.

Parents act as if they do not need to

be involved because the job has been delegated to the
schools.

Elementary school principals, for their part,

often do not see parent involvement as part of their
professional role and can, quite justifiably, see it as
interfering with the jobs that have been delegated to them
(Seeley, 1989).
Historically, elementary school principals have been
granted a great deal of autonomy in carrying out these
tasks.

For decades, schools have succeeded or failed with

only minimal input and assistance from the families, communities, and businesses they serve (Chapman, 1991: Sandfort,
1987) .
Elementary schools have not succeeded in addressing
these issues satisfactorily, especially in low-SES, minority
populations.

As a result, efforts have been made to

increase traditional parent involvement in the schools
(Chapman, 1991: Sandfort, 1987).
Traditional Parent Involvement
Elementary school principals appear able to provide
regular and coordinated schooling activities but seem less
responsive to external demands.

Principals seek stable

internal and external relationships, and new activities
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often consist of small changes in existing programs that
avoid risk or change in standard operating procedures
(Davies, 1987).

The introduction of almost any form of

parent/community participation interrupts the regular flow
of decision making, creating the risk that parent and
community participants will achieve too much power or
generate conflict, thereby threatening professional autonomy
(Davies, 1987).
Traditional parent involvement limits parents to
volunteering on campus, attending/working at extracurricular
functions,

joining the PTA, or attending meetings or

conferences concerning their children as students (Daresh,
1986; Jackson & Cooper, 1989; Seeley, 1989; Swap, 1990) and
does not provide opportunities for parent involvement in
decisions about school governance (Chavkin & Williams, 1987;
Epstein & Becker, 1982; Lueder, 1989).
Many parents do not share the same cultural background
as the elementary school principal.

Low-SES, urban Hispanic

pupils presently represent about one-third of the U.S.
school population, making the connection between school and
home more fragile because a mutually reinforcing cycle of
negative expectations exists (Goldring, 1986; Heleen, 1990).
Many elementary school principals avoid working with
low-SES minority parents because they are convinced that
these parents are not really interested in their children's
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school life (Chavkin, 1989a, 1989b; McAfee, 1987).

Thus,

elementary school principals do not expect low-SES minority
parents to participate in the schooling of their children
and make few efforts to build positive relationships.

The

parents, in turn, do not expect to be meaningfully involved
in their children's learning and often have nothing but
negative experiences with schools (Goldring, 1986; Heleen,
1990) .
Traditional parent involvement programs have not worked
for many poor and minority families because they find it
difficult to join a PTA that is dominated by middle-class
norms and run mainly to benefit the principal (Jackson &
Cooper, 1989), resulting in further weakening of home/school
relationships.

It has been suggested that if the

educational needs of these minority students are not
addressed adequately, a permanent underclass may develop
that could undermine American society economically,
socially, politically, and militarily (Cummins, 1989; Hare,
1986; Krietler & Krietler, 1976; Ogbu, 1983; ogbu & MatuteBianchi, 1986; Rokeach, 1985; Ruiz, 1991; Sanchez, 1982;
Schaefer, 1991).
A literature base which further explicates why
traditional parent involvement programs do not work,
especially for low-SES Hispanic populations, deals with new
definitions of families and parent involvement.
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New Definitions of Families and Parent Involvement
Traditional parent involvement has inadequately
fostered the academic and social success of some children.
However, if its definitions and practices were redefined,
parent involvement may promote conditions under which
children of all backgrounds and circumstances could have a
successful elementary school experience (Davies, 1991).
People mean different things when they use the term
parent involvement, and it is important that the definition
of parent involvement be clarified and a consensus reached
about exactly what the term means so that the needs of the
community can be satisfied (Chavkin & williams, 1987;
Liebertz, 1983; Salmon, 1984; Saxe, 1984; Warner, 1985).
Cochran (1987) suggested that parent involvement
provide success for all children, serve the whole child, and
that responsibility be shared.

These new definitions also

involve community agencies, hard-to-reach families,

family

priorities, and reaching beyond the deficit views of
families and communities to emphasize their inherent
strengths (Brooks & Sussman, 1991; Cochran, 1987; Davies,
1991; Schlessman-Frost, 1991; Seefeldt, 1985; Solomon,
1991).
In addition, the new definitions extend beyond the term
parent.

Family is a more encompassing term because the most

significant adults in the lives of many children may be
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grandparents, aunts and uncles, brothers and sisters, or
even neighbors who provide child care (Davies, 1991).
Comer and Haynes (1991), in their study to develop
effective intervention approaches in elementary schools,
observed a natural pattern of parent participation in
schools.

Most parents were primarily interested in

activities that involved their own children; others wanted
to be helpful in classroom activities; and, still others
were more interested in the school program and practices.
Comer and Haynes capitalized on these natural tendencies by
creating a program of parent involvement that included
parents' general participation, helping in classrooms or
sponsoring and supporting school programs, and parent groups
electing parents to participate on the School Planning and
Management team.
These levels were reflected in Epstein's (1988)
part typology of parent participation:

five-

basic obligations of

parents, basic obligations of schools, parent involvement at
school, parent involvement in learning activities at home,
and parent involvement in governance and advocacy.

These

levels were enhanced by Jackson and Cooper's (1989)
identification of the additional roles of parents as
individual decision makers and as social network members.
Elementary school principals can provide the education
and support children need by involving parents in schools as
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active partners and educational leaders at horne and school,
as decision makers, as school volunteers or paid employees,
as liaisons between horne and school to support homework, and
as supporters of the educational goals of the school
(Berger, 1991).

Parent involvement programs are most

effective when they are part of an integrated approach to
school enhancement, are based on child development concerns,
and are implemented within a broader context of improved
relationships among the significant adults in the lives of
children (Comer & Haynes, 1991).

The new definitions move

elementary schools beyond the traditional view of parent
involvement as a desirable end in itself and toward
collaborative involvement as a means of improving school
outcomes, particularly the academic achievement of children
(Davies, 1991).
From the traditional parent involvement model, new
definitions of families and parent involvement emerge
leading to a collaborative model of parent involvement,
wherein families, communities, and schools take on a
partnership approach to the education of children.
The Collaboration Model
When the new definitions of family and parent
involvement are brought into the equation, another
perspective emerges, one that encourages communication and
collaboration between schools and families, with elementary
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school principals and parents working together to promote
student achievement (Berger, 1991; Brantlinger, 1991;
Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Cochran, 1987; Cochran & Dean, 1991;
Epstein, 1986; Epstein & Becker, 1982; Epstein & Dauber,
1991).

Elementary school principals who harness parent

power and energy create new models of parent participation
and involvement that stress community values and empower
families as key decision makers (Jackson & Cooper, 1989).
Connections linking school curricula, family involvement,
and student success enable principals to understand, design,
develop, and implement policies and programs (Solomon, 1991)
that can have a positive impact on the achievement of lowincome and minority students (McLaughlin & Shields, 1987).
Student achievement is enhanced when elementary school
principals make a commitment to help students achieve and
parents are vigorously drawn into the effort (Brooks &
Sussman, 1991).

When a principal says to parents, "We

cannot reach these goals for your children without you,"
means it, and starts a discussion about what a collaborative
partnership of principals, parents, the community and
teachers can do, programs appear to get results (Swap,
1990) .
Elementary school principals who build a mutual base of
understanding about the goals of parent involvement know it
is critical to define that involvement before attempting to
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develop a parent involvement program.

To include parents

and community members who do not usually connect with the
school in partnerships may require non-traditional
activities (Swap, 1990).
Only through the home and school working together can
effective schools be created.

Elementary school principals

who increase personal interactions as part of the
empowerment process enhance parents' expectations for
involvement and provide opportunities for large numbers of
parents to be involved.

If greater parent involvement is

promoted without accompanying training in how to interact
with the school effectively, a new parent involvement
program could flounder (Chavkin & Williams, 1987; Cochran &
Dean, 1991; McAfee, 1987).

Elementary school principals who

realize the importance of the home and the significance of a
partnership approach for developing and implementing
successful parent involvement efforts encourage parent
involvement that is mutually acceptable to and agreed upon
by the partners (Davies, 1987).

A collaborative philosophy

of parent involvement and a common mission of school
achievement can guide parents and elementary school
principals in designing activities that do not isolate the
parent involvement program from the ongoing life of the
school (Swap, 1990).
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The community Resources Perspective
The most effective educational program appears to be
one in which the home, community, and school work together
on behalf of the child.

Parent involvement programs that

use family and community resources, the culture, the social
and labor history, and the networks of the parents and
community are most beneficial.

The home has at least as

much influence on student learning and behavior as does the
school, and parent involvement creates positive
relationships that support children's total development
(Greenwood & Hickman, 1991).
The nurturing and enhancement of skills and abilities
in young children are initiated primarily by parents and
family members before any schooling.

Parents can and do

assume a role in the educational process.

How the child

perceives the world and acculturizes to its environment are
colored by the bonds existing between parents and child.

It

is this bonding that establishes a foundation for a
life-long process of learning.

The potential for parents to

assume a more active and supportive role in their children's
schooling is available if educators allow it to occur
(Pyszkowsky, 1989).
When elementary school principals focus on the parents'
and children's main concern, their family, the child's
emotional center becomes significant.

The early years are
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considered crucial in the cognitive and social development
of a child.

Elementary school principals and parents who

work together provide a unity of purpose, interest and
harmony between home and school.

By careful organization,

schools and parents help to ensure that the child has the
opportunity to make cognitive links between home and school
(Dye, 1989; Pyszkowski, 1989).
Elementary schools, as a family and community resource,
are one of the many influences on children's development.
The changing patterns of family structure and function
require changes in elementary school principals' longstanding practices of parent involvement.

Increasingly,

parents' work obligations, life styles, and cultural
backgrounds need to be accommodated in school expectations
about parental participation (Powell, 1991).
Coordination among school, family, community, and
others in the child's social network is essential in this
diverse and changing society.

Principals must find new ways

to utilize the resources of their schools to foster mutually
supportive connections with families and communities
(Bronfenbrenner 1974, 1979; Comer, 1988; Greenwood &
Hickman, 1991; Hess & Holloway, 1984; Hobbs et aI, 1984;
Lightfoot, 1978; Powell, 1991).
SUbstantive family involvement avoids the patronizing
image of the professional expert guiding the ignorant parent
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and is open to parental preferences in building home-school
connections.

Substantive family involvement also recognizes

parents' expertise and willingness to advocate for their
children and is open to critical examination of school
practices (Brantlinger, 1991; Lindle, 1989).
Elementary school principals who learn to communicate
with families in plain, understandable language--no jargon-and to listen, both to the factual content of what parents
say and to the emotional meaning behind the words, appear to
enhance parent involvement because the focus becomes the
family (McAfee, 1987).
Social Class and Parent Involvement
Parents bring to the school attitudes developed through
their lifetime experiences in educational institutions.
Substantive parent involvement programs respect the value
system of parents.

The strengths and weaknesses of parents

vary as greatly as those of their children.

Some become

intensely preoccupied with school matters, while others
avoid any school contacts.

This lack of involvement is not

random; social class has a powerful influence on parent
involvement patterns (Heath, 1986; Lareau, 1987, 1989;
Lightfoot, 1978; Ogbu, 1983; Ogbu & Matute-Bianchi, 1986).
A body of literature addresses the perspective that
social class has a powerful influence on parent involvement.
This literature addresses the perspective of low-income,
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working-class families and their beliefs concerning the
education of their children and their involvement in the
process.

The discussion is guided by the work of Chavkin

(1989a & 1989b), Coleman et al (1966), Hare (1986), Krietler
and Krietler (1976), Lareau (1987, 1989), Rokeach (1985),
and Schaefer (1991) and is significant in that it addresses
the fact that low-income parents want to be involved in a
variety of school decisions, to play active roles in their
children's education, and to participate cooperatively.
They are interested in both the traditional parent
involvement roles of home tutor, audience, and school
supporter and the non-traditional roles of co-learner,
advocate, and decision-maker but often lack the skills and
resources for upgrading their children's performance in
school (Chavkin, 1989a, 1989b; Schaefer, 1991).
Increased knowledge and consciousness of the roles of
parents as educators are needed to guide the development of
their children's education.

Effective education of the

child in the family and community before school entrance is
essential to achieve equality of educational opportunity
(Coleman et aI, 1966).
Values and beliefs are clearly related to the
competence of parents as educators of their children.
Krietler and Krietler (1976)

found that beliefs about self,

others, and norms influence behavior and that changes in

38

beliefs result in changes in behavior.

Rokeach

(198~)

also

demonstrated that changes in values contribute to changes in
behavior.

He pointed out that parents' beliefs concerning

communication with professionals may influence their
acceptance of parent involvement.

Less educated and

minority parents emphasize that teachers do not need
information on the child's horne, an attitude which
contributes to the low rate of parent involvement in the
schools (Schaefer, 1991).
Low-income parents feel a sense of helplessness about
their ability to influence their children's success in
elementary school.

They are also more concerned about the

time commitment associated with involvement because of their
work schedules.

In addition, low-income parents express a

stronger need for training in how to make school decisions
than higher-income parents (Chavkin, 1989a, 1989b).
Elementary school principals who provide support systems
that not only allow low-income parents to meet with teachers
and school officials but also provide them with the skills
and confidence to participate can make a difference in
children's success at school (Chavkin, 1989a, 1989b).
Children from poor and racially or culturally different
families are at a disadvantage in elementary school.

As

noted by Lareau (1987, 1989) and Hare (1988), parental
background and home environment are the chief determinants
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of a child's educational performance, and, independent of
ability, social class affects schooling by shaping the
resources parents have to help in the schooling of their
children.

Parent involvement in schooling often mirrors

social-class occupational differences.
Relations between working-class families and schools
are characterized by separation.

The parents believe the

teachers are responsible for their children's education, and
most do not intervene in their children's school program.
They read to them, teach them new words, and review their
papers, but such activities are substantially less than what
the teachers would prefer (Lareau, 1987, 1989).

By

contrast, upper-middle-class parents believe that education
is a shared responsibility between parents and teachers.
They are knowledgeable about schooling, critical of the
school and the teachers, and reinforce the curriculum at
horne (Lareau, 1987, 1989).
Working-class parents often lack the skills and
resources for upgrading their children's performance in
school.

Upper- and middle-class parents have more

education, status, and income than working-class parents.
Thus, the defining features of class position (e.g., education, occupational status) and the patterns of family life
historically linked to class position (e.g., child rearing
methods, kinship ties, gender roles) have unintended
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consequences for family-school relationships (Lareau, 1987,
1989) •
Hispanic Minorities and Parent Involvement
Most parents of minority children have high academic
aspirations for their children and want to be involved in
promoting their academic progress.

However, they often do

not know how to help their children academically and are
excluded from participation by the school (Heath, 1986;
Laosa, 1982; Moll, 1990).
The academic disadvantage of many Hispanic children may
be the result of the lower level of schooling among their
parents.

This results in such family-school discontinuity

that it, in turn, may have a deleterious effect on the
minority child's academic achievement.

children of more

highly educated parents are more likely to excel in school
because the teaching, learning, and assessment processes in
school are similar to those they have learned to master at
home (Laosa, 1982).

Conversely, Hispanic children, whose

parents tend to have less schooling, may fail in school
because the form and content of the teaching, learning, and
assessment processes in school are different from those they
have learned at home.

One way for elementary school

principals to improve the academic achievement of Hispanic
children is to increase family-school continuity.

This can

be accomplished by changing some aspects of the elementary
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school to become more like home (e.g., teaching strategies,
bilingualism) and identifying ways that parents can better
prepare children for school (e.g., reading, teaching
strategies, bilingualism).

These strategies would reduce

the extremely high dropout rate of minorities, thereby
eventually increasing the schooling level of minority
parents (Heath, 1986; Laosa, 1982; Moll & Diaz, 1987;
Trueba, 1989).
Hispanic stUdents are failing academically because they
lose control over their own lives in dominant group
classrooms.

By performing poorly, as expected, they

reinforce educators' perceptions of them as deficient.

Real

change will occur only when elementary school principals
empower parents and children to assume greater control over
their own learning goals.

They must be encouraged to

achieve these goals and to be actively involved in
verbalizing, sharing, and expanding their experience within
the classroom (Cummins, 1989; Freire, 1983; Heath, 1986;
Moll, 1990; Vogt, Jordan, & Tharp, 1987).
Success or failure results from the organization of the
schooling experience itself.

The students' language or

culture does not handicap their schooling; however,
instructional arrangements in schools do not allow some
language minority children to capitalize on their social,
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linguistic, and intellectual resources (cummins, 1989;
Moll, 1990; Moll & Diaz, 1987; Warren & Roseberry, 1990).
Education should improve the social position of
minorities by giving them access to relevant knowledge and
certification.

However, in the 1980's, there was a shift of

commitment away from equity for bilingual, economically
disadvantaged, and racially isolated students in favor of a
work force that would be more highly qualified to meet the
needs of

u.s.

industry (Carnoy & Levin, 1986).

Social capital
Over a period of nearly two centuries society has
altered from a set of neighborhoods where families were the
dominant configuration to a social system in which the
central organizations are business firms, and families are
at the fringe.

In the 18th, century nearly all production

was carried out within the household and this children's
environment provided a setting for learning the productive
activity they would carry out as adults.
In the 19th and 20th centuries, this pattern changed
and people's employment patterns changed to work outside the
home.

Children were no longer learning productive skills,

only child rearing was taking place.

Schools began to take

over many of the functions of the household.

When the child

no longer was part of the productive activity of the
household, occupational training was lost as well as the
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learning of work habits-responsibility for completing a job,
punctuality, pride of craft, and all of the other
characteristics so important to productive activity.
These characteristics were no longer being transferred
through productive activity, but were being instilled
through conscious design and intentional intervention by the
parents.

Thus, more of the above good habits were not being

transmitted by productive activity in the household, but
through the activities of parents who acted to teach them.
Another major change took place in the 20th century
when women left the household to enter the paid labor
market.

It then became more difficult for parents, when

both at work, to instill in their children those personal
characteristics which lead to good school performance.
This has resulted in changes in the positions in which
many schools find themselves because of family changes.
schools are no longer prying children from the families
strong hold, but are now facing an assortment of families
whose patterns of involvement with their children's learning
is very diverse.

Some are very involved and have the skills

to be effective.

others are involved, but in ways that are

unskilled or harmful.

The school is a fabricated

arrangement designed to assist the family in child rearing.
When the family was still a viable entity which provided for
most of its children's needs, the school's job was easy.

As

I·

I
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families have weakened in their powers to raise their young
the schools have had to change and adapt accordingly.
One concept that comes to mind in characterizing the
situation confronted by the school and the children is the
idea of capital.

Over the past forty years the idea of

human capital, the assets symbolized in the knowledge and
skill that a person has, has developed.

This human capital

exists in individual persons and can be a productive asset,
useful in producing needed effects.

In recent years it has

been recognized that the social relations that exist in the
family or in the community outside the family also comprise
a form of capital.

This is the social capital that exists

in the relations between persons (Coleman, 1990; Flap &
DeGraaf, 1986; Loury, 1977)

.

social capital varies and serves different purposes.
If a child trusts any adult, and the adult is trustworthy,
this relation is a resource the child can draw upon when in
difficulty with school work, teachers, or other problems.
If the relations in the community are strong enough to
establish behavior norms for children, this is a resource
for children.

It is also a resource for parents to assist

in shaping the habits of their children.

The social capital

held by a person lies in the strength of social relations
that make available to the person the resources of others.
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Family social capital available to assist in children's
learning goes beyond the proximity of adults in the home. It
requires the attention and involvement of adults in
children's learning.

Having adults in the household is

required but is not enough.

The quantity of social capital

adults can provide may vary extensively without differences
in their physical presence.

If parents are present in the

household and there is strong involvement in their
children's education, that is social capital for the
children's learning, then this strength of their interest in
their children's learning should be sufficient to utilize
what human capital (finances) they have to assist in their
children's education (Coleman, 1990).
When families and communities are weak, the school
lacks a resource that is central to its effectiveness in
educating children.

It is essential, for a school to be

effective, to rebuild social capital where it is weak in
families and communities.

The rebuilding of social capital

will assist the school through the rules, norms, and
standards which are part of the social capital.

Schools can

work together with parents to create social capital thereby
empowering parents to become effectively involved in the
schooling of their children.
This new perspective of empowering parents and
communities has a basis in the utilization of family and
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community social capital for developing parent involvement
in elementary schools.

Again, social capital according to

Coleman (1988, 1991), involves the attention, strong
involvement, and strength of households' and communities'
interest in children's learning.
Under the umbrella of this concept of social capital,
elementary school principals can empower families and
communities to improve the education of their children by
tapping family and community resources from varied contexts
to develop their parent involvement programs.
The Whole Language Approach.

Educators assumed that

learning to read and write are activities that take place in
school and are taught by teachers.

Now, many educators

accept the notion that children discover,

invent and develop

a writing system prior to direct instruction in school.
Through scribbling and the production of characters of
varied types (literacy events) children try to solve the
problems which are part of their daily lives (Goodman, 1980;
Goodman, 1986).
Children are actively involved in literacy events in a
complex social and cultural environment.

They make sense of

this complexity from the evolving experiences and
discoveries.

Children participate in many reading and

writing activities outside the school and principals who
understand and respect the developmental aspects of reading
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and writing in young children, will organize instructional
settings which allow children to select reading from a wide
range of sources.

Children should be encouraged to write

about their own personal adventures and participate in
planning learning activities which are exciting and
significant to them.

This approach provides a rich learning

environment which expands on what the children already know
(Goodman, 1980).
A theory such as the whole language concept (shared
learning) could be utilized to develop, facilitate, and
nurture parent involvement programs.

If elementary school

principals understand and utilize these family and community
resources, they may provide the base for proactive parent
involvement program.
The whole language concept provides opportunities for
elementary school principals to empower parents and the
community to utilize family and community resources in the
schooling of children.

This is accomplished through the

sharing of literacy events.

Materials are brought in from

the home and community, parents and community members are
invited to participate in the classroom.

students also

share by going into the community to gain learning
experiences (Goodman, 1986).

Elementary school principals

who utilize the whole language context provide a viable
model for developing parent involvement in their schools.

I

!,
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The Funds of Knowledge Approach
Many minority students could benefit enormously from
effective multicultural approaches to parent involvement in
education.

working-class Hispanic households, for example,

possess ample funds of knowledge that become manifest
through household activities.

Elementary school principals

who think of families in terms of funds of knowledge not
only appreciate an essential aspect of household and
community life but acknowledge these families as important
social and cognitive resources for education (Freire, 1983;
Moll, 1990).
Hispanic communities value education, but Hispanic
parents need help in applying their beliefs.

Elementary

school principals who best succeed in the education of
Hispanic minority students make extensive efforts to involve
parents in the school and to bridge the gaps (Epstein, 1988;
Laosa, 1982; sanchez, 1982).
The curriculum of the home (Walberg, 1984a, 1984b)
includes parent-child conversations about everyday events,
leisure reading, television viewing, peer activities, longterm goals, and expressions of affection and interest in the
child as a person and in his or her academic achievements.
The structure of the household is also a structure of social
relations, a social world in which the children have their
place (La Fontaine, 1986).
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Households, in contrast to many classrooms, never
function alone or in isolation; they are always connected to
other households and institutions through diverse networks.
These social networks provide economic assistance and labor
cooperation, which help families to avoid the expense
involved in using plumbing companies or automobile repair
shops.

They are often necessary for survival and help to

find jobs and child-care, releasing mothers to enter the
labor market.

Social networks transmit knowledge, skills,

information, and assistance, as well as cultural values and
norms (Greenberg, 1989; Velez-Ibanez, 1983a, 1983b, 1988).
They include the elementary schools, which value household
and community funds of knowledge as containing ample social
and cognitive resources that can be utilized for classroom
literacy instruction by providing culturally relevant
instruction (Moll, 1990).
Elementary schools, like households, need more
resources to help students, especially if these students are
minority children from poor neighborhoods.

Resources often

consist of materials such as better books or more computers;
however, resources can also include parental support, e.g.,
having parents help with homework (Moll, 1990).

Households

cope with resource shortages by exchanging funds of
knowledge to harness, control, and manipulate resources.
contrast, classrooms and teachers work in relative

-_ .... - - - - - - - - - - - - -

In
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isolation.

Elementary school principals need to change the

way they work and relate to households so that the
possibility of a resource exchange can occur (Moll, 1990).
Through the creation of social networks and the utilization
of funds of knowledge, schools can take advantage of the
"social capital" of the community (Coleman, 1987, 1988,
1991) by recognizing families and communities as important
sources of social and intellectual resources for instruction
(Moll, 1990).
Summary
Few attempts have been made to build a bridge between
the culture of schools and the culture of the community from
which students corne.

Elementary school principals who make

an effort to learn about and use the strengths of families,
their traditions, and their goals can accomplish
family-school continuity, allowing the community to permeate
the school and enabling the school to reflect the community
(Heath, 1986; Laosa, 1982).

However, the whole language

(Goodman, 1980; Goodman, 1986) and the funds of knowledge
(Moll & Diaz, 1987) concepts seem to be confined to
individual classrooms and not widely accepted by elementary
school principals as strategies to be enlisted in the
broader purpose of involving parents in the education of
their children).
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In many cities, Hispanic minorities are becoming the
majority, and it is important to recognize their
contributions to society and to realize that there are no
easy ways to achieve Hispanic parental involvement in the
schooling of their children (Trueba, 1989).
An elementary school principal who works with parents,
teachers, students, and community members will develop a
sense of shared mission to educate students successfully .
Knowledge of parent and community expectations of the school
is vital (Clark & Clark, 1989; Goodlad, 1984; Seeley, 1989).
Parents who become partners through connections that link
school curricula, family involvement, and student success
will become proactively involved with their children's
education (Comer, 1988; D'Angelo and Adler, 1991; Davies,
1991; Levin, 1987; Solomon, 1991).
Direct, personal, immediate, and caring communication
with parents and students remain the most effective, most
genuine, and least costly ways for principals to link home
with school.

Techniques such as home visits and personal

contacts continue to be the most effective ways to
communicate (Marockie & Jones, 1987).
More participation and collaboration between elementary
school principals and

p~rents

may help to develop and

implement successful low-SES minority parent involvement
efforts at school (Chavkin & Williams, 1987; Constable &
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Walberg, 1988; Henderson, 1981; Kagan, 1985; Liebertz, 1983;
Moles, 1982; Salmon, 1984; Saxe, 1984; Walberg, 1984a,
1984b; Warner, 1985).

Low-SES minority parents care about

their children's education.

They want to be involved and to

have some of their concerns addressed.

The SES of parents

may affect the kinds of strategies that are needed to
enhance their involvement, but it is not related to the
level of interest in their children's education and success
at school (Chavkin, 1989; Comer and Haynes, 1991; Dauber and
Epstein, 1989; Walberg, 1984a, 1984b).
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CHAPTER 3
METHOD
Setting
Three elementary schools in a medium-sized, urban
district in the Southwest provided the setting for this
study.

The three elementary schools' students were

predominantly from low-SES, Hispanic populations.
One respondent (R1), a Cuban-American female, was the
principal of an urban, low-SES, nearly 100% Hispanic Chapter
I neighborhood school with 357 pre-K-6 students who lived
within walking distance of the school.

This school

maintained an extended-day/year program that provided an
academically rich environment for the students.
R1's school received support from two national
organizations to encourage educational and community change.
Part of the change process included active recruitment of
parents and community members to be involved in the
education of their children.

In addition, an innovative

multi-graded classroom instructional model was being
utilized to maximize the academic achievement of the
students.
Though not formally trained in the funds of knowledge
concept, the principal (R1) was aware of the rich social,
economic, and labor history of her school population.

She
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had attended lectures and read extensively on the concept of
funds of knowledge and claimed to utilize the concept to
involve parents in the schooling of their children.

She did

this by training one of her most active parents to conduct
home visits to learn about the household funds of knowledge
and to enable the parents to bring this family and community
resource into the school as part of the students' schooling.
R1 also utilized the concept of whole language.
Parents, students, and community members provided materials
for use in the classroom to provide authentic instruction.
The pupils were also actively engaged in authentic learning
activities in the community.

Though R1 had no formal

training in funds of knowledge or whole language concepts
she worked from a theoretical base which encompassed both
models.
The second respondent (R2) was also a Cuban-American
female who was the

~rincipal

at an urban, low-SES, nearly

100% Hispanic chapter I neighborhood school with 816 pre-K-6
students who walked to school.

The school operated on an

extended-day/year academic program, and their second
language acquisition program was maintenance bilingual,
whereby the entire school was totally bilingual
(English/Spanish), with no classes taught in a single
language context.
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The principal and teachers were trained in funds of
knowledge by one of the expert informants.

Their beliefs

and actions were based on the theoretical constructs of
funds of knowledge, and had established a principal/teacher
home visit program, a community outreach program, and an
extensive evening GED and ESL program for adults in the
community.
The third respondent (R3) was an Anglo male.

He served

as principal at a whole language, desegregated, non-Chapter
I Fine Arts magnet school with 260 K-3 students of mixed
ethnic groups.

Low-SES Hispanic students comprised 35% of

the population, 15% were low-SES African-American, and 5%
were low-SES Native American or Asian students.

These

students lived in non-contiguous neighborhoods within
walking distance of school.

The remaining 45% were upper-

and middle-class Anglo students who were bused to school
from several high-SES areas of the city.
The principal had no training in funds of knowledge but
had attended several lectures by one of the expert
informants and believed he understood the concept.

R3

considered himself to be a Constructivist, and he and the
teachers were all extensively trained in early childhood
education and ascribed to Vygotskian and Piagetian schools
of thought for early childhood development.

Their beliefs
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and actions were grounded in the whole language,
Connstructivist theoretical base.
Since the Fall of 1993, the school had also
participated in a pilot project for site-based management in
the district.

The school provided a morning recreational

program for the children and an after-school program that
offered both academic and recreational pursuits.
This Anglo male principal, whose cultural and ethnic
background was different from 55% of the students, provided
another perspective on the use of family and community
resource-driven parent involvement in his school.
Sampling
The sampling strategy of choice was purposive (Chein,
1981) or purposeful (Patton, 1980).

The most appropriate

sampling strategy for this case study was theoretical
sampling (Merriam, 1988).
The principals were chosen as informants because they
had active family and community resource-driven parent
involvement programs in their schools.

It was based on the

intent to gain insights from three elementary school
principals related to their theoretical and practical
understanding of these resources and their utilization of
these resources in the development of parent involvement
programs in their schools.
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The principals were nominated by local university
researchers (expert informants) who worked with the
principals and were familiar with the programs they offered.
The theoretical sample of principals was chosen because the
data collected from them would generate theory about their
utilization of parent community resources in the development
of parent involvement programs (Glaser, 1978; Glaser &
Strauss, 1967).
Four criteria were used to select principals for
inclusion in the study:
program at the site,

(1) an active parent involvement

(2) knowledge and utilization of the

concepts of family and community resources to develop
parent involvement programs,

(3) a predominantly low-SES

Hispanic student body, and (4) referral by an expert
informant.
The principals selected parents who were most active in
their parent involvement programs (Merriam, 1988).

This

case study also utilized interviews with three groups of
parents from the respective schools to understand how they
participated in their children's schooling;

whether they

understood the concept of family and community resources;
if, in fact, their stories supported the principals'
narratives; and whether there was a "fit" between the two.
The parents, as theoretical samples chosen by the
principals because of their active involvement in the
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school, provided data that generated theory that helped
evaluate the data collected from the elementary principals'
data (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & strauss, 1967).
The intent, also, was to determine from parents their
understanding of what the principals were doing in the
parent involvement programs in their respective schools.
Four criteria were used to select parents for inclusion
in the study:

(1) active involvement, as a parent or

community member, in the parent involvement program at the
site,

(2) knowledge about the family and community resources

used in their school's parent involvement program,

(3)

preferred classification as low-SES and Hispanic, and (4)
referral by the school principal.
Interviews
Principals.

This case study (i.e., family and

community resources used to develop parent involvement
programs) utilized interviews to determine how three
elementary school principals used the ideas of family and
community resources to develop, nurture, and utilize parent
involvement programs in the contexts of their schools and
neighborhoods.
Expert informants provided the names of three urban
elementary school principals.

Each respondent was

interviewed to explore his/her conceptions of family and

59

community resources and to identify specific strategies
used to develop parent involvement programs.
Five general questions (see Appendix C) regarding Rl,
R2, and R3's use of family and community resources in
developing parent involvement programs were formulated and
utilized in the first interview.

Based on Rl's interview,

the interview questions were refined (see Appendix D) prior
to the second and third interviews to gain maximum
information related to the research questions of the study.
This study was limited to elementary schools because
most parent involvement programs at all levels (volunteerism
to shared decision-making) take place in the elementary
school environment.

This study was also limited to three

elementary schools and their neighborhoods and three sets of
parents selected by the respective principals for interviews
with the investigator.
They were asked to provide overall views of their
schools and their relationships with parents, families, and
the community to discover the nature of connections between
the schools, parents, families, and community:

how

connections were made and whether family and community
resources were utilized to facilitate these connections.
The interviews sought principals' views on broad areas
of parent involvement and on the specific context of family
and community resource-driven parent involvement programs.
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Such an approach necessitated the use of intelligent,
provocative, open-ended questions that allowed the
principals freedom to use their knowledge and imagination to
develop thick, rich descriptions of the steps taken to
develop, utilize, and nurture family and community
resource-driven parent involvement programs (Bogdan &
Biklen, 1982; Marshall & Rossman, 1989; Strauss & corbin,
1990).
As mentioned earlier, these descriptions provided a
context for the data in terms of cultural norms and mores;
community values; deep-seated attitudes and notions (Guba &
Lincoln, 1981); and complete, literal descriptions of these
three elementary school principals' understanding of family
and community resources and how they utilized this concept
in their parent involvement programs.

similarities as well

as differences existed among the principals with regard to
their understandings and utilization of family and community
resources in parent involvement programs.

Variations served

to strengthen the hypothesis about the value of using family
and community resources to develop parent involvement
programs.

Variations also existed in school size,

demographics of the population, types of programs provided,
and gender and ethnic background of the principals, as well
as in levels of understanding of, training in, utilization
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of, and nurturance of the family and community resources
concept in their respective parent involvement programs.
Parents.

Following interviews with the principals, a

theoretical sampling (Glaser, 1978; Glaser & strauss, 1967)
of parents (PR1, PR2, PR3) was chosen by the principal of
each school.

Those selected were the most active in their

respective parent involvement programs and were most likely
to provide data that would enhance the theory emerging from
the principals' interviews.

A group interview was conducted

to discover their perceptions of the interactions among
themselves, the principals, and the schools.
The interview was conducted in a small group format to
obtain a broad range of responses in a short period of time
(Taylor & Bogdan, 1984).

In contrast to the principals, the

parents were not expected to have the same expertise in the
family and community resources concept or the schools'
connections with the communities and other families within
them.

The group arrangement provided an opportunity for the

participants to react to each other, thereby expanding the
development of concepts.
The group interview strategy was employed because it
(1) overcame time constraints on the principal and avoided
difficulty in scheduling individual interviews,

(2) provided

a group dynamic to ensure a relatively high degree of
comfort for the individual parents, and (3) eliminated
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at any time, and (3) the interview was confidential.

These

stipulations were stated initially (telephone) and repeated
prior to the interview.

In addition, respondents were

provided a written copy of the conditions (see Appendices B,
E)

(McCracken, 1988).

All respondents were treated

similarly.
Instrumentation
The interviews with the principals and the parents were
semi-structured with open-ended questions (see Appendices C,
D, F).

The focus was on individuals, and questions about

meaning and perspective were central and ongoing (Donmoyer,
1990) in order to derive rich and personalized descriptions
and to develop grounded theory based on respondents'
experiences with family and community resource concepts to
establish and nurture parent involvement programs.
were utilized to clarify or embellish an issue.

Probes

The

interviews, which consisted of conversations between the
researcher and respondents, were tape-recorded and
transcribed by the investigator to ensure accuracy in the
mechanical process and in the nuances of speech, tone, and
mood.
The purpose was to arrive at mutually understood
meanings through the conversations themselves.

The

narrative responses were guided by the flow of talk and the
respondents' perceptions of their experiences.

The effort
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to empower respondents and the analysis of their narrative
responses to generate meaningful and promising findings were
closely linked and produced rich, in-depth narrative
accounts in accord with the respondents' interests (Bogdan &
Biklen, 1982; Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Guba & Lincoln,
1981; Marshall & Rossman, 1989; Merriam, 1988; Miles &
Huberman, 1984; Mishler, 1986; Schofield, 1990; Strauss and
Corbin, 1990).
Data Collection
Principals
The investigator field tested the questions by
interviewing one principal (Respondent R1) using five
open-ended questions supported by pre-designed probes (see
Appendix C) as well as probes that developed as the
interview progressed.

The respondent willingly answered all

of the questions with an expanded narrative.

The

conversation suggested additional questions that were not
part of the original question text or probes.

These

additional questions were incorporated into the questions
and probes used in subsequent interviews.

The order of

questioning for ensuing interviews was rearranged to enhance
the sequential flow of conversation.
The new interview schedule for the principals consisted
of eight questions (see Appendix D).

The questions began

with a probe regarding the demographics of the site,
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proceeded to general questions concerning parent
involvement, and concluded with questions about specific
understandings and the use of family and community resources
in parent involvement programs.
Parents
The interview schedule for the parents consisted of six
questions (see Appendix F).

The questions began with

a

probe regarding the nature of their involvement, proceeded
to general questions concerning their relationship with the
principals and perceived school changes, and concluded with
questions about their specific understandings about family
and community resources and whether the respective
principals utilized them.
The investigator field tested the questions by
interviewing one parent group (PRl) using the aforementioned
six open-ended questions derived from the principals'
questions and responses and supported by pre-designed probes
and probes that developed as the interview progressed.

The

respondents (PR!) willingly answered all of the questions
with an expanded narrative; however, the conversation did
not suggest additional questions.

Therefore, the question

text was not modified.
Data Analysis
Flexibility was essential to allow the precise focus of
the research to evolve during the research process itself.
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The objective of the study was to (1) investigate
little-understood phenomena,

(2)

in parent involvement programs,
important variables, and,

discover what was happening
(3)

identify/discover

find evident themes, patterns,

(4)

and categories in participants' meaning structures to
generate hypotheses for further research (Glaser, 1978;
Marshall & Rossman, 1989; Merriam, 1988; Merriam & Simpson,
1984; Yin, 1984).

Each interview was examined by taking apart
observations or paragraphs.

Individual incidents, ideas,

and events were grouped into categories and given a
conceptual label that represented a particular phenomenon.
This label was selected from the disciplinary and
professional reading and/or from the words and phrases used
by the respondents themselves.

This was done by questioning

each of the responses, e.g., What was this?
represent?

What did it

If a respondent used a term such as empowerment

to refer to parents, students, teachers, and community,
"empowerment" became a category.
As the investigation proceeded, new categories
(conceptual labels) surfaced.

Some ideas, incidents, and

events fit under more than one conceptual label.

The intent

of the investigation was to limit, within reason, the
variety of conceptual labels used in the coding process.
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This process unfolded as the investigation proceeded, and
changes were made accordingly.
Further analysis assisted in the development of the
properties (characteristics) and dimensions (place on a
continuum) of the categories to establish any patterns or
processes.

By examining the processes and interactive

nature of ideas, events, or incidents, a determination was
made regarding how each category related to other
categories.

This linked conditions and consequences

directly with action/interaction.
Furthermore, the analysis identified, developed, and
related concepts that have proven theoretical relevance to
the evolving theory of the study.

certain concepts were

significant because (1) they were repeatedly present or
notably absent when comparing incidents, and (2) through
coding procedures, they earned the status of categories,
thereby sampling on the basis of the evolving theoretical
relevance of concepts (Miles & Huberman, 1984; strauss &
Corbin, 1990).
Responses to Open-Ended Interview Questions
First, the open-ended interview questions were
transcribed then the investigator made initial notes along
the margins of the transcribed copy or above specific words,
phrases, sentences, or paragraphs.

These words, phrases,

sentences, or paragraphs were assigned conceptual labels.
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Once this process was completed for each of the interview
transcripts, the coded (see Appendices G, H) words, phrases,
sentences, or paragraphs were grouped on a chart designed to
allow for the vertical placement of the designations of the
respondents (Rl, PRl, R2, PR2, R3, PR3) and the horizontal
placement of all conceptual categories and coded (see
Appendices G, H) responses.

For example, concepts such as

participation, partners, and collaboration emerged during
the coding of words,' phrases, and sentences.

As these

concepts were identified they were subsumed under the
broader category of involvement (see Appendix I) to reduce
the number of units worked with, and because they seemed to
pertain to the same phenomenon.

This chart provided a

visual picture of those respondents who used a specific
word, phrase, sentence, or paragraph to describe a
phenomenon and the frequency of use.
In the first step, the three principals interviews (Rl,
R2, R3) were analyzed separately, and conceptual labels were
assigned to words, phrases, and sentences.
conceptually grouped into categories.

These were then

The second step

determined differences or similarities among the principals
and their utilization of family and community resources to
develop parent involvement programs.

The third step

involved a separate analysis of the three sets of parent
data.

The analysis and findings for each were utilized to
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determine whether there was a fit between what parents
perceived their principals were doing and what they
understood about the parent involvement programs of their
schools.

This fit was understood to be a congruence between

what the principals said was happening in their parent
involvement programs, and what the parents perceived was
happening.

The parents' findings were then summarized.

The

fourth step was to discuss responses to research questions
in light of the preceding analysis and presentation of
findings.
Summary
A qualitative case study design, utilizing separate
interviews with three elementary school principals and
respective parents, guided this study.

The study provided

complete, literal descriptions of these three elementary
school principals' understandings of family and community
resources and addressed whether and how they utilized this
concept in their parent involvement programs.

Parents'

understandings were also investigated to determine if there
was a fit between what the principals said and what the
parents perceived was happening in the parent involvement
programs in their schools (Guba & Lincoln, 1981).
These descriptions of participant narratives suggested
explanations of any differences among the ways these
elementary school principals utilized the family and
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community resources in their school's parent involvement
program.

These explanations then led to the development of

a conceptual framework for understanding principals' sense
of family and community resources, whether and how they used
this concept in developing parent involvement programs, and
if they differed in their utilization of this concept to
initiate, nurture, and maintain their parent involvement
programs (Campbell & Stanley, 1966; Guba & Lincoln, 1981;
Marshall & Rossman, 1989; Merriam, 1988; Schofield, 1990;
Yin, 1984).
This process developed a grounded theory about how
three elementary school principals utilized family and
community resources to develop and nurture parent
involvement programs in their schools.

The theory derived

from the data collected and analyzed from principals and
parents.

This grounded theory provides understandings about

the phenomenon of elementary school principals' use of
family and community resources to develop parent involvement
programs with the intent of improving the schooling of
urban, low-SES Hispanic students (Marshall & Rossman, 1989;
Merriam, 1988; Miles & Huberman, 1984; Strauss & Corbin,
1990) .
This study's research design utilized theoretical
sampling to collect, code, and analyze the data.

The

investigator then decided what data to collect next and
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where to find it, in order to develop theory as it emerged
(Glaser, 1978; Glaser and strauss, 1967).
The three elementary school principals who participated
in this study were aware of the concepts of social capital
and community and family resources.

Interview questions

were utilized to determine what these concepts meant to them
and if and how they had used the concepts to develop,
facilitate, and nurture parent involvement programs.

The

results demonstrated ways in which principals can tap into
and use family and community resources, such as funds of
knowledge and whole language principles, to bridge the gap
between school culture and the home and community.
The study also focused on a theoretical sample of
parents chosen by the participating principals to discern
their perspectives related to the parent involvement
programs in their schools and to determine whether the
principals were in fact using the family and community
resources to develop, facilitate, and nurture parent
involvement programs.

The results indicated there is

congruence between the principals' and parents' perceptions
about parent involvement programs in their respective
schools.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
A grounded theory, qualitative approach was used to
analyze data provided by the principals (R1, R2, R3) of
three predominantly Hispanic elementary schools in a
medium-sized urban school district in the Southwest.

Of

primary interest to this study were the narrative responses
to eight open-ended interview questions requesting the
principals to describe (1) the demographic composition of
the student body;

(2) the demographic composition of the

teaching, support, and service staff at the school;
nature of parent involvement in the school;

(3) the

(4) what

priority parent involvement has in the school;

(5) their

understandings of the concept of family and community
resources;

(6) what they did to utilize this concept to

develop the parent involvement program in their school:

(7)

decision-making roles assumed by parents in their school,
and (8) describe or discuss any additional issues or
insights they wished to share.

To obtain more detailed

information, each question was supported by probes which
grew from the narrative and encouraged the principals to
converse naturally in order to provide literal descriptions.
The same approach was used to analyze data provided by
three sets of parents (PR1, PR2, PR3)

from the schools to
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determine whether there was a fit with the principals'
responses.

Of primary interest were the narrative responses

to six open-ended interview questions requesting the parents
to describe (1) how they were involved in the school,

(2)

how the principal wanted them to be involved in the school,
(3) how the principal worked with them,

(4) how the school

changed as a result of the principal's parent involvement
programs,

(5) how much they know about family and community

resources, and (6) any additional comments they would like
to make.

Again, probes were used to encourage the parents

to converse naturally and to provide literal descriptions.
Analysis of the three principals' data was undertaken
to determine whether these elementary school principals had
a sense of, utilized, or differed in their utilization of
family and community resources in parent involvement
programs.
Analysis of the three sets of parents' data identified
the parents' perceptions of the nature of the parent
involvement programs and the roles of the principals in
developing those programs to determine whether there was a
fit between what the principals said was happening and what
the parents believed was happening?
Analysis and Findings
This section describes and discusses the analysis of
the open-ended interview questions.

First, the interview
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responses were transcribed, and the investigator made
initial notes in the margins of the transcribed copy and
above specific words, phrases, sentences, or paragraphs.
These words, phrases, sentences, and paragraphs were
assigned conceptual labels.

Once this process had been

completed for each of the interview transcripts, the coded
(see Appendices G, H)

words, phrases, sentences, and

paragraphs were grouped on table 1 (see Appendix I) designed
to allow for the vertical placement of the designations of
the respondents (Rl, PR1, R2, PR2, R3, PR3) and the
horizontal placement of all conceptual categories and coded
responses.

For example, concepts such as participation,

partners, and collaboration emerged during the coding (see
Appendices G. H) of words, phrases, and sentences.

As these

concepts were identified they were subsumed under the
broader category of involvement to reduce the number of
units worked with, and because they seemed to pertain to the
same phenomenon.

This table provided a visual picture of

those respondents who used a specific word, phrase,
sentence, or paragraph to describe a phenomenon.
In the first step, the three principals' interviews
(Rl,

R2~

R3) were analyzed separately, and conceptual labels

were assigned to words, phrases, and sentences.
then conceptually grouped into categories.

These were

The second step

determined differences or similarities among the principals
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and their utilization of family and community resources to
develop parent involvement programs.

The third step

involved a separate analysis of the three sets of parent
data.

The findings for each were utilized to determine

whether there was a fit between what parents perceived their
principals were doing and what they understood about the
parent involvement programs of their schools.

This fit was

understood to be a congruence between what the principals
said was happening in their parent involvement programs, and
what the parents perceived was happening.
findings were then summarized.

The parents'

The fourth step was to

discuss responses to research questions in light of the
preceding analysis and presentation of findings.
Principals
This section incorporated the analysis and findings
from the interviews with the three principals (Rl, R2, R3).
Each analysis began with a representative quotation from
each of the respondents highlighting the most significant
categories that derived from the narratives.

This was

followed by a listing of words or phrases that illustrated
the significant categories that derived from the narratives.
The number of times these words or phrases was utilized in
the narrative was designated like so (#), primarily to
attribute those responses to the principals.

This may

assist in determining the importance of the phenomenon to
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the respondents and was not done to determine a frequency of
response.

Also, upon examination, a congruity may be

established between principals' and parents' responses.
The data of the three principals PR1, PR2, and PR3,
were collapsed into each other to simplify the analysis of
commonalities.

Differences that existed between them were

taken into account.

Representative quotes were first

presented, followed by a listing of specific phrases.

The

analysis and findings of quotes and phrases followed.
Three major categories derived from the interview data
of the three principals:

family and community resources,

involvement, and empowerment.

First, the following

representative quotes seemed to convey the principals'
belief structures that indicated a regard for
Family and community Resources:
"people that have lots of knowledge, different
knowledge than ours, but they have just as much
knowledge as we do, its just that out knowledges are
different.

And, that there's no one at the school that

has all of the expertise including the knowledge of the
community, the knowledge of the culture, the knowledge
of the tradition.

What better people as sources as the

people that live here (Rl)?"
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"We needed to have that parent, those years of
teaching they have with the children to be part of the
curriculum.

You have some knowledge, lots of

knowledge in your house, the wealth of knowledge that
is being applied in use daily in their lives.

Visit

the homes to discover the funds of knowledge of
the horne (R2)."

"that they're (parents) the child's first teacher and
getting to know them and what their interests are and
what they believe in, and then being able to, after you
know that, then you can tap into what their strengths
are, what kinds of things they like to do, and you get
them involved in different ways (R3)."
These belief structures were further supported through
use of the phrases in Table 1.
The quotes, words, and phrases listed above seemed to
imply the idea of family and community resources.

All three

principals used the phrase "funds of knowledge" suggesting
they were aware that families and communities have resources
they utilize in their daily functioning.

This awareness

reflects the frameworks of Greenberg (1989), Velez-Ibanez
(1983a, 1983b, 1988), and Moll (1990) that describe
households as part of social networks that transmit
knowledge, skills, information, and assistance and contain
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Table 1
Responses of Principals in the categories Family and
community Resources.

Responses
Funds of knowledge
Foundations (knowledge)
Roots (knowledge)
Home visits (funds of knowledge)
Go into the home
Go out into the community
Go out to homes
Community involved with school
Constructivism
Construct knowledge
Learn from one another in social context
Organize knowledge in terms of prior
knowledge and experience
Knowledge is socially negotiated
Authentic learning outside school (talk,
read, and write in school)
Accommodation
Assimilation
Tap into knowledge
Knowledge
Parents as experts
Parents' interests
Parents as resources
Skills of parents
Parents' experience with students
Years of teaching with their children
Parents able to do
Parents can do
Parents' strengths
Things that parents do

R1

R2

R3

7

9

o

13

o

5

1

5

o
o
o
o
o

o
o

5

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o
o
o

o

o

10

16

9

21

2

o
o

o

o

2

o

2

o
o

o

o
o

o
o

5

3

o
o

6

o

12

7

21

1

o

3

o
o

o
o

1

o
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ample social and cognitive resources that can be utilized
for classrooms to provide culturally relevant instruction.
This concept of funds of knowledge that the principals
talked about is also reflected in Walberg's (1984a, 1984b)
conceptual framework that the home has a curriculum which
includes parent-child conversations about everyday events,
leisure reading, television viewing, peer activities,
long-term goals, and expressions of affection and interest
in the child as a person and in his or her academic
achievements.

The structure of the household is also a

structure of social relations, a social world in which the
children have their place (La Fontaine, 1986).
R2 and her teachers were trained in funds of knowledge
and their beliefs and actions were based on the theoretical
constructs of funds of knowledge.

They had established a

principal/teacher home visit program to uncover the social
networks that transmit knowledge, skills, information, and
assistance, as well as cultural values and norms (Greenberg,
1989; Velez-Ibanez, 1983a, 1983b, 1988).

This theoretical

base set the stage for the valuing of household and
community funds of knowledge as containing ample social and
cognitive resources that can be utilized for classroom
literacy instruction by providing culturally relevant
instruction (Moll, 1990).
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R1 utilized a parent to visit homes, discover the
knowledge, and, as Moll (1990) suggested, attempt to relate
to households so that a possibility of resource exchange
could occur.

Though not formally trained in the funds of

knowledge concept, the principal (R1) was aware of the rich
social, economic, and labor history of her school population
(Greenberg, 1989; Velez-Ibanez, 1983a, 1983b, 1988).

She

had attended lectures and read extensively on the concept of
funds of knowledge and claimed to utilize the concept to
involve parents in the schooling of their children.

She did

this by training one of her most active parents to conduct
horne visits to learn about the household funds of knowledge
and to enable the parents to bring this family and community
resource into the school as part of the students' schooling.
R1 also utilized the concept of whole language.

Parents,

students, and community members provided materials for use
in the classroom to provide authentic instruction.

The

pupils were also actively engaged in authentic learning
activities in the community (Goodman, 1980; Goodman, 1986).
Though R1 had no formal training in funds of knowledge or
whole language concepts she worked from a theoretical base
which encompassed both models.
R3 understood the funds of knowledge but did not
utilize it to reach out to homes.

He described himself as a

"Constructivist" who believed that "knowledge is socially

r

I,
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negotiable".

R3 beliefs and actions were grounded in the

whole language (Goodman, 1980; Goodman, 1986),
constructivist theoretical base.
principals R2 and R3 both stated that "children learn
in a social context."

These phrases seemed to suggest the

idea of family and community resources through the whole
language concept of Goodman (1980), and Goodman (1986) that
holds that children discover, invent and develop knowledge
prior to direct instruction in school.

Children are

actively involved in literacy events in a complex social and
cultural environment and make sense of this complexity from
their evolving experiences and discoveries.

If children,

according to Goodman (1980), are encouraged to write about
their own personal adventures outside of school and
participate in planning learning activities which are
exciting and significant to them, the result is a rich
learning environment which expands on what children already
know.
The assortment of phrases such as "parents are able to
do things," "parents have knowledge," "parents have
experience," and the remaining phrases all seemed to suggest
the idea of family and community resources.

These phrases

seemed to imply that parents have knowledge, skills,
resources, and experiences, i.e., what has been perceived,
learned, or discovered and utilized in daily life.

These
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phrases are reflected in Greenwood and Hickman's (1991)
conceptual framework that the horne has at least as much
influence on student learning and behavior as does the
school.

Further, that the nurturing and enhancement of

skills and abilities in young children are initiated
primarily by parents and family members before any schooling
(Pyszkowsky, 1989).
Second, the following representative quotes seemed to
communicate the principals' beliefs in involvement:
"and the only way we can really make a difference is
the parents and the school work together.
each other support the child.

And help

Urn, so that I've always

had a real strong sense that has to be in place, and we
can't fix it alone.

Urn, we can make a difference, but

not as much as we could if we have the parents part of
the whole process (Rl)."

"And I think that one of the most real to us is the
parent involvement that we have the horne visits,
looking for the funds of knowledge.

Because that's

when we really do not expect the parents to become
involved, but its a bi-product.

We reach out to the

community and the parents, and that's where the
bi-product comes in.
school.

They become involved in the

We couldn't do it alone we needed that parent
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in a partnership between that household and that
teacher (R2)."

"Parent involvement means for me more than just having
them come and cut stuff up for you and working and
grading papers.

Parent involvement is really having

parents at school, know what's going on, asking
questions, helping where needed.

But then, also,

asking parents, asking teachers to help them with
things.

So involvement really means that they're part

of the school.

And I really feel that parent

involvement isn't real involvement unless they're an
integral part of the school.

I can't say that I get

any more involvement from my Anglo parents who are my
upper and middle-class parents as opposed to my
neighborhood lower income parents, very poverty level,
so when they come, they come for short periods of
time.

More of the bused in Anglo families attended

formalized meetings such as PTA than low-SES
minority families.

Low-SES neighborhood minority

parents tended not to come which is sort of historical
(R3) • "

These beliefs in involvement were further supported
through the principals' use of the phrases in Table 2.
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Table 2
Responses of Principals in the category of Involvement.

Responses
Parents' involvement
Participation
Parents as part of school
Parents hooked up with school
Parent input
Parents pitch in
Interaction with parents
Parents volunteer
Ways for parents to help
Parents join
Parents collaborate
Connections
Cooperation
Engagement
Inclusion
Bring the community in
Invite parents
Parents, teachers, and community as team
Parents working in groups
Parents work in
Parents work on
Together
Parents and teachers work together
Parents work with teachers
Partnership
Parents and school as co-partners
Parents and school equal

R1

R2

R3

8

38

16

5

o

o

13

7

2

o

o

o

o

1

o
2

o
o

o

o

1

5

o

o

10

1

o
o

1

o

o
o

o

o
8

o
o

o

4

o

o

o

o
o

2

o

5

1

1

o

2

o
o
o
o
o
o

o

o
1
2

o
o
o
o
2

5

2

o

1

o

o
o
4

o
o
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The quotes, words, and phrases listed above seemed to
imply the idea of involvement.

The quotes, words, and

phrases "involvement", "parent participation", "include",
"parents are part of," "invite parents", "parents as
partners", all seemed to suggest the conceptual framework of
Berger (1991), Brantlinger (1991), Bronfenbrener (1979),
Cochran (1987), Cochran and Dean (1991), Epstein (1986),
Epstein and Becker (1982), and Epstein and Dauber (1991),
that encouraged communication and collaboration between
schools and families to promote student achievement.
Further, these words and phrases suggested Jackson and
Cooper's (1989) conceptualization that principals who
harness parent power and energy create new models of parent
participation and involvement that stress community values
and empower parents and families as key decision makers.
They seemed to indicate that the principals realized
the importance of the home and the significance of a
partnership approach that Davies (1987) talked about for
developing and implementing successful parent involvement
efforts to encourage parent involvement that is mutually
acceptable and agreed upon by the partners.
These quotes, words, and phrases seemed, also, to
suggest Swaps (1990)

framework that a collaborative

philosophy of parent involvement and a common mission of
school achievement can guide parents and elementary school
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principals in designing activities that do not isolate the
parent involvement program from the ongoing life of the
school.
They also reflected Comer and Hayne's (1991), Epstein's
(1988), and Jackson and Cooper's (1989) concepts of parent
involvement, by, as Berger (1991) suggested, involving the
parents in their schools as active partners and educational
leaders at home and school, liaisons between the home and
school, and as educational supporters of the school.
The concept "home visits" suggested the strongest form
of involvement.

This emerged from an earlier phase of the

analysis when principals R1 and R2 acknowledged they
utilized home visits.

In fact, R2 stated that home visits,

to learn about the funds of knowledge, were her most
important type of involvement.

Home visits were not only a

way of determining family resources and establishing means
of exchanging them (Moll, 1990), but also, as Brooks and
Sussman (1991), Cochran (1987), Davies (1991), SchlessmanFrost (1991), Seefeldt (1985) and Solomon (1991) suggested,
this type of involvement could provide success for all
children, serve the whole child, involve hard-to-reach
families, and reach beyond the deficit views of families and
communities to emphasize their inherent strengths.
Though principal R3 looked for "ways for parents to
help" and provided opportunities for parents to spend time
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in the school, the depth of involvement for his parents did
not reach that of R1 and R2's parents.

It seemed that R1

and R2 sought new ways, as suggested by Bronfenbrenner
(1974, 1979), Corner (1988), Greenwood and Hickman (1991),
Hess and Holloway (1984), Hobbs et al (1984), Lightfoot
(1978), and Powell (1991)

(e.g., horne visits), to utilize

the resources of their schools to foster mutually supportive
connections with their low-SES families and communities.
On the other hand, based on the representative quotes
presented above, principal R3 was not having success at
reaching his low-SES parents, particularly in the formalized
models of parent involvement.

He addressed this lack of

meaningful involvement in the context of the extreme poverty
of his low-SES minority parents, and their historical
reluctance to become involved in the schooling of their
children.

Goldring (1986) and Heleen (1990) suggested that

many parents do not share the same cultural and ethnic
background as the elementary school principal, thus making
the connection between school and horne more fragile because
a mutually reinforcing cycle of negative expectations exist.
Further, Chavkin (1989a, 1989b) and McAfee (1987)
suggested that many elementary school principals avoid
working with low-SES minority parents because they are
convinced that these parents are not really interested in
their children's school life.

Goldring (1986) and Heleen
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(1990) suggested that elementary principals who do not
expect low-SES minority parents to participate in the
schooling of their children made few efforts to build
positive relationships.

The parents, in turn, do not expect

to be meaningfully involved in their children's learning and
often have nothing but negative experiences with schools.
Perhaps R3"s low-SES minority parents did not attend
formal meetings because, as Jackson and Cooper (1989)
suggested, many low-SES minority families found it difficult
to join a PTA that was dominated by middle-class norms and
run mainly to benefit the principal, resulting in further
weakening of horne/school relationships.
Third, the following representative quotes seemed to
express the principals' notions of empowerment:
"what we're trying to do is, one, is empower parents so
they feel they have ownership in the school, in their
child's learning, as well as what happens in their
community.

Empower parents to empower themselves,

Hispanic parents calling the shots and do for
themselves to see that they can make a difference
(R1)."

Teacher Empowerment
"So, we have someone that we knew and felt comfortable
with, is part of our faculty come back and train us
(funds of knowledge).

And that made a difference,
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because we became ethnographers, not that we are
ethnographers, but we became knowledgeable in the
ethnography field.

We became teacher researchers, and

without having to say we have to do it this way.

We

were given leeways to go out, try it out, corne back and
say what works (R2)."
Parent Empowerment
"Supported parents and provided them with
opportunities and we have parents sitting in our
school wide improvement plan for Chapter I and
sitting in our renovation committee and extended year
program.

Parents take ownership of the school (R2)."

"We have a constitution that's been ratified by the
staff and parents of (school name), and the
constitution essentially sets up the makeup of the core
committee (site-based management) and the committee
structures that take care of the business and decision
making of the school.
11 representatives.

The core committee is made up of
It is a representative body of 11

people, one is a student council representative, one of
them is me, three of them are teachers, who were
elected by the teachers, two of them represent the
white collar which is the secretary and teaching
assistants, office staff and teaching assistants of the
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school, and again, they elect the people there.

And

then we have one person represents the monitor, hourly
blue collar and service personnel in the school.

And

then I have two parents, one parent is elected by the
bused in parents, represent the bused in families of
the extended community, and another that represents the
neighborhood community.

Head start Follow Through

model and teachers second interview was with a group
of 8 parents grilling you on your experience with young
children and the principal and parents from the school
did the third and final interview for the final
selection (R3)."
This belief in empowerment was supported by the phrases
in Table 3.
The above quotes, words, and phrases seemed to imply
the idea of empowerment.
"empower parents",

The quotes, words, and phrases

"encourage parents," "parents take

ownership," "accountable," "leadership" all suggested
Jackson and Cooper's (1989) conceptual framework that
principals who harness parent power and energy create new
models of parent participation and involvement that stress
community values and empower families as key decision
makers.

As Chavkin and Williams (1987), Cochran and Dean

(1991), and McAfee (1987) submitted, elementary school
principals who increase personal interactions as part of the
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Table 3
Responses of Principals in the category of
Empowerment.

Empowerment of Parents Responses
Parents' Empowerment
Develop parents
Encourage parents
Train teachers
Opportunities for parents
Support for parents
Tr'ain parents
Parents feel better
Parents feel comfortable
Parents feel free to participate
Parents feel good
Parents feel needed
Parents feel proud
Parents feel special
Feeling tone
Parents feel wanted
Parents feel welcome
Parents' value/ worth
Principal doesn't want things sterile
Warmth
Parents have power
Parents feel strong
Parents not afraid
Parents feel confidence
Parents have grown
Parents as leaders
Parents' leadership skills

R1

R2

R3

8

o

o

4

8

o

o
o
o

o

7

o

2

2

1

o
o

9

o

o

5

o

o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o

3

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
1

o

o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
1

o
o

3

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
(table continues)
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Empowerment of Parent Responses
Roles parents take
Parents calling the shots
Parents in charge of (school)
Teachers as leaders
Parents' ownership of school
School is parents'
Parents take responsibility
Parents are accountable
Family culture (students, parents,
teachers, administrators)
Parents feel at home
School is like home
Parents take back neighborhoods
Up to parents to do it
Parents do it themselves
Parents work for themselves
Site-based management

R2

R3

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

6

3
1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

2

0

0

8

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

R1

0

0

0
0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

2
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empowerment process enhance parents' expectations for
involvement and provide opportunities for large numbers of
parents to be involved.
Cummins (1989), Freire (1983), Heath (1986), Moll
(1990), and Vogt, Jordan and Tharp (1987), suggested that
when elementary school principals encourage low-SES minority
parents to be actively involved in verbalizing, sharing, and
expanding their experiences within the classroom, parents
and children become empowered to assume greater control over
their own goals.
Principal R1's and R2's parent involvement programs
opened avenues for them to discover the parents knowledge
and interest in the education of their children.

Coleman

(1990), Flap and DeGraaf (1986), and Loury (1977) recognized
that the social relations that exist in the family or the
community outside the family comprise a social capital that
exists in the relations between persons.
Coleman (1990) proposed that the social capital held by
a person lies in the strength of social relations that make
available to the person the resources of others.

Family

social capital available to assist in children's learning
goes beyond the proximity of adults in the horne.

It

involves the attention and involvement of adults in
children's learning.

If parents are present in the

household and there is strong involvement in their
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children's education, that is social capital for the
children's learning, then this strength of their interest in
their children's learning should be sUfficient to assist in
their children's education.
As Coleman (1988, 1991) intimated, when families and
communities are weak, as in R1's and R2's schools, they lack
a resource that is central to its effectiveness in educating
children.

Principal R1 and R2 worked with parents to create

social capital and empowered parents to become effectively
involved in the schooling of their children.
All three principals used a variety of the phrases
"develop parents," "train parents," and "support parents"
which seemed to suggest the idea of empowerment.

As Chavkin

and Williams (1987), Cochran and Dean (1991), and McAfee
(1987) submitted, if greater parent involvement is promoted
without accompanying training in how to interact with the
school effectively, a new parent involvement program could
flounder.

R1 and R2 empowered parents and community members

to become involved in the schooling of the children, as Swap
(1990) proposed, through non-traditional activities (horne
visits) .
R1 and R2, through their non-traditional activities,
paralleled the conceptual framework of Chavkin (1989a,
1989b), Hare (1986), Krietler and Krietler (1976), Lareau
(1987, 1989), Rokeach (1985), and Schaefer (1991) by
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recognizing and addressing the fact that their low-SES
parents wanted to be involved in a variety of school
decisions, to play active roles in their children's
education, and to participate cooperatively.
As Chavkin (1989a, 1989b) proposed, low-SES parents
expressed a stronger need for training in how to make school
decisions than higher income parents.

Elementary school

principals who provided support systems that afforded
parents with the skills and confidence to participate can
make a difference in their level of participation.
Principal R3's phrase "site-based management" suggested
a shared decision-making process that provided a base of
shared power for a representative group of parents.
However, it seemed that this empowerment was a reality for a
small segment of the parent population.

As principal R3

stated earlier, only two parents were on the site-based
management core committee and other volunteer parents were
involved with trunk committees.

Eight parents were involved

in the teacher interview process of the Head start Follow
Through program.

Most of his low-SES neighborhood minority

parents did not attend formal meetings or affairs.

Their

involvement tended to be in informal workshops and in
sharing some of their home based knowledge in the classroom.
Perhaps R3's limited personal interactions with the low-SES
minority parents blocked the empowerment process and did not

96
enhance the low-SES parents' expectations for involvement or
provide opportunities for large numbers of parents to be
involved (Chavkin & Williams, 1987; Cochran & Dean, 1991;
McAfee, 1987).
An interesting difference emerged in this segment of
the analysis.

Principal R2 empowered herself and her

teachers through funds-of-knowledge training.

As was

revealed earlier in this section of the analysis a person
who is trained is someone who becomes competent with
specialized instruction and practice and develops a high
degree of reliable skills.

This competency enhances self-

esteem which empowers people to action.
Commonalities and Dissimilarities Among Principals.
All three respondents (R1, R2, R3) were principals at
schools with primarily minority populations.

Principal R1's

(pre-K-6, 357 students, 99% Hispanic) and R2's (pre-K-6, 816
students, 98% Hispanic) schools were in low-SES
neighborhoods, and students walked to school.

Both (R1, R2)

were Chapter I schools that provided reduced price or free
breakfasts and/or lunches to the students (R1
R2

=

=

98%, lunch;

100%, breakfast and lunch).
Principal R3's (K-3, 260 students, 55% minority, 45%

Anglo) school was also in a low-SES neighborhood.

However,

it was a desegregated fine arts magnet school, and most of
the Anglo students were bused from middle- or upper-class
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neighborhoods.

All of the minority students lived in three

separate neighborhoods within walking distance of the
school.

This was not a Chapter I school, but all of the

minority students received free or reduced cost lunches.
The school was involved in a Head start Follow-Through
program and also received desegregation funds and special
state funding to support all K-3 programs.
All three principals understood the concept of family
and community resources.

Rl was familiar with and had

explored the funds of knowledge and whole language concepts.
R2 knew about and had been trained in the funds of knowledge
concept.

Both understood the importance of visiting homes

in the community to uncover this knowledge.

Rl accomplished

this by empowering parents to visit homes and to develop
connections that encouraged parent involvement.

R2 utilized

the funds of knowledge training to empower herself and the
teachers to visit homes to identify family and community
resources and to encourage parent involvement in her school.
Principal R3 had also explored the funds of knowledge
concept.

As a constructivist, he believed that children

organized knowledge in terms of their social context and
experience.

R3 tapped into the knowledge of the family and

community by utilizing the whole language concept and
inviting parents to share and become involved in the
schooling of their children.
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All three principals used the word knowledge to address
the concept of family and community resources.

Principals

Rl and R3 considered parents as experts, and R2 was
interested in the years of teaching that parents provided
their children.

All three principals addressed parent and

community knowledge in the context of things parents were
able to do.

Principals Rl and R2 sought parents' interests,

and R2 looked for parents' resources.

Principal R3

recognized parents' strengths, and Rl recognized parent
skills that could be utilized in the schooling of their
children.
The three principals involved parents in the schooling
of their children through their understanding of family and
community resources.

Further, because the principals had a

sense of the concept of family and community resources and
acknowledged this sense and understanding to the parents,
they (parents) became involved in the school.
The principals' narrations were very detailed.

They

utilized rich descriptions of involvement, participation,
and partnership to depict the ways they involved parents.
All three principals welcomed parent involvement.

Rl and R3

invited parents to the school, and Rl and R2 considered the
teachers, the parents, and themselves to be a teams.
Principal Rl encouraged parents and teachers to work
together on school projects, and Principal R3 encouraged
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parents to work in the school with the teachers.

Rl and R3

established connections between the home and the school, and
Rl included parents in the schooling of their children.
Parent participation was also advocated by all of the
principals.

Rl sought ways to interact with parents while

R2 and R3 sought ways for parents to provide input and to
volunteer in the classroom.

R2 supported a partnership with

parents and viewed the parents and the school as
co-partners, and Rl and R3 looked at parents as equals.

R3

noted that there was a tendency for his neighborhood's
low-SES parents, because of their extreme poverty, to avoid
spending much time at school.
Significant differences in parent involvement emerged
from the analysis.

As mentioned above, R3's low-SES

Hispanic parents were marginally involved even in the
entertaining activities at school and they rarely attended
formal events such as PTA meetings.

R3 attributed this

phenomenon to their poverty level and to tradition.

Yet,

analysis of Rl and R2 indicated that their low-SES Hispanic
parents were very actively involved in shared
decision-making activities.

This suggests that Principal R3

could utilize the home-visit strategies of Rl and R2 to
replicate their success in involving more low-SES Hispanic
parents in the schooling of their children.
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Interesting patterns emerged within the context of
parent and community resources and the utilization of these
resources to involve parents in the schooling of their
children.

It appeared that the concept of empowerment of

parents emerged from the principals' sense, understanding,
and utilization of parent and community resources to foster
parent involvement in the schooling of their children.
Further, the concept of empowerment of parents was enhanced
through their participation to the point where they became
self-empowered.
Principal R1 empowered all parents to get involved in
the schooling of their children.

She encouraged parents and

she, as well as principals R2 and R3, provided parents with
opportunities to participate in school activities.
Principals R1 and R3 established comfort zones in their
schools.

Principal R2 supported parents in their

participative efforts in school.

An interesting difference

existed in the portrayal of empowerment by Principal R2.
The words empower and power in the context of parents were
not part of her vocabulary in the narration.

However,

empowerment of parents was implied by their participation in
the schooling of their children.

R2 and her teachers were

trained (empowered) in the funds of knowledge and
horne-visits concepts to provide them with the tools and
skills to visit homes.

This appeared to be a teacher
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empowerment process that was not utilized by Principals R1
and R3.
R3 never utilized the words empower or power in his
narrative.

He did reveal that parents were trained,

particularly in the site-based management context, through
workshops.

Part of R3's contextual base for empowerment of

parents lay in the very nature of his school as a site-based
management model.

Parents had a decision-making role in the

school as a result of the collaborative management framework
of site-based management.

Yet, the empowerment of parents

at Principal R3's school was limited to the small minority
who were involved with the site-based management model.
The analysis revealed that the enabling of parents was
not solely a result of their participation but, as was
mentioned earlier, was embedded in the process from the
beginning.

Because the principals recognized and valued

parent knowledge and resources parents were accepted.

The

parents developed power through their own knowledge and
resources.

Through the principals' encouragement to

participate, parents were further authorized to participate
at various levels.
Implications for parent leadership roles abound in the
context of their participation in school activities and the
empowerment that is embedded in that participation.
Principal R1 discussef parents' leadership skills and the
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roles they assumed in taking charge of what happens in the
school.

principal R2 did not use the word leadership in the

context of parents, but she recognized that her faculty was
composed of leaders.

Principal R3 did not use any words or

phrases that depicted leadership, but that concept is
embedded in the site-based management model.

Parents in

R3's school assumed leadership roles as a result of their
participation on site-based management committees.

As

mentioned earlier, these leadership roles were limited to
the upper- and middle-class Anglo parents and did not
include the low-SES Hispanic parents.
Principal R1 observed that parents used their power and
demonstrated leadership skills to obtain needed services
from local agencies.

They wrote proposals and presented at

a national conference in Washington, D.C.

Principal R2

noted that parents used their power and demonstrated
leadership skills by sharing their knowledge and skills in
the classroom and by participating as members of the Chapter
I school-wide improvement plan and in other leadership
activities.
Principal R1's intent to understand, utilize, and
nurture family and community resources to develop parent
involvement stemmed from her desire to empower parents to
assume ownership of the school and their childrens'
education.

R2 focused on the parents taking ownership of

.---------

._-_.-_.
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the school and being accountable for their children's
education.
Principal R3's parents took ownership of their school
through the site-based management process and its character
as a fine art magnet school.

R3's parents chose to send

their children to the school because of its specialized fine
arts programs.

All parents had a stake in the school and

the education of their children because they chose to be
there.
SUMMARY
1. All three respondents eR1, R2, R3) were principals
at schools with primarily minority populations.

Both (R1,

R2) were Chapter I schools that provided reduced price or
free breakfasts and/or lunches to the students.

Principal

R3's school was a desegregated fine arts magnet school.

It

was not a Chapter I school though all of the minority
students received free or reduced cost lunches.
2. All three principals understood the concept of
family and community resources.

R1 was familiar with and

had explored and utilized a combination of the funds of
knowledge and whole language concepts to uncover the family
and community resources.

Though not formally trained in the

funds of knowledge concept, the principal (R1) was aware of
the rich social, economic, and labor history of her school
population.

She had attended lectures and read extensively
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on the concept of funds of knowledge and claimed to utilize
the concept to involve parents in the schooling of their
children.

She did this by training one of her most active

parents to conduct home visits to learn about the household
funds of knowledge and to enable the parents to bring this
family and community resource into the school as part of the
students' schooling.
language.

R1 also utilized the concept of whole

Parents, students, and community members provided

materials for use in the classroom to provide authentic
instruction.

The pupils were also actively engaged in

authentic learning activities in the community.

Though R1

had no formal training in funds of knowledge or whole
language concepts she worked from a theoretical base which
encompassed both models.
R2 knew about, had been trained in, and utilized the
funds of knowledge concept to uncover family and community
resources.

The principal and teachers were trained in funds

of knowledge by one of the expert informants.

Their beliefs

and actions were based on the theoretical constructs of
funds of knowledge, and had established a principal/teacher
home visit program to uncover the social networks that
transmit knowledge, skills, information, and assistance, as
well as cultural values and norms (Greenberg, 1989; VelezIbanez, 1983a, 1983b, 1988).

They valued household and

community funds of knowledge as containing ample social and
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cognitive resources that can be utilized for classroom
literacy instruction by providing culturally relevant
instruction (Moll, 1990).
Principal R3 utilized the whole language concept to
uncover the family and community resources.

He and his

teachers were all extensively trained in early childhood
education and ascribed to Vygotskian and Piagetian schools
of thought for early childhood development.

This training

was grounded in the theoretical base of constructivism which
supports the concepts of shared learning taking place in a
social context through the sharing of literacy events.
Materials are brought in from the home and community,
parents and community members are invited to participate in
the classroom.

Students also share by going into the

community to gain learning experiences (Goodman, 1986).

His

beliefs and actions were grounded in the whole language,
Connstructivist theoretical base.
3. The three principals involved parents in the
schooling of their children through their understanding of
family and community resources.

They utilized rich

descriptions of involvement, participation, and partnership
to depict the ways they involved parents.

R1 sought ways to

interact with parents while R2 and R3 sought ways for
parents to provide input and to volunteer in the classroom.
R2 supported a partnership with parents and viewed the

106

parents and the school as co-partners, and R1 and R3 looked
at parents as equals.
4. It appeared that the concept of empowerment of
parents emerged from the three principals' sense,
understanding, and utilization of parent and community
resources to foster parent involvement in the schooling of
their children.

Principal Rl empowered all parents to get

involved in the schooling of their children by initiating
parent home visits that encouraged parents to become
involved in the schooling of their children.

R2 and her

teachers were trained in the funds of knowledge and home
visits concept to provide them with the tools and skills to
visit homes, encourage parents to become involved, and
empower them in the process.
Part of R3's contextual base for empowerment of parents
lay in the very nature of his school as a site-based
management model.

Parents had a decision-making role in the

school as a result of the collaborative management framework
of site-based management.

Yet, the empowerment of parents

at principal R3's school was limited to the small minority
who were involved with the site-based management model.
Parents
This analysis of the three sets of parents' data was
intended to uncover the parents' perceptions of the nature
of the parent involvement programs and the roles of the
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principals in developing those programs to determine whether
there was a fit between what the principals said was
happening and what the parents believed was happening.
This section incorporated the analysis and findings
from the interviews with the three sets of parents (PR1,
PR2, PR3).

The findings indicated that there was a fit or

congruence between what the parents perceived the principals
were doing in their parent involvement programs, and what
the principals said they were doing.

Each analysis began

with a representative quotation from the respondents
highlighting the category that derived from the narratives.
The data of the three sets of parents PR1, PR2, and
PR3, were collapsed into each other to simplify the analysis
of commonalities.

Representative quotes were first

presented.
Three major categories derived from the interview data
of three sets of parents:

family and community resources,

involvement, and empowerment.

First, the following

representative quotes seemed to convey the parents' views of
what they perceived were the principals beliefs concerning
family and community resources:
"started to visit parents from the neighborhood.

I

started to visit because (principal R1) gave me a list
of all the parents from the school and to call and
visit them.

I have to see what the good things they
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have to offer, the resources, the strength of the
people in the community.

She (R1) wants to prove we

(parents) have intelligence.

See what is the knowledge

that is available in their home (PR1)."

"Yes the principal goes into the homes, she also goes
with the faculty members, which is one of the teachers
to find out just the surrounding of the home.

The

funds of knowledge as they say, as to what the child
knows and maybe there's something within the home that
this parent can bring into school and show the children
(PR2) . "

"He's (principal R3) real perceptive in the way he'll
see maybe (a mother) does pottery, and I perceive him
probably if the teacher hadn't said or if (mother)
hadn't offered he might say, would you be interested.
He is very much in learning about not only the
children, but also the parents, of what the interests
is.

There's so much teaching that can go on just by

any parent because of their experience (PR3)."
These quotes suggested there was a congruence between
what the principals said their sense of family and community
resources were, and what the parents perceived the
principals sensed about family and community resources.
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Second, the following representative quotes seemed to
convey the parents' views of what they perceived were the
principals beliefs concerning involvement:
"(principal Rl) make a lot of meetings in order to
acknowledge all, just to develop different committees
to work in the school or outside the school, or between
the community and the authorities.

And those parents

like she get involved with the different committees.
And I think we are important to her because by us
participating in the school it makes a better school
(PRl) ."

"the principal (R2) asked me if I wanted to be an
alternate and she takes me to all the meetings.

I've

been involved with the SCPC, which is the School
Community Partnership council.

I'm in the District

Advisory council, I'm co-chair person to that.
just involved in a lot of things.

I'm

And any chance that

she gets that, you know, someone needs to talk to a
parent or anything or if there's something at school
that she (R2) needs someone there, a parent involved
with it, she is always asking me (PR2)."

"The principal (R3) looks for ways for parents to help.
The one thing that's so great about this school is the
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principal really

encou~ages

parents to hang around

[and] stay and just watch in the classroom all day
[and] while you're there maybe they'll ask you to do a
little something.

It's a latta fun to stay around

helping in the classroom [and] they encourage it a lot.
(PR3) . "
The above quotes suggested that there was a congruence
between what the principals said they did concerning parent
involvement and what the parents perceived the principals
did to encourage their involvement.
Third, the following representative quotes seemed to
convey the parents' views of what they perceived were the
principals beliefs concerning notions of empowerment:
"the principal empowered us [so] most of the work
we are doing is how to empower the parents.

You

empower them to see well, if I get involved, it's
gonna make a difference (PR1)."

"She (R2) encourages me in a lot of ways to do a lot of
things I never, that I don't think I can do.
encourages everyone here at school.
things that I do.

She

She values the

By her saying that to me it meant a

lot and I think it made me stronger, and wanting to do
things (PR2)."
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"Well, they're emphasizing the site-based decision
management more, and I think that's been involving
parents in a wider spectrum.

Well, the committee I'm

on is curriculum committee and I think there is four or
five different committees.

There's one main committee,

and they get all the concerns that are the policies of
the school, then they give them out to different
committees to decide on.

And each of the committees is

made up of parents and teachers.

So its a variety of

people that are acting on the decisions (PR3)."
The above quotes suggested there was a congruence
between what the principals said they did to empower parents
and what the parents perceived the principals actually did
to empower them.
Summary of the Findings of PR1. PR2. and PR3.

The

findings suggest that the responses of all three sets of
parents (PR1, PR2, and PR3) provided a "fit" with the
responses of the principals of their schools.

First, the

analysis revealed that all three sets of parents
acknowledged that the principal of their school understood
the concept of family and community resources and utilized
it to develop parent involvement programs.
Second, each set of parents was cognizant of the
contexts from which their principal drew his/her awareness
of family and community resources.

PR1 were aware that
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Principal R1 utilized a framework that combined the funds of
knowledge and whole language concepts.

PR2 knew that

Principal R2 utilized the funds of knowledge framework, and
PR3 was cognizant that R3 utilized a whole language
approach.
Third, all three sets of parents associated their
involvement at their respective schools with the efforts of
the principals.

They all expressed the perspective that

their participation was an outcome of the principal's
understandings, nurturing, and utilization of their family
and community resources.
Fourth, all parents recognized that their participation
had affected their empowerment; however, the concept of
empowerment was most obvious for PR1, who related that the
principal's and teachers' goal was to empower parents to
empower themselves.
Research Questions
This study was guided by three research questions.
Following is a brief summary of the responses to those
research questions.

Each research question is presented and

results presented earlier are used to respond and discuss
answers to the research questions.
1.

Do principals have a sense of family and community
resources in the context of funds of knowledge or whole
language concepts, and what is that sense?
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Yes, principals Rl, R2, and R3 had a sense of family
and community resources in the context of funds of knowledge
or whole language concept.

All three principals reflected

the frameworks of Greenberg (1989), Velez-Ibanez (1983a,
1983b, 1988), and Moll (1990) that describe households as
part of social networks that transmit knowledge, skills,
information, and assistance and contain ample social and
cognitive resources that can be utilized for classrooms to
provide culturally relevant instruction.
This concept of family and community resources that the
principals talked about is also reflected in Walberg's
(1984a, 1984b) conceptual framework that the home has a
curriculum which includes parent-child conversations about
everyday events, leisure reading, television viewing, peer
activities, long-term goals, and expressions of affection
and interest in the child as a person and in his or her
academic achievements.

The structure of the household is

also a structure of social relations, a social world in
which the children have their place (La Fontaine, 1986).
R1 utilized her funds-of-knowledge trained teachers and
R1 utilized a parent to visit homes, discover the knowledge,
and, as Moll (1990) suggested, attempt to relate to
households so that a possibility of resource exchange could
occur.

R3 understood the concept but did not utilize it to

reach out to homes.

_.-

--_._---------

-------
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Principal R3 described himself as a "Constructivist"
and expressed his understandings of family and community
resources through the whole language concept of Goodman
(1980), and Goodman (1986) that holds that children
discover, invent and develop knowledge prior to direct
instruction in school.

Children are actively involved in

literacy events in a complex social and cultural environment
and make sense of this complexity from their evolving
experiences and discoveries.

If children, according to

Goodman (1980), are encouraged to write about their own
personal adventures outside of school, and participate in
planning learning activities which are exciting and
significant to them, the result is a rich learning
environment which expands on what children already know.
2.

Do principals utilize the resources of family and
community in developing parent involvement programs?
Yes principals R1, R2, and R3 utilized the resources of

family and community in developing parent involvement
programs.

Their utilization of these resources seemed to

suggest the conceptual framework of Berger (1991),
Brantlinger (1991), Bronfenbrener (1979), Cochran (1987),
Cochran and Dean (1991), Epstein (1986), Epstein and Becker
(1982) and Epstein and Dauber (1991) that encouraged
communication and collaboration between schools and families
to promote student achievement.

There was a connection,
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also, to Jackson and Cooper's (1989) conceptualization that
principals who harness parent power and energy create new
models of parent participation and involvement that stress
community values and empower parents and families as key
decision makers.
Further, it seemed that the principals realized the
importance of the home and the significance of a partnership
approach that Davies (1987) talked about for developing and
implementing successful parent involvement efforts to
encourage parent involvement that is mutually acceptable and
agreed upon by the partners.
Principal R1, R2, and R3's efforts seemed to reflect
Swap's (1990) framework that a collaborative philosophy of
parent involvement and a common mission of school
achievement can guide parents and elementary school
principals in designing activities that do not isolate the
parent involvement program from the ongoing life of the
school.
The principals also reflected Comer and Hayne's (1991),
Epstein's (1988), and Jackson and Cooper's (1989) concepts
of parent involvement, by, as Berger (1991) suggested,
involving the parents in their schools as active partners
and educational leaders at home and school, liaisons between
the home and school, and as educational supporters of the
school.

I'
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(3)

Do parents perceive the nature of the parent
involvement programs at each school and the roles of
the principals in developing those programs.

Was there

a "fit" between what the principals said was happening
and what parents perceived was occurring to enhance
parent involvement in the education of their children
within the contexts of each individual school?
Yes, the findings suggest that the parents

provided a

"fit" with the responses of the principals of their schools.
All three sets of parents acknowledged that the principal of
their school understood the concept of family and community
resources and utilized it to develop parent involvement
programs.
Each set of parents was cognizant of the contexts from
which their principal drew his/her awareness of family and
community resources.

PR1 were aware that Principal R1

utilized a framework that combined the funds of knowledge
and whole language concepts.

PR2 knew that principal R2

utilized the funds of knowledge framework, and PR3 was
cognizant that R3 utilized a whole language approach.
All the parents associated their involvement at their
respective schools with the efforts of the principals.

They

all expressed the perspective that their participation was
an outcome of the principal's understandings, nurturing, and
utilization of their family and community resources.
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All parents recognized that their participation had
affected their empowerment; however, the concept of
empowerment was most obvious for PR1, who related that the
principal's and teachers' goal was to empower parents to
empower themselves.
Discussion
Family and Community Resources
The principals who participated in this study
appeared to have frameworks to reach out to families and to
members of the community to involve them in the schooling of
children (Dye, 1989; Pyszkowski, 1989).

They (R1, R2)

utilized a funds of knowledge theoretical base of home
visits to discover the knowledge of the family and
community.
Rl was familiar with and had explored and utilized a
combination of the funds of knowledge and whole language
concepts to uncover the family and community resources.
Though not formally trained in the funds of knowledge
concep~,

the principal (Rl) was aware of the rich social,

economic, and labor history of her school population.

She

had attended lectures and read extensively on the concept of
funds of knowledge and claimed to utilize the concept to
involve parents in the schooling of their children.

She did

this by training one of her most active parents to conduct
home visits to learn about the household funds of knowledge
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and to enable the parents to bring this family and community
resource into the school as part of the students' schooling.
R1 also utilized the concept of whole language.

Parents,

students, and community members provided materials for use
in the classroom to provide authentic instruction.

The

pupils were also actively engaged in authentic learning
activities in the community.

Though Rl had no formal

training in funds of knowledge or whole language concepts
she worked from a theoretical base which encompassed both
models.
R2 knew about, had been trained in, and utilized the
funds of knowledge concept to uncover family and community
resources.

The principal and teachers were trained in funds

of knowledge by one of the expert informants.

Their beliefs

and actions were based on the theoretical constructs of
funds of knowledge, and had established a principal/teacher
horne visit program to uncover the social networks that
transmit knowledge, skills, information, and assistance, as
well as cultural values and norms (Greenberg, 1989; VelezIbanez, 1983a, 1983b, 1988).

They valued household and

community funds of knowledge as containing ample social and
cognitive resources that can be utilized for classroom
literacy instruction by providing culturally relevant
instruction (Moll, 1990).
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R3 utilized the whole language theoretical concept to
uncover the family and community resources and encouraged
parents to bring their knowledge and skills to the school.
He and his teachers were all extensivelY trained in early
childhood education and ascribed to Vygotskian and Piagetian
schools of thought for early childhood development.

This

training was grounded in the theoretical base of
Constructivism which supports the concepts of shared
learning taking place in a social context through the
sharing of literacy events.

Materials are brought in from

the home and community, parents and community members are
invited to participate in the classroom.

Students also

share by going into the community to gain learning
experiences (Goodman, 1986).

His beliefs and actions were

grounded in the whole language, connstructivist theoretical
base.
For example, R1 and R2 suggested that homes visits were
essential for their minority populations because of their
traditional fear of school (Chavkin, 1989; Davies, 1987;
Goldring, 1986; Heleen, 1990; McAfee, 1987).

Principal R3

maintained that his whole language approach (shared
learning) was appropriate since he expressed his
understandings of family and community resources through the
whole language concept of Goodman (1980), and Goodman (1986)
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that holds that children discover, invent and develop
knowledge prior to direct instruction in school.
Principals R1 and R2 appeared to enhance the "social
capital" of their communities.

Family social capital

involves the attention and involvement of adults in
children's learning.

If parents are present in the

household and there is strong involvement in their
children's education, that is social capital for the
children's learning.

This strength of their interest in

their children's learning should be sufficient to assist in
their children's education.
As Coleman (1988, 1991) intimated, when families and
communities were weak, as in PR1's and PR2's schools, they
lacked a resource that is central to its effectiveness in
educating children.

The parents PR1 and PR2 worked with the

principal to create social capital by utilizing the
strengths and interests of those in households and in the
community to augment children's learning (Coleman, 1987,
1988, 1991), thus empowering themselves (parents) to become
effectively involved in the schooling of their children.
R1, R2, and R3 understood the value of family and
community resources for reaching out to the parents of
students in low-SES Hispanic schools.

Their understandings

and recognition of family and community resources were
essential to opening the schools' doors to parents
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(Bronfenbrenner, 1974, 1979: Comer, 1988: Greenwood &
Hickman, 1991: Hess & Holloway, 1984: Hobbs et aI, 1984:
Lightfoot, 1978; Powell, 1991).
Principal R1 examined funds of knowledge and whole
language concepts to understand the issue of family and
community resources.

She knew that parents possessed

knowledge and skills that made them experts.

Principal R2

also realized knew that homes had knowledge that she wanted
to tap into.

She, like principal R1, thought of families in

terms of funds of knowledge.
Both principals (R1, R2) knew it was essential to go
into the homes to learn what parents knew.

This strategy

was supported by the frameworks of Freire (1983) and Moll
(1990), who indicated that elementary school principals who
think of families in terms of funds of knowledge not only
appreciate an essential aspect of household and community
life but acknowledge these families as important social and
cognitive resources for education.
Principal R1 utilized the home visit concept of funds
of knowledge, but rather than empowering herself or the
teachers through funds of knowledge training, she enlisted
the help of one her active mothers to visit the homes, make
connections, and begin the process of tapping into the
family and community resources as a first step in empowering
parents.

Principal R2 and her teachers received funds of
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knowledge training and developed the skills and tools
necessary to identify family and community resources.
Both R1's and R2's efforts to uncover the social and
cultural networks of families and communities as
transmitters of knowledge, skills, information, and
assistance, as well as cultural values and norms, were
supported by Greenberg (1989) and Velez-Ibanez (1983a,
1983b, 1988).

By going out into the community, they learned

that the home has at least as much influence on student
learning and behavior as the school and that parent
involvement creates positive relationships that support
children's development (Greenwood & Hickman, 1991).

R1 and

R2 not only discovered an essential aspect of household and
community life but acknowledged these families as important
social and cognitive resources for education (Freire, 1983;
Moll, 1990).
Principal R3 also understood the concept of family and
community resources; however, his beliefs were embedded in
the whole language (shared learning)

(Goodman, 1980;

Goodman, 1986) theory of early childhood learning which
postulates that children learn in a social context and bring
their home and community knowledge into school (Greenwood &
Hickman, 1991).

He was aware of the backgrounds and

experiences of his students and their parents and knew that
children participate in literacy events in a complex social
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and cultural environment (Goodman, 1980) and that they make
sense of this complexity from their evolving experiences and
discoveries (Goodman, 1986).
Involvement
Principals R1, and R2 reached beyond the deficit views
of families and communities to emphasize their inherent
strengths (Brooks & Sussman, 1991; Cochran, 1987; Davies,
1991; Schlessman-Frost, 1991; Seefeldt, 1985; Solomon,
1991).

Once they learned to value parent and community

resources, they empowered parents to utilize these resources
in the school (Berger, 1991; Davies, 1987; Jackson & Cooper,
1989).

Involvement of low-SES minority parents occurred

when they were empowered to share their knowledge and skills
with the students in their homes and in the classrooms
(Epstein, 1988; Laosa, 1982; Sanchez, 1982).
Principals R1 and R2 found new ways to utilize the
resources of their schools to foster mutually supportive
connections with families and communities (Bronfenbrenner,
1974, 1979; Comer, 1988; Greenwood & Hickman, 1991; Hess &
Holloway, 1984; Hobbs et al., 1986; Lightfoot, 1978; Powell,
1991).

Principals R1, R2, and R3 recognized parent and

community resources and encouraged and enabled communication
and collaboration between their schools and the families
(Berger, 1991; Brantlinger, 1991; Bronfenbrenner, 1979;
Cochran, 1987; Cochran & Dean, 1991; Epstein, 1986; Epstein
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& Becker, 1982; Epstein & Dauber, 1991).

They facilitated

involvement by providing opportunities for parents to share
their knowledge with the students in the school (Jackson &
Cooper, 1989).
In Rl's and R2's schools, parent knowledge became part
of the curriculum.

The parents involved themselves in the

classrooms and took more active roles in their childrens'
schooling (Pyszkowsky, 1989) through shared decision-making
processes.

Rl and R2 constructed a bridge between the

culture of their schools and the culture of the homes and
communities from which the students came.

Their efforts to

learn about and use the strengths of families accomplished
family-school continuity, thus enabling the family and
community to permeate the school and enabling the school to
reflect the community (Heath, 1986; Laosa, 1982).

They

involved parents in their schools and viewed parents, the
community, students, teachers, and themselves as teams
empowered to develop and nurture parent involvement (Brooks

& Sussman, 1990; Swap, 1990).
Principal R3 drew on family and community knowledge to
involve parents in the school.

He employed and nourished

the concept of family and community resources to develop the
parent involvement program in his school.

Principal R3

accomplished this through the sharing of literacy events
(Goodman, 1980; Goodman, 1986).

Parents brought materials
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to school and were invited to share them in the classroom to
encourage students to verbalize, share, and expand their
experience actively within that classroom (cummins, 1989;
Freire, 1983; Heath, 1986; Moll, 1990; Vogt, Jordan, &
Tharp, 1987).
R3 tied together the elements of family and community
resources a'nd parent participation by employing teachers who
had a strong early childhood background incorporating the
concept of whole language.

Children learned from working

with manipulatives from the home and community.

The family

and community supported the use of these manipulatives which
related schooling to events at home and in the community
(Goodman, 1896).

He (R3) established a connection between

his understanding, utilization, and nurturance of family and
community resources and parent involvement.

The Anglo and

Hispanic parents became involved and shared their knowledge
in the classrooms.

R3 encouraged parents to became involved

in their children's schooling.

He considered parents to be

partners and involved them by utilizing their knowledge in
the classroom and in activities in the community.
He indicated that parent participation in crafts and
fine-arts related activities was high for both Anglos and
minorities, but participation in more formal activities such
as the PTA were less well attended by the low-SES minority
parents, which was "sort of historical."

Principal R3
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attributed this phenomenon, in part, to the fact that his
low-SES families were very poor and could come to school for
only short visits.

He expressed difficulty in communicating

with his minority parents because of their traditional fear
of schools (Chavkin, 1989; Davies, 1987; Goldring, 1986;
Heleen, 1990; McAfee, 1987).
These revelations by principal R3 were significant.

He

suggested that his Hispanic and Anglo parents were equally
involved in "fun" activities in his school.

However, the

Hispanic parents rarely attended formal activities because
of their extreme poverty and because of historical
precedence.

The framework provided by Hare (1988), Heath

(1986), Lareau (1987, 1989), Ogbu and Matute-Bianchi (1986),
Ogbu (1983), and Lightfoot (1978)

indicated that social

class has a powerful influence on parent involvement
patterns.

Low-income parents feel a sense of helplessness

about their ability to influence their childrens' success in
elementary school (Chavkin, 1989b).
Lack of participation by low-SES Hispanic parents was
also framed by Laosa (1982) and Moll (1990).

Most low-SES

Hispanic parents have high academic aspirations for their
children and want to be involved in promoting their academic
progress.

However, they often do not know how to help their

children academically and are excluded from participation by
the school.

Perhaps the lower level of Hispanic parents'
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schooling results in this discontinuity between family and
school (Laosa, 1982).
The problem may lie not in what is happening in the
classroom, but in the very nature of the approach R3 employs
to draw parents into his school.

Perhaps, by not utilizing

tactics similar to those of R1 and R2, R3 is not
capitalizing on the parents' social, linguistic, and
intellectual resources to draw them into school (cummins,
1989; Moll, 1990; Moll & Diaz, 1987; Warren & Roseberry,
1990).

One way to increase family-school continuity might

be to make the school become more like home through home
visits and the exploration of funds of knowledge (Heath,
1986; Laosa, 1982; Moll & Diaz, 1987; Trueba, 1989).
Empowerment
Parent involvement through the sharing of knowledge
with children gave parents a sense of power (Pyszkowsky,
1989).

R1, R2, and R3 utilized and nurtured this parental

sense of power to facilitate parent involvement in decision
making roles.

The principals empowered parents to

participate, and that participation resulted in
self-empowerment of the parents.

The role of empowerment is

a significant factor in the progression to leadership roles.
In the context of this study, the pattern of the role of
empowerment emerged at all levels, from recognition of
family and community resources, to participation, to roles

I'
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as decision makers.

In that context, the role of decision

maker became one of leader.

Parents were empowered to

participate in decisions which affected their lives and the
lives of children in the school and in the community.

This

type of participation is reflected in Epstein's (1988) fivepart typology of parent involvement and is incorporated in
Jackson and Cooper's (1989)

identification of the additional

roles of parents as individual decision makers and as social
network members.

Berger's (1991) model of parents as

decision makers, liaisons between horne and school, and
supporters of the educational goals of the schools also
described empowerment as a step toward leadership.
Once the principals empowered parents to achieve
appropriate leadership roles, a distribution of power
occurred wherein parents had an impact on and took
responsibility for critical elements within the school
environment.

Parents felt a sense of ownership in the

school and the processes that framed what happened in that
school.
R1 and R2 empowered parents through the recognition of
their resources and knowledge and by providing opportunities
for them to share those resources in the classroom (Chavkin

& Williams, 1987; Cochran & Dean, 1991; McAfee, 1987;
Solomon, 1991; Swap, 1990).

As a result, the parents were

prepared to assume leadership roles in the schools.
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Principal R1 realized that the parents were capable
leaders when they made connections with outside agencies to
obtain a variety of needed social services.

Further, the

parents assumed a political leadership role when they spoke
before a panel in Washington D.C.

Through the assumption of

leadership roles, the parents took ownership for the school
and for the schooling of their children (Brantlinger, 1991;
Lindle, 1989).
Principal R2 and her teachers were trained in funds of
knowledge and went out into the community to learn about
family and community resources.

The parents, through their

involvement in the school, subsequently assumed leadership
roles in decision making processes.
R3's school was unique among the three schools.
Parent leadership roles existed in the school because it was
a site-based management model.

opportunities existed for

parents to be involved in decisions directly impacting the
management of the school and its programs.

Further, a Head

start Follow Through program provided the opportunity for
parents to be involved in the hiring of teachers.

Through

their leadership roles, parents took ownership of the school
and the education of their children.

Because the school was

a fine arts magnet school, all of the parents chose to send
their children there to participate in the specialized
programs.

Many of these students were bused or driven by
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parents from distant points in the city.

This situation may

have led the parents and the students assume ownership based
on their decision to choose this school.
Supplemental Discussion
I feel compelled to talk about the "gut feelings" I
have concerning concepts that were revealed, not in the
content of the interviews, but in their contexts.

Each

interview had an ambience that was distinctive and could not
be recorded with the aid of an audio or a video device.
The interviews with parents PR1 and PR2 were quite
remarkable.

Both sets of parents were from low-SES urban

elementary schools with a 98%-100% Hispanic population.

The

principal R1 arranged for the interview with her parents
PR1, but one of the mothers called me at horne to schedule
the day and time.

The parents PR1 included three Latinas,

two who spoke broken English, and one who spoke no English
at all.

One of the other women acted as a translator for

the mother who spoke no English.

Principal R2 arranged and

scheduled the interview with two of her mothers.

Both

parents PR2 spoke broken English.
Both sets of parents seemed comfortable and nonthreatened 'from the start.

I am not certain if that was a

consequence of my demeanor, or from their sense of strength
and power.

I recall that both sets of women displayed a

presence, a strength of purpose, and a determination to
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speak their piece and be heard.

I certainly felt, as Heath

(1986), Laosa (1982), and Moll (1990) suggested that these
minority parents wanted to be involved in the education of
their children.
Though these parents (PR1 and PR2) did not seem to have
much formal education (one of PR2 mentioned some college) it
was apparent this did not have a damaging effect on their
feelings of empowerment.

My instincts attributed this to

the fact, as Heath (1986), Laosa (1982), Moll and Diaz
(1987), and Trueba (1989) suggested, that family-home
continuity had been increased in their environments.

The

schools had become more like the homes (e.g., teaching
strategies, bilingualism) and the parents had identified
ways they could better prepare their children for school
(e.g., reading, teaching strategies, bilingualism).
The interview with parents PR3 was a stark contrast.
PR3 consisted of six females; five Anglos from the middleand upper-class part of town, and one Latina (middle-class)
from the neighborhood.

This struck me from the outset as

atypical; I had expected a more representative body of
parents.

Though I saw no credentials, all six parents

appeared to be well educated.

All spoke English fluently

and there was no indication that the Latina parent could
speak Spanish.
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The atmosphere was very casual; three of the mothers
had small children with them.

I felt as though I were in a

nursery. I had a sense that they were somewhat bored with
the whole process and couldn't wait to get it over with.
fact, this interview lasted only thirty-five minutes.

In

They

did not have much to say though I probed and gave them
opportunities to speak freely.

Parents PR1 and PR2, on the

. other hand, were very focused, business-like, and intent on
getting in as much as they could in the hour or so the
interview would take.

Both interviews (PR1, PR2) were more

than an hour long and would have gone on if the parents did
not have obligations.
Perhaps the parents PR3 "attitude" about this interview
could be characterized by Lareau's (1987, 1989) framework
that parental involvement in the schooling of their children
often mirrors their background and social status.

Perhaps,

their middle- and upper-class backgrounds did give them a
built-in advantage because of their education and knowledge
about schooling.

The success of their children in school

was a given, a moot point, something they took for granted.
Parents PR1 and PR2 "attitude" seemed to be one of
discovery.

They couldn't say enough.

Perhaps this new

found power and eloquence came from, as Epstein (1988),
Laosa (1982), and Sanchez (1982) suggested, the fact that
their principals (R1, R2) made extensive efforts to involve
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these parents in the school and to bridge the gaps.

Perhaps

the sense of empowerment I felt in the interviews with PR1
and PR2 resulted from the combined efforts of the principals
and the parents in restoring the social capital (Coleman,
1990) of the families and the communities.
The interviews with the principals R1, R2, and R3 were
also quite remarkable.

Principals R1 and R2 were

Spanish/English bilingual, while principal R3 spoke English
with a marginal fluency in Spanish.

Both principals R1 and

R2, female Cuban-Americans, were very energetic during the
interviews and spoke volumes.

I had the feeling that their

femininity was the link to the way they approached parent
involvement.

They both employed horne visits as mentioned

earlier, and tried to establish a sense of horne in the
schools.

I have nothing to affirm these feelings; again my

"gut reactions" guide me in this direction.

The principals

R1 and R2 seemed to establish more meaningful, nurturing,
and "mother-like" relations with their parents through an
openness and a willingness to get involved with families at
the most basic level.
Principal R3 tried to establish a feeling of homeyness
in his school.

Perhaps this is a gender thing.

My

impression was that he tried to do this with "nice things"
that were not as sUbstantive as R1's or R2's horne visits
strategies.

His attempts to provide a homey atmosphere at
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school worked well with his Anglo parents, but as was
revealed in the analysis, he had very little or no success
with his low-SES minority families; he was not reaching
them.

In fact, I did not have a sense that he had

established close ties, as R1 and R2 did, with any of his
parents.

The data did reveal that he thought the low-SES

minority parents lack of involvement was related to their
poverty and a tradition of non-involvement.

perhaps, as

Goldring (1986) and Heleen (1990) suggested, this lack of
involvement is partially related to the difference in
cultural background between R3 and his low-SES Hispanic
parents.

Also because he may be, as suggested by Chavkin

(1989a, 1989b) and McAfee (1987) reluctant to work with lowSES minority parents because he is convinced they are not
really interested in their children's education.
summary
Three dimensions of a framework for conceptualizing
family and community resources (social capital) as a basis
for parent involvement emerged from the data in this study:
(a) funds of knowledge theory,

(b) constructivist (whole

language) theory, and (c) a conception of community
resources that mixed concepts of funds of knowledge and
whole language.
R1 was familiar with and had explored and utilized a
combination of the funds of knowledge and whole language
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concepts to uncover the family and community resources.
Though not formally trained in the funds of knowledge
concept, she had attended lectures and read extensively on
the concept of funds of knowledge and claimed to utilize the
concept to involve parents in the schooling of their
children.

R1 also utilized the concept of whole language,

whereby parents, students, and community members provided
materials for use in the classroom to provide authentic
instruction.

Though R1 had no formal training in funds of

knowledge or whole language concepts she worked from a
theoretical base which encompassed both models.
R2 and her teachers were trained in funds of knowledge
by one of the expert informants.

Their beliefs and actions

were based on the theoretical constructs of funds of
knowledge to uncover the social networks that transmit
knowledge, skills, information, and assistance, as well as
cultural values and norms (Greenberg,

1989~

Velez-Ibanez,

1983a, 1983b, 1988), and the social and cognitive resources
that can be utilized for classroom literacy instruction by
providing culturally relevant instruction (Moll, 1990).
Principal R3 and his teachers were all extensively
trained in the theoretical base of Constructivism which
supports the concepts of shared learning taking place in a
social context through the sharing of literacy events.
Materials are brought in from the home and community,
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parents and community members are invited to participate in
the classroom.

Students also share by going into the

community to gain learning experiences (Goodman, 1986).
Three additional aspects of each of the above
dimensions were also identified:
resources,

(1)

family and community

(2) involvement, and (3) empowerment.

This,

then, suggests that it was appropriate for elementary school
principals to understand family and community resources in
order to reach out to the parents of students in low-SES
minority schools.

Understanding and recognizing family and

community resources was essential to opening the doors to
parents.
A mechanism for principals to utilize to reach out to
the community was essential, regardless of whether it
consisted of horne visits to uncover the knowledge of the
family and community or a whole language theory.

Parents

needed to be encouraged to bring their knowledge and skills
to the schools.

Homes visits were essential for minority

populations because of their traditional fear of school.
For the same reason, the whole language approach (shared
knowledge), which was appropriate for Anglo parents, was not
sufficient to reach minority parents.
Once parent and community resources were identified
parents had to be encouraged and empowered to contribute
these resources in the school.

Involvement of low-SES
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minority parents occurred only when they were empowered to
share their knowledge and skills with the students in their
homes and in the classrooms.
Parent involvement through the sharing of knowledge
with children gave the parents a sense of power, which the
principals nurtured to empower parents to become involved in
decision-making roles.

As principals empowered parents to

participate, that very participation resulted in selfempowerment.

The role of this empowerment, in turn, was a

significant factor in the progression to leadership roles.
In the context of this study, the pattern of the role of
empowerment emerged at all levels, from recognition of
family and community resources to participation to roles as
decision makers.

In that context, the role of decision

maker became one of leader.

Parents were empowered to

participate in decisions which affected their lives and the
lives of their children lives in the school and in the
community.
This empowerment of parents to accept leadership roles
led to a distribution of power wherein parents had an impact
on and took responsibility for critical elements within the
school.· Parents took ownership of the schools and the
processes that framed what happened in those schools.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS
The results suggested the appropriateness of using a
grounded theory perspective, based on its potential for
discovery, to analyze principals' understandings of,
utilization of, and nurturing of family and community
resources to develop parent involvement programs.
The findings of this study suggests that elementary
school principals understood and utilized the concept of
family and community resources as a basis for reaching out
to the parents of students in low-SES minority schools.
This study supported the contention that understanding and
recognizing family and community resources was essential to
opening the doors to parents in order to get them involved
in the schooling of their children.
A relationship was established between what parents
perceived principals did and what the principals actually
were doing. The parents discerned and confirmed that the
principals understood family and community resources, and
wanted to discover these resources as a means of
establishing connections between the horne and the school.
Each of the principals, as expected, employed unique
tactics to communicate with the families and the community.
Principal (R1) entrusted parents (PR1) to do horne visits to
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uncover other parents' strengths.

Principal (R2) employed

teacher home visits to reveal the knowledge of the family
and community.

Principal (R3) capitalized on the whole

language theory (shared learning) and inspired parents to
bring their knowledge and skills to the school.
All the parents ascertained that the principals had
tactics for encouraging parent and community involvement in
the schools.

The parents (PR2) grasped the concept of funds

of knowledge, and the function of home visits and verified
that the principal (R2) and the teachers employed funds of
knowledge approaches to visit homes in order to uncover that
knowledge.

The principal (R1) explored the funds of

knowledge concepts, but rather than utilize teachers to
uncover parent and community resources,

(R1) empowered the

parents to reach out to other parents through home visits.
Parents (PR1) understood the funds of knowledge approach and
were aware that the principal (Rl) examined the funds of
knowledge, but did not use the teachers to reach out to the
community.

Both sets of parents (PRl, PR2) confirmed that

home visits were devised to learn about the parents'
knowledge in order to use it in school.
Other parents (PR3) knew that the principal (R3) sensed
and understood the concept of family and community resources
through his perceptive acknowledgement of their interests.
The principal (R3) utilized, nurtured, and developed family
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and community resources in the school.

Further, the parents

(PR3) had a sense of the whole language approach to early
childhood learning.
All three principals had strategies in place, once
parent and community resources were discovered and valued,
that encouraged and empowered parents to utilize these
resources in the school.

Parent involvement proceeded when

the parents shared their knowledge and skills with the
students.
The home visits confirmed the principals'

(R1, R2)

understandings that parents (PR1, PR2) have knowledge and
resources and are capable of doing many things.

The home

visits brought the parents (PR1, PR2) into the school which
established the connections developed between the
principals'

(R1, R2) acknowledgement of family knowledge and

the development of parent involvement programs.

As

indicated earlier, the home visits and the acknowledgement
of family resources were the triggering mechanisms which
brought the parents to school.
Principal (R1) provided opportunities for the parents
(PR1) to share their knowledge with the students.

The

parents worked with the teachers and the principal to
connect with foundations, civic groups, charitable
organizations, social services agencies, and a local
university to get needed assistance.

principal (R2)
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provided opportunities for the parents (PR2) to use their
knowledge to teach the students and other parents.

The

parents (PR2) felt they were partners in the school.

They

attended faculty meetings and became involved with the PTA,
the School Community Partnership council and the District
Advisory Council.

Parent (PR3) participation was encouraged

by the principal (R3) through the utilization of the whole
language model (shared learning), site-based management, and
an open door policy which invited parents to participate.
The parents (PR3) provided input in the classrooms, with
local cultural institutions, and on site-based management
committees.
Involvement through the sharing of knowledge with
children gave parents a sense of power which the principals
utilized and nurtured to empower parents to become involved
in decision making roles.

Parent (Rl, R2, R3) participation

at different levels resulted in parent empowerment.

The

principals valued the parents' knowledge and encouraged them
to become involved in the school.

The principals provided

parents with opportunities to develop a sense of
self-reliance and confidence that led to leadership roles.
The parents linked their sense of empowerment to the
concepts of parent empowerment fostered by the principals.
As the principals encouraged parents to participate,
that very participation resulted in self-empowerment.

---------------------------

The
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results also suggest that the principals deliberate
involvement of parents guided them to self-empowerment.

The

parents were empowered to participate in decisions which
effected their's and their children's lives in the school
and in the community.

The connection between the

empowerment of parents and their appropriation of leadership
roles was revealed.

The parents (PR1) wrote grants to fund

programs they wanted, and lobbied the city to obtain
properties for projects they felt were essential.

The

parents (PR2) developed workshops for other parents,
participated in the hiring of teachers and the renovation of
the school, and took on leadership roles in the School
community Partnership council and the District Advisory
Council.

The parents (PR3) had leadership roles through the

site-based management committees.
Implications for Practice
The findings from this study have implications for
principals of low-SES urban Hispanic elementary schools who
are interested in developing parent involvement programs in
their schools.
Principals must develop a theoretical and empirical
understanding that parents and communities have knowledge
and resources at their disposal.

This is the first step in

validating the worth and ownership of this knowledge and
seeking parent participation in the schooling of their
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children.

The enabling of parents and the community starts

when their knowledge and resources are recognized and
valued.

Parents will decide to become involved and act for

the benefit of their children, themselves, the school, and
the community, when they feel authorized to contribute what
they know.
Given the history of discontinuity and separation
between family and school (Goldring, 1986; Heath, 1986;
Heleen, 1990; Laosa, 1982; Moll, 1990), principals must have
strategies in place that facilitate uncovering these family
and community resources.

One such strategy may include

actively participating parents making horne visits with
reluctant parents to break down barriers, establish comfort
zones, develop peer relationships, and become aware of the
rich social, economic, and labor history of the school
population to enable the parents to bring family and
community resource into the school as part of the students'
schooling.
Another strategy may be to train principals and
teachers in the funds of knowledge model to initiate home
visits to uncover the knowledge, skills, information, and
assistance, as well as cultural values and norms (Greenberg,
1989; Velez-Ibanez, 1983a, 1983b, 1988), and ample social
and cognitive resources that can be utilized for classroom
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literacy instruction by providing culturally relevant
instruction (Moll, 1990).
A third strategy may be to provide an open, warm,
inviting atmosphere which encourages parents to share their
knowledge and resources with students in school or in the
community.

The whole language concept could be utilized to

uncover the family and community resources to establish
shared learning through the sharing of literacy events.
Materials could be brought in from the home and community,
and parents and community members are invited to participate
in the classroom (Goodman, 1986).
Once the family and community resources are discovered
and recognized programs must be in place that encourage
their utilization as participatory tools.

The principal

plays the pivotal role in the acceptance of parents as
partners in the school.

The parents should be given the

opportunity to teach what they know in the classroom or in
the community.

Family and community knowledge can also be

adopted as part of the curriculum.
Principals who value parent knowledge allow parents to
develop their own sense of value and power.

Once parents

understand that what they say has worth and value they will
be able to influence what is happening in the school and
community.
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Principals who empower parents through the utilization
of their community and family resources encourage parents to
become risk-takers and entrepreneurs who organize, operate,
and assume the risk of a venture.

Parents, in the process

of acting out within the framework of the powers that accrue
to them, will assume leadership roles enabling them to bring
change to their environment.

Formal mechanisms could be

established whereby parents can become involved in decision
making processes.

such a strategy could include school

based coalitions or school and community partnership
councils comprising parents, students, teachers, community
members, and the principal.

Another strategy is to utilize

district based site-based management models.
When parents and community members take on leadership
roles with a share or interest in the schooling process they
become answerable for their own decisions, and establish
their responsibility and accountability for the process.
The parents assume responsibility for the education of their
children, and become accountable for the care and welfare of
their children.
Parents who have a share of the educational process
will possess, use, and enjoy the process, and assume
responsibility for the work that needs to be done.

Sharing

subsumes that each party to the enterprise assumes, equally,
any profit or loss that might result.

This profit or loss
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subsumes that the parents take on the role of risk takers
who face the possibility of sUffering harm or loss, of
dealing with uncertain dangers or hazards.

Risk-takers

expose themselves to the chance of loss or damage, and face
hazards throughout the process of taking risks.
This connection will giving parents ownership of what
happens in the schooling of their children; the pride of
ownership becomes central and all activities are valid and
efficacious.

All parties have a stake in what the

activities will be, the goals of the activities, how the
activities will be carried out, and any changes needed to
the activities to make them work.
By becoming stakeholders in the process, the parents
will become an integral part if not the focus of their
child's well being and development at home, in school, and
in the community.

By being stakeholders they become owners

of all the processes, and by owners they have a significant
part in what evolves in their lives and the lives of their
children.
By taking this ownership of what happens in their lives
and the lives of their children, they will be better able to
direct and guide them toward future goals and objectives,
and in doing so, they will empower children to take more
control of what is going on in their lives.
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As was mentioned earlier, the process of sharing
subsumes that a profit may result, whereby there is an
advantageous gain or benefit.

This gain or benefit most

often subsumes that something has become better, advanced or
progressed, and a sense of well being has been promoted or
enhanced.
Finally, principals need to make a personal as well as
a professional commitment to change traditional thinking
that the schools, teachers, and administrators are the
experts who fill the minds of low-SES Hispanic students with
knowledge.

When principals respect parents and the

community for their knowledge and resources and utilize them
to involve parents in the schooling of their children they
support parent efficacy, worth, and self-esteem through the
exchange of these home/school resources.
Recommendations for Future Research
First, the findings in this study illustrated the
importance of a framework for principals' understandings of,
utilization of, and nurturance of family and community
resources to develop parent involvement programs, such as
that espoused by Moll (1990).

since this framework comes

from the general educational, anthropological, and
sociological literature and has been useful in the context
of this case, future research should borrow from fields
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outside of education, such as general organizational
behavior literature.
Second, the impact of family and community
resources-driven parent involvement programs on the academic
achievement of students needs to be examined more closely.
It is important to note that studies examining the positive
effects of utilizing funds of knowledge (shared history)
(Greenberg, 1989; Moll, 1990; Velez-Ibanez, 1983a, 1983b,
1988) or whole language (shared learning)

(Goodman, 1986) in

the classroom have proved fruitful in research.

Therefore,

further studies on the impact of family and community
resources driven parent involvement programs on student
academic achievement may produce expanded knowledge.
Third, the perceptions of the students need to be
examined to determine whether there is a fit with what the
principals and the parents say is happening.

Students could

be asked whether in fact parents are more meaningfully
involved in their schooling and how it has impacted them.
Fourth, the roles of teachers need to be examined in
the family and community resources driven parent involvement
models.

It is important to note that studies examining

teachers roles in parent involvement have proved fruitful in
other research (Epstein, 1988).

Therefore further study of

teacher roles in family and community resources-driven
parent involvement programs may produce expanded knowledge.
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Fifth, the design of this study did not address the
possible impact that ethnic differences between the
principals may have had on the development of parent
involvement programs utilizing family and community
resources in these schools.

Further study on the impact of

ethnic differences among principals may provide expanded
knowledge on the understandings of family and community
resources-driven parent involvement programs.
sixth, the design of this study also did not address
the impact that gender differences between the principals
may have had on the development of parent involvement
programs utilizing family and community resources in these
schools.

Further study on the impact of gender differences

among principals may provide expanded knowledge on the
understandings of family and community resources-driven
parent involvement programs.
Seventh, the findings of this study did not reveal any
problems or difficulties the principals may have had in
implementing the processes uncovered at these three schools.
Further study on any problems, difficulties or possible
contradictions may provide expanded knowledge on the
understandings of family and community resources-driven
parent involvement programs.
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INTERVIEW CONFIRMATION LETTER SENT TO R1, R2, R3

Thomas A. O'Meara
5755 E. River Rd. #3808
Tucson, AZ 85715

Name of Principal
Name of school
Street address
City, state Zip
Salutation;
Thank you for responding to my request for an
interview. The focus of this investigation is principals'
understandings of, utilization of, and nurturance of family
and community resources (funds of knowledge or whole
language) concepts to develop parent involvement programs in
low-SES urban Hispanic schools.
The interview will be semi-structured with open-ended
questions designed to uncover how parent involvement happens
at your school.
Please be assured that: (1) your
participation is voluntary, (2) you will be able to withdraw
from the interview or decline to answer questions at any
time, and (3) the interview will be confidential.
I will be using audio recorder to capture all of your
rich narration.
I look forward to sharing with you (time,
day, date, school name).
Once the project is completed, I will be more than
happy to share my findings with you.
Thanks, again, for
being open.
Sincerely,

Thomas A. O'Meara
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STATEMENT OF INTENT AND CONFIDENTIALITY READ TO PRINCIPALS
R1, R2, R3
I want to thank you, again, for providing the
opportunity to spend some time together.
(1) your participation is voluntary,

I assure you, that

(2) you will be able to

withdraw from the interview or decline to answer questions
at any time, and (3) the interview will be confidential.
As I told you during our initial phone conversation,
and in the follow-up letter the concerns of this research
endeavor are parent involvement programs in general, and
principals' use of family and community resources (funds of
knowledge or whole language) concepts, specifically, in
developing, utilizing, and nurturing parent involvement in
their schools.

The settings are low-SES, minority

elementary schools in your district.
The purpose is to discover patterns and develop theory
that will contribute to the literature and practice.

This

interview is semi-structured with open-ended questions.
Please feel free to narrate openly; the process will be
conversational and I hope we can be co-conversants.
have any questions?

Do you
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ASKED OF RESPONDENT R1

1. What is the nature of parent involvement in your school?
Probes

*
*

How was it adopted?
Who was involved in initiating it (e.g., you, parents,
central office, school board, outside agencies)?

*

How was the decision made to have this parent involvement
program (top-down, persuasive, consultive,
collegial-participative, or delegated style)?

2. How much priority and centrality does your parent
involvement program have in your school?
Probes

*

How much support is there from central office, parents,
teachers?

3. What is your understandings of the concept of family and
community resources such as funds of knowledge and whole
language processes?
Probes

*
*

How did you first become familiar with these concepts?
What are parent, staff, and central office perceptions of
these concepts?

*

How did these groups develop these concepts of family and
community resources?
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*

What strategies do you utilize to access the assets of
the community?

4. How do you utilize this concept to develop parent
involvement programs in your school?
Probes

*
*

What is the demographic makeup of your population?
How does the involvement of your parents vary accoring to
SES, and/or ethnic background?

5. What examples can I find of parents in decision making
roles in this school?

*

How did the process work to get parents into decision
making roles?

*

What was the motivation for starting the process?
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REVISED QUESTIONS ASKED OF RESPONDENTS R2, R3

1. What is the demographic makeup of your student body?
Probes

*

How many students do you have?
Hispanic #

&___ % Native American #

&--_%

African American #___ &___ % Asian #___ &___ %.
Anglo #___ &___ % , other

*

What is the SES of these students?

*

What kinds of subsidized programs, if any, do they
participate in?

2. What is the demographic makeup of your teaching, support,
and service staff at this school?
Probes

*

How many teachers do you have?
Hispanic ___ , Native American ___ , Anglo ___ , Other___

*

How many support staff? special Ed, guidance, psych.,
Hispanic ___ , Native American, Anglo ___ , Other___
How many service staff? Cafeteria, maintenance, etc.

3. What is the nature of parent involvement in your school?
Probes

*

What was the triggering mechanism for adopting this
parent involvement program?

*

What decision making style (top-down, persuasive,
consultive, collegial-participative, delegative)
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initiated the use of the parent involvement program in
your school?

*

Who was involved in initiating it (e.g., you, parents,
central office, school board, outside agencies)?

4. What priority does parent involvement have in your
school?
Probes

*

What is the scope and nature of teacher/staff, parenti
community, and District support?

5. What is your understanding of the concept of Family and
community Resources (e.g., funds of knowledge or whole
language)?
Probes

*

How did you first become familiar with these concepts?

*

What are parental, staff, central office understandings
of these concepts?

*

How did these special interests groups develop awareness
of these concepts.

6. What do you do to utilize family and community resources
(e.g., funds of knowledge or whole language) to develop
parent involvement programs in your school?
Probes

*

How does parent involvement vary according to SES, or
ethnic background?
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7. What examples can I find in this school of parents in
decision making roles?
Probes

*

How did the process work to get parents into decision
making roles?

*

What motivated the process to start?

8. What additional comments would you like to make?
Probes

*
*

What issues can you think of that we missed?
What further insights can you share?
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STATEMENT OF INTENT AND CONFIDENTIALITY READ TO PARENTS
PR1, PR2, PR3

I want to thank you for providing the opportunity to
spend some time together.

I assure you that (1) your

participation is voluntary,

(2) you will be able to withdraw

from the interview or decline to answer questions at any
time, and (3) the interview will be confidential.
The concerns of this research endeavor are parent
involvement programs in general, and your principal's use of
your home/community knowledge gained from experience,
culture, value systems, beliefs, and social networks in
developing, utilizing, and nurturing parent involvement in
your schools.

The purpose is to discover patterns and

develop theory that will contribute to the literature and
practice.
This interview is conversational, and there are no
right or wrong answers.

I will ask a question of the group,

would you please respond as individuals, but try not to
speak at the same time.

Please feel free to narrate openly.

Do you have any questions?
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QUESTIONS ASKED OF RESPONDENTS, PR1, PR2, PR3

1. How are you involved in this school?
Probes

*
*
*
*

Are you parents, family members, or other?
Do you have children in attendance at this school?
Do you have children who have graduated?
What is your proximity to the school?

Do you live in the

or are your children bused in?
2. How does the Principal want you involved?
PROBES

*

What are his/her preferences?
Volunteer in school, home/neighborhood projects/field
trip activities, committees, coalitions, shared decisionmaking.

*

What are your general interests in the school and its
students?

*
*

What are your focused interests on your children?
How does the principal utilize your home/community
knowledge and skills?

*

What opportunities does he/she provide for you to be
involved?

*
*

What method of home visits does your principal employ?
What feeling of your value to the school does the
principal communicate to you?

----

-

-------
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3. How does the Principal work with you?
Probes

*

How does the principal approach you?

with an

authoritative or participative bearing.

*

How do you feel about and respond to this approach?

4. How has the school changed as a result of the principal's
parent involvement programs?
5. How much do you know about the family and community
resources (funds of knowledge or whole language) concept?
PROBES

*

How did you first become familiar with this concept?

6. What additional comments would you like to make?
PROBES

*
*

Issues we missed
Insights you can share
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CODES USED FOR THE ANALYSIS OF THE OPEN-ENDED
SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Family/Community Resources
Funds of Knowledge

FCR
FK

Experts (FK)

EFK

Foundations

FD

Knowledge (FK)

KFK

Home Visits

HV

Resources

R

Skills

SK

Whole Language
Authentic Learning

WL
AL

Construct Knowledge CK
Experts (WL)

EWL

Interest(s)

IN

Knowledge (WL)

KWL

Shared Learning

SL

Involve (ment)

INV

Collaborate (ion)

COLL

Collegial (ity)

CL

Commitment

CT

Connect (ion)

CN
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Cooperate

CE

Include(sion}

INC

Participate(ion}

PART

Partner (ship)

PT

EmpowerCment)

EMP

Develop

DV

Encourage (ment)

ENC

Power

POW

Support

SPT

Value

VL

LeaderCship)

L

Leadership Skills

LS

Role(s}

R

OwnerCship)

OWN

Accountable (ity)

ACT

Responsible(ity}

Res
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CODES AND DEFINITIONS FOR CHARACTERISTICS OF
FAMILY AND COMMUNITY RESOURCE-DRIVEN
PARENT INVOLVEMENT PROGRAMS

Family and Community Resources (FCR) - the culture, the
social and labor history, and the knowledge and networks of
the parents and community.
FK - The funds of knowledge or networks of social and
labor history of families and communities.

These

social networks transmit knowledge, skills,
information, and assistance, as well as cultural values
and norms.
WL - Whole language is the sharing of literacy events.
Materials are brought in from the horne and community,
parents and community members are invited to
participate in the classroom.

Students also share by

going into the community to gain learning experiences.
Involvement (INV) - to include in, as a necessary feature.
To be embraced by and incorporated into an activity or
organization.
ColI -

to Collaborate, to work together in a joint

effort.
Part others.

to participate, take part, share, or join with

171
Empowerment (EMP) - to invest with legal power; authorize,
to grant authority or power to; to appropriate or give
permission for.
P - the power or ability or capacity to act or
perform

effectively.

Leadership (L) - the capacity or ability to lead, guide, be
in charge or command of others.

To have power or

influence especially of a political nature.

Ownership (OWN) - The state or fact of being an owner; legal
right to the possession of a thing.
Accountable - answerable, capable of being explained.
Responsible - legally or ethically accountable for the
care or welfare of another; required to render account;
answerable.
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Table 1.

Number of Responses of Principals and Parents by Item.

Responses

R1

PR1

R2

PR2

R3

PR3

FAMILY AND COMMUNITY RESOURCES
Funds of knowledQe

1

2

7

2

9

0

Foundations
( knowledg_eJ

0

0

1

0

0

0

Roots (knowledQe)

0

0

1

0

0

0

Home visits (funds
of knowledge)

0

11

13

7

0

0

Go into the home
Go out into the
community

0

0

5

9

0

0

1

1

5

1

0

0

Go out to homes

0

0

5

0

0

0

Community involved
with school

0

1

0

2

0

1

Constructivism

0

0

0

0

1

0

Construct

0

0

0

0

1

0

Learn from one
another in social
context

0

0

5

0

3

0

Organize knowledge
in terms of prior
knowledge and
experience

0

0

0

0

1

0

Knowledge is
socially negotiated

0

0

0

0

1

0

Authentic learning
outside school
(talk, read, and
write in school)

0

0

0

0

1

0

Accommodation

0

0

0

0

1

0

Assimilation

0

0

0

0

1

0

knowle~qe
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Table 1, continued

Responses

R1

PR1

R3
R2
PR2
FAMILY AND COMMUNITY RESOURCES, continued
Tap into knowledge
0
0
10
0
0

PR3
0

Knowledge

16

5

9

7

21

0

Parents as experts

1

0

0

0

1

0

Parents' interests
Parents as
resources

2

0

0

0

2

1

0

6

2

0

0

0

Skills of parents

2

0

0

0

0

0

Parents' experience
with students

0

0

0

0

6

4

Years of teaching
with their children

0

0

1

0

0

0

Parents able to do
Parents can do

12
1

1
14

7
0

47
7

21
3

23
0

Parents' strengths

0

4

0

0

1

0

Things that parents
do

0

1

0

11

0

0

INVOLVEMENT
Parents'
Involvement

8

11

38

37

16

3

Par'ticipation
Parents as part of
school

5

9

0

1

0

0

13

2

7

2

2

0

Parents hooked up
with school

1

0

0

0

0

0

Parent input

0

0

0

0

1

1

Parents pitch in

0

0

0

0

1

0

Interaction with
parents

2

0

0

0

0

0

Parents volunteer

0

3

1

4

5

5
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Table 1, continued

Responses

R1

PR1

I

R2

PR2

INVOLVEMENT OF PARENTS, continued
Ways for parents to
help
0
1
0
3
Parents join
1
1
0
0
Parents collaborate
0
3
0
0
Connections
0
8
0
0

R3

I

PR3

10

7

1
0

0

0

1

0

Cooperation
Enqaqement

0

11

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

Inclusion

4

0

0

4

0

0

Bring the community
in
Invite parents

0

1

0

0

0

0

2

1

0

2

5

0

Parents, teachers,
and community as
team

1

0

1

0

0

0

Parents working in
groups

2

0

0

0

0

0

Parents work in

0

5

0

0

1

0

Parents work on

3

0

0

0

0

Together

1
2

9

0

5

0

0

Parents and
teachers work
toqether

0

9

0

0

0

0

Parents work with
teachers

0

21

0

5

4

0

Partnership

0

0

5

2

0

0

Parents and school
as co-partners

0

0

2

0

0

0

Parents and school
equal

2

0

0

0

1

0
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Table 1.

Number of Responses of Principals and Parents by Item,
continued.

Res~onses

R1

PR1

R2

PR2

J

R3

PR3

EMPOWERMENT
Parents'
Empowerment

8

8

0

0

0

0

Develop parents

0

12

4

0

0

0

Encourage~arents

8

0

0

6

0

4

0

0

7

0

0

0

Opportunities for
parents

2

2

2

1

1

0

Support 'for parents

0

0

9

8

0

0

Train parents

0

3

0

1

5

3

Parents feel better

0

1

0

0

0

0

Parents feel
comfortable

0

0

0

0

3

1

Parents feel free
to participate

0

0

0

2

0

0

Parents feel good
Parents feel needed

0

1

0

2

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

Parents feel proud

0

3

0

0

0

0

Parents feel
special

1

0

0

2

0

1

Feeling tone

0

0

0

0

1

0

Parents feel wanted

1

0

0

1

1

1

Parents feel
welcome

0

2

0

1

3

3

Parents' value/
worth

0

1

0

5

0

0

Principal doesn't
want things sterile

0

0

0

0

1

0

Warmth

0

0

0

0

0

1

Train teachers
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Table 1, continued

Responses

R1
PR1
R2
PR2
EMPOWERMENT OF PARENTS, continued

R3

PR3

Parents have power

1

2

0

0

0

0

Parents feel strong

0

0

0

1

0

0

Parents not afraid

0

0

0

1

0

0

Parents feel
confidence

0

0

0

2

0

0

Parents have grown

0

7

0

2

0

0

Parents as leaders

0

2

0

0

0

0

Parents' leadership
skills

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

0

0

0

0

Teachers as leaders

0

0

3

0

0

0

Parents' ownership
of school
School is parents'

6

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

Parents take
responsibili ty

1

0

0

0

0

0

Parents are
accountable

0

0

2

0

0

0

Family culture
(students, parents,
teachers,
administrators)

0

2

8

0

0

0

Parents feel at
home

0

0

0

0

0

1

Roles parents take
Parents calling the
shots
Parents in charge
of (school)
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Table 1, pontinued

Responses

R1

PR1

R2

PR2

R3

PR3

EMPOWERMENT OF PARENTSt continued
School is like home

0

0

0

1

0

0

Parents take back
neighborhoods

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

Up to parents to do
it

Parents do it
themselves
Parents work for
themselves

1

3

0

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

Site- based
management

0

0

0

0

2

2
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